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Tonbridge castle from the southwest. © Paul Davis
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The Gatehouses at Tonbridge and Leybourne

gatehouse configurations: all classification
schemes are to a certain extent artificial and
definitions cannot be applied too rigidly. The
Tonbridge-style gatehouse is probably best seen
as a stage in development, as a progression
from earlier forms and an influence on its
successors. At the same time, however, these
gatehouses form a distinct group and, though
varying considerably in size, show a high degree
of unity in plan and disposition (Fig. 1), while
being confined to the later thirteenth and early
fourteenth
century.
Their
planning,
arrangements and appointments appear in the
main to relate to three broad classes of
intended function – administrative, ceremonial
and high-status residential – which varied from
castle to castle.

in Context

Neil Ludlow

Much has been written about the great
gatehouse built by the Clare earls at Tonbridge
Castle in Kent, beginning with a pioneering
account by Edward King in 1782, and most
recently an important paper by David and
Barbara Martin (2013), which overturned many
assumptions. Over the last 20 years, it has come
to acquire a pivotal role as perhaps the earliest
example of a distinct type of gatehouse for
which it has become the eponym – the
‘Tonbridge-style gatehouse’. However, this
paper proposes a date in the 1290s for its
construction. The gatehouse at Leybourne
Castle, also in Kent, is often discussed alongside
Tonbridge, but is of rather different form and The strict definition ‘Tonbridge-style’ can be
applied to the following nine gatehouses,
probably later still.
The ‘Tonbridge-style gatehouse’, as strictly overwhelmingly concentrated in Wales and the
defined, is confined to the British Isles,¹ so its Marches, upon which this paper will
origins are likely to lie within indigenous predominantly focus (Fig. 1):

developments.
Gatehouses
with
this
Aberystwyth (Ceredigion)
configuration show substantial twin towers;
Beaumaris (Anglesey)
stand astride the curtain wall to include sizeable
Caerphilly (Glamorgan)
rear sections that were roofed transversely;
feature long gate-passages, normally (but not
Dunstanburgh (Northumberland)
always) with complex defences; and comprised
Harlech (Merioneth)
three storeys with extensive functional space,
Llangibby (Monmouthshire)
for varying purposes, on the upper floors.
Vaulting is almost invariably confined to the
Llansteffan (Carmarthenshire)
gate-passages and intra-mural spaces,² and
St Briavels (Gloucestershire)
spiral stairs normally occupy turrets, of circular
Tonbridge (Kent)
plan, projecting from the rear corners. A
number of these features are shared with other In addition, a case may be made for including
¹ While large and complex gatehouses were being built in the gatehouse at Kildrummy, Aberdeenshire, as
France by the late thirteenth century, with long passages it is largely a facsimile of that at Harlech and
extending into the bailey as at Château-Thierry (Aisne), probably by the same designer (see below), and
Lucheux (Somme) and Montaiguillon (Seine-et-Marne),
also possibly Boarstall (Oxon.) which may, at
none follow the Tonbridge pattern.
² The flanking towers of the gatehouse at Llansteffan, least in part, derive directly from TonbridgeCarms., are barrel-vaulted at ground-floor level, a purely style planning (Fig. 1). Otherwise, apart from
local variation in accordance with the dominant regional Tonbridge, only Dunstanburgh lies outside
tradition in southwest Wales. The towers at Kildrummy, Wales and the Marches, and like Kildrummy and
Aberdeenshire, show evidence of vaulting, but it was a
Boarstall it was built after 1300.
later-medieval insertion (Simpson 1928, 53, 58).
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Fig. 1. – Ground-floor plans of ‘Tonbridge-style’ gatehouses and related structures.
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The vestigial remains at Llangynwyd Castle, Glam.,
may represent a further example, while the large
gatehouses at Pembroke, and Roscommon in
Ireland, can perhaps be regarded as intermediate
stages in the development of the form; they will
be referred to below along with other influential
gatehouses including the Constable’s Gate at
Dover. The Tonbridge-style gatehouse is otherwise absent from Ireland, although several late
thirteenth-century gatehouses approach its size
and level of complexity e.g. at Greencastle, Co.
Donegal and Lea Castle, Co. Laois.
A number of other large, sophisticated gatehouses were built during the late thirteenth
century, sharing certain attributes with the Tonbridge-style gatehouse and some of its functions
– but not its distinctive configuration. For
instance, the massive but unfinished rear section
of the King’s Gate at Caernarfon (begun c. 1284)
is unparalleled, as is the substantial three-towered arrangement at Denbigh Castle (begun
before 1294?). And while a number of gatehouses
from the fourteenth and early fifteenth century
were also substantial and complex buildings,
none were entirely faithful to the Tonbridge-style
design. They include a late group at Lancaster,
Llawhaden Castle (Pembs.) and Kidwelly Castle
(Carms.), from c. 1390-1420, which may have
been subject to the lasting influence of the Tonbridge pattern and its high-status arrangements,
but were also the product of a century of further
development within gatehouse planning.
So the Tonbridge-style gatehouse, as strictly
defined, was a relatively short-lived phenomenon: a date-range from the 1270s until c. 1320
is argued below. It was moreover only one of
several influences on subsequent gatehouse
development. A widespread fourteenth-century trend towards slighter structures, with
slender towers that were often polygonal and
located on the front corners rather than clasping the entry, made an early appearance in the
Great Gate at St Augustine’s Abbey, Canterbury. Completed by the master-mason Michael
of Canterbury in 1308 (Goodall 2011, 202;
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Goodall 2012, 14), and itself perhaps under
influence from St Thomas’s Tower at the
Tower of London (see below), it features small,
polygonal towers. It was the forerunner a host
of gatehouses from the fourteenth to the
seventeenth century, secular, ecclesiastical
and collegiate, and with correspondingly
diverse functions (ibid.). Its stylistic influence
may have been felt early on in the gatehouse
at Boarstall.
The main aim of this paper is to address issues
of date, stylistic influence and patronage at
Tonbridge and Leybourne, in the context of
contemporary architectural trends; while
wider themes will be addressed, it is by no
means an exhaustive study of gatehouse
development. Construction of the gatehouses
at Tonbridge and Leybourne has been widely
viewed as contemporary, and connected, but
it will be argued that the two events were
entirely unrelated. Neither was recorded, and
a wide range of dates has been suggested. The
more recent suggestions focus on the period
between 1250 and 1270 at both sites (e.g.
Coldstream 1994 and 2003; Goodall 2010,
2011 and 2012; Hislop 2010 and 2020; Renn
1997 and 1981), although a date between
1280 and 1300 had been favoured for Tonbridge in the mid-twentieth century (e.g.
Brown 1976; Simpson 1940 and 1957; Toy
1963), while the possibility that Leybourne
may be early fourteenth-century has been
raised (Clark 1884; Listed Building and Scheduling descriptions; Toy 1963).
Why was a design so intimately associated with
Wales and the Marches built in Kent? It is
suggested below that the Tonbridge gatehouse
was built during the early 1290s, in the manner
of south Wales and the borderlands, showing
influence from other Clare castles and with
close similarities to the gatehouse at St Briavels
Castle (completed 1293). The gatehouse at
Leybourne appears to be later, probably begun
after 1307, and also reflects developments in
the Marches.
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Earl Gilbert joined the royal cause and
Tonbridge was restored to him. Nevertheless,
his attempted coup in 1267 saw the castle being
taken back into Crown hands early in 1268. It
had been returned to Gilbert before 1270, when
he was again obliged to surrender it as security;
this was apparently waived in return for his
participation in Prince Edward’s crusade,
despite Gilbert’s eventual absence from the
campaign.

‘Tonbridge-style’ may therefore not be the most
appropriate designation for gatehouses of its type,
and so the traditional and less site-specific term
‘keep-gatehouse’ – if not entirely satisfactory, and
somewhat broader in scope – is instead used in
the following account; the Tonbridge-style
configuration is however meant.

Tonbridge and Leybourne in the midthirteenth century
Most published accounts of Tonbridge and
Leybourne castles have concentrated on the
rivalry between their respective lords who were
usually on opposite sides during the Barons’
War, and have been set against a perceived
‘martial’ context for the two gatehouses –
neither of which, as will be shown, appears to
have been primarily military. As a result, a date
in the late 1250s-60s has frequently been
assigned to both. Their mid-thirteenth-century
political history, taken from a number of
sources (Davis 2013; Renn 1981; Renn 2018;
Simmons 1998; Wadmore 1886; Ward 1962), is
briefly summarised here.

Gilbert de Clare’s relationship with the Crown
improved thereafter and he was the first
magnate to pledge fealty to Edward I on his
father’s death in 1272. And prior to his
coronation in August 1274, Gilbert entertained
the new king, and his queen, at Tonbridge ‘for
many days’ (Cal. Fine Rolls 1272-1307, 26; Luard
1890, 43). Nevertheless, the relationship
between the two men remained uneasy: ‘after
the king [Gilbert] was the most mighty in the
kingdom in deed and discourse’ in a
contemporary account (Luard 1890, 96), and
with an annual income of around £4,000
(Ridgeway 1992, 243 n. 19), was the wealthiest
British magnate outside the royal family.

Richard de Clare, Earl of Gloucester and lord of
Tonbridge (d. 1262), was co-leader of the baronial revolt in 1258 alongside Simon de Montfort.
But early in 1259 he returned to the king’s side,
while Roger de Leybourne (fl. 1251-71) had
joined the rebels: he was steward to Prince
Edward (Faulkner 2008), who had joined forces
with Montfort against his father, and was illegally
‘strengthening’ Leybourne Castle. While this may
partly underlie Clare’s request for a licence to
wall Tonbridge town in December 1259, these
walls appear never to have been built, while the
licence included his town at Southwold, in Suffolk
(Cal. Pat. Rolls 1258-66, 108).

Published accounts of Tonbridge Castle have
however tended to neglect its relationship with
Canterbury. Although a direct grant to the
Clares by William I, the Honor of Tonbridge soon
came to be held of the archbishops (ideally, as
representatives of the Crown), although its
precise tenurial position was disputed until the
mid-thirteenth century (Ward 1962, 12, 35, 209,
212-13, 286). The relationship was eventually
ratified under Richard de Clare, as part of the
settlement of 1259, when it was agreed that
the earls should hold the honor of the
archbishops as a grand serjeanty, for the service
of four knights and by acting as stewards at the
archbishop’s enthronement (Ward 1962, 213);
the latter obligation seems first to have been
discharged by Gilbert in 1294 (ibid; see below).³

Richard’s heir Gilbert de Clare joined the
baronial movement in 1263, and maintained his
opposition to the Crown for the next two years;
along with Prince Edward, Roger de Leybourne
however soon went over to the king’s faction,
to which he remained loyal until his death in
1271. Tonbridge Castle fell to the king in 1264,
who installed a garrison, but the following year

³
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Although he had rendered homage to Archbishop
Peckham on the latter’s appointment in 1279 (Ward
1962, 212 n. 1).
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Tonbridge great gatehouse:
summary description (Figs. 2-5)
The great gatehouse at Tonbridge has been ably
described elsewhere (most recently by David
and Barbara Martin, 2013), and this summary
highlights the main points of interest. The castle
was established in the late eleventh-century as
a motte-and-bailey, walled in stone during the
late twelfth or early thirteenth century, with
the remains of residential buildings, probably
thirteenth-century, against the south curtain
(see Fig. 6); the great gatehouse is on the
opposite, north curtain and replaced an earlier
entry (Simpson 1940, 71; Simpson 1957, 73;
Martin and Martin 2013, 237). A second
enclosure lay to the north, now obscured and
its ditch infilled. It is suggested by some
authorities that it covered the approach to the
gatehouse, as a ‘formal’ outer ward (Gould
1908, 424; Wadmore 1886, 26-7; also see
Martin and Martin 2013, 236). Other sources,
based on historic maps, show its eastern edge
lying to the west of the gatehouse, so that the
gatehouse was approached directly from the
town (Wragg et al. 2005, 127, 129, 131), and
indeed a survey of 1521 refers to the great
gatehouse as the ‘first entry’ to the castle
(reproduced in Wadmore 1886, 48-9). The
outer enclosure may then be the ‘garden
adjoining the castle’ recorded in 1295 (Cal. Inq.
Post Mortem 1291-1300, 238). However, the
‘castle croft’, mentioned in an account from
1646 (reproduced in Wadmore 1886, 54-5),
apparently featured a second entry and bridge.
The enclosure has yet to be properly
investigated.⁴
The gatehouse comprises three storeys, over a
below-ground basement (Figs. 2 and 3), and
appears never to have been higher (Renn 1981,
98; Martin and Martin 2013, 241). It is
remarkably complete, having lost only the
internal walls at first-floor level, the uppermost
parts of the stair turrets, and the crenellated
⁴ Cable trenches excavated in the early twentieth century
apparently revealed no masonry remains (Simmons 1996,
117).

parapets. Facework is in closely-jointed
Wealden sandstone ashlar, each block 28cm high
(Renn 1981, 93; Simpson 1940, 67);⁵ the
remainder of the castle is in a local yellow rubble
(Simpson 1940, 72). Both the flanking towers,
and the two stair-turrets to the rear, are Dshaped with pyramidal spur-buttresses (Figs. 4
and 5). Latrines occupy all three levels, housed
in flanking ‘turrets’ at the junction with the
curtains; their corners are strongly chamfered to
the front, above deep raking plinths which slope
back to first-floor level. These ‘turrets’ also house
chimney-flues from the ground- and first-floor
fireplaces. Vaulting is confined to the entrance
passage, mural passages and latrine chambers.
Exceptionally, all entries to the interior featured
portcullises, six in all: two at either end of the
gate-passage, two in the passage side-doors, and
two in the entries from the curtain parapets
(Martin and Martin 2013, 253). Set against this
is a near absence of drawbar-sockets at groundfloor level.
Each flanking tower overlies a basement (Fig.
2), apparently both original but enlarged during
the post-medieval period (Martin and Martin
2013, 245; Renn 2018, 218). Each has a sloping
air-vent emerging above ground-level in the
rear (south) wall. Access was solely by trap-door
from above: the present iron stair is postmedieval, as is the crude passage connecting
the two basements which was apparently
driven through in the 1790s (Martin and Martin
2013, 241). Edward King suggested there may
have been a well in the western basement,
which then showed the remains of a transverse
wall, both of unknown date (King 1782, 283); a
later well, ‘38 feet deep’, now occupies the
eastern basement (Martin and Martin 2013,
241; Simmons 1996, 132).
The outer face of the gatehouse is dominated by a
bold, high outer arch, of six chamfered offsets,
concealing a machicolation slot leading from the
parapet (Fig. 4). The outer portcullis lay behind a
⁵ As a result the spiral-stair tread risers, which are integral
with the facework, are unusually high (Guy 2012, 138;
Martin and Martin 2013, 261).
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further chamfered arch. A third, lower arch, of two
chamfered offsets, conceals a second machicolation
slot leading from the second floor; beneath them,
there is an observation slit or loop in each side wall.
Then follows the entrance arch itself, of four chamfered offsets, behind which lay the first pair of doors
(Fig. 2). The entrance passage is divided into three
bays by the boldly-chamfered, transverse vault ribs,
between which are another three machicolation (or
‘murder-hole’) slots. The second pair of doors closed
against the bailey. Beyond them, the second portcullis was operated from the first floor. The central
hole of the sixth and final machicolation slot
descends from the first-floor window sill, while the
outer pair lead from the parapet. The innermost
arch, against the bailey, has a markedly depressed
segmental-pointed head.
The two flanking ground-floor rooms were
entered from opposing doorways in the central
bay of the passage (Fig. 2). Each was an
undivided space, 4.2 metres high, lit by a singlelight window in the rear (south) wall and a slit
to the front. A corner doorway in the south wall
of each room gives onto a short vaulted passage,
leading to the stairs which spiral in opposing
directions. A latrine also leads off from the
western passage, while the western room shows
the remains of a fireplace; the eastern room had
neither fireplace nor latrine.
The first floor was accessed solely from the
ground-floor rooms via the two spiral stairs, or
from the motte wing-wall parapet (Fig. 3): there
was no separate access from the bailey. It was
divided into three rooms, corresponding with the
ground-floor divisions, via longitudinal walls
which have now gone. The central room, over the
gate-passage, housed the apparatus for the two
portcullises and its floor was pierced by the
numerous murder-holes. The rooms either side
are 3.8 metres high. Each has a single-light
window in the rear wall, two slits to the front,⁶ a
⁶ These slits have embrasures of unusual form, seen in no
other keep-gatehouse. Their flanks are obliquely
‘truncated’ along the midline, to coincide with the
polygonal wall-faces, probably for strengthening as slits
occupy the midlines at ground- and second-floor level
(Renn 1981, 96).
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side-wall fireplace – the western one robbed –
and a latrine leading off from the stair via a short
passage; the western of the two passages also
features a doorway onto the wing-wall parapet.
The second floor appears always to have
contained a single large room measuring 16.2
metres by 8.5 metres, and 5.5 metres high (Fig.
3). It was heated by a large fireplace in the rear
wall, flanked by twin-light window either side.
A slit in each tower faces the front. There is only
one latrine, in the east wall, again accessed from
the stair passage, and featuring a doorway onto
the north curtain parapet. This level is notable
for the quality of its sculpted decoration.
At summit level, the stair turret caphouse
platforms were reached by short flights of open
steps against the south parapet. Derek Renn
discerned ‘small slots for a conical roof’ in each
of the turrets; he also noted the parapet-level
sockets on the rear face, between the turrets,
speculating that they may have been for
hourding (Renn 1981, 98; Fig. 5). The roofs were
very low-pitched, with a transverse (east-west)
gable and, originally, a lead covering (Martin
and Martin 2013, 246, 267-8).⁷ The castle was
prepared for action during the Civil War
(Wadmore 1886, 53), and the parapets show
the possible remains of openings for firearms
(Martin and Martin 2013, 269). The 1646
account shows that the roof had also been
reinforced with planking to take artillery
(Wadmore 1886, 55),⁸ but it may always have
been a metre deep at the apex (Martin and
Martin 2013, 268; cf. King 1782, 285). Slighting
was ordered in 1646, but in the gatehouse this
seems to have been limited to the parapets and
upper parts of the stair turrets (Martin and
Martin 2013, 238, 261-2): the building was
roofed and in still use in 1782 (King 1782, 284).

⁷ The lead roofing in the castle seems to have been replaced
by tile in the early 1520s, the lead being taken for use at
Eltham and Penshurst palaces (Wadmore 1886, 50).
⁸ A ‘shed of boards for gunners, and a gin to heave up
timber, and two little platforms in the turrets’ are also
mentioned (Wadmore 1886, 55).
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Fig. 2 – Tonbridge Castle
gatehouse (Kent): plans at
basement and ground-floor level.
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Fig. 3 – Tonbridge Castle
gatehouse (Kent): plans at firstfloor and second-floor level.
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Fig. 4 – Exterior of the Tonbridge gatehouse from the north.

Fig. 5 – South (internal) face of the Tonbridge gatehouse from the bailey.
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Simpson and Renn both apparently observed
sockets at the entry to the gate-passage, which
they regarded as the pivot-holes for a drawbridge
(Renn 1981, 96; Simpson 1940, 65). No sockets
are mentioned by the Martins, who regard the
drawbridge as having been located in a forework
outside the gatehouse where two blocks of
masonry were observed in the ditch before it was
infilled in the 1780s (King 1782, 273). These are
normally interpreted as bridge piers, but the
Martins regard the nearest as the north end of a
masonry forework, two storeys high, housing the
drawbridge pivot and pit (Martin and Martin
2013, 239); its toothings are clearly visible on the
gatehouse towers,⁹ and its foundations were
revealed in 1958-63 (Figs. 2 and 4). The Martins
considered it to be secondary to the gatehouse,
but an early addition (ibid.).
This forework is thought to be separate from the
‘barbican’ mentioned in 1646, when it appears to
have been recently demolished (Martin and
Martin 2013, 243; Wadmore 1886, 54). However,
some doubt as to the existence of any further
barbican may be raised by the description of the
great gatehouse as the ‘first entry’ in 1521 (see
above). The evidence is equivocal. In 1782, a
‘round tower, now destroyed, whereof the foundations still remain underground, and which
served as a barbican to defend the approach’, was
depicted at the outer edge of the ditch, offset to
the west of the approach (King 1782, 266-7, 273;
Fig. 6). Though otherwise unknown, it has been
suggested to have been one of a pair of towers
belonging to a small, free-standing outer gatehouse (Wadmore 1886, 22-3; Simmons 1996, 140).
The similarities between the Tonbridge
gatehouse and the inner east gatehouse at
Caerphilly Castle have been widely remarked
upon and include dimensions, layout, general
disposition of features, detail and probably
usage. It is also recognised however that there
are some very important differences at
⁹ They were described as marks left by the drawbridge by
early writers (King 1782, 280). Simpson regarded them as
belonging to ‘a timber forework, the putlog holes and other
marks of which are still evident’ (Simpson 1940, 65).
THE CASTLE STUDIES GROUP

Tonbridge, including the spurs, high outer arch
and passage side-door portcullises (Martin and
Martin 2013, 273-5; Renn 2018, 218). These
differences can be appreciated in Figs. 1 and
21, and will be explored more fully.

London and Wales
Recent published accounts of the gatehouses
at Tonbridge and Leybourne can be broadly
spilt into two camps. The first regards influence
upon both buildings to have emanated from the
King’s Works via the royal master-mason
Robert of Beverley (Coldstream 2013, 26-7;
Davis 2013, 206; Goodall 2010, 156-7; Goodall
2011, 191-3, 201); both gatehouses are
assigned a date in the 1250s-60s, and Tonbridge
is regarded as the earliest surviving keepgatehouse. The second lays more emphasis on
similarities between Tonbridge and the inner
east gatehouse at Caerphilly, thereby allowing
a later date in the 1260s-70s for the former, and
possible baronial origins for the keepgatehouse form (Ashbee 2021b 214; Hislop
2016, 57, 171-2; King 1988, 119; Martin and
Martin 2013, 272-5; Renn 1981, 93, 101-3; Renn
2018, 218-23; Hislop 2020, 57-60).

A London connection?
The first case is linked to the argument that the
King’s Works came to dominate British castle
design over the course of the thirteenth
century, and that the main architectural
developments had, by mid-century, become
centralised under royal masons centred on
London (Goodall 2010, 156; Goodall 2011,
passim; Goodall 2012, 13-15). Tonbridge is
viewed as the product of royal exemplars, and
from this reasoning follows the assertion that
it was the model for Caerphilly. But while the
reach of court influence is undeniable, it will be
seen that masons engaged by the leading
barons were equally innovative, particularly in
Wales and the border where much traffic of
ideas, and probably masons, occurred during
the later thirteenth century (see Coldstream
1994, 131; Hislop 2016, 6): we should not,
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perhaps, think about Crown and baronial However, the London tower was square, though
perhaps polygonal higher up,¹¹ and single (Impey
influence in mutually exclusive terms.
In addition, Tonbridge’s murage licence of 1259 and Parnell 2011, 29); while the evidence at
has been interpreted to encompass major Tonbridge is uncertain, the tower was said to
building works at the castle, including the have been circular and perhaps one half of a
gatehouse (see e.g. Davis 2013, 179-80; Hislop twin-towered barbican rather than offset.¹²
2020, 59; Simmons 1998, 52; Renn 2018, 223).
But the Southwold licence suggests the
proposed defences may merely have been part
of a wider Clare strategy, while no licence for
work at Tonbridge Castle would be necessary:
the castle had been a royal grant to the Clares
in the late eleventh century (Davis 2013, 179;
Renn 1981, 100; Ward 1962, 2, 286).¹⁰

There is moreover no evidence that the lost
west gate had any kinship with the keepgatehouse form, while its designer is unknown.
In 1271, however, control of works at the Tower
was granted to Robert of Beverley, the leading
royal mason of the third quarter of the
thirteenth century (Harvey 1984, 23; Wilson
2004), and the suggested conduit to Tonbridge
and Leybourne (Coldstream 2003b, 26-7;
Goodall 2010, 157; Goodall 2011, 205). First
recorded at Westminster Abbey in 1253,
Beverley took over as master there in 1260, with
a portfolio that included Westminster Palace,
and the management of other royal projects
around London (Harvey 1984, 23). He was
appointed Master of the King's Works in 1271,
with responsibility for the Tower, the castles at
Windsor, Rochester and Hadleigh, and three
nearby royal manors (Harvey 1984, 23; Wilson
2004). He continued work at the Tower until his
death in 1285 (Harvey 1984, 23).

A predecessor for the Tonbridge gatehouse has
been sought at the Tower of London, in the lost
west gate which was built in 1238-40 but
collapsed in 1241 (Goodall 2010, 157; Goodall
2011, 192; Goodall 2012, 13). But the form of
this gatehouse is completely unknown – it lies
beneath Edward I’s Beauchamp Tower and no
part of it has ever been revealed – though it was
plausibly twin-towered (Impey and Parnell
2011, 28-30). One of the pivots of the argument
is the apparent similarity between its barbican,
also lost but revealed through excavation to
have been a tower, offset to one side, and the
suggested barbican tower at Tonbridge (Goodall Among Beverley’s works at the Tower are
thought to be its three main surviving gate2011, 191; Goodall 2012, 13).
houses – the Middle Tower and Byward Tower,
built 1271/5-1281, and St Thomas’s Tower, built
¹⁰ Although the Southwold licence means that Tonbridge may
merely have been part of a wider Clare strategy, it must 1275-81 (Ashbee 2021a, 59; Coldstream 2013,
be viewed against the general absence of urban defences 26; Harvey 1984, 24; Impey and Parnell 2011,
in Kent where, somewhat surprisingly given its location 34-8). The Middle and Byward Towers are
relative to the Continent, only five towns are certainly
known to have been defended (King 1983, 239), and the
medieval defences are generally late: Canterbury and
Rochester (Roman), Dover and Sandwich (fourteenthcentury), and Tonbridge, whose licence appears to have
been the first in the county (Renn 1981, 100). It is however
doubtful that a masonry wall was ever built (Creighton and
Higham 2002, 262, 264; Streeten 1976, 106; Wragg et al.
2005, 136), while earthwork defences may already have
been in existence (Brown 1976, 57; Gould 1908, 425;
Simpson 1957, 73; Streeten 1976, 118; Wragg et al. 2005,
130, 136, 140). A settlement at Tonbridge had probably
been established by c.1100 (Wragg et al. 2005, 135) and
had achieved borough status by at least 1241 (Streeten
1976, 118).

¹¹ It is worth noting that the polygonal form was rarely used
by Henry III, the gatehouse at Dyserth (Flints.) being
exceptional (see Hislop 2020, 44, 144).
¹² If so, the closest comparison to the barbican might be at
the Tower of London, but rather later: the twin-towered
Middle Tower gate, from the 1270s, similarly occupies the
opposite side of the ditch from the Byward Tower gate
(Impey and Parnell 2011, 34-8). The twin-towered barbican
depicted in a similar location at Carmarthen Castle, by John
Speed, was probably fifteenth-century (Ludlow 2014, 263).
Any barbican at Tonbridge might also be late. Fourteenthcentury twin-tower barbicans exist at e.g. Lewes, Dudley
and Carisbrooke, but are integral to their respective
gatehouses.
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compact twin-tower gatehouses, with circular
towers, and while both show a rectangular block
to the rear, they are small, relatively thin-walled
and show neither extensive upper-floor accommodation nor projecting stair-turrets (Fig. 8).
Neither approaches the form or complexity of a
keep-gatehouse. Instead, they belong to a line of
royal gatehouse development which embraces
the Middle Gate at Corfe Castle, from the 1240s
(Brown et al. 1963b, 620), the former south gate
at York Castle, c. 1245-50 (Clark 2010, 26-7;
Hislop 2020, 59), and the much-altered outer
gate at Nottingham Castle, 1251-5 (Guy 2020,
106; Hislop 2020, 59), and which in 1277 was to
form the basis of the design at Rhuddlan Castle,
Flintshire (Fig. 8). By the royal master-mason
Bertram, the gatehouses at Rhuddlan were relatively simple, with circular towers, and though
much larger may have been derived directly from
Beverley’s models (Coldstream 2003b, 26, 28;
Hislop 2020, 87); elements of this relatively
simple pattern also inform the design of the main
gate at Rockingham Castle, probably from the
1270s (Brown et al. 1963b, 815-18; Guy 2020,
106). The demolished Coldharbour Gate at the
Tower, complete by c. 1238 was, like Corfe’s
Middle Gate, flanked by one D-shaped and one
rounded tower (Impey and Parnell 2011, 27).¹³
But none of these gatehouses projected substantially into the bailey, and none featured an integrated suite of upper-floor apartments. With the
exception of Rhuddlan they appear originally to
have been confined to two storeys,¹⁴ while spiralstair communication between floor levels is confined to the London gatehouses, and to Rhuddlan
where two stairs are present (Fig. 8). Moreover
the high outer arch, which is such a prominent
feature of Tonbridge, was apparently absent
from all these gatehouses, as discussed below. It
¹³ Henry III’s gatehouse at Dyserth was also asymmetric
(Hislop 2020, 44; Renn 1981, 101). All three are different
in form to the asymmetric gatehouses built by the
Marshal earls (Chepstow, Kilkenny and possibly
Carmarthen), which show towers of different sizes rather
than different shapes, and there may be no relationship
between the two groups (cf. Renn 1981, 101).
¹⁴ The second floor in the Byward Tower at London is a
late-medieval or Tudor insertion (Parnell 1993, 41).

is reasonable to suppose that the lost London
west gate was something like them in form.
Gatehouses with longer passages between
extended D-shaped towers, straddling the
curtain like a keep-gatehouse to lie partly within
the bailey, were however not unknown to the
King’s Works: a gatehouse like this had been
employed at Deganwy Castle (Caerns.) in the
1250s (Hislop 2020, 45; Renn 2018, 218) –
perhaps earlier at Pevensey (Sussex)¹⁵ – and at
royal Chester where the inner gate, now lost,
may have been from the 1260s-70s (Guy 2020,
106; Neil Guy pers. comm.) Nevertheless, the
design was not widely employed by Henry III’s
engineers (Hislop 2020, 45), being more
enthusiastically adopted in baronial castles e.g.
Barnwell (Northants.), Beeston (Cheshire) and
Bolingbroke (Lincs.); Pembroke will be discussed
below.¹⁶ Nevertheless it was also employed at
Ruthin Castle (Denbighs.), probably as part of
Reginald de Grey’s works, from 1282 onwards,
under strong influence from the inner gate at
nearby Chester where de Grey had been
constable (Guy 2016b, 108; Hislop 2020, 90 and
n. 5),¹⁷ and was developed further at royal
Roscommon Castle, where a third storey may
be an original feature, in the late 1270s (see
below and Fig. 8).¹⁸ Like the aforementioned
gatehouses, they were all however of a less
complex design than the keep-gatehouse, while
rear turrets – and, in the main, spiral stairs of
¹⁵ The date of the Pevensey gatehouse, and the degree of
secondary alteration, is a matter for some debate.
¹⁶ The baronial gatehouse at Kiltartan, Co. Galway, has a
long passage which may be as early as the 1230s (McNeill
1997, 130). The similar gatehouses at Ballylahan (Co.
Mayo) and Lea (Co. Laois) may be somewhat later
(Sweetman 1999, 60-1).
¹⁷ Ruthin Castle may have been laid out under Edward I in
1277, and its current plan established (Guy 2016, 107),
but construction was mainly by de Grey (Davies et al.
2020, 214-15; Hislop 2020, 88).
¹⁸ A further royal gatehouse in Ireland, at Dungarvan Castle,
Co. Waterford, is of similar form but lies wholly external to
the curtain. It has traditionally been dated to the early-mid
thirteenth century (Sweetman 1999, 106), but recent
investigations favour a post-1260 date under Edward I, as
prince or king (Pollock 2013, 14). Spiral stairs were again
absent.
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Fig. 6 – Plan of Tonbridge Castle by Edward King, published 1782, showing the possible barbican or tower.

Fig. 7 – a: the interior of the Byward Tower, Tower of London, by Edward Blore and Robert Sands c.1823;
b: the interior of the Clewer Tower, Windsor Castle, by Charles Alban Buckler c.1860-5.
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Fig. 8 – Ground-floor plans of selected gatehouses (nb. London’s Byward Tower is similar to the Middle Tower).
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Beverley’s designs at the Tower show him to
have been, if anything, something of a
conservative in matters of castle design, and are
a continuation of existing Crown models, rather
than being marked by new innovations. His
personal motifs were largely confined to detail,
notably the radial rib-vaulting formerly to be
seen in the towers of all three gatehouses (now
gone from the Byward Tower). They were among
the few later thirteenth-century British
gatehouses with vaulting, of any kind, in the
flanking towers: vaulting was infrequent within
circular towers generally after the 1230s, and
was absent from Edward I’s other works (see e.g.
Ludlow 2018, 254). The semi-octagonal capitals
in the Byward Tower were, moreover, of similar
design to the pre-existing vault corbels in the
Clewer Tower at Windsor, from the late 1220s
(Fig. 7).²¹ The form and rhythm of the wide
embrasures in the London gatehouses likewise
follow the pattern seen at Henry III’s Windsor
(Clewer and Garter Towers), the development
of which can be appreciated in the Bell and
Wakefield Towers at the Tower itself.

any form – were again absent, following the
general presumption under Henry III against
ground-floor access to the upper levels.
Beverley’s third gatehouse at the Tower of
London, St Thomas’s Tower or ‘Traitor’s Gate’
(1275-81), is a very different affair, being a
rectangular, turreted water-gate with a hall and
chamber on the upper floor. It either postdates the inner east gate at Caerphilly, or is
contemporary with it, and it is thought similarly
to be contemporary with the keep-gatehouse
at Edward I’s Aberystwyth Castle (dating is
discussed below. Nevertheless, although
affinities have been claimed (Ashbee 2021a, 68;
Goodall 2011, 201; Goodall 2012, 14; Impey
and Parnell 2011, 38), St Thomas’s Tower too
is not a keep-gatehouse: the two corner turrets
face the field and do not contain spiral stairs,
while only one upper floor was present.¹⁹ So it
may instead be possible that it belongs to a
separate line of development from the keepgatehouse. Similar hall/chamber-blocks, with
square corner turrets, had been built in
northern England since the 1230s, e.g. at
Chirdon, Dally and Tarset in Northumberland
(Dixon 1992, 89; Hislop 2010, 219), while as
John Goodall noted, St Thomas’s Tower has
affinities with the round-towered hall/chamber
block built by Henry III at Shrewsbury Castle,
probably in the 1240s (Goodall 2011, 201).²⁰
So, whilst it has been regarded as innovative,
and appears to have been an influence upon
fourteenth century gatehouse design (see
above), St Thomas’s Tower may in fact have
been following existing practices.

Yet the core argument is that Beverley
personally developed the keep-gatehouse
concept – not at a royal castle, but at the Clares’
Tonbridge (Coldstream 2003b, 26-7; Goodall
2010, 157). Leaving aside the pattern of royal
gatehouse development outlined above, how
does this narrative fit in with historical
circumstances? The Clares’ relationship with
the Crown was at best turbulent between 1258
and 1270, with frequent bouts of open
insurrection, and the loan of a Crown mastermason is difficult to conceive. The exception is
a three-year period between 1259 and 1262,
during which Richard de Clare obtained his
licence to wall Tonbridge town, a licence which
does not imply any work on the castle. Beverley
was appointed master at his Westminster
workplace in 1260 and, thereafter, his

¹⁹ The turret chambers are rib-vaulted like the Byward and
Middle Towers; one was equipped for use as an oratory
(Ashbee 2021a, 62).
²⁰ These buildings may also lie behind adoption of the
towered hall-block plan in the later thirteenth-century
Marches and Midlands, e.g. Acton Burnell Castle, the
Great Hall at Brecon Castle, and possibly the donjon at
Dudley Castle (see Hislop 2010, 225 for Dudley, which
suggests the donjon was instead influenced by St
Thomas’s Tower). Their resemblance to the Irish ‘towered
keep’ design of the earlier thirteenth century may be
merely superficial, while a developmental link might be
difficult to determine.

²¹ The capitals are circular in St Thomas’s Tower and have
been compared to those in the nave at Westminster
Abbey (Ashbee 2021a, 61), begun by Beverley c. 1260
(Harvey 1984, 24).
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operations seem to have been confined to
London until his promotion, in 1271, to master
of the King's Works (Wilson 2004). His
subsequent relationship with royal work outside
London seems however to have been primarily
logistical, arranging the supply of building stone
and auditing the accounts; most of his time was
spent on the Tower (Harvey 1984, 23-4).²² Apart
from the Tower of London, and the eastern bays
of the nave at Westminster Abbey, very little
surviving building work can in fact be safely
attributed to Beverley, and none outside London;
his work at Windsor, which was minor, is now
lost (Harvey 1984, 24-5).
Moreover, we have evidence neither of Beverley’s involvement with any castle-based work
until 1271, nor of his association with any baronial projects – nor, in fact, with any site far
beyond the orbit of London and Windsor.²³ The
royal gift of building stone to Leybourne Castle
in 1266, discussed below, has been used to argue
such an association (Goodall 2010, 157; Goodall
2011, 205), but Beverley’s role was confined to
arranging its supply and delivery (Close Rolls
1264-68, 190). It may be noted in this connection
that the Leybourne gatehouse is very different
in layout and appointments from Tonbridge, and
not, apparently, a keep-gatehouse. Neither gatehouse moreover shows such Beverley motifs as
circular rather than D-shaped towers, with radial
rib-vaults.

the Tonbridge gatehouse, favouring instead an
even earlier date around 1250 (Goodall 2012,
13) – three years before Beverley’s earliest
recorded association with the royal works, but
closer in date to the lost west gate at the Tower
of London. This would coincide with a period of
relative harmony between Richard de Clare and
the Crown (Davis 2013, 162-8), but does not
resolve the question of precedents. Nor is it
clear why a mason from the Tower might be
loaned to the earl: priority would surely be given
to repair-work at London after the collapse of
the west gate. This progressed slowly, however,
and the breach remained open until at least
1253, and possibly longer (Impey and Parnell
2011, 29), suggesting skilled workers were at a
premium. A further crucial question arises: if it
was derived from a royal design at London of
the 1250s, why was the keep-gatehouse moreor-less confined to Wales and the border, and
mainly to a period after c. 1270? Why was it not
used elsewhere by the Crown until the later
1270s?

It has been argued that King Edward was
unlikely to have copied baronial building
(Goodall 2011, 191), but it will be seen below
that elements of Welsh and borderlands design,
particularly under the Clares, found their way
into the King’s Works – and that too firm a
distinction between them may be artificial.
London influence, and an early date, have been
A slightly more recent narrative shows claimed for the small keep-gatehouse at
reservations about Beverley’s connections with Llansteffan Castle, Carms. (Figs. 1 and 9), largely
on the basis that its Camville lords had no known
²² Beverley’s involvement in the design of another London links to the Clares (Goodall 2010, 157; Goodall
building, the Dominican Friary begun in 1278-9, has been 2011, 191).
speculated but remains unproven (Harvey 1984, 24-5;
Holder and Samuel 2020, 236-7).
²³ It had been speculated that Beverley designed the chevet
at Hailes Abbey (Gloucs.), 1270-77, which is similar to that
at Westminster (Harvey 1984, 24-5), but its master-mason
has now been identified as one Berenger (Carter 2017,
11). It has also been suggested that the similarity between
Beverley’s barbican at the Tower (the ‘Lion Tower’) and
that at William de Valence’s Goodrich may mean that he
also designed the latter (Harvey 1984, 24). However, it was
possibly the work of a succeeding generation of Crown
masons, under baronial patronage (Ashbee 2009, 5).

But as the pre-eminent magnate of south Wales,
and the wealthiest, Gilbert de Clare was
emulated widely and his influence can be seen
not only in the castles of a number of his tenant
lords e.g. Carreg Cennen and Laugharne (both
Carms.), but also in those of his peers, for
example William de Valence’s Chapel Tower at
Kidwelly, Carms. (see below). And while a date
in the 1260s has been suggested for the
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208),²⁴ where the contemporary gatehouse shows
twin stair-turrets, albeit not at the rear corners
(Meek and Ludlow 2019, 231-2; Fig. 8). The
Pembroke work may have been under the
supervision of a Crown officer, Robert Walerand,
who was apparently acting as steward there for
the Valences 1247-54, whilst in charge of royal
building works at Cardigan and Carmarthen (Close
Rolls 1247-51, 275; Ridgeway 1992, 253 n. 80), but
probably using a regional team of masons (Day
and Ludlow 2016, 67-8).²⁵ The single stair-turret
against the rear face of the twin-towered
gatehouse at Barnwell Castle, Northants., from the
late 1260s (Giggins 2019, 300, 303),²⁶ is apparently
secondary: its facework, at least, is contemporary
with the later thickening of the curtain walls.

Llansteffan gatehouse (Goodall 2010, 157;
Goodall 2011, 191-2; Kenyon 2010, 83), most
authorities favour a date closer to 1280, after
Caerphilly’s inner east gate had been built
(Ashbee 2021b 214; Avent 1991, 182; Hislop
2020, 60; Humphries 1996, 2; King 1963, 26,
28; Renn 2018, 218).
It may be somewhat later still, as suggested by
the slender transomed window-tracery, with
sunk spandrels, at second-floor level, the
shouldered, ‘Caernarfon’ heads over the groundfloor lights (see Fig. 13), and the segmental
barrel-vaults, in the tower ground floors, which
are in the regional tradition of southwest Wales
of the later thirteenth century (see Ludlow 2014,
187). The presence of a ‘letterbox chute’ at both
Llansteffan and Caerphilly confirms the
connection between them, rather than a close
date; this is discussed below.

Pembroke’s gatehouse is the earliest really
massive gatehouse in Britain to follow on from
the Constable’s Gate at Dover, from the 1220s
(Brindle 2015, 26; Brown et al. 1963b, 635-6),
from which it may have drawn inspiration.
Unlike Dover, however, most of its bulk lies
within the bailey, while it shows two levels of
integrated accommodation in its upper floors,
for two separate households (Meek and
Ludlow 2019, 129-31), complex passage
defences incorporating two pairs of doors, two
portcullises and three machicolation slots (King
1978, 88-9; Renn 1981, 103). All are features
that were hitherto unknown, perhaps

The spurred towers in the Tonbridge gatehouse
have been linked with those in the royal castles
at Dover and Windsor, from the 1220s (Goodall
2011, 192). These however are simple run-out
or ‘splay-foot’ spurs, rather than the pyramidal
buttresses seen at Tonbridge, and the
transition from square to polygonal in the
barbican at the Tower of London may have
been similarly managed (Jeremy Ashbee, pers.
comm.). In Britain, the pyramidal spur
developed in Wales and the Marches and will
be discussed in more detail below.

²⁴ Pembroke, rather than London, may then be the source for
the ear-turrets in the outer ward at Llansteffan (contra
Goodall 2010, 157), one which is moreover polygonal
possibly furnishing further evidence that the building
campaign in Llansteffan’s outer ward was undertaken rather
later in the thirteenth century than normally suggested. It
may also be significant that the gate-passages at both castles
show ‘regional’ barrel-vaults rather than rib-vaults.
²⁵ The gatehouse at Pembroke is asymmetric, with one
D-shaped tower and a separate, but conjoined round
tower. While this may show affinities with royal Corfe
and Dyserth, it may be independently derived from
Chepstow and Kilkenny, built by Joan de Valence’s
Marshal forebears. A similar pattern was followed at the
Valences’ Goodrich, while detail in their work at both
Pembroke and Goodrich is in their respective regional
traditions (see below, and Day and Ludlow 2016, 67-8).
²⁶ The flanking towers are, unusually, rib-vaulted, perhaps suggesting Crown influence from e.g. Windsor and the Tower.

Pembroke: an intermediate stage
The London argument also links the twin stairturrets at Tonbridge to the paired turrets (‘earturrets’) employed in mural towers at the Tower
from the 1240s onwards, e.g. in the Broad Arrow
Tower (Goodall 2010, 156-7; Goodall 2011, 191,
193; also see Impey and Parnell 2011, 28). In this
arrangement, however, only one of the turrets
contained a stair. Moreover, the ‘ear-turret’ was
employed in the outer ward towers at William
and Joan de Valence’s Pembroke Castle soon
afterwards, during the 1250s (Goodall 2011,
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confirming that, at Pembroke, we see the
immediate precursor of the keep-gatehouse
(Guy 2012, 137; Renn 1981, 103; also see Hislop
2020, 47, 56), while the latrines occupy a
rectangular lateral ‘turret’ as at Caerphilly and
Tonbridge.
Gilbert de Clare was acquainted with
Pembroke’s gatehouse, having briefly held the
castle during Valence’s exile 1264-5 (Cal. Pat.
Rolls 1258-66, 322), and it may have been
directly influential on his works (see Hislop 2020,
54-6; Renn 1981, 103). However Tonbridge, like
Caerphilly, is clearly a progression from its
design, and is undoubtedly substantially later.
The gatehouse at Roscommon Castle, built for
Edward I’s justiciar in Ireland, can perhaps be
regarded as another intermediate form if rather
different, in layout, to Pembroke. The castle was
under construction between 1275 and 1285,
particularly 1277-8 (McNeill 1997, 96, 243;
O’Keeffe 2018, 196), suggesting the gatehouse
is closely contemporary with those at the Tower,
Rhuddlan, Aberystwyth and probably Caerphilly
(see next). Another massive structure, it
straddles the curtain with a long passage and
substantial rear section (Fig. 8), but although it
is often viewed alongside keep-gatehouses it
lacks rear corner-turrets and its relatively simple
plan is perhaps more closely comparable with
Henry III’s gatehouses at Deganwy and Chester,
discussed above. Extensive sixteenth-century
modification has obscured many of its internal
arrangements (Tietzsch-Tyler forthcoming), and
although it may always have been threestoreyed, the presence and nature of any stairaccess between the floor levels is uncertain.²⁷
The flanking tower frontages are circular rather
than D-shaped, which alongside their slight
asymmetry provides a link with other Crown
²⁷ Twin turrets, oversailing the parapet at the rear corners,
have however been suggested (Tietzsch-Tyler forthcoming,
Fig. 4). The bailey is a regular rectangle, similar to
contemporary enclosures in the castles at e.g. Barnwell,
Caerphilly, Flint, Kidwelly, Inverlochy (Inverness) and
Lochindorb (Moray), with corner towers that are D-shaped
and angled, like Henry III’s western corner towers at
Windsor (Clewer and Chancellor’s Towers).
THE CASTLE STUDIES GROUP

work of the 1250s-70s; any similarities with
Caerphilly may, on the other hand, be
incidental.

Caerphilly, Aberystwyth and Llangynwyd
In terms of physical and historical evidence,
therefore, the case for a link between Robert of
Beverley and the gatehouse at Tonbridge is
weak; it will be seen that this also true of
Leybourne. Which brings us to the inner east
gate at Caerphilly. It has been widely asserted
that its similarities with Tonbridge, and their
common ownership by Gilbert de Clare, means
the two gatehouses were of broadly similar
date, and possibly even designed by the same
master (see King 1988, 119; Martin and Martin
2013, 275; Renn 1981, 93, 101-3; Renn 2018;
223). Beverley’s involvement at both sites has
been tentatively suggested (Coldstream 2003b,
26-7), but we have seen that this is unrealistic
while most authorities have posited a later date
for Tonbridge, closer to that of Caerphilly. As
Caerphilly – like Tonbridge – was a baronial
castle, the latter argument moreover implies
baronial rather than royal origins for the keepgatehouse concept. However, the date of the
Caerphilly gatehouse has been opened to
question, while the identity and background of
its designer are unknown.
A number of authorities have come down firmly
in favour of baronial innovation, rather than
Crown influence, at both gatehouses, noting the
absence of the keep-gatehouse from Crown
work before the later 1270s, and have gone on
to suggest that Caerphilly and Tonbridge
provided the models for those subsequently
built by Edward I (Coldstream 1994, 131;
Coldstream 2003a, 202; Hislop 2010, 225; Hislop
2016, 6, 171-2; Hislop 2020, 54-8, 70, 266;
Martin and Martin 2013, 272; Renn 1981, 103;
Renn 1997, 38; Renn 2018, 218, 223). Different
channels for this influence have been proposed:
one assumes that the Tonbridge gatehouse was
complete by 1274, and was seen by King Edward
during his stay there (Coldstream 2003b, 26;
Martin and Martin 2013, 275); another suggests
that the likely designer of the earliest royal
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keep-gatehouse at Aberystwyth, Henry of
Hereford, may previously have worked at
Caerphilly (Hislop 2020, 54-8, 70, 266; Martin
and Martin 2013, 275).
Much depends on the relative dates at Caerphilly
and Aberystwyth. In the conventional narrative,
Caerphilly Castle was commenced by Gilbert de
Clare in 1268 (or perhaps 1269; Renn 2018, 228),
but work had to begin again after a Welsh attack
in 1271, while there was another hiatus in 1271-2;
nevertheless, the earliest phases, including the
inner east gate, are normally taken to have been
substantially complete by the mid-1270s (see e.g.
Davis 2013, 207-8, 215-17; Hislop 2020, 49; Johns
1978, 31; Kenyon 2010, 101; Renn 1981, 98, 101;
Renn 1997, 8-12; Turner 2016, 15). But Derek Renn
later questioned this sequence, raising the
possibility that the inner east gate may not have
been commenced until the mid-1270s, perhaps in
1276, as part of a re-orientation of the castle to
face east (Renn 2018, 229; also see Martin and
Martin 2013, 272-3). The suggestion is entirely
plausible: though the inner west gate, opposite the
east gate, is a large and complex structure it is
more typical of its time, with two storeys only, and
not a keep-gatehouse (see below), so may be the
earlier of the two. The disparity may also call the
extent of planned symmetry into question: if Renn
is correct, two large gatehouses may not have
formed part of the original design at Caerphilly. It
may have been a happy accident, but reflected at
at royal Rhuddlan (and, later, Beaumaris (1290s).
A later date for the east gate would coincide
with a period of rapprochement between
Gilbert de Clare and the Crown, in which the
loan of royal masons would at last become
conceivable. In addition, it is very close to the
date of the first royal keep-gatehouse, at Aberystwyth, begun in 1277 (Brown et al. 1963a,
299-307). So which came first?²⁸ On the one
hand, there is no doubt that the Caerphilly gate
²⁸ Although Phase 1 work, from 1277-80, accounted for 80%
of the building costs at Aberystwyth Castle it remains
possible that, in its present form, the gatehouse belongs
to the Phase 2 campaign of 1282-3+ (J. Ashbee, pers.
comm.).

appears, superficially, to be the more assured
design – which may militate against the same
master at both. The gatehouse at Aberystwyth,
which is much larger than the Caerphilly gatehouse, is asymmetrical, with one D-shaped tower
and the other more rounded in a manner reminiscent of some of Henry III’s gatehouses e.g.
Corfe and London’s Coldharbour Gate (Fig. 9).
The two spiral-stair turrets differ from one
another in plan, layout and access arrangements,
while as at Rhuddlan – but unlike baronial Caerphilly – the stairs themselves are not mirrored
clockwise/anticlockwise. In addition, one tower
has a longitudinal arcade at ground-floor level,
unknown in other gatehouses of this form, and
mural chambers in its frontage. Both pairs of
gates opened inwards, in contrast to Caerphilly
where the inner pair closed against the bailey in
a manner normally taken to be more ‘advanced’.
Nevertheless, the building is very ruinous and its
superstructure largely unknown; these differences moreover might just result from patron’s
instruction or designer’s choice, or be entirely
connected with function.
However, the question of precedence and
authorship may be academic. Rather than one
master-mason, the two buildings may the
product of a broader group of masons, with both
Crown and baronial experience, sharing ideas
and
closely
following
contemporary
developments. The speed of transmission of
ideas during the late thirteenth century testifies
to the existence of a close network of
professionals, within which the exchange of
physical templates may not have been
necessary (see Coldstream 2003a, 207; Hislop
2020, 4). Jean Mesqui refers to these systems
as courants (‘currents’), acknowledging that
they operated across patronal boundaries
(Mesqui 1993, 272, 279). And it appears that
mixed teams were sometimes employed, like
the King’s Works master and regional workforce
suggested at Pembroke. Aberystwyth and
Caerphilly represent slightly different
approaches to a trending design concept. And
the masons at both castles were doubtless well

THE CASTLE STUDIES GROUP

JOURNAL NO. 35

196

2021-22

London or Wales? The Gatehouses at Tonbridge and Leybourne in Context

Fig. 9 – Ground-floor plans of selected gatehouses (The line of the external wall faces at Llangynwyd, and
the overall shape of the towers, are uncertain).
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For instance, the passage side-door jambs
exhibit the rounded chamfers that are seen in
later work at Caerphilly, from the 1280s-90s, as
well as at St Briavels (early 1290s) and other
Marches work from the 1290s and later (see
below). Loose stonework from the site moreover
includes ‘part of a cross-oillet’ (Spurgeon and
Thomas 1978, 22) – a form favoured by the
Clares c. 1285-1314 (see below). The gatehouse
may then belong to the years around 1290,
raising the possibility that it was incomplete
when it was burnt and abandoned shortly before
Gilbert’s death in 1295 (thus its scant remains?).
Gilbert’s son Gilbert the Younger continued to
build large complex gatehouses – for example at
Llanblethian Castle (Glam.), unfinished in 1314
(Davis 2013, 287-9; Kenyon 2010, 138-9;
Priestley and Turner 2003, 38), and the keepgatehouse at Llangibby, 1307-14 (see below),
and the Clares were emulated by their circle e.g.
their tenant lord John Giffard’s gatehouse at
Carreg Cennen, Carms.

aware of developments at the Tower of
London, where St Thomas’s Tower was closely
contemporary – and vice versa.²⁹ In terms of
later developments, Caerphilly won over and
it, rather than Aberystwyth, provided the closer
model for subsequent keep-gatehouses,
baronial and royal.
But as we have seen, there are no convincing
precedents for the keep-gatehouse in royal
works and while a Crown official may have been
involved with the gatehouse at Pembroke, it
was a baronial castle and one with which
Gilbert de Clare was familiar. It was the barons,
too, who had proved more receptive to the
large, twin D-shaped tower form. It may also
be worthy of note that the initial work at
Aberystwyth was overseen by William de
Valence, lord of Pembroke (Edwards 1935, 169;
Morris 1899, 506-7).
Another Welsh gatehouse of Gilbert de Clare,
at Llangynwyd Castle, near Bridgend in the Vale
of Glamorgan, is often cited as an early keepgatehouse (Fig. 9). The remains are vestigial,
but show a substantial structure straddling the
curtain, with two D-shaped towers and a long
passage with complex defences very similar to
those at Caerphilly (RCAHM(W) 1991, 261-2).
It is not known whether corner stair-turrets
were present, while the line of the external wall
faces, and overall shape of the towers, are
uncertain. Documentary evidence suggests
construction between 1263, and 1294/5 when
the castle was burnt and appears not to have
been re-occupied (ibid., 259). A date towards
the beginning of this range is normally
suggested, but with no firm evidence and in situ
architectural detail may show that the
gatehouse was rather later.

In summary, Caerphilly’s inner east gatehouse
could belong to any period during the 1270s,
and while it may be the work of a baronial
master-mason, an over-rigid distinction from
Crown masons may be artificial. Nevertheless,
Crown influence may be apparent in the
opposite, inner west gatehouse at Caerphilly.
It is also from the initial building phases and
may be from c. 1271 when the castle was
started anew. Although following the
‘baronial’ pattern of a long passage flanked by
D-shaped towers, the ground floors,
unusually, are radially rib-vaulted like the
contemporary London gatehouses.
But rather than representing a link with
Robert of Beverley, they may derive from the
more closely-comparable rib-vaults of Henry
III, like that in the Clewer Tower at Windsor
(c.1230), where, as at Caerphilly, the ribs
spring from corbels rather than engaged
shafts (see Fig. 7). Other detail is regional in
form, as discussed further on. It is not known
whether the inner west gate precedes or
succeeds the mural towers at Castell Coch

²⁹ The close dates between the concentric plans at
Caerphilly and the Tower, and their half-round salients
and use of water, may show just how rapid the
transmission of ideas could be. Nevertheless Dover had
been a concentric castle since the 1180s (Brindle 2015,
23), a layout that had been used alongside waterfeatures at Kenilworth in the early thirteenth century
(Morris 2010, 37-9).
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(Glam.), where Clare built similar, but plainer
vaults – which, unusually, occupy two levels
(Davis 2013, 213; McLees 2005, 9, 36). At any
rate, these attributes may confirm that
Caerphilly’s inner west gate preceded the
keep-gatehouse opposite – and the
gatehouses at Llangynwyd and Tonbridge.

The Clares and Tonbridge, 1290-1348
In 1283, Edward I sanctioned the marriage of
his daughter, Joan of Acre, to Gilbert de Clare,
although the wedding did not take place until
April 1290 (Davis 2013, 232; Knowles 2004;
Ward 2016). Primarily an astute political move
by the King, in which Clare was obliged to
surrender all his lands to Edward so they could
be restored to be held jointly with his wife, and
as the inheritance of her offspring (Cal. Charter
Rolls 1257-1300, 375; Cal. Pat. Rolls 1281-92,
351-2, 361-2), it meant a reconciliation between
the two men – though the relationship broke
down temporarily in 1292 (Davis 2013, 240-1;
Knowles 2004). Gilbert spent part of 1291 in
Scotland with the King (Davis 2013, 234;
Knowles 2004), but was at Westminster on a
number of occasions in 1292 before returning
to Scotland in the autumn. He was in Ireland
from June 1293 until the following year when
his Welsh estates were overrun during the
Welsh rebellion (Davis 2013, 242-3; Knowles
2004). They were restored to Gilbert in October
1295 – shortly before his death in December.
Joan of Acre succeeded to his estates in her own
right as Countess (Davis 2013, 244, 259). But in
early 1297, she secretly married Ralph de
Monthermer, and Edward ordered her lands to
be confiscated in March (Cal. Fine Rolls 1272-1307,
383; Cal. Pat. Rolls 1292-1301, 288). The King
retained them until July, when they were returned
bar Tonbridge and Portland (Cal. Fine Rolls 12721307, 389). Full possession was regained before
her death in 1307, possibly in 1304 or perhaps
1306 (Cal. Pat. Rolls 1301-7, 254, 423, 426).³⁰
³⁰ The ODNB has her restoration occurring in 1301 (Ward
2016), but a patent letter of 1302 makes it clear that the
‘Honor of Tonbridge’ was still in King Edward’s hands
(Cal. Pat. Rolls 1301-7, 73).
THE CASTLE STUDIES GROUP

While Tonbridge was in his hands in early August
1297, the king had stayed there on his way to
Flanders (Cal. Pat. Rolls 1292-1301, 302; Rot.
Parl. 1, 240), and his son Edward remained at
the castle throughout the month. On 27 August
the prince ‘delivered the Great Seal of England
to the King’s Chancellor at Tonbridge Castle, ‘in
his chamber there’ (Cal. Fine Rolls 1272-1307,
390-1; Cal. Pat. Rolls 1292-1301, 306). The
record of this event has frequently been
misquoted as reading ‘in the council chamber’
at the castle (e.g. Martin and Martin 2013, 275;
Wadmore 1886, 32), which might be taken to
mean the gatehouse second-floor room, but its
correct reading clearly refers to a royal chamber
in the castle (see below).
Gilbert the Younger was sixteen when his
mother Joan died in 1307, but appears to have
succeeded to her lands immediately and
without difficulty (Altschul 2008; Davis 2013,
268).³¹ He served twice as guardian of the
realm while Edward II was in Scotland, but his
own interests also lay chiefly north of the
border (Altschul 2008). His Welsh estates were
not however neglected and he was responsible
for work at several castles including Llangibby
and Llanblethian. Gilbert the Younger’s death
at Bannockburn, in 1314, extinguished the
House of Clare in the male line. After three
years in Crown custody, in which Tonbridge
was briefly seized by Hugh Despenser in 1315
(Cal. Pat. Rolls 1313-17, 306-7), the partition of
the vast Clare estate among Gilbert’s three sisters
was eventually concluded and Tonbridge, with
Gwynllŵg in Wales (Mon.), fell to Margaret de
Clare and her husband Hugh d’Audley in 1317
(Davis 2013, 301; Ward 1962, 26).
Margaret died in 1342, followed by Hugh five
years later. Ralph, Lord Stafford, received
Tonbridge Castle through marriage to their
daughter, another Margaret, in 1348 (Martin and
³¹ There seems to be no evidence for Wadmore’s assertion that
Edward II had granted wardship of the Clare estates,
including Tonbridge, to Gilbert the Younger’s brother-in-law,
Piers Gaveston, during his minority (Wadmore 1886, 33).
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Martin 2013, 236) – when we can be reasonably Castle, Shrops. (Summerson 2012, 19-22).
Moreover Gilbert de Clare was an early patron of
certain that the gatehouse was complete.
the tradition, and these features are definitive of
Tonbridge: architectural affinities
work from the 1270s onwards at Caerphilly,
While the Tonbridge gatehouse shows many of where they may be the earliest dateable examples
the attributes seen in the inner east gate at of the tradition in a secular context (see Figs. 13,
Caerphilly, it also shares a number of features 16, 17 and 19).
with the gatehouse at St Briavels, Gloucs.,
All five castles also show certain King’s Works
completed in 1293 (Brown et al. 1963b, 822;
attributes – the west gatehouse vaults at
Curnow and Johnson 1985, 99). Detail at all
Caerphilly, the ‘ear-turrets’ of the Chepstow
three, moreover, is in the ‘Marches’ regional
tower, the barbican at Goodrich (Ashbee 2009,
tradition of the late thirteenth century.
5), and the great towers at Hawarden and
The Marches tradition
Stokesay (Ludlow 2018, 253). But again we see
This tradition emerged in the baronial castles of transmission across patronal boundaries
south Wales and the borderlands in the 1270s, working both ways: elements of the Marches
where it was widely used by 1300. Solid and style appear in royal castles in Wales, most
robust, it shows a number of distinctive features, notably at Edward I’s Caernarfon where deep
such as openings with triangular, or sharply chamfers can be seen in the Eagle Tower
segmental-pointed heads, and deep, broad entries, from 1283-92, while near-triangular
chamfers that are frequently combined as boldly- heads dominate later work from 1295-1323
recessed multiple offsets (see Curnow and (discussed in Ludlow 2018, 254-5). Multiple
Johnson 1985, 104; Goodall 2011, 211-13, 236; et chamfered offsets, as employed at Gilbert’s
al.);³² square-headed windows, with double- Caerphilly and, in a more pronounced form, at
chamfered surrounds, are also occasionally seen. Valence’s Goodrich, are used to great effect in
Capitals are normally absent, as they are from the both the King’s and Queen’s Gates – their
vaulting, in which the ribs are similarly sturdy, with dating is examined below. The square-headed
deep chamfers. From around 1285 onwards, window was also adopted by the Crown and a
quarter-round chamfers could be used in variant of the form is seen in the façade at
surrounds, jambs and rebates. These features are Harlech, from the 1280s.
variously seen at a considerable number of the The Marches tradition also informed later
region’s castles, for example, Valence’s Goodrich medieval military architecture much further
Castle (Herefs.), in work from around the 1270s to afield, as far as Scotland and the borders (see
c.1300 (Ashbee 2009, 33), in Marten’s Tower at next; Ludlow 2018, 254-62). And we see it at
Chepstow Castle (Mon.), from the 1290s (Turner Tonbridge, where the gatehouse treatment was
and Johnson 2006, 151-62), work at Hawarden described by Simpson as ‘singularly bold and
Castle (Flints.), from the 1280s-90s (Hislop 2020, masculine’ (Simpson 1940, 68). But it is only
97-9), and in work from 1285-1305 at Stokesay singular in a Kentish context. The arches are
³² Triangular arches had been used in the royal ‘court style’ variously segmental-pointed or near-triangular –
developed at Westminster Abbey by Robert of Beverley the latter being particular marked in the gateand his predecessors, and Beverley used them again in the
passage side doors (Fig. 10a) – with deep receding
Byward and Middle Towers, but with plain unchamfered
heads (Fig. 8). Nevertheless it was in the north transept at chamfers. Capitals are absent. The window rearHereford Cathedral, of the 1250s-60s (Coldstream 1994, arches have deep double chamfers (Fig. 10b and
27; Morris 2000, 214-16; Robinson 2006, 135, 282), that c). The vault-ribs are also deeply-chamfered,
they were developed into their distinct Marches form,
those in the gate-passage being depressed
which was further refined with deep multiple chamfers,
probably by the Hereford masons, at Tintern Abbey church segmental-pointed and very similar, in both form
from 1269 onwards (Morris 2000, 215).
and disposition, to those in the passage at
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Goodrich. The outer machicolation and portcullis Most chamfer-stops throughout the gatehouse
arches have multiple receding chamfered offsets, are barred and beneath the bars, the run-outs
again as at Goodrich (Fig. 4).
are normally scrolled into rounded cushions (Fig.
Marches influence is also seen in the second-floor 10c). Bars are absent at second-floor level, where
window tracery, comprising two trefoil-headed the cushions form ball-stops. Both designs were
lights, with sunk spandrels, beneath an uncusped long-lived and can be seen in early to mid-fourroundel. Externally, the tracery bars take the form teenth-century work at e.g. Coity Castle, Glam.
of roll mouldings flanked by deep hollow chamfers (see RCAHM(W) 1991, 247, 258).
(Fig. 11a). In other respects it is, as the Martins While the disposition of the Tonbridge rear
noted, ‘all but identical’ to the tracery in the hall windows is closely matched in Caerphilly’s inner
in the Marches castle at Stokesay (Martin and east gatehouse (Figs. 5 and 12), it may not
Martin 2013, 249, 273), which can be securely indicate close dating: it can probably be
assigned, through dendrochronology, to the late associated with Gilbert de Clare’s personal
1280s (Summerson 2012, 10). It is also very similar choice, and the functional parallels between the
to the tracery in the chapel of a second Marches two gatehouses which are discussed below. And
castles, at Chirk, Denbighs. (Fig. 11c), where the the second-floor windows are very different in
roundels are cusped, and though now considered detail. The Caerphilly windows were restored
unlikely, lost cusping has been suggested at Ton- from fallen fragments in the 1930s, with some
bridge and Stokesay (Martin and Martin 2013, 249; doubts over accuracy – they may have featured
Wood 1983, 350). The Chirk windows can be dated roundels like Tonbridge, rather than quatrefoils
to c. 1295-1300 (see Goodall 2011, 223; Hislop (Avent 2009, 22; Turner 2016, 37)³⁵ – but show
2020, 163), and like the rest of the castle may show much simpler tracery, of ‘plate’ form and
influence from the Crown, in this case via the without sunk spandrels (Fig. 12), while the
broadly similar windows at nearby Valle Crucis internal surrounds are very different in form and
Abbey which appear to have been rebuilt by King the filleted midrib, seen at Tonbridge, is absent.
Edward’s masons at some point after 1282 (Hislop No windows face the field at Tonbridge, only
2020, 159; Robinson 2006, 141, 290).³³ Very similar slits, and in this it is unusual: the gatehouse
window tracery was also used in the Constable’s façades are pierced by windows at Caerphilly,
Tower at Alnwick Castle (Northumberland) in c. as well as Llansteffan, royal Beaumaris, Harlech
1310-15; now restored with plain roundels, it is and St Briavels, and the later examples at
uncertain whether cusping was originally present Llangibby and Dunstanburgh (see Fig. 13). In this
(see Hartshorne 1858, 180).³⁴ This work also fea- respect, the Caerphilly restoration is thought to
tures fully-oilletted cross-loops of Clare type (see be accurate: writing in 1937, William Rees
below) and, while a Marches master-mason is recorded the recovery, from a layer of debris,
perhaps indicated, both features might instead of a complete window, which was apparently
reference the ‘martial’ symbolism of that region reset as existing (Rees 1971, 121-2).³⁶
(discussed in Goodall 2011, 242-4, 248, 266-7,
358). The internal surrounds at Tonbridge show
filleted angle-rolls flanked by hollow chamfers, ³⁵ One of the drawings of Caerphilly Castle produced by
similarly suggestive of a date later in the thirteenth
William Frame, in the 1870s, apparently shows an
uncusped roundel said to be from the inner east
century (see Ludlow 2018, 262; Morris 1979, 1).
³³ Crown influence is suggested in elements of Stokesay Castle
(Hislop 2020, 238), and all these windows follow a broadly
‘Westminster’ pattern, showing the interchange of ideas
between masons, across patronal boundaries.
³⁴ I am grateful to Malcolm Hislop for drawing my attention
to this window.

gatehouse (NMR 714B fol. 331; Jeremy Ashbee, pers.
comm.). It is not among the drawings assembled on the
RCAHM(W) Coflein database.
³⁶ However, a 1930s drawing shows that a central twin-light
window was originally proposed for Caerphilly’s secondfloor chamber, rather than the single lancet that was
ultimately fitted (RCAHM(W) Coflein, NPRN 94497).
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a

c

Fig. 10. Tonbridge Castle gatehouse, internal detail – a:
gate-passage, eastern side-door and vault-ribs; b: eastern
ground-floor window; c: first-floor window surround
showing chamfer-stop; d: eastern first-floor fireplace.
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Fig. 11 – a: Tonbridge gatehouse, second-floor window (south-facing); b: Stokesay Castle (Shrops.), Great
Hall window (late 1280s); c: Chirk Castle (Denbighs.), chapel window interior (c. 1295-1300); d: Alnwick
Castle (Northumberland), Constable’s Tower window (c. 1310-15), before restoration (from C. H. Hartshorne
1858, ‘Feudal and Military History of Northumberland’).
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The Tonbridge slits are simple and without crossarms, but terminate as circular basal oillets and
also show distinctive trefoiled heads (Fig. 14).³⁷
Circular oillets are characteristic of baronial
castles in Wales and the borderland from the
mid-thirteenth century onwards, e.g. Caldicot
Castle (Mon.). They were employed in the 1270s
at Caerphilly (Figs. 12 and 13), and occasionally
appear in Crown work as in Aberystwyth’s gatehouse. But they are rarely seen in thirteenthcentury work in the South-east (see e.g. Renn
2001, 243-5), where their presence in the Bell
Tower at the Tower of London, for example, may
result from later modification (Neil Guy, pers.
comm.). The Tonbridge slits represent a stage of
development during the 1280s-90s, when various
permutations of the cross-arm and oillet format
were employed in baronial work in the Marches
(Guy 2019, 198-201), and by 1300 the Clares had
adopted the fully-oilletted cross-loop as something of a personal motif, which during the early
fourteenth century was emulated by their vassal
lords, and beyond e.g. at Alnwick Castle: such
decidedly non-military treatment of loops and
slits, in which defensive capability was subordinated to ornamentation, was a favoured means
of displaying peer affinities (Goepp and Mesqui
forthcoming).³⁸ The Tonbridge slits are rebated
externally and the surrounds have rounded
arrises (Renn 1981, 103; Simpson 1940, 67),
echoing the rounded chamfers characteristic of
the Marches in the decade each side of 1300, and
used at Caerphilly and other Clare-related buildings in Wales including Carreg Cennen,
Llanblethian and Llandaff. There are few comparanda for the trefoiled heads at Tonbridge,
³⁷ They are Sailhan’s type IIb/B/2, with a 45° plunge (Renn
1981, 103).
³⁸ Fully-oilletted cross-loops appear, in general, not to have
been favoured by the Crown during this period. They can
however be seen in the fortified mill and barbican at Leeds
Castle (Kent), built by Edward I in the late 1290s (Brown et
al. 1963b, 696, 698). Nevertheless work on these
structures, some of it apparently extensive, is recorded
throughout the fourteenth century (ibid., 698 n. 2, 699,
701-2); like the adjacent gatehouse machicolation, it is
possible that the loops belong to one of these later
campaigns.

although one of the loops in the early fourteenthcentury gatehouse at Neath Castle, Glamorgan,
retains a dressed surround apparently treated in
the same manner (Fig. 14).³⁹ The Neath gatehouse is most likely the work of Hugh Despenser
between 1321 and 1324 (Pettifer 2000, 100;
RCAHM(W) 2000, 232), a date which is consistent
with its other detail (see Fig. 28), although the
possibility that it was built by Gilbert de Clare the
Younger, 1307-14, has been raised (Priestley and
Turner 2003, 38).

St Briavels and spur-buttresses
The Tonbridge gatehouse shows another
defining feature of the Marches tradition: the
pyramidal spur-buttress which, like the keepgatehouse itself, it is otherwise more-or-less
confined to south Wales and the border.
Specifically, the Tonbridge spurs are of identical
form to those in the gatehouse at St Briavels
Castle, Gloucs., which was built for Edward I c.
1290-93, but in a strongly regional, baronial
style.⁴⁰ The two gatehouses share a number of
other diagnostic features (Figs. 15 and 16).
In Britain the pyramidal spur, as distinct from the
‘splay-foot’ or run-out type of spur seen at Dover,
appears to have been introduced in south Wales,
and is effectively confined to baronial work from
c. 1270 onwards.⁴¹ Spurs are present in late thirteenth- and early fourteenth-century work at e.g.
Goodrich, Chepstow and Powis (Mont.), while
spurred gatehouses became something of a Clare
motif e.g. those on the dam at Caerphilly, from c.
1285-1300, the contemporary water-gate at
Newport (Mon.),⁴² and Gilbert the Younger’s
Llangibby. Spurred gatehouses were built by Clare
tenants at Carreg Cennen and Laugharne, in
³⁹ Something of their spirit can perhaps also be felt in the
shouldered-arch loops in Caernarfon King's Gate, from
the later 1290s (Malcolm Hislop, pers. comm.).
⁴⁰ The reference to lead roofing at St Briavels in November
1293 shows that the masonry work was, by then,
complete (Brown et al. 1963b, 822).
⁴¹ Uncertainty surrounds their dating at Carmarthen and
Cardigan castles (Ludlow 2014, 184-7).
⁴² The bulk of the masonry at Newport is now thought to
be from the 1290s (Turner 2016, 19; Will Davies pers.
comm.).
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Fig. 12 – Caerphilly Castle (Glam.), inner east gatehouse: rear face, from the west.
Fig. 13 – a: Caerphilly Castle, inner east gatehouse: exterior, from the southeast (largely restored);
b: Llansteffan Castle gatehouse (Carms.): exterior, from the northwest (gate-passage blocked).
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Carms., and by Clare associates at Llandaff Bishop’s Palace and Ewenny Priory (Glam.).
Spurs are rarely seen outside this region, and in
north Wales they seem to be confined to the
Burgess Gate on Denbigh’s town wall (see
below). Their use by the Percys at Alnwick in the
fourteenth century is exceptional, and is
another of the Marches references at this
castle; their presence alongside fully-oilleted
cross-loops, in Thomas of Lancaster’s Water
Tower at Kenilworth Castle, Warwicks., of c.
1310 (Goodall 2011, 248; Morris 2010, 29), may
be related to stylistic influences from Alnwick
upon Lancaster’s gatehouse at Dunstanburgh,
of which more will be said below.⁴³ Spurs are
absent from thirteenth/fourteenth-century
work in Scotland and Ireland, while Tonbridge
is the only example in southern England.⁴⁴
Another unusual feature at Tonbridge is that the
stair turrets are also spurred, otherwise only
seen in the later Clare gatehouse at Llangibby
(Figs. 1 and 22). And, perhaps significantly,
Tonbridge, St Briavels and Llangibby are the only
spurred keep-gatehouses.
Moreover the spurs at Tonbridge and St Briavels
are of exceptional form, rising from semioctagonal plinths to create an ‘undulating’ effect
(Fig. 16). St Briavels is also the only keepgatehouse to share, with Tonbridge, portcullises
in the passage side-doors (Curnow and Johnson
1985, 101). The grooves are semicircular at both
castles, which may be another baronial feature of
St Briavels: the royal master James of St George
used square grooves, although his successor in
Wales, Walter of Hereford, favoured the rounded
form which had been employed in Britain since
⁴³ Doubts have however been raised regarding the
authenticity of the spurs at Kenilworth, which have been
suggested to be post-medieval and a response to slippage
into the surrounding moat, while facilitating the addition
of a ground-floor latrine discharging into the moat (Neil
Guy, pers. comm.).
⁴⁴ They have also been suggested in the truncated east
tower at Bramber Castle, Sussex, and dated to the 1260s
(Goodall 2011, 184). This, however, is now regarded as
having been a square tower of the fourteenth century,
though perhaps apsidal within (Barton and Holden 1977,
13-14; Harris 2004, 26).
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the 1240s (Guy 2016a, 174; Guy 2016b, 54; Hislop
2020, 149). Also common to both castles are
below-ground basements. They lie beneath both
towers at Tonbridge, but only one at St Briavels
(Curnow and Johnson 1985, 101), and in keepgatehouses appear otherwise to be confined to
Dunstanburgh, begun for Edward I’s nephew
Thomas of Lancaster in 1313 (one tower only;
Oswald and Ashbee 2007, 5-6), although they
occur in other related gatehouses e.g. Ruthin and
Caernarfon King’s Gate (Hislop 2020, 90, 147). The
ground-floor chamber in Pembroke’s gatehouse
tower lies at semi-basement level, and shows
similar air-vents to those at Tonbridge; David King
thought they may belong to its 1930s restoration
(King 1978, 89), but the foundations, at least, had
survived and it is possible that they may follow
structural evidence.
St Briavels and Tonbridge are also the only
keep-gatehouses in which the tower fronts are
polygonal internally at all levels, including the
ground floor (Figs. 1 and 15). This is also seen
in Beverley’s London gatehouses, and
Caerphilly’s inner west gate, but is connected
with their rib-vaulting, and in the gatehouse at
baronial Goodrich (1280s-90s) where it may be
associated with use as a chapel.⁴⁵ King Edward’s
other keep-gatehouse towers, where they survive
above ground-floor level, are rounded internally
at ground-floor level, and polygonal only in their
upper floors, as at Harlech and Beaumaris; this
pattern was followed at Dunstanburgh (Oswald
and Ashbee 2007, 8-10). The upper floors at
Llangibby have gone, but interiors may have been
rounded at both levels. At Llansteffan, the
interiors are rounded at all levels, while those at
Caerphilly have been rebuilt with rounded
interiors, apparently following the original
foundations (see Figs. 1, 21 and 22).
Loops at St Briavels show circular oillets at both
head and foot, and plain cross-slits (Fig. 16). This
⁴⁵ Question-marks still surround the date and attribution of
the inner gatehouse at Cricieth (Gwynedd), in which the
interiors of the flanking towers are polygonal; traditionally
considered to be from the 1230s, it has been suggested
that expenditure in 1285-92 may relate to its construction
(see Hislop 2020, 29-31, 40; Johns 1970, 7).
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Fig. 14 – Slits/loops at a: Tonbridge Castle gatehouse (this example lacks the oillet); b) Neath Castle gatehouse,
Glam. (probably 1321-4).

Fig. 15 – Ground-floor plans of the gatehouses at Tonbridge, and at St Briavels, Gloucs. (early 1290s).
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Fig. 16 – a: St Briavels gatehouse from the northeast; b: Tonbridge gatehouse from the northwest
c: Picton Castle (Pembs.), northwest tower from the north (c.1300-10).
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is a baronial, Marches form which, as we have
seen, was further developed in the 1290s by
the Clares. Also Marches are the triangular and
segmental-pointed heads used throughout the
gatehouse, while the rounded chamfers which
are such a dominant feature of the gatehouse
appear to be confined to baronial work; both
are prominent features of the twin-light
window facing the bailey at first-floor level (Fig.
17). The entry arches show the multiple
receding chamfers characteristic of the
Marches, here in their rounded form. The
square-headed windows in the outer façade are
original where unaltered (Curnow and Johnson
1985, 99), and of a kind prominent at Goodrich
although the earliest in the region may be the
one in the second-floor ‘mezzanine’ chamber
in the inner east gatehouse at Caerphilly (Fig.
21).⁴⁶ Their use at Harlech however means they
may not be definitively ‘baronial’ at St Briavels.⁴⁷
Like Tonbridge, St Briavels nevertheless differs
markedly from Edward I’s keep-gatehouse at
Harlech in the use of D-shaped flanking towers
(Fig 1). The Harlech towers, like those in its
derivative at Kildrummy, Aberdeenshire, of c.
1303 (see below), are nearly three-quarter
round, with an acute internal angle where they
join the curtains. The form may have been
adopted by Master James from the pre-existing
gatehouse at Rhuddlan (see Hislop 2020, 128),
and it is also seen at royal Roscommon (Fig. 8)
and in one of the flanking towers at Aberystwyth
(as another of its ‘Crown’ attributes): it is
doubtless a legacy of Henry III’s preference for
round gatehouse towers. However D-shaped
towers were later employed by Master James at
Beaumaris, commenced 1295.

a necessary adaptation of the design, as the bailey
was already occupied by domestic buildings, and
means that the spiral stairs do not occupy
projecting turrets. The internal layout also differs:
a transverse spine-wall divides the St Briavels
gatehouse into an inner and outer section, at all
levels (Figs. 1 and 15). Each flanking tower
therefore shows two rooms at ground-floor level,
while the first floor is divided into five rooms –
three to the front, and two unequally-sized rooms
to the rear (Curnow and Johnson 1985, 102) –
unlike the three-room arrangement at Tonbridge
and Caerphilly. This pattern was apparently
replicated at second-floor level (ibid.), again in
contrast to the two Clare gatehouses. These
arrangements were associated with its royal
patron and its function: they are otherwise only
certainly known in the royal keep-gatehouses at
Harlech and Beaumaris where, as we will see, they
relate to specific functions (Fig. 22). Nevertheless,
the upper floor of the Burgess Gate on the town
wall at baronial Denbigh is similarly divided into
two unequal rooms.⁴⁸ Associated with this
differing upper floor layout is the absence, at St
Briavels, of the high outer arch which is such a
prominent feature at Tonbridge (see next). There
is an outer arch, concealing a machicolation, but
it is low: there is no outer arch at all at Master
James’s Harlech.

The surviving fireplace at St Briavels may however
suggest some stylistic input from the works of the
Crown, with fillet-and-scroll-moulded jambs and
corbels similar to those in Robert of Beverley’s
Byward Tower (Figs. 8 and 18), and elements of this
design are apparent in the Eagle Tower at
Caernarfon, probably by Walter of Hereford’s team
(Hislop 2020, 149-50). Nevertheless, emulation
There are nevertheless important differences may instead be suggested: similar filleted jambs
between the Tonbridge and St Briavels
⁴⁸ The Burgess Gate, built c.1300 (Butler 2007, 38; Hislop
gatehouses, chief among which is the latter’s
2020, 167), is similar to St Briavels in a number of other
location external to the curtain wall. But this was
respects: it shows spurs (exceptional in north Wales),
⁴⁶ William Frame’s drawings, from the 1870s, show that
the window is substantially original (RCAHM(W) Coflein,
NPRN 94497).
⁴⁷ They also appear at Acton Burnell, Shrops. (begun after
1284), another castle that shows a mix of regional and
Crown influence.
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chamfers are similarly rounded, triangular- and squareheaded windows are present, there is a low outer arch,
treatment of all entry arches is comparable with St
Briavels, while antiquarian prints suggest loops of similar
form. While the chequerboard masonry emulates Crown
practice, baronial masons are implied.
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can be seen in Roger Bigod’s chamber at
Chepstow Castle, from the 1280s, while the
flanking lamp-brackets characteristic of fireplaces
in the royal castles of north Wales, and also seen
at Tonbridge (see below), are absent at both St
Briavels and the Byward Tower (Figs. 8 and 18).
So in summary, the St Briavels gatehouse was a
Crown commission but, stylistically, is almost
entirely in a baronial, Marches tradition; spurs, in
particular, appear in no other royal works while
the internal layout represents patronal instruction
rather than a mason’s hand.⁴⁹ It shows none of
Master James of St George’s defining motifs, as
seen at Harlech, Conwy and Beaumaris, and the
suggestion that he had any involvement with its
design must be doubted (see Curnow and Johnson
1985, 103-4). And while it may be further confirmation that rigid distinctions between Crown and
baronial ‘schools’ cannot be made, it could simply
be that, for one reason or another, an entirely
regional team was engaged instead of royal
masons. A good place to look for this team might
be a few miles to the north at Goodrich Castle,
held by King Edward’s half-uncle William de
Valence, where roughly contemporary work
shows a number of shared features including
similar loops and spurred gate-towers, and where
the sources may hint at the use of the same
masons (Ashbee 2009, 33; Ludlow 2018, 265).
Analogies exist in Marten’s Tower at nearby Chepstow Castle, which is also contemporary being
mainly from 1290-3 (Turner and Johnson 2006,
151): it is King’s Works in overall design, being a
large, D-shaped residential tower with ear-turrets,
but regional in its detail showing pyramidal spurs
and triangular-headed openings, with multiple
chamfered offsets, which were perhaps the
product of the same overall body of masons (and
⁴⁹

Motifs such as mouldings, portcullis grooves and
fireplace detail are likely, in most cases, to reflect the
master-mason’s preferences or his team’s customary
practices. Internal spatial arrangements, on the other
hand, were designed around intended usage and were
therefore based on patronal instruction. Nevertheless,
we have seen that certain detail, such as loop
embellishment, could in many cases also result from a
patron’s choice (and sometimes even the use of spurs,
e.g. under the Clares and their vassals).

like the Tonbridge and St Briavels gatehouses it
shows portcullises in all its access doorways).
Goodrich moreover reveals an intimate
acquaintance with the keep-gatehouse concept,
and is influenced by the work of Gilbert de Clare
with whom Valence’s hostile relations appear to
have relaxed around 1290, their wives
subsequently enjoying a close friendship (TNA
E101/505/26 mm. 14-18). And the unusual form
of the spurs at Tonbridge and St Briavels is
otherwise only seen in Britain at Picton Castle
(Pembs.), built c.1300-10 and held of the Valence
lordship of Pembroke (Fig. 16).

The outer arch
Conclusive evidence for a late thirteenthcentury date at Tonbridge, and influence from
Wales, is perhaps furnished by its high outer
arch – a feature that is conspicuously absent
from the Caerphilly gatehouse, with no
evidence that it was ever present (Figs. 4 and
13). As Simpson observed, the Tonbridge arch
is of ‘formidable aspect’ (Simpson 1940, 68),
with eight chamfered offsets in all. The outer,
higher section defines a machicolation slot; a
further machicolation, and portcullis slot,
occupy an inner, lower part. But was this
feature, as conceived, primarily military?
Arches like this seem to have made their first
appearance in Britain during the 1290s with four
gatehouses, all in Wales, as potential candidates:
the outer main gate at Caerphilly, the Queen’s
Gate and King’s Gate at Caernarfon Castle or,
perhaps, the upper barbican gatehouse at Chepstow Castle (Fig. 19).⁵⁰ Caerphilly’s outer main
⁵⁰ The lost outer gate at royal Chester Castle is possibly a fifth
candidate, although the form of its outer arch is uncertain.
The gatehouse was under construction in 1292-3, but was
demolished in 1790 (Brown et al. 1963b, 611). Early prints
show that an outer arch was present, but a depiction by
Moses Griffith from 1776, in which it appears to be high,
must be treated with caution and does not quite tally with
earlier plan evidence. In overall ground plan, the gatehouse
was very much like Chester’s inner gate (though the passage
and flanking towers were somewhat longer; see Turner
2010, 48), and was presumably a development from it; was
the arch lower and purely ornamental, like the former outer
arch in the Constable’s Gate at Dover Castle?
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Fig. 17 – St Briavels gatehouse – a: entrance arch, from the north; b: rear face, from the southeast.

Fig. 18 – left: a: first-floor fireplace in the St Briavels
gatehouse; b: above: second-floor fireplace at
Tonbridge.

THE CASTLE STUDIES GROUP

JOURNAL NO. 35

211

2021-22

London or Wales? The Gatehouses at Tonbridge and Leybourne in Context

gate was built by the Clares between around
1285 and 1300 (Turner 2016, 58). The polygonal
plan of its flanking towers may derive from
Caernarfon, where the towers had been laid out
by the mid-1280s (Hislop 2020, 135-6; Taylor
2004, 10) and where the bulk of the Queen’s
Gate may have been complete by 1292, including the high arch (Hislop 2020, 137; Taylor 2004,
15). The King’s Gate was begun in 1283 but the
first floor, including the high arch, is possibly
from 1295-1301 (Hislop 2020, 225; Taylor 2004,
13); the second floor was added 1309-20 (Hislop
2020, 224). Developmentally, however, the
Queen’s Gate is an advance on the King’s Gate:
a flat frontage to the upper floors is achieved
through the use of the arch, as discussed below,
which may call the above dating into question
and a date between 1295 and 1300 has also been
suggested (Peers 1936, 35).
Three of these gatehouses are large and complex
like Tonbridge, and their outer arches show the
same multiple chamfered orders. But the
possibility remains that a high arch was
employed in the fourth gatehouse, which is of
very different form, around the same time. The
upper barbican at Chepstow is entered through
a square gate-tower which features a very tall,
but plain outer arch, without chamfered offsets,
that appears to be a primary feature (Fig. 19).
This gate faces the field, and in this sense was
the most conspicuous of the castle’s two entries.
Construction between 1272 and 1282 has been
suggested (Turner 2006, 117).⁵¹ However, the
fully oilletted ‘Clare’-type loops, and the close
resemblance between the gatehouse and Roger
Bigod’s work on the Great Tower at the castle,
including the corbel tabling, may point to a date
between 1293 and 1298 (see Turner 2006, 1678). Nevertheless, it may be significant that a
Roman ‘tetrapylon’, or four-sided triumphal
arch, survived at nearby Caerleon well into the
thirteenth century. Although thought to have
⁵¹ Further work in 1298-1300 was perhaps confined to
replacing the drawbridge, but may have been carried
out by the masons responsible for the outer main gate
at Caerphilly (Hislop 2020, 104-5).
THE CASTLE STUDIES GROUP

been demolished mid-late century, this is by no
means certain (Howell 2000, 389): was it still
standing in c. 1290, to provide a model for Bigod?
Caernarfon’s visual allusions to Rome have been
much-discussed and appear, including perhaps
the high arches, to be derived from surviving
Roman buildings in Britain (Prestwich 2010, 6-7;
also see Hislop 2020, 140-1; Swallow 2019,
172-4).⁵²
In all the above gatehouses, with the exception
of Chepstow which may be unrelated, the effect
of the high arch was to bring the outer face of
the central section forward at second-floor
level, to lie flush with the tower faces. This
meant that an entirely flat front could ultimately
be achieved at upper-floor level, as in
Caernarfon Queen’s Gate, and the process can
be seen in a less-advanced stage at the King’s
Gate and in the Clare ‘family’ of gatehouses,
particularly Llanblethian.⁵³ The process in turn
allowed for an increasingly large and
rectangular space in the principal second-floor
room, as at Caernarfon and Tonbridge – perhaps
the main, or at least the initial purpose of these
high arches: machicolation slots may have been
merely a useful by-product. If so, it provides
further confirmation that Tonbridge post-dates
the keep-gatehouses at Caerphilly and
Llansteffan, which are also open ‘halls’ at
second-floor level but lack high arches,
compromising their planning arrangements.⁵⁴
⁵² Paul Davis, who considered the Tonbridge gatehouse to
be from the 1260s-70s, likened its high arch and receding
chamfers to the west front of Tewkesbury Abbey (Davis
2013, 182). And noting that Edward I’s queen was
Castilian, attention has also been drawn, with reference
to Caernarfon, to the high arches in several town gates in
Castile (Swallow 2019, 174-7). Both comparisons may
however be purely circumstantial, and both may
themselves have been modelled on Roman prototypes (cf.
the high arches at Lincoln and Peterborough cathedrals).
It has moreover been shrewdly observed that ‘symbolism
has to be recognisable to be effective as propaganda’
(Hislop 2020, 142; also see Prestwich 2010, 6).
⁵³ It is has been suggested however that the flat front of
the Queen’s Gate may reference the elongated sub-oval
gate-towers in the royal castles at Dover (Constable’s
Gate), Newcastle (Black Gate) and on the barbican bridge
at Scarborough (Hislop 2016, 229).
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a

Fig. 19 – High outer arches – a: Caerphilly outer main gatehouse; b: Chepstow upper barbican gatehouse;
c: Caernarfon Queen’s Gate; d: Caernarfon King’s Gate.
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Conversely, high outer arches have been
suggested at two earlier gatehouses from the
1240s-50s, in the royal castles at York and
Nottingham (Hislop 2020, 59), which however
comprised only two storeys and large upper
floor spaces were absent. And while neither
arch can be securely characterised, both appear
to have been rather low: at York, the arch is only
known from an eighteenth-century drawing (Fig.
20), while that at Nottingham has undergone
later alteration. They may have be related to the
former outer arch in the Constable’s Gate at
Dover, now infilled but shown in a print of 1846
(Fig. 20), which was similarly low and appears
to have been an entirely decorative enrichment
of the entry, with neither machicolation slot nor
jettied upper floor space.⁵⁵
So the high arch, in combination with the open
upper chamber, was associated with the uses
to which a particular gatehouse was built, rather
than its patron or designer or even, necessarily,
its date. No high arch was required at St Briavels
in the 1290s, in which the upper floors were
divided into chambers as at Harlech, nor at royal
Beaumaris, from 1295-1321, with the same
internal planning and where the arch lies at
parapet level and is purely a machicolation. As
observed, the gatehouses at royal Caernarfon
however featured open second-floor spaces, as
did the later keep-gatehouse at baronial
Dunstanburgh where corbelled offsets were
used, instead of a high arch, to fulfil the same
objective.

became increasingly recessed during the later
thirteenth century, as in the gatehouses at
Rhuddlan – which probably influenced Master
James’s Harlech (see Hislop 2020, 128; Coldstream 2003a, 202), and later Beaumaris – at
baronial Chirk, and both Tonbridge and Leybourne (Figs. 1, 7 and 24). And its usefulness as
a machicolation, coupled with its sheer visual
power, meant the high outer arch soon became
popular in itself and parapet-level arches, as at
Beaumaris, were employed in the gatehouses
at e.g.. Chirk (c.1300), at Neath, Glam. (probably
1321-4; Fig. 28), and at Leybourne which will be
discussed below. We also see machicolation
arches added to a number of pre-existing gatehouses after c. 1290, for example Chepstow’s
main gatehouse, and the castles at Carrickfergus
and Limerick (Guy 2016a, 167, 184 ns. 16-17,
194, 201 n. 16).⁵⁶ The arch at Tonbridge however
is integral with the gatehouse fabric and clearly
primary.

Stair-turrets and latrines

Uniquely for a keep-gatehouse, the stair-turrets
at Tonbridge are D-shaped. They are threequarter-round in the majority (Aberystwyth,
Llansteffan, Harlech, Beaumaris and Llangibby;
see Fig. 1), while the turrets at Caerphilly are
intermediate between the two shapes, though
with a significantly sharper junction with the
gatehouse flanks than at Tonbridge (see Renn
1981, 98). The junction is also somewhat weak
at Aberystwyth, which is close in date to
Caerphilly and where the turrets are
The high outer arch also allowed a gatehouse asymmetrical: neither gatehouse, however,
entry to be deeply-recessed between the flank- shows the deliberate elimination of this
ing towers without loss of upper floor space. In junction that is seen at Tonbridge.
order to maximise this space, the entries at Only at Llansteffan, which in many other
Caerphilly and Llansteffan were set close behind respects resembles Caerphilly, if on a smaller
the tower fronts (see Fig. 13). But entries scale, are the stair-turrets solid at ground-floor
⁵⁴ The façade at Caerphilly is mainly 1930s restoration,
which may not be entirely reliable (Renn 2018, 222), but
the forward location of the entry does not allow room
for an outer arch.
⁵⁵ It is possible however that the Nottingham arch is entirely
secondary: unlike the entrance arch itself it has a markedly
triangular head of deeply-chamfered orders, as at St
Briavels, and is in a different stone (Figs. 17 and 20).

level (Fig. 9). While this is primarily associated
with access and usage of its upper floors, which
are discussed below, it may perhaps also be
related to royal design under Henry III’s in
⁵⁶ The outer arch at Roscommon appears to be later still,
and part of the sixteenth-century remodelling of the
gatehouse.
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which, as we have seen, ground-floor access to
gatehouse upper floors was generally absent.
This may have been the case at Kildrummy,
where no internal stairs of any kind are now
apparent (Fig. 8), but which is otherwise a close
copy of Harlech and almost certainly by James
of St George, from around 1303 (Simpson 1928,
73-5). In the absence of an internal section, the
stairs do not occupy projecting turrets at St
Briavels, nor Dunstanburgh where however
they oversail the parapets as square turrets and
perhaps follow an established regional pattern
seen in the turreted hall/chamber-blocks at eg.
Chirdon and Tarset, discussed above.
The latrines at Tonbridge are of an overall form
seen at Caerphilly, and the earlier gatehouse at
Pembroke (Figs. 7 and 21); a number of other
gatehouses show latrines in the same location,
but of different form, including St Briavels,
Harlech, Kildrummy and Greencastle, Co.
Donegal begun 1305 (McNeill 1997, 96-8, 103),
while those at Llangibby occupy unusual lobate
turrets that are also seen at Leybourne
(discussed below; Fig. 24). The chamfered
corners of the Tonbridge latrines are however
absent at Caerphilly (Fig. 21; see Renn 1981,
98), as are their tall raking plinths which rise to
first-floor level. The latter feature may be
significant, perhaps being related to the
unusually high, raking spurs flanking the entries
in the Burgess Gate at Denbigh, c.1300 (see
above), and the south dam gatehouse at
Caerphilly, probably 1290s, but much rebuilt
1317-26 (Hislop 2020, 103-5; Turner 2016,
58-63).⁵⁷

⁵⁷ The St Briavels gatehouse also features a lateral
rectangular turret, but on one side only and containing
a spiral stair rather than a latrine (Figs. 15 and 16).
Intriguingly, a high raking scar can be seen against its
external face, but the structure responsible has been
lost. The Caerphilly south dam gatehouse was
substantially rebuilt in the 1930s, but William Frame’s
drawings, from the 1870s, show that the spurs and the
high outer arch were based on surviving medieval fabric
(RCAHM(W) Coflein, NPRN 94497).

Fireplaces and sculpture
There were four fireplaces in the Tonbridge
gatehouse, now with varying degrees of
damage. All were hooded, and flanked by
lamp-brackets in the manner of Master James
of St George, but otherwise are not closely
comparable with those in Edwardian castles
(Figs. 10, 18). The ground-floor fireplace, and
the two at first-floor level, appear to have been
identical with each other (Martin and Martin
2013, 262). They have lost their jambs, lintels
and hoods, but the most complete, in the
eastern first-floor room, shows the remains of
roll-moulded and filletted string-courses at the
top and bottom of the hood slope (Fig. 10d).
The lamp-brackets are in the form of bell
capitals, one foliated and the other now very
weathered and of indeterminate form; they do
not however appear to have been a pair.
The second-floor fireplace is better preserved,
although the hood has similarly gone (Fig. 18). It
was carried on heavy corbels, the surviving one
sculpted as a female face. The jambs show a broad,
flat frontal ‘fillet’, with broached stops, and are
flanked by circular nookshafts terminating as
grotesque faces supporting the lamp-brackets. The
hood appears to have been plain (Martin and
Martin 2013, 265). Loose fragments of masonry
from the castle include part of a facetted chimneyshaft, which has been likened to examples at
Conwy from the 1280s (Coldstream 2003b, 27),⁵⁸
but it must be stressed that it is not in situ and its
provenance is unknown.
The second floor is noted for its remarkable
carved sculpture which is of three distinct
kinds, in three areas: in the fireplace as
described, the rear window dripmoulds which
terminate as grotesques, and their internal
hoodmoulds which rest on portrait corbels. The
latter are universally felt to show influence
from Westminster Abbey (Coldstream 2003b,
27; Goodall 2010, 157; Goodall 2011, 193; Renn
1981, 98; Simmons 1998, 45-6) but,
⁵⁸ Derek Renn however thought it might be somewhat
earlier, lying typologically between the chimneys at
Conwy and Skenfrith, of c.1225 (Renn 1981, 98).
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stylistically, it is uncertain whether they can
be dated any more closely than the mid- tolate thirteenth century (Malcolm Hislop, pers.
comm.; also see Renn 1981, 98).

survive best. Left to right = outside to inside. M
= machicolation slot. P = portcullis. D = pair of
doors. Full stop (.) = side-wall loop. Comma (,)
= side-door:

The sculpture was the subject of a recent, but
rather contradictory paper which regarded
the gatehouse to have been built 1260-68,
but considered one of the corbels to
represent King Edward I, who reigned 12721307 (Simmons 1998, 60). Yet nowhere is it
implied that the sculpture is secondary –
indeed, the fireplace corbels are integral with
their structure, and it is probable that the
entire suite was commissioned when the
gatehouse was planned. This paradox was
taken further with the suggestion that a third
corbel may represent Joan of Acre (ibid.),
although it was thought that it possibly
replaced a representation of Gilbert de
Clare’s first wife. Nevertheless, there is a
remarkable degree of stylistic unity across the
whole suite.

Caerphilly P.MD,DMPM
Aberystwyth P.D,D (machicolations lost)
Llansteffan MP.D,MPD (possible arrangement)
St Briavels MD. PD,, DP (passage
machicolations lost)
Tonbridge MPM.DM,MMDPM
Harlech DMPM.MPDMMMM,DPM
Beaumaris MDPMMMMM.PDM,DPM
The outer portcullis at Tonbridge is much larger
than the inner. And as at Chirk in north Wales
and, closer by, at Leybourne (see below), its
outer arch is set very high meaning the portcullis
would have been fully-visible when raised: the
deliberate display of a ‘martial’ face may have
been intentional. The portcullis grooves are
circular in section, in later thirteenth-century
fashion (Guy 2016a, 135; Fig. 29), as they are at
Caerphilly (becoming square higher up), Aberystwyth, Llansteffan, St Briavels (side-doors) and
Chirk; they are square at Harlech, as in the other
gatehouses of Master James (Guy 2016b, 54;
Hislop 2020, 160). An outer portcullis was absent
at both St Briavels and Harlech – St Briavels
shows a machicolation slot instead (Curnow and
Johnson 1985, 100),⁵⁹ while the first pair of doors
opened outwards at Harlech (Ashbee 2021b 200)
– but they show portcullises mid-passage as well
as to the rear, as at Beaumaris.

The passage defences
The Tonbridge gatehouse features a complex
array of passage defences. The sequence of
portcullises, doors and openings follows the
pattern set at Caerphilly’s inner east gatehouse
(and cf. Llangynwyd above), but the high frontal
machicolation arch and side-door portcullises
set Tonbridge apart, while its passage is
noticeably wider (Figs. 9 and 21). And while the
machicolations in both gatehouses comprise a
slot containing three chutes (‘murder holes’) –
the rearmost chute issuing from the central
first-floor window – there are six slots at
Tonbridge against three at Caerphilly. So in this
respect, Tonbridge compares more closely with
Edwardian Caernarfon and Harlech, with seven
and eight slots respectively; there are only two
machicolation slots (each with five holes) at
Llansteffan. And Caerphilly’s ‘letterbox’ chute
is absent at Tonbridge (possibly not a defensive
feature, as discussed below).
Jean Mesqui’s scheme allows us to compare
keep-gatehouse passage defences where they

There were two pairs of doors at Tonbridge,
either side of the passage side-doors, as at
Caerphilly, Llangynwyd, Aberystwyth and Llansteffan and, again as at Caerphilly, the inner pair
closed against the courtyard in a fashion that
became normal in later keep-gatehouses; at
Aberystwyth and Llansteffan, however, the
inner pair opened to the courtyard, and lie
⁵⁹ Curnow and Johnson felt it may have been intended as
a portcullis slot (Curnow and Johnson 1985, 100), but in
a change of design the grooves were never continued
downwards. However, it is square in section unlike the
other portcullis slots.
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a

b

Fig. 20 – Outer arches – a: Dover Castle, Constable’s Gate (now infilled), by William Burgess, 1846 (detail);
b: York Castle, south gate (now gone), by Francis Place, 1699 (detail); c: Nottingham Castle outer gate (much
restored).
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behind the second portcullis at Llansteffan
(Hislop 2020, 68; Humphries 1996, 3, 5).⁶⁰ Its
upper-floor layout however confirms that the
Llansteffan gatehouse is later rather than earlier
in date (see above), and the passage arrangements might be patron’s choice at both castles.

clearly identified at Llangibby. The Tonbridge slits
have simple wedge-shaped embrasures without
niches/casemates for an archer, and thereby
differ from the passage loops at Caerphilly’s inner
east gate, Llansteffan, Harlech and Beaumaris.
While this may be partly due to the slenderness
of the passage side-walls at Tonbridge, it may
confirm that they were used for observation
rather than archery: the other slits are niched.
They lie well to the front, between the first pair
of doors and the outer portcullis, perhaps
confirming that the latter was normally in the
raised position (see Martin and Martin 2013,
246), or was equipped with a wicket gate as
suggested at Harlech (Ashbee 2021b 200). Loops
occupied the same position at the Clares’
Caerphilly and Llangynwyd (paired at the latter),
Llansteffan and Aberystwyth (Figs. 7 and 9).⁶³

Three pairs of doors occupied the passages at
St Briavels, Harlech and Beaumaris (Fig. 22),
probably through patronal instruction, or
designer’s choice, rather than chronologically
determined: defences appear to have been very
slight at the Clares’ Llangibby (1307-14), where
there is evidence now for neither portcullis nor
loops (Priestley and Turner 2003, 27, 30),⁶¹ and
possibly for only one pair of doors (Fig. 22),
while its close contemporary at Dunstanburgh
apparently featured just one pair, at the outer
end of the passage, although two pairs are
The toothing visible on the face of the Tonbridge
possible (Oswald and Ashbee 2007, 6, 8).⁶²
The passage at Llangibby is slightly tapered, but gatehouse suggests that the projecting forework,
narrows towards the rear unlike the funnel- now lost, was closely contemporary (see above and
shaped passages at Caernarfon and Chirk, but with Fig. 4).⁶⁴ It has been compared with the similar
the latter it appears to have been roofed in timber forework at Goodrich (Martin and Martin 2013,
(Priestley and Turner 2003, 27). Uniquely, it also 239), a small square ‘turret’ in front of the main
shows two pairs of doors into the flanking towers; entry, from which – as at Tonbridge – the drawwhile two pairs are also present at St Briavels, the bridge was operated (Ashbee 2009, 6-7). It may
second led onto the stairs (see below). The single then be another link between Tonbridge and baropair of side-doors at Dunstanburgh do not nial castles in the Marches. While it is possible that
communicate with the flanking tower interiors, the lost foreworks at Dunstanburgh (contempobut instead lead into small mural chambers which rary) and Kildrummy (secondary) performed a
may have been porter’s lodges (Oswald and similar function, they may be more comparable
with the rectangular barbican added to the south
Ashbee 2007, 6; Fig. 21).
gatehouse at Beaumaris (Oswald and Ashbee 2007,
The two slits at Tonbridge face each other and
5; Simpson 1928, 53, 58; see Figs. 7, 21 and 22).
are not offset as they are at Harlech (Figs. 21 and
Usage of the keep-gatehouse
22). In this they resemble Caerphilly and,
apparently, Llansteffan – but also Beaumaris, St Where upper levels survive, keep-gatehouses
Briavels and Chirk, the Burgess Gate at Denbigh show two main forms in their internal layout,
and Caerphilly’s outer main gate, all from the associated with differences in their intended use:
1290s or later. No flanking loops have been 1 – A transverse spine-wall divides three rooms
⁶⁰ The passage is however ruinous at Llansteffan and the
sequence difficult to resolve: David King was not convinced
that door jambs could be discerned (King 1963, 19).
⁶¹ A portcullis over the gate is mentioned in 1315-16, but it is
uncertain whether this relates to the great gatehouse or
a second gate (Priestley and Turner 2003, 24).
⁶² Nineteenth-century restoration has obscured arrangements at Dunstanburgh.

in the front half from two rooms, of differing
⁶³ And, possibly, St Briavels where a loop may be shown
piercing the jamb on the Buck print of 1732. There is now,
however, no trace of an opening here.
⁶⁴ But it is possible that stones were instead raggled in
secondarily.
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Fig. 21 – Floor-plans of keep-gatehouses with the ‘administrative’ style of layout. Second floor at Caerphilly
also shown at ‘mezzanine’ level (inset).
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sizes, in the rear half, on both upper floors;
‘Administrative’ layouts (Fig. 21)
separate access to the first floor from the
Many past interpretations of the Tonbridge
courtyard can be present.⁶⁵ This layout is based
gatehouse were hampered not only by regarding
on the chamber-block model, but may not it in primarily military terms, but also by the more
always have functioned this way. It is seen in persistent view that it was a seigneurial
the royal keep-gatehouses at Harlech, residence, perhaps even used by the Crown (e.g.
Beaumaris and St Briavels, but something Davis 2013, 181; Simpson 1940, 63; Simpson
similar may also have been present at baronial 1957, 73, 75): the latter assumption still informs
Llangibby (Fig. 22).
interpretations of the Caerphilly gatehouse (e.g.
2 – No transverse spine wall, three rooms at Kenyon 2010, 106; Turner 2016, 36-8). However,
first-floor level and a single open room on the it is apparent that the two gatehouses were
second floor; no direct access from the primarily administrative, with accommodation
courtyard (Fig. 21). This layout is seen at for castle officials only. The resemblance
baronial Caerphilly and Tonbridge, which can between the planning, arrangements and
be interpreted as administrative ‘halls’ appointments at the two gatehouses stem from
overlying staff accommodation, but something this common usage rather than a close date, and
like it was employed at baronial Dunstanburgh the same overall configuration is seen at early
fourteenth-century Dunstanburgh.
which may have been residential.
Both forms employed transverse gable roofs Firstly, neither Caerphilly nor Tonbridge shows
which, where a spine-wall was present, was evidence of a substantial private chamber. This
led Simpson to propose that a fourth storey,
normally confined to the rear-section.
The above are broad definitions only: a layout containing private accommodation, was
developed for a specific set of requirements at intended at Tonbridge but not completed
one site could be adapted elsewhere, with (Simpson 1957, 75; Toy 1963, 243). However
superficially minor alterations, for rather differ- all evidence, structural and documentary,
ent purposes. And while there appears to be a shows that the gatehouse is complete as
distinction between royal and baronial layouts, planned, and of a single build including the
it should not perhaps be read too rigidly: the parapet (Martin and Martin 2013, 241; Renn
flat and nearly flat second-floor frontages of the 1981, 98); the same appears to be true of
Queen’s and King’s Gates at King Edward I’s Caerphilly. In fact no keep-gatehouse shows
Caernarfon were associated with open ‘halls’ evidence of a fourth storey, while Harlech
(Taylor 2004, 23, 35). Nevertheless, with the managed its private accommodation within a
exception of St Briavels, the ‘chamber-block’ three-storey layout.
style of design is normally larger than the
second type, although the Dunstanburgh gatehouse is very wide, if rather less deep. Llansteffan appears to be unique in showing an open
‘hall’, without a spine wall, at both upper levels,
which were accessed solely from the courtyard.
The upper-floor arrangements at Aberystwyth
and Kildrummy are unknown (Figs. 7 and 9).
⁶⁵ A transverse spine-wall occurs in other large gatehouses,
e.g. Caernarfon as planned, and its close copy at baronial
Greencastle in Ireland, but can sometimes be a
secondary insertion e.g. Roscommon (Ashbee 2021b
216; McNeill 1997, 96-8, 103).

In addition their upper floors could only be
accessed from the ground floor, via the spiral
stairs, or from the wall-walks either side: there
was no separate entry from the courtyard as at
Harlech and Beaumaris, militating against
seigneurial status. The second-floor rooms are
moreover large open spaces without evidence
for former partitions, or any distinction between
high and low ends, while the lack of integrated
kitchens or service rooms would prevent them
from functioning as domestic halls. And while
the room at Caerphilly is lofty, with mezzanine
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Fig. 22 – Floor-plans of keep-gatehouses with the ‘chamber-block’ style of layout
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chambers, at Tonbridge it is rather low with,
moreover, a substantial area perhaps given
over to the mechanism for the first portcullis,
which may have been operated from secondfloor level (see Martin and Martin 2013, 238,
243, 246).⁶⁶
Taken along with access
arrangements, and the use of the lower floors,
it is likely the second-floor rooms at both
castles served as administrative ‘halls’;
Dunstanburgh shows some variations and will
be discussed below.
All rooms at Tonbridge, except the eastern
ground-floor room and the central first-floor
room, were heated and had direct access to
latrines. In this it differs from Caerphilly in
which neither ground-floor room shows
evidence of these facilities. The absence of
window-seating in the suggested porter’s lodge
at Tonbridge is curious, given its presence in
the unheated eastern room which otherwise
has the appearance of a guard-room, with use
that would have been brief and episodic. It is
possible however that it may have been
intended primarily as a lobby for the spiral stair,
from which the second-floor room could be
accessed without entering the porter’s lodge
and as such, its stair would be the more ‘public’
of the two; it is also the stair from which the
second-floor latrine was accessed. Both stair
doorways were draw-barred, but sockets are
absent from the doorways to the upper levels
showing that it was access from the ground
floor that was restricted. Simpson interpreted
the Tonbridge basements as a cellar and a
prison (Simpson 1940, 67; Simpson 1957, 75),
but the latter supposition was based on the
mistaken belief that a small loop and latrine
existed in the western basement.⁶⁷ The
⁶⁶ The possibility that the portcullis was operated from
parapet level cannot, however, be dismissed.
Nevertheless, the low roof-line at Tonbridge would have
been emphasised by its nearly-flat section; the similarly
flat roof at Caerphilly is a 1930s reconstruction and may
be incorrect (Martin and Martin 2013, 246, 274).
⁶⁷ There was a prison in the castle, mentioned c. 1266 and
in 1295-6 (Cal. Close Rolls 1288-96, 434, 483-4; Cal. Inq.
Misc. 1, 229), but it may have been located elsewhere.
The basement at St Briavels has been suggested to have

evidence for a medieval well is anecdotal, while
the former partition in the west basement
cannot be dated (see above).
The central first-floor room at Tonbridge, and
the considerably narrower one at Caerphilly,
housed portcullis winding mechanisms – three
at Tonbridge, which would have taken up most
of the space – while they were unheated. The
portcullis at Dunstanburgh was, in contrast,
operated from the level above and although the
portcullis itself, when raised, appears to have
hung within it, the first-floor room was both
heated and equipped with a latrine (Jeremy
Ashbee, pers. comm.; Oswald and Ashbee 2007,
8-10).
At all three castles, the rooms either side were
more-or-less mirror images of each other, with
fireplaces and latrine access, and it is likely they
served as apartments/bedchambers. Their
conventional association with gatehouses
points to the constable and his staff as likely
occupants (Martin and Martin 2013, 238, 245),
although other members of the household are
suggested at Dunstanburgh where the
constable had his own lodging (Oswald and
Ashbee 2007, 14). The central rooms overlie the
gate-passage vaults and, at Tonbridge and
Caerphilly, were floored at a higher level than
the rooms either side – three steps up at
Caerphilly, but only one at Tonbridge, while the
original levels are difficult to determine at
Dunstanburgh (Jeremy Ashbee, pers. comm.).
This variation in levels, which would have
greatly inconvenienced single- or doublechambered layouts, is confined to gatehouses
with three rooms at first-floor level and is also
seen in the ‘proto-keep-gatehouse’ at
Pembroke, where there is a four-step drop.
Only one of the first-floor windows at
Tonbridge was glazed, in the western room
which then may have been the constable’s
personal chamber (Martin and Martin 2013,
248-9); it was accessed from the porter’s lodge.
According to the 1646 survey (reproduced in
been a prison (Curnow and Johnson 1985, 101), but
shows neither ventilation nor a latrine.
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Wadmore 1886, 54), the first-floor rooms
variously contained a ‘little closet and settle
bed’, a ‘cupboard’, and a ‘dresser’, so were
clearly still residential.
The large, open second-floor rooms at
Tonbridge and Caerphilly were clearly places of
assembly, and for large gatherings: the massive,
close-set joists at former indicate a stone-slab
or tiled floor capable of carrying a heavy weight
(Martin and Martin 2013, 246, 259).⁶⁸ However,
they were not designed for easy access and, like
the rest of the gatehouse, appear primarily to
have been a male domain (Martin and Martin
2013, 246). The room at Caerphilly may be the
‘constable’s hall’ mentioned in an account of
1373-4 (Guy 2012, 139; Martin and Martin 2013,
275), and administrative use is likely at both
castles, perhaps shared with the steward. In
1295, it was recorded that the ‘court of the
Honor of Clare’ was customarily held at
Tonbridge Castle (Cal. Inq. Post Mortem 12911300, 238; also see Ward 1962, 209, 226), as it
may still have been in 1646 when the ‘great
[second-floor] room’ of the gatehouse
contained a ‘high tressel’ (Wadmore 1886, 54).
Given the absence of a high-status entry,
ceremonial use can perhaps be ruled out, but
the figurative sculpture at Tonbridge suggests
attendance by the Clares’ leading vassals and
tenant lords who would be forcefully reminded
of their overlord’s wealth, power and lineage.
However, the adjoining wall-walks, which were
rebuilt when the gatehouse was built (Martin
and Martin 2013, 237, 241; Simpson 1940, 70),
have access to the upper floor latrines and are
parapetted on both sides in a manner normally
associated with privacy and modesty, and
therefore high status – and often in a feminine
context (see e.g. Guy 2018b, 242-51; Ludlow
2018, 245).⁶⁹ They can perhaps be considered
⁶⁸ Possibly including, as noted, the mechanism for the first
portcullis.
⁶⁹ It has been suggested that the parapets flanking the
Harlech gatehouse – a private chamber-block – may have
been intended as private walks for its royal visitors,
especially that on the south side which is considerably
wider than its northern counterpart (Guy 2018b, 245-6).

alongside the possible hourding on the rear face
(Renn 1981, 98; Fig. 5), which in this location
may have been related to leisure – as a balcony
– or even display, rather than defence (see e.g.
Marshall 2002, 33-4). Were Clare’s officers
regarded of sufficient status to warrant these
facilities? Or were they intended for use by the
attendees at the courts? At any rate, the
gatehouse could be sealed off from the parapets
by doors and portcullises at both Tonbridge and
Caerphilly.
Administrative rather than seigneurial use of
both gatehouses may be confirmed by the
absence of any space that can be firmly
identified as a private chapel (cf. the chamberblock arrangement at royal Harlech, below). An
inventory of 1322 locates a chapel ‘east of the
gatehouse’ at Tonbridge (Simpson 1940, 71),
and it is normally thought to have occupied a
tower that formerly stood at the northeast
corner of the bailey (Hasted 1798b, 196;
Simmons 1996, 127; Wadmore 1886, 25). The
Martins however felt that the eastern groundfloor room of the gatehouse was meant (Martin
and Martin 2013, 245), and that an oval recess
in the east wall of the gate-passage, normally
interpreted as a lamp-holder (Renn 1981, 96;
Simpson 1940, 68; Fig. 10a), might instead have
been a stoup. However they acknowledge that,
while this room lacks a fireplace and latrine, its
north-south axis is inconsistent with liturgical
use (Martin and Martin 2013, 245); moreover
no trace of a piscina now exists, while it is worth
noting that its window-seating would be
unusual in a chapel.
At Caerphilly, a small, rib-vaulted second-floor
chamber at ‘mezzanine’ level has long been
interpreted as a chapel or oratory (Renn 1981,
98; Turner 2016, 38, et al.). However, it is not
accessed from a private chamber, there is no
window at the liturgical east end (though there
is room for one), and no piscina. There is instead
a window, with a deeply-chamfered ‘Marches’
square head, overlooking the second floor
interior (Turner 2016, 38). Windows like this,
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from which activity in the hall could be
supervised, are frequently seen in late-medieval
officer’s chambers (see Emery 2006, 116, 579;
Wood 1983, 55, 137). And while the recess at
the east end has been suggested to be
associated with an altar (Turner 2016, 38), it
might equally represent a cupboard. It is
possible therefore that the chamber represents
an office or muniments room (and treasury?)
for the constable and his assistants.⁷⁰
While the Caerphilly/Tonbridge layout was also
employed at Dunstanburgh, the possibility exists
that it was adapted for very different use as a
high-status residence for Thomas of Lancaster
himself; the evidence is however far from clear. It
lacks a transverse spine-wall and was threeroomed at first-floor level, but while the second
floor is now undivided, the asymmetric arrangement of its rear-wall windows is consistent with a
partitioned space, perhaps in timber (Oswald and
Ashbee 2007, 10; Jeremy Ashbee, pers. comm.). A
difference in status between the two stairs has
also been suggested, the more private stair lying
at the west end next to the latrine. And while only
one fireplace survives, at the opposite end, a
second is possible in the more ruinous western half
(ibid.). The ground-floor rooms (and stairs) were
accessed from the bailey rather than the gatepassage, and both were heated and provided with
latrines (Oswald and Ashbee 2007, 7). It seems
however that the portcullis mechanism occupied
the second floor, while there was no upper-floor
access from the courtyard and no evidence of a
chapel or oratory.⁷¹ Later medieval sources moreover locate a chamber for the auditor and receiver
of the barony within the castle, and while the
courts had moved out by the fifteenth century, at
least, it remains possible that the gatehouse had
previously seen some administrative use (Jeremy
Ashbee, pers. comm.). Nevertheless, we also see
adaptation of a design, to cater for different forms

⁷⁰ Derek Renn later conceded that it might have been a
‘secure chamber to house valuables’ (Renn 1997, 39)
⁷¹ There appears to have been no access to the adjoining
wall-walks, status-related or otherwise.
THE CASTLE STUDIES GROUP

of use, in the ‘chamber-block’ style of layout
below.
The unparalleled layout at Llansteffan, with
open ‘halls’ at both upper levels, appears to be
status-related with access solely from the courtyard rather than the tower ground floors –
which therefore cannot have functioned as
‘waiting rooms’ for visitors prior to reception
upstairs. Despite its modest dimensions (Figs. 1
and 9), its use can perhaps be regarded as
intermediate in status between the administrative gatehouse, with staff accommodation, and
designs like Harlech containing a seigneurial
chamber-block. However, there is no evidence
for any residential accommodation at all – not
even, perhaps, a porter’s lodge – nor for any
chapel or oratory. The upper floors have latrine
access and both show a central fireplace in the
rear wall, each flanked by a large twin-light
window while further, smaller windows face the
field. The first floor presumably housed the
portcullis mechanisms and was accessed from
the wall-walk, and so may have been more
‘public’ – was it administrative? Use of the
second floor may however have been more
restricted, as a ‘ceremonial’ hall in which the
Camville lords hosted formal receptions. The
relatively small size of these rooms may relate
in some way to their function, and perhaps to
the limited area that was under Camville rule in
west Wales. In summary, although it takes many
features from the Caerphilly gatehouse, it is far
from being a slavish copy and confirms that
gatehouse layout is linked with function and
patronage, rather than date.
The gatehouse at Boarstall (Oxon.), between
Oxford and Aylesbury, has been suggested to
derive from keep-gatehouse planning (see Guy
2012, 144, 150 n. 2). Licensed in 1312, it
comprises three storeys, and appears to have
been residential with three rooms at first-floor
level and a single second-floor room that was,
perhaps, originally divided into a heated outer
chamber and smaller inner chamber, cf.
Dunstanburgh (Emery 2006, 70). It shows paired
rear stair-turrets which, like the frontal towers,
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are hexagonal, following the increasing trend
towards symmetry along two planes.
Nevertheless in comparison with the keepgatehouse it is very small and thin-walled, while
the towers are little larger than the stair-turrets
and occupy the corners of the gatehouse rather
than clasping the entry (Figs. 1 and 7); passage
defences were apparently weak but evidence
survives for a frontal portcullis, doubtless
mainly for show, and a drawbridge (Emery
2006, 70 and ns. 3-4). Its builder, John de
Hadlow, was a Kentishman and acquainted with
Tonbridge Castle, to which his nearby manor of
Hadlow was subject (Ward 1962, 221-2, 293).
In 1308-10, moreover, he served as constable
of St Briavels (Cal. Fine Rolls 1307-19, 18, 37,
76). In addition, both the polygonal towers at
Boarstall and its colour-banded facework have
been suggested to reveal influence from
Caernarfon (see Guy 2012, 154 n. 1), while it
shows fully-oilletted cross-loops that perhaps
derived directly from Clare models, although
we have seen that they were becoming
increasingly fashionable during the second
decade of the fourteenth century e.g. Alnwick
and Kenilworth. Nevertheless, the overall
aesthetic at Boarstall, if not its planning,
appears to have been influenced by the
recently-completed gatehouse at St Augustine’s
Abbey in Canterbury (see above), where
Hadlow’s father held property in the town (Cal.
Inq. Post Mortem 1272-91, 279-80), and where
Hadlow himself was custodian of the castle, as
sheriff of Kent, 1313-14 (Cal. Fine Rolls 1307-19,
167, 198).⁷² It is possible therefore that the
colour-banding at Boarstall may also be a
reflection of Kentish practice, having been
employed in the donjon at Dover Castle – where
it was itself probably derived from Roman
prototypes (Grant 2020, 56) – while, from
⁷² A distinctive polygonal tower tradition emerged in the
Midlands around 1300, perhaps beginning a couple of
decades earlier at Caverswall Castle, Staffs. – and therefore
apparently pre-dating Caernarfon – but was largely
confined to the north and west Midlands, particularly
Staffordshire (Goodall 2011, 264, 278, 476; Hislop 2010,
228 n. 77).

c.1300 onwards, it was characteristic of a
number of churches in the north of the county
e.g. Cliffe (St Helen) and Higham (St Mary).

‘Chamber-block’ layouts (Fig. 22)
The layout at Harlech, Beaumaris and St Briavels
is entirely different from the above gatehouses,
featuring a spine-wall dividing an inner from an
outer half. The Harlech gatehouse contains the
most elaborate accommodation within the castle
and can confidently be regarded as a high-status
chamber-block (Ashbee 2021b 220; Guy 2018b,
242): there was a ‘processional’ first-floor entry
from the courtyard as well as access from the
ground-floor rooms, while arrangements in the
upper floors were duplicated and comprised
bedchambers flanking a chapel in the front half,
accessed from a chamber in the rear half, which
was divided into two unequal areas. All rooms
bar the chapels were heated, with latrine access.
The apartments may have been intended for the
King and Queen should they visit (Ashbee 2021b
223; Guy 2018b, 255-6), although it is uncertain
whether one floor was reserved for each and the
gatehouse possibly saw other high-status
residential use. One of the ground-floor rooms
may have been a formal ‘waiting-room’ prior to
reception upstairs (Ashbee 2021b 208), as
distinct from the less formal lobby suggested at
Tonbridge.
Aspects of the planning and access in the incomplete northern gatehouse at Beaumaris, where
only two storeys survive, were apparently similar. Here however the central first-floor room,
in the frontage, was designed primarily around
circulation independent from the rear section,
and it communicates with both flanking rooms
while, unusually, showing a spiral stair (Ashbee
2021b 218). With its own fireplace, it may
nevertheless also have been residential. There
is access from the courtyard to the rear section,
which was apparently divided into large and
small chambers as at Harlech and lit by a series
of large, high-quality windows in the rear wall.
But it may not have been a high-status chamberblock – arrangements are less private, while no
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chapel has been identified, and Jeremy Ashbee
views the intended use of the rear section as
ceremonial and perhaps administrative,
although termination of work on the courtyard
buildings means that it probably saw residential
use (Ashbee 2021b 218-20).
A similar plan was also employed at royal St
Briavels, with duplication of apartments on two
floors, as at Harlech, although windows are
fewer and smaller on the second floor where
there were fewer fireplaces, and no apparent
latrine access (Curnow and Johnson 1985, 102).
So while a first-floor chamber is possible, use of
the second floor was presumably episodic and
of relatively short duration. The stairs to the
upper floors were accessed directly from the
gate-passage rather than from the ground-floor
rooms, suggesting users of intermediate status,
while the absence of courtyard access or any
obvious waiting rooms may confirm that the
first floor was not reserved for royal use. Its
rear-wall window moreover is plain and
untraceried while a chamber-block, with which
the gatehouse did not apparently communicate,
already existed in the inner ward (Curnow and
Johnson 1985, 96-7). Intended use might
therefore have been similar to that at
Beaumaris, and while the central front rooms
appear to have been unheated as at Harlech,
no chapel has been so far identified.
Nevertheless, St Briavels was an important
administrative centre, and the constableship a
coveted office that was held by a succession of
royal favourites who, while normally
functioning though deputies, attended the kings
on their recorded visits to the castle. Perhaps
the first floor was reserved for their residential
use,⁷³ and the second floor was associated with
their professional activities until the bailey
buildings were converted into a court-house in
the early post-medieval period (see Curnow and
Johnson 1985, 95).
⁷³ It is possible that the winding-gear for the four passage
side-door portcullises occupied the level above, while the
portcullises themselves would not have projected above
floor-level when raised (Curnow and Johnson 1985, 102).

So similarity of overall plan does not always
imply similarity of intended function; the open
upper-floor ‘hall’ in Caernarfon King’s Gate was
moreover associated with a first-floor chapel,
showing the degree of overlap that could exist
between gatehouse plans. And while the
gatehouse at Aberystwyth lacks a spine-wall –
unlike the ‘chamber-block’ type of plan-form –
it may have housed royal accommodation: like
most royal designs it is large, and although its
upper-floor layout is unknown it was
presumably of three storeys. A survey of 1343
moreover mentions chambers for the King and
Queen, should they visit, which were located
side-by-side between ‘two [stair?] turrets’
(Ashbee 2021b, 223 n27; Guy 2018b, 255-6). It
may be significant that ground-floor access to
one of the spiral stairs was from a ‘lobby’
adjoining the inner flank of the gatehouse,
perhaps a ‘waiting room’? The disparate
architectural styles at St Briavels and Harlech
meanwhile confirm that these shared layouts
were dictated by patronal demands, with little
input from the master-mason. And we see
Harlech-style planning, albeit on a reduced
scale, in a baronial, ‘civic’ context in the
otherwise Marches-style Burgess Gate on
Denbigh’s town wall: the single upper floor
contained two unequal rooms at first-floor
level, with fireplace and latrine, although the
transverse spine-wall is absent. But it cannot
have been fully residential, lacking kitchen
access and, as at Beaumaris and perhaps St
Briavels, we are again seeing a domestic layout
adapted for administrative use.
There is similarly no transverse spine-wall at the
Clares’ Llangibby gatehouse, though one tower
is divided into two at ground-floor level (with a
timber partition in the other?). Two of the
ground-floor rooms were heated but all three
have access to latrines – and basins – suggesting
higher status than mere guardrooms (Priestley
and Turner 2003, 29, 39): the northern room
was also accessed from the bailey, via a
doorway with a portcullis which, here, must
surely mean prestige rather than defence.
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While the first-floor arrangements are
uncertain (Priestley and Turner 2003, 30), an
unusual plan has been suggested, comprising
two heated rooms of unequal size, and a third
unheated room to the front taking in the
flanking tower and central section.⁷⁴ A
chamber-block is perhaps indicated, this time
baronial, and though there is no evidence of
separate access from the bailey, it may not have
been necessary if the gatehouse was intended
for high-status use throughout.

Spiral stairs and access
The use of twin stairs in keep-gatehouses allows
for flexible circulation, but may have originated
in the need to provide upper-floor access for
two separate households. Their earliest
occurrence is in Pembroke Castle where two
three-roomed residential /administrative
suites, and incorporating an adjoining tower,
served two officers: in the fifteenth century,
they were occupied by the treasurer and
constable (Meek and Ludlow 2019, 129-31),
probably reflecting earlier arrangements.
Dedicated stairs for their respective households
and staff may have been a practical
consideration as well as a nod to their status.
There appears to have been no hierarchical
distinction between the two stairs, but separate
usage can be suggested in some later
gatehouses (Guy 2012, 137), echoing the twin
stairs at a number of twelfth-century donjons
(McNeill 2006, 124-6): one stair was apparently
more private than the other at Tonbridge, royal
Harlech and probably Aberystwyth. With the
exception of Llansteffan, and the ‘lobbied’ stair
at Aberystwyth (for royal use?), all were
accessed from the rooms flanking the gatepassage or, at St Briavels, from the passage
itself. At Dunstanburgh, the stairs were
accessible from the courtyard as well as the
ground-floor rooms. None followed the pattern
seen at Pembroke where both stairs were solely
entered at ground-floor level from within the
courtyard (Fig. 8). Although this arrangement
⁷⁴ But a third storey with three longitudinal rooms has been
suggested (see Davis 2013, 290).

appears to be ‘private’, there is no indication
that the gatehouse saw seigneurial use.⁷⁵
Whether any distinction existed between the use
of clockwise and anticlockwise stairs in keepgatehouses may be more difficult to resolve (see
Guy 2012, 137). As with other aspects of their
design, no chronological distinction is apparent:
the stairs at Pembroke mirror each other,
clockwise and anticlockwise, as they do at
Tonbridge, Caerphilly, Llansteffan and Beaumaris,
and later at Llangibby and Dunstanburgh, while
many later-medieval gatehouses follow this
format (Guy 2012, 144). Nevertheless, both stairs
were clockwise at royal Aberystwyth and Harlech
– as they were at Rhuddlan, and in apparent
distinction to baronial practice (Figs. 1 and 7) –
while the more ‘public’ stair is clockwise at
Tonbridge and Beaumaris.
The upper floors at Kildrummy may, as at
Llansteffan, have been accessed solely from the
courtyard, and the two short lengths of walling
leading from the rear of the gatehouse possibly
supported the landing for a first-floor entry
(Hislop 2020, 199; Fig. 8).⁷⁶ Nevertheless, it has
also been suggested that spiral stairs may have
occupied the junctions with the curtains either
side, alongside the latrines, which have
undergone later alteration (Simpson 1928, 58).

Dating and patronage at Tonbridge
The Tonbridge gatehouse was unique in
thirteenth-century England: it appears to have
been, when built, the only keep-gatehouse
outside Wales and the Marches. It shows
pyramidal spur-buttresses, which had a similar
distribution to the keep-gatehouse and a daterange centering on the later thirteenth century.
Its multiple-chamfered high outer arch is a form
introduced during the last decade of the
⁷⁵ The seigneurial chamber-block at Pembroke lay within
the inner ward (Ludlow 2019, 276), while there is no
separate access to the gatehouse upper floors apart from
the wall-walks.
⁷⁶ Simpson however suggested that they may have
supported a rear machicolation arch, like the one at
Caerlaverock which was, however, an addition of the
fifteenth century (Simpson 1928, 58).
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century, again in Wales. And stylistically, it is in
a pronounced Marches tradition otherwise
unknown in Kent, with close affinities to the
keep-gatehouse at St Briavels, Gloucs.. Its
presence in thirteenth-century Kent demands
an explanation.
Though superseded in recent years, the
suggestion that the gatehouse may be later
rather than earlier is not new. Dates between
1290 and 1300 were proposed by various
authorities between the 1890s and 1970s
(Brown 1976, 98; Mackenzie 1896, 51; Simpson
1940, 65; Simpson 1957, 76-7; Toy 1963, 243),
and Colin Platt suggested c.1300 as recently as
1982 (Platt 1982, 98). Derek Renn had initially
thought Richard de Clare built the Tonbridge
gatehouse before his death in 1262, in response
to his rival Roger de Leybourne’s unlicensed
work at Leybourne in 1260, and like many
others felt that Clare’s time and resources
would be fully taken up at Caerphilly from 1268
onwards (Renn 1997, 36).⁷⁷ But he later
changed his mind, and – perhaps with an
over-emphasis on the military context of the
gatehouse – considered it unlikely that
Leybourne would have permitted its
construction in the 1260s, suggesting that work
may instead have begun after his death in 1271
(Renn 2018, 223). Simpson however believed
Gilbert de Clare’s marriage to Joan of Acre in
April 1290 marked the earliest plausible date for
the Tonbridge gatehouse. He felt that, even if a
licence was unnecessary, royal consent might
still be required, consent that was unlikely to
have been granted until the marriage took place
(Simpson 1957, 71-3, 76-7).⁷⁸
Kent was a county dominated by ecclesiastical
land, in which Tonbridge was the only holding
in the hands of a leading baronial family – but
⁷⁷ The Martins however considered that two simultaneous
projects might not be out of the question for a magnate of
Clare’s wealth and standing (Martin and Martin 2013, 272-3).
⁷⁸ Simpson further suggested that the gatehouse may even
have been the work of Gilbert the Younger after his
father’s death in 1295 (Simpson 1957, 71-3, 76-7); he
also regarded the ashlar facework as ‘of early
fourteenth-century type’ (Simpson 1940, 67).

with limited opportunities for further powerbuilding, while attempts to turn it into a
compact lordship in the thirteenth century were
unsuccessful (Ward 1962, 221). Stylistically,
then, the Tonbridge design may have been a
deliberate symbol of Gilbert’s greater status in
Wales and the border. But it is possible that
active involvement by masons from the
Marches, or with experience there, is also
indicated. Detail like the non-cruciform slits
nevertheless suggest that it was not a product
of the team responsible for other later Clare
works, at for instance Caerphilly and Newport.
A more borderlands-centred team is implied,
perhaps with experience of St Briavels. We have
seen that a number of specific stylistic
similarities exist between the two gatehouses,
particularly the form of the spurs which is
otherwise only seen at Picton Castle, Pembs.,
built c.1300-10, perhaps betraying a Valence
connection which encompasses Goodrich (Fig.
16). Other detail like the side-door portcullises,
and polygonal tower interiors at all levels, is
restricted to these two gatehouses.
Gilbert de Clare discharged his obligations as
steward, apparently for the first time, at the
enthronement of Archbishop Robert Winchelsea
in late 1294 (Ward 1962, 214; see above),
cementing his homage to the diocese. Winchelsea had been elected in February 1293, following
the death of his predecessor two months previously. It is entirely conceivable that these events
were a direct motivation for Earl Gilbert to make
a bold reference, in his Kentish honor, to his
authority, influence and power beyond the
county, while at the same time they coincide with
the completion of the gatehouse at St Briavels.
Might the Tonbridge gatehouse therefore have
been begun by Gilbert in 1293, using members
of the team that had recently finished work at St
Briavels? Gilbert spent a year in Ireland from June
1293, but work may already have commenced
and his personal attendance unnecessary. The
differences in internal planning between the two
buildings merely reflect their differing patronage
and function: a ‘Caerphilly’ layout was chosen at
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Tonbridge as the most suited to its administrative role, while the emergence of the high outer
arch, by the time it was building, allowed this
layout to be exploited to the full.
The St Briavels gatehouse was largely the
product of a regional, Marches team.
Nevertheless, it was a royal castle, and the use
of its masons may have been facilitated by the
King consequent upon Gilbert’s marriage to his
daughter; the temporary rift between the two
men, in early 1292, was soon resolved (Knowles
2004). The loan of workmen to Crown
favourites was not unknown (see Hislop 2020,
238-9), and the Valences for example were
gifted the use of Crown masons at Goodrich, in
1296 (Ashbee 2009, 33). During the 1290s,
moreover, the Clares’ own masons were busy
at Caerphilly and Newport. Gilbert died in
December 1295, perhaps allowing for three
seasons which may just have been sufficient.
But was the Tonbridge gatehouse completed
under his widow, before her fall from favour
and forfeiture of the castle to the king in early
1297? Or perhaps under Crown command, or
at least financed by the King as his daughter’s
dower? It has been suggested that Gilbert’s
work at Caerphilly may have continued under
Joan, 1295-1307, while the Newport work may
have been completed by Joan or Gilbert the
Younger (Turner 2016, 19; Will Davies, pers.
comm.). Similarly, we have seen that work was
undertaken in 1296, by Joan de Valence, at
Goodrich – where a long visit by her close friend
Joan of Acre is recorded in 1297 (TNA
E101/505/26 mm. 14-18). Given the stylistic and
design similarities between the castles, it is
possible that the royal masons recorded there
in 1296 may also have seen experience at St
Briavels, and perhaps even Tonbridge.⁷⁹
Joan de Valence’s agency in building operations,
at Goodrich, may be seen alongside that of
Gilbert de Clare the Younger’s widow Matilda,
under whom work continued at Llangibby after
⁷⁹ Given its similarity to the Lion Tower at London, it is
possible that this was the team responsible for the
design of the Goodrich barbican.
THE CASTLE STUDIES GROUP

her husband’s death, and at Usk and Caerleon
(Davis 2013, 290; Priestley and Turner 2003, 15,
24, 43, 45). Steve Priestley and Rick Turner were
keen to emphasise the role of these two
women, not only in completing their husband’s
work but starting their own (Priestley and
Turner 2003, 45), while it is more than possible
that the integrated domestic planning at
Goodrich reveals Joan de Valence’s input from
the first. Joan of Acre’s potential role at
Tonbridge can be viewed in this context.
The detail in the gatehouse at Llangynwyd
suggests that it was both similar to, and broadly
contemporary with Tonbridge, although the
flanking towers were unspurred – as, however,
they were at the later Llangibby gatehouse
where only the turrets show spurs. Crown
assistance at Tonbridge would have doubtless
eased its construction and, while both were
perhaps unfinished when Gilbert died in 1295,
Llangynwyd may never have been completed.
Along with Llangibby, it reveals a wider and
continuing interest in the keep-gatehouse form
under the Clares, and the persistence of the
rounded tower after the adoption of the
polygonal tower in Clare work elsewhere.
Simpson may therefore have been correct in his
dating of the Tonbridge gatehouse.⁸⁰ King Edward
I and Queen Eleanor must have stayed in
apartments in the bailey during their visit in 1274
– presumably the same apartments referred to in
1297, when Prince Edward delivered the Great
Seal in the royal ‘chamber’ at Tonbridge Castle
(see above; Cal. Fine Rolls 1272-1307, 390-1; Cal.
Pat. Rolls 1292-1301, 306).
Dunstanburgh similarly shows influence from
Wales in both overall form and detail, although
not all of it was necessarily direct. The Northern
models suggested by aspects of its design may
lie behind the use of shouldered ‘Caernarfon’
arches which, while associated with the Crown
in Wales, were soon adopted by the region’s
barons and are among the Marches attributes
seen in pre-existing work by the Percys at
⁸⁰ Sidney Toy also suggested a date around 1300 (Toy 1963,
240, 243).
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nearby Alnwick. The Dunstanburgh loops are
broadly ‘baronial’ with circular oillets at head,
foot, and centre. But more direct input from
Wales is perhaps also suggested: the corbelled
bartizans may derive from Beaumaris (Hislop 2020,
249),⁸¹ and the present deeply-chamfered
entrance arch replaced a round-headed arch
(Oswald and Ashbee 2007, 6), a form which was
widely-used in the North from the 1320s onwards,
but in 1313 was more closely identified with
Master James of St George (see below). And we
have seen that the gatehouse at Kildrummy was
probably a design of Master James himself.

Leybourne Castle gatehouse
The outer part of the gatehouse at Leybourne
still survives, but has been much altered and is
now in a ruinous condition. Incorporated within
a sixteenth-century dwelling, later converted
into a farmhouse, many of its openings were
altered while a number of new windows and
doorways were inserted (Figs. 23-25). The
dwelling was rebuilt again in the 1930s. The
gatehouse lay at the northeast apex of a smallish
sub-circular enclosure around 50 metres across,
with a bank and ditch (Gould 1908, 418) and
probably a ringwork in origin. Only vestiges
remain of these earthworks, while the masonry
curtain wall has also largely gone but includes
part of another tower, on the southeast side,
which like the gatehouse is of random rubble
facework, roughly coursed and suggested to be
contemporary with the gatehouse (Scheduled
Ancient Monument description, SAM No.
1007461; Fig. 23). It is perhaps the third tower
mentioned in 1884 (Clark 1884, 189), but what
appears to be the base of a further semicircular
tower or turret is preserved complete with a
basal plinth in the east wall of the present house
(perhaps spurious? See Fig. 23).
⁸¹ The chamfered offset around the gate towers may be
another link with Crown gatehouses, e. g. Harlech and
Rockingham. The master-mason at Dunstanburgh is called
‘Elias’ in a nineteenth-century transcription of a now-damaged
MS source (Hartshorne 1858, 135-6), but the traditional
association of the name with that of Elias de Burton, who had
worked at Conwy in 1302-3 – in the town however, and not
as master – is uncertain (Jeremy Ashbee, pers. comm.).

A gap in the defences on the southern side of
the bailey indicates an additional entry, from
an outer earthwork enclosure (Gould 1908,
418-19), suggesting that this was the original
main line of approach and that the castle was
‘turned around’ at some point – when the
present gatehouse was built? Apart from a
possible chapel, now largely rebuilt, the
domestic buildings have gone, but some
remains may be incorporated within the
present buildings (Gould 1908, 418; Mackenzie
1896, 29). Non-systematic archaeological work
(e.g. Jarman 1998) has revealed evidence of
other masonry structures of unknown nature.
The site was inaccessible to the author at the
time of writing and the published descriptions
(mostly of a summary nature), drawings and
photos have been relied upon; these include
Sidney Toy’s elevation and section drawings of
the entry, produced in 1927 before rebuilding
began (Toy 1963, 240; Fig. 26).

The gatehouse (Figs. 24 and 25)
The frontage of the medieval gatehouse
survives to a height of two storeys, the second
of which appears to have been taller than the
ground floor; little more remained in the
eighteenth century (Grose 1785, 65; Figs. 25
and 27). The remains comprise two large Dshaped towers, now open to the rear, flanking
a narrow, deeply-recessed entry.⁸² The ground
floors were well-furnished with slit-openings,
four in each tower, three facing the field and
one the entry; in the east tower they have been
variously altered, blocked or converted into
doorways. The towers are unusually thin-walled
(around 1.75 metres thick), and these slits are
correspondingly narrow and wedge-shaped in
plan, lacking niched embrasures. Rear-arches
are original, with lowish pointed heads. Where
surviving, the slits open externally as tall crossloops in finely-cut ashlar, beneath pointed
relieving arches, and the most complete appear
to show the faint remains of circular oillets to the
⁸² The entry is only 8’ 7” wide or 2.62m; normal entry width
averages 10’ 6” or 3.20m (Neil Guy, pers. comm.).
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Fig. 23 – Leybourne Castle (Kent), from the east

Fig. 24 – Ground floor plans of the gatehouses at Leybourne and Llangibby.
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bases, the arms and, more doubtfully, the tops
(Fig. 25), discussed below.⁸³ Though very tall, and
with plunges in their outer halves, the restricted
width of their embrasures suggests they may
have been primarily for observation – and display
– rather than archery. A plain, simply-chamfered
plinth runs all around the base of the towers.

low, is depressed segmental-pointed and of
three chamfered offsets; the rear-arch is
segmental. Pivot-holes for a turning-bridge
were apparently visible in the late nineteenth
century, just in front of the portcullis grooves
(Clark 1884, 189),⁸⁴ though any pit has long
been infilled. The remains suggest that the
In the west tower, which is the better passage was formerly rib-vaulted (Clark 1884,
preserved, the rhythm of the ground-floor 189; Listed Building website, LB No. 1363097).
openings is followed by a series of windows at Roger de Leybourne began unlicensed work to
first-floor level. The window-seats appear strengthen the castle in 1260 (‘firmare casoriginal. Only one retains its head, with a trum’), and was threatened with its demolition,
segmental-pointed rear-arch and, externally, a and forfeiture of his estates, if work continued
chamfered square-headed surround, both of (Close Rolls 1259-61, 283-4). Restored to royal
which however are modern: the window had favour by 1265, Roger was granted 4000 freelost its original head by the mid-eighteenth stones by the king in April 1266 (‘quatuor
century, when the window next to it was shown miliaria france petre’), to be supplied by ‘Master
with the remains of an arched surround, possibly Robert of Beverley, keeper of the king’s works
with a double-chamfer (Fig. 27). An offset in this at Westminster’ (Close Rolls 1264-68, 190); we
tower appears to have supported a timber first are not however told the destination of this
floor; it seems that the gatehouse was divided stone and though the likelihood is that it was
into three rooms at this level, but this is not intended for Leybourne Castle, it cannot be
entirely clear. A semicircular lobe projects proven. Significantly, too, little free-stone is
laterally from the west tower, housing a vaulted present in the surviving fabric, where it is
latrine chamber and the chute from another one restricted to the sparing carved detail. So the
above. The junction of the gatehouse with the stone supplied in 1266 seems not to have been
curtain has gone, along with any rear section used in the gatehouse, and may instead have
within the bailey. The eastern tower apparently gone towards the domestic buildings.⁸⁵
contains a well (Scheduled Ancient Monument In 1268, moreover, Roger de Leybourne began
description, SAM No. 1007461) but, as at construction work at Leeds Castle (Faulkner
Tonbridge, this may be post-medieval.
2008; Prestwich 1986, 42); larger-scale works
The remains of the gate passage show firstly the
faint remains of the springers for a high outer
arch, now gone, at present summit level and
lying just internally to the flanking slits. The
portcullis groove lies almost immediately
behind it (Figs. 24 and 26). A tall first-floor
opening, with a semicircular head, occupies the
wall-face between the outer arch and the entry
arch. Its sill lies close to the level of the firstfloor surfacing, internally and externally, and
from it a chute leads downwards to an external
‘letterbox’ opening, which lies just above the
entry arch (Fig. 26). This arch, which is rather
⁸³ Derek Renn thought the design incorporated oillets at all
four termini (Renn 2001, 243).

at two castles concurrently would have placed
an impossible burden on the resources for a
‘middling’ baron upon whom royal gifts were
limited, and cautiously made (Prestwich 1986,
43). Initially joining Prince Edward’s crusade,
Roger spent a year in Gascony before his death
in 1271 (Faulkner 2008).
He was succeeded by his son William de
Leybourne. William continued his father’s
association with the Crown. He served in Wales
in 1282-3, was constable of Cricieth Castle
⁸⁴ They are not shown in Sidney Toy’s drawings (Fig. 26).
⁸⁵ The curtain wall has gone, but as the gatehouse and
tower remains are faced in rubble is unlikely to have
been of freestone.
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1284-88, and of Pevensey Castle in 1294, and
afterwards followed Edward I to Scotland
(Faulkner 2008; Prestwich 1986, 42). He was
released from his Crown debts in 1306, but by
this time had taken up residence on his wife’s
estates at Preston (Kent), having bequeathed
Leybourne to his son Thomas who died in 1307
(Cal. Inq. Post Mortem 1300-07, 274-5; Faulkner
2008; Hasted 1798a, 505). When William
himself died in 1309-10, Thomas’s daughter
Juliana – a minor, aged 5 or 6 – inherited the
family’s estates, becoming the ward of Aymer
de Valence, earl of Pembroke (Ormrod 2004);
Valence obtained her marriage to his nephew
John Hastings in 1321, upon whose death in
1325 Juliana retained Leybourne Castle in her
own right, and it fell to the Crown when she
died in 1367 (Hasted 1798a, 508).
This wardship and marriage grant continued a
close relationship between the Leybournes and
the Valences that had begun under Aymer’s
father William, who was an influential
landowner in Kent holding the important
manors of Kemsing, near Leybourne, Brabourne
and Sutton Valence (Cal. Close Rolls 1296-1302,
3).⁸⁶ Roger de Leybourne appears in William de
Valence’s affinity in 1257, serving with him in
Wales and subsequently receiving a number of
small grants in Kent, before taking up service
with Prince Edward (Prestwich 1986, 42;
Ridgeway 1992, 248, 294 n. 93). During
Valence’s exile 1258-61, Roger apparently made
Leybourne Castle ready for his return (Ridgeway
1992, 256-7), providing a context for his
unlicensed work there in 1260 and, perhaps,
confirming that operations during these years
embraced the domestic buildings.⁸⁷
⁸⁶ Kemsing was shared with Roger Bigod, earl of Norfolk. All
three were occupied by Eleanor de Montfort, in dower,
until 1265 (Morris 2005, 39, 116, 119).
⁸⁷ Edward Hasted claimed the domestic buildings were of
sufficient quality to host Edward I on 25 October 1286,
‘as appears by the Patent Rolls in the Tower of that year’
(Hasted 1798a, 499); this does not appear in the
published Calendar, the king being at Westminster on
that date (Cal. Pat. Rolls 1281-92, 253), and no royal visit
to Leybourne is recorded during Edward’s reign.

Affinities
Although incomplete, the building does not
appear to have been a keep-gatehouse – it is on
a relatively modest scale, the passage defences
appear to have been rather slight, while the thin
walls suggest that it was not lofty: the low
ground floor and taller second storey may be
significant in this regard (Figs. 24 and 26). In the
nineteenth century, G. T. Clark thought it stood
no higher than two storeys (Clark 1884, 189), and
crenellations appear to be shown in a view of
1710-15 (Fig. 27); Sir James Mackenzie identified
hourding sockets in the upper levels of the
remains (Mackenzie 1896, 29), but these are no
longer visible and absent from early views seen
by the author. Nothing remains of the internal
walls and its layout and arrangements are
unknown.
The high outer arch, like that at nearby
Tonbridge, appears to have been contemporary
with the rest of the fabric: early views show that
it was very like the entrance arch below it being
depressed segmental-pointed (a ‘flat segmental
arch’; Clark 1884, 189), with at least two
chamfered offsets (Fig. 27). Only the springers
remained in 1927 when Toy suggested a nearsemicircular shape (Fig. 26), possibly guided by
the opening beneath it.
Like the arches, the loops apparently show
affinities with the Marches and the oilletted
cross-loops developed there during the 1290s
(discussed above). However, the oillets are not
all well-defined, while the extent of original work
is uncertain. Those at the base are the most
convincing and apparently moulded; slightly
expanded termini on the cross-arms may
represent further oillets, perhaps as secondary
cut-outs, while there is the faintest (and more
questionable) suggestion of upper oillets. The
loops are persuasively shown as cruciform in the
earliest prints, in which at least one is depicted
with a basal oillet, but the loop now occupying
the apex of the western tower is a modern
reconstruction, apparently from original
dressings, having previously been modified as a

THE CASTLE STUDIES GROUP

JOURNAL NO. 35

233

2021-22

London or Wales? The Gatehouses at Tonbridge and Leybourne in Context

Fig. 25 – Leybourne Castle gatehouse, from the east.

Fig. 26 – Leybourne Castle gatehouse as recorded by Sidney Toy in 1927 – a: passage elevation, from the Society
of Antiquaries archive; b: passage elevation, as published (Toy 1963, 240); c: entrance elevation, as published
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window (Fig. 27).⁸⁸ The extent of this modern
work is unknown but it was probably
undertaken during the 1930s rebuild, and thus
after Sidney Toy produced his drawings. These
drawings are themselves problematical: while
the published version shows four well-defined
oillets, they are absent from his original
drawings at the Society of Antiquaries (Fig. 26),
possibly revealing uncertainty about their
authenticity. Nevertheless, Derek Renn
regarded them as original (Renn 2001, 243),
and although secondary modification of the
arms is possible, it is debatable whether they
were later insertions into earlier embrasures in
their entirety:⁸⁹ the rear-arches, relieving
arches and sills show that they were always tall.
The closest parallel for the ‘lobate’ latrine turret
is a Clare castle, Gilbert the Younger’s Llangibby
from c. 1307-14 (Goodall 2011, 204-5; Priestley
and Turner 2003, 27), where it is similarly
situated as a lateral offshoot from the gatehouse and more-or-less identical in form (Fig.
24). Similar turrets were employed in the
closely contemporary gatehouse at Greencastle, Co. Donegal, but here they were square.
Comparison has also been made with the latrines
at Barnwell Castle, from the 1260s-70s (e.g.
Goodall 2011, 205), but here they form a component of unusual triple tower-clusters at the
corners of the enclosure, and are of very different
form.⁹⁰ The eastern gate-tower at Leybourne is
apparently slightly smaller than its western companion, and set back from it, in an arrangement
also paralleled at Llangibby (Fig. 24).
⁸⁸ Neither the loops nor the outer arch are described by
Grose (1785) or Mackenzie (1896), while the former are
also absent from Clark’s description (Clark 1884).
⁸⁹ The fully-oilletted loops at nearby Leeds Castle may
however belong to a later period (see above, n. 38).
⁹⁰ A D-shaped turret flanks the northeast corner-tower at
Neath Castle, Glam., but is here dated to the midthirteenth century while its use as a latrine is uncertain
(RCAHM(W) 2000, 236, 239-40). Nevertheless the
overall form of the gatehouse built in the opposite
corner, probably during the 1320s, is broadly
comparable with Leybourne, while it also shows a high
outer arch overlying a window opening (though as a
machicolation only; Fig. 28).
THE CASTLE STUDIES GROUP

The ‘letterbox’ chute was also a device employed
by the Clares. A similar feature appears in St
John’s Tower at royal Dover Castle, built 1217-21
(Goodall 2011, 204), but the long time-span
militates against direct influence from the King’s
Works at Leybourne, and letterbox chutes were
not employed in Beverley’s work at the Tower of
London, for example. However, they are seen at
Caerphilly in the rear face of the inner east gate,
and over the entries into the two western cornertowers, and in the front of the gatehouse at
Llansteffan (Humphries 1996, 3; Renn 1981, 98;
Turner 2016, 49; Figs. 12-13). A horizontal
opening over the much later entry at Aymer de
Valence’s Bampton Castle (or Ham Court), Oxon.,
from c. 1315-17, has been interpreted as a
further letterbox chute (Impey CSGJ 35, 267)
while something similar overlies the entry in the
fifteenth-century northeast gatehouse at Coity
Castle, Glam. (RCAHM(W) 1991, 248-50). Their
longevity – and selective use – is doubtless
related to their function, and their identity as a
patron’s requirement rather than a mason’s
motif. Their use in a rear wall and corner towers
at Caerphilly may confirm Renn’s suggestion that
they were not defensive, as water-chutes or their
kin, but were instead an early form of voice-pipe
(Renn 2018, 218):⁹¹ they can perhaps be
compared with the deep slots in the west front
arches at Lincoln Cathedral, which conveyed the
sound of the choristers, in the overlying galleries,
to the supplicants outside (Taylor 2010, 151,
155-7). Renn regarded them, in addition, to be
‘marks of status’ (Renn 2018, 221).
The narrow-splayed slit embrasures at Leybourne
can be compared with those in the ground floors
at Edward I’s Harlech and Beaumaris which,
towards the field, are lights rather than loops, as
they may have been at Leybourne. Narrow splays
are however a feature of William de Valence’s
work at Pembroke (Fig. 8), and of mid-thirteenthcentury Pevensey Castle where William de
⁹¹ The doors in the Caerphilly gatehouse are set well back
from the chute outlet, ruling out its use for quenching fire.
The Leybourne chute is however purported to be leadlined (Kent Historic Environment Record, HER No. TQ 65
NE 202); this has not been confirmed.
JOURNAL NO. 35

235

2021-22

London or Wales? The Gatehouses at Tonbridge and Leybourne in Context

Leybourne served as constable. Nevertheless,
their use at Leybourne may not denote any
affinities, instead being a product of their very
close spacing in unusually thin walling.
The entrance arch is very deeply recessed, lying
some 7.3 metres back from the fronts of the
flanking towers (as noted in Hislop 2020, 57; Fig.
24), with a narrow gap between the towers
(noted by Clark 1884, 189). As we have seen,
both of these attributes are notable features of
Edward I’s gatehouses from 1277-95 – occurring
at Rhuddlan, Harlech and Beaumaris, as well as
at Tonbridge, while the slightly later gateway at
Chirk Castle in north Wales is similarly recessed
(Fig. 28) – but are developed further at
Leybourne. Nevertheless the outer arch lies high
above first-floor level, while no third storey is
apparent: the arch was therefore not associated
with any ‘jettying’ forward of upper-floor space
and appears to have been solely associated with
the portcullis. The possibility remains however
that the arrangement related in some way with
the tall first-floor opening over the entry.
This opening now has a semicircular head and
has been argued to be close in date to the
round-headed openings at Barnwell (Goodall
2012, 227; Renn 1981, 10). The dating of the
latter openings is however problematical: the
bulk of them lie in in secondary work, possibly
of the late thirteenth century but perhaps
sixteenth-century (Giggins 2019, 303; Giggins
2021, 293-4). Nevertheless, the round-headed
entrance arch in William de Valence’s
gatehouse at Pembroke, from the 1250s, may
be original,⁹² while round-headed arches were
also employed in Peter of Savoy’s contemporary
work at Pevensey Castle (Porter 2020, 8).
However, they were more notably a motif of
Master James of St George’s later ‘Savoyard’
work in north Wales (Hislop 2020, 6, et al.),
consequently becoming popularised and used at
Dunstanburgh (1313+, later rebuilt), in the outer
arch at Chirk Castle (1290s; Fig. 28), and the
⁹² It was rebuilt in the 1880s, and David King appeared
sceptical about its authenticity (King 1978, 88); it is not
clearly shown in any earlier views seen by the author.

secondary outer arches at e.g. Chepstow and
Limerick (see above).
While no relationship between the Leybournes and
Barnwell is known, we have seen that influence
from the Valences, from Pevensey and/or the
Crown is possible. However, some doubt must be
raised regarding the original form of the Leybourne
opening. Whilst it was shown with a semicircular
head by Toy, before the 1930s work (Fig. 26), it has
a two-centred arch in earlier prints (Fig. 27d); this
is similar to the ground-floor rear arches and, like
the opening’s segmental rear-arch, is of convincing
medieval appearance. The chute moreover originates within this opening which, therefore, must
be medieval in part, while its height and floor-level
sill are more consistent with a doorway than a
window. But any medieval opening here would
have been entirely blocked by the portcullis when
raised (was its normal position lowered?). And such
a large opening would co-exist awkwardly with the
letterbox chute, whether voice-pipe or defensive.
So it remains possible that, as it exists today, the
opening belongs to the sixteenth- or seventeenthcentury and was associated with the timber-framed
building suspended over the gate-passage in Fig.
27c. Eighteenth- and nineteenth-century prints
show the upper half of the opening had been
blocked above a square-framed timber window
(Fig. 27).
As at Tonbridge and Chirk, the portcullis would
have been fully-visible when raised. At Leybourne,
it may be the reason why the first floor is so tall:
the portcullis would also be clear of the letterbox
opening. The grooves at Leybourne are an unusual
shape being circular in section, like most from the
mid-thirteenth century onwards, but with a small
diameter and margins that close in to form near-¾
circles (Guy 2016a, 135; Fig. 29);⁹³ in an extra
refinement, these margins carry a slight chamfer,
in the kind of detailing characteristic of developed
Decorated architecture.
The form appears to be unique in the British Isles,
its closest comparison being in the outer gate at
⁹³ G. T. Clark mistakenly described them as square (Clark
1884, 189; copied by Mackenzie 1896, 29).
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Fig. 27 – Leybourne Castle gatehouse, antiquarian prints – a: by Thomas Badeslade and Johannes Kip, 1710
15 (from Edward Harris 1719, History of Kent); b: in 1785 (from Hasted 1798a,) c: by George Lambert, 1737
(viewed from the interior); d: by F. W. L. Stockdale, 1810.
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Fig. 28 – a: the gateway at Chirk Castle (Denbighs.), from the northwest (c.1300);
b: the gatehouse at Neath Castle (Glam)., from the southwest (probably 1321-4).
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Corfe, from 1285+ (Brown et al. 1963b, 621),
where however the grooves are larger and occupy
rebated corners (Fig. 29). As at Chirk, the Leybourne grooves lie almost immediately behind the
outer arch, leaving very little room in the slot for
additional use as a machicolation (contra Clark
1884, 189; Grose 1785, 65; et al.). Also like Chirk,
there is no evidence for a third storey and the
outer arch at both appears always to have sat just
beneath parapet level;⁹⁴ the portcullis at both was
probably side-operated from the first floor, as it
perhaps was at Tonbridge. The lobate latrineturret suggests high-status use of the gatehouse. Antiquarian prints however suggest the
presence of a rectangular, crenellated chamberblock of persuasive medieval date to the southeast of the gatehouse, and now subsumed
within the present dwelling (Fig. 27a); perhaps
it was repurposed after the gatehouse was built.

Fig. 29. Plan-view sections of the portcullis grooves
in the gatehouses at Tonbridge, Leybourne and Corfe
(outer gate).

will have always exerted a strong influence over
the region from their power-base at Tonbridge,
while their antipathy towards the Leybournes
appears to have diminished after Roger’s death in
1271. Nevertheless, it is the latter’s close relationship with the Valences during the thirteenth and
Dating and influences
early fourteenth centuries that may have been
Based chiefly on the letterbox chute, the 1266 instrumental in the adoption of Marches features,
grant of freestone, and suggested affinities with and specific Clare detail, in their gatehouse.
the gatehouse at Barnwell, a number of The Valences employed Clare-style loops at
authorities have suggested the Leybourne Goodrich and, possibly, a letterbox chute at
gatehouse belongs to the 1260s (Goodall 2010, Bampton. Their work at Kidwelly Castle, from
157 and n. 7; Goodall 2011, 205; Hislop 2020, 1283-96 (Kenyon 2007, 12), moreover includes
57; Renn 1981, 100; Renn 2018, 218). However, the Chapel Tower, which is a spurred polygonal
the possession of a high outer arch would, as tower of the distinctive kind developed by Gilbert
noted above, suggest a date in the 1290s at the de Clare during the 1290s and employed in later
earliest, while the ‘late-Clare’ latrine turret and work at Caerphilly and Newport; its Sutton Stone
loops indicate influence from the Welsh dressings, and the use of rib-vaulting (in the sacborderlands and a date between 1300 and risty) – highly unusual in thirteenth-century west
1320.⁹⁵
Wales – suggest moreover that masons from
This influence appears to be confirmed by other
features with a Marches flavour – the letterbox
chute, the segmental-pointed arches with
multiple chamfers – while affinities with Crown
work may also be possible. By what mechanism
did these features emerge in Kent?

Glamorgan may have been employed (Fig. 30).

Nor was this influence limited to Wales: ‘Clare’
cross-loops with head and foot oillets were
employed in the Valences castle at Ferns, Co.
Wexford, alongside colour-banded masonry that
is more closely echoed at Newport than CaernarWhile some of them are shared with the Tonbridge fon. The same contrast between light and dark
gatehouse, the differences between the two build- stone, and the spatial massing of features and
ings suggest direct influence is unlikely. The Clares openings, is seen at Newport, the east dam at
Caerphilly, and Ferns where, in addition, shoul⁹⁴ As it does at Neath and Beaumaris, but only as a dered Caernarfon arches make a rare appearance
machicolation.
⁹⁵ Toy considered that it was built c.1300 (Toy 1963, 240). in Ireland, while the Chapel Tower here, too, is
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Fig. 30a: the main façade at William and Joan de Valence’s Ferns Castle (Co. Wexford); b and c: two views
of the outer main gate at Caerphilly Castle; d: the Chapel Tower at the Valences’ Kidwelly Castle (Carms.)’.

c

d
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Conclusion
rib-vaulted. It is possible that masons from Wales
The physical evidence suggests that the gatewere engaged (Fig. 30).⁹⁶
We have seen that the enmity between the Clares houses at Tonbridge and Leybourne are both
and the Valences had given way to a warmer rather later than has been claimed in recent works,
relationship by the 1290s while, given their pre- and that both show attributes associated with
eminent status, even leading barons might choose baronial work in south Wales and the Marches,
to emulate Clare patterns of building, to be rather than the London-centred King’s Works. The
followed in turn by their familiares and associates form of their loops and slit-lights, and their high
outer arches, indicate a date after 1290. The
like the Leybournes.
keep-gatehouse at Tonbridge is likely to have been
The relative dates suggest that the Leybourne
largely built by Gilbert de Clare between 1293 and
gatehouse was begun around 1307 at the earliest,
1295, but was perhaps completed by his widow
after which the castle appears to have reverted to
Joan of Acre, and it is argued that its masons may
William de Leybourne along with wardship of his
have included members of the team that had
granddaughter Juliana, Thomas’s heir.
recently completed the gatehouse at St Briavels
The sources are however unclear (see Faulkner (Gloucs.); it may also have been a deliberate refer2008), while it is uncertain whether William main- ence, in Kent, to the Clares’ greater authority in
tained Preston as his chief residence.⁹⁷ Construc- Wales and the border. Only three gatehouses of
tion during Juliana’s minority 1310-21 however related form lie outside Wales and the Marches,
seems unlikely, while its affinities may lean at Boarstall, Kildrummy and Dunstanburgh. All
towards a date prior to her tenure with John were built after 1300 and reveal the influence of
Hastings, 1321-5. Juliana married again, to William Welsh design – if not always direct – while Kilde Clinton earl of Huntingdon, but produced no drummy was designed by a master-mason with
heirs (Ormrod 2004). After her death in 1367, King experience in Wales.
Richard II granted Leybourne to Simon Burley in Though subject to many of the same influences,
1386, but in 1397 it was conferred upon Cistercian construction of the Leybourne gatehouse would
St Mary Graces (Grose 1785, 64; King 1983, 232). appear, politically, to be unrelated to the work at
In summary, while the possibility exists that the Tonbridge. Not, apparently, a Tonbridge-style
gatehouse was begun by Thomas de Leybourne keep-gatehouse, it is in some ways a more ‘Clare’
and completed by his father 1307-10, construction building than the gatehouse at Tonbridge itself,
by Juliana and John Hastings –respectively Aymer with its oilletted cross-loops, letterbox chute and
de Valence’s ward and heir – can by no means be semicircular latrine turret; all of these features
ruled out.
plausibly result from the Leybourne lords’ Valence
associations, which continued into the 1320s, and
while a date between c. 1307 and 1310 is possible
⁹⁶ O’Keeffe and Coughlan recognised that Ferns was of Valence
the gatehouse may be somewhat later, from c.
construction but felt that it belonged to the mid-thirteenth
century, while allowing that certain of its features, would normally 1321-25. It is suggested that Clare’s inner east
indicate a later date (O’Keeffe and Coughlan 2003, 147). gatehouse at Caerphilly (Glam.) may belong to the
Construction in the 1290s is more likely (Ludlow, in prep.).
second half of the 1270s, closely contemporary
⁹⁷ While comparisons with Chirk may be largely incidental, with the royal gatehouse at Aberystwyth
William de Leybourne’s service in Wales and his
(Ceredigion). We cannot be sure therefore
constableship of Cricieth implies contact with many Marcher
lords, while he served alongside Roger Mortimer of Chirk, in whether the development of the keep-gatehouse
concept occurred within a baronial context or the
Scotland, in 1300 (Wright 1864, 19 and ns. 2-3).
King’s Works. However, the two should not be
regarded as mutually exclusive and a rigid
distinction into two separate ‘schools’ is perhaps
best avoided.
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The immediate precursor for these gatehouses
may be the ‘proto-keep-gatehouse’ at Pembroke,
from the 1250s, with its integrated apartments
at two levels, opposed spiral-stair turrets, flanking
latrine ‘turret’ and sophisticated passage
defences; patronal links with both Caerphilly and
Aberystwyth are recorded.
The similarities between the Tonbridge and Caerphilly gatehouses, and the difference between their
internal layouts and those at the royal keep-gatehouses at Harlech, Beaumaris and St Briavels, both
reflect patronal instruction and intended function,
rather than date or designers’ choice. Tonbridge and
Caerphilly appear to have been built as administrative gatehouses with court-rooms overlying accommodation for officers and their households.
Nevertheless, their similarities must be weighed
against their differences, which can be appreciated
in Fig. 21 and chief among which are the absence of
the high outer arch, a recessed entry and pyramidal
spurs from Caerphilly, at which the passage
defences are also less complex.⁹⁸ Their similarities
are shared with a third Clare gatehouse, at Llangynwyd (Glam.), possibly never completed and now
ruinous, but also perhaps a keep-gatehouse; its
architectural detail suggests a similar date to
Tonbridge, in the early 1290s.
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