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Foreword to New Edition.

It is now over thirty years sinc& History Of The Cocks Familyas
published. | didittle further research on the subject until about ten years ago
when, largely through a number of coincidences, | began to acquire more
information on certain branches until | reached a point when five of the original
chapters seemed worth writing in greratietail. These were then typed and a
few copies produced of each. They were not generally available (though one of
each was deposited at Eastnor Castle for the archives there) and were in A4
format. They appeared between 1988 and 1996.

| am therefore dighted that Jonathan Somers Cocks of Ashhurst, New
Zealand has used new computer technology to scan the whole of the original
text and substitute the old chapters for the new incorporating them into one
volume and am grateful to Alan Bromley Cocks of Rakga Auckland for his
help in proof reading and correcting the scanned errors throughout.

My thanks are due to a number of people who have generously assisted
in gathering of this new information.

They are : for Part Il, ch.1 'The Settlement at Bishopéev@ and
ch.5,'Woodmancote and Cleeve'Norma Turnbull ( whose family lives in
Lt.Col.Charles Cocks's old house in Woodmancote), Eunice Powell and Hugh
Denham; Part 1ll, ch.2 ,'Cocks and Somerdulia Page; ch.4,'Dumbleton’
Adrian Phillips, David Hakon and Martyn Brown. To them all | am most
grateful for their willing help and interest.

With further documents coming to light at Eastnor Castle there is
certainly more to be discovered and written particularly on Castleditch in the
seventeenth and eigieinth centuries and on the Earls Somers in the nineteenth.

Finally a personal note. Writing up the family history has put me in
touch with numbers of relatives and others, with few of whom | would ever
otherwise have had contact. We have had the pleafureating many of them
here at Crystalwood and this has been a rewarding bonus of the many years
researching our forebears.

J.V.S.C.

Crystalwood,

Abbotskerswell

Newton Abbot

Devon. August 1997
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AND
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The great blk of original research has gone into the first
three parts of this history. The final part (which necessarily deals in
more summary fashion with the recent generations) has been written in
the main from secondary, printed sources, chief of which hastheen
family chapters in Henry Somers Cocks' Eastnor and its Malvern Hills,
an invaluable work on which | have leaned heavily. Exceptions are
that part dealing with the early New Zealand Cocks' which is based,
on Edith Somers Cocks' fascinating and eabeing MS account of
her grandfather, and the chapter on the banking branch which has been
written from original material in my possession
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as she was able, the genealogical table of the New Zealand Cocks', and
Edith Somers Cocks who not only gave much general information on
the same branch but allowade to quote freely from her account of
Henry Bromley Cocks. Gratitude is undoubtedly due also to those of
my ancestors whose chronic inability to destroy papers has contributed
so much to my knowledge of them and their times.
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Part 1

1. INTRODUCTORY

THE KENT -GLOUCESTERSHIRE CONNECTION

At least two previous attempts have been madthtow light on the
earlier history of the family of Cocks or SoméZsecks. The first appeared in the
form of notes included in the Guide to Eastnor Castle written in 1889 by Lady
Henry Somerset and Gwenllian Morgan. This pioneer account, however, not
only was brief but contained a number of inaccuracies, and consequently cannot
be relied upon for the period. Another and much more considerable work
appeared in two chapters in the Reverend Henry SeGers k s ' book 6
and its Mal ver nl1l928i Mdcls few maiebd was tyathéredi
together here, but the actual connection between the Kent and Gloucestershire
families was not precisely stated, and, more particularly, the relationship to the
Kent Cocks' of the Thomas Cocks who appeared in Gltersbire at the
beginning of the reign of the first Queen Elizabeth remained an enigma.
Although it was said that he was the son of Thomas of Cock Hall in Kent,
neither the identity of this Thomas nor the whereabouts of the Hall was made
clear. Did he liveat Ospringe, or Tiimanstone, or neither?

Some thirty years later it seemed possible that, with the accumulation
of public and private records and their easier ailoitity to the student, further
research based on that already done might solve thisysar riddle. It has to
be admitted that, after a long and fairly exhaustive search in many classes of
records, the enigma still remains, and we cannot be absolutely sure who Thomas'
father really was.

In trying to discover this vital key it was neceagst work backwards
in time from the Gloucestershire end and forwards from Kent; to examine many
families of similar name, to assume that they may have been for a generation in,
perhaps, London on the way, and even to try the hypothesis that a Kentish
origin was incorrect. None of the evidence so examined was conclusive one way
or the other. The great difficulty lies in the frequency with which the surname
occurs once the volume of records grows from the 14th century onwards, and in
the truly astounding maber of ways in which it was contrived to spell it (39
varieties have been noted) to say nothing of the fact that Thomas as a baptismal
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name is so common that sometimes one cannot be sure which of several people
is being referred to.

All this delving has aleast resulted in the discovery of some further
facts, and the correction of others, about branches of the family whether actual
or supposed, and this information has been supplemented by searches in later
records to try to fill in some details up to aibdhe end of the 18th century. It
seems time that the results of this research should be placed on record even if
certain aspects of the story still remain tantalisingly obscure and discontinuous.

As it has always been said that the Cocks family origthat Kent, it
may be as well to begin by considering the grounds for making such a claim. The
first written statement to that effect is contained in Atkyns' history of
Gloucestershire which he brought out in 1712. Other authorities, including
Hasted in Hé history of Kent (who added that they left Kent in the 16th
century), follow his statement without adducing much further evidence in
support of it. There can be little doubt that Atkyns' authority was the inscription
on the memorial slab to the first TheamCocks of Bishop's Cleeve in the church
there. Unfortunately, the history of this stone is not quite as straightforward as
one could wish.

In 1696 the steeple of Cleeve church collapsed and, according to the
well-known county historian Bigland, destraly¢he merorials to the Cocks
family lying below it. The present inscribed slab is indeed slightly damaged, and
it is possible that it is the origal saved from the wreckage. On the whole,
however, it is more likely, especially as one of the dates orertains
incomplete, that it is a replacement copied partly from fragments of the original
and partly from memory. Curiously enough, Bigland quotes the inscription
verbatimbut omitstheall mport ant | ine dédanciently
can still e read. This has led others to believe that the Kent reference only
appeared on the original, whereas Bigland must have seen the same stone which
survives to this day in the floor of the vestry. Even if the stone is not centem
porary, it must have been ptitere only about a hundred years later, when the
memory of the Kentish tradition would still have been comparatively fresh, and

there seems no reason why such a statement should then have been incorporated

had it not been there in the first place. Thoteyhfrom conclusive evidence, it
does tend to support the lohegld belief.

The name Cocks Hall cannot be traced in the county of Kent, and there
is quite a possibility that the residence was never officially known by that name.
In Elizabethan times it veanot unusual for the gentry, particularly if they had
only recently achieved that status, to wish to proclaim to the neighbourhood that
they had not only a competent affluence but a respectable ancestry. The fine

of
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sounding appellation Cocks Hall may haveeb little more than a pleasant
fiction which came to be believed as solid fact in distant Gloucestershire.

One other circumstance strengthens the Kent theory. It is indisputable
that the Cocks family who acquired property at Tilmanstone in the coutitg in
late 15th century and who had. considerable interests in Sandwich not far away,
bore as their arms the same O0sabl e, i
as was borne by the heirs of Thomas Cocks of Cleeve, save only that the former
was 'diffeenced’ with a 'mullet' (a star), indicating that they were a cadet branch
from a third son. In 1558 Thomas Cocks of Tilmanstone ordered in his Will that
his coatof-arms should be put in glass in a window of nearby Betteshanger
Church, and although the dloh was completely rebuilt in the 19th century the
arms still exist in the chancel, though in a different window.

There are other Cocks armorial bearings elsewhere in the county, but
these belong either to this same branch or to a date much later thbsthihe
century. The arms do not appear amongst those of the gentry of Kent in the
cloisters of Canterbury Cathedral which date from about 1400, and heraldic
records do not give much help.

As will be seen, the Timanstone Cocks' do not lead to celstersine,
and neither do those of Ospringe where a family of the same name held property
from early times. One can only say that the latter are perhaps more likely to have
called their home Cocks Hall than any other discovered branch, for it was at one
time cetainly referred to as Coks Manor. This discontinuity poses a problem.
There is a possibility that some of the Kent Cocks' tmead have no
relationship to the family. Yet one can hardly leave out all reference to them on
the ground that the connectionmnist proved, and so it has been thought best to
describe what is known of both the Ospringe settlement and that at Tilmanstone
and Sandwich. It must be borne in mind that no relationship between the two
has been established, though it is not impossible ttiexe was a connection
perhaps not later than the early 1400's. But before reference is made to these,
some comments on the name of Cocks, its origin and distribution, may be of
interest.

ORIGIN, SPELLING AND DISTRIBUTION OF THE NAME COCKS

The name ints earlier forms must have arisen in several different ways.
An Old English name Cocc or Cocca can be inferred from plao®es, but this
would have been in use long before surnames were current and is on the whole
an unlikely origin. Much more probabie a nickname 'Cock’ or 'the Cock’, its
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early spelling as Cok or Kok or even Cog no doubt reflecting the influence of
French in literate circles more than suggesting a continental origin, though
immigration cannot be ruled out in every case. Nicknamedl a&vents have
played a large part in the formation of surnames. Most frequently of all, and this
is borne out by its wide distribution, the name would have begun as a
professional description, 'the Cook', or, as it is rendered in the Fratiohof
manydocuments, ‘le Cocus'. This was often abbreviated by the scribes to Coc/,
and as the owners of the name in those early days could seldom write, it is not
difficult to see how the Coc or Cok spelling arose in the documents which to
day are our only meang studying these changes.

It is possible, by noting the spellings used in about 300 Wills proved in
the Prerogative Court of Canterbury (covering the Southern half of England)
and in the London and Kent ecclesizel courts, to find out that there are
certain wellmarked trends. Before 1500, Cock, Cokke and above all Cok with
their near variants are the most commdhe Cook or Cooke rendering is also
usual and remains so. Cock continues to be popular throughout, but Cokke and
Cok disappear almost coreptly by 1530. Cocks, Cockes, Cokkes and Cokes,
the genitive of the name, do not occur before 1450, but thereafter the first two
become fairly common and supersede the earlier forms. From about 1550 Cox
or Coxe begin to be used, and with great rapiditypbecby far the most usual
of all, taking over a number of the Coekeckes spellings in families which
hitherto had used that rendering. The descendants of Thomas Cocks of Cleeve,
however, nearly always called theetves Cocks or Cockes, though occaslgnal
Coxe appears and it is not unknown for the name to be written in two or even
three different ways in the same document. Except for the earligin@s
farmers, the Kent families being considered did not usually adopt the Cook,
Cooke or Coke spelling©n the other hand, a lateral branch at Deerhurst in
Gloucestershire always favoured Cox from about 1545 when they can first be
traced. In general it seems safe to say that by the end of Elizabeth's reign the
rendering of the name in any branch was wellhenway to standardisation.

By the beginning of the 16th century the name in its several forms was
almost universal all over the country, and had probably been so considerably
earlier. Records reveal it as especially common in Kent and London,
Gloucesteshire, Bristol and Worcestershire, Staffordshire, Leicester, Essex and
even Cornwall. The difficulties in trying to find the right branch in just one of
these counties, Kent, may be seen when it is realised that up to 1558, on the
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basis of examination ohé Wills and administrations proved in the ciytm
ecclesiastical courts, the name appears 207 times fromféedifparishes.

Curiously enough, the distribution is very uneven within the county,
being far more common in the eastern parishes trawéstern. And it is to the
eastern half of the county that we must now turn.
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2. OSPRINGE

FRANKLIN FARMERS

The parish of Ospringe lies about 9 miles west of Canterbury, its
northern boundary defined by thacéent Watling Street which here divides it
from the town of Faversham just to the north again. The great road from
London to Canterbury, with its branches to the channel coast, had always been
an important and busy thoroughe, and during medieval timés normal traffic
of merchant and noble, soldier and ecclesiastic, had been greatly increased by the
large numbers of ordinary people of every sort making their pilgrimage to the
magnificent shrine of the martyred Thomas Becket in Canterbury Cathedral.

In the first half of the 13th century hospices were built along the route
capable of accommodating needy travellers from the King downwards, and one
such was the Domus Dei, or Maison Dieu, erected in 1234, beside the road at
Ospringe at the corner of Watkane! These establishments required gifts of
money or lands for their endowment and upkeep, and so it comes about that in a
charter enumerating grants of gifts to the Master and brethren of the Domus in
1247, 2 acres of land and a wood called the Shaghescorded as having been
given by Wiliam Cocus of OspringeEight years later the Poor Nuns of
Davington Priory in nearby Faversham were receiving an annual rent of 5d. from
land in Opringe given by the same Williaf.

Although these documents of kg IlI's reign contain the earliest
dated references to this branch of the Cocks', the family may well have been
established there much earlier. At about the same time Philip Cocus, obviously
of William's generation and probably his brother, was alsoiigldnd there. At
Philip's death, which must have occurred in about 1250, it was reported that his
farm consisted of 22 acres of arable and 3 acres of wood together with a house
and rent of 43d. per annum, all of which was held directly of the King biceer
of 1/16 of a knight's fee, a knight's fee (often as here subdivided) being the
highest form of tenure amounting virtually to a freehold. He had also to pay 7%d
every 20 weeks for castle guard at Dover C4sfleis was because Fasbam
was a 'limb'or outlier of the Dover Cinque Port, and ganal service of guard
had as a matter of convenience recently been commuted to a monetary payment.
The Cocks' or Cocus' fraction of the fee seems really to have been 1/8, but
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apparently it was often divided mtfurther halves, each moiety usually being
held by a different member of the family. Possibly William held the other half.

Thomas succeeded his father Philip at the age of 10 and was probably
an only son as in 1284 he is returned as holding the wholeatt®n, another
1/8 at Ospringe being held by Ralph of Esling, the Master of the Domus Dei.
Two years later he had died and Walter le Cock his son was assessed for the lay
subsidy at 6/3d for 1/16 of the fdfter this the position becomes somewhat
confused; in 1305 the full fraction belonged to Basilia, wife of Roger Cocus, and
another persohbut soon afterwards Basilia, now a widow, and Richard of Kent
each held a moiefyBy 1315 Thomas le Cook was described as heir of Roger
and Basiiawhenheande a gi ft to the Domus of a
Kent ey s € ©heunsust eandude that Walter, Roger and the younger
Thomas were all of the same generation, though whether brothers or cousins
there is no means of telling. They must have li®®en between about 1260 and
1270.

Thomas himself died in 1339, and because he held property of the King
the usualnquisitio post morterwas held° These iguiries could be completed
remarkably quickly. In this case only ten days were to elapse bethweéssue
of the writ ordering the escheator to take Thomas le Couk's land into the King's
hand and the order for its delivery to Walter le Coch is son and heir who was
then aged 40.

The farm still consisted of the 20 acres of the fee, but to this had no
been added a further 17 acres of arable and 2 of woodland held of several other
individuals for virtually nominal rents in money and in kind. We know from a
document of 1345'that Walter, though holding 1/16 part of the fee, was in fact
a chaplain. Buho doubt Thomas le Keu or de Keu, perhaps his brother, who
was assessed for his Ospringe land a year later, was the active ‘fafTiner.
rendering 'le Keu' has, incidentally, caused confusion in some quarters. It has
been misread as le Ken and takendfenr to another family, whereas it is yet
another French variant of the Coc or Cook name). There is no hint at this time
that the family held any land other than in the immediate vicanity it would
certainly have been recorded in the inquisitions hag tone se nor is there a
suggestion that they were engaged in any other profession with a tenant in the
farm. It is clear, therefore, that they were Franklin farmers and, one would think,
reasonably prosperous ones at that. Each time their propetégdsibed it is
seen that they had added more to it.

Where was their farm in Ospringe? We know from a lawsuit referred to
later that the land was called Coks at the beginning of the 16th century, and
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Cookes more than a hundred years after that. But bytiie of the tithe
apportionment survey in 1840 no farm or any portion of land in the parish bore
the name, and one has to search for clues elsewhere. Peter de Cocsete is
mentioned in the 1247 charter, but this evidently refers to one of the Coxett
farms which can be eliminated. From some of the names of the land held, (and
more are given by the end of the 15th century) and from the fact that parts were
in the adjacent parishes of Throwley and Eastling, one can be sure that it lay
somewhere in the southepart of the parish. From the Will of Arthur Whatman
“dated 1674 who refers to 6land call
eliminate some other farms which are also mentioned by him, and one is left with
only one likely contender, Scooks Farm. Natly is the name significant but no

early forms for it are known, which means that it is either a late name or a much
changed one.

The Maison Dicu, Ospringe

The present Scooks farmhouse is a comparatively modern building
which may not be on exactly tharge site as the original, though this is usually
so. The holding of land would have ungene substantial changes meanwhile,
but one may believe that the nucleus of the present farm contains the original.

Travelling southwards through the parish (nowebisd by a
motorway) one soon comes to gently undulating ground which rises eventually
to the crest of the Downs away to the south. There are long, usually dry valleys
running downwards to the coastal marshes, and Scooks farm stands on the hill
slope on tk western side of the one which goes past the manor of Queen Court
to Ospringe village itself. Much of the land-dlay is orchard or hop garden,
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crops unknown in those farff medieval times, and it requires an effort of
imagination to picture it as it mubave looked then, with the arable and pasture
husbandry, the plougbxen, and the Coks dwelling perhaps a tirfo@med
house of the wealden type of which some later examples still exist.

Walter was still alive in 1364 when he is recorded as liablesttaio
manorial services and the usual cagtard payment? In 1380 Richard Cook
was the holder and was moreover 6t he

peace in the districtéo, a fact known t
custody adlon and the goods which he had stolen. A commission was granted
to certain local landowners to enquire into the ciisumances i n  whi c

doer s6 had r'@Thefacettat He heid suctha pedition shows that
he must have been a locally desit landowner of the middling sort, and in those
heady days of the Peasants' Revolt in Kent the post was one of great danger.
After this the records of the Coks' are silent for many years to come.

TALLOW -CHANDLERS

We have to wait for just more than antury before the next certain
record emerges, though we are then given a backward glimpseiniguisitio
post mortenheld on Richard Cokkes in 1501 he is described as holding his land
in the parish from 6Walter Calaeytdson a
has been surmised that the latter may have been traders in London, but in fact
nothing is known about them. Two generations are required to fill the gap
between Richard Cook the country Justice of the Peace and this later Richard,
and Thomas ahWalter may have provided them. But one cannot be sure that
Richard Cokks was not a brother or cousin of Walter.

Fortunately, much more is known of Richard. The inquisition reveals
that he was a London talleshandler by profession, and this enables ais t
identify him with the Richard Cokkes, tallow chandler, who is mentioned in a
London deed of 1469 in Edward IV's reigh. Four years later he received
certain gifts from a fellow chandler Edmund Wotten, probably on the occasion
of his marriage with Edmut's daughter Cecif? It is clear that the Cocks' were
now primarily London traders who would only have gone to their country
property when business was not too pressing in the City, or in order to escape
from disease such as that in the years 14480 when high mortality struck the
crowded City tenements.

The tallowchandlers were one of the lesser London companies. A
citizen of this professionin other words someone who had pledged himself to
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obey the rul es or-wasrndverthedss aostibstdntiasone’ mi
ranking only below the great merchants of the main companies. In Richard
Cokkes' time there were about 35 in livery in the City.

Richard died in 1497 and was buried in London at St. Magnus'
church!® He left two sons, Ralph, aged 26d John, and a daugh Helen. The
inquisition recites the land belonging to him at Ospringe. The 20 acres held of
the King is still listed, but further expansion has occurred since the survey of
over 150 years earlier when only 17 acres had been ad®d.he owned
anot her 48 acres and O6the whole past
Throwley, 16 acres of land in Cokysdayn, 20 acres in Waterham and 9 acres in
Douneswood Feld together with some smaller holdings, all of which had
increased the estate one of more than 120 acres of arable and woodland.
London profits had been put back into Kentish land. But there is one significant
entry; the farmhouse is described as
probably means that it was derelictdauninhabited, the land being farmed from
elsewhere. Clearly Ospringe now meant much less to the family than it had done
in centuries past.

Ralph inherited this from his father and almost at onceveywsd the
estate to his brother John Cokke, anothetowachandler, dying soon
afterwards. He seems to have been unmarried. John's first wife Isabel had died
young and he then married a Margaret. Apart from Kent, he also held land in
Stony Stratford, Buckingham and Wolverton, that in the-finshtioned plae
being his as early as 1482But trouble soon arose at Ospringe. There was a
dispu;tle about the property which was taken to Chancery somewhere around
1510:

It came about through the provisions of the Will of Richard Cokkes
which itself, unfortunately,no longer exists. Richard was alleged to have
appointed feoffees to hold Coks manor in trust for his wife Cecily, then to his
daughter Helen and her husband Thomas Thornton jointly. The surviving
feoffee, John More, had a suit brought against him by ThoRm@rnton who
argues that as both Cecily and his own wife Helen were dead, the manor should
have come to him. John More was obviously reluctant to become involved in a
family dispute and, as Henry Somé&scks in his Eastnor book remarks, was
incinedtowas h his hands of the matter. He
claymeth tytle to the samed.

John then puts in his interpleader in which he describeselfiras
tallow-chandler of London. He denies that the manor was ever enfeoffed and
says that Richa Cokkes was sole seised ofitinfee mp |l e; t hat o6t |
& use thereof descended unto Raufe Cokkes as to the son & heyre of the seyd
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Richard Cokkes; and the same Raufe entered into the same manor & was
thereof seised; 0 egdidtoHinsedf,tJohlRauf e t hen ¢

He evidently won his case, for in 1517, when he died, the farm still
belonged to him. He was survived by his wife and three dagerchildren to
whom he left his Buckinghamshire land. The eldest, also John, was left the
Stony Statford property, his second son Henry had that in Buckingham, and his
daughter Elizabeth the remainder. His#lt ont i nued : O6my | and
and Ospringe in the county of Kent
these few words theenturiesold connection of the Cokkes with Ospringe was
finally severed, and the name had altogether disappeared from the district by the
time the lay subsidy of 1523 was collect&t.

John requested burial near to his first wife in All Hallows the d.ittl
Church, and left money for masses to be said for his soul and that of Richard
and Raufe. Nothing can be discovered about his children. It is evident that for a
few generations trading and not farming had been the family interest, and the
brothers are ligly to have continued this trend. It was not usual for the same
trade to be followed for more than two, or at most three, generations, and they
may not therefore have been tallawandlers. There are references to more than
one John Cokke or Cokkes as lgeimerchants in London in the midbth
century and acquiring land in the provinces, but the name is not uncommon and
there is nothing to connect them with the Kent branch. One must ftdlgret
conclude, therefore, that with the passing of John Cokkeschalundler', there
passes also our knowledge of his line.
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3. SANDWICH

EARLY HISTORY

On the 4th April 1285 an inquisition was held at Colchester to inquire
into the circumstances in which Robert de Coke, a mariner of Sandwich, had
been killed in te previous month* Robert, it was revealed, had gone with his
ship to Bradwellon-Sea in Essex, and went ashore with others, including the
mate, to buy oyers. There was a quarrel about who should buy them first, and
in the ensuing brawl Robert was &d. This regrettable event is the first record
of the Cokes of Sandwich, though there can be ndaiogy that he was
connected with the Coks who next come into the picture more than a century
after this inauspicious start.

In the early part of the 15ttentury Sandwich was perhaps at the peak
of its prosperity, a thriving military, naval and trading port, hardly yet beginning
to feel the effects of the slow siltingp of its harbour. It had been the most
important centre for this part of Kent ever sintee Roman invasion.
Merchandise flowed through it to and from the continent, London was
convenient of access either overland or round the North Foreland by sea, and of
almost equal importance as its trading position was its use as a military
embarkation pd. It was usually from here that creslannel expeditions set
sail, such as that in 1342 when Edward Ill embarked to take Brittany. It was
also one of the Cinque Ports.

MAYORS AND BARONS

Thus in 1424 when Henry Cok was mayor of the town, it may be
deduced that he was an influential and prosperous merchant, a member of one of
the leading families in a busy community. Two years later he watected to
the same officé®and in 1429 was one of the two 'barons' representing the town
when a parliament veasummoned. John Cok, probably a brother or cousin, next
has a brief mention when in 1437 he also sat for parlianféribut soon
afterwards the name of Richard Cok appears, and he holds the scene for the next
twenty years.
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He was in all probability son @fither Henry or John, folloing in their
footsteps as mayor in 1421%" and M.P. for Sandwich in 1442 when he was
only 32. It was not unusual in those days to achieve high office at such an age.
The next honour to come his way was his election as omikeo€inque Port
barons who held the Canopy at the coronation of Queen Margaret, and after
another spell as mayor he was nominated by the Lord Warden to bmeustio
Sandwich in both 1449 and 1480The office entailed the collection of customs
dues inthe port, and was undoubtedly @dative and sougkafter appointment
often held by a local mehant. Other members of the family were to enjoy the
post over the ensuing years.. (The privilege accorded to the Cinque Port barons
of holding aloft the Cawpy at coronations continued, it is intemegtto note,
until the crowning of George 1V, when the barons had fortified themselves too
freely beforehand and consequently had difficulty in maintaining the canopy
supports and themselvesvertical.)

Richard's services continued in demand. He was a member of the 1450
1 parliament which met in three short sessions and passed, amongst other
enactments, the Bill of Attainder against the rebel Jack Cade. In the next year,
after being elected mayor for a thirern?® he evidently ran into some political
trouble, for during his tenure the king ordered his arrest (his name is spelt
Cokkes in the Rollf° Nothing untoward can have resulted and he soon became
mayor agaifi and then M.P. yet again. In both 1455 ad&d a royal pardon
was granted to hifha procedure to be regarded more as an insurance policy in
troubled times than as any evidence of wrdioing.

The last post that this eminent citizen held was that of customer of the
port in 145722 a year of greatrouble for the town. Some 4,000 Frenchmen
attacked and pillaged it, murdering the mayor and many of its inhabitants, and
the only reason we know that Richard Cok escaped is because he was granted
the second pardon in the following year. He must have aledit 1460 as a
document of two years lafdrr ef ers t o 6John Coppl edyk
formerly wife of Richard Cok, | ate col

ROBERT COK AND HIS FAMILY

It was not long before another member of the Cok family made his
appearance on the civic scene, one who was probably son of the Richard just
mentioned. This was Robert who at the age of 34 was appointed customer in
1464° and thus was evidently already a man of influence. His public career
followed closely that of Richd, for in 1469 he was one of the town's two
representatives summoned to attend parliament. Due to have been held at York,
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in fact it never met owing, it was said, to the danger of a Scottish invasion,
though it was more generally believed that its caatett was caused by the
elections to it not having gone as the Earl of Warwick had intended. At all
events Robert was saved a long, tedious and expensive journey north.

St. Clement’s, Sandwich

Next year he was elected mayformand again held the custorskip, but
life duringthe Wars of the Roses was becoming more difficult. In July 1471 the
town's sympathies with the once Yorkist and now Lancastrian Warwick incurred
royal displeasure, the franchises being taken into the King's hands. Thus we find
Robert appointed 'keeper diet town of Sandwich, a post also described as
'‘guardian’, the office of mayor officially having been abolistfedbolished or
not, documents up to February 1472 describe him as mayor nonetheless.
However, in November next year an ominous order went owm fihe
government to the mayor of Rochester telling him to arrest Robert Cok of
Sandwich, and no further mention of him appears therefter.

None of the Wills of the Coks' so far mentioned appear to survive, and
their occupation and exact relationshgmain unceain. Robert may have had a
brother Thomas who died in 1472, a draper of St. Peter's padsk, William
Cok who comes into the civic records as mayor in 1%@2believed to have
been Robert's son. We know rather more of this William'shfaide must have
died by 1504 as in that year one of his sons Henry, who died young, mentions in
his Will ** that his father Wiliam was dead. Wiliam's wife Elizabeth survived
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him for many years, it being clear from both her #iind Henry's that there
was another son John.

John in later life spelt his name Cockes and was yet another of the
Coks' to serve as M.P. (in 1509) and mayor (13iHe is described in his
mother's Will as 'Mr. Cockes' and in his own as ‘jurat’, one of the governing
body of thetown. He died in 1549, appointing Sir James Hales, sergéddaty,
and John Sares, Common Clerk of Sandwich, to be overseers of his Will, and his
wife Alice to be executrix, having, it appears, no children to succeed. Like most
of the rest of the familyénlived in St. Clement's parish, owning a humber of
properties there and in the countryside round affbwtith his death the
connection with Sandwich seems virtually to have ended.

There are other Cok, Cokke, Coke and Cooke Wills from in and
around Sandich which may in some cases refer to the same family., though
there is insufficient evidence to prove it. One is of particular interest. It shows
that there was a Thomas Cockebe spelling is perhaps significarivho lived
in St. Clement's in 1516 whehe made his Wifl> and who may well have been
William's brother. In it he mentions only his wife Joan and his four daughters,
but he must in fact have survived for long after this without drawing up a new
Will or adding codicils because it was not prdwantil 1545; so there may in the
meanwhile have been sons. It is just possible that he had one called Thomas born
about 1530 who went to Bishop's Cleeve.

Another brother of William could have been Michael Cocke who at the
beginning of the century, althgh living at Tilmanstone a few miles away,
owned property in Sandwich and who bore the Cocks arms differenced with a
mullet. If he was the third son, as his arms suggest, Wiliam may have been the
middle son and Thuoas the eldest, and the latter's desaatglwould have the
undifferenced arms as borne by the Gloucestershire Cocks'. All this is, however,
surmise, and we must now turn to Michael and his descendants where we are on
firmer ground.
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4. TILMANSTONE
MICHAEL COKES

By the beginning of the 1Btcentury the port of Sandwich had become
completely useless due to the silting of the River Stour, a state of affairs which
must have hit the trade of the town and the prosperity of the merchants to a very
considerable degree. The revival which came with reclamation of land and
the introdution of the cloth trade carried on by Low Country immigrants was
not to start until after the middle of the century, and there was, therefore, a gap
of some two or more generations in the town's fortunes.

Such an eonomic recession was no doubt partly responsible for the
fact that at about this time several leading merchants, while continuing some
business in Sandwich, moved out into ther@unding countryside where they
bought estates and lived as ctryrgentlenen. One of these was Michael Cokes,
or Cocke, who is recorded in 1490 as holding South Court at Tilmanstone from
Archbishop Mortorf® Tilmanstone lies just off the main road about 4% miles
south of Sandwich in gently undulating country, and South Coanidstclose
beside its church which remains, incidentally, largely as Michael must have
known it in its main structural form.

In aninquisitio postmortemon James Isaack who died in 1402 is
stated that he held 8 acres in Tilmanstone of Michael Cgkesleman, and this
land must have been part of either the manor of South Court or the manor of
Dane Court which Michael pohased at about this time. Dane Court (the
present most attractive house cannot have been built for almost another two
centuries) formerly belonging to Sir John Fogge of Ashford, is itself less than
half a mile from the church in a shallow and sheltered valley, standing now, at
any rate, in parklike surroundings. It is this valley, or dene, in fact which gives
the property its name.

Michael still had tenements in Sandwich where he no doubt carried on
a certain amount of business, with another holding in Statenborough on the road
between Eastry and Sandwich. These were sold in accordance with wishes
expressed in his Wif but he Ié Dane Court when he died in 1513 to his wife
Alice for one year, and South Court to her for life, thence in both cases to his
sons Thomas, William or Robert and their heirs. Such a disposition strongly
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suggests that Dane was the family's chief reside®oeath Court being more in
the nature of a dower house or house for younger members of the family.

Apart from those already mentioned, Michael had four other sons,
Roger, John, Edward and Michael, and four daughters, Christian, Joan,
Elizabeth and Aliceall of whom were living in 1509 when his Will was drawn
up. Unfortunately, of this large family we know nothing further except for
Thomas who succeeded him, and William who became a clergyman. It seems
that in 1509 none of the children, with the possilieeption of Thomas, were
of age.

THOMAS COCKES, GENTLEMAN

At about the time of his father's death, Thomas Cockes (he is also spelt
Cocks, Cocke, Cok, Coks, Cokkes, Cokks, Cokkys and Coxe) married as his
first wife Alice, daughter of Roger Lychfield okarby Betteshanger. Almost at
once Mr. Lychfield died, leaving Great Betteshanger to his grandson upon
whose early death it passed to AlieA sixteenth part of the manor had
remained outside Lychfield ownership, and this was bought in 1516 bydsho
Cockes for the sum of £48.He was now in the position of enjoying three
properties in the district, and on his wife's death in about 1520 he became the
absolute owner of Great Betteshanger. At much the same time he was obliged to
defend his title to Dane dlirt against Lord Cobham who had some deeds
relating to it, and put forward the claim that he was the rightful owner, an asser
tion which he was unable to substantiate in colurt.

From this time on Thomas became a person of some iemmat
locally. He obbained the post of customer of Sandwich and Dover through the
influence of Sir Edward Ponynges by paying £20 to the two previous holders, a
sum for the nofpayment of which he was sued in Chancery in about 1525,
when he in turn sold to Thomas Alcock of tRechequer>? His signature still
exists on a document of 1523 when he acknowledges, as customer, a certificate
concerning the shipment of horses that year.

He seems from time to time to have enjoyed positions to which he was
appointed by the King. Thsuin 1539 he was with Richard Key, a Commissioner
for the building of the o6Workemofof t he
the chain of small castles built along the south coast of England by Henry VIl
as a defensive measure. In September of tlear yie writes to Thomas
Cromwel | t hat this work oOowithin your
forward. Three towers are ready to be
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going on to suggest that |l ead would |
t he wh o |°®He signs ds lcaenptiist in which position his pay was-4/
per day. (The castle was much altered in Napoleonic times.)

Apart from serving on one or two commissions, his next appointment
seems to have been in 1545 when he was or@sétchosen to take command
of men to defend the coast near Sandwich in case of invaSitinwas in the
same year that he becamedlved in another lawsuit from which we learn more
about him, including the fact that he had remarried and that hisma#ecalled
Mary.

The case was heard before the Court of Star Chamber with Thomas
Cockes plaintiff, wherein he is desc
your most Honorable Chambero6, *#&nd S
concerned the disposal of tigpods and chattels, worth £40, of one Thomas
Whyt feld, a husbandman of Til manst o
understandyng and by the perswasion
house and killed himself, whereby his goods were forfeit to Gnewn.
Accordingly the Crown took possession and then arranged, doubtless through
Thomas' intervention with the agent of the Bishop of Worcester who was the
King's Almoner, that they should be sold back to the widow. However, the Dean
and Chapter of Canteury, in whose manor of Eastry the property lay, also laid
claim to the goods, and Sir Thomas Moyle gave orders for them to be removed.

In the scene which followed, vividly described in the protegs] we
have a glimpse of life on that faiff April day. It so happened that Sir Thomas
Moyle had sent four of his servants to seal up the widow Sylvestrine's barn
where the barley and wheat were stored, and they were just about to drive her
cattle away when oO0by luck Thomath Coc
two of his servants past the house, and Sylvestrine begged him to help her.
Thomas asked Moyle's servants what they were doing, and on being told

retorted: 6Master s, the Kynges Maies
fyve dayesd tbeltd'es uwsied ooM, Whayntd | am
servant and am charged in his behalf

until the reign of Edward VI, and in common with all Star Chamber proceedings
the judgment has been lost. Had it concluded in H&fitys reign one can
hardly imagine that monarch allowing his authority to be undermined even by
the Dean and Chapter of Canterbury.

It has already been stated that Thomas' next oldest brother was the
clergyman William. We do not know where he had bemwipus to 1540 when
he was appointed rector of Betteshanethough the name of Wiliam Cockes
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appears as curate of KingstaponThames in 1536 when he was in some
difficulty, petitioning Thomas Cromwell to redress wrongs suffered at the hands
ofDr.l ncent , prebendary of St. Paul s, Wi
i mprisonment so. He goes on: ol never
visited with the plague, and | am thought no more worthy of men's company

than the mouth of the hangman of &slis of any man's cup. But for my good

Mr. Vicar's payment of my wages | shou

If this was the same William, arrival at Betteshanger, to which the
living of Tilmanstone was collated in 1546, and the patronage of his elder
brother must haverought a welcome change. It was at this time that the bells
of Betteshanger church were-cast, each having the Cocks arms and
inscriptions commemorating the fact that they were the gift of two brothers, the
patron and the réar. The treble bell alonef the three survive®.

When Edward VI succeeded to the throne, marriage became possible
for clergymen who had hitherto been obliged to remain celibate, and William in
common with many others took advantage of this. His wife was Anne Barlie, a
son beingborn to them in 1552. Unfortunately, Queen Mary promptly withdrew
this liberty again, and Wiliam found himself deprived of his livings and
presumably entirely dependent on his brother. He died a year or twt'later

Thomas himself apparently had no cfeld, so it was a strange chance
which so late in his life gave him a small child as a ddpet) for when he drew
up his Will ®2 in 1558, he made his nephew his heir, with the manors of Dane,
South Court and Betteshanger going to his wife Mary for her tiien to
Thomas and his heirs. Furthermore, he
Thomas Cornwallis that the latter sho
bringing upé of both Thomas and anot he
16.

He also owed land in Sholden, Sellinge and Worth which he left to
various beneficiaries, none of whom bore his surname; nor were his servants
neglected, each being given annual rents or, in one case, the house where he
lived rentfree for life.

He desired his wifevhom he appointed executrix, within a year of his
death to 6ébyld and make a new window
Churche with thre lyghtes whereof in the myddell lyghte to be the pyctor of the
blessed Trynitie and in the other two lightes thequicf our ladye and Saynt
Thomas the appostell together with the pyctures of me and my wyfe with our
names and ar mesao. Further, his wife ea
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to be caried and layd in the churchyv
loads of stonesa commentary on the state of the road which he must so often
had to endure on his rides to and from Sandwich. The church was completely
rebuilt in 18534, but in a chancel window of this tiny building peacefully set in

its wooded surroundgs there survives still the ceat-arms to remind one of
Thomas Cockes who died in February 1559, over four centuries ago, and to
prove that his last wishes were indeederlied.

The inquisitio posmortemwas not held for another ten yeétsit
took place at Sevenoaks in October 1569, one of the jurors being John-Coxes
almost certainly a relative and possibly another of his nepheavsl his heir
being given as his ‘cousin' Thomas Cocks alias Barley, aged then 17 years and 9
months. It should perhapbe pointed out that in those days cousin was
synonymous with kinsman, and did not have its present connotation.

THOMAS COCKS, AUDITOR

The young Thomas did not come of age until 1573 and there is no
record of where he spent his boyhood, whether it wih Sir Thomas
Cornwallis or elsewhere. Perhaps for a while after this he lived at Dane or
Betteshanger, but for some reason he must have decided that the life of a
gentleman on his country estates was not to his taste. And so in the 1570's he
sold Dane ©urt and South Court to the Fogge family, and Betteshanger to John
Boys of Canterbury*

We next hear of him in 1584 when he was appointed to the position of
Auditor to the Dean and Chapter of Cantertiire had evidently married
some years earlier amyentually had a family of two boys and six girls. A great
deal of detail of the last years of his life is known from the fortunate fact that he
kept a diary which survives in the cathedral archives.

It is clear that by 1607 when the diary begins higewWiary Mylls was
6distracted of her wittsd and no | or
Mrs. Walsall, wife of the vicar of St. Paul's Canterbury in their house. Thomas,
who lodged in the Ardbishop's Palace, paid her £22 per annum for this service
and supplied her with firewood at a reduced price. There was probably some
family connection because one of Thomas' daughters Mary, though first
marrying a Gates, was by this time married to a Daunton (with two children
John and Julyan mentioned in Thomadl), and Mrs. Walsall before marriage

had been Margaret Daunton. At all events Thomas was certainly on familiar
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terms with her, frequently referring t
valentine. 6

Though living in the Palace, he boarded esdmetimes with friends,
sometimes at the Sun Inn. He played bowls or at cards, went to the theatre and
was not above indulging in some betting. He smoked a pipe, and, judging from
his tailor's bills, obviously was smartly turned out when occasion demanhaed.
know too that he suffered from scurvy. His salary as auditor was only £12 a
year, but apart from his personal income his job was worth considerably more
both in various fees which he received and through a number of leases which he
held at low rates éim the Dean and Chapter andatat much enhanced prices.
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St. Rumwold’s, Bonnington

At the time of his death in 1611 his six daughters were all married, and
his two sons Thomas and Roger had entered the Church. Roger, who inherited
his father's O6sealmy rimg wift lgod dredl $ &
been at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he wrote latin verse. There is a book
published in 1630 by him in 6Answer to
entitled OHebdomada Sacr aitappearsMbacHe’ s De
was then a curate in Suffolk. Thafter history is silent about him.

Thomas, his elder son, who inheri
had graduated at Oxford, and in 1615 became rector of Bonnington, a small
parish whose lonely eiich stands over a mile away from the village just above
the old cliff line at the edge of Romney Marsh, and within a stone's throw of that
great work of later days, the Royal Miltary Canal. Here he died in 1640
without, it seems, having married. His Wilbes not appear to survive, and the
parish registers do not begin until 1679.
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His father, who was buried in Canterbury Cathedral where there was
once a memorial to him with the 'differenced' eohirms®® mentions in his
diary that he visited Frank drHenry Cocks of Mongeham, near Deal. It is likely
that they were sons of one of his uncles, but once again nothing further can be
discovered about them. With the death, therefore, of the Reverend Thomas
Cocks at Bonnington the story of the Cocks' in Keanes to an endat least
so far as present knowledge extends.
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PART 2

5. THE SETTLEMENT AT BISHOP'S
CLEEVE

GLOUCESTERSHIRE RELATIONS

Before turning to Thomas Cocks of Crowle and Bishop's Cleeve, other
contemporary Gloucestershire Cocks' requdrief consideration, for Thomas
was not the only member of the family to be in the neighbourhood at that time.

We know he was living in Crowle in Worcestershire by 1568t that
no Cocks was there in 1551 when the Lay Subsidy was fesiedhat his aival
there was somewhere between those dates. Where had his family come from? As
a matter of fact there had been Cocks' in Bishop's Cleeve since at least 1535
when a Robert Cocks owned property in the manor of Gotherirffgtthen in
Cleeve parish), buhts seems to have been a coincidence and it appears the two
families were not related.

He definitely had connections at Tewkesbury, and also at Deerhurst
where a branch was established by 1545. This relationship may best be seen by
considering the Will ofsabel Coxe of Tewkesbury Park drawn up in 156She
was then the widow of Willam Coxe who had leased the property beside the
Severn (09l daer omangmbre and stonebd
appointed her 61 ovi n g ofGhe evereeers of leoWila s ¢
The cousin was Thomas of Cleeve, and her godson Peter that she mentions was
in all probability his son of that name. Her own sons were Richard and John, the
first-named having a son also called Thomas. She also left a lagaEiliam
Coxe of Deerhurst, son of yet another Thomas, and she mentions a 'sister'
(probably a sistein-law) Johane Coxe of Clent on the borders of Worcestershire
and Staffordshire. The Clent Coxes can be traced back to a Phylypp who died in
156 butthey do not seem to connect with any other branch.

That it was Thomas of Cleeve whom she appointed as overseer is plain
from Thomas' own Wil made in 1608 in which he mentions 'my godson
Thomas Cockes [spelt thus] son of my cousin Richard Cockes ofbEeryX



38

Although the word cousin meant kinsman, it is quite likely that the Tewkesbury
Coxes were his cousins in the modern sense of the word.

The Tewkesbury Deerhurst relationship is further confirmed from the
administration of the goods of Thomas Cafdeerhurst granted in 1558 to his
widow Margery and her children Richard, Wiliam, Ursula and SésEmmas
having died intestate, the judge appointed their uncle Wiliam Coxe to be their
guardian, and without doubt this William was the lessee of Tswkg Park.
Isabel refers to three of the children in her Wil as, apart from Thomas' son
Wiliam already mentioned, Ursula and Susan (her godchild) were also her
legatees.

This tangled skein will become somewhat clearer if studied in the
accompanying tdb, but precisely how Thomas of Cleeve fits into the pattern
unfortunately has not been discovered. A herald's visitation of the 1630s states
that his father was another Thomas who married a Dymock. It is just possible
that this Thomas was the one who dietgstate in 1558 (though Thomas junior
is mentioned neither in the administration nor in the Deerhurst Coxes' Wills). If
so this would mean that Thomas's father and Wiliam of Tewkesbury Park were
brothers. As will be seen from the chapter 'WoodmananteCleeve', over 200
years later Jane Bower, a descendant, said that the family tradition was that two
merchant brothers had originally come to Gloucestershire. Although she believed
that one was Thomas of Bishop's Cleeve, in which she was almost gertainl
incorrect - the brothers were one generation earliein other respects the
tradition does tend to support the belief that William Coxe of Tewkesbury and
Thomas Cocks whose wife was a Dymock were the brothers referred to.

Regrettably Willam Coxe's Wino longer appears to survive, as it
might have given some clue as to his relationship with other branches or even to
his own ancestry. We do know however that there were Coxes in the
neighbourhood of Tewkesbury for a number of years after this andthtbat
descendants of some at any rate of the Deerhurst Coxes are living today. But we
must now turn to Thomas of Crowle and Bishop's Cleeve himself.

THOMAS COCKS AND HIS FAMILY

Considering the difficulty in finding out much about Thomas Cocks's
antecedemt is is remarkable how in 1559 he bursts upon the scene with almost
dramatic suddenness and from that date on he appears and reappears constantly
in the records and there is no difficulty in finding out where he lived and who his
numerous children were.
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The first record is an interesting one. In March 1559, when living in
Crowle in Worcestershire, he obtained the lease of the parsonage manor of
Bishop's Cleeve in GloucestersHireintil the dissolution more than a decade
earlier the property had belongedtte Bishops of Worcester, one of the very
large number of estates with which that Bishopric was endowed. Henry VIII had
taken it over and leased it out as did Elizabeth. Thomas acquired the lease from
the incumbent Seth Holland, Dean of Worcester, andrbiher Roger Holland,
the patron, becoming the largest landowner in the parish. He paid a yearly rent of
£84, reserving ecclesiastical jurisdiction to the parson while having to maintain
the buildings, including a large tithe barn, in repair himself.

Seh Holland from whom he acquired the lease had been installed as
rector in 1557. Thomas married his brother Roger's daughter Elizabeth and it
seems highly likely that this property transaction was connected with his
marriage which must have taken placeabout 1559. The Hollands had come
from Dalton in Lancashire, Elizabeth bringing Thomas what the county historians
call 'a considerable fortune'. Undoubtedly he made a very prosperous match here
and for much of the rest of his life he was buying up proper&loucestershire
and neighbouring counties. His rise in the world and his manner of achieving it
were typical of the new gentry of that age.

We learn from depositions taken in a case in 1562, wherein Thomas and
others were alleged to have come intcaurfilil possession of some title deeds of
land in nearby Tredington, that Thomas was not only a 'gentleman of great
power' but that he was Clerk of the Kitchen to the Bishop of Worcester.
would have been for this reason that he was then living in Croetldéar from
the city, and it appears that even after obtaining the Bishop's Cleeve lease he
continued to live there until about 1565 when he moved to Cleeve. At all events
his first four children were baptised at Crowle.

Bishop's Cleeve is a parish avfeniles north of Cheltenham in the vale
of Severn at the very foot of the steep scarp which rises above to the highest
point of the Cotswolds on Cleeve Common. It consisted of the village of Cleeve
itself as well as a few hamlets including Gotherington Wwabdmancote, the
latter lying partway up the slope. The manor house was also the rectory and had
been the centre of an episcopal estate. As such it was a large afmlilvell
structure for its day, a most interesting building whose medieval featurssilican
be seen. In spite of the insertion of an upper floor in thecehtury, and some
later work, the great hall is recognisable with the blocked doorways which once
gave access to the buttery, pantry and kitchen leading out of it. Even with these
later additions it does not require too much imagination to picture it as it must
have looked when Thomas and Elizabeth came there more than four centuries
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ago to bring up their large family. Externally with its baffloured stone
quarried from the parish ari$ stonetiled roof it can have changed rather less.
191t remained the rectory until recently.

s y
The Rectory, Bishop’s Cleeve

It continued to be the Cocks' home until Thomas' death, and here his
remaining twelve children were born and baptised. This point needs making as by
the 19h century the family belief had grown up that he lived in Woodmancote,
as can be seen from the legend painted on one of the portraits at Eastnor. The
portrait is said to be of Richard Cocks, the first settler at Castleditch, Eastnor
(actually it is now kown to be of Richard's son Thomas) and states that Thomas
senior was of Woodmancote. But the writing was probably not added until the
early 19th century when it was recollected that the elder branch of the family
remaining at Cleeve had since the 1650=sdiat Woodmancote (as described in
the chapter 'Woodmancote and Cleeve'), and it was wrongly assumed that they
had always done Sg.

The first of Thomas and Elizabeth's four children to be born at Crowle
was Seth who was baptised there in December ¥58his somewhat unusual
name, recurring for several generations, was given as a compliment to Seth
Holland who died about then. After being rector of Cleeve he had become Dean
of Worcester but surprisingly enough at his death he was confined in the
Marshasea for debt® The administration of his estate was granted to his niece
Elizabeth Cocks.
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A year later Anne was born, followed in May 1563 by Thomas and in
August 1564 by Richard. Shortly afterwards the move to Bishop's Cleeve was
effected and here at émnvals of not much over a year the next three children,
Peter, Dorothy and Elizabeth, were b&tEven now the family was not quite
half complete as three more sons, Henry, Charles and Christopher, followed in
1570, 1571 and 1573, but Elizabeth died dsby and another daughter who
came next was also christened Elizabeth. After this there was a gap of nearly four
years, unless the daughter whose name is unknown and who did not survive was
born then.

There were now ten children living, all under fourteand it is not
difficult to guess that even the capacious manor house must have seemed
uncomfortably full at times. Even when the eldest were leaving home others were
still arriving to keep up the numbers: George in 1578, Winifred two years later
(though &e died before she was three), James in 1582 and, last of them all in
March 1584, a tenth son John. It was a proud boast that all ten sons and three of
the six daughters grew up to be men and woman in their parent's lifétimine
days when childhood omtality was so rife it was an unusual achievement; in this
respect at any rate the Cocks' were not typical of their times.

In spite of family demands Thomas continued to invest his wealth in the
purchase of land. He bought an estate near Evesham incb&giting of four
houses with over 200 acres in Burlingham, Comberton Magna, Eckington and
Wollashall for which he paid £86.A year or so later he and his eighteen year
old son Seth were jointly buying land in Bredon in Worcestershiveile in
1587 te acquired the right of patronage of Cleeve chiitdtiext, he and others
obtained a rabbit warren in Cleeve (an important and useful asset in the days
when meat was scarce in wintét)and soon afterwards he took a long lease of
Crowle manor from the Deaand Chapter of Worcester cathedral. It is clear too
that at some time he had an interest and title in the parsonages and other lands af
King's Norton and Bromsgrov&.

The arable land, lying mostly in open fields and manured by farming
sheep on them &ft the harvest had been taken, together with orchards on the
fertile plain, would have been sound investments whose value would have been
augmented considerably by the sales of wool and sheep from the great sheep
grazing estates of the Cotswolds close atdh The fleeces produced from the
area were of international fame and excellence which through the resulting cloth
trade attracted buyers from far and wide. It is impossible to guess at this
prosperous country gentleman's income but certainly it wagisoffito give a
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good education to all his sons and to provide a handsome dowry for his three
daughters.

The first girl to get married was Anne who in 1578 when she was hardly
seventeen took William Barnesley as her husband. Dorothy married Edmund
Hutchins(or Hutchings) of Dumbleton rather later in 1591 (more about her will
be found in the 'Dumbleton’ chapter), and the other surviving daughter Elizabeth
in about 1602 married Edward Stanford of Pery Hall in Staffordéhire.

Something now must be said dfose of Thomas and Elizabeth's sons
who are not described in more detail in subsequent chapters. Not a great deal has
been discovered about Seth the eldest. He lived on the Bredon property that had
been acquired jointly with his father in the 1570s andexy later fought in the
Irish Wars. According to the inscription on his brother Thomas's memorial at
Crowle he was killed in Ireland but according to the inquisition -pasttem
after his father's deatlf he died at Bredon. Perhaps the truth is thadied of
wounds received in the war. At all events this happened in June 1599 and, as he
had been unmarried, the younger Thomas became his father's heir.

Peter had been born in 1566 and took holy orders. His father had
acquired the right of presentatiamthe living of Cleeve and duly presented Peter
to it in 1592. Unfortunately the right was disputed by Sir Wiliam Hatton, cousin
and heir of the great Lord Chancellor Sir Christopher Hatton, who maintained
that he had the right and had granted the advowsoEdmund Hutching’
Curiously enough this was the very person who in the previous year had married
Peterds sister Dorothy. Sir William s
little practical difference, for in the following year Peter was again ptedethis
time by his brothemn-law. Presumably he continued living in the parsonage
manor as he remained single until after his father's death. With the tithes of the
parish of Bishop's Cleeve and the chapelry of Stoke Orchard attached to it, he
was vey comfortably off indeed with the living being reported in the 17th
century as worth £600 per annum, a huge sum if converted into today's*¥/alues.

When his father died in 1601 he was left 'the bedstead in the green
chamber at Cleeve with the feather lierdhe same and the bolsters pillows etc.
thereto belonging, also the bolster and bed etc. which is in the chamber next
adjoining, also four pairs of flaxen sheets and two pillows'. Further he had the
first choice of the cattle, household implements awchfgear in the parsonage
‘paying so much as the same shall be reasonably praised to my executrix'. Apart
from a dispute with his brother George about the right of presentation and about
certain terms of their father's Will, nothing more is known of Petaintil his
marriage in 1607 to Katherine Bridges the daughter of Charles, second son of
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John, first Lord Chandos of Sudely. The subsequent history of their family will
be found in the 'Woodmancote and Cleeve' chapter. It remains to add that Peter
died when he was only 46 and was buried at Cleeve leaving all his possessions to
his wife *°

The last son to be mentioned here was George and little enough has
been discovered about him. Born in 1578 he had taken holy orders by 1605 when
in the dispute with hisrbther Peter he was described as 'clerk’. In his father's
Will of 1600 he was left the moiety of the rectory of Eckington (about four miles
north of Bredon) together with the profits and tithes etc and the tithe barn for the
remaining term of years whichhdomas had there. It is not known if he was
incumbent there. He had died unmarried before 1629.

Thomas himself died on 3 November 1601 according to the inquisition
postmortem held at Pershore in 1602, but the Cleeve registers show that he was
not buried & Cleeve until the 26th of November, suggesting he may have died
when he was away from home. He left his son Thomas the manor of Crowle
evidently now regarding it as the main family home. Charles, Christopher and
John had his title and term of years in fa@sonages of Bromsgrove and King's
Norton provided they paid their sister Anne Barnesley £100 within three years.
His daughter Elizabeth, still unmarried in 1600, received £800 while his godson
and Grandchild Thomas, son of Richard of Castleditch, wa£1€0. His own
son James was bequeathed lands in Northey together with the sum of £300.
Other bequests included the one to Thomas, son of his cousin Richard Cocks of
Tewkesbury. His wife Elizabeth survived him and was appointed executrix and
residual legtee of his WilF” She lived out her widowhood at Bredon. Her burial
took place at Bishop's Cleeve on 11 December 1605 as may be seen in the
register there. This brings us to problems raised by the memorial to Thomas and
Elizabeth in the floor of the vastin the church.

The day of the month of Elizabeth's burial is incorrectly given on the
stone as 6 December and the year as 16. . , the last two numerals never having
been cut, a state that was recorded in the eighteenth c&hfittigy have not
been won away. Then there is the meaning of the initials, probably TH, and the

date 1692 that appear at the foot of the inscription though not forming part of
it. 2

When considering the possible meaning of the above, it has to be
remembered that in 1696 the gileeof Cleeve church collapsed and according to
Ralph Bigland destroyed the Cocks memorials below it, though he does not
specifically say that none survived anywhere else. The are four possibilities. First,
the existing stone is the original early seventkeeentury one. This can be ruled
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out as it is impossible to believe that Elizabeth's date of burial would not be
known. Next it could be a replacement for one lost in 1696. If so, why is the date
1692 on the stone? Thirdly it could have been a repladetnérn 1692 for an
earlier one which somehow had been lost, the replacement surviving the collapse.
This explanation is rather more plausible though it is difficult to imagine how a
tombstone could be lost in ordinary circumstances.

The last possibilityand much the most likely, is that there never was a
contemporary memorial to Thomas and Elizabeth, but that in 1692 the Cocks' at
Bishop's Cleeve and no doubt at Castleditch and possibly Dumbleton too wanted
to commemorate their forebears who had foundadh a large family in
Gloucestershire and accordingly decided to commission a memorial stone. It can
be assumed that the initials are those of the mason who incised it and the date
that of its execution. The family would have provided the informatiandetes
being obtained by consulting the burial registers. Evidently there was difficulty
with Elizabeth's entry where the numeral xj was misread as vj, making a six
instead of the correct 11 for the December date. The year was also a puzzle to
those lookmng at the register it has to be said that it is somewhat carelessly
written up at that point and was not filled in at the time to await clarification.

As to the rest of the inscription it would have been information traditionally
passed down the gendoas.

It is unfortunate that there should be some doubt as to the stone's
provenance, for it remains the original source for the belief that the family had
come from Kent. One could have wished that the date for such a belief had been
voiced about a ceuty earlier, and so nearer the original migration date, than
appears to be the case.
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6. LONDON
CHARLES COCKS OF THE MIDDLE TEMPLE

In the days when young men were sent to one of the Inns of Court more
often to learn the ways of a gentleman than talgel in serious study of the law,
it is a little surprising to find that Charles was not admitted to the Middle Temple
unt il he was 32. On the 27 May 1603
Thomas Cockes of Buysshoppes Clesi®ucestershire, su i r e deceas
that he paid an entry fine of £3.6%8 .

There is nothing to show what he had been doing before this. His father
had left him, jointly with Christopher and John, the rectory and parsonage of
Bromsgrove and King's Norton, and very sadterwards he and Peter had been
made cetrustees of the Dumbleton Estate for their sister Dorothy's benefit. Once
embarked on his legal career, however, his progress was rapid and lucrative. In
1609 he was appointed Exigenter of the Court of @omBerh, enjoying the

use of d6éa smal/l upper chamber on t he
Davi es' housed, and two years | ater
further.

The name of Charles Cocks appears amongst the records of the East
India Company in 1618, and while it cannot be proved that it was that of the
barrister, it is quite likely to be so when men of varying professions 'adventured’
certain sums on trading expgdns in the hope of seeing a quick and substantial
profit.

In 1626 John Cocks, son of his brother Richard, was admitted to the
Middle Temple and was bound with his uncle Charles. Twelve years later another
nephew John, son of John of Harkstead, was similarly bound with his two
relatives, and in 1644 we find Charles agkithe Court of the East India
Company for the £600 due on his late brother John Cocks' advéhture.
appears that he was now a Master in Chancery and must have been acquiring
property at frequent intervals, though it was under his sister Dorothy'shetfill
he became the possessor of the manor of Dumbleton. How much he was
employed by his relatives in the various Cteny suits in which from time to
time they became involved is not clear, but as he was himself quite often a party
to them it may not havbeen as often as they would have wished.



46

Perhaps it was to commemorate almost half a century in the Middle
Temple that he made a gift of some houses in Londorsifgpi Mayden Lane)
for paying £40 per annum for the Temple's charitable uses, thersladtéhe
Bench in June 1652 being O6desired to
seal the deed. He also gave £f60buying books for their library, and stipulated
that if the library ceased the sum was to be paid to the overseers of Dumbleton
0toadbiout apprentices and set poor chil

He died unmarried on 16 August 1654, aged 83, said to be possessed of
lands worth £1,500 per annum and a personal estate of no less than £20,000,
though as these figures were put forward by an aggriesiative they may
possibly have been an exggation. Nevertheless it is clear from his Wilthat
he was a very rich man. He left his lease of the Rose Tavern and property near
Chancery Lane to two nephews, and lands in Buckinghamshire, Worcestershire
and Berkshire to other nephews. Dumbleton manor went to Richard, second son
of Richard of Castleditch, as did his St. Pancras and Dulwich property, while
land which he had bought at Woodmancote went to his nephew Lt.Col. Charles
Cocks for life, a dispositio which was later to cause some difficulty in the
family. He also left various legacies and annuities totalling not far short of £1,000

He was buried at Dumbleton where there remains a religfgitosf him
on the chancel wall. It may not of course dgenuine likeness, but it shows a
man in young middiage with a rather shaffpatured, shrewd face a face
which one can have no difficulty in believing was that of a successful man of law.
Next year Henry Cocks, a son of Richard of Castleditch, wagtadrno his late
uncle's part of a ground floor Chamber
uncle's meritso.

CHRISTOPHER COCKS AND RUSSIA

Christopher remains a shadowy figure except for one brief but
interesting episode in his life. He is said &@vé been bred to the lat¥but he
does not appear to have taken a very active part in it, and seems to have been
something more akin to an overseas trade agent. He also enjoyed the position at
one time of Esquire of the Body to Jame¥ &nd it was perhas this which
caused him to be chosen by the King as an emissary to the Tsar of Russia.

By the end of the 16th century, English trade with Russia had been
seriously diminished by the activities of the Dutch, and in 1622, the year before
Christopher was set out , was said to be O6al most
and required the special favour and protection of the State. The attempts made to
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conclude a treaty of alliance were, on the English side, rathehdwifed, and it

was thought that we werealy more interested in the possibilities of trade with

the East that such an alliance might lead to, rather than with Russian trade and
friendship as such. At all events the Dutch retained their commercial superiority
for many years.

It was in these citamstances that Christopher set sail for Archangel in
about June of 1623 accompanied by his nephew Richard. His mission has been
stigmatised as incompeteftand perhaps he did not quite display the necessary
degree of diplomacy at times. Yet it is diffic to acquit the Government of all
blame; not only were they hh#arted about wishing to expand trade, but they
refused to learn from previous experience as to how the Tsar should properly be
addressed a small point though one which made for quiteeosessary friction.

The Tsar had an excessively long and complicated title, any contraction of which
was strongly resented. This had been a source of trouble for many years, the
English sovereigns being accustomed to contracting theirs and refusing to make
allowances for the petty idiosyncracies of foreigners. When Christopher arrived
in Moscow armed with the Treaty of Alliane@ad also, it seems, acting as Agent

for the Muscovy Company though he was not a brother-dfatat once ran into
difficulties.

To begin with there was some confusion about the purpose of his
mission, the Tsar supposing that he had come on behalf of the ‘League of Amity'
about which a messenger had been sent to King James, and Christopher's treaty
6for the bet t& rc oimmnterrecaes boeft wereand ebot h
not quite what he had expected. The
Fabian Smith haveinge continued many years in your Maj. Kingdomes with
singular grace & favour from your majesty which we hartily ackeogé is now
desirous to return to his country ... we have thought it very convenient &
necessary for the better ordering and supporting our subjects wch. shall remain
within yor Maiesties Kingdoms to have some other person of quallities &
discretiontorésde t here. 6 Christophgr s€onfttkev
remaine within vyor Mai esties dominio
annoyed to find he was n-ertirehaprediatably e f r
found fault with the contraction diis own title in the document.

Christopher pointed out that the error did not proceed from in any

6di sposicion in his Majestie to offe
added, somewhat tactlessly, that the title Defender of the Faith hadrétad

in the Tsar's letter to the King O6wh|
To this the Tsar loftily replied th:

acknowledg any but God. 6
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After much fruitless correspondence the Tsar requestedt@itrer to
return to England with his answer to the King, while making it clear that if King
James thought it would serve a useful purpose, he, the Tsar, would raise no
objection to Christopher's coming back to Russia. Nothing final seems to have
been conalded, and he never went back After this brief incursion into the
world of diplomacy he remained in England. He was living in 1629 when he was
described in his brother John's Wil i
fades into complete obscurity.

THE MERCHANTS: RICHARD, HENRY AND JAMES COCKS

As the third son of Thomas Cocks, Richard could not expect to succeed
to any of his father's estates, and so, like many another, went up to London to
seek his fortune in trade and became apprenticed tofdhe great' Companies
of the City, that of the Grocers. As happened so often in that era of expanding
conmerce and economy, he prospered and became a wealthy merchant
purchasing property in London, with a house in Mayden Lane where he probably
lived when in town.

In September 1599, just before the East India Comparsivesl its
charter of incorporation, a preliminary meeting was held at Founders' Hall
attended by 101 principal merchants who ssuibed the sum of £30,000.
Richard Cocks, Grocer, is ama s t 6t he names of such p
with their own hands to venture in the
sum he advent {fRichaldthubves pregent/attite @ery beginning
of an enterprise which was much later to hake trmreameebf result of
bringing India into the fold of the British Empire.

Later, as an Alderman of London, he was nominated to serve as Sheriff,
but refused the post on the grounds that he was not worth £5,000. The reply was
that he had made over higalth to his children, and he had to pay a stiff fine of
£400 before being dibarged from that expensive, onerous and unpopular
office.®® Meanwhile, in about 1599 or 1600 he had bought the large estate of
Castleditch at Eastnor near the Herefordshivent of Ledbury, and here he was
destined to found what in the fullness of time became the senior branch of the
family and which has remained there ever since. This development will, however,
be described at a later point.

The life of the next brother toebmentioned, Henry, was a short one.
Influenced no doubt by firdtand knowledge of the trade from his boyhood days
at Bishop's Cleeve, he became a alaitker in the London parish of St. Michael
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Paternoster, later going out to Pisa in Italy as a vfaabr. There in October

1597 at the age of 27 he was suddenly taken ill and*3idi$. Will acknow

ledged that he had received from his father Thomas 'great sums', and as he did
not know his own present estate he asked that it should go back to his father
avho would show himself as loving to the rest of his children as he had been
towards hi md, adding that he would p
to his sister Anne's children. He was unmarried.

One hears so often of the merchants of Elizabethdrlacobean times
who rose on the flood tide of opportunity to a degree of forttRiehard Cocks
must be counted amongst their numbthat it is almost a relief to turn to James
who was representative of a type probably rather more common than ialigener
imagined. For James, sad to relate, was an unsuccessful merchant. Unlucky
perhaps, but certainly unbusinesslike.

He was to begin with a member of the Muscovy Company, and his first
trading venture with Russia ended in disaster. He employed as age@iles
Hobbes whom he sent with various goods across to Archangel. For some reason
not only were his goods seized there but Hobbes was thrown into prison, and
James was obliged to enter into a bond not to trade with Russia in the future on
the grounds tat he had infringed the Company's Charter in some way. He
protests that he was greatly wronged over this.

Next we hear of him adventuring sums on enterprises in the East India
Company, once again with Hobbes as his agent. Hobbes seems in fact also to
havebeen employed, with no fixed salary, as a messenger between the Company
in London and their agent established to promote trade with Persia at Ispahan in
1617. After various incidents he wrote a plaintive letter from Ispahan to the
Company in December 16#desiring your Honours wi
a certaine yeerly stipendd. Ne xt yea
Company not only for Hobbes' salary but also for £200 worth of pearls and
jewels which he had taken with him. Whatever his gdsuwere for making such
a claim he received no satisfaction whatever as a f@sult.

The minutebook of the Company has many entries showing that he was
continually asking for money due, the reply always being that he must first make
up his account. Thise was unable or unwilling to do, and his business became
more and more muddled.

In 1642 he was in the Fleet prison for debt, petitioning the House of
Lords for relief against Thomas Seaman and others upon whose suit concerning
a bond he submits he wasirge unjustly detained* Money was advanced,
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probably by his brother Charles, resulting in his release, but in 1652 he was back
again*® having in the meanwhile lost a claim to the manor of Harkstead made
against his relatives. It would be unfair to assuiha nothing had gone well for

him in the interval simply because there is no recordisng to show it, yet the
entries in the East India Company's Court mishek make it evident that any
success must have been modest and 4iiect. He was someitg of a headache

to that august body, and when his life ended in 1684l incidentally without

his having prepared his accounthere is one last, heartfelt entry that he died
with his affairs édmuch intangled©d.

He lived in Broad Street, London, amadd a son, also called James,
who was under age in 1654Nothing is known of his wife.

The younger James was a lawyer living in Gray's Inn. In the ensuing
half-dozen years he brought several éflits try to recover what he believed was
due to him fran his father's confused estate, but after 1660 he cannot be traced
and it is not known if he had any descendants.
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7. HARKSTEAD, SUFFOLK

JOHN COCKS

The tenth and youngest son of Thomas of Bishop's Cleeve, John, also
became a London merchant, and kenldames his affairs must have profited
reasonably. When still a young man he acquired property in Suffolk, and at the
heralds' visitation of Suffolk in 1612 the Cocks' arms appear as belonging to him.

At about this time he married Dorothea, the daugbfeBeaumont
Conyngsbhy of Harkstead, and it was in that villagevieen the estuaries of the
Orwell and Stour that he had his own estate. Probably he was now living at
Harkstead Hall certainly he did later, though in 1616 he and his wife bought
anotherpoperty there called Lucasses. I r
of London, gent . 6, and in 1621 he wa:
nearby Chelmondiston and Erwartén .

He and Dorothea had at least four children, three sons Jblanle€
and James, and a daughter Dorothy who was born in about 1615. She married
firstly Adam Mainwaring of Exton in Rutland, and then, after his death, her first
cousin Charles, the only son of Peter Cocks the rector of Bishop's Cleeve. By
him she had seval children as will be recorded in the chapter dealing with the
Woodmancote branch.

The elder John died in 1631 at the comparatively early age of 47, before
three, and possibly any, of his children had come of‘&gjke eldest, John, who
is only mentoned once in his Will in connection with being left certain goods
including a ‘'wrought carpet', had probably already been provided for by having
an estate at Norton, a few miles east of Bury St. Edmunds, settled upon him. The
other three children were letheir father's part of the title in the parsonages of
Bromsgrove, King's Norton and Eckington in Worcestershire, and also, equally

divided, his adventures and their pr
stock or any other adventures in the IR& r si an Voyagesd t
proceeds of his stock and goods in }

gold called a portegue, also my ring with the pointed diamond, my green
embroidered scarf, my wife's cloak of white damask and skirt both ladad wi
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silver, a fair crimson taffetiebb and
Harkstead estate.

NORTON

It appears that after their father's death the family madéoNdheir
residence and let the Harkstead land out to various yeomen farmarswéwh
remained unmarried, was admitted to the Middle Temple in 1638, being bound
with his uncle Charles, and within a dozen years was himself a baatdsev.*’

He, toodied young in 1655, his heir being his brother Chdfi€som the fact
that he wa buried at Bishop's Cleeve it may be surmised that he died when
visiting his cousins.

Charles then leased Harkstead Hall to Leicester, Viscount Hereford,
and in January 1660 he married Susan, a daughter ahéircof Borodell
Milleson who also lived inNorton. Their son, born next year, was named
Leicester or Lester no doubt as a compliment to Viscount Hereford who may
have been his gdather. He was an only child and his mother died when he was
less than three. After this the Norton branch soon witherw&h Charles dying in
1679 and Lester himself in 1681 when he was not yet tv/énty.

There remains yet the youngest of the three brothers, James, and little
enough is known of him. In 1667 he was made a trudleef lands at
Woodmancote settled on tdrien of his sister Dorothy (who had died in 1664)
and her husband Charles Cocks, and was then referred to as James Cocks of
Hertford, gentleman. He does not appear to have married, and either he or Lester
Cocks left the Harkstead estates to their Woodwi@ncousins. The Norton
property presumably was disposed of elsewhere.
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8. CROWLE AND WORCESTER

THOMAS COCKS THE YOUNGER

It will be recalled how the Thomas who was employed by the Bishop of
Worcester had lived in Crowle until about 1565 when herhaded to Bishop's
Cleeve. In 1589 he took a lease of the manor of Crowle and the lands belonging
to it from the Dean and Chapter of Worcestgrobably for the benefit of his
eldest surviving son Thomas, as he himself continued to live at Cleeve.

The yownger Thomas can have spent little of his time there at first. He
was then in his midwenties and a soldier, fighting in the Irish and Continental
wars, and is unlikely to have settled down until about 1600 when he married
Barbara Cotton of Warblington iHampshire. At much the same time his father
died and left him a considerable estate.

This included the lease of the manor of Crowle and its rentals, such
estate as he had in certain woods in
parsonages, lands (étin co. Worcs., now or late parcel of the possessions of
t he Dean and Chapter of Westminsterd,
of household, corn, cattle and so forth as he should have in the town and parish
of Crowle at his death. Thencefomsathe younger Thomas was firmly
established as a country gentleman.

His first son John, the only one with whom this account will be much
concerned, was born in 1602. There were later three others, George, Thomas
and Christopher, (of whom the first two igently died young), and four
daughters, Mary, Frances, Catherine and Anne. Of these Mary died in 1630 aged
22 %t

The Crowle Cocks' still clung to the ancient Catholic faith of their
forefathers, a stubborness which was to bring persecution in an agigiofis
intolerance. The year 1634 saw Thomas (then over 70) and his wife Barbara
‘presented’ for recusancy by a grand jury at Worcester, and with them were their
three daughters, an unidentified Robert Cocks and a female s&Vaig.would
have saddld them with certain disabilities including restriction of movement.



54

When he died in May 1638, he left John all his lands and leases, and
made a customary provision of an annuity of £100 to his widow to be paid out of
his lands in Northey and Crowi& Although at this date his son Christopher was
living, nothing more is known of him.

SIR JOHN COCKS OF WORCESTER

In about 1630 John married as his first wife Anne Russell, the daughter
of Sir Thomas Russell of Strensham, who however died in 1632. The raemori
to John at Worcester says that she had no children, but there is some reason for
believing that in fact there were two daughters. A few years later John married
Joyce Wilsson of Newman Hall in Essex, and by her he had four sons and a
daughter. Once agaithe sons did not for the most part survive long, only
Charles being alive when his father died.

A time of great trouble was now ahead. John, a Catholic like his father,
suffered accordingly, and he and Joyce were 'presented’ for recusancy in 1642
when hey were still living at Crowlé* Worse was to follow when he staunchly
embraced the Royalist cause in the Civil War, defending the city of Worcester for
the King. This and his recusancy cost him his estates for many*yeac from
then on he seems tmve lived in Worcesterindeed, he does not appear to have
returned to Crowle even when his property was eventually restored to him.

However, there was some compensation for his suffering when, after
the Restoration, he was made a Knight by CharlesVhen Charles of the
Middle Temple died, he made a provision in his Will for the payment of £100
apiece to his brother Thomas' daughters if still living, with the proviso that if
John Cocks of Crowle disputed the Will the legacies to him and his sistald wo
be void. The legacy to John was a small annuity, and one might conclude that
John was a difficult man and that his uncle Charles had reason to think that he
might dispute the Will unless some deterrent clause was inserted. Evidently he
was not deterredor in 1657 Frances, one of his three surviving sisters, brought
a suit in Chancery against him and the executors of Charles' Will alleging that he
had ‘confederated' with the executors to dispute the Will, thus depriving her of
the £10Qwhich she now laimed®®

In this she probably succeeded, for her Will speaks of £L@0to her
from Richard Cocks as executor of Charles' Withoreover she gives £300 to
her brother John, as though the quarrel had been resolved satisfactorily. She died
at Worcestei n 1660 | eaving, amongst ot her s
her care of mMe in my sicknessbod.
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John died fifteen years later at the age of 72. His Will does not mention
any property at all in Crowle so that it is possible the lease had been surrendered
before then. The only specific mention of land concerns four farms which he
owned in the parish of Ashchurch near Northey in Gloucestershire, two of which
were left to his wife for life, and the others sold for the benefit of his surviving
son Charles andaughter Catherin&.

He is described on his memori al
God; and I nviolable Fidelity to his
which brought little but trouble to this scholarly papist. A century ago he was
still believed to haunt Cocks Lane at Crowle Ffil.

Though Charles' death has not been recorded it must have happened
soon afterwards, for it is known that the line failed and the properties passed into
others' hands. Of all the ten sons of Thomas of Clemlg Peter's and Richard's
families were still surviving in 1680 so far as is known, and it is to the former
that we now turn.

C






57

9. WOODMANCOTE AND CLEEVE

CHARLES COCKS

Peter Cocks, the rector of Bishop's Cleeve, had been married to
Katherine Bridge for only just over five years before his death occurred in 1612
at the age of fortfive. In that brief time however they had produced four
children of whom the eldest, Mary, died in infancy. The three survivors were
Charles who was born in August 160@datwo daughters, Elizabeth and
Dorothy born in 1610 and 1611 respecti8lyElizabeth married Thomas
Wiliams of Monmouth when she was only sixtemmda-half but Dorothy
remained single. She was certainly still living as late as 1662 though nothing is
known of hef?*

Charles was therefore only two years and eight months old when he lost
his father, a loss that left his mother in a difficult position. The living of Bishop's
Cleeve was an enviably ample one and Peter had lived in the Parsonage Manor as
it was then called in a style that had included various female staff and no less than
sixteen menservanf§ at work both within the house and outside as grooms,
coachmen and so forth. Katherine solved the problem as to how to bring up her
fatherless childme sensibly and neatly enough by a year later marrying Peter's
successor at the rectory, Timothy Gate.

Virtually nothing has been discovered of Charles's earlier years with his
mother and stepfather, but he may very well be the Charles Cox who
matriculated from Corpus Christi College, Oxford, with a BA in February
1629% Possibly he then spent a few terms at one of the Inns of Court in London
as was quite a common practice for young men in those times in order that they
should learn the ways of a gentlemand acquire a smattering of legal
knowledge. This however is all surmise and in fact there is a complete gap in our
knowledge of what he was doing during the 1630s.

In the next few years political events in the country and arguments
between King and Paiment came to a head culminating in the outbreak of the
Civil War. Charles soon joined the army on the Royalist side and may have
fought at Edgehill. He certainly must have been with the King during the latter's
unsuccessful attempt to enter London in theumn of 1642, after which he
marched via Reading to Oxford where the King took up his winter quarters.
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It was from there that he scribbled a letter home sending the latest news
on the military front. Dated the 29th of November it reads:

| wrote to yar from Reddinge and from there we are
marched to Oxford and doe hope shortly to see
Glocestershire: the army is not any thinge more than what |
gave you intelligence of in my last, only of the coming of the
Denmark Embassador who brings offers both of raed
mony, with an earnest of the last, £40,000 deepe: Wee were
lately before Mallborough, with my Lord Dyggbyes regiment
& some 40 Dragoones. Sir Nevill Poole held us in treaty till
almost night and then my Lord Dyggby drew on his
Dragoones toward thewme, who presently discharged som
tenn wall musketts upon the Draggs, and caused then to
retreate. The whole regiment stood whilst the towne
discharged 50 musket within shott, where we had two horses
shott, and on corporall in my Ld Chandos troop: his pdsh
raysinge a regiment & does entreate all his ffriends to send
him in horse with all expedition. | am cornett of his Ldshp's
own troope. | doe therefore desire you to send those horses
you promised to me for his Ldshp's service ... | am in greate
hast @ you may guesse by my writing ... Henry Norwood has
a commission to rayse a company of Dragoones in Gloc. and
Worcestershires.

He ends (with the ink running out) by sending his compliments to all at
Cleeve®* His mother had died in 1641 but Lord Chandoshose troop he was
serving was her close relative, so a family connection remained.

It is very doubtful if in fact he was soon to see 'Glocestershire’, for
about a week after he wrote Lord Digby obtained approval for another assault on
the important Wishire market town of Marlborough. Digby surprised his
opponents by carrying out an early morning attack with a party of Dragoons who
suddenly presented the defending Roundheads with ‘a warm breakfast' as it was
described. The venture was a complete sscand some plundering
subsequently took place including that of ‘two hundred pounds worth of cheese,
every pennyworth', or so the inhabitants indignantly complained. Of rather more
importance, all the considerable quantity of wool and cloth in the tostindd
for the London merchants was diverted from the Parliamentarians to the
Royalists who could then swell their coffers with the proce®ds.
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Unfortunately the rest of Charles's service to his King is unrecorded
though he must have prospered as by the @f the hostilties he had been
promoted Lieutenant Colonel. He was of course on the losing side. The next
thing we know is that in about 1651 when aged forg he married his first
cousin Dorothy Mainwaring,, the widowed daughter of his merchane wadin
Cocks who had owned the Harkstead estate in distant Suffolk. He was then it
seems living temporarily with his uncle Charles in what was the Manor House in
Dumbleton parish, now known as the Old Rectory. There is a deed dated 1 April
1651 in which Chrles Cocks 'the younger' of Dumbleton is assigned land in
Bishop's Cleeve. The Colonel is the only Charles who could be so referred to at
this date though another deed a few months later indicates that the same land
was sold to the barrister Charles aswaleed the ca$éAfter his marriage he
returned to Cleeve to live in one of the properties there and where his children
were baptised.

Dorot hy, before her first husban
1640s had had a son Baptist who one presumes afse to Cleeve with his
mother. He is mentioned in the Will of Charles Cocks of Dumbleton in 1654 but
there is no further reference to him thereatfter.

Charles the younger faced difficulties in acquiring land in the parish of
his birth. As an active Royalifie was declared a 'delinquent' by Cromwell's men
and was liable to have any property over £200 in value sequestered. He
overcame this problem with the help of his uncle Charles with whom he had been
staying. The latter agreed that various propertiekarparish, made available by
the Colonel's stepfather Timothy Gate who bought the Manor of Cleeve and a
good deal of land in 1624, should be purchased his name but with money
from his nephew who would pay him A4
Though placing his estates beyond the reach of sequestration he was storing up
trouble for later.

Charles and Dorothy's first child was Mary, still living in 1667 but who
had died unmarried by 1679. She was followed by two more daughters, Dorothy
and Katlerine. Dorothy married one Samuel or Sam Mawhood of London which
was considered a poor match by her family. Her brother Thomas was later to
leave £300 in his Will to soften what her relatives feared would be an
impoverished old age, but as it turned ou$ lgenerosity was somewhat
misplaced as Sam soon landed an army contract and never looked back. When
the Mawhood's only daughter was marriedds said she had a marriage portion
of no less than £10,000. As the Cocks' were themselves never very rich their
descendants were still talking about it almost a century later when they
recollected that Sam had been a tailor. But deeds of 1689 describe him as ‘citizen
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and fishmonger'. Whatever his profession he undoubtedly became vef§ rich.
Katherine did not marryying in about 1680.

The three daughters were followed by three sons of whom the first two,
Charles born in 1655 and John in 1656, died in infancy. Only the third, Thomas
born in about 1658, survived boyhood. He obtained a BA from Balliol College,
Oxford, in 1680 and soon afterwards marriéd.

By 1657 political matters had settled down to the point where Charles
felt it safe to dispense with subterfuge in acquiring property ,and to buy in his
own name. His choice fell upon a fine house in Woodmancdtaemdet then in
Cleeve parish, known as the Copyhold House, later as Manor Hall Farm and now
as Woodmancote Manor. It had been owned almost continuously since at least
1528 by members of the Shewell family from Lypiatt in Gloucestershire and
changed handsf £6007°

(¥ of sy N, - * . ‘e

Man;r Hall, Woodmancote

The house is basically of the period with considerable alterations made
in medieval 17th Century carried out by Charles himself as he did not move in for
some eighteen months after purchasindlite main body is tshaped linked to
an older service range and timbie|mmed building. Faced in limestone, almost
certainly quarried up on Cleeve Hill, it is of two main storeys with an attic and
has steeply sloping gables topped by ball finials. Some of the stolfiened
windows have round heads of Tudor date while one appears to be medieval.
Inside there is a striking panelled parlour still with the Cocks shield above the
fireplace, while on the first floor in what evidently had been the solar some most
interesting andare wall painting was discovered in 1994. Now in the process of
being uncovered it dates from the time of Charles's occupétion.
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It may have been in this house that Thomas was born, but all too soon
in 1664 his wife Dorothy died leaving four small chidd. A year later Charles
then aged fiftyfive remarried. His new wife was called Joan but whose daughter
she was seems not to have been recorded. Over the next seven years a furthel
three sons were born of whom the first, also called Charles (an unlaote in
seems), died when nearly four. The other two, John born in 1668 and Peter in
1672, grew up, married and had families of their own as will be related.

The old Cavalier himself passed away in 1679 a little short of his
seventieth birthday. His son @mas was about twengne but the other two
sons, Thomas's hdiirothers, were still small children. In his Will, drawn up only
just before he died and when he was too ill to sign his name, he left Joan his
'‘Messuage, Tenement or Dwelling House in Bppg@enowne by the name of
the Coppyhold House and all singular barns stables cowhouses and all other
buildings whatsoever thereunto belonging, and the ground neare adjoining one
called Plotts and the other the Moors, three acres of arrable land etc in the
Common fields...' (The parish was not enclosed until 1847.) After her decease it
was to go to his son John and his heirs. As no other property is named and we
know that John lived in the house now known as Woodmancote Manor, it is this
Wil that seemstopove t hat i wasCdledthe @opybadd Hdusey i t

He left his eldest son Thomas 'twenty shillings to buy him a Bible' (and
also £60), a curious bequest that can perhaps be explained if one assumes that
living as he then was in the Precincts Wbrcester Cathedral Thomas was
studying for the priesthood and was not interested in the Woodmancote
property. Joan was left 'my twoe best cowes and my great table board and frame
in the parlour, my twoe best beds and all that belongs to them, my gréat ket
and great brasse pan and six best dishes of pewter'. His son Peter was left the res
of the goods, cattle, 'household stuffe and implements of household and
husbandry, corn growing and in the barn and all other goods..." Rather oddly
Peter was also apmted executor of the Will. As he was then only six he could
not of course so act; probate was granted in the Gloucester Consistory Court on
March 1680 to his mother Joan on his behalf.

Thomas married in 1681 and in the same year inherited the Harkstead
estate in Suffolk from his cousin Leicester Cocks, the last survivor of that
branch, on the latter's death in May. He was not to enjoy it for long as
unfortunately Thomas himself died as a young man in 1682, leaving everything to
his wife.”> Some epidemicprobably an outbreak of the plague, evidently was
raging, for a few days later his widow Mary followed him. She left her husband's
property in Cleeve as well as the manor of Harkstead jointly to John and Peter
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who, as they were still undage, were livig in Woodmancote with their
widowed mother.

JOHN COCKS AND HIS FAMILY

There is evidence to suggest that John let his younger brother Peter
remain in the Copyhold House for a while after he came of age. Peter married in
1696, two years before his brotheand it seems that until 1698 John was
actually living in another Woodmancote house though it belonged to Peter who
had inherited it in the division of property under histmalf ot her ' s wi f e d
that year, with John's impending marriage, Peterdéecto transfer it to his
brother as he himself was moving out of the Copyhold House to live in another
property down inBishop's Cleeve itself>. John then moved into the main
Woodmancote house. Their widowed mother Joan died in September of the
sameyar when she was described as 6éof C
Woodmancote as the distinction between the two places was invariably made in
the registers.

But this is to anticipate a little, for a few years earlier trouble had arisen
over the landhat had been bought in Cleeve in the 1650s by Charles in the name
of his lawyer uncle of Dumbleton. The latter of course had been a willing
participant inthe sequestratieavoidance scheme, indeed he probably suggested
it himself as all the Cocks' welRoyalists, but his death in 1654 occurred at a
time when an element of deviousness was still thought to be a prudent
precaution. In his Will therefore he was obliged to leave these properties to his
nephew for life, with the reversion to Sir Richard Cothks first baronet of
Dumbleton (another nephew of his) and to John, Richard's brother. These two
certainly knew about the subterfuge and after the Restoration agreed to release
to the Colonel all their title and interest in the estates which were desesbed
consisting of ten houses with their gardens and orchards, 200 acres of lands, 40
acres of meadow and 100 acres of pasture. It was therefore a substantial holding.

It is not entirely clear how things had then gone wrong but apparently
these releases wee subsequently overlooked. Sir Richard had died leaving his
grandson, also Sir Richard, as his heir, while John too had died leaving no issue.
In 1685 the second Sir Richard, presumably unaware of the arrangements, had
devised the same lands to his owather Charles, the rector of Dumbleton, who
was now claiming them. This was of course challenged. A suit was then entered
under the heading of Charles Cocks v. Joan Cocks, widow, her elder son John
still being under twentpne. This legal case evidently svesubsequently
abandoned and arbitration agreed upon instead which began in 1689. By then
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John was of age so that proceedings were now between Sir Richard Cocks and
John Cocks’

In the arbitration held to try to resolve what was a family dispute a
numter of people came forward with evidence in support of the Colonel's
children. Thomas Cocks from over at Castleditch deposed that he 'often heard
Lieften't Collonell Charles Cocks of Woodmancote say that he bought the lands
in Question in Bpps Cleeve witlishown money of his father in Law Timothy
Gate Clerke although in the name of his uncle Charles Cocks of Dumbelton Esqr.
for these reasons, that he the saide Collonell Cocks was a Lieften't Collonell in
King Charles the first his Army & at the time of phase & for many yeares
after was lyable to sequestracon'. Thomas Holland of Gotherington confirmed
these facts, adding that they were common knowledge in the neighbourhood.
Richard Webb of Cleeve further revealed that Timothy Gate had originally asked
William Little of Cleeve and Richard Hobbs of Woodmancote to set out the land
for the Colonel because he, Timothy, had owed his stepson a sum of money for a
considerable time and had been unable to pay it back.

The result of the hearing is not given but laeidence seems to
indicate that much, if not all, of the land remained with the Bishop's Cleeve
Cocks'. Certainly the Revd. Charles Cocks's Will dated 1717 makes no mention
of his owning any land in the parish at that date.

In 1695 in order to raise £16@ith interest John mortgaged his
property described as 'all that Capitall Messuage or Farme place in Woodmancott
wherein the said John Cocks now dwelleth’, including four meadows adjoining
known as Lower, Middle and Upper White Breach and The MGdfrom its
description it must have been the Copyhold House. Why it had become necessary
to raise this sum can only be guessed at but one is left with the feeling that John
and his family were never very walff. One hopes that the legal arguments over
his faher's land had not too much drained his resources.

John married Mary Freeman of Greet (near Winchcomb) at St. Nicholas
Church, Gloucester, on 7 June 1698 and had a large family of three sons and six
daughters. Their eldest child Joan was born in 169%é&wer married, nor did
their third daughter Frances. Of the others, Mary born in 1700 took as her
husband Walter Lawrence of Sevenhampton when she was tfeentyA welk
to-do farmer his family ultimately was to inherit the Cocks lands in Bishop's
Cleeve. The next daughter Dorothy was born in 1707 and married in 1731
Thomas Hayward, described as yeoman of Bouwoiethe-Hill. The last two,
Margery and Katherine, born in 1709 and 1714, had as their husbands Thomas
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Mason of Tewkesbury and John Hyett of Cleeespectively. The latter's only
son Thomas was to become curate there.

John and Mary named their eldest son Charles. It is sad to record that
yet again an attempt to perpetuate the name in this branch of the family was
doomed to failure as Charles diadhen less than a year old. Their next son,
called John after his father, was born in 1705 but survived only until his twentieth
year. It is probably this John whose name can still be seen carved into a wall of
the porch schoolroom in the church. A moret@iermemorial to him is the stone
inscribed in Latin in the floor of the chancel of Cleeve church describing him
'lately Commoner of Pembroke College Oxford'. Only their youngest son James,
born in1711, was left and he was destined never to marry.

Thereis a complete lack of personal papers surviving from this time, so
that unfortunately nothing exists to flesh out the bare bones of dry facts found in
Wills and deeds.

John drew up his Will, at least in draft, in 1724 just before his eldest
surviving ®n John died, so one cannot rule out the possibility that it was
subsequently redrafted as John senior lived another five years. The only copy we
have’® shows that his wife Mary was left all his household goods and furniture,
also 'the use of any stock cattle & implements of husbandry' during her
widowhood, after which it was all to go to John. His other son James and his five
as yet unmarried daughters (Mary, the sixth, had just married Walter Lawrence)
were each to receive £200 with five percent jpitrest when they were 30. His
brotherin-law Thomas Freeman and his relative Wiliam Freeman were
appointed trustees with power to hold the advowson of the rectory of Harkstead
for the benefit of his son John and his heirs. They were further empoveered t
lease or sell any of the rest of his real and personal estate in the counties of
Gloucester and Suffolk in order to raise sufficient funds to pay the above
legacies, the remainder to be held in trust for John.

Significantly, nothing was left to, nor iréd was any mention made of,
his brother Peter's children. One senses that there was some kind of a rift
between the two families, possibly due to Peter believing that he had not received
his fair share of his father's properties in Cleeve. Peter, whdodfede his elder
brother, had rather ostentatiously left him one shilling in his own Will.

The Harkstead estate was in fact sold in 1739 to Andrew Wither, a
lawyer of Gray's Inn, London. Mary probably continued to live at the Copyhold
House until her deh in 1746 as at that date she was describ#aeimegister as
‘'of Woodmancote'.
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By the later 1740s the bachelor James and his two unmarried sisters
were living in the house. Nothing has come down to us as how they lived their
lives. We know that James wa churchwarden in 1740 as his name is on a
church bell hung in that yeéf.In James's Will drawn up in 1756, though he did
not die until 1782 when he was seventye, he left his property in the first
instance to the use of his nephew Thomas Hyettcuhate of Cleeve and son of
his sister Katherine, thence for life to Thomas's sister Mary. Only if all the lines
of James's married sisters failed would the property go to his own spinster
sisters. Joan in fact died in 1776 before her brother but Franoégesl him
dying aged eightgix. As they too are described in the registers as 'of
Woodmancote' one assumes they continued living together with their brother, or
were they in some other house in Woodmancote?

After Thomas Hyett's death in 1792 the Coggihdouse went first to
Mary and then from 1815 to the Lawrence family. The Hyetts and the Lawrences
however let the premises, never living there themselves.

The theory that there was some sort ofeilling between John and
Peter receives further confiation from James's Will. Whereas John had ignored
his nephews and nieces, James left them all one shilling. None of his legacies was
large but one shilling was a derisory sum and little doubt was meant to be seen as
such.

PETER COCKS AND HIS DESCENDANTS

The youngest son of Col.Charles Cocks was Peter who was only six
years old at his father's death in 1679. As has already been told, he remained at
the Copyhold House until his brother John's marriage, two years after his own
marriage in 1696 to Ann Weblthe daughter of a local family, at which time he
moved to a house down in Bishop's Cleeve itself. Here his nine children, four
boys and five girls, were born. Of the daughters the two youngest (both
apparently called Joan) died as infants, while there ilmformation about the
middle one Ann other than that she was baptised at Cleeve on 4 November 1702.
The second daughter Jane, born in 1700, married Charles Badger of Cleeve when
she was thirtstwo, the eldest, Mary born in 1699, took another local man
Thomas Yeend as her husband but died quite young in 1742.

The four sons were Thomas born at the end of 1696, Charles in 1704
(he was baptised on January 1st 1705), Peter in 1707 and Seth in 1714. Their
father was a churchwarden YO0 when his name appearns one of the first
bells cast to replace those destroyed when the tower of the church collapsed in
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1696, but he died at the comparatively early age of feetyen when Seth was
only four years old. Once again a mother was left to bring up young chidren
her own.

In his Will, "® wherein he described himself as 'Peter Cocks of Cleeve in
the Co. of Gloucester Gentleman', he left £250 to each of his three younger sons
to be paid to them six years after his death, his three surviving daughters having
£150in like manner. To his wife he left all his household goods for the duration
of her widowhood; to his eldest son Thomas went all his houses and lands in
Bishop's Cleeve together with cattle and corn crop as well as his share of the
Harkstead estate and naainwith an obligation to pay the above legacies. He
was also to keep the other children in food and clothes until they came into their
money. Lastly he was appointed executor. The only other legacy was that already
referred to, the one shilling to his biher John.

Unfortunately these arrangements were sliggtl as Thomas followed
his father about eighteen months later. In Thomas's own Will drawn up in
November 1720 he passed all his lands and obligations to his next brother
Charles, appointing as trests until Charles came of age his uncle John
(whatever he may have thought of him) and Anthony Webb. He also increased
the legacies to his own brothers and sisters by £50 each.

The youngest of the brothers, Seth, who was born in 1714, joined the
Royal Maines in the early 1740s. (Before 1755 the Marines were considered
part of the Army and his name does not appear in the Army list for-403%
By 1746 he was serving as Lieutenant of Marines in HM&adnoughton the
West Indies station. In a letter his cousins at Castleditch, Eastriirhe wrote
that 'our merof-war on the Leeward Islands Station refitted. During the long
wars of the last century many officers died from yellow fever and wounds'.
Before the year was out he himself was dead. He wasdbat Falmouth in the
island of Antigua.

The middle of the three surviving brothers was named Peter after his
father. He became an apothecary in Gloucester while apparently retaining some
property in Cleeve. (An apothecary in those days was someonkepha store
which could have sold neperishable commodities such as spices, sweetmeats
and preserves, and certainly drugs which were probably prepared and sold on the
premises for medicinal purposes.) He and his wife Elizabeth had three children,
Jane wb married John Bower of Newent and two sons, Seth and Peter. Seth
died in his father's lifetime and was buried at Cleeve in December 1764, being
described in the register as a Lieutenant in the 4th Regiment. He can only have
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just joined as he does not appén any Army List and the Regiment (the King's
Own) has no record of hirfit

Peter (the apothecary) survived until 1778 when he was seventy. In his
Will he left everything to his 'dear wife' Elizabeth and her heirs. His other son
Peter has no specificantion and that must be of significance. Elizabeth, after
her husband's death, seems in her last years to have gone with Peter to live at
Newent with her daughter Jane and husband. Her Wil dated 1778 describes her
as living in the city of Gloucester, bint the Cleeve burial register of 1782 she is
recorded as 'of Newent'. She ordered her house in Gloucester to be put into the
hands of trustees so that they might raise £26 p.a. from its lease towards Peter's
maintenance for life, from all of which it magasonably be inferred that he was
incapacitated in some way and unable to fend for himself. Her choice of trustees
is of interest. One, not surprisingly, was John Bower herirstaw, but the
other was Richard Cocks of the Inner Temple, a younger savhafahd Mary
Cocks of Castleditch. Evidently, In spite of the comparative difficulties of
communication in those days, the two branches of the family though by now
somewhat distant cousins were still in touch. There is in fact further evidence of
this.

In about the year 1790 or just earlier Jane Bower received a letter from
Elizabeth Cocks, Richard's older sister who never married but spent much of her
time acting as housekeeper and generally mothering her younger bachelor
brothers. She wrote from Acton ette she waoking after Philip who was the
rector there, inquiring if there had ever been an Isaac Cocks in the Bishop's
Cleeve 8l32ranch as his heirs might inherit some money if they could be traced. Jane
replied:

Dear Madam

| should have answered yoobliging Lr. sooner but waited
for an answer from Cleeve where | have had the Register
searched but in vain. There is no such name as Isaac to be
found nor did | ever hear of one in the Family... | have often
heard my Father mention the Origin of the Hamame from
Cocks Hall in Kent, that [there] were two Brothers Merchants,
one came and settled at Cleeve the Rectory of which was
formerly in the Family and likewise the Manor...

| esteem your condescension in acquainting me of this
Affair as a Prooftat | am not wholly forgot by you... As |
have not had the Honor of hearing from you so many years [l]
should certainly have wrote to have enquired after your Health
had | known your address. | flatter myself it will not be



68

unpleasing to you when | inforgou | and my Family are well.

| have two children Boy and Girl both hearty. My brother
[Peter] lives with us who with Mr Bower joins with me in
most respectful Compliments to you. | am with the highest
Sense of Gratitude ardently wishing health and happine

Dear Madam your much obliged & most obedient humble
Servt.
Jane Bower

In a note with the copy of the letter Jane's father the apothecary is
described as 'of the Stamp Office Gloster, but of Cleeve also'. It only remains to
say that her brother Petaurvived until 1791 when he too was burried at Cleeve,
entered in the register as 'of Newent, gentleman’, the last of all the Cocks' to be
laid to rest there.

Of the three surviving sons of Peter, son of the Cavalier, it only remains
to describe the famyilof the eldest of them, Charles. He lived it seems in the
Upper House in Bishop's Cleeve itself and married in about 1728. He and his
wife Sarah had three daughters and a son. Nothing is known about their
daughters though the middle one Anne, unlike ligers Mary and Elizabeth,
was not apparently still living at the time of her father's death in 1758. The son,
also called Charles, described by himself as 'gentleman’ but by his father as
6yeoman', had an affair withlsttmand Pot t
yeoman James Potter, who apparently lived in Woodmancote near the Manor
Farm there.

Charles senior strongly disapproved of this liaison. In his Will he left his
wife an annuity of £15 and the Upper House with sufficient household goods for
her lifetime. Richard Webb of Cleeve and his own brother Peter Cocks were
appointed trustees of all his lands in Bishop's Cleeve or elsewhere and were to
raise £200 for each of his daughters Mary and Elizabeth. The lands were mainly
to be held in trust for hison Charles with full power for him to make settlement
upon any woman that he may hereafter marry with (Except Ann Potter the
daughter of James Potter of Bishops Cleeve, Yeoman) for her life with the
remainder to his heirs lawfull begotten... Provided thany said son Charles
Cocks shall at any time intermarry with the said Ann Potter that immediately
after such marriage the Devise of my said estate to my said trustees with respect
to his use and benefit shall thenceforth cease and become utterhOl@idées
was only to receive his personal estate after payment of debts and funeral
expenses.
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Though not many survive, it was usual to make an inventory of a
person's belongings at the time of death. Fortunately that made in Charles's case
does still exis enabling us to understand something of what a gentleman's small
estate could consist of at that date. As in his will he left the Upper House to his
widow one presumes the inventory relates to that house.

His wearing apparel and ready money came to aesidfb, his linen to
£ 11. 8s. 6d. Ten rooms are enumerated in which the furniture was valued at
£70. 12s. in all. Farming activities were important and accounted for a major part
of his estate. There were hogsheads of cyder in the cellar worth a h@ltBy, £
his horses, harness, waggons, carts, ploughs etc. came to over £70 while a
modest number of cows, sheep and lambs together with a solitary sow and
piglets were together valued at £34. 5s. The inventory was taken at the end of
September 1758 so thtte harvest was complete, 200 bushels of pulse (beans)
at 3s. a bushel, 240 of wheat at 5s. and 288 of barley at 2s. 6d. coming to
another £126. Clover for seed was put at £3 and his hay crop at £23, bringing
(with some other items) the total valuatiorhf whole estate to £377. 6s.%8d

Exactly why he disapproved so strongly of Ann Potter we do not know
but the outcome of this unfortunate business was predictable. A son, yet another
Charles, was born to Charles junior and Ann out of wedlock befoyentagied
in 1762 only just before the arrival of a second son Thomas. Their third child
Ann, born in 1765, died five years later. Nothing has been discovered about
Thomas who, when an adult if not before, left Cleeve altogether. Charles junior,
having bea disinherited, died not much later in 1768 just before his mother
Sarah. Ten months after that his widow Ann remarried, her husband being
another local man John Yeend.

In his Will Charles Junior left his 'Silver Watch and Silver Seal with my
Coat of Armsengraved to my natural son Charles Cocks born before marriage'.
Intriguingly he left in trust for his wife a house and garden next to the churchyard
that had been bequeathed to him by one Mary Harris, together with the reversion
of an orchard, house, baamd gardens devised to him by Hannah Hobbs. After
Ann's death the properties were to be divided equally amongst his children.

It was a sad way for this branch of the family at Cleeve to come to an
end, for by the beginning of the nineteenth century tixeee no Cocks' there
after a period of almost 250 years. (A James Cocks buried in 1801 seems not to
have been of the same family.)

Some years ago the writer was contacted by someone in Gloucester,
with Cocks forming part of the surname, who believed s descended from
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Charles and Ann's son Thomas but was unable to make the connection with any
certainty. Further research may one day possibly reveal more, but for the present
the story of the Cocks' of Bishop's Cleeve, beginning with the distant Thomas '
anciently of Cocks Hall in Kent' and his wife Elizabeth, has been taken as far as it
is possible to go.
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PART 3

10. CASTLEDITCH -17TH CENTURY

HISTORY OF THE MANOR

It has already been mentioned that Richard Cocks, the third son of
Thomas of Bishop'sCleeve, purchased the manor of Castleditch in
Herefordshire in about the year 1600. Before going on to describe his family a
brief account of the history and a ddgtion of the property may be of interest.

Castleditch was situated in Eastnor parigiwieen the country town of
Ledbury to the west and the southern end of the Malvern Hills to the east. The
manor of Eastnor was not synonymous with the manor of Castleditch; the
former was the property of the Bishops of Hereford in Saxon times and it
remainel so until comparatively recently. In the early 1500s its mesne lords
were the Delaberes who had let it to the Branch family, the manor house being
called Bury Court.

Mention of Castleditch is made in 1261 when Sir Ivo de Clynton is
described as ownér. Just over a century later John Clynton, esquire, was
granted a licence to celebrate mass and other services in an oratory in his manor
of ' Ca s’taedlindl$3y Weéiam Clynton died seised of it, together with
its gardens, orchards and rilis sonand heir was Thomas Clynton whose
grandson Ivo as a young man sold it to Richard Cocks. Although usually des
cribed as a manor it was really a sunhnor of Eastnor which must at an early
date have become entirely independent. It may very well be theasatie land
assessed at a %2 hide which Domesday Book gives as being held of the manor of
'Estenofr' by a certain knight. The name strongly suggests that there was an
earthwork in the immediate vicinity, probably some prehistoric ‘camp’, though
just possibf a motteandbailey castle thrown up hastily in Norman times to
overawe the local population.

Surviving pictures of Castleditch show it as a gabled,ctathneyed,
brick and part halfimber house of middling size which looks as though it might
have bee built some time in the earlier part of the 16th century. It had a moat
around it, as did several other houses of importance in the area, formed by a
little stream which ran through the wooded grounds. Soon after Richard's



72

purchase a survey of the wholstate was undertakérand from this we learn
much about it.

Apart from the manehouse, moat and an outhouse, there were
6stables, barnes and the syder mil!/l
extent, while the garden and a pool contained just & acre. Then there were
various other mills and pounds, and a pig close, totalling some 5 acres and being
worth £20 per annum, and 80 acres of timber and coppice which with 180 acres
of meadow, pasture and 'moor' were valued at £I0@ tillage lay inthree
fields, the Rye, Poul and Followe (Fallow) Fields, each of roughly the same size
and totalling 114 acres worth £26. This arrangement shows quite clearly that
the old opefrfield strip system still operated here, though pieces had already
been enclogk by consolidation of adjacent strips. Thus in the Rye Field
Castleditch owned the Ham Field of 11 acres, a subdivision, but in the same Rye
Field the 7 acres in Rudge Way contained about 4% acres, the first ‘acres' in this
instance referring to 'flongs or groups of strips which were not usually each
an acre in areal measurement. The tillage owned, therefore, was scattered about
in half dozen or so different parcels in each field. That this system was at work
may also be seen from the Eastnor TerrieGlebe land made about 25 years
earlier.

Castleditch, c.1815
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The whole estate was 380 acres wtk
bee commanded, John Cooked of Tewkes
t hat upon further oughnfisto draisedhe &Rent of t n
some parte & to abate the Rents of other partes. If yor Baylies shall follow my
directions in the letting thereof, | doubt not but within theise fowre yeres God
willing to increase the s amendéafaf o mp:
cardinal importance for the estate's successful management.

RICHARD

Richard Cocks' purchase of Castleditch is the only occasion it has
changed hands in 700 years. The document recording it seems to have vanished
but the date must have begryear or two on either side of 1600. It could have
been just after his father died in 1601, and there is also the possibility that he
bought it upon his marriage to Judith Elliot, the daughter antiegoof a
London merchant, in about 1598 when he was 34

Judith and Richard had eight sons and six daughters, their first child
Thomas being born in 1599 Nothing much is known about the daughters
except that Judith married Thomas Aylway and was alive as late as’ 2688
that two others, Elizabeth and @dhy, were living in 1623. Two sons died
young- Seth in 1617 and Robert apparently soon after his father. Apart from
Thomas their other sons were Richard, who lived the first part of his life at
Ledbury before going to Dumbleton and who as a young médrisirearly
twenties accompanied his uncle Christopher on his abortive diplomatic venture
to Russia, and the three lawyers John, Henry and Charles. More will be said of
all these at later stages.

There was no question of Richard senior retiring to Hersfore to
live the life of a country gentleman for many years ahead. He continued as a
successful merchant in the Grocers Company and became a City Alderman.
Though he avoided the shrievalty of London by paying a fine, he became High
Sheriff of Herefordshi in 1616 by which time he was probably spending more
time in the county.

In the course of a prosperous career he bought property (one of the
few methods then available of investing money gained from trade or from
merchant adventures) in other partsHafrefordshire, including Massington in
nearby Colwall parish, and at Arlington near Bibury in GloucesterShaen
in London he lived in his house in Mayden Lane, and the journey between there
and Eastnor was not one lightly to be undertaken in those afagppalling
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roads. The coach took three days at least between Hereford and London, upsets
were quite common and there were the additional hazards not only of lumbering
goods wagons drawn by oxen on whose coming, heralded by blasts on the
driver's horn,prudent travellers drew in, but occasionally also of cattle, sheep
and even goats being driven from the Welsh hills eastwards to the eager London
markets. Anyone in a hurry such as Richard rode on horseback; stage
coaches came after his time.

We catcha glimpse of the inside of early 17th century Calitith in
the surviving portion of the inventory made of his posees for probate
purposes immediately after his dedthApart from £89 in ready cash and
wearing apparel valued at £280 small sumén those days), we see that in the
Hall where the household ate there were two long and two square tables, six
stools and two other forms, all ‘joinedhat is to say made of wood pegged
together. Next was the Great Parlour for the more formal entegafnhm
furnished with a joined drave af t abl e, anot her table
stools with green covers of clothfgre d 6, si x ot her s withou
leather chair. There were also three Turkey carpets, curtains and rods, six green
cloth aishions and three maps (the last item valued at 13s. 4d.), while the
fireplace had o6t hree great brass Andyr
shovell & a payre of tongues with bras

Extra chairs must have been brought when required frarLittle
Parlour which was in all likelihood the room normally used by the family as it
was more comfortably furnished with a table, cupboard, four chdin® of
them black leather two red leather stools and three other low stools covered
with Turkey work, two low chairs of green cloth and six other stools. Carpets,
cushions and curtains completed the tally with the usuairfires. The value of
all the furnishings in these three rooms was put at £20 16s. 8d. Handily placed
in the Little Buttery nextda the Little Parlour were six hogsheads and two
barrels, 6certen beere and 1 great pe
Entry, what novadays we should call the passage or hall, contained a few items
we unfortunately know nothing further and areabie to see upstairs. He is
likely to have had a number of books, for when Wiliam Saintbarbe the rector of
Eastnor died he |l eft Richard 6the Ven
London] augmented by Howes. 0

Richard died in December 1623 at the faglyrly age of 59 and was
survived for another fifteen years by
greate griefe of a'f to whoershe fharl dbeea evere i g h |
generous in her lifetime. Both were buried in Eastnor church.
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Though some of hisephews became merchants, so far as his own line
went the first Cocks settler at Castleditch was also the last of the merchants.
Thereafter the men joined the ranks of the squirearchy or the professions
lawyers, clergy, Service officers and the like¢hird's passing was a subtle but
important landhark in the family's history.

LAWYER SONS: JOHN, HENRY AND CHARLES

The three younger surviving sons of Richard becamasbens. John
the third son entered the Middle Temple as a young man in 1626 artsbwad
with his uncle Charles. Henry did not enter until long afterwards in 1652, and a
year or two later was admitted to his uncle Charles' part of his Essex Court
chamber fallen vacant upon the latter's déathis uncertain what he had been
doing bdore this time, but he appears to have taken some part in the Civil War
on the Royalist side and may thus have found himself obliged to seek a
profession. The sixth son Charles entered Furnivall's Inn and like his two other
lawyer brothers remained unmati ‘3

It is rash to jump to conclusions as to a man's character from the
meagre facts which have come down to us over a few centuries, especially as
the documents preserved tend to deal with disputes or difficulties rather than
with what went right. Fewof us would be happy to have posterity judge our
own characters on the chance survival of some fragmentary correspondence
with the tax inspector or an account of proceedings in a magistrates court for a
motoring offence. Yet, while bearing this very muohniind, there can be no
doubt that his contemporaries sometimes found John a difficult man to deal
with, and there are entries in the Middle Temple records which reveal that he
did not always comply readily with the desires of his superiors. On one atcasio
he fell from grace more heavily. In 1652 he shared chambers with Thomas
Collett, a Master of the Bench, and one day becoming involved in an argument,
he used dédopprobrious |l anguaged and | ¢
simple method of resoMindisputes was unlikely to commend itself to the legal
mi nd, and so it proved. 6John Cocks,
Six months later he craved pardon of Mr Collett and attended before all the
Masters of the Bench when, after no doulsteréng a stern warning, he was
restored. But as late as 1670 there was difficulty over granting him a lease due
to his refusal to treat with the governing committééde must have died fairly
soon afterwards.

Henry died only eleven years after his asbitn, leaving a few
hundred pounds to the various children of his brother Thomas. His Dumbleton,
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Crowle and Bishop's Cleeve relatives had £1 eakthey received anything at

all - which stung his brother Richard to dispute, without success, his
testamatary capacity’ The belief that he had taken an active part in the Civil
War derives from his memorial at Eastnor which states that he was loyal to his
King in war and faithful to his country in the most unjust of times.

Charles, like his namesake undleed to a good old age, dying in
1691. He left his London property to his nephew Thomas of Castleditch
(son of his brother Thomas), and other bequests to the Castleditch
C o ¢ R°8ldihing remarkable is known about him.

THOMAS | AND THE CIVIL WAR

Othe than Richard of Dumbleton who will be considered in the
chapter under that name, the only son of the first Richard of Castleditch who
married was the eldest, Thomas. In the next few generations this name appears
so often that it has been thought besteffer to them as Thomas | or Thomas Il
etc. in order to try to avoid confusion.

Thomas | was born in 1599 and spent his childhood mostly in the
family home at Eastnor. In about 1628 he married a young widow Anne Unett,
daughter of Ambrose Elton of the nmarhouse of Hasle close to Ledbury, and
went to live at nearby Massington. Their first child Thomas Il was born there in
1629, as were their two other sons John and Richard, and three of their four
daughters. The children came at about yearly intervats,Asmme died giving
birth in 1636 to their youngest daughter Katherine who also died.

On his mother Judith's death two years later Thomas | moved from
Massington to Castleditch, and at about the same time he married Elizabeth
Gower. By her he had two moesns Henry and Charles, and two daughters
Anne and Catherine (who died in 1646), all born within the next few yéars.
There was another son called Robert who was almost certainly born of this
marriage. Charles has usually been assumed to have been & thenficst
marriage, but this seems impossible. He was uaderin 1662 when his lawyer
uncle Henry made his will and must therefore have been born after his father's
first wife's death. He was only about two years old, though probably not the
youngest ramber of the family, when the Civil War came literally to the door of
Castleditch late in the year 1644.

The Cocks' were of course all Royalists, and it seems that the King's
supporters, possibly with a Cocks amongst them, had taken over the seat of the
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Roundhead Hoptons at Canon Frome some miles to the north. One of Sir
Richard Hopton's sons obtained a commission on promising to raise 400 horse
and to arm them at his own expense, and when he had succeeded in getting
together about 60 horse and 40 foos tBaptain Hopton suddenly marched on
Castleditch with his force, i ntendi
father's | ate r es i-dmalicthes,indireet opgpositioa tod s
orders given to him to desist by Massey who thoughplhee indefensible.

Its moat would have given it considerable protection against
unexpected assault, but the house was not built to withstand a siege, and
Thomas and his family must have had the most alarming experience of their lives
as bullets thuddeihito the doors and balls splashed into the moat after bouncing
off the walls. Fortunately all went well until nightfall when Thomas and his
household (his immediate family could have numbered almost a dozen quite
apart from servants) managed somehow t@msdrom their perilous position
and take refuge in Goldhill, one of the estate farms. For the children it must
have been a night to remember, and the front door of Castleditch remained
studded with slugs and bullets until the house was pulled down sdingeafs
later.

Captain Hopton's success was shiggd. The news soon reached
Royalist headquarters and a contingent came over from Hereford, invested the
house and forced him to surrender with his men within twénity hours. 40
foot and 20 horse werearried prisoner back to Hereford, and the family
resumed possession of their battered hdfhe.

Thomas | was declared a 'delinquent' in 1646 but does not appear to
have suffered a fine. Perhaps he persuaded the Committee that his part in the
fighting hadbeen purely involuntary, though his early death in 1649 may have
intervened before a decision was made.

It is curious how little detail has survived of the lives of his children
except Thomas Il and Charles. John seems to have lived at Castlduitoies
still alive in 1688 - but he, like his brothers Richard, Robert and Henry,
remained a bachelor. Both Dorothy and Judith were married to Traceys of
Toddington, the former being the wife of the 2nd Viscount and having a
marriage portion of £308, but thei surviving sisters Elizabeth and Anne
remained single. Charles, who went to live in Worcester, occupies such an
important place in the family story as matters turned out that he and his
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descendants will be described in the next chapter. Only Thomaghrafore
left of the third generation of Eastnor Cocks'

THOMAS Il AND HIS FAMILY

With his father dying in middiege, Thomas Il succeeded to the
Castleditch estates when he was 20. In a valuation made in 1652 his property
was listed as being worth £140 according very clodg with that made fifty
years earlier for his grandfather. Soon afterwards he married Mary Hackett,
daughter of the rector of RessrWye, and except that their family was rather
smaller than that of previous generations it followee familiar pattern of the
majority of sons being bachelors all their lives. There were five in all, of whom
Henry died soon after birth, the remainder being called John, Thomas Ili,
Charles and Seth. There were four daughters, Elizabeth, Dorothy,sFasdci
Mary, all of whom married in due course.

Their father was a landowner of some importance in the
neighbourhood and served two terms, in 1663 and 1669, as High Sheriff of the
county. He was the Thomas whose evidence amongst others' was called upon in
the arbitration on the dispute over his cousin Charles Cocks of Woodmancote's
land. His wife died in 1675 and he then married his second wife Frances though
he had no more childréf. His influence in the county may be gauged from the
fact that he was @nof the 19 Herefordshire gentlemen who in 1681 secured an
unopposed election of local MPs, following their writing to Lord Scudamore
suggesting a conference to discuss way
fatall misfortunes which have befallen ghtounty by the high contests which
have hapened about the election of members in several foregoing -Parlia
me n?%E-svidich rings a little strange to modern ears.

He survived his second wife by a year, dying at Castleditch in 1704 at
the age of 75 andelng buried in Eastnor church. His son Charles may have
predeceased him, and another son Seth died two years later having married and
had a child Thomas IV born in 1699. Thomas IV himself married one Elizabeth
Hurdman but had no children and died in 17%4.

The eldest son of Thomas II, John, who came into Castleditch on the
death of his father in 1704, was one of the bachelors and is not known to have
taken much part in public life. He seems to have been content to live quietly as a
country squire, andhere is a fine fullength portrait of him in Eastnor Castle
sitting in scarlet coat and fiottomed wig with his dog beside him. When he
died aged 58 he left his nephew Thomas IV one shilling, from which it may be
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surmised that he had perhaps actedhashbby's guardian on his father Seth's
death and disliked him. He left the bulk of his property to his next surviving
brother Thomas 11

Thomas lll, who had been born in 1666, entered the Church and was
married by the end of the century, though we dbkmow the name of his wife.
They had but one child, a daughter Mary born about 1700, and at the time of
inheriting Castleditch in 1718 they were living at Saddington in Leicestershire
where Thomas was rector. When he drew up his ilive years laterhe
describes himself as 'of Castleditch, Esquire’, and as he was still rector he was
probably in latter years an absentee incumbent. He left a more realistic annuity
to his nephew Thomas IV, as well as Massington for life, and ordered that in
certain circunstances (which did not come about) he could succeed to the main
estate, being the only remaining near male relative. The succession must have
caused him anxious thought.

His daughter Mary would have inherited for her lifetime, but he was
naturally keen Hat Castleditch should remain in the family if this could be
arranged. Therefore he stated in his Will that his first preference went to his
uncle Charles of Worcester's second son John, and that he should succeed
provided that he married his (Thomas') glater Mary within six months of his
death. This younger branch was very vedfl even if John as a younger son
himself could not expect many of the plums. He was not in fact much older than
Mary in spite of belonging to a different generation. Thomasiéd dh 1724
and on the 3rd of September in that year John and Mary duly married. This
union was to have a profound effect on the family history, but before describing
it we must first turn back a little to the family of Charles of Worcester.
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11. COCKSAND SOMERS

CHARLES OF WORCESTER AND THE SOMERS FAMILY

In about the year 1642 a son Charles was born at Castleditch to
Thomas Cocks | and his second wife Elizabeth Gower. He was one of the
youngest of a large family and when growm went to earn hisving in
Worcester. It is not clear what profession he followed there where his great
grandfather had once been Clerk of the Kitchen to the Bishop and where his
cousin Sir John Cocks late of Crowle still lived. He is described in documents as
a gentleman'ral later 'esquire’, but possibly he was a lawyer. At all events in
1680 when in his late thirties he married Mary, daughter of ataewlb local
attorney John Somers. It was another of those marriages which proved to have
been of cardinal importance toetiCocks fortunes.

The Somers family was an eéstablished one in the neighbourhood,
being settled for many years at Clifton in the parish of Severn Stdke.
several generations one branch had lived at Whiteladies, the site of a dissolved
nunnery jusinorth of Worcester where John Somers had his office. In the Civil
War he had been a Captain in the Parliamentary army and at one time was
quartered at Upton. A story is told of how he was much annoyed when
attending church at Severn Stoke by the pardwat¥t of preaching sermons
violently opposing Cromwell's cause and upholding the Divin