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CONCLUSION 

William Lambarde's lists of Elizabethan parks with and without deer inspired 

this perambulation, the route of which required diversions to avoid obstacles, and 

deviations when unexpected byways beckoned.  There was no detailed map to follow, 

although stray travellers had partially defined some stretches of road.  Mist often 

shrouded the view, but when it cleared glimpses of the overall landscape were revealed. 

With Lambarde's lists as a starting point, supplemented by the five earliest 

county maps and documentary evidence, it has been possible to reach a more accurate 

total of active parks between 1558 and 1625, and to indicate the number of medieval 

deer parks and disparked parks, with a better understanding of the distribution of all 

these parks.1  While accepting diversity and variation between parks, it is now known, 

perhaps unsurprisingly, that the general characteristics of Elizabethan and Jacobean 

Kentish deer parks in many ways followed the tradition of medieval parks.  Also, as in 

previous centuries, the requirements of deer herds continued to dominate the 

management of parks, while other resources were nurtured alongside.  Because detailed 

documentation about the medieval park is even harder to find than for this later period, 

it has been possible to record more specifically the inner workings of some aspects of 

park management.  Uniquely for this period, the management of disparked parks for one 

county has come under scrutiny, with fewer newly failed parks between 1558 and 1625 

than might be assumed from Lambarde's comments about the rate of disparkment.2   

In Kent, at least, the resilience of parks in the face of economic and financial 

pressure and attacks on their exclusivity by the disaffected is remarkable.  The strength 

of the hunting culture, the role of venison in the exchange of gifts and the continued 

status of park ownership remained undiminished throughout the reigns of Elizabeth I 

and James I, and even received encouragement from the monarchs who shared the 

experience and values of the upper strata of society.   

For the first time for the late sixteenth to early seventeenth century, crime 

against parks has been examined on a countywide basis, revealing, more intimately than 

1 Lambarde (1576) pp.48-49, The Particular of Kent; Lambarde (1596) pp.60-61, The Particular of Kent. 
2 Lambarde (1576) p.9, The Estate of Kent. 
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is possible for the medieval period, the intricacy and complexity of incursions into parks 

as well as the varying social standing and motivation of the participants.  Although there 

was no concerted attack on parks on a countywide basis, individual parks periodically 

faced considerable pressure, which determined efforts by owners apparently eventually 

overcame.  

 

 When Mileson discussed his choice of cut-off date for his research into the 

medieval parks of England, he concluded that the early sixteenth century would be an 

appropriate point because, 'social changes taking place in the second quarter of the 

sixteenth century significantly affected the purpose and function of parkland.'3  Clearly, 

this study of parks in Kent conflicts with this view.  Whatever the upheavals caused by 

the Reformation, social distress and political uncertainly prior to the accession of 

Elizabeth I, the purpose and function of parkland survived in Kent, and it is probable 

that a high status traveller-in-time from the Middle Ages would have found both the 

parks of 1558 to 1625 and the ethos behind them familiar enough to him.  

 

While parks were still considered to be one of the prerequisites of a noble or 

genteel estate, they remained viable among those with the necessary income willing to 

invest in their upkeep. However, strains were beginning to be felt.  Inter-family rivalry 

and personal ambition meant that many members of the nobility and gentry were living 

beyond their means and becoming increasingly dependent on credit, which in the long 

term jeopardised the viability of their parks.  A steward, like Thomas Golding at 

Penshurst, even though he thought the sport of hunting was 'not lykely to continewe for 

ever,' accepted that his master's penchant for his 'very fair and sportlyke' park would 

remain unshaken.4  However, John Norden, in his influential book, 'The Surveiors 

Dialogue', was more hard headed.  He acknowledged the park as existing 'more for 

pleasure than profit of the Lord,' but rather than condoning the maintenance of parks for 

'private pleasure', he commended 'more considerate' men who had disparked much 

parkland and 'converted it to better use.'5  How many Kentish park owners took his 

advice in the reign of Charles I remains to be researched, but the disruption of the Civil 

                                                 
3 Mileson S.A., Parks in Medieval England (Oxford, 2009) p.10. 
4 Shaw W.A. (ed.), Report on the Manuscripts of Lord De L’Isle and Dudley preserved at Penshurst 
Place (London, 1942) IV pp.265-267, 6/5/1611.  
5 Norden J., The Surveiors Dialogue (London, 1610) p.107, The third Booke. 
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War and consequent sequestration and dismantling of parks proved to be the death knell 

of many a park.  

 

 It seems fitting to end with William Lambarde's metallurgical metaphor on the 

process of writing 'A Perambulation of Kent ', which it is hoped would also apply to this 

thesis - the ore was dug and gathered, the metal extracted by fire, then cast into 'certeine 

rude lumps', before creating something 'serviceable and meete for use.'6   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
6 Lambarde (1576), To the Right Woorshipfull, and vertuous, M. THOMAS WOTTON, Esquier. 


