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James Ralph looker

In recent years the machinery of early Tudor government has come
under the careful scrutiny of both British and American eyes. this de-
velopment has had several beneficial results, not least of which is an
increased respect for lienry VII's capabilities. But if this institutional
approach has been a valuable corrective to impressions gaoined from
purely biographical study, there have been certain overemphases which,
in turn, require qualification.

It is the impression of some, muong them the writer of this essay,
that the excessively bureaucrntized view of 20th céntury scholars hes
induced, in many instances, an anachronistic version of Henry Tudor's
Zovernment, a version which secks to rationalize fortuitous occurrences
and fugitive actions by imposing inappropriate organizationsl schemes
on the disordered remains of the Tudor era.

Opponents of such an interpretation point to the undeniable fact
that possession of an office did not guarantee performance of a duty,
that untitled outsiders frequently had immense prestige within govern-
nent circles, that in short personality is an indispensable key to
comprehension of 15th and 16th century overnment.

Therefore, it seemed more fruitful to approach the study of early
Tudor institutions via the study of early Tudor personalities. But per-
sonalities are elusive things, especially in this period. Personal docu-
mentation was sketchy and the ravages of time and private 'collection"
have done the rest. Moreover, it remains to be dermonstrated that the
leading assumptions of one age are identical with those of another, so
the value of any "psychological' explanation of English behavior in

this period secms dubious. For these reasons, and because this study
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tries to fathom public rather than private depths, not much in the way
of personality will appear herein.

In the course of analyzing various government offices by exanin-
ing the material relevant to these offices and especially the material
relevant to one occupier of these posts, Sir Richard Guildford, certain
Conclusions have emerged. These may be sumuarized as followss

(1) Henry VII had no very unusual ideas with regard to the military
or naval establishment. He spent large sums on ordnance, but only under
duress. lle continued to rely upon outimoded forms of recruitment for
his army. lle made no determined effort to gain supremacy in the "narrow
seas," nor did naval superiority emerge as a reasoned policy in his
reign. In general, England still was aloof from the countinent, and
though he talked of intervention, Henry had too many internal problems
to pursue the dream of a revived English empire.

(2) Henry's government in large measure was a continuation of
Yorkist practice, and to that extent reverted to earlier, Plantagenet
techniques. He governed through the houschold, the essence of medieval
Sovernmment, and he tolerated no expansion of personal power among his
subordinates.

(3) Because of this jealous attitude, Henry's council played a
peculiar role. It was an amorphous body containing a variety of special-
ist advisers, each of whom derived his entire authority from the king,.
Thourh there was prestige in such a post, it did not leand to the estab-
1i shment of independent privileges and power.

(4) One can overestimate the efficacy of Tudor personal govermment.

Henry was unable to repress all the evils which had beset England in
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the previous half century. As with many other autocrats, he was forced
to ignore that which he couldn't control. Nevertheless, one can claim

that England was better governed in 1509 than it was prior to his ac-

cession.

(5) Lastly, one can state with some chance of accuracy that only
through attempting to explore the conduct of officials can one attempt
to explain the Tudor establishment. If in the process certein personal-
ities of the period are thrown into bold relief, it can be considered

a8 an unusual though greatly appreciated dividend.
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INTIODUCTCRY RENARKS

Two purposes suggested this study: firsi, to cast light upon such
of Tudor governmental institutions as lend themselves to a graduate
student 's purposes, and second, to illustrate the workings of such
nechinery by calling attention to whatever remains of one of the orig-
inal participants. As will be seen from the teble of contents, herein
are conteined most of the activities to which a man might devote him-
Self a8 councillor to the first Tudor. This is not to say that there
were not other jobs which a councillor might undertake; merely that
the present writer has not discovered sufficient material to warrant
its inclusion in this essay.

Two conclusions have been drawn in the course of the fairly ex-—
tensive research which preceded this paper. The writer hopes that they
will strike eventual readers with the same force: to allay any mis-
givings on the subjéct of preconceived notions, however, it might be
proper to mention them beforeband. They both may be comprehended under
the general heading of complexity. First, it seemed ppparent that the
institutions and conditions examined in this essay were derivative to
an appreciable extent, i.e. the Yorkist legacy appeared to be far
greater than it has been customary to suggest. Secondly, many organs
of government seemed to be in a state of flux; this was nowhere more
noticeable than with respect to the chamber. None of this is precisely
revolutionary, to be sure. In the past few years there has been some

thorough research in this field, especially Ly Americans, end today
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the importance of the chamber system is accepted as a matter of course.
Still, there has been a natural but dangerous tendency to see an actual
system where in reality only the ambiguous beginnings of one can be
discovered. The very absence of fixed titles, or rather, the presence
of titles but the lack of fixed applicebility, sugrests to the cautious
student that it would be premature to assert that lenry VII stabilized
or finalized the workings of these institutions; if we are beyond chaos,
there still remains too much detached matter flying about to warrant
any statement about order.

As was mentioned above, one man, Sir Richard Guildford, was chosen
to exemplify the practice of Henry Tudor's government. This is not a
biography, though Guildford is a legitimate subject, were the materials
available. Nor is it a purely institutional study, though here too
there is ample room for further examination. That this paper will fall
between two stools may be the conclusion of some; it is hoped, however,
that the present course may be justified. While there is no superabund-
ance of institutional works in the manner of Professor Pickthorn, terse
Yet pregnant, there are fewer still social studies which attempt to
Present people rather than late medieval abstractions. The present
writer does not contend that he has solved this problem satisfactorily.
There seems little chance that Pickthorn will be emulated in a gradu—
ate essay, and‘just as little likelihood that the same paper will out-
do Eileen Power, for if I haven't the former's synthesizing skill
neither have I the latter's wide acquaintance with the sources. Never-
theless, an attempted combination seemed a good idea.

The choice of a candidate perhaps should be explained. Guildford
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was not chosen for his preeninence among those who served llenry VII,
nor for his sensational career, nor for any other quality which would
separate him from the ranks of his compeers; indeed, such would have
disqualified him for present purposes. It is the writer's contention
that the bulk of the work done in this reign came from the hands of
eble men who labored daily, without any master plan to guide their
efforts. It is also his contention that these men were administrators,
not visionaries. Therefore, Guildford has been chosen because he seemed
to exemplify the characteristic early Tudor councillor. He was sensible,
loyal but not fanatical, nmot particularly greedy (though interested
in that project dear to all Englishmen, the founding or continuance of
& family), and involved in enough different aspects of government to
illustrate the point, continually made in this essay, that the age of
specialization had not yet arrived. If very little of his personality
emerges, if his portrait seems rather flat and lacking in detail, it
is at least partially because of the monotonous lack of the essential
Personal materials, such as letters and diaries, none of which is
Plentiful for the period under consideration. As will be seen within
the body of the work, what few letters have been found normally are
concerned with business. This has one advantage: if the inner life
must be ignored, the exterior, public career can be clarified fre-
quently by such unpromising records.

Guildford, then, has been picked more for his symbolic or abstract
virtues than for any interest which he himself has for us. This is
harsh, for he is an interesting figure, as may appear withinj despite

this, the intrinsic has been secrificed to the extrinsic, in the hope
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that one man may serve as a sort of guide through the maze of Tudor
governmental developments.

A number of persons have been of great assistance to the writer.
My first thanks are to Dr Marjorie E. Gesner, my major professor, who
gave of her time and energy most freely. My wife also was of great
assistance, especially in such uncongenial efforts as the copying of
numerous MS entries. Next I wish to express my gratitude to all those
at the Institute of Historical Research at London University, especi-
ally Professor S.T. Bindoff, who gonined me access to various libraries.
Lastly, I wish to thank the officials of the British Museum, Manuscript
Division, the Public Record Office, the Keeper of the Muniments and
Library of Westminster Abbey, Lawrence E. Tanner, M.V.0.,F.S.A. and
Mr William Urry, Cathedral and City Archivist, Canterbury, who extended
every courtesy to an American student, and in many instances took pains

far beyond those decreed by statute or convention.
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Chapter 1

BIOGRAPHY

The family of Guildford was extremely old, eight or nine prior gen-
erations being recorded in Kentish annals, its founder most likely being
One Adam de Guldeford, who was an MP for Chipping Wycombe, Buckingham-
shire, in the reign of Edward I.1 For three generations before Guild-
ford's birth the family manor had been at Halden. He seems to have been
the last to live at this place; from his son Edward's time the nearby
mgnor of Hemsted in Benenden parish became the family seat, and so re-
mained until the final dissolution of the patrimony in 1718.2 The last
member of the family, Robert, obtained a spurious distinction from
James II, being created a baronet by that ill-fated monurch.3 All the
family were zealous in their profession of the Roman faith and the
royalist ?unae, an attitude which in the 17th century cost them many
of their possessions and doomed some to perpetual exile in continental

convents.

1 (BM) MS Add.5711,£.69b. Sussex Pedigrees. This genealogical table
is the one printed by the Camden Society in Sir H. Ellis's edition of
the Pylgrymage of Sir Richard Gylforde (London, 1851). It is reproduced
again in an article by the Rev. Canon R.C. Jenkins, "The Family of Gulde-
ford,” Archaeologia Cantiana, XIV (1882), 1-18. The other precise account
of the family is by Edward Hasted, the author of the monumental History
and Topographical Survey of the County of Kent (4 vols, Canterbury,
1778-99), 111, 82-3n. and 85-6. There are a few inaccuracies, e.g. Guild-
ford's death is dated 1500 and Blackheath field is put in 8 H.7, but
otherwise Hasted's scholarship is trustworthy. Also see the article on
Guildford in volume I of Josish Wedgwood and Anna D. Helt, History of
Parliament (London, 1936).

2 Archeeologia Cantians, XLiii (1931), 75.
3 Notes and Queries, 3d ser. VI (Jul-Dec 1864), 543.




Sir Richard was born batween 1450 and 1455, probably at Halden in
the parish of Rolvenden, Kent. His father, Sir John, is supposed to have
been comptroller of Edward IV's household,4 though there is no evidence
in support of this claim. However, he did attain membership in Henry

ViI's council, after having shared the rigors of an abortive revolt and
Subsequent attainder with his son. Unlike Sir Richard, though, Sir John
never reached a continental sanctuary in 1483. He died on 19 July 1493,5
and was buried somewhere in Canterbury ca.thedral.6 On a window of the
0ld water tower off the library at Christ Church are the Guildford arms,
"or, a saltier between 4 martlets sable,..." to alié into armorial jar-
gon. In g1l likelihood the stained glass was set at the time of Sir
John's death, or perhaps in memory of his son Richard (who died overseas,
but may have had a memorial established by his widow), for it lacks the
"canton of Granada for augmentation", granted to Richard‘'s son Henry by
Ferdinand of Spain in recognition of his service against the Moors dur-

ing Henry VIII's reign.7

S R————

N James Gairdner, article "Sir Richard Guildford," Dictionary of
National Biography (hereafter DNB).

5 (BM) MS Add.5711, £f.69b., Unless otherwise indicated in introductory
parentheses, as in this case where the MS is in the Manuscript Division
of the British Museum, all MSS cited in this work are found in the Public
Record Office (PRO).

6 (BM) MS Add.5524, "Liber vocat Cloptomn," f.204bs "al thoose buryed
in Christ Church in Canterbury-Sir John Guilford kt on of the privey coun-
sell to H.7 1493."The inscription on his monument, which disappeared in
the 19th century, is recorded in John Weever's Antient Funeral Monuments ...
(London, 1767), pp.35-6.

7 The original coat of arms is reproduced in a BM MS, "A Collection
of Kentish arms by Filmer Southouse Gent of Favershame, co. Kent."
MS Add.14307, £.20.
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Sir Richard firat achieved a more than local celebrity after the
accession of Richard III, "king in dede but not of right", as lienry VII's
every reference to him has it. According to Polydore Vergil, Reynold
Bray, then steward to the Lady Margaret, Henry's mother, chose Guildford
(then & squire living at Cranbrook) as one of the four men to whom he
confided the plot to unseat Richard III, Hugh Conway, John Cheney and
Giles Daubeney were the others. Bray had had occasion to engage in a
land transaction with Guildford and perhaps was impressed with his
trustworthy, i.e. dissatisfied appearance.

This transaction may be allowed to impede the flow of narrative
since it accurately reveals the close comnnection which many councillors
to the first Tudor had under the last Yorkist monarch. The property in-
volved was the tenement or manor of Doryndale, located in both Playden
and Iden parishes of Suasex, and a mill called "Hothemille", and its
sppurtenances, in the parish of Rye. They were released and quitclaimed
with o warranty by Guildford and five others of London to eight men, most
of whom were to be significant figures in early Tudor govermment. Among
them, for instance, were, besides Bray, John Fineux, William Hody and
William Cope.8 Similarly, one of Guildford's associates in the instru-
ment was one William Hill, chaplain of Walcomstowe, in which parish was

a manor later held by Sir Thomas Lovell.9 In other words, here is proof

8 Calendar of Close Rolls, 1476-85, #664 (13 May 1480). Hereafter CCR.

9 A register of recognizances shows that in Hilary term 4 H.7 Lovell
made arrangements with the king to pay yearly £15.3s.4d. for the manor
of Walcomstowe Francis in the parish of Walcomstowe, Essex. E.165/8.
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of a connection between Guildford, Bray and others and possible evidence
that both of them might have been familiar with Lovell three years be-
fore the revolt against Richard III. It therefore becomes credible that
Bray might have recommended Guildford as a good man for Bishop Morton
and the Lady Margaret to put their trust in, as Polydore Vergil asserted.lo
0f the others specified, two became justices in the royel courts and
Cope seems to be the same man who later was cofferer of Henry's houge-
hold. This trensaction makes it clear just how small was the coumercial
and social world of 1480, and is a partial explanation of the evident
teamwork among Henry VII's officers: some members of the team had played
together before.

The revolt in Kent was timed to coincide with the Duke of Bucking-
ham's rising in the west and Richmond's arrival from Brittany. But the
rebels tipped their hand too soon, being unable to restrain the Kentish
rank and file, and on 18 October 1483 the king was motified of the
rising., This is the scene commemorated by Shakespeare: "The Guildfords
are in arms." Buckingham couldn't pass the floeded Severn, Richmond
couldn't land, support was not available, and the rebels dispersed.
Richard attempted to capture them, even offering 300 marks or lands to

the annual value of £10 to the man who took either Sir John or Richard.ll

10 see nis Anglica Historia (ed. Sir H. Ellis, Camden Soc., 1844),pp.
196-7,. The best brief account of Sir Reginald Bray's eventful life, to-
gether with a bibliography, is in W.C. Richardson, Tudor Chamber Adminis-
tration, 1485-1547 (Baton Rouge, 1952), appendix I.

11 Printed in James Gairdner, History of the Life and Reign of Richard
the Third (Cambridge, 1898), pp.342—4. This is from (BM) MS Harl.433, the
source for almost all public records for Richard's reign. Its apparent
date was Dec 1483/Jan 1484,




Perhaps as a result of this enticeuent, Sir John was captured.12 How—
ever, Richard escaped to thie Earl of Richmond in Brittany, beinz attaint-
ed with his father and ot)ier unsuccessful rebels.l3
Information about Guildford's fortunes at the time of Buckingham's
abortive revolt is supplied by two inquisitions of the year 1488, Both
concerned one William Langley, who had died in 1433, but about whose
lands the crewn desired additional information. The coumissioners in
each of four counties - Xent, Northampton, Gloucester and Shropshire -
were ewmpowered to enquire "as to the lands, etc., of William Langley,
tenant in chief of Edward IV."14 The first report came from Kent, where
a curious story ewerged. Langley had enfeoffed a nuaber of men, evident-
ly to his son's use, but at a later date reentered and created other
aerrangements. After his death Guildford had occupied the premises until
Allhallows 1483, when he was expelled by William lMalyvery (Mauleverer),

who in turn occupied the manors until 31 August 1485, "after which date

Richard Guildford resumed possession thereof," and so continued until

2 Wedgwood and Ilolt, I, 403. That Richard III was less of an ogre

than Tudor publicists would have us believe (though hardly the unbleu-
ighed personage whom a recent Auwerican revisionist presents to us), is
clear from Sir John's fate. He was imprisoned in Newgate and attainted,
but released in Harch 1484, still attached to the Tudor cause, though
perhaps not publicly. Sir John, incidentally, had not begun on such a
note of discord with his ruler; he attended Richard's coronation, for
instance. (BM) MS Add.21116, ff.59b-61b.

13 potuli Parliamentorwa ..., VI, 245b (hereafter Rot. Parl.). The
Kentish portion of this revolt is discussed by Agnes E. Conway in "The
Maidstone Sector of Buckingham's Rebellion, Oct. 18, 1483," Archaeologia
Cantiana, XXXVII (1925), 97-121.

14 Golendor of Patent Rolls, 1485-94, I, 212 (20 Mar 1488, Canterbury).
Hereafter referred to as CPR.




—6—

the present comiissioners seized them into the king's hands. The inquis-
ition revealed that the king, the Archbishop of Canterbury, the prior of
Christ Church, Canterbury, and others were the lords of Langley's scatter-
ed estates. How Guildford had come into possession wes not known.15

The other inquisition which concerned Guildford came from the com-
nigsioners in Northampton, where essentially the same story was told.
Once more the lands (two manors, only one held in chief) were confiscat—
ed.lG A year later Malyvery was granted the office of keeper of Langley's
lands during the minority of his son and heir.l7 That he received this
substantiation of his original claim speaks well for the validity of
that claim; he who had benefitted by the exile of a Tudor favorite at
the nadir of Tudor fortunes must have had an exceptionally strong case,
€lse he hardly would have dared to air his grievance. lle coutrolled
the Langley lands for four and a half years, until in 1493 John, the
son and heir, obtained a special livery and license of entry without
proof eof age.ls

The year 1484 is a blank. We know that Henry Tudor received financial

15 Inquisitiones Post Mortem, Henry VII, t, #362 (inquis. 25 lar 1488).

Hereafter IPM. Guildford's own lands in Kent became the property of Ralph

Ashton in 1484, (See Rot. Parl., VI, 245b and Conway article in Arch,

Cant., XXXVII, 97-121,) A cormission of five was established to assess
the value of these and other properties in March 1484. (CPR, 1476-85, pp.
401-2) Ashton was on the comaission.

16 ypM,H.7, 1, #4447 (inquis. 23 Apr 1488).
17 CPR,1485-94, p.270 (11 May 1489, Westminster).

18 1pid., p.452 (19 Nev 1493, Westminster).
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backing from the Duke of Brittany,lg and that [rom il:is source and others
he raised enough money to equip a small force fer a second attempt upon
the throne of England. Ilis party landed at i{ilford Haven on 7 August,
although the dating of Guildford's patents of office from 8 August
suggests that this date may be incorrect. Quite likely Guildford was
knighted at the landing, but there is no incontrovertible proof as to
the exact date of this event. In any case, sometime between 8 and 22
August he became Sir Richard.20

Heury's first parliament reversed the attainders of both Guildfords,21
and exempted the various offices and lands granted Sir Richard by the
king (Exchequer, Ordnance, Aruory and Kennington manor) from the general
act of resnmption.22 This exemption was made again in 1487 when the sec-
ond resumption was made by the crown.23

The first lands which came to Guildford as a result of lenry's

accegsion were in Surrey, where he was granted the keeping of the royal

manor of Kennington for life.24 Throughout Henry's reign Guildford was

19 (BM) MS Add.19398 contains an hypothecation of all lands, presently
and in future to be held by Richmond, as security for a loan from the Dule.
20 (Blf) MS Harl.78, f.31b; MS Cetton.Claudius C.III, f.2b.

21 pot. Parl., VI, 273h.

22 y1pid., VI, 354b. Exemplification at Guildford's request in CPR,
1494-1509, p.362 (2 Jun1504§.

23 Rot. Parl., VI, 407.
24 CPR, 1494-1509, p.18 (29 Sep 1485). Among the errors perpetuated

by Wedzweod and Holt is the notioen that this manor of Kemnington actually
was a manor in Kensington.
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assigned sums [or the maintenance of this manor, primurily because it
was the scene of nunerous jousts.25

In this first year Guildford also received his first wardship. Upon
the decease of Robert Mortymer, Guildford, the king's "beloved and faith-
fulle counsaillor," was granted the wardship and marriage of Elizabeth,
Mortymer's daughter and heireas, as well as the profits arising from
those lands Mortymer had held in capite.26 According to the inquisition
held on 31 Octeber 1486, Mortymer had been seised of or had an interest

21 By this assumption of respons-

in seven different properties in Essex.
ibility Guildford was put in contrel of a rather handsome annual income,

as well as the possibility of receiving a sizeable sum when the girl

25 See for example William Campbell, Materials for o Ilistory of the

Reign of Henry VII (London, 1873-7), I, 511 (20 Jul 1486), where Guild-
ord is assigned the king's moiety of 100 marks assessed Thomas Gate for
his confiscation of lands, the 50 marks to be spent on repairs to this
manor. For references to jousts there, see (DM) MS Egerton 2358, ff.
42b-4b (Thomns Warley, clerk of the works, accounts for 1500-2) and
E.404/82, bdle 1, unnumbered (3 May 11 H.7). The grant makes no mention
of any swa to be rendered at the Exchequer annually. Nevertheless, in a
list of fermors' arrears for 1501-2, the following occurss "Ric Guylde-
forde milite per ffirm de Kenyngton divers annos de arre[arages] sum —
cxxvii 1i xviii s iiii d." (E.36/247, f£.9) And in E.36/213, f£.3 it appears
that this sum was respited upon certification in Chancery ("porte in
respite certe canc®"). Kennington is listed, in o later English hand,
among the Latin"Ffynes & Ffeodfirmes'" for 21 H.7, but unfortunately ne
explanatory note was set beside it, as had originally been intended.
(E.36/212, f.78) It is possible that Southwell meant Winchelsea when he
wrote Kennington, or put Kennington down before he realized that it bore
no charge, but this is not the sort of carelessness one expects from a
general receiver of revenues. If not this, then the original grant must
have been compromised by a later oral assessment.

26 CPR, 1485-94, p.167 (31 Dec 1486, Westmiuster). In Campbell, I,
499 this grant is dated 14 Jul 1486, .

27 IPM, H.7, I, #150. For a complete list of Guildford's holdings,
either by right or as feoffee to uses, see appendix III.
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married. Instead of gambling on this latter chance, however, he chose
to merry the heiress to his son George, thus assuring that these lands
continued in his family's posselsion.28 The estate of Guildford was
growing.

In the following year he was granted the lerdship or manor of Higham
in Sussex, in tail male, upon condition that he build a tower within
two years in o marsh near the port called "le Camber." This manor was
Valued at 40 shillings yearly. Furthermore, he received the rare per-
mission to build walls and towers at will in this marsh and the rest of
the manor; and the walls might be crenellgt.ed.29 It would be difficult
to adduce more impressive evidence that Guildford was trusted by his
Sovereign., This permission to fortify was not granted often; understand-
ably, Henry chose to regard such unsolicited enterprise as a proof of
ulterior design. Though it might be argued that artillery already had
destroyed the defensive value of castles, military thinking had net yet
recognized this fact. Royal fears on this score were therefore unimag-
inative but genuine.

A few months before he left England in 1506 Guildford surrendered

the patent granting him this manor ef Higham. Upon surrender, however,

28 Geerge S. Fry, ed., Inquisitiones Post Mortem Relating to the City

of London. Part I. 1 Henry VII-3 Elizabeth, 1485-1561 (British Record
Soc,, Lendon, 1396), pp.33-40. Proof of age of Elizabeth, wife to George
Guildford and heiress of Robert Mortymer; teken at the Guildhall,

11 February 1522.

29 CPR, 1485-94, p.151 (6 Oct 1487, Westminster). There is a geod
acceunt of Guildford's holdings in and around Winchelsea in William
Durrant Cooper's llistory of Winchelsea (London, 1850).
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it was regrunted him, agein in tail male, with the further grant of the
office of bailiff of New Winchelsea, "the s0il of which town was of old
parcel of the said manor." The latter office likewise was granted in
tail male, in return fer which he was to render yearly £20 at the Ex-
chequer.30
There is some confusion surrounding the bailivy of Winchelsea.

Guildford was held responsible for the annual fee ferm long before 1506,
yet there seems to have been no previous grant of this office to him.
The evidence suggests that the office was granted to his second wife,
Joan Vaux, as a reward for nursing or being in attendance upon some of
the royal children. Heron uade a note under the heading "K;nges Revenuez
primo die Augusti anno xii Rex H VII," of "the yerely ferm of the bayly-
wick of Winchelsy which my lerd of York norysh [nurse] & hir husbond
have taken to ferme to pay at Michell over and above x li assigned for
hir selve — xx 1i."31 Granted that this is an oblique way to refer to
Guildford in a generally masculine age, it nevertheless appears that he
is the unnamed husband,.for om 1 October 1499 Heron repeated this entry,
then scratched the phrase and entered Guildford's name above 1t.32 He is

30 CpR, 1494-1509, pp. 472-3 (17 Jan 1506, Westminster). Included in
the bailiff's office were such perquisites as customs, stallage, lastage,
tronage, fines, forfeitures and amerciaments, all of which were ancient
(some in fact like "infangtheof" and "utfangtheof" were Anglo—Saxen) and

mogt of which were meaningless, else Heury hardly would have traded them
for the minor sum of £20 per year.

31

E.101/414/16.

32 (BM) MS Add.21480, "Nemorand", Guildford is mentioned by name in
the partial list of crown revenues for the same date in E.101/415/8. This
is printed as an appendix te Richardson's Tudor Chamber Administration.
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associated with the bailivy in accoeunts for 18 and 20 Henry VII, also.38

On the other hand, Anne, the widow of Godfrey Oxonbrigze, was
granted her late huasband's office of the bailivy of Winchelsea, in con-
sideration of her services to the Duke of York, on 9 May 1496 (11 H.7).
She also had to pay £20 a year over £10 assigned her previously.o? If
she actually was the nurse meant by Heron, then evidently by October
1499 Guildford had been granted her office, despite the fact that she
didn't surrender her patent for another three years.

The second wardship which fell to Guildford was that of Thomas Dela—
mare, '"cousin", i.e. grandson and heir, of Sir Thomas Delamare, a tenant
in capite whose lands were at the Lking's disposal. Early in 1493 Henry
grented Guildford the wardship and marriage of this boy, and the keep-
ing of his lands during his minority.35 The child died within a year,
however; the inquisition returned the following technical information
concerning his pfoperty in Berkshires (1) three manors, worth £95.6s8.8d.,
were held of the king immediately; (2) twe manors, worth £15, were held
of the king mediately, and one manor, werth £10, was held of the Lord
Fitzwaren by unknown service. Of the two manors held mediately, Edmund

Pakenham, squire, was seised of the moiety of ene in knight's service;

33 E.36/123, £.66 (te 4 Jun 18 H.7); also in E.101/413/2, pt 3, £.57,
E.101/413/2, pt 3, £.205 (1 Apr 20 H.7) and (BM) MS Add.21480, f.195. In
the two latter entries the office is said to pertein to both Winchelsea
and Rye. Ue was delinquent in both.

34 CPR, 1494-1509, p.46. According to a note in the calendar, this
grant was vacated because surrendered, 27 Sep 1502.

3

5 Ibid., p.425 (1 Feb 1493, Westminster).
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and John Parkyn and his wife held the other half in fee of her right,

The second manor in this category was held in fee by free alms by the
Warden end Scholars of St hMary New College, Winchester.36 All these lands
had been in Guildford's hands by virtue of his grant from the king, but
he apparently had disposed of them in short order, for when the dead
boy's heiress, his sister Frideswide, came of ege in 1495 (being then

16}, her lands were said to have been in the custody of Archbishop Morton,
by virtue of a grant from Sir Richard Guildford.37 This traffic in ward-
ships was common; it demonstrates the artificiality of this archaic right,
for the original purpose-~to provide a strong substitute for the prospect-
ive knight during his nonage-waes submerged in the lust for wealth. There
seens no doubt that the feudal aids and incidents were duties without
corresponding rights by the 15th century. Certainly, Henry VII stretched
his prerogative for purely financial reasens, rightly regarding every
shilling gained in this fashion as a down payment on independence.

During the parliament held in 1495, Guildford introduced a bill for
the remeval of his lands in Kent from gavelkind tenure., This bill receiv-
the royal assent; henceforth ell his lands in that county, and all that
others might hold to his use (an interesting note, this) were to be

36 ) . . . .
ol et Tron the 1ore I this rase. the kings lend beld mediasely
was held again from the lord (here the king), but with the interposition
of another lord, in this instance Pakenham, the Parkyns and the New Cell-
ege corporegtion,

31 Ibid., I, #1140, On occasions such as this the writ "de aetate pro-
banda" was issued. Fridewide, incidentally, was married already. Writs of
this type, which called for accurcte information about dates, show the

hopely devices resorted to by a comiunity without written records, but
Nevertheless possessing a collective memory.



=13-

transmitted according Lo the coumon law rules.38 By this Guildford goin-
the right to provide for his heirs as he chose; prior to this they, i.e.
his sons, would have taken equally. It is conceivable that he was prompt-
ed te do this eut of a preference for Edward and George, sons by his
first wife; certainly his will favored them over Ilenry, the fruit of his
Ssecond marriage.39 liowever, it wmay bLe no more than the norual English
desire to found a family possessed of a landed estate which we encount-
er here.

Another office was granted Guildford in the spring of 1196. Pre-
viously he had been steward of the lands owned by Cecilie Duchess of
York in Kent, Surrey and Sussex; now, two years after her death, Henry
VII confirmed Guildford in the eoffice as of Michaelmas 1495. His fee was
an annual £5.40 How long Guildford had had charge of her estates is un-
certain, though it may be, as A.P. Newton suggested, that Guildford
geined his pre-Tudor administrative experience in this post.41 There
Teally seems to be no need to go this far afield, for his own heldings
S8hould have proved sufficient for that task.

Guildford's next wardship was shared with others: in the sunmer of

38 Ret. Parl., VI, 487. In 1504 he precured an exemplification of this
act. (CPR, 1494-1509, p.352) That land legally vested in A,B and C could
pPass into another tenure et the desire of a fourth party (here, Guildford,
the original feoffer) is sufficient proof that the use cormonly was regard-
ed a8 a safe device, directly responsive to the wishes of the alienor.

3

o See p.24 of this study for Guildferd's will.

40 (PR, 1494-1509, pp.56-7 (21 Apr 1496, Westminster).

1 "King's Chamber under the Early Tudors," English llistorical Review,
XXX11(1917),348 (hereafter HHR). Such sug:estions are tentative, for there
is net enough evidence for cenclusions. The same might be said of Richard-
son's note on Guildford."He was alse a trained accountant." (Tuder Chamber
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1498 he was one of five who were granted the kecping of all lands in
Wiltshire and Hampshire pertaining to Katherine Whitehed, said Katherine
being an "idiet" from birth.42 This sort of gront meant o lifetime in-
come in many cases, for the chance of mental retardation being overcome
or compensated was, of course, very slight. Wardships of normal persons
couldn't last more than 16 or 21 years, depending on sex, but wardship
of an "idiot" was not limited in this fashion. Guildford was included
among what appear to be reletives in this grant. One suggestion might be
that & reyal nominee was needed to sec that g decorous handling of rev-
enues obtained, particularly as none of the land was held in chief.43
However, it is more likely that the king here demonstrated that over-
Weening curiesity about other people's property which se aroused resent-
ment among the landed classes. Time and again Henry "discovered", via
his escheators and local juries, that he had an interest in lands, espec-
ially these of dead or defenseless persons.

On 27 April 1501 the king released to Guildford, Sir William Sands
and Francis Cheyne the maners of Woodhay and Enborne in Berkshire, to
the use of the said Francis during minority. These manors were parcel eof

the lands late belonging to Sir John Cheyne, ancestor ef Francis. The

~

Administratien, p.180, n.73) No authority is given for this assertion, ner
is there any. The word "trained" is probably no more applicable to Guild-
ford than to many other of ilenry's advisors. Experienced would be & more
accurate description.

42

CPR, 1494-1509, p.133 (14 Jul 1498, Westminster).

%3 The only lands which night be invelved here pertained to John and

Katherine Whitehed, but neither secms to have had a daughter named Kath-
erine, who, incidentelly, is called the daughter of Anne, of whem there
is no record in the calendared IPM.



issues of these manors were payable to the king, saving 40 wmarks for the
maintenance of the heir.44 This answers the question, what heppened te

a ward? In all likeliheod he lived with Guildferd in the position of a
semi-gervitor vwhich was customary for young persoens in thot era..45 Twe
Years after Henry demised the manors he altered the arrange::ient. Upon
Surrender of the letters patent creating the first device, Sends and
Cheney were regranted the same manors, but this time in cempany with Sir
Reginald Bray and Richard Bmpson, to the use of Cheney for the remainder
of the king's period of contrel. This time, instead of paying yearly all
revenues save 40 marks, they were to pay £100 a year for the next ten
Years, until the sum of £1000 was paid in satisfaction of the forfeit-

ure of the marriage of Francia.46

44 CPR, 1494-1509, p.224. Also noted by Heron under date lMichaelmas

17 H.7.(E.101/415/3, no paginatien) Evidently Guildferd had been premis-
ed £100 in compensatien for relinquishing control of Cheney's heir, fer
so Heron noted sometime after 16 Feb 1500,([BM] MS Add. 21480, £.175b)
This ef course was antecedent to Henry's enfeoffment of Guildford, Sands
and Cheney. Later, just before that arrangement was terminated, Heron
neted a payment to Guildford ef CC li"for finding [supporting or dis-
covering?] of the warde of Francis Cheyne". (E.101 415/3,n.p.)

45 For this farming-out system, which evidently was based en the
Supposition that parents would be too lenient with their ewn children,
see C.A. Sneyd, ed., Italian Relation ... , Camden Soc. (London, 1847),
PP.24-6, 75-7. For an interesting revisien of ene point in the Sneyd
translation of this Venetian document, and a suggestion that more might
be amiss, see E.J. Davis, "Goldsmiths in La Strada, London, 1497," Histery,
NS XVII (1932-3), 47-8. One of the wealthier commoners of the age, Sir
Thomas Lovell, named 89 persons in the section of his will devoted to
his imsediate household. Many of them were the children of his relatives
and friends. P.C.C. 27 Jankyn (probated 26 Sep 1528), in P.P.R., Som-
erset louae,

46 CPR, 1494-1509, p.310 (14 Mar 1503, Westminster).




-16-~

This latter apparently refers te the alternatives presented to o
ward of marriageable years: either marry the person suggested by the lord
or pay the forfeit. Francis evidently chese the latter course, though un-
doubtedly many wards consulted their pocketbeoks rather then their hearts
on similar occasions. A variation of this racket (at this stage of cen-
tralized government and the disorganization of the nobility there is no
other word for the practice) was for the lord to waive his rights in
the ward's marriage for a considerution.47 Why Guildford was replaced by
Bray and Bmpson doesn't appeer, though it loois as if the king wanted
legal experts asseciated with this business, and though Lray was no
lawyer he had a good werking knowledge of the law.

During the early years of Illenry's reign Guildford also was inter-
ested in lands within the city of Westminster. llis associates in these
ventures were by no means members of the landed gentry: in a fine levied
on a messuage called "le antelope" one meets his name among those of
citizens and merchants of London and a yeoman of Kent.48 This same group
°n g later occasion was similarly employed in the disposal of this prop-
erty to Sir Robert Cotton and his wife.49

His first essay at business brought Guildford into relations with

41 An cditorial note at the end of tkis calendared item says that
annual payment was waived by Henry VIII; even so, Cheney must have paid
until 1509.

48 W.J. Hardy and W. Page, eds, Calendar of the Feet of Fines for
London and Middlesex. Volume II. 1 Henry VII to liichaelmas 11 & 12
Elizabeth (London, 1893), p.4 (Easter 4 I.7).

4

9 .
Ibid., p.7 (Easter 10 H.7). Cotton was a knight of the body and
an official of the queen's household.
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the clergy, an association which was to be lengthy and fruitful. There
is something fitting in a career thus initiated, since the last unoffic—
ial record concerning him is by a churchwman. It is regrettable thot so
few personal documents have becen preserved from this period, for in such
Cormunications as are preserved at Christ Church, Canterbury, one per-
ceives qualiﬁies vhich obviously could not be discovered in ofticial
documents.

One of(his connections was vwith the abbot and convent of St Mary in
Robertsbridge, Sussex, a place toe small for its abbot ever to have been
sunmoned to parlioment by Henry VII (it had eight monks at the disselut-
ion),50 but possessed of extensive holdings in the salt marshes along
the southeastern coast. From Edward IV they received license to grent
1300 acres of this marginal land in Sussex and Kent to "iichard Gylford
S8quire." While their tenure had been by frank alioigne, this transfer
reintroduced the land into the feudal structure; Guildford was to hold
to himself and his heirs by fealty and o rent of o shilling yeurly.51
Whether Guildford was 23 or 28 at the time of this transaction depends
upon one's choice between the contradictory birth—-dates assigned him by

Gairdner in the DNB and Wedgwood and Holt in their History of Parliament,

The present writer is inclined to accept Gairdner's estimate; which means

thot Guildford had entered upon an independent life at a fairly early age.

Thomas Walker Horsfield, The History, Antiquities and Topography
of the County of Sussex (London, 1835), I, 582.

51 CPR, 1476-85, p.138 (22 Jun 1478, Westminster). This statenent of
course needs qualification. This grant sounds like socage tenure, but in
any case it was out of free alms.
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Naturally, there was a consideration for this grant. From another
Source it appears that Guildford had entered into three obligations with
the abbot and convent, which obligations were not yet discharged two
years later, for on 20 April 1480 he sealed an agreement to meet then.
The sum involved was not mentioned.52

In 1497 Guildford acquired vast holdings from three ecclesiastical
bodies. From the abbot and cenvent of Robertsbridge he received, or at
any rate they were given royal permission to grant him, 3000 acres of
marsh in various parishes of Xent and Sussex. As before, these lands had
been held in free alms and were transferred to Guildford in socage (by
fealty and a rent of 12d. at Michaelmas).53 By the same license the
abbot and convent were authorized to acquire up to £40 a year in new
lands te be held in frank almoigne. Such lands doubtless came or were to
come from Guildford in consideration of the grant; and it is probably
this transaction or one like it which was intended when Guildford sought

Permission to grant lands in free alms to the value of £40 in 1495.54

52 Historical Manuscripts Com.ission. Report en MSS of Lerd de Lisale

and Dudley, I, 155. Hereafter cited as HMC.

53 CPR, 1494-1509, p.110 (5 Jun 1497, Westminster). It may be this
transaction vhich is referred to in an indenture between John Abbot of
Rebestsbridge and Guildford on 2 Mar 1499, testifying that the abhey, by
royal license, had transferred lands in "Promhell" to Guildford. HMC,
de Lisle and Dudley MSS, I, 156.

54 E.101/414/6, "Kinges Memoranda" (27 Nev 11 H.7). For this question
of the royal license to grant lands held in chief see IPM, H.7, II, #973,
vhere Guildford et alias feoffees to uses, were forced te acquire the
king's parden re lands late of Henry Horne. Sometime after 16 Feb 1500
Heren noted another arrangement of this types "Md that the king hath
S8igned a bill to Sir Ric Gilford for mortassyng ef ix marcs of land with
oute fyne or ffee Wherfor he is agreed to rebate L 1li of the C 1i he shuld
haue for Cheynes lands". (BM) MS Add.21480, f.175b.
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On the sane day the abbot and convent of St Savior, Feversham, were
authorized to acquire lands to the yearly worth of £20 in frank almoipme
and to grant to Guildford, under the same terms as in the grant last men-
tioned, 1200 acres in the parish of Cranbreke, Kent.""

A shert while befere these licenses were issued, the abbot of St
Martin's, Battle, had been licensed te impropriate the church of Hawk-
hurst in Kent (where Guildford also held land) and to grant Guildferd
300 acres in the parish ef Cranbroke. This land also was transferred from
free alms to secage tenure.56 |

These agréements reinforce the belief that Guildford's associatien
with churchmen was quite close. This is especially true of his dealings
¥ith the twe men who were successively priors of Christ Church, Canter-
bury, William Sellyng (1472-94) and Thomas Goldstene (1494-1517).57 One
of the first favers vhich Guildford asked of anyone in the new reign

he seught from Prior Sellyng.58 "My lord prier after due recommendacien

55 CPR, 1494-1509, p.110. This was Guildford's home parish. As a young
man he had lived there, and was called of that parish in the act of att-
ainder against him on 23 Jan 1484, Rot. Parl., VI, 245b.

56

CPR, 1494-1509, pp.110-1 (12 Mar 1497, Westminster).

57 Hasted's Kent, IV, 517 puts Sellyng's death in 1495, however.

58"Christ Church Letters", 1I, #107: "Te the ryght reverend father in
Ged my lord prior of Christ Church in Canterbury". The letter, preserved
omong the muniments of the Christ Church library, is undated. Accerding
to J.B. Sheppard, the 19th century archivist vho compiled the letter beoks
and edited beth the selectien printed by the Camden Society in 1877 (Christ
Church Letters) and the Literae Cantuarienses (3 vols, Rolls Ser., 18895,
Huse or Hussey was presented to All Hallows either in 1485 or 1486. There-
fore, the letter can be dated either late in 1485 (no earlier than August,
obviously) er early in the next year. For a descriptien of these MS let-
ters see HMC, Report on Various Collectiens, I, 215.
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had te your good lordship it may please yeu a8 I may de you such service
as lieth in my power te help to the preferment of my cesine Sir Marqyuis
Hosse [Hussey] te a benefice called All Hallows in London wherof yeu be
Patron. My lerd you shal not only have wmy service for the goodness that
You shal show him but I doubt not as much thanks ef the gentilmen ther
a8 ever you had in your lyfe. And if ther be service that lieth in my
Power te your plesure or profit I beseech you command it and I shal be
£lad te enter me to the accoumplishuent therof & owr lerd kepe yow -
Your Gyldforad".

That his sole contact with the clergy was in nundane matters might
be the cynical conclusion drawn from this and previous examples of Guild-
ford's enterprise, but such a conclusion falls before the corment made
by Goldstone, then a chaplain, te Prior Sellyng in a letter written
sornetime within the period 1485-94. This chatty note was sent without
other purpose than greeting, "forasmuch as owr elde frend and lover Sir
Richard Gulforde berer herof the wych hath ben here wyth us all this
Christmas and hath lyved here a religious lyfe in devotien is now de-
Partyng hens toward your lordschyp ..."59 It demonstrates the possibil-
ity that a man of action might possess certain qualities more commonly
asgociated with contemplative persons. Among medieval churchmen this
was quite comuion, though perhaps rarer in the laity.

One other communication, this time between Guildford and Prior Gold-

stone, shows them on a more business-like basis. Guildford, writing frem

59 wehrist Church Lettera", II, #108. Tentatively dated 1486 by Shep-
pard, but see p.l149 of this study, where 1490 is suggested as a better

date.
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his father's manor in Tenterden, co. Kent, alludes to the prior's inter-
est in a manor which he knew Sir John Guildford wished to sell, informs
him that the manor (Eythorne) and its appurtenances is now his by virtue
of an exchange of lands with his father. The prior is thanked for his
labor "in dryvyng of the parson of Eythorne" to a conclusion, i.e. for
having pregsured the parson, who apparently objected to the exchange
made by father and son, or disliked the idea that the manor might come
under the prior's control. And Guildford sends the prior a servant who
will "commerce" with him upon the revenues of Eythorne and other per-
tinent matters.60

In the parliament held during the regnal year, 19 H.7, a rehearsal
of all treasons and revolts ias enrolled, with o general attainder being
enacted (subject to the usual saving clauses and exemptions). One of
these exemptions was in favor of Guildford for the manor of Ffylberdes,
co. Berks.61 Ffylberdis or Philberts had belonged to Edmund de la Pole,
Earl of Suffolk, and hefore that to Henry VII by virtue of the attaint
suffered by de la Pole's father, the Duke of Suffolk. It had been re-
granted to the son, however,62 and was still in his possession when he

nade his second flight to the continent in 1501. At that time, or

6OIbid., 1I, #05 (26 Jun 149?). Sheppard suggested 1490, but this
can't be since Goldstone didn't succeed Selling until 1494/5. On the
other hand, Guildford's father, Sir John, died in the summer of 1493.
The only way out of this is to suggest that it was written to Goldstone
vhile he still was a chaplain at Christ Church; but why he should have
been contacted upon a business matter requiring the prior's action
isn't cleare.

61 Rot. Parl., VI, 548b (Feb/Mar 1504).

52 See CPR, 1494-1509, p.260.
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shortly after, Guildford evidently seized the manor. There sceus to be
no patent grenting it to him, so the presumption is that he took it on
his own initiative or upon verbal authorization from the king.63 That
he still held it as late as 28 January 1506 is clear from the instruc-
tions of that date which Suffolk gave to his steward, Killingworth,
Pursuant to which he was to "treat" with Henry VII. Among the lands
vwhich he demanded before he would accept the Tudor pardon was "the
Manor of Filberdes which Sir Richard Gyldeford hath ..."64

As a measure of his importance or trustworthiness in the eyes of
the King, we may cite Guildford's inclusion within the group which was
enfeoffed in survivorship of the honors, castles, lordships and manors,
including appurtenances, of the Duchy of Lancaster, to the use of
Henry's heirs, on 20 February 1492.65 And on 6 January 1497 he was one
of 33 persons seised of ten manors in six counties, again to the use of
Hlenry VII and his heirs.66

In July 1497 he was included in Warbeok's list of "caitiffs and

63 Dudley notes on 17 July 1506: "Item delivered for Exemplificacon
with a release of the manors of Fylberdis". (BM) MS Lansd. 127, f£.25b.
Does this mean that heretofore the royal interest was not asserted, but
not relinquished, either?

64 James Gairdner, Letters and Papers Illustrative of the Reigns of
Richard IXI and Hemry VII (London, 1861-3), 1, 281. Hereafter IE%, R.3
He7.

85 Rot., Parl., VI, 444b~46b., This was done prior to the invasion of
France; it was inoperative during Henry's lifetime; no offices were to
be vacated, etc.

66 Ibid., VI, 510b. One of these manors was Raemenham, which was
aliened by Guildford in mortmain (see pJ98, this study). Henry, himself,
reserved the right to redispose of these lands, which is what happened
in the case of Ramenhame.



villains of simple birth", a manifest absurdity and some indication that
the boy had little knowledge of what went on in Englu.nd.67 And at the
battle of Blackheath Guildford was one of fourteen knights who became
knights bannerette.68
His second marriage was gracgd by the royal presence.69 The date of
this event is uncertain; however, Gairdner, in his article on Henry,
Richard's son by this wife, in the DNB, gives 1489 as his year of birth.
In 1500 he became a Knight of the Garter, though curiously enough
Some lists compiled by 17th century antiquarians omit his nnme.70
With the exception of the parliament of 1485, in which his father
may have sat for Kent, he apparently attended every parliament of
Henry VII. Or so Wedgwood maintains., For the parliaments of 1495 and

1497 there is a mention of his attendance, but no reference to a con=-

stituency.71

7 (BM) MS Add [Birch] 4160, #5. Printed in A.F. Pollard, The Reign
of Henry VII from Contemporary Sources (3 vols, London, 1914), I, #108,
Pe 152,

68 (mi) MS Cotton. Claudius C, III, F. 30 (17 Jun 1497); MS Add.
38133, £.129b.

69 1pid., £f. 13bs "Item Sir Ric Guldeford & sister of Sir
Nicholas Vaux." Her name was Joan or Jane.

70 John Anstis, Register of the liost Noble Order of the Garter ...
(London, 1724), 1, 237-9. Anstis says 1499, however, while Gairdner

(DNB) claims 1500, For MSS see (BI) MSS Add. 38133, f£f£.131b-2 and
Archgeologia, XXXI (1846), 168.

n Rot. Parl., VI, 450, 507, 510. On 15 October 1495, the second day
of parliament, Guildford, Bray and Bmpson came from the Commons with a
megsage for the Chancellor, Archbishop Morton, concerning the Speaker
vwhom they had elected, Sir Robert Drury. They were commended "de eorum
Celeri expedicUe ooo"
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At the beginning of April 1506 he was pardoned, as late Master of
the Ordnance, of all debts incurred in any of his former offices, or in
the keeping of Kennington manor, or in the construction of anything for
the Xing's works or wars.72 Such pardons customarily were sued out at
the conclusion of a career in public edministration; in the event of
future disagreements they served as a measure of indemnity. Here it
means that Guildford had retired definitely by the spring of that year.

His will was dated 7 April; it was not probated, however, until
10 May 1508, To summarize its provisions, he provided thats (1) con-
trary to usual prectice, he was to be buried where God willed; no doubt
this was a normal stetement for a medieval traveler to make, but in
retrospect it seems prophetic; (2) Edward, his eldest son, was to take
his goods and cattle, save those things at the Black Friars in London;
(3) George was to get lands in Hawkhurst, co. Kent; (4) George was
declared heir male to Edward; Eenry to George; (5) however, all lands
in the "grove" [Wykham Breux Perish] in Kent and Mershem ond Ffodrin-
Sham in Sussex were to be Edward's in fee simple, to the intent that
he have the power to meke an exchange with George; (6) Henry was to
get £5 every year "while hys moder lyveth"; (7) Sir Richerd's widow
was to receive gnnually 50 marks, as well as all his things at the
Black Friars in London, with the exception of two books; (8) William

72 0pR, 1494-1509, p. 453 (4 Apr 1506, Westminster). The bailivy of
Winchelsea was not mentioned, whether by oversight or on purpose does
not gppear. However, the bailivy seems to have been Guildford's biggest
financial problem (supporting the contention that the perquisites looked
better on parchment than in practice). In October 1505 Heron noted that
the gbbots and convents of Dattle Abbey ond Robertsbridge ("ponte

Roberti") had entered into obligations under convent seal to pay £150
"for Sir Ric Guylfordes debtes". E.36/214, f.443.




-25-

Anger was to be his general receiver with suitable compensation;
(9) those who held lands to his use were to continue so holding for
the payment of his debts; (10) a yearly accounting of these lands was
to be made to his sons Edward and George and three others.73

The provision concerning his feoffees adds to our understanding of
the system; quite likely some such accounting was expected of all
feoffees to uses.

From the only portion of Guildford's lands which was the subject

of an inquisition post mortem, that in Sussex, we discover that Mersham

was a manor held in socage of George Lord Hastings.74 Evidently, in
the same week Guildford suffered a recovery of most of his lands in
Sussex to his use for the performance of his will.75 His lords were
the King, Lord Hastings and Sir Roger Leukenore., Of his feoffees'
names nothing is said, nor does he specify them in his will. N

The one office not secured to his son Edward was granted to Sir
John Pecche by Henry VIII shortly after his accession. On 4 June 1509

Pecche was appointed steward of all lands in Kent, Surrey and Sussex,

late belonging to Cecilie Duchess of York, formerly in the hands of

73 p.c.C., 28 Fetiplace (1508) in P.P.R., Somerset House. It is
regrettable thet Sir Richard didn't cite the titles in his library.
One MS owned by him or a contewpporary member of the family, Bonaventura's
Mirror of the Life of Christ, in English, is in the BM (MS Add. 30,031).

4 IPM, H.7, III, #374 (inquis. 21 Sep/lO Oct 1507). This volume is
not yet available; an unbound copy has been consulted at the PRO. Also
in (BM) MS Add. 37101, This is a MS copy of the IPM, 1-24 H.7, alpha-
betized in chronological order.

(L)

Stated in inquisition.
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Sir Richard Guildford.76

Guildford's ghost finally was laid in the cutumn of 1509, when his
son and heir, Edward, who was called administrator of his father's
estate, was pardoned and released from all debts arising from his
father's tenure of various offices.77

The events of his last months are indirectly related by the writer
of the Pylgrymage, the first edition of which was printed by Pynson
in 1511 and re—edited for the Camden Society in 1851. The author's
identity is unknown; however, it could have been Thomas Larke, who was
Cchaplain to Guildford in 1495-8, became a royal chaplain early in the
next reign and was granted a canonry and prebend in the collegiate
church in Westminster palace early in November 151138 No other chap-
lain who served Guildford is known, and this mgn, with contacts at
Westminster, could have kno#n Pynson and most likely was equal to
writing an account of this nature. Whoever he was, he wrote a curious
tale. For him, the persons met, the disconforts endured, the novel
customs encountered were as nothing to the opportunity to identify

the terrain with a Bible for a Baedecker. In the entire book

7
6 J.S. Drewer, James Goirdner ond R.H. Brodie, eds, Letters and

Papers, Foreign and Domestic, of the Reign of llenry VIII (London, 1862-
Isfay:‘r; o {170),

™ Ipid., I, 97 (890), 22 Nov 1509. Edward was still a squire for
the body; he was knighted at Tournai, 25 September 1514. He aond his
step=brother IHlenry both climbed far up the ladder of royal favor.
Their brother George, however, seeus to have been content as a county
gentleman, being a sheriff once, but otherwise occupying no office.
Perhaps his encounter with the law as a young man hed something to do
with this.

78 IPM Relgting to London. Pt I, p. 39; 1&P-H.8, I, 969 (s0).
See Appendix I.
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Guildford's name is wentioned twice, wiiecre his death and burial are re-
corded. One has the feeling that this obscure religionist regarded hin
as well out of it if he could be buried on lount Sion,

They seailed from Rye about 10 p.m. on Wednesday, 3 April 1506,
reaching "Kyryell" in Yormandy ot noon on Thursday. Guildford becnme
i1l in Palestine and succumbed before dawn on Sunday, 6 September. Ile
was buried at Mount Sion. Between start and finish of this cheplain's
tale we learn nothing more ghout the subject of this study. If not fit-
ting, it is at least consistent to end our account with an unexplained
action based on obscure convictions. Guildford died as he had lived: not
very flamboyantly, yet in accordance with certain notions which were
nearly as foreign to his contemporaries as to ourselves. If Sir Thomas
More's writings give one picture of the 16th century lay mind, then Ed-

ilund Dudley's book, The Tree of Commonwealth, gives another. Guildford

was closer to llore in belief and expression of that belief than he was

to Dudley, but quite likely Dudley was wmore typical of educated lay
sentiment than was either of the others.79 The average English intell-
ectual was not inclined to go either to the scaffold or Jerusalem, though
he might have tried with Dudley to repudiate the past for a stay of ex-

ecution, if he thought he could write a book. CGf these three courses,

(& See for example the maxim attributed to Sir John Fineux, Chief

Justice of the King's Dench from 25 Nov 1495, which can be cited in proof
of opposed contentions, i.e. that the medieval period was closing or
closed, or that certain "modern" attitudes have ecither early origins or

& continuous utterance within recorded history: "No man thrives but he
that liveth as he were the first man in the world and his father were

not before him." ([IM] MS Sloane 1523) This flouts all the tests applied
When in search of the medieval spirit; moreover, it is esscntielly an
Unlawyer-like statement, but there seems no reason to doubt that he said
Something like it.The point is that Guildford's end was unusual for his
age and might have been so even in an earlier time.



Guildford was fitted only to pursue the second one, a capacity which ex-
cites compassion. He very likely would have failed as a martyr to prin-
ciple, especially a principle which, unfortunately perhaps, looked lilke
waintaining or reestablishing a supra-national authority at the moment
when nations pressed to undisputed sway in their own territories. And,
on the other hand, it seems quite clear that he would have botched an
attempt along the lines laid down by Dudley; writing books was not in
his line. But he could and did stick to a less dramatic course, and in
en age when monarchs talked of crusades as interesting, albeit expens-
ive and highly irrelevant projects, he made his pilgrimage. If the read-
er thinks a voyage to the Holy Land poor stuff alongside martyrdom or

a good flexible intellect, we would remind him that Guildford shied

away from extremes. If he attained no merit in Ileaven, he earned no

Scorn on earth, either,



Chapter II

MASTER OF THE HORSE

The duties connected with this office seemingly were slight, most
of the actual accounting being done by the clerk of the stables, and
the labor by the deputies of a yeoman of the horse. It was in fact such
a sinecure, or at least ill-defined post, that as late as 1499 llenry VII
signified to Sir Robert Lytton, the Under-Treasurer, that search should
be made among the records of the Exchequer to deteriaine what "annuities
fees wages prouffites and comodities have of oold tyme been accustumed
due and belongyng to thoffice of Maistre of oure horses ..."1 In the
Succeeding paragraphs is printed all the discovered material pertaining
to Guildford in this post.

The first inaster of the horse under lenry VII was Sir John Cheney,
who continued in office at least through 17 November 1488.2 llis fee was
&40 a year.3 This sum was not paid him in 1490, nor was he called master

of the horse at that time.4 Perhaps coincidentally Guildford first

1 E.404/83, bdle 1, unnumbered (21 Jun ?, Windsor). Though this writ
is included in the bundle for 1499, it bears no year date on its face.
However, Lytton is called Sir iobert, en honor he did not attain until
1494, so the argument is not weakened greatly.

2 E.404/80, bdle 1, #218,

3 £.404/79, bdle 1, #31 (28 Dec 3 K.T).

4 £.404/80, bdle 3, 7229 (9 Feb 5 H.7).
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received un unexplained annuity for the sane gmount in this period.°
And very shortly after this he was officially designated nester of the
horse, receiving £40.8s8.2d. for "necessaries p[ur]veyed for the seid
horses."6

Nevertheless, stability had not been attained, for shortly after
tlis enother replacement entered into the of{ice. Just when Henry chose
to bestow it on Sir Edward Burgh is not clear, but sometime between
Deceumber 1492 and liay 1493 his nome wos associated with the post.7

The only evidence of Guildford's activity in this position is an
undated scrap of paper in the Muniment Room et Westminster Abbey, which
appears to be a rough draft, eluost a scralch-pad notation, relating to
the purchase of horses. The execrable writing clearly is Guildford's.8

The general pardon granted Guildford on 4 April 1506, a blanket
indermity against all debts or offences stemming from his occupancy of

any of the major offices, referred to him as late master of the horse,

5 E.404/80, bdle 3, #55 (22 Oct 5 H.7): recites that Guildford has been
granted an unexplained annuity of £40 from Licheelmas 4 H.7, during pleas-
uré,and orders payment for this first year. E.407/6/137 (Xich 5 H.7);
E.36/124, f.83: "Also paid to the same Sir Richard by the kinges prive
Sealle of xL 1i by the yere —— xx 1li.,"

6 E.36/124, £f£f.172, 178 (not dated, within period Easter 1490-1 }lar
1491). There is a writ under signet, dated 4 Jul, Greenwich, included
vithin the bundle for 2 H.7 (E.404/79, bdle 2, #20), which orders pay-
nent of £20 to Guildford as master of the horse. This confuses the pic-
ture so far established, and rather than suggest that two men held the
office concurrently (this was during Cheney's tenure), it seems prefer-
able to believe that the writ is misplaced.

7 E.404/81, bdle 2, unnumbered items.

. 8 Westminster Abbey Muniments (hereafter WAM), 12242: "the value of
Jennets and capas [cobs] bi the yere xxx 1i after xviii yeres purchase —
v™ xL li." For the Abbey muniments see L.E. Tanner, "Nature and Use of
Westminster Abbey Muniments," Transactions of the Royal Historical Society
(TRES), 4th Ser.XIX (1936), 43-80.
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vhich is to say former niester, for no degree of imv.ediacy was inported
by the word "late" in this period.9

From the foregoing it is evident that Guildford's relationship to
this office is nebulous. He received a £40 annuity at the same time that
a master of the horse ceased to draw the same sumj; there are several
references to him as master of the horse in the year 1490-1; ond then
nothing else. Someone ncw assumed this post, yet Guildford retained his
annuity.lo It is entirely possible that this wes a generzal revard nerely
ragtionalized by attachment to an insignificant office for accounting
Purposes.

Nevertheless, the position seemed to have some significance under
lfenry VII. As was menlioned before, the £40 annuity which Cheney, Guild-
ford and Burgh each obteined, apparently in conmection vith tbe naster-
ship of the horse, derived from the Exchequer of Receipt. In this it
shared a common origin with almost all of the fees payable to major
state officials; it therefore is proper to ask whether this docsn't
drape the office with the attributes of gruce, for a mere servitor's wage
vould normelly issue from the household chamber treasury.

However, the rere fact that payment ceme from the ceniral treasury
doesn't insure tlie significence of an office in this age. The Exchequer
under Fenry VII often made petty payments. Still, £40 was too large a
8um to represent unsolicited good will on the king's part. Henry was

not in the habit of granting such sums without cause, a characteristic

S ——

¥ PR, 1494-1509, p.453.
10

E.404/81, bdle 1, #53 (30 Mar 7 H.7); E.36/125,£.30 (19 Jun 7 I.7).



which does not necessarily prove him to have been LFurope's greatest
miser. But the writ to Lytton, requesting a report on the fecs and per-
quisites of the office, does suggest that he was not clear in his own
mind about this post. It is probeble that the fees paid these men act-
uglly represented rewards in the guise of fees due for specific perform—
ance of customary tasks.

The note stored among the Westminster Abbey muniments ray be pis—
leading, too. There seems little doubt that it was written in some sort
of official capacity, for all items relate to the king or his imediate
circle, except for this reference to the purchase of horses. Guildford
may have been calculating for his own information, although it doesn't
seem likely that he would have been interested in quite so many horses,
or their cost, over such a period of time. Again, it is possible that he
did this as comptroller of the royal houschold, for cntries relating to
the king's stables did figure in the annual comptroller's account, but
that the document is doing at the Abbey isn't clear.

Even the pardon which Guildford sued out in April 1506 is surround-
ed with ambiguous circumstence. Such pardons were customary, nor did
their existence imply ony doubt as to conduct. In the next century
Pardons were used to frustrate the intentions of the lower house of
parliament with respect to royal favorites, but such threats didn't
arise under Henry VII. Rether, a pardon wos issued for protection against
future action prompted by the ruler and expressed through his courts or
tribunals. It is doubtful whether this vould have been the bulwark
against o determined ruler thgot it wes designed to be, but this is

not gerumene. In any case, it is impossible to tell whcther Guildford
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kad anything to fear. On the face of it tliere should have been nothing
in this titular position to cause financial embarrsssuent, even to en

ad—

o

unfortunate such as Guildford, whose incrcasing arrears in certein
Einistretive posts hint al possible negzligence or incompetence., Cn this
subject it is pertinent to remark that the one office in which Guildford
clearly had'financial troubles, the bailivy of Winchelsea, was not men-—
tioned in the perdon. lle was at least two years delinquent in the pay-
ment of his ferm. Thercfore, we may be entitled to infer that in the
mastership of the horse lhie had incurred no liabilities to tlie crown.

The conclusion is that this office had no renl vitality in the
Tudor scheme of goveriment, that in fact it was a houschold post which
didn't achieve any prestige. Still, it is unlortunate that so little
is known about its operation, since even a sinecure tells something
about organization. Even a narrov :indow would dispel soue of tiic gloom

vhich pervades the interior of the Tudor governmental mansion.



Chapter III

EXCHEQUER

The briefest of Guildford's many appointments, apart from that e-
lusive mastership of the horse, was to the office of one of the two
chanberlains of the Exchequer. Earliest received, sooncst surrendered,
shrouded in obscurity, this position nevertheless provides us with cer-
tain necessary facts, both for Guildford's career and llenry's government.,

About a month after Bosworth field, Guildford was granted, by privy
Seal, the office of chasberlain, a position of much actual importance,
though of considercbly less prestige than the more honorific Exchequer
posts. No salary was instanced, .though he was granted the right to
appoint one of the ushers "and other ministers pertaining to the office
of a chamberlain."1

The principals at the Exchequer of Receipt were the Lord Treasurer,
¥hose post was honorary, the Under-Treasurer, two chamberlains and four
tellers. The superior section, the Exchequer of Account as it was call-
ed, staffed by the Lord Treasurer, the auditors, barons ond a number of
technice.l assistants, reviewed the rccounts kept by meubers of the low-
er branch, as well as those of all other officials who had to present
their records, such os sheriffs, customs collectors, disme gatherers
and‘”ﬂn)' other ad hoc officers. In the Receipt was stored the king's
reagure in the form of gold, cash, plate, jewels {these two were espcc—

12l favorites of Henry VII) and bonds, i.e. tallies and warrants. That

\

1
CPR, 1485-94, p.15 (=0 Scp 1435, Westminster).



-25-

it was also the depositary for valuable records explains the existence
of a very miscellaneous collection of docuwments at the Public Record
Office, called Exchequer, Treasury of Receipt. Under the Yorkists and
Tudors thege functions were compressed by pressures exerted from the
king's chomber, and soon the main treasury was in the chamber and not
the Exchequer. Weither dynasty appears to have attempted to alter the
workings of the upper branch, but they did withdraw from its cognizance
an ever—increasing nuiber of accounts, merely authorizing the barons to
record but not to question, and ultimately leaving it, as a reccent writ-
er puts it, an Exchequer of Record rather than Account, Alive bul en-
feebled, throughout this whole period the Exchequer became in cffect
ilerely one of several treasuries and one of many boanrds of audit.

The disadvantages which brought about this decline in prestige and
cuthority were threefold, ilethods for rcceipt and payuient were antiquat-
¢d and burdensome. It was nearly iwpossible to make an accurate audit
for any given fiscal period, in otiier words it had ceased to be the
Hachinery for recording annual income and expenditure and had become
instead the machinery for gathering what was due the king. Lastly, as a
result of the system of paymient by assignient or telly, money olten
Lever grrived at the Receipt, being exchanged for tellies on the outside,
insteo.d.

The question of corruption has never been roised, it is interest-
g 1o note, but cven honesty became hard to bear vhen operating with
Such lei sure. In the reforned Ixchequer of this period the Under-Treasurcr

Assune g tellers tool over the ceash from the Treos—

great iwportence, the

Ur
er .. . . i
Wid chawberlains and begen to keep cctual sccounts of wmoney paid
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out cnd received over given pericds, o "declargtion of tiie state of Llie
treasury” was Lased on these tellers' booits, ond "foreign" suditors,
i,e. persons unot ecpployed by the Ibchequer, begen to Liear wore gnd uiore
teclarations f{iom receivers of revenue.2

Information concerning Guildford's role here is slight. There are
two entries for payment of fees, £20 seni-cnnuolly, end for the wiges
of lis clerks and deputies, but litile clse. Ile received his first in=-
stallment just hefore Bester for ilichiaelias term preccding,8 and his
second and lgst was met on 7 Januery 1487,

Sliortly after hLe was first paid, a clerk named John Ashwell rcceiv-
ed gn unspecificd sun in part pojuent of 100 shillings due him for that
term.5 This sanie mﬁn, called William Ashwell by Caipbell, also was poid
96 shillings in the following Deccmber.6 Canpbell's translation of the
teller's Latin sugzests that Ashwell was performing the chlanberlain's
duties in Guildford's stead, vhich is pcssible, but the original entry

) . s s T Lo .
toes not appear to sustaoin this interpretation. 7This supposition is

———

For brief discussions of the Exclicquer scheme sce Richardson, Tudor
Lhamber administration, p.100, n.44; S.R. Scargill Bird, Guide to the
E;lﬂ;iﬁgl Classes of Documents in the Public Record Office (3d ed., London,
1998) "ana 1.s. Guiseppi, Guide to the hianuscripts Prcserved in the Public

fecord otfice (London, 1923—4).

3 \
Campbell, II, 99 (2 Mar 1486); E.36/125, £.38.

4

Ibicd., £f.52 (7 Jan 1487): "Rico Gylford nilite wvmo camzerare Necepte
Regis super feodo suo rec[eptis] den[arius] per manus Joh[an]is
Reymola _'zy 1i.v

Ibig,, £.17 (vltimo die Marcii [1486]).

G
Caupbell, 11, 102 (15 Dec 1486).

7
In w bLid,, "to William Asshewell, deputy of Richard Gyldeford, knight,..."
p&rt-ao/jgs’ £.17 the nan is described as "John Asshewelle clericus ex
€ Ric Gylford milite ..."



wealiened further Ly a second euntry translated by Conplbell, in which Johkn
Lewes and William Dullkeley, cleris, ulso are described as funclicning
"on the part of Richard Gylford, I;night,..."8 Nowy all these men could
not be his deputies in office. Insteod, it is morc liliely that they are
referred to with the phrose "ex parte'" because their tenurc depended
upon Guildford. They were the appointees he was authorized by virtue of
his patent. The cocparative riodesty of their fees lends color to this.9
Something in Guyildford's perforuence appears to have elienated the
Lord Treasurer and the borons, for somnctime prior to May 1487 they
"seased the office of oon of the cliamberlains of the receipt" belonging
to hir for life. Upon complaint made to the king, on investigotion wes
°rdered. In the meantime, Picrs Courtenay, Bishop of Exeter and Ilceper
of the Frivy Seel, was instructed to direct letters to the offending
varties, enjoining them from further action until "the true ordre and
course of ourc said receipt" might be determined.lo The privy seal has
not been found, but presumably it was obeycd, for one of the "bille",
dated 9 Junme, v signed by o man vwho claimed to be acting as servant to
Guildford in his capacity as chamberlnin.l
T8
Camphell, 1I, 103 (12 Fcb 1487).
? CPR, 1485-94, p.15, On at least onc occasion, however, Ashwell did
:g: g: indubitable agent for the collection of £17 due Guildford from
chegquer. E.36/125, f.45.
10 Campbell, II, 155 (25 ifay 1487, Kenilworth).
E.207/22/2 (bdle 2 H.7). The King's Remembrencer's Dille is a

tion of bills and pctitions, notcs on negotiationg and records
aCtions in the court of Exchequer (government claims).

Colle
of Y



Final decision in this imbroglio was reached at thke cnd of the year.
On 29 Deccuber 1487 a patent of office was granted Giles Lor¢ Daubeney
upon Guildford's surrender of his own letters.l2 If action here parall-
eled action elsewhere in the governuent, then Daubency probably exer-
Cised the office some time prior to the date on the face of his patent,
but the precise date on which he replaced Guildford is unknowm. Only
one thing in Guildford's leter career is at cll connected with this
departmental squebble. Yany years later the berons of the Exchequer made
a fruitless attempt to force him to render accounts to them for Lis
Armory office.l3 I@ is conceivable that cven in 1487 he had balked, with
ot least tacit royal approval, thereby incurring the disploasure'of the
officials of the Account. Even for the lcte 15th century, though, therc
seenrs to be an excessively lengithy interval between offence and reaction,
3till, if his oflice were not jeopardized by his actions elsewlere, in-—
Coupetence secms the only alternative rezson for resignation, end on the
¥hole incoupetence is too pat o solution to the problem.

There are numerous casucl, apparently irrclevant items throughout
the Exchequer records which throw light on the adiinistration of thet
*icient office in Henry VII's reign. In o very real sense the chamber
Teplaced it as the financial brench of early Tudor government, and year
by Year lienry found it less imperative to depend upon the rather creaky

Bachj . .
achlruery-of the Exchequer, even for his extraordinary demands.

‘1\2
CPR, 1485-94, p.206.

13
Sce p.84 of this study for a discussion of this quarrel.
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The usual procedure when money was required, was to direct a writ
to the Treasurer and Chamberlains, the Treasurer and Under-Treasurer or
simply to the Lord Treasurer, under signet or privy seal. Certain
categories of payments were not honored at the Receipt unless directed
Under privy seal, as was admitted by Henry in a signet ordering payment
of 20 marks to Lord Zouch by way of reward, wherein it was said: "And
if ye thinke these oure 1[ett]res nat to be suffisant for youre warraunt
and discharge in this behalue We shalbe agreable to graunte vnto you
heruppon our 1[ett]res of priue seal."? It does not eppear whether
the Tellers were directed to ignore signets for more than a set sum,
or whether they hesitated to honor such peculiarly private drafts upon
the Treasury without further authority.

That the official attitude towards wages, fees, annuities or other

Tewards drown upon the Treasury was considerably less formel in some

respects than it is todey, seems clear. Upon occasion fees were anti-

Cipated, as in Guildford's case (see p6£0 ), though the king probably

¥ished this done, himself. They were assigned by legitimate recipi-

®nts to their creditors, as James Lee, Sergeant at Arms,did with the
40 shillings sterling due him for half a year, in orcder to meet the
®laim of his landlord "Richard Stone of Westminster Gentilman. "o
And, yogt important of all, they sometimes had to be extracted from
the Tellers by a judicious combingtion of flattery, bribery and force.
“‘w
E.404/80, bdle 2, unnumbered (4 Apr 5 H.7, Shene).

anq E.36/130, £.557 (30 Jun 6 H.7). Such waivers were signed, sealed
retained at the Receipt.



—~40-

For this purpose, in the spring of 1495, Lord Daubeney wrote Thomas
Stoles, a Teller, in this fashion: "Stolkes ffelow I comuunde me to you.
Ye shelle do 2 greate Almes dede to helpe the master of the Darge
(Robert Savage] wt sowme money of his fee for suerly he is a scke man.
And not unlyke to dye if he haue not holppe of money. And I pra you
helppe hym what ye may Wrytyn this xxii day of MKay by Yore Da.ubney."16

This reluctance to disburse seems to have applied within as well
as without the Receipt, for at about the same time, a man named
Thweytes (apparently the Thomas Thwaytes who was a Teller at the
Receipt), who had been assigned five marks of Savages's fees, wrote to

"my good ffrend M Stokes of ye Kinges receite" the following letters

"M Stokes I recomaunde me unto you. And vhere ye knowe welle I shuld

haue [of] you for Savage ye Kinges barge maistre the some of v marcs.
And for paiement therof I sent you by oon Olyver my lord t[re]sorers
Servaunt a warant from his lordship. And yet thowe I here no thing
therof/ I proy you to send me word by pers my servant if you haue paide
it or not. And if ye haue soo done I am welle content and if ye heue
Not ppide it that ye wille send it and by my saide servant for in goode
faithe I haue nede therof. for within these viii daies I paide to ye
Kinges grace CC marecs. and soo am fulle bare god knoweth. And if ye
Paie jt my s[er]vant I am content ye Reteyne in your handes vi® viii

for yor lawnce [allowance] And if I might do bettre I wold-And you

*
6 .

£ E.36/131, f.441, There is another letter on the same subject
fom Daubeney to the Treasurer, Lord Dynham, in E.36/125, £.99, dated

10 May .
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fare ye well. Sealled this mornyng with thand of - your Thway‘tes."u

Poyment was, in any case, circuitous and generally not punctual.
An example of both these deficiencies is a receipt entered among
Stokes' records for the year 1494. "M[emoran]d[um] that I Willm Okeley
servaunte unto my Lorde of Oxenford haue resceived of Sir Robt Lytton
Knyght vndertresorer of Inglande xL li. by the handes of maist Richard
Gadfrey shiref of Bedford shire and Bokynghem in p[ar]ty of payment of
L 1i. due at Mighelmas last past to the vse of my saide Lorde of Oxen-
ford, by reason of his office of Constable of the Towre of London In
Witnesse wherof to this bille I have sette my seale the iiide day of
Novembre In the xth yere of the Reigne of Kyng Henry the viith."18
Such an approach was necessary, however, so long as the Treasury rarely
had in cash what its books indicated should be there. In 1496, for
éXample, John Sayvylle was discharged in the Exchequer of 20 marks
which he paid into the Chomber, parcel of the first xvth granted "vnto
V8 in the west riding in oure countie of York in the third yere of our
ReiE?Je.‘lg Several points deserve comment, but the first, undoubtedly,
18 the gstonishing fact that seven years after the "dismes et quinzemes"

had been granted him, Henry's agents still were contributing driblets of

this levy to the Chamber Treasury, and rather small driblets at that.

o E.36/131,f.445. Lord Dynham's worrant, dated 5 Apr 11 IL.7, is
n f-897; therein he tells Stokes to pay Thwaytes the v marks due as

Yages ¢o Savage.

18
Ibid., f.365.
l9
E.404/82, bdle 1, unnumbered (20 Feb 11 H.7, Tower of London).



No wonder, then, that fees often were ignored (sometimes by order of the
king) when ?hey fell due. The second point is in some ways even more
striking. ﬁe sum granted by parligment, normally payable to and
accountable at the Exchequer of Receipt, here was paid into the Treasury
of the Chamber, yet the collector's discharge still was requested as if
he had delivered his sums to the Exchequer officials. This looks very
much as if Renry were not yet prepared to ignore the ancient Treasury,
i.e. the barons' discharge still was meaningful. At the same time,
such a discharge, ordered by the king, had the effect of further weak-
ening the authority of such men, since they thus were prevented from
demanding a later examination of Sayvylle's accounts. The last point,
o%ne which is overlooked frequently in discussions of Tudor taxation,
Concerns the profusion of collectors who must have ridden up and down
Places like the West Riding in any given year, some concerned with one
tax, some with another. It becomes understandable why the job of col-
lector was not coveted, and vhy stob.pexgovs changed frequently within
the mame count«y.ao

The distinction between Chamber and Exchequer has been mentioned
in pessing; however, it would not be correct to assume that any hard
ad fagt rules applied here if they applied nowhere else. Quite fre-
quent 1y, Henry drew upon the Treasuries in a manner which indicates
that no guch line of demarcation existed. For instance, payments to

h(m"eh':)lo:l servitors are recorded by Heron in his chamber accounts from

TS5

Yer The job appears to have had its moments, at least when collectors

co ® aassociated with genuine Exchequer officials. In 1491-2 the Dover

&n;p Oration spent 19s.6d. "for oure parte of dyuers dynmerys brekfastes
Tewardes yeuen to the Barons of Theschequer maistr leutenant ye
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month to month, yet fairly often among the Tellers' writs one finds
authorities for‘payments to servants "by way of rewarde", as to the
nurses "of oure right Dere son the Duc: of York the said Lord Edmond

and the ladies Margarete and Mary their siaters“,zl and even a payment
on one sad occasion to the ministers of the chapel "enbusied aboute the
fetching of oure son the lord Eimonde vmto his buriall."®2 Similarly,
John Shaa, a goldsmith of London, laid out a large sum on the burial

of Elizabeth, another of Henry's daughters, who "late passed out of
this transitorie life", for which he received £318.9s.7d. from the

Receipt.23

Speakers of parliament also obtained rewards, for what was
essentially a service performed for the king, the funds coming from the
Exchequer rather than the Chamber. At any rate, five out of seven were
Paid in this way; the other two were in the royal employ already, and
Teceived no special awards.

Too much emphasis should not be placed on the differences which

Separated the Exchequer of Receipt from the treasury of the Chamberj

beyond doubt, there were many, and the emergence of the latter

————————

Auditors of Theschequer and to the collectors of the xvth and xth,"

(BM) M Egerton 2107, f£.33b. At least occasionally, rather undesirable

Persons hecame collectors. Heron notes among his memoranda for

1 October 1495 that a disme gatherer apprehended for embezzlement

"confesged g grete part therof before the kinges counsell." E.101/414/6.
€ Rot. parl., VI, 420-4, vhere the commons exempted themselves from

8ppointment as collectors of the extremely liberal and in some respects

Bovel taxegs which they voted in February 1489.

1
E.404/83, bdle 2, unnumbered (20 Dec 15 H.7, Tower of London).
22
Ibid., unnumbered (27 July 15 H.7, Shene).
23 .
E-404/82, bdle 1, unnumbered (23 & 26 Oct 11 H.7, Westminster).

24
See Appendix I.



necessarily took place at the expense of the former. However, in the
opinion of this writer, contemporaries of Henry VII would not have been
80 willing to concede that this represented an absolute break with
tradition, as we sometimes suppose it to have been. Prior sovereigns
had had treasuries of the chamber and household, and the reluctance of
the Exchequer officials to conform to advanced notions in accounting
procedure was no novelty in Henry VII's time, nor, for that matter, did
they alter their views for several more centuries. It may be, in fact
most likely is, the case that Henry Tudor evolved a Chamber which
played an inordinate role in the financial 1ife of the nation, but much
of this came about through the reluctance to overhaul which was charac-
teristic of Exchequer officers and so unlike those men who consorted
with the king at Westminster.

A person with Bray's capabilities, or Lovell's astute talents, or
Heron's painstaking personality, necessarily would impress a man of
Henry's bent. It was not so much the novelty of their ideas, for it is
hardly honest to credit them with originality, but the directness of
their approach, their willingness to accomplish things through the
old machinery, which rmst have struck contemporaries as admirable.

Guildford was at a disadvantage in one respect, that he was no
financier, but he apparently possessed the same capacity for investing
an old office with new power. In the Exchequer, however, he was a
stranger, unsympathetic with their routine and at a disadvantage so
far as the permanent personnel were concerned. The political appointee
suffers odious comparisons every time he encounters career administrators,

vhether he deserves it or not; from the very little which is known
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about his quarrel with the officers of the Account, one gathers that
there was a rivelry in which departmental discipline was concerned,
rather than any large question of principle being at stake. There
should be nothing surprising in this, except that somehow one hesitates
to credit men of former ages with the pettiness which appears common
enough today. This is obviously an artificial, highly arbitrary pre-
sumption in favor of previous generations. One has no reason to doubt
that the struggle between the barons and Guildford involved personali-
ties as much as principles.

On the other hand, the later quarrel which Guildford had with the
Same people, the fight to determine whether or no he had to account
before them for his office of Sergeant of the Armory, did involve
something closely approximating to principle. As is often the case
vhere principle is involved, however, at least one side to the quarrel
saw only that someone was trying to avoid an obligation. From the
viewpoint of the Barons of the Exchequer, it was undeniable that one
should account before them if one handled government funds by virtue
of letters patent. Whether they felt the same way about the numerous
officers appointed orally, doesn't appear; probably not, since the
majority of oral appointments involved Household servants whose
functions weren't performed under the official gaze of the Baroms; in
any case, the king's writ would have quashed any proceedings in that
direction. There would seem to be no doubt that their's was the
historically correct interpretation.

Henry VII; for various reasons, but primarily, it would appear,

to prevent the flexibility of office from being bound in a network of
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regulations, was unwilling to continue to support his Exchequer in its
quest for control of all financial machinery. This may have come from
a study of previous reigns, but the possibility is rather remote. There
was little need to be versed in 15th century history to feel the re-
strictions placed on the royal prerogative by this dependence upon an
ancient, thoroughly precedent—comnscious, office.

While Henry perhaps did not interfere with a certain number of
offices which the Barons of the Exchequer of Account insisted were
amenable to them alone, he clearly forbade the extension of this power
of review to new offices, or newly important offices. Ilis extension
of the feudal power of the Crown, or reorganization of this power, to
be more accurate, brought into prominence certain offices which hitherto
had become less and less significant. It also led to the creation of
some novel offices, such as the surveyor of the king's prerogative,
whose holder soon became immersed in detailed accounts involving
thousands of pounds annually. All of this, of course, acted as a red
flag to the Barons, who saw their own undeniably ancient and respected
position becoming one of minor importance in the new scheme. It was
this which led them to pursue what they considered their advantage
with persons like Guildford. By rights, the Armory officer perhaps
should have accounted to them; after all, he derived all his funds from
the lower branch of the Exchequer. But even this, Henry, in his last
potent years, was unwilling to concede them. It would be going too
far to say that Henry truly ruled personally, but certainly he ruled
with a minimun of outside interference.

Before one comnits himself to an advocacy of the Barons' cause,



—“47-

however, it would be wise to consider the difficulties inherent in a
rigid recognition of the right of the Exchequer to handle and account
for all money. To begin with, the time lag often was so great as to
render nugatory any grant for a specific purpose. Such was the case with
the grant which parliament made in 1488 for the Britiany expedition. If
collectors still were being discharged in 1496, it is obvious that funds
for this project had come from another source. This source was twofold:
private loans and "benevolences" and the kiing's private treasury. Of
thegse two the latter was more iwportant, primerily because of the vast
sumg vhich flowed into it as a result of the resumptions of 1485 and
1487, the increased feudal dues, the various commercial ventures which
Henry entered into with Italiaﬁ nerchants, and a natural tendency to
save. Nor should one forget the possible iwmportance of the king's ex-
Periences as a pauper refugee when considering his distaste for depend-
ence on uncontrolled agencies.

Furthermore, Exchcquer payments frequently took the form of tallies,
which often meant that one was paid with someone else's promissory note.
Payment by tally or assignment was designed for an age of scarce money,
and it simply was not adequate for the new conditions. Though American
bullion had not yet begun to disrupt nationnl economies, money was in-
creasingly more comaon and trade was expanding rapidly. This theme of
change no doubt can be overdone; lenry VII probably would have had far
more in comzon with Henry IV than with James I, but if he wasn't a
renaissance man, whatever that was, he did desire certain things and he
accomplished them, which seems to place him precisely in the mainstream

of his age.



There is no better illustration of this faculty for changing the
purpose while preserving the facade than in llenry's relations with the
Exchequer. Wishing to find a more efficient way to attain financial
security, he nearly wrecked the ancient system; but by ignoring it, not
by assaulting its gates.

One final point should be made. One frequently forgets that some
of the Exchequer officials were accustomed to act as councillors, too.
Sir Robert Lytton, for instance, was not only Under-Treasurer but also
treasurer for war, and in connection with the comptroller engaged in
Yoyal business of a mixed nature. One finds it difficult to believe that
Such a man would insist upon the ancient Exchequer prerogatives; a
sengse of proportion would prevent that from happening.

To sum ups although lenry VII did minimize the importunce of the
Exchequer, especially in his later years, and he did exalt the authority
of his chamber officials, these facts bore no indirect ratio onc to the
other. It was a question of expediency. At any given moment either office
uight appear superior, might lead one to think that it alone performed
the vital tasks. But gradually the scales tipped in favor of the chanmber,
and its efficiency and accessibility guaranteed the continuance of this
extraordinary state of affairs at least until the third decade of the

New century.



Chapter IV

MASTER OF ORDNANCE

Perhaps long before the Earl of Richmond became Henry VII, Guild-
ford had displayed some competence in ordnance matters. This is conject-
ural, but there is little doubt that he exercised himself in this cap-
acity from the moment that the invading force landed in the west. How-
ever, his official appointment as Master of Ordnance came much later,
not until 8 March 1486. He wos to receive two shillings per diem, with
an allowance of four shillings for every day spent traveling on ordnance
business. And he was authorized one clerk, one yeoman and twelve gun-
nere,1 each to receive six pence daily. This grant was for life. Because
he had occupied the office, as well as that pertaining to the Armory,
since 8 August without fee or reward, he was given a life estate in all
tenements, lands, curtilages and gardens on Tower wharf, Tower hill and
Under the valls of London, lately in the hands of one Thomas Grey.2

One of the gravest difficulties facing the master of ordnance was
a lack of any permanently operating bureaucracy. Everything was author-

ized by the king, or at least in his name, and generally these authorities

————

1 Twelve theoretically was appropriate to the table of organization,
but in wartime these men acted as cadre to a much larger body. For in-
stance, there were 50 gunners, including three master gunners, who receiv-
wages at Blackheath. (E.36/8, £f.158-9) In Michaelmas term 1496, for some
reason probably connected with an economy drive, this basic complement
was lowered by a third. (E.36/131, ££.270-1) On 8 Jul 1503 there were
eleven gunners. (E.404/84, bdle 2, unnumbered writ)

2
CPR, 1485-94 9 ppo77-80
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vere for limited periods. An example is the commission directed to KHugh

Furness, clerk of ordnance (identical writs were directed to five other

gunners and grooms there), granting him the authority to administer the

affairs of that office for the following six months.3 This limited free-
dom of action resulted in a lethargic administration, enlivened in per-

iods of tension by an extraordinary activity.

At such times authorities from the crown were sent to the ordnance
in great volume, and as a consequence payments to Guildford in this post
are numerous. They illustrate the irregularity vhich attended such sup-
Posedly stable procedure. For instance, on 3 April 1487 he received
£23.68.84. for provision of ordnance, and received another £46.17s.11d.
for the same purpose three days later.4 At the same time, one of constent
Preparation at the Tower, the expenses of certain strangers engaged in
the production of war materiel within the Tower were ignored pointedly
by the officers at the Receipt. A rather stern warrent under signet,
addressed to John Lord Dynham, Lord Treasurer of England, informs us
that payment of these debts had been ordered by a prior vr;t under privy
seal, wvhich had been ignored.5 This juxtaposition of prompt payment and
tardy acknowledgment of indebtedness was not unusual; payment was likely
to reach those with influence before others felt its benefit.

Thet this spring of 1487 was a busy one for ordnance personnel is

———————

3 CPR, 1485-94, p.86 (28 Sep 1486, Westminster).
4

E.36/125, £f.64, 65,

5 E.404/79, bdle 2, #40 (13 Apr [?2 H.7]). £24 was involved.
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evident from the bulk of payments out of the Receipt. Shortly after the
admonition addressed to Lord Dynham, another signet reached him. Again
he was ordered to pay such sums as were due to various contractors,
especially Thomas Ffauconer, a maker of gunpowder, who was about to
leave for Southampton, where he would undertake the "preparacion and
fynyng" of saltpetre.6

During this same month a large number of men, under the supervision
of William Nele, were at work within the forest of Ashdown in Sussex.
Here some of the royal munitions were manufactured. The iron foundries
of the district also performed most of the ordnance contracts.7

A year later we are supplied with a hint as to the logic behind the
bewildering relationship of Guildford and Sir Reginald Bray to the ship
construction program described elsewhere. On 5 June 1488 a privy seal
authorized the officers at the Receipt to provide, or provide the means
for providing, 300 bows, 600 sheaves of arrows, 100 spears, four gross
or.bovstrings and four barrels of gunpowder to Bray as Treasurer for
War and Guildford as Master of Ordnance for certain of the king's ships
at sea. From this one infers that the authority granted these men over-

lapped or commingled with that which each enjoyed with respect to his

——————e

6 E.404/79, bdle 2, #38 (24 Apr [?2 H.7]).

7 E.404/79, bdle 2, #43 (6 May [?2 H.7]). A total of £26.19s.5d. went
to these "pellette" makers. An entry for a later date (Jan/Mar 1491) men-
tions payment "vpon the makyng of gonstones of Irn in Sussex called Bou-
lettes ,.." and names Calard Ffounder, Henry Ffounder and John Harkenett
as "Bewlett makers". (E.36/124, £.80) By the end of this year the place is
called "oure werkes". (E.404/81, bdle 1, #108 [Nov 7 H.7?, Greenwich]) The
new director was Robert Harrison. In May 1507 the master gunner, Richard
Ffauconer was asked to approve five serpentines lately cast in the forest
of Ashdowne. (E.36/130, £.505) Others from the Sussex works are mentioned
in ibiq,, f£.449.
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Particular project. In other words, when Guildford received equipment
destined for the Sovereign, which was Bray's responsibility, he did so
by virtue of his general authority as master of ordnance. It is omnly
fair to add that this system seems to have vorked.8

Early in the following year an army was appointed for the expedit-
ion to Brittany. John Troughton, squire, was made master of ordnance
for this purpose. His office seems in no way to have been connected with
Guildford's.9 It is likely that Troughton bore technical obedience to
the captain of the expedition, yet enjoyed comsiderable autonomy as
commander of an independent arm. Guildford himself never engaged in
s8uch activities, presumably because he was more valuable as an adminis-
trator at home. The truth is that his real connection with the military
is slight. Wedgwood and Holt exaggerate when they credit him with the
ability to design naval or military equipment, but he does appear to have
been a good organizer.lo

One other comment upon Troughton's appointment is pertinent. He was
to have iOO gunners and "Englisshemen" in his retinue. Apparently the
word gunner was synonymous with foreigner, which suggests that English-
man may be construed as apprentice or assistant. Certainly there were

few natives who could cast ordnance, and some of the gunners always were

foreigners, especially Flemings or Germans, but it seems astonishing that

The privy seal is found in E.404/79, bdle 2, #37.
9
E.404/80, bdle 1, #163 (24 Feb 1489, Westminster).

10 Wedgwood and Holt, I, s.v. Guildford. In this connection it is worth
Noting that Polydore Vergil listed Guildford smong those who served overseas
Yith the king in 1492 (Cemden Soc., ed. Denys Hay, p.52). None of the evi-
dence supports this. If abroad, it was as councillor not soldier.
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the crown could find so few Englishmen to serve in this ca.pa.city.l1
Payments for work done as a result of or in anticipation of the
EBrittany expedition continued throughout 1490. Sometime after 28 July
there are references to such purchases as & ton of iron bars (40 shill-
ings) and eleven hundredweight of lead "for making pellettes for Lord
Broke." That the ordnance, though small, had a hierarchy is sugrested
by the stetement that payment for these purchases was made at Southampton
to Henry Marteyn, servant of John Stok, clerk of ordnance.12
A month later Guildford was paid £20 in part payment of £60. 13s.
4d. which he had spent on "Abilimentes of Werre" for the king's ermy in
Brittany.la The great bulk of these payments seem to indicate no pre-
cise policy with respect to defense. Purchase of ordnance necessities
seems to have been based upon the continued availebility of foreign sup-
plies. The names of those merchants who sold copper and iron to Guildford,
Jerome Tipollo, Henry Rutors, Hana Stagnett and Hlans Molner, are adequate

Varrant for such an assumption.l4 Only one merchant of indubitably English

1 gee for instance E.404/81, bdle 1, unnumbered (17 Oct [?7 H.7]):
authority to pay Guildford £5 for wages of certain foreign enlistees.

12 E.36/130, f.199 (post 28 Jul 5 H.7). This same lfarteyn appears in a
later payment as a regular gunner. (E.36/131, f££.270-1(Mich 12 H.7]) Which
sugiests that the clerk of ordnance had a clear authority over the gunners
of the establishment.. See also E.404/84, bdle 2, unnumbered (8 Jul 18
H.7), where the clerk of ordnance (vwho by this time earned 8d. per diem)
was instructed to arrange for annual target practice by the gunners,

1
3 E.36/130. £.82 (29 Aug 5 H.7).

1
4 E.36/124, ££.138, 143, 186 (1490-1).
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origin appears among the roll of purveyors to the ordnance, a Robert
Wylly of London, whose price for copper, incidentally, was exactly that
quoted by foreign merchants. 15

Cannon were purchased from all sourcea, yet even in this field the
English government had to rely upon foreigners to a great extent, as is
apparent from the following: "also paid to Sir Richard Gyldeford knight
maister of the kinges ordynaunce in ye price of x gonnes bought of the
Patron of the caryk [a Venetian ship] to thuse of the kinges shippe callid
the Regent — xx li."16 And even the construction of artillery pieces
often rested in the hands of foreigners, judging from entries such as
those which refer to one "Morauns Corbelyon" in connection with the
"makinge of certeyn curtowes [short bareled cannon] within the Tow're."l7

It is difficult to piece together sufficient information to make
any informed statements about Tudor artillery. Unfortunately, the one
technical "performance" chart issued by the ordnance office is partially
mutilated or other ywise illegible.18 From the available evidence it

15 13s.84. per cwt. Stated in E.36/124, £.172(1490-1).

16 E.36/124, £.132 (1490-1). Payments by Thomas Piersom, Teller.

17 E.36/124, ff.58, 77, 133 (1490-1): "also payed to Sir Richard Gulde-
ford knyght vpon the makyng of ii cortoghes & of ii others to be made by
Brittons wt in the Toure of London." (Ibid., f.77)

18 E.36/130, f£.449 (22 H.7). There are three folios of a Latin ord-
nance agccount for 22 H.7, Sir Sampson Norton then being master, bound
in this Exchequer account. From another source we learn that three "cor-
tosse" made in the Tower weighed 11,110 pounds. The gross charge for their
Production had been set at 6s.84. per cwt, with deductions for "blowers
at the meltyng of theym and for wages of men clenyng the same", costing
in all £26.13s.4d. (E.36/124, £.143)



—55=

secms that Guildford acquired approximately ten tons of copper, an in-
determinate amount of tin, 1100 pounds of lead and a ton of bar iron in
the period Easter 1490-1 March 1491, for an estimated £199.2s.4d.19

One variation from this dependence upon foreigners is seen in the
contract between the government and Thomas Ffauconer, the maker of gun-
powder. The relationship apparently began in November 1489; by the con-
tract Ffauconer was to receive an advance of £10, for which within
eight weeks he was to deliver an equivalency of saltpetre (valued at Gd.

per pound). From time to time during the next year, apparently at the

discretion of the master of ordnance, he was to be reemployed on the

same terms.20

Guildford's artillery program naturally involved large sums of cash;
Payments appear most regular with respect to artificers engaged in this
work. Presumably they weren't interested in mere claims against the Ex-
chequer. From Easter to 23 May 1490 (Pentecost) a total of £29 was paid
out of the Receipt, principally for "divers gonnes called curtowes."21

In the period following (23 May to Maria Assumptio [15 August])payments

2

totaled £84.ls.10d%, and from the latter day until Michaelmas £177.0s.1d.

19 E.36/124, ££.120 (misnumbered, should be 110),138,143,172,186.

20 E.404/80, bdle 2, #88 (9 Nov 5 H.7, Westminster). The price of salt-
Petire guoted in this privy seal is 50% higher than that current in the
first years of the next reign (see Brewer's preface to 1&P,H.8, I, Pt 3,
lxiv), Either supply drove the price down or Henry VII set a bonus to
Stimulate native production. There seems no other way to explain a dim-—
inished price in an era of constant inflation.

2
1 E.36/124, £f£f.58,65,74. Of the two types, brass and iron, the latter
Yas much cheaper.

2
. 2 Ibid., £f.77,88,95. Also £125 on gunpowder, at about £25 per ton.
(ibida., ¢.90) -
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was spent directly upon cu,unou.23 This excludes such minor expenses
a8 those for "shrof", wood apparently used as fuel during the casting
process.24

This rising expenditure corresponded with affairs beyond the
Tower walls; concurrently, Guildford was sending what might be termed
vast amounts of small arms to various distant points, particularly the
port of Southampton, for trans—shipment to Sir James Parker and Sir
Sampson Norton, captains of the army in Britta,ny.25 These shipments
vYere gccentuated when the second army, commanded by Lord Willoughby
de Broke, the Lord Steward, sailed in August.2® It must be remembered,
8lso, that deliveries were being made constantly to the nav'y.27

It seems clear that only a portion of this work could be done at

the Tower. The best evidence that Guildford spent a great deal of time

et the scene of greatest activity, at Southampton, the major port of

23
Ibid., £f. 133, 143, 163.

24 Ibid., ff. 143, 167, 186. "Also paid to Sir Richard ledeford
knight maister of the kinges ordynaunce in the price of viii® shrof
b:“ght of VWilliam Marshall fir the kinges newe gones over Lx® afore-
C8% " (£.186)

S Though one entry suggests that the captains remained in South-
Aptons "[Ordnance] sent from London to Suth[ampton] & ther delyvered
to Sir Jamys Parker & Sir Sampson Norton knyghtes captaynis of a armye
Sent of late into Brittayn". (E.36/124, £.88) Supplies also sent to
Chegter. (E.36/124, ££.58, 82) And to Portsmouth. (Ibid., £.103)

. =6 Ibid., ££.131,135,142,166,170. Ordnance purveyed for this expedi-
ilon cost £418. Another £82.68.10d. had been spent on the first force.

27 Ibid., f£f. 77,88,103 (23 May-15 Aug 5 H.7). Cannon costing
233-83. went to the Regent; another £10 spent on unspecified ordnance
Or game ship; cannon, bows, etc., worth £54.14s., to same. Another
%6.165. for the ships of Winchelsea attending the Regent.
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embarkation, comes from an abstract of privy seals which records that
in Michaelmas 5 H.7 he received credit for 209 days of official travel.28
In the next year he was on horseback again, at one time in the spring
or summer of 1490 receiving £5 "in p[ar]t of payment of & more some to
hym dewe vppon his wage of iiii s by day the tyme of his riding &
amendyng abowt the seid ordenaunce by a nitte".29

In the spring of 1491 the ordnance was again called upon to
provide for an army. In the first week of May Guildford received £30
(the figure is obscure and may be £29) in part payment of £679.16s.7d.
due him for ordnance assigned the army recently put to sea in defense
of the northern portions of the kingdom.ao The following week £8 was
authorized for "costes and charges late [had] abowte the cariage and
setting forth of owre great ordenaunces from owre towre of London vnto
the Blak hathe and from thens vnto the same towre agayne ..."31 The

Purpose of this move is not apparent. Not until another six years

would the Cornish rebels appear on this spot in order of battle; nor

28
E.407/6/137 (writ under Magna Sigillo, Mich 5 H.T).

29 E.36/124, £.100 (23 May-15 Aug 1490). It was in this period that
the town of Winchelsea received two repaired "bomberdes" from the
ordnance, perhaps for reasons opened by Guildford, who held the manor
°f Higham (co. Sussex) there. (E.36/124, f£.134)

30 E.36/130, £.244. The towns to be defended were Carlisle, Scar—
borough and "Derwia" (alternatively signifying Holtby, Kexby or Stam-
ford prjage, co. Yorks, or Pap Castle, co. Cumbr.). Also see E.36/130,
f.259 (8 Jul 6 H.7) for later payments for expenses incurred by trans-
POrting ordnance to Newcastle.

3 °
1 E.404/80, bdle 3, #69 (11 May 6 H.7, Greemwich).
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was the fear of invasion from Kent likely to have been so urgent as
all that; one might suggest, however, that it corresponded to an ex-
ercise, to employ a modern military term. It is at least possible
that there is a relationship between this otherwise inexplicable move

and the instructions drawn up at the king's commandment a dozen years
later, according to which "oonce in a yere he [the clerk of ordmance,

at this date Piers Maynwaryng] to calle the said Gonners before the
maister of oure ordenaunce and oure chief Gonner and to see them shote
And the same mapister of oure ordenaunce oure clerc and yeoman of the
Bame and oure said Gonner from tyme to tyme to certifie vs how many
be able and how many be not able so that we pay not oure money in wast
ner also that we be nat disceyved in tyme of nede."S2 Blackheath
Perhaps was the nearest area where range practice could safely be
indulged in.

During the early months of 1491 William Nele continued to super-
vise the production of ammunition in Sussex, though judging by the
wits addressed to the Receipt, work proceeded at a less rapid pace
after May. Total wages for that month ran to £36.7s.6d. vhile au-
thorized payments for June totaled only £18.6s.3d.°5

Conceivably, Thomas Ffauconer had slowed production of gunpowder,

8ince gapproximately ten tons of it (five lasts), costing £250, wape

\32-
E.404/84, bdle 2, unnumbered (8 Jul 18 H.7, Colyweston).

33 E.404/80, bdle 2, #43 (13 Jun 6 H.7, Greenwich), #85 (1 Jul 6
H.T, Greenwich). At least part payment had been made out of the
;h‘"nher, it appears, since Heron records he "received of my lorde
TeSourer for asmoche money payed to Sir Ric Guylford —— xxvi 1i
Tiji 4 jiii d". E.101/413/2, pt 2, £.21 (25 Aug 7 H.7).
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cited early in the previous September, but none in this period.

The tellers' payments for December 1491 provide us with two neat
illustrations of the various methods by which payments might be made
after authority was given the officials of the Receipt. On the 12th
Guildford received a sum for ordnance purveyed, by the hand of Laurence
Bonfitz (Bonevix, probably Bonevici, an Italian merchant much involved
in Henry's mercantile a.dventurea).35 Most likely this came about through
some indebtedness of the Italian to the king. There was as yet nothing
bizarre in peying a public obligation by private means. On the last day
of the month Guildford was assigned a number of obligations in the a-
mount of £194,8s.10d. to reimburse him for divers pieces of ordmance
sent to Sir John Turbervile, treasurer of Calais, for the defense of
that city in Paschal term last passed.

Of this sum £16.8s.10d. was payable by Ralph Astry and Thomas Graft-
°n, citizens of London, and the remainder was due from Grafton and others
Unnamed, Delivery was made to Guildford through llenry Marteyn, again de-
Scribed as servant to John Stok, the clerk of ordnance.36

To further complicate the matter, this was not all that was owing
Yo Gujildford on the Turbervile account, for in January he was paid £5

by the hand of Henry Atkynson, a smith, for 100 bills [halberds] de-

livered on 15 July 1491.%7

\34
E.404/80, bdle 2, #80 (8 Sep 6 H.7, Oking).

:_35 E.36/130, £.92. Folios 91-120 are bound out of order. The contracted
Latin phrase for these entries is "rec[epta] den[arius] per man[us], etc.

3 : .
r ¢ E.36/130, £.98(31 Dec 7 H.7). See p&O0 below for obligations and
€Cognizances and their importance to Henmry VII.

3
7 E.36/130, £.102 (28-30 Jan 7 H.7). There is no reason why a teller






-60-

Not invariably perhaps but often enough this mode of payment was a
pernicious thing, for it substituted the indebtedness of the individual
for the indebtedness of the govermment, interposing e figure of irrespon-
8ibility between Exchequer and claiment. The point is tentatively held,
but the temptation to "pay" someone by assigning him a debt hitherto
uncollectible, what was known as a "desperate" debt, must have been great.
Certainly there are numerous entries in the tellers' accounts which refer
to commands not to honor any claims until further notice.

If the foregoing were unhappily common methods for payment, what.
follows is practically unique. In March the king sent a writ under privy
seal desiring that Guildford's fees for both ordnance and armory plus
his £40 annuity be paid presently for next Michaelmas and the Easter term
following. The reason given was "the right ponderous and chargeable"
Service to be done by him "now sp[ec]ially in this oure great journey
to oure Roy[au]me of Ffraunce ..."38 This of course was the year in which
the war with France, if a bloodless campaign can be called that, was
Scheduled.

Considering the size of the French expedition, there are surpris-
ingly few payments for ordnance in the spring and summer of 1492. With-
out pressing the point, it might be suggested that this supports the
contemporary view that Lenry never had serious intentions in this cam-

paign. Guildford was allowed £16.16s. in April for one month's wages at

at the Receipt should have recorded this sum had it been parcel of the
Previously mentioned obligations between Guildford, Astry and Grafton.

38 E.404/81, bdle 1, #3 (30 Mar 7 H.7, Greenwich).
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the ordnance and for certain expenses in connection with "vibrelles" or
cannon, but this was routine.39 Nor was it followed by others more per-
tinent to a kingdom committed to war. In June he received £100 for his
offices during the previous Michaelmas term and £16.18s. for equipment
delivered to a dozen servants of the queen, who were engaged to serve
in the retinue of Sir Robert Cotton, one of her household officia.ls.40
In July only one payment reached Guildford by the hand of Bray, styled
"subthesaurus", i.e. Under-Treasurer, and actually treasurer for War.
One thing of importance is gleaned from the writ: we find that Guildford
had not been completely passive, even though little money came his way,
for the £20 Bray paid him was calculated at the rate of four shillings
per day. This indicates that he bad been traveling on ordnance matters,
in a1l apparently over three months, though we are not told during

which period this occurred.41

39 E.36/208, f.4 (20 Apr 1492). Artillerymen, or at least gunners,

alwvays are called "vibrellatores". This volume, from the miscellany of

the Lord Treasurer's Remembrancer, contains the accounts of William Hat-
cliff, at this time clerk of the marshalsea of the household, for 1492,

It contains a great many entries concerning the royal armada, some of vhich,
such as payuents to German and "Suavian" mercenaries and Spanish ship own-
crs, demonstrate the deficiency of means and the lack of national senti-
tent at this time in any war between England and F_ance. A better descrip-
tion of such a contest would be a war between the ﬁings of those nations.

40 E.36/125, £.130 (19 Jun 7 H.7), £.131 (20 Jun 7 H.T).

41 E.36/125, £.150 (post 25 Jul 7 H.7). This office of treasurcr for
var was an ambiguous one, perfectly suited to the capacities of a wan such
as Bray. Apparently, monies gathered for military purposes, such as parli-
amentary grants of dismes and quinzewmes and clerical subsidie s, were his
responsibility. That Bray was not an Exchequer official merely reinforces
the thesis (shered by Dietz and Richardson) that for a number of reasons
more and more strictly treasury functions were transferred to chamber or
household officers, or others directly amenable to the king. 0f course,
this is wepkened by the fact that Henry later appointed Sir Robert Lytton,
his under-treasurer, to the post. : '
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In 1493, a year enlivened by an expedition to Ireland, Guildford
was somewhat busier; at least, judging by Exchequer accounts, he was
given the authority to expend such monies as might appear needful in the
Irish question. The Receipt was authorized to pay him as much cash as
was required to transport certain ordnance pieces to the Prince (of or
in Wales; the MS is burnt), for the wages of gunners, a clerk and a
purveyor and for the purchase of arrows for the yeomen of the chamber.
According to the writ, these sums would be justified by Guildford in
person.42 This almost looks as if he were to account to the Exchequer
for his expenses, but in view of his later refusal to do so, it may be
that his final accounts were not rendered before the Barons. But
in any case,.there is no evidence that the officials of the Receipt
ever denied him the suns which he claimed. Probably all that is meant
here is that a safeguard against indiscriminate claims was to be erected:
only Guildford had an unlimited account, and even he was expected to

exercise discretion when submitting drafts.

The final reference to Guildford's activities at the ordnance is
a terse note mentioning that £20 had been paid him for ordnance purveyed.

The specific purpose and precise date do not appear, but it most likely

refers to his efforts in the spring of 1493.43

42 E.404/81, bdle 2, unnumbered and undated privy seal from Greenwich,
The logical date for this writ would be about Easter, when Guildford was
dispatching such supplies as three wagon-loads of ammunition to Bristol,
See es Conway, Henry VII's Relations with Scotland and Ireland, 1485-
1498 (Cambridge, 1932), p.54, for the Irish expedition.

43 E.36/131, £.369. Payments entered by tellers at the Receipt for
9-13 H.7. The folio cited contains a list of grants to officials for
8-0 H.7.
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Nothing further is known of his career as master of the ordnance.
In December he surrendered his patent of office, receiving in its
Stead a confirmation of the sergeanty of the armory, this time in sur-
vivorship, in association with his son, Ed\m,rd.44 In all likelihood
he had withdrawn from the ordnance some months prior to this, for his
successor, Sir Sampson Norton, was paid from Micheelmas 9 H.7 (1493),
even though his grant of office was not enrolled until 12 November
1494,%°

The uystery surrounding this termination of office is tantalizing,
but there seems no way of solving it in the absence of some treasure
trove of personal correspondence. From this time on, the office
appears to be alternatively in the hands of Norton and Sir Robert
Clifford, though at least one entry under Norton's name occurs in the
pPeriod generally assigned to Clifford.46 Norton, if the phrase is
taken literally, was dismissed from the office in his first occupancy.’’
There is, in any case, no further connection between the subject of
this study and the ordnance.

When one turns from the ordnance to the subject of military

service, it soon becomes apparent how little has been done by military

44 CPR, 1485-94, p.467 (1 Dec: 1493, Westminster).

45 CPR, 1494-1509, pp.24-5. Two days later the Treasurer and
Chamberlains were ordered to pay the arrears as of the date mentioned
in the original patent. Patents with retroactive effect are a common-
place of the period.

46

E.36/131, £.75.

47 £.404/86, bdle 3, unnumbered (19 Jan 710 H.7, London).
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historians. The standard work by Fortescue is virtually silent upon
events and techniques in the reign of the first Tudor,48 and most
later writers adhere to his abbreviated account.49 Even in this
general silence, however, certain statements have been uttered.

For instance, both the above-mentioned writers date the profes-
sional army from 1485, when Henry VII established his yeomanry, the
progenitors of the Beef Eaters, who conceivably were patterned after
Louis XI's guard which perhaps was seen by the Earl of Richmond while
in exile. But, as Professor Mackie cautions, if so, it was not
fashioned after the best-known guard, since they were gentlemen
aoldiers.50 Likewise, each considers the creation of the office of
mgster—general of the ordnance, Qaid to have occurred in 1483, of first
importance in the history of the national armw.51

Mackie also points out that Henry VII availed himself of both

historical means for getting an armys he used the shire levy for large

48 Sir John Fortescue, History of the British Army (London, 1899), I.

49 See for example J. D. Mackie, The Earlier Tudorss 1485-1558
(0xford, 1952), 208-10.

50 Ibid., p. 208. There is a vivid account of ceremonies at the
French court in 1518, in which the 200 gentlemen (armed with axes)
are mentioned frequently, among the muniments of Westminster Abbey.
(waM 12252). This is a copy of a letter written by Sir Nicholas Vaux
to his sister, Guildford's widow.

51 The source for this statement is not given. In the CPR and the
Tellers' writs this officer is called simply master of the ordnance,
rather than master—general. But according to Hilary Jenkinson this
officer was known as master of the ordnance as early as 1414. Guide
to the Public Records. Part I. Introductory (London, 1953), p.5.
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campaigns and he also indented with nobles, knights and gentlemen to pro-
vide him troops at a fixed rate. According to Fortescue (I, 110), both
coat and conduct money, the latter at the rate of 6d. per mile, were

paid and later deducted from wages.

Neither man feels that ordnance had much practicel significance in
the wars of Henry's reign, and they probably are right. Technique was
faulty, transport was slow and efficiency was questionable, which factors
in combination make it unlikely that artillery decided any engagements.
Nevertheless, great sums, as we have seen, were spent on the procurement
and meintenance of cannon, probably far more than their practical value
would warrant.

There are extremely few records, apart from scattered ordnance
accounts, which are of much assistance in clothing the outline sketched
above. No doubt, the "views" or inspections of ordnance, annual range
practice and instruction in the maintenance of artillery were normal as-
pects of a gunner's life, but the argument is based on analogy, which is
notoriously misleading. What remains unclear is the actual procedure for
getting equipment on hand to troops in the field, and equally important,
the procedure for recall and replacement.52
52 It is doubly unfortunate that no ordnance accounts are available for
Guildford's tenure. The only record seeuwingly produced under his authority
is a single crumpled and undated parchment in an execrable hand, listing
the delivery of gunpowder, harness, helmets, cannon and a "shotte" [Splice]
of cables. The PRO lists this as temp. H.6, an error in my judguent.
(E.101/54/28) There is a military account in the BM which probably comes
from his early years at the ordnance office, but it sheds little light on
the administrative problem., Reference is made to Sir Edward Woodville, the
man erroneously called Lord Woodville, who was killed during an unauthorized
reid in Brittany, 28 Jul 1488. (See DNB) The account is found in MS Cotton
Titus B. V, £f.26-26b. For the forces operating from Calais there is an
account submitted by the Duc de Morbeke to Lord Daubeney, 18 Jul 1489, which

lists wages, etc., at Dixmude, Dunkirk, Niewport and others. (BM) MS Add.
46455-56, bdle 20. .
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In contrast to the modern conception, the official view of the sub-
Ject's military aptitude was high, remarkably high. Not that any great
S8kill was demanded; on the contrary, it was meritorious if one merely
remeined in the company to which he belonged, But, in the absence of any
clear notion of tactics, the soldier was presumed to be as knowledgeable
as was necessary. It is clear that training was regarded as unnecessary
(it must be understood that the soldier, not the knight, is under dis-
cussion here). There were several reasons for this view. No government
could sustain the charges, i.e. either troops fought or they were dis-

banded; and it was rare that the call for troops much preceded the sched-

uled date for utilization.

A cese in point is the commission addressed to Guildford on 28 June
l490, by which he was empowered to impress both seamen and soldiers for

the Regent.. Now the Regent sailed from Winchelsea on 12 July, and clearly

Bo tl‘a.ining could be accomplished in this brief interval. Indeed, Guild-

forq Probably was lucky to secure his men,-let alone train 'ohem.53

‘The clearest statenent of the other problem, the financial one, is

83— .
lanq < CPR, 1485-94, p.324; also pd01l of this study. Warbeck's surprise
Aing in Kent on 3 Jul 1495 was umet spontaneously by local forces.
tht:r the event, Henry assumed certain expenses borne by his subjects in
im:?_ . County, but there was no leadership or supply involved. Without min-
“lzlng the loyal behavior of the Kentish yeomanry one may doubt the
tel‘;e Of an invading force which was dispersed so handily. Among the )
cu_.rera' writs is an authority for payment of £17.6s.4d. for expenses in-
of Ded by William Waren, customs collector of Sandwich and in 1493 mayor
TOurc"'er, vhile conveying 163 prisoners "from the see side vnto oure
I&tee of London." (E.404/82, bdle 1, unnumbered [14 Nov 11 H.7]) A year
vho xr Henry authorized a veteran's bonus of five marks to Thomas Gr1gg?,
of oha.d_ been "sore hurt and left in jeop[ar]dye of his 1lif at the landing
bdleur Bnnemyes and Rebelles beside the town of Sandwiche." (E.404/§2,
in o ?, unnumbered [28 Oct 12 H.7) That this valor was n?t necessarily
the Vidence vhen troops were levied for foreign service is sugges?ted by
asgage in 1492 of an act declaring desertion to be felony without

be
Mef3t of clergy. (Rot. Parl., VI, 443)
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found in a writ directed to Lord Dynham from Greenwich on £8 November
[14922].% The essentinl passage is as followss "it is Shewed Vnto Vs for
certain that Sir Robert Cursune [Curzon] is come from Dretaigne into this
our Roy[au]me and arryved at Pole [Poole, co. Dorset] wt viii® p[er]sonnes
in his coapany and for the conduyte and delyveraunce of them towardes
their frendes and cuntrye it is thought wvnto vs and our Counsill here
Necessarie and expedient an hundredpoundes to bee sent vnto him in hast
for the lenger that they contynue to gedre the more charge Wold be wvnto
Vs Wherefore We desire and pray yow hertily to prepayre and make redy wt
&@lle diligence possible the sayd sume be to morowe x of the clokk afor
noone for We entende to send it vnto him incontinently upon the same ..."
An unseeumly eagerness to discharge war heroes? Precisely. The best
'ne can say is that troops involved in this fiasco, the French campaign
°of Oc tober 1492, suffered only from plague, lack of supplies and bitter
Yeathex, and were not faced with the added celamity of a winter campaign. 5
A third motive for disbandment, especially important in this turbu-
lent, e xa, was the inadvisability of leaving large nuuwbers of men under
%Tm8  vv3thin the kingdom. It is frequently overlooked that Henry faced a
smm“'hat less than docile populace with the slightest of police forces.
hile it does not seem to be true that every man possessed a complete kit,
=

but, E.401/81, bdle 1, unuwbered writ. It is placed among those for 7 H.7,
Such a large company was more likely to be entering England after the

;:::Q‘:'ion of hostilities in Oct 1492, and has accordingly been treated as
®Anjing to the regnal year 8 H.7.

Ss
momt E.30/612 (Diplomatic Documents) is an interestin opiniox.l sigr.ne(.i by
37 g3 OFf the "lordys statis counsellouris & caﬁtaignes I have 1denf.1f1ed
bro“lgn&tures]" in the field "beside Bol[ogne]" upon the peace articles
in Ggl_’t by the French Lord Querdes. The declaration of peace is printed

Ql*‘dner, 1%P,R.3 & H.7, II, 290-2, Curzon was among those who met
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most men undoubtedly had bows and some at least owned boar spears, daggers
and the like. The standard infantry weapon, the bill or halberd, however,
wes not so common a civilian property.

A few indentures for service are in existence, some in print, which
enables us to form an idea of the system in all its incredible ineffici-
ency. Each army was headed by a general or captain-general, vwho was respon-
sible for bringing his own retinue, as were his subordinate captains. The
latter vere responsible for the companies, which might embrace as many
as 800 men, as in Curzon's case, or fewer than a hundred. The term was
not meant to signify a standard unit, but rather a unit of indefinite
size which was the responsibility of a captain. It is too early for these
taptains to behave as independently as 18th century colonels, but they
did enjoy tremendous powers with little risk of impeachment. Armies were
divided into "battles", right, left and center, but not yet into battal-
ions or regiments.

So far as the slender evidence shows, these companies were likely
to Vaxy not only in size but in composition. It does not appear that men
n the retinue of one knight were merged with others to form balanced

compa-nies. Thus, it was possible for one unit to contain archers and few

\
;::‘: Querdes. It is cmbarrassingly clear from this document that no one
to ‘;nt was taken in by Henry's profitable gambit. The problem was how
a.ncz &.cate public opinion, which even at this date had a certain import—
also €@1lge none would have considered it worthwhile manipulating. See
Wi lhelm Busch, BEngland under the Tudors. Volume I. Henry VII, trans.
1 )

A.L
1. Todd (London, 1895), p.66.

Se
for See (BM) MS Stowe 440, f.80b, where Giles Lord Daubeney indents
addiz?k‘vice against the Scots (12 H.7), agreeing to bring 866 bills in
Areq 1On to 1058 armed men. This volume contains a transcript of indent-
S Txon the Pells office (E.3-H.8) made by Sir W. LeNeve and digested

y .
Sixr B Walker in 1664.
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bill bearers, while in the adjoining company the reverse might be true.
Nor does it appear what criteria vwere used when drawing up indentures.,
Why, for example, did Robert Lord Broke, chief captain of the army in
Bri ttany, contract to bring four knights, 26 men at arms and 970 archers
with him in August 1489, while Giles Lord Daubeney, captain-general
against the Scots eight years later, agreed to provide 153 lancers, 31
demi-lancers and 869 archers? 51 In each case the commander was to bring
Nearly the same number of men, yet the composition varied considerably.
Perhaps the most sensible sug:estion is that different campaigns called

for Qifferent forces. This may be demonstrated by the following graph:

men at arms archers lancers demi-lances total
Lord Daubeney 9511 2197 260 1334 13242
Lord Broke 1690 (18%) 2008(90%) 32 (12.5%) 17 (1%) 3748(287%)

Now, the Droke expedition was really a raid, in which the English
hopea +o perform auxiliary duty for a brief period, while the latter was
& ful 1 —scgle operstion aiming at large results. That nothing come of it
is irreleva.nt, except that it explains why Henry was unable to prevent
the Cornish rebels from reaching Blackheath. His army already was in traons-
it NOxth, What we are concerned with here is organization, and our atten-
tion i s engaged by the proportion of bills to archers, lancers and demi-
lince r 4 in each field force,

From the composition of Daubeney's force we would assume that it
Yam d‘-‘-:azig;ned for terrain difficult for horses, or destitute of fodder,
ana that it was organized for attack rather than defense. This appears
to Tie the requirements of & Scotch campaign, though it would appear

——

(M) MS Stowe 440, ££.79b, 80b.
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wiser to combat those northern pikemen with missile weapons. In any
case, conventional foot soldiers far outnumbered archers, whereas in
the Brittany affair orchers slightly outnumbered men at arms.

Precisely where the ordnance enters this picture isn't clear. The
only mention of Guildford in either of the two lists cited above is in
the former, where he is ment?oned in connection with the royal ship
Regent and other vessels which he undertook to command for two months
from 12 July.58 Actually, Guildford's inclusion is misleading, for it
is extremely doubtful that he served in a military capacity during the
cempaign. Of 84 later indentures preserved in the Public Record Office,
there is none for him.59 Perheps it has been lost, certainly this can't

be ruled out, but it seems unlikely. Again, in another transcript of

indentures at the British Museum there is no reference to him, either.60

58 Ibid., F.79b. Guildford, of course, was not connected with the
Ordnance by 1497 (Sir Robert Clifford was Master during the Scotch cam-
Paign). We do know that "Thomas Warley [at various times Teller at the
Receipt and Clerk of the King's Works] hath received of the Tresorer

of \erre [Sir Robert Lytton, Under-Treasurer of England] for the pro-
Vvision of such ordynaunce & artillary as shalbe thought requisit Wherof
the Lking hoth signed a warr[ant] for the same which he must answer &
accompt for — v@ ix¢ xiili ixs xdv, (E.101/414/6, £.13 [10 Feb 12 1.7])
A bit earlier, llenry had assigned £30,000 for "wages vitailles [as well]
as for other diverse and necessary charges therunto belonging ..."
(Ibid., no pagination [post 1 Jan 12 H.7]) This volume is Heron's book
of Chamber payments for 1 Oct 1495-30 Sep 1497.

59 E.101/72/1065-1162 (1491-2).

60 (BM) MSS Lansd. 804, ff. 50-82., Nor is he mentioned in Thomas
Rymer's Foeders (The Hague, 1741), V, iii, 43b—44b (4 May 1492), where
a number of indentures, the sample one being that of the Earl of Kent,
are listed. In 1497 Guildford likewise played a negligible role; he
didn't prepare for the invasion of Scotland, or so it seems, and when
the forces were mustered in Kent to meet the Cornish rebels, his son
George levied a force over half as large as his own for the field at
Blackheath. (E.36/126, £f.47,70)
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All of this indicetes that what Guildford did do was work at the
Tower and elsewhere, arranging for the transport of the necessary artil-
lery oand arms. He was at Boulogne, if not during the siege, then in
time to sign the opinion expressed by Henry's councillors upon the
articles brought to camp by the French ambassador, Lord Querdes.s1
But, in this writer's opinion, Guildford spoke only as a councillor
and not as a captain on this occasion. It is curious, if this is not
So, that John Gay, moster of the Regent, is referred to as one who
would be in the retinue of Lord Broke.62 This was not even technically
correct, since Broke sailed a week before the Regent left Winchelsea,
but the implication is clear: Gay was answerable to Broke, not
Guildford, in this campaign. Judging from the tellers' writs, which
have been used so frequently in the course of this study, Guildford's
responsibility for the Regent and its escort was financial rather than
military. There are a good many indications that he never had the
income necessary to provide for so huge a retinue out of his own
pocket,for even though the Lking paid wages, there would be a lapse of
time before these funds would be a.dv'a,nced.63

This question of payment is a vexed one: there are two opposed
incidents in this period which suggest that in finance as in all else,
61 E.30/612. The signature is simply Guylford, which Sir Richard
often used; but of course there is the possibility that his father,

Sir John, who did not die until August of the next year, may have been
present.

62 (mf) Ms Stowe 440, F.79b.

63 The total force, both naval and military, assigned to Guildford
was 860 men aboard four ships. (BM) MS Stowe 440, f.79b.
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specific situations were either met without reference to standard pro-
cedure, or else that there was no standard procedure for payment of
troops. In May 1489, when it appeared that the tax revolt in Yorkshire,
in which the Earl of Northumberland went to a futile death at the hands
of some indignant and misguided people, would necessitate a large levy,
William Paston wrote his brother, Sir John. A messenger, according to
him, had gone to the king to get cash for the retinue of the Earl of
Oxford, It had been pointed out to the Earl, however, that it was not
80 simple o matter to raise a force, for apart from the question of
wages, there was the problem of providing horses and harness for these
retainers, all of which cost "large money".

" Certainly, this is evidence that initial expenses were bormne by
individual knights; furthermore, it supports the claim that meny men
had no military equipment, or not emough to quelify for service.
Throughout the indentures for war service one finds phrases such as
"Henricus Willoughby, knight, his lance, 6 demi-lances 120 bows &
bills for 193 soldiers" or "Edward Blount, esquire, his lance, 7 demi-
lances, 53 archers & bills for over 200 soldiers", proving that there
was not necessarily a one to one relationship between men and weapons.6

The other example of the method of payment comes from two privy seals

64 Jomes Gairdner, ed., Paston Letters (London, 1904), VI, 129.
See Appendix I,

85 (BM) MS Stowe 440, f.80b. Rymer, Foedera, V, iii, 45b (2 Aug
1492) prints a proclamation to the sheriff of Kent, ordering constables
of the hundreds to ascertain how many able-bodied men and how much
equipment were available for the king's service. The presunption may
have been that every man wes armed, but no one acted on it.
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addressed to Sir Gilbert Talbot. In the first, Henry desired Talbot to
essemble 80 men, of whom "we desire you to make asmany speres wt their
custrelles [pages] and d[em]i lances wt horses as ye can furnisshe";
the remainder were to be either archers or bills, and wages were set

at a shilling a day for lancers, 9d. for demi-lancers and (though the
MS is damaged) epparently 6d. per diem for mounted archers and bills.66
In the second letter, Talbot again was asked to find 80 men, whose
wages this time were to be "as of reason ye shal holde ye pleased."67
The situation was critical, else such a sanguine statement was unthink-
able from this monarch. What does all this mean? First, that under
certain circumstances, money was sent during the period of recruitment,
but that gemerally it followed the actual levy of troops. And secondly,
~ that no matter what system was employed, certain mobilization costs
were borne by the local knights as a condition of estate.

Two illustrations may suffice to show how men occasionally went
about avoiding this onerous requirement: in 1489 Sir William Say, of
Hertfordshire, sent the Earl of Oxford £40 "to have excusyid hym", but
it was refused, to William Paston's astonishment. Apparently, in some
cases the need for nen and equipment overrode the need for cash. Such
& need must have been overwhelming for the Earl to have turned down the

offer of such s tremendous sum; further, it demonstrates that partici-

pation must have been a very costly matter. One of the royal yeomen,

ESRee—

66 (BM) MS Add. 46454, #8 (20 Jul 1497, Kenilworth).

67 Ibid., 7 (12 Sep 1497, Woodstock). Both the above are probably
from 1497.



<74~

Robert Bulkeley, who was listed as a rebel in February 1494, was caught
at an evasive game by Sir Gilbert Talbot in connection with the French
campaign of 1492, It appears that Bulkeley had been 'cessed" £10
in a benevolence raised for this purpose, but given the alternative of
military service in person at his own expense. le elected the latter
course, yet somehow managed to draw wages for the entire period.68
This uncertainty, rather than any inherent superiority in profes-
sional troops, probably was responsible for the tendency to hire
foreign mercenaries. Professiongls were armed and equipped at any
rate, even though they were unlikely to perform much differently in the
field. Nineteenth century historians tended to create o mystique in

which Italian and Swiss mercenaries, condottieri, and Germen landes-

knechte were described as irresistible because of their professional
status. This is attribution for the wrong reason, as the experience of
this century shows: professionals are more likely to have the edge
because they generally possess equipment and organization, but even

thig ien't everything, at least in the short run. It was a professional
army, at least in part, which Henry VII crushed at Stoke in 1487. Armies
are not efficient because they are professional; they deserve to be
considered professional when they are efficient. Dy this standard

(one which is uncommonly hard to meet in any age, it seems) Henry's

armies were not professional. Nor did he employ many mercenaries. A

68~Paston Letters, VI, 129. In the second instance Talbot had
demgnded the £10 from Bulkeley, but "by grete rage of fyre as[wele]
as other unfortunat Chaunce" he was destitute, or so he claimed.
Henry recommended that Talbot check his story and in the meentime re-
frain from distressing him. (BM) MS Add. 46454, # (6 Moy 1493?, Dover).
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Dutch captain, Jacob Van Walthuysen, was authorized £10 early in 1492,
for 155 "men of werre of Holland," lately in Henry's service, but such
entries are not common.

On the subject of payment, severeal entries scattered throughout
the chamber accounts of John Heron prove that even at this date the
practice of payment for "blind speres" was known.70 In effect this was
overpayment or payment for a company at paper strength. The money paid
for these "blind" or useless spears was supposed to augment the captain's
wage, thereby obviating the need for such corrupt practices as surcharg-
ing supplies and witholding the pay of troopers. There is not enough
testimony from this period to state positively that corruption was a
serious thing, as it became in the Elizabethan era.

To revert to the problem of integrating ordnance with an army, the
Ordnance accounts for the period 1 May to 20 November 1497 (12 & 13 H.7)
Contain an explicit statement of the central difficulty, a difficulty
Most likely present for Guildford as well as Clifford, who was Master
during the projected invasion of Scotland and the Cornish rebellion,

The accounts are in three parts: (1) a list of ships which were issued

T eo
E.404/81, bdle 1, unnumbered privy seal (20 Feb 7 H.7).

E.101/414/6, £.22 ("Kinges Memoranda", 1 Oct 1495): "Memd to make
the tresorer of Werres of Calais to accompt for the blynde speres of his
Tetynue to the value of CCxl li." Calais was a particularly sensitive
:¥°tw since the Merchants of the Staple were responsible for the support
c the garrison. In 1476-7 Sir William Hastings, the Lord Lieutenant at

al“iIS, had commanded approximately 179 archers, eleven mounted soldiers
:nd Six knights. The particular compotus which he presented to the
H::°°s of the Exchequer is in (BM) MS Add. 46455-56, bdle 14. Under
FY VII such accounts were rendered in the king's chamber.

71 .
C.G. Cruikshank, Elizabeth's Army (0xford, 1946), passim.
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ordnance and stores for transport to Newcastle or Berwick; (2) a list
of ships which returned stores and ordnance to the Tower; and (3) losses

from the campaign, minus equipment still held by authorized persons at

Sea or in the field (as Lord Broke, who commanded the "voward").72 A

prefatory statement devoted to the difficulties of accurate accounting
is worth full quotation (modernized spelling and punctuation):

And because of haste in shipping setting forth into Scotland, return,
and delivery of the said ordnance into the said tower of London, the
said ordnance in this view cannot be expressed perfectly in numbers
and quantity as ought to be after the true order of account. And
because the said return must accord with the indentures of shipping
of the same, all manner of ordnance chested, barreled or otherwise
trussed in cases or vessels [which] be expressed by the numbers of
chests, barrels, fat baskets, or such other, without other number-
ing or weighing of the stuff therein contained (as bows, arrows,
artificers tools, iron-work, nails, and other stores be numbered

by the chest, also bow strings, casting caltraps, tallow, nets

for yard trammels and such others by the barrel fat and such other
vessels, also shot of little mold for pellets, dice [or dies] of
iron and cresset lights be numbered by the basket, and iron, lead (21,
timber, ropes and all such by the piece), which reckoning is not
sufficient for the safeguard of the King's said ordnance nor for
accountal and discharge of his officers in time coming. Wherfore,
it seemeth necesaary that another view be taken of all the King's
said ordnance within his said Tower of London, accounting the same
by numbers and weight according to the first empcion and provision
of the same.

It is clear from this that the Ordnance was not able to adapt

efficion't.ly to large needs; it is equally true that there was official
x'°‘=0gn:i.tion of this deficiency. The amount of equipment lost in this

2boxt;ve campaign is truly staggering, in fact, great enough to compare

7 . :
E.36/7, ff. 135=-208. The indentures between Sir Robert Clifford

:’:d 25 ship owners or masters, dated 16 May 1497, are found in E.36/8.

t-o‘lt 20 of these men appear to be English, which may be proof of mari-

gr;fniﬁ expansion. The amount of material transported was impressive.

250 approximate force designated for the expedition was 13,000, and

ey  Ships, with a cargo capacity varying from 40 to 60 tons, were
RZaged to supply them.
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favorably with the prodigality supposedly peculiar to our own age.

In outline, then, the system functioned like this: the master of
ordnance entered into agreement with as many ship owners or masters as
he considered necessary for the transport of ordnance to centers of
supply, in this case the fortified towns of the north. At the end of the
campaign or contractual period these same men returned to the Tower
what ordnance remained in their charge. The difference was considered
a combat loss. Accounting was only in bulk, i.e. the number of crates,
barrels or baskets, rather than the contents of each,was considered im-
Portant. The ordnance office had no effective control once issue had
been made, so that the most careful system of inventory was useful only

S0 long as nothing was used. Once in the field, ordnance seems to have

been wasted with fearful regularity. All of this casts a new light

upon llenry's reluctance to go the whole way in military watters. The
rnost reckless of princes would have lost his enthusiasm for war to learn

@8 Henry did after the Scottish expedition that 1060 bills (1/6 of those

issued) had been lost during siege operations alome.

‘*3
To give one illustration: 57 cannon of all types were shipped north;

26 Wwere returned. However, 16 remained in the north, while 5 had been
r°8t in siege operations., With arrows one cannot account quite so
o:a—dily; they seeu to have been shipped from the Tower in containers
i One size, and returned in boxes of another dimension. Thus, the
,l‘:‘,iividual losses are hard to ascertain. E.36/7, ££.65-70 (ordnance
ForlPped), ££.191-5 (ordnance returned), ff.201-3 (ordnance accounted
Or Lut not returned), ££.204-6 (combat losses) and ££.204-6 (losses

g
by 4 Ibido’ ff¢204-60
army The chronic shortage of ready money at the Exchequer.
L S ingly illustrated by a writ under signet addressed to Sir Robert
pztton, Treasurer of War (23 Apr 149[7?]), in which we learn that a
Ox warrant had been sent him, in his capacity as Under-treasurer,

Another drain on the war funds was brought on
This is



Some idea of the amount of ordnance and other materiel shipped to
Berwick may be gathered from the following selective figures, which
exclude the hundred and one items which were necessary for any army in
the field (such as shovels, picks, nails, rope, lumber and canvas). Of
weapons alone, there were shippeds 6190 bills, 761 spears or demi-
lances, 110 chests of bows (55 per chest), 336 chests of arrows (an

Uniknown number of sheaves, containing 24 arrows, in each chest; from

e broken one which was returned, it is clear that at least 36 sheaves

Were in each container), 57 cannon and 180 handguns. Returns were made

of the following: 4574 bills, 609 spears, 79 chests and 65 individual

bows (four of them broken), 290 chests and 36 sheaves of arrows, 36

cannon and 144 handguns. The difference was made up in this manner:

16 cannon, 471 bills, eight chests of bows, 7 chests of arrows and 23
ha.ndguns remained in the north in the hands of the Lord Steward or of

William Pawne; five cannon, 12 handguns, 21 chests of bows, 38 chests

of arrows and 1060 bills had been lost at the taking of certain towers
in Scotland; and 88 bills, 1 handgun, 31 bows, 14 chests of arrows and

32 Spears were lost at sea or in transit.

It would be very difficult to estimate the actual expense of such
4n ©xpedition, especially since the weapons used were for the most part
from tpe ordnance stockpiles, i.e. had been paid for previously. That

the figure ran to thousands of pounds, however, seems highly probable.

for
h ] 3
ad Dot been honored, because, as Sir Richard Guildford had testified,

t c s
s:ere was no such sum in the Treasury. Clifford, therefore, is in-
fi:uc‘t.ed to deliver £50 from the War Treasury, replacing it with the

money which comes into the ordinary Treasury. E.404/86 (mis-

Ce
11 f®uneous documents).

\ )
Pajynent of £50 for the Feast of St. George at Windsor, which writ
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Once this is understood, it becomes less difficult to understaond why
Henry, a man who carefully built up a treasury surplus, hesitated to
plunge into war. It also becomes more understandable why Henry VIII
felt little worry about such problems as war finance at the beginning
of his reigns his father had left him in a position to ignore that
problem, at least for a while. The amazing rapidity with which he
went through his predecessor's carefully hoarded balance, is a testi-
mony both to the cost of war in any period and to Henry VIII's cager—
ness. ihether he did or did not have the largest treasury in Europe,
as contemporaries believed, was of little moment. No omne's surplus
could survive many such ventures as the cautious one of 1497, let

alone those involving a more headlong pursuit of glory.



Chapter V

SERJEANT OF THE ARMORY

Guildford's patent for the office of master of the ordnance also
Conferred upon him the sergeanty of the armature within the Tower of
London and elsewhere. For this he received a shilling a day; further,
he was allowed one yeoman at 6d. per diem and a "garcone" or groom at

3d. per day.l

It is difficult to draw a distinct line between these two offices,
but artillery as we know it was within the province of the foruer,
vhile small arms, armor and such equipment apparently pertained to the
latter. However, the ma.éter of the ordnance also issued small arms,
8O +the distinction must lie elsewhere.2 The sergeant of armature was
MOt gubordinate to the master of the ordnance, so far as the ordnance
I""‘N)unt.s reveal. Rather, the weapons for which the sergeant was re-
sp(‘nsible might be considered as a sort of personal property of the
king’ as opposed to the ordnance stockpiles, which more nearly corres-
POngeq to government property. That both were stored at the Tower

(t'here certainly were other ordnance depots, but the Tower was the

\1
CPR, 1485-94, 77-8 (8 Mar 1486, Westminster). The patent mentions

th?-t he had occupied both offices from 8 August last, i.e. two weeks
wrlor to Henry's accession. Of course it normally fell out that fees
©Xe retroactive, but here it seems probable that Guildford supervised
®TAngnce even in Brittany with the prostribed Earl of Richmond. This
wc'“:ld be reason enough for the persistent statement that he had been

kN3 ohed either before or at the landing at Milford Haven.

a 2 See for ingtance E.404/79, bdle 1, #111 (not dated, prot.)a.bly
“‘fnner of 1486), where 1150 bowstaves are delivered to Sir Richard
gggldford "Maister of the kinges ordenaunce." Printed in Campbell, I,
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the principal one), merely coumplicates the picture sketched above,

In another place the reacl'er has been cautioned about accepting at
face value those titles assigned to recipients of government funds, on
the ground that frequently nothing more was meant then that certain men

be

upon occasion acted as if they were the ones to whom money ought to

delivered. The convenience of the accountant frequently misleads the

historian., Still, upon occasion inferences must be drawn, and one

Such, talken from the tellers' writs, is this: generally, when weapons

were demanded for peaceful purposes (peaceful, not gentle), issue was
made by the sergeant or master of the armory, rather than the master

of the ordnance. Thus, on 23 October 1485, Guildford was granted 100

maxks for preparations for the "justes of peas" to be held at Henry's

coronation in the following week.3 And in December he was allowed an

additional £50.28.2d. to cover extraordinary expenses incurred by him

at the jousts lately held in Westminster.4 In this latter writ he is

called master of the armature. A different illustration of this point

is afforded by our knowledge that sometime in the early summer of 1486

Gui 1dford issued bows and arrows to the Scots ambassadors "at the tyme

\
o E.404/79, bdle 1, #90; also Campbell, I, 97, 230. From a writ
f later date much curious information is supplied about such prepara-—

:lonao On 3 May 1496 the Treasurer and Chamberlains were authorized
° Pay to an unnamed bearer £5.1s.11d. for work against the jousts at
Kenn 3 ngton (a royal manor in Guildford's keeping). Sand and gravel
Yere hguled there and tamped and leveled during two days, 100 five-
gen.ny ngils were used, probably for barriers; and 50 spears '"ready
ede  and leded" and twenty "coronettes" were supplied to the contest-

ents E.404/82, bdle 1, unnumbered writ.
E.404/19, bdle 1, #58 (9 Dec 1485); Campbell, I, 206, 232.



of ther huntyng at Eltham. nd

Normally, Guildford was paid a single sum semi—annually, "for his
fees", or "in respect of his offices", but now and then separate writs

were issued to the Exchequer officials, as for instance was done during

the first two years of Henry's reign.6
The second joust with which Guildford was concerned took place' in

the late. summer of 1486, again at Westminster. This time he spent "of

his own purse" 616.195.10d.1 At the much-delayed coronation of Henry's

wife Elizabeth, Guildford again was in charge of preparations for the

Jousts, once more regeiving 100 marks in allowance. In 1489 without

reference to either office he equipped seven of the king's and seven-

teen of the queen's servitors for war, at an average cost of 25

shi llings per mun.9 The next joust of which we have record transpired

S E.404/79, bdle 1, #111 (not dated); Campbell, I, 229, 494 (9 Jul
1486). He was reimbursed £6.4s.7d. For the embassy see Conway,

Henxy VII, Scotland and Ireland, pp.9-10.

e E.407/6/137 (writs under Magna Sigillo, Pasch 1 H.7, Mich 2 Ho7)o
All +told, the wage assignment to the ordnance was £164.5s., while
€31 . 18s.9d. went to the Armory. If there has been no mistake in this
roll of abstracts, Guildford seems to have been paid for the second
Jeax of Henry's reign prior to its close — a most unusual occurrence.
If’ wWas irregular to pay less or more frequently than at Easter and
Michaelmas day. It is best to reiterate that authorization did not
necosso,rily mean payment would follow. Guildford was paid £20 in

Eestex of 1487, yet his annual fees came to £54.15s.
( E.404/79, bdle 2, #4 (21 Sep 2 H.T, Winchester); E.404/6/137
Pasch 1 H.7).

198 E.404/79, bdle 3, #38 (5 Oct 3 H.7, Warwick Castle); Campbell, I,
» 223, He received sums in recompense for this outlay as late as

% Oct 1488, E.36/130, f.8.

43) —o, F2404/80, bdle 1, #30 (9 Mar 4 H.T, Westminster); Campbell, I,
=2 (date given as 11 March). E.407/6/137 (lMich 4 1.7). Yet, in
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in the early surmer of 1492, at which time Guildford was paid £9.6s.
"for speres sperehedes & vamplets [gauntlets] bought for the Jjustes."
This oppears to be the last reference to this office for almost a year.

It was then that he resigned his post as master of the ordmagnce, re-

taining the sergeanty of armoture, however. He was joined in this

latter position by his son Edvard.ll

From the aveilable evidence it appears that the duties of this

of fice took little of Guildford's time in the yeors after 1493. No

specific mention of him in this capacity has been found from that date
until July 1505, when a writ of attachment egoinst him was directed

to the sheriff of Kent by the officers of the Exchequer of Account,
His offence was a failure to account before the harons of the Exchequer

for his offices. Now, this need not refer to the sergeanty, it is

true, since he also was comptroller of the household at this time. The

lat ter office, though, wos not gmenable to the Larons, and eighteen

Yearxrs later his son Edward wes involved in a similar dispute with the

M
1492 pe equipped twelve servants of the queen in the retinue of Sir
E.36/125, £.131

lobert Cotton, specifically as master of the ordnance.
(20 Jun 7 H.T). Or was the title irrelevant?

. 10 (mi) MS Add. 7099, f£.5 (17 Jun 7 H.7). This volume is o trans-
:l’;lpt of Jobn Heron's chamber accounts (1491-1505) made by Craven Ord,
loe antiquerian (see DNB). The originals for the earlier years no
‘Dgex exist. Portions of this volume were printed by Samuel Bentley

‘nde title Excerpte Historica (London, 1833), pp.85-133.

1
lpril CPR, 1485-94, 1.).467 (1 Dec 1493! Westminster)., The foll?wing
ces tng they were assigned certain monies from the customs of (‘:n'en-.
ineg =X for their wages. CCR, M.7, I, #5692 (13 Mgy 1494). This office
cidenta.lly was granted in survivorship; Edward Guildford continued

“ Sexgeunt of armature under Henry VIII,
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12 There-

officials of the Audit, concerning the armory fees and expenses.
fore, it seems that Sir Richard's offence also involved the armory. He
appeared, was granted bail and given a day to reappear, at which time
he produced a privy seal, dated 1 December 1505, ordering thn£ all pro-
ceedings be queshed., He was discharged finally by a writ under the Great
Seal on 7 May 1506, four weeks after he left England on his fatal pil-
grinage to Jerusa.lem.13

By the spring of 1506 Guildford had resigned all offices, ‘prepara-
tory to leaving England. He relinquished all active control of the arm-
ory at least by the end of Larch, for on 3 April his son Edward, co-
holder of the sergeanty, was paid £20.6s.8d. "vpon his bille signed for
certen spere staves spent at the Kinges Iuste lately kept et Riche-
mounte."l4

One last ghostly reminder of Guildford's tenure of office was sup-
Plied by John Heron a decade later, when we are informed that Sir Richard
was paid £16.13s.2d. for the wages of some "Almayne armorers in Suth-

15

verke." ~ Beyond doubt, Heron meant Edward when he wrote Richard; still,

12 For Edward's case see E.101/612/56, a single membrane privy seal
directing that all process be quashed, wherein the story is recited.

13 The tale is recorded in E.159/284, membrane 36 recto (iich 21 H.7).
This is a memorande roll from the office of the King's Remcmbrancer, a
Tecord of debts to be collected and recorded on the Pipe Rolls,

1

4 E.36/214, f.49. This is Heron's last chamber account for Henry's
reign, the "Book of King's Payments", 1 Oct 1505-20 Nov 1509. It is less
complete for the weeks after Henry's death in April than was customary.

15 E.36/215, £.478 (2 Nov 8 H.8, Greenwich). King's Book of Payments,
1-9 H.8, kept by Heron as treasurer of the chauber. He suffered quite a
ev lapses of memory while engaged on this account. Nostalgia may have
°vervhe 1med him.
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as public office goes, ten years is a long time to be remembered. Perheps
Guildford impressed himself upon contemporaries as a sort of fixturc ot
the Tower,

The shadowy line between these two offices provides yet cnotler
illustration of the frustrating lack of definition in Tudor government-
al positions. It may be that contemporaries of Guildford saw little to
Object to in this vegue line of demarcation; to the modern student who
is used to at least theoreticelly distinct separations the vhole busi-
ness provokes impatience. In the first place, the armory wes not an
absolutely vital office, but appears to have been designed to fulfill
certeain personal wishes of the monarch. In this respect, it more proper-
1y belongs with other household positions.

As master of the armory Guildford vas responsible for the smooth
functioning of those frequent spectacles and ceremonies so lovingly de-
scribed in a number of Dritish Museum manuscripts. To chroniclers of
that ege, an event like the creation of the duke of York or the prince
of Wales, or a reception of a foreign dignitary, was immeasursbly more
Significant than the dry record of events apart from court. The Tudors
cultivated this preoccupation with courtly matters, but they were not
the first nor even the last to support this interest among their subjects.
Seen in this light, the rather large number of jous£s~which Henry VII
called for may be regnrded as a sort of public relations venture by a
monarch gnxious to secure the good opinion, not only of foreign princes
but also of his own subjects of all classes.

To the young men of the nobility, blocked from much active partici-

pation iyp govermment, forbidden their customary bands of retainers (this
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provision wes ignored quite frequently, however), and unable to find an
outlet for their cultiveted militory ardor in the calm which hovered
over English affairs during much of Henry's reign, the joust must have
eppeared as a desirable alternptive to bLoredom in their home counties.
To the multitude, even though excluded from these ceremonies, such mock
battles probably fostered a pride in English arms which far outweighed
the facts. Their preoccupation with noble affairs, still evident to
foreign observers, could be turned to sdvantage in en era of personal
rule.

Clearly, much of this was artificial, end certainly Henry was well
aware of the ludicrous aspects of the tournament. Quite likely he de-

" spised the vigorous young lords who risked their necks in the lists,
Certoninly he was more interested in persons whose capacities led them
into other lines of endeavor, but the uses of the tourney, as outlined
above, perhaps appealed to him,

It may be going too far to contend thet Henry Tudor did in the 15th
century what Louis XIV did in 17th century France, sublimated the
antisocipl impulses of his nobility by fostering a careful, thoroughly
debilitating protocol, but there are some indications that he mey have
entertained the idea. Ceremonies at his court were outlined rather
fully, with provision for almost all contingencies arising from matters
of precedence, a great effort was made to gather the greatest nobles
around him as servants of honor, while excluding them from all contact
vith problems greater than those concerning service of a state dinner,
and the orders of the Garter and the Bath, and both degrees of knight-

hood were publicized extensively. With regard to the latter categories,



-87 -

ilenry probably had in mind an extension of control over military tenures,
as well as the collection of fees arising from distraint of Inighthood;
in the case of the former, the principal desire seems to have been ga
wish to involve members of the nobility in identification with his
family's interests, at as slight a cost as possible, If men were
willing to be impressed with such baubles, then Henry was willing to
offer them. Election into the Order of the Garter cost him far less
than, say, the creation of a title or an appointment to an office, and
left him with uninfringed control of government at the same time as

it insured him of the loyalty of his lords.

Naturally, there were exceptions to thiss: he did create certain
titles; he did appoint some lords to high office; he did have some
lords in his council (though most of these were sympathetic with his
aims through family or indebtedness); and he did have the disturbing
experience of finding traitors among certain favored members of the
nobility. On the whole, however, his technique worked. The nobles
mpy have grumbled in the safety of their owm precincts, but at court
all secemed to go smoothly. It can be argued, too, that those few who
crossed him were doomed in any case by reason of birth or influence.
The only cavil to the foregoing generalizations is this: Ilenry way not
have planned it; it may have come about naturally, a consequence of
his txrust in those whom he had known overseas, which necessarily
excluded the bulk of the English nobility.

The best view, perhaps, is that Ilenry had nothing against the
peerage, as such, but he was determined to tie their arms, to involve

them in g web of obligations and conscious recognition of indebtedness,
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both financiel and moral; in short, to insure that they acted as subjects.
The acknowledged superiors of the remainder of the populace, they in
turn had to recognize his superiority to themselves. It would be very
nisleading to suggest that Henry's use of merchants, lawyers and country
gentlemen had anything to do with a recognition of their social or moral
superiority or equality. They were best suited to his purposes, by reas-
on of training and inclination, but this was irrelevant to questions

of precedence. The middle class may have consoled itself with thoughts
upon the subject of social equality as derived from occupational super-
iority, but these thoughts were confided to intimates, not the world
beyond the counting-house.

As was mentioned earlier in this chapter, the only distinction be-
tween the ordnance and armory lay in the usage of the equipment issued.
That Guildford occupied both these positions may be tantamount to rec-
ognition that the offices were related. llowever, this fails when we
remember that Guildford resigned the one and retained the other in 1493.
It is more likely true that the armory had a closer connection with
the houschold than with the ordnance office, even tiough there was an
identity of materiel handled by these latter two branches. Thus, when
Guil dford resigned from the ordnance it was logical that he should re-
main responsible for the armory, since he soon became the king's comp-
troller.,

In this position he was charged with'a number of accounts, especi-
211y those of the cofferer, and had an opportunity to review expendit-
Ures for the houschold. Jousting was the king's affair, and it would

follow +tpnat his comptroller should supervise all details.
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On the other hand, the ariory was not included within household
organizational schemes, as Guildford did not mention such expenses in
his household accounts, and normally the Exchequer issued funds to the
sergeant of the armory for tournarient preparations.

However, if onc grants that Heury VII made definite efforts to gain
a riore personal control over meny state offices, then it follows that
his conptroller night odiiinister the armory.

Defore iuposing a tidy framework upon the clouded picture of this
°ffice, one should recall un pdmonition addressed to the reader elsewhere.

‘any times the tellers' writs are misleading, for it did not follow that
2 man held a particuler office simply because a writ steted so. Frequent-
1y, People acted as if they the officers concerned, but often this was
to expedite perfornance and had little to do with the technicolities
°f responsibility. The trouble is that the king end lord privy seal
¥ere mot interested in filling in future generations of students on the
detail g of administration, Thus, one never can be sure that Guildford
acted because he held an office, or becaouse he seccmed to be the rian for
the job gt hond.

col"te.inly, in Bray's case the latter seems the proper explanation,
®d if ghis was true of ome it was likely to be true of another, for in
a personal government personalities are liable to provide the hasis for
responsibility. Because of this it was uncleor to contemporary foreign
obsezNV1ex-s just who controlled the state. To a Venetian it was apparent
that LoVell was the chief financier; to others it was obvious that Fox

b

Vo8 s
the pover behind the throne; while still others were convinced that

Duay
€Y ang Bmpson were the responsible figures.
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The only one who had an inkhling of the actual state of things was
Warbeck, who listed nineteen men as the chief proponents of the outrag-
cous Tudor system. But even Warbeck stopped short of the truth. In fact,
Henry was his own best agent. He delegated responsibility, but it was
delegated for a purpose, there was no conscious move to spread respon-
sibility among a large number of councillors. As a matter of fact, the
fortunes of nearly all waxed and waned. While Fox may have been the
guiding genius of a particular program, he gave way to others, none of
whon remained supreme for long. Wolsey never would have come so far had
he been young in the early years of Henry VII's reign. The only figure
coraparable to the cardinal archbishop in ubiquity and influence, Sir
Re o;inald Bray, never commnanded Ilenry VII's ear like Wolsey commanded
thé.t of Henry's son., Letters among the Westminster Abbey muniments re-
veal that plenty of men sought DBray's support, but never with the serv-
ility displayed towards Wolsey in the next reign, for it seems quite

Clear that Henry VII never would have tolerated a minister vho so con-

Sciously strove to ermlate his master.

To surmarize the position of the armory in the Tudor administrative
Bystem’ it seems reasonable to suppose g connection between Guildford's
POSSession of the royal manor of Kemnington, where jousts were held, his
‘ouptro) lership and occupation of the sergeanty of the armory. And the

‘\nec tjon depended upon personality, both of minister and monarch,



Chapter VI

GUILDFORD AND THE NAVY

©One of uvuildford's earliest jobs was to supervise construction ot
a shi p for the royal navy. Whether he came by this assignment as a
counc illor, as master of ordnance, sergeant of the armory, or merely be-
cause he waus a Kentish wman with a preswned knowledge of nautical matters,
is not clear. However, while all tliese fectors precwebly were influent-
iuly dt is probable that his otembership in the council was most import-
ant.. All other qualifications flowed from or were considered as a re-
sult of this. The trust originally place.d in him was prerequisite to
any < ongidergtion of his special abilities for a technical task.

As in so nuch else conmected with his reign, Henry VI1's policy
tovaras the navy is difficult to assess. He inherited six ships from
Prior govereigns, built four and acquired three others.) At least one

of hi g fleet was disposed of by gift, that of the Martin Garsya to

Guildf ord in December 1485, end others may have followed.? This is not

®Parts; culearly impressive record, certsinly insufficient to set him

—
M.A W, E,.C. Harrison, "Maritime Activity under Henry VII," (Unpublished
Ma > the.'slis, London University, 1931), p.68. Those inheriteds Grace Dieu,
Mhe Tower, Governor, Martin Garsya, Fawcon and the Trinity;
Quire dbll:lltz Regent, Sovereign, Sweepstake and Mary Fortune; those ac-

2 Le Prise or Mary of Dieppe, Carvel of Ewe and Bonaventure.

2
Oppenheim, Naval Accounts and Inventories of the Reigm of Henry

VII -

co,,;a_:‘*es-e and 14957 (Navy Records SoC., vol. 11X, n.p., 1896). This

and s the accounts of two clerks of the king's ships, Thomas Roger
beoxt Brigandyne, classified in the PRO os E.36/7, £f.1-117 and

E.31
3{7.5/316. Brigandyne's accounts for a later date are cited as E.316/
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apaxrt from his predecessors on the throme, but one must remember that
eny 1l arge governmental expenditure was unlikely in a period when the
kings -was expected to live on his owh resources and taxation was by def-
ini t3 on on extraordinary venture into the private spheres of life. What
Hena~y did do was impressive enough for that age; for the rest he relied
uporxa private enterprise, stimulated by royal marks of favor and captiv-
ated with the notion of Mediterranean trade.

This point is illustrated nicely by a surviving letter under privy
seal directed to the treasurer and chamberlains of the Exchequer on 19
January 1496, which authorized payment of 100 marks to Sir John Fenkell,
citi 2z en and alderman of London, who had built a ship called the "Olde
Elyxa**, resulting in "thencrease of oure navy of England to oure singler
Plea ser." Such rewards vere offered "for the encoragyng of othre oure
true 8subgettes rother to apply theim self to the making of shippes."

Xt may be objected that this is e standardized form of authority,
¢°Pied by the lord privy seal's clerk from a book of precedents, If
true, it merely reinforces the argument that Eenry VII was less a new
mode€ 1 monarch, in what has come to be known vith little basis as the
Teneai assance style, than a most efficient version of the older type. The
lmportant point to be made in this connection is that a navy was not
regZaxrac. g as the savior of freedom and the bulwark against foreign opp-
T*8sion (the English archer played that role in the mythology of the

age) , But rather as an appurtenance of the royal dignity. Ships could

I

E. 404/82, bdle 1 (11 H.7). These ore Exchequer authorities, writs

Privy seal or signet, permitting enumerated payments by the tellers
Receipt.

m]der
at t’he






carry troops to tle continent or to Scotland or Ireland, of course, but
Henry never had a fleet sufficiently large to accomplish major troop
movements without assistence, nor is it likely that he could have fin-
anced such extensive comstruction had he so desired. Again, Henry had
no intention of pursuing the phantom of I'rench conquest, nor did he
much fear invasion from that quarter. In any case, an invasion wasn't
apt to be halted by naval action.

Tactics o8 yet were elementary, o matter of sweeping one's oppon-
ent's decks with flights of arrows or gun stones preparatory to boarding,
a method of combat which eciphasized equality of numbers rather than sup-
eriority of design or maneuver. It is unrealistic to condemn a man for
failing to accept premises so far undiscovered. We are incredulous
vhen told that Henry frequently rented his ships to private merchants,
even foreigners, for private purposes. But what else would one do with
vessels? Certainly not parade up and down the chamnel in a show of strength,
especially when such a policy was expensive, and even more important,

when the place for making impressions was at home.

The king's motive for disposing of the uartin Garsya is not known,
The entry vhich records this gift to Guildford (in Roger's accounts for
that ship, which stood at Winchelsea) merely states that it, together
with "all the stuff takle and Aparaill ordinaunces artillaries & Abil-
cimentes of werre afore expressed" was "deliuered to Sir Richard Gulde-
ford knyght to haue of the Kynges yift by vertue of a warraunt under
the kynges signet to the aforesaid Thomas Roger directed the xxiiijth

daye of the said moneth of Decembre the first yere of ye reigne of our

said Soueraigne lord the kyng that now is."4 It has been suggested that

4 E.36/7. Roger's accounts were submitted by his widow, Johanne.
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this vessel was renamed the Mary Guildford, which is likely, since there

are several references to that ship, but none concerning the Martin in
Henry's eerly regnal yenrs.s Unfortunately, there is no way of knowing
whﬁt Guildford did with his ship. He was no merchant, in fact finance
seemed to be his weakness.

The last notice of his vessel is dated 8 March 1487, at vhich time
he was paid £13.68.8d. for expenses connected with royel service at sea.6
Inmwne of the later naval accounts is he listed as a captain, owner or
master, nor did he ever indent with the king in this capacity after 1487,
One must essume that he disposed of his gift, or that it was lost at
sea, especially since his will makes no mention of a ship being among
his possessions.

The first effort at naval expansion came in Michaelmas term 1486,
vhen Guildford was assigned £100 to be employed upon a ship being built

in Kent.7 Payments continued through succeeding terms, one of £40 on

5 oppenheim, xix-xxii. For the Mary Guildford see CPR, 1485-94, p.211.

6 Campbell, II, 104. On the previous day Henry had sent a signet to
John Lord Dynham ordering payment of 20 marks to Guildford "for his ship."
(E.404/79, bdle 3, #31) It is true, however, that this signet might be
migplaced, since the year does not sppear on its face.

7 Campbell, II, 83. At the same time a privy seal directed that £100
of the "exites" or issues from the Warwick and Salisbury lands, then in
the king's hands, be assigned by taille (tally) to Guildford. (E.404/79,
bdle 2, #72 [16 Nov 2 H.7, Greenwich]) There is extant a roll of abstracts
briefly recording all privy seals and great seals issued from 1 to 6
Henry VII, which is a useful check against the calendared material.
(E.404/6/137) In this a privy seal for £100 devoted to the same purpose
is entered for Michaelmas term 2 H.7, but whether it refers to the same
assignment mentioned above, or to another payment, isn't clear. The
Regent was built at Reding creck necer Smallhithe on the river Rother,
according to Oppenheim, xxii.
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12 April 1487,8 another unspecified sum at about the same date (unless

this is a reference to that of 12 April)9 and even a sort of carte blanche

was allowed, by which discretionary sums were to be paid for a craft
"like vnto a ship called the Columbe of Ffraunce/and of the portage of
DCC tonnes ..."10

It was stated specifically that this ship was well under way. That
Guildford was in a position to have his monetary demands honored seems
probable, for until late in this year he was one of the chamberlains at
the Exchequer of Receipt.

Concurrently with Guildford's ship, another, the Sovereigm, was
being built under the supervision of the most dynamic figure of the per-
iod, Sir Reginald Eray. Entries of peyments to both men are frequent,
including at least one which extended their authority to the supervis-
ion of other naval craft. On 5 June 1488 Bray and Guildford were author-
ized to receive 300 bows, 600 sheaves of arrows, 100 spears, four gross
of bowstrings and four barrels of gunpowder to outfit certein unnamed
ships of war "now at aea."ll Earlier, Guildford had been given 300

sheaves of arrows "by thandes of John Stok clerk of the same ordinaunce

by the kynges high comaundement towardes the enarmyng of iii Spaymard

8 E.36/125, £.68. This is a Latin record of issues and receipts for
the years 1-2 and 7-8 H.7 "per T Stokes" one of the tellers at the Receipt.

9 E.407/6/137 (Pasch 2 H.7); Campbell, II, 141,

10 £,404/79, bale 2, #22 (15 Apr 2 H.Y, Norwich).

11 compbell, II, 322.



~06-

Shippes apointed tovthe See in the said Armye [for the Drittany exped-
ition]."12

Likewise, from s writ under privy seal with an attached "cedule"
specifying payments made by the customs collectors at Southampton, we
learn that 40 shillings had been spent for a boat sent to the "bay hogges"
"by the kinges comaundement by the mouth of Sir Richard Guyldeford

3

Imight."1 Another writ, issued from Shene on 13 May 1490, recites that

Guildford, by the king's authority, had commandeered three private ships
to convey troopers to Brittany. From thig same source it appears that
owners were compensated for their sacrifice to the national welfare at
the rate of e shilling a month pér ton.14 That the question of compen-
sation had some. relevance is proved by a writ under signet authorizing
payment of various sums to certain ship owners (ariong them Guildford),
"to thentent that noo president shalbe taken by us for the waging of

the same aftre the portage of euery tonne."15 Perhaps former practice

12 Oppenheim, pp.78-9 (not dated, but prior to 9 Apr 148T7).

13 E.404/80, bdle 2, #136 (28 Nov 5 H.7, Westminster). During the fall
of 1489 Guildford was at Southempton on business connected with the army
assembling for the Brittany expedition. (E.404/80, bdle 2, unnumbered
(7 May 5 Ho7, Westminster]) During this year he received £41.16s. for
official travel re ordnance matters, at the standard rate of 4s. per day.
(E.404/6/137 [Mich 5 H.7]) "Bey hogges" probably refers to the process
of scraping barnacled ship bottoms.

14 EL404/80, bdle 2, #215. Compensation was based on cargo capacity.
The ships, owners and tonnage were as followss Robert Tate, Gabriel Tate
(150), John Berith, Mighelle of Brikelsee (150), and Richard Gadd, John
of London (120). To date, £31.108. was oved them, demonstrating that au-
Ehority for myment was one thing and payment was, decidedly, enother.

15 E.404/79, bdle 2, #1 (7 Mar). The year is not given, but such an
entry is cross-referenced in.the roll of abstracts previously mentioned.

(E.407/6/137 [Mich 2 H.7])
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had provided for peyment after delivery, but in this instence llenry urged
"that the said sommes may be deliuered vnto theym in hast soo that for
lak therof they bee mnot letted but to be on the See the xv day of this
present moneth of March according to oure appointment."

Other examples existin sufficient numbers to support either the
Botion that royal officiels purposely extended their spheres of author-
ity, carving out extensive empires in what passed for the bureaucratic
milieu, or that there were few definitions of office. No doubt the form—-
er claim is supported by the general history of administration, the
life of Cardinal Wolsey being a case in point, but the latter assertion
has even greater validity in the reign under consideration.

For example,Guildford crossed administrative lines at least once
in 1488-9, In January 1489 there was an entry for payment of £12 to
Robert Carvel, mercer of London, for a cable delivered by him to Gyild-
ford for the Sovereigg.16 Despite the fact that Bray was in charge of
this ship, its supplies were handed to Guildford, cleerly illustrating
the flexibility of office under Henry VII., Until ome cen plot the where-
abouts of every major figure for every day of Henry's entire reign it
ig improbable that one can rationalize this casual approach to hard
and fast obligations. Often proximity rather then patent was the mark
of office.

On 1 August 1488 Guildford was authorized another £100 for the

new ship, alweys called the Regent now.]'7 And in the following December

16 E.404/80, bdle 1' #244 (7 Jan 4 Ho7, Shenc). In Campbell, II’ 391
this is printed table instead of cable.

17 E.404/79, bdle 3, #26.
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another £50 was granted him, payment being made to one John White, called
bursar of the Regent.ls Nearly a year passed before this ship was mention-
ed again, but in the last month of 1489 another £10 was granted for cer-
tain items to be used for work upon the new ship "vocat le Regent", in
Kent.l9 In March following there were two references to this ship, some-
what unusual, inasmuch as they reveal precisely what materials were be-
ing purchased with the continuous Exchequer grants. The first sum, £2,
16s8.4d., went for tar and pitch. Reference was made to "Hans Muller
mercat extranei", from whom these stores were purchased by John Corbet,
bursar of the Begent.2o

Several interesting conclusions flow from this terse entry. It
seems that much of this business, like that connected with the ordnance,
vas entertained by foreigners, in this case evidently merchants of the
Hanse. Another problem is raised by the reference to John Corbet as
bursar, while slightly more than a year before White had held that post.
Now it is possible that this represents nothing more than a replacement
in office, but it is permissible to sugcest that indefiniteness of
function applied on the lower level of public administration as it did
in the upper reaches. That is, the clerk who was available collected
and spent money for the Regent, regardless of the fact that another man
might be the proper one to execute such business. This point will be em-

phasized in the chapter dealing with the household offices, but it is

18 E.36/130, £.26 (18 Dec 4 HeT). This is a volume of receipts and

issues kept by Stokes, Mjch 4 H.7-Mich 7 H.7. White was an ordnance clerk.

19 E.36/130, £.151 (23 Dec 5 H.7).

20 1pid., £.168 (9 Mar 5 H.T).
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worth remarking here that in a great many instances the man who was
labeled bursar, or enything else, was only such pro vice.

A few days later in March 1490 Guildford received £4.,13s8.4d. through
his deputy for"ving dolii", thet is twenty casks or tuns of iron for
the Regent in Kent.21 Pajments now became frequent, for within weels
the ship was to be at sea. A crew had been secured and the ship was
partially manned from 23 February.22 Only such final touches as sails,
banners, shields and artillery were neceasm‘y.23 In the words of Stokes,
the teller at the Receipt, Guildford was "by the kinzes comaundement in
grete besines consernyng the kinges ship called the Regent."24 Stokes'

entry slso confirms that Guildford was on the scene, for it involves

21 rpid., £.168 (12 Mar 5 11.7).

22 E.36/124, £.67. This volume records Exchequer receipts and payments
from Baster 5 He7 to 1 Mar 6 H.T. It is within the period covered by
E.36/130, the same entry in the latter volume being on f£.184 (18 May
[Pasch] 5 H.T7), where the rates of pay are given. The master, John Gaye,
received 4ud. per week ("per septimani"), twelve quartermasters got 20d.
each and a "coteswayne" and 26 mariners were paid 15d. apiece for the
same period. That conditions in the navy were bad, even at this early
period, may be inferred from the knowledge that an infantryman received
6d. per diem. No one has argued that the Tudor foot soldier was pampered.

23 E.36/124, £f£.80-1,92,99. The entry on f.99 reveals that one of the
persons who sold artillery to the govermient was a woman, Alice Corbett.
Query, whether she vas related to the Corbett who was bursar for the
Regent? According to the entry on f.81, by another teller, Thomas Pier-
son, Guildford had purchased "pavaces", i.e. deck shields,for both the
Regent and the Sovereigmn., Further references to equipment for tie Regent
ares f.77 (£10 for ordnance), £.88 (ordnance and other "abilimentz of
werrd), f. 88 z"ballas shovels & other stuff lehefulle"), £.103 (ord-
ngnce), £.123 (£9.15s. for ordnance, £20 for carriaze of same) and f.150
(£20 for "baners stremers top armynges and other garnisshinges").

24 £.36/124, £.69.
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paywient to an Exciiequer messenger who had gone to him. There are nuaer-
ous payments for unspecified purposes during thot spring,25 and it even
was arranged that Guildford should receive 300 marks out of the customs
and subsidies of the port of Chichester during the next three yeurs.26
The corporation records of New Romney, Kent, reveal that salvage

was one of Guildford's responsibilities, too. In this period a towns-
man and apparently tavern keeper, William Dobill, was paid 10d. for
wine "given to a man of Richard Gildforth knight coming for the gunnis

27

and cabillis of the wrek."™ And in the following year 16d. was paid

to "John Wardene for the crane that was given to Richard Gildforth
kni ght, 28

An illustration of the difficulties inherent in coatracting with
the government is afi'orded by a writ under privy seal of 7 May 1490,
which directs that payment be made to Ralph Astrey and Thomas Grafton,
citizens of London, who had supplied Guildford with cables and such
stuff in the previous September. Their claim of £41.,11s.1d. had not

been honored.29

25 1hid., £.70 (£20), £.83 (£20), £.90 (40 marks).

26 £,404/80, bdle 2, #216 (13 May 5 H.7, Shene).

27T MC, 5th Report, p.547T.

28 Ibid., p.548. From the value stated, one assumes that a bird was
meant rather than an engine. Depending upon the capacity in which he
visited the town, Guildford might have appreciated either gift,

29 £.404/80, bdle 2, unnumbered (7 May 5 H.7, Westminster). By now
the reader should be able to draw his own conclusions from the fact that
these cables were for the Sovereigm, not the Regent.
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On 28 June Guildford was commisgsioned to impress sxilors and sold-
iers "for the fleet now at soa."ao That the Regent still was in harbor
at Winchelsea is suggcsted by a comperison of wages paid before and
after 12 July. There were, as we have seen, only 27 seamen and 13 off-
icers aboard the Regent from 23 February until 18 May. From 31 Nay to
12 July there is another payment for 40 seamen; ten others were recruit-

31 By the second

ed on 14 Jyne and another 40 on the 28th of that month,
week in J1y, in other words, the total force aboard ship was at most
130 men. Upon that date, and presumably in accordance with his rccent
comaiigsion, Guildford was credited with 550 men who had contracted to

serve in the Regent for two months.32 Furthermore, he was responsible

for the wages and "vitaille" of 170 men aboard the Mary le Hale, 90

men in the Barbara Castelyn and 70 men in the Syltenes Bark, otherwise

known as the Peter of Winchelsee.33 Guildford likewise arranged for the

armament of thse private vesaels.34

30 CPR, 1485-94, p.324. There is a curious entry in L&P, H.8, I,
#3238, dated 5 Jun ?, Greenwich, instructing someone to pay £10 to Sir
Richard GYildford, who had been appointed to levy (blank in MS) men
and enter the Regent. The editors have placed this writ with material
for the year 1512, i.e. six years after Guildford's death. Either his
son Edward was meant, although he was not yet Imighted, or this is mis-
Placed and properly referable to the yecar 1490,

81 E.36/124, f£.123. Sum paids £55.128.1d. It isn't clear whether the
40 men paid from 31 May are the original crew taken on in February, or
additional recruits. In any case, there is a period from 18 to 31 May
when no wages vere paid.

3

2 Ibid., f.122. He was paid £220 of the requisite £275.

33 Ibid., f£.121-2., These other ships were privately owned and from
Winchelsea. All of the 890 "soldeours and maryners" enlisted for two months,

. Ibid., £.103: "Also paid to the same for bows arrowes strynges amd
chests for the sane and billes and gunpowder by hym purveyed and bought
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Final mention of this aspect of Guildford's career was in August,
wvhen £79.128. ofthe £100 before lent by Piers Courtenay, Bishop of Win-
chester, was paid to Guildford. The transaction is sufficiently circuit-
ous to be mentioned, not for its irregularity, but rather the converse.
Thomas Stokes, the teller, by the hand of William Cope, paid the money
to Hugh Furness, clerk of ordnance, at "Porchestre", for Guildford's

35
usee.

It was stated above that there is no evidence that Guildford was
a ghip owner after 1437, Neither does it appear that he was involved
in such extensive transactions as the preceding after 1490, Primarily,
this is because he left the ordnance in 1493, i.e. prior to the vast
arrangements necessitated by the decision to invade Scotland in the
sumner of 1497, However, hews still in office when the invasion of
France came off in October 1492, The relatively leisurely and casual
arrangewents for this operation corroborate the rumors passed on by
Hall and Bacon, that contemporaries kmwew very well why Henry secmed
only mildly interested in such a venture. Certainly, Guildford was in
no such turwoil in 1492 as he had been up to then, especially from
1488 to 1490, Preparations were made for troop movement in 1492, of

course; from the corporation records of Dover and New Romney it appears

for divers shippes of Wynchelsey attendyng vppon the seid Regent in the
seid armye — 1lxvi 1li xvi s." The other ports also contributed vessels,

as is indicated by this entry from the Dover accounts: "Item paid for

a hors & a man ridyng to Ffeuersham wt wrytyng to enquere how many shippes
thei might make redy to serve the kyng — iis iid." ?[BM] MS Egerton

2107, f.19,

35 E.36/130, £.197 (11 Aug 5 H.7); E.36/121, £.109. The bishop's
loan undoubtedly was compulsory. There are wany in this reign.
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that these towns had quotas of shipping to meet.36 Nevertheless, there
is no great bulk of writs among the tellers' records, vhich is suffici-
ent indication that the crown took no such interest in paying out sums
in 1492 as it had a few years before,

This does not dissipate the mist surrounding naval affairs in the
Period after 1490. No new construction was scheduled immediately and
French relations took a turn for the better, which probably is why
Guildford continued to function on a minor scale at the ordnance, while
his naval activities nearly halted., But if there is any validity in the
thesis, so often enunciated here, that office or patent didn't equate
with responsibility, Guildford's retirement from the ordnance should
have been no deterrent to a continued connection with the navy. So the
answer must lie elsewhere. The most probable reason for the severance
was Guildford's appointment to the comptrollership, and his subsequent
interest only in household matters. In any case, his relations with the

fleet ended in 1490.37

%6 (BHM) MS Add.29617, ff.78-81: references to outfitting the George,
Antony and Barbara for the French expedition. (BM) MS Egerton 2107, f.
34: references to ships coning from Faversham, Margate and Folkestone,
HMC, 5th Report, p.549: ships from New Romney.

31 The two sets of accounts by Robert Brigandyne, clerk of the king's
ships, for 1 May 1495-10 Dec 1497 (E.315/316) and 21 Feb 1501-21 Feb
1502 (E.315/317), mention only Bray and Sir Robert Clifford with respect
to ordnance or equipment purveyed.




Chapter VII

HOUSEHOLD OFIFICIALDOM

There is a distracting atmosphere of inconsequence when one turns
to examine the various household and chamber offices. In this chapter
only those officers who consorted with Guildford or were of administra-
tive importance are discussed. The great officers of the state, the
Lord Steward, the Lord Chamberlain and the Lord Admiral, for example,
are ignored for the adequate reason that we are concerned with practical
government, not questions of precedence. When it can be demonstrated
that the good offices of these ancient dignitaries were as vital to len-
ry VII as the prosaic efforts of his lawyers and accountants, then the
emphasis may legitimately be shifted from mere efficiency to glamor.l

No matter how neatly one prepares a chart to aid in comprehending
their separate functions and individual responsibilities, sooner or
later a contradiction, an impossibility, arises. A proper understanding
of the positions filled by this ‘shadowy crew can be achieved only by
constant recollection that (1) personality often infused a minor office
with the characteristics of a major one, and that (2) proximity often
determined function, i.e. the man who was near the throne when occasion
demanded was in a better position than the legitimate adminstrator who

chamced to be away. There is nothing startling in this cautionary note,

1 In the badly-marked path leading to an appreciation of the Tudor
chamber and household there are three landmarkss A.P. Newton,"The King's
Chamber under the Early Tudors," EHR, XXXII (1917), 348-72; Frederick C.

Dietz, Enclish Government Finance, 1485-1558 (Univ of Illinois Stu? in
Soc Sci, vol IX [1920], no 3); and Richardson, Tudor Chamber Adninistration.
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indeed it is platitudinous, but in our day this is regarded as a regret-
table failure rather than the normal functioning of an apparatus. For
organizational purposes these offices will be discussed in order of
precedence, and at some length, to show the difficulties involved in an
accurate appraisal. The order chosen does not indicate actual importance.

First of all the houschold officials was the Lord Steward, vhose
position is not germane. Next came the treasurer of the household. His
duties are set forth in a general way in his oath of office, according
to which he had charge of the "victuals & stuffe" and supervised pur-
chases made from the purveyors to the household.2 The third figure was
the comptroller, who was charged with particular accounts, such as spices,
vhich were within the general area of the treasurer's responsibility,
and were in fact expressed in his own accounts (thouéh not in itemized
form). The cofferer, much farther down the hierarchical ladder, receiv-
ed and paid out money at the direction of the treasurer. As will appear
later in the chapter, he submitted his accounts to the comptroller for
annual audit.

As Newton, Dietz, Richardson and others have pointed out, the treas-

urer of the chamber deserves a place in this scheme. Nevertheless, he

2 L.S.13/278. This volume from the Lord Steward's records is a 17th
century copy of the "Black Book of the Counting House", drawn up in
Edward IV's reign (1478), which sets forth the oath and duties of each
important officer and servant in the royal household. The best succinct
account of the treasurer's job is in B.P. Wolffe, "The Management of
English Royal Estates under the Yorkist Kyngs," HBiR, 71 (Jan 1956),16-7:
"The treasurer of the household was responsible for feeding, clothing
and housing the king and his court. He norually received his income as
sums of imprest [governmental loans] from the Exchequer, in cash or as-
signments....[as well as in the Fform of] payments from the king's coff-
erer. Other payments were made by the hand of various yeomen of the chamb-
er and otherpersonal servants of the king ... who were agent of the house-
hold sent to collect money from receivers of the king's land by author-
ity of signet wvarrantSeeece"
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has been omitted from the above sketch because in fact he occupied a
very special, non-household position, being in some ways more important
to the king than other persons with greater prestige. Let it be put this
way: Henry VII relied upon his household to.obviate many of the dis-
advantages connected with Lancastrian practice, and he turned to his
chamber as a refuge from certein awkwardnesses which arose from adher-
ence to the houschold organization, Thus, his first parliament voted him
£14,000 per year for the housechold, which freed him from some dependence
upon other sources for im:ediate income. At the same time he diverted
certain funds into the treasury of the chamber for his more personal
use., Money assigned to the houschold was, at least in theory, to be
applied towards household expenses; but money in the chamber was his

to use as he pleased.

The two treasurers, then, should have been differentiated both as
to prestige and responsibility, yet such was not the case, despite the
statements of later historians. In the standard reference works these
offices are said to have been held by four men during Henry's reign.

Sir Thomas Lovell is described as treasurer of the chamber from 1485 to
about August 1492, at which time he supposedly was promoted treasurer
of the houschold, occupying that office for the remainder of the reign.
He replaced Sir Richard Croft and was himself replaced in the chamber

by John lleron, his former clerk and assistant.a

3 See DNB article on Lovell; also lists of officers in chamber and
houschold given by Wedgwood and Holt end Richardson. Wedgwood and Iliolt
ignore Heron end say that Lovell was treasurer of the houschold from
1486. They also confuse the two offices, saying that the chamber treas-
ury vos included within that of the household. There is a grein of truth
in this inaccuracy, as may appeer within this chapter.
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This is all very well; it suggests that Ljvell, an important legal
expert, financial adviser and general administrator, received a promot-
ion congsistent with his growing importance to the king, and that his
junior, a man who had been trained in the intricacies of chamber account-
ing, filled the place left by his advancement., Thus, there appears to
be some evidence for the assertion, generally made, that "new men",

i.e. men of talent but no family or comnection, groduelly rose in the
one sphere open to their class.

Unfortunately, this thesis doesn't square with the facts. To begin
with, among the tellers' writs there are six unequivocal references
to Lovell as treesurer of the chamber after 1492.4 This doesn't rule out
the possibility that more might be uncovered. lioreover, in the Under-
Treasurer's declaration of the state of the treasury for 20-1 Henry VII1
Lovell again wos referred to as treasurer of the chamber.5

In Heron's case the same difficulty exists. Almost invariably,
prior to 1506, he is called "oure right trustie and welbeloued seruante,"

though one of the tellers called him treasurer of the chamber in 1498.6

4 E.404/82, bdle 3, unnumbered (25 Mar 1498); E.404/83, bdle 2, un-
numbered (30 Mar 1500); E.404/84, bdle 2, unnumbered (19 Mar 1503);
E.404/85, bdle 1, unnumbered (7 Jun 1505); E.404/85, bdle 2, unnumbered
(5 Jun 1506); E.404/86, bdle 1, unnumbered (14 May 1507).

5 (DM) MS Lansd. 156, £.134.

6 E.101/414/11 (13 Jan 1498). This is a smnll roll recording payments
to Heron by the tellers at the Receipt upon warrant. Primarily, these sums
reimbursed him for outlays such as those incurred during the Cornish re-
bellion. They do not specifyj; however, it looks like the thing a treas-
urer of the chamber would do. The teller, Thomas Warley, was quite explic-
it about delivering money to Heron in that capacity.
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Again, we have it from leron himself that he had becn responsible for
chamber accounts at least as early as 1499.7 Furthermore, though we
possess only extracts for the years prior to 1495, these show that Her-
on was in charge of chember payments as early as 1491.8 The problem is
complicated further by the fact that the first chamber accounts which
we have for Henry's reign are (or seem to be) in Heron's hand, though
Lovell's name.9 The only thing which seems certain is that Heron was
called treasurer of the chamber on 24 March 1506,10 again on 3 December
1506,11 and seeningly ever after.

To revert to Lovell for & moment, the first notice of him as
treasurer of the household is on 21 November 1504, where a trip which
he made to Calais in the previous June is mentioned as if it were under-
taken in connection with this post.12

Now, obviously, both these men were not treasurers of the chamber

simulteneously,but one must search for a way out of this chronological

7 E.101/413/2, pt 3 (Receipts, 1 Oct 1502-1 Oct 1505). lle notes that
his accounts for the three previous years are in another book. Payments
for the period 1499-1502 are in E.101/415/3; the receipt book is missing.

8 (BM) MS Add.7099. These extracts were made by Craven Ord, the anti-
quarian (1756-1832). A portion was printed by Samuel Bentley in his
Excerpta Historica (London, 1833), pp.85-133.

9

E.101/413/2, pt 1 (Receipts in the Chamber, 9 Jul 1487-1 Oct 1489).

10 5. 404/86, bdle 1, unnumbered.

11 ¢ 404/86, bdle 1, unnumbered.

12 E.404/85, bdle 1, unnumbered.
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labyrinth, First of all, there is the question of Heron's salary. He
never received one from the Receipt. Instead his wages came from the
chamber treasury. This alone might not be damning, but taken in conjunct-
ion vwith its eize, one comes to the conclusion that lleron's position,

at least until 1506, was not that of an indispensable insider, a weighty
figure vhen finance was discussed, but rather that of a trusted, com—
petent clerk.13 Throughout the greater part of Henry's reign Heron re-
ceived 66s.8d. quarterly from the chamber. The recorded payments are in
his own hand, and invariably were made when the other servants (repeat,
servants, not officers) of the household received their wages.

True, Heron got lands and annuities from the king, but they were
not sufficiently large to elevate him into the first rank of official-
dom.14 It seems much more accurate to describe him as the recorder of
conciliar decisions upon financial matters, rather than as an actual
member of that nebulous body. It is curious, otherwise, that his name

does not appear upon any of the lists quoted in the chapter which

deals with the council and its ramifications.

13 Professor Richardson's insistence that Heron was important is
based primarily on the indubitable fact that he kept the books. But im-
portance is not necessarily achieved by the performance of multitudin-
ous minor tasks. In Heron's own register of Henry's privy purse expenses
people like the "Scottish fole", "Piers Crossbowmaker" and "a mayde
that daunced" are much more prominent than Bray, Lovell, Gjildford and
others whom reason compels us to rank above these more colorful persons.
Because he was privy to and recorder of proceedings, it does not follow
that Heron assisted in the formulation of policy.

14 See for instance CPR 1485-94, pp.223 (manor of Rye in co. Glos)
and 342 (£10 annuity). In (BM) MS Royal [Rot.Reg.] 14 B.XXXIX Heron's
wage of 66s.8d. is entered as a half-yearly rather than quarterly sum
(period 1 Oct 1501-31 Mar 1502). This appecrs to be erroneous, however,
for his own accounts specify that sum as a quarterly payment.
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In one sense Wedgwood and Holt were accurate when they ascribed
both offices to Lovell, or rsther included one within the purview of the
other. The fact is that the treasurer of the household had little actual
responsibility. He haendled no money, and the cofferer, who did, account-
ed to the comptroller.

There is support for this statement in a privy seal which instruct-
ed the officials of the Receipt in the proper manner for delivering
tallies or cash to the household. According to this, they were to be
directed to "William Coope cofrer of oure seid houshold or to his
attorney in this behalf. And that yerely ye doo charge hym with the
saeide assignamentes in like maner and fform as in this behalf hath ben
accustemmed And as if he wer Tresourer of our houshold in dede ... [not-
withstanding] that we haue made and appointed or hereafter shall ap-
point eny other p[er]sone to occupie the saide office of Tresourer of
oure said Houshold ..." It also is clear from a "memorandum to Sir
Reigonold DBray for grete maters in especiall" that Lenry sought outside
assistance when in trouble, for Bray was instructed to examine the
accounts of the household "and to set some gode order therin."l5

Moreover, it is hard to reconcile the fact thet the chembher treas-—
ury was the most important in the kingdomy,with the fact that after Bray's
death Lovell was the foremost financial adviser to the king, despite
which he was promoted treasurer of the household. It is likely that he

left the chamber and took the houschold treasury post because it gave

15 The privy seal is in E.404/85, bdle 1, unnumbered (1 J,l 20 H.7).
The memo is found in WAM 16018. Richardson believes it was written in
1489, Chamber Administration, p.74, n.98.
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him greater freedom for his wide responsibilities.

The chamber accounts must have occupied much of Heron's time, but
there was no need for an independent thinker in this cepacity. In fact,
it would have bheen a waste to use such a man under Henry's nose. For
these reasons it is suggested that HeronAaltays kept the chamber books,
first as Lovell's clerk and later as his deputy, bu§ not until the last
years of Henry's reign as his replacement. The constant references to
Lovell as treasurer of the chamber perhaps shov that in a general, sup-
ervisory sense the responsibility was his; while the occasional refer-
ences to Heron in the same capacity mey demonstrate that the actual
work fell to him, especially in those periods when Lovell was abroad.

Confused as they are, the standard histories of the two internal
treasurers are no more erroneous than those vhich purport to examine
the office of the cofferer of the household., Usually, two are mentioned
for Henry's reigns John Payne (1485-8) and William Cope or Coope (1488-
1509). But there were at least two others, and an embarrassing gap in
the record still remeoins after their inclusion. Research has turned up
these names and these possible dates of tenure: (1) John Payne (1485-
88),16 (2) William Fisher (1491-4),'7 (3) William Coope (1494-15087)8

and (4) Edward Cheseman (1508 -).19 Nothing has been found for 1488-91,

16 Richardson, Chamber Administration, p.484.

17 E.404/81, bdle 3, unnumbered (8 Jun 9 H.7); E.101/413/2, pt 2, f.
84b (5 Apr 10 H.7). He is called Richard in the latter reference, which
seems to be in the past tense. Or else we have another chronological impasse

18 E.404/81, bdle 4, unnumbered (28 Jan 1495) stetes that he took off-
ice 29 Sep 1494, but Fisher's own account (E.101/413/12) says 4 Jun 1494.

19 E.404/86, bdle 2, unnumbered vwrit says he took office on 4 Feb 1508;
the date is given as 13 Feb in E.36,/44, f£.238.
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Since there appear Lo be no patents of office we must gssume ecither
that they have been lost or, more likely yet, that none were issued.
The latter in fact alimost necessarily is the case, since the patents
exist in unbroken series. Too, oral appointments were common in the
household offices. Something may be said of the cofferer despite this
deficiency.

According to Fisher, who accounted for the complete exchequer year
14934 (although Coope secems to have assumed responsibility prior to
29 September), he submitted his accounts to the "view and testimony" of
Guildford, the comptroller.20 Moreover, as coffercr he was responsible
for the household wardrobe. The keeper of this wardrobe should not be
confused with the keeper of the great wardrobe (magna garderoba), who
also held the office of under-treasurer, at least after 1495. This
household wardrobe secms to be that vwhich Wedgwood and Holt essign to
the trcasurer of the household.21 It may be that the treasurer was re-
sponsible, but most likely his responsibility here was on a par with
his responsibility for the sums devoted to maintenance of the household;

in other words, it was a theoretical obligation, which in practice

20 E.101/413/12 (cofferer's account, 30 Sep 9 H.,7-30 Sep 10 I.T7).
llis explanation is found in the preamble to this Latin roll. Eech suc-
Ceeding roll or account book submitted bore the same asscrtion. Coope's
statement is as follows: "... scil[ici]t per vnum annu[s] integrum per
visum & testionum Ric Guldeford militis contrarotulatoris hospicii
p[rae]d[i]ci per id[e]m tempus A quo quid[e]m ultimo die Septembris
d[i]co Anno xv° p[rae]d[i]cus Willimus Coope armiger adhuc coferarius
hospicii d[o]m[inus] Regis & occupaiis officium custodis Garderohe
p[raeld[i]ce per viswa & testionum contrarotulatoris p[rae]d[i]cte est
Alias inde computaturus." (E.101/415/1 [cofferer's accounts, 14-5 1I.7])

21 dedgwood and llolt, II, xlii.
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devolved upon the cofferer.22

Fisher also refers in his introductory stii:tcaent to the two hooks
kept by hinmself and the couptroller. This is the key to a puézling
situation, the striking similarityin content and format amons the few
comptrollers' accounts which survive, the cofferers' accounts and a
single account by 3ir Richard Croft, Heury's first treasurecr of the
houschold. Now, the three existing accounts submitted by Guildford

are orzanized in this fashion: (1) recepta scaccarii et alia recepta

(which in practice meant money obtained by the cofierer from the chanber,
but of this,more later),(2) dnily expenscs for the buttery, scullery,
stables, and for the purchase of poultry and fish,23 (3) end of the

Year entries for oblaciones, dona et regard, le empciones equos and

prestita et remnn[ent].24 Similarly, in the Latin books kept by the

. [ =4
cofferer, a few of which we possess, the sane systeu prevails.20 And

in Croft's account the same pattern emerges.26

2 This may not have been the case in Henry's first years. There is
an undated petition of Sir Richard Croft as Xecper (apparently of the
household wardrobe, but unfortunately the HMS is damaged here) for allow-
ances. In it he nentions that Payne was cofferer. So, perhaps at first
the treasurer, which Croft was at the time, did control that wardrobe.
(E.101/824/49)

. These entries are in fantastic Latin. We read of the buttillia,
scuttillia, even of pulletriane., Selt fish was a staple even for royalty,
according to these accounts,

24 E.101/414/4 (10-1 H.7), E.101/414/10 (12-3 1.7), E.101/415/4 (16-
7 H.7). So with the only other comptroller's account for the reign, that
of Sir John Bussy (30 Sep 1507-1 Oct 1508) in (BM) MS Add.28623.

25 §,101/415/2 (15-6 1.7), E.101/415/12 (19-20 H.7). The one year for
which both compotus roll and preliminary book are preserved is 1503—4.

E.101/415/12 (book) and E.101/415/13 (roll),

26 B.101/412/19 (2-8 H.7).
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True, these independent sources are for different years, but even
80, several conclusions may be submitted. The cofferer and comptroller
each kept a book for the same subject, daily expenses of the household.
From his book the cofferer prepared his final compotus roll; while
from his own the comptroller checked the cofferer's accuracy. The third
check, during the firat years of the reign, was the final account sub-
mitted by the treasurer of the household, which repeated the course.
It is dangerous to argue exclusively from an absence of documentation,
but nevertheless, one i3 tempted to infer that the absence of later
accounts by the treasurer indicates that this repetitious system was
dropped by Henry VII. It would fit the construction which Henry seemed
to place upon the cofferer's office: that he was to ect as if he "wer
Tresourer of oure loushold in dede." And it would appear to be con-
sistent with the notion that the treasurer was the holder of an hon-
orary office, who had no official financial duties in the household,
but many such responsibilities elsewhere.

There is an unexplained entry in one of Heron's account books
which demonstrates the degree to which the cofferer and comptroller
at least occasionally were associated. Ile notes that "Maist Comp-

troller & the coferer er bounden by obligacion to delyver all plate

and godez which were Ric Alwyns."27

At the same time we learn that among other duties the cofferer

had to pay Henry £10 every Michaelmas day for the weges of the 22

27 E.101/414/6, f£.21b (1 Oct 1495?). The sum of 100 marks was
eppended to this entry and later scratched out, indicating that it

was discharged.
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yeomen of the Cx-own.'a8

The greatest difficulty which any cofferer faced in office was,
as might be expected, the chronic irregularity of receipts from the
kxchequer. The very privy seal which mention's Coope's appointment
brings up the problem of "desperate" tallies. The treasurer and
chanberlains, to vhom this writ was addressed, were instructed to put
all records of such unfulfilled assignments in sone coanvenient place
where "due recovery uay be suerly and shortly had."zg This was but
a pious hope, for year after year lleron's memoranda reveal a chrounic
indebtedness of cofferer to King, Whet occurred wos thiss whenever
Coope was unable to collect the sums assigned him by tally, he would
borrow the necessary amount from the treasury of the chamber upon the
strength of the unliquidated tallies.

An illustration of this practice is afforded by the two followving
entriess “"Iten delivered to William Coope coferer by thande of Thomas
Stokes & Thomas Warley [two tellers] at ii several tymes opon viii
tailes assigned opon the cust[oms] of Uampton for two yeres for the
1i

household—iiii™ DCxLi * vii® viiid."30 "Item they [Lord Broke,

28 Ibid., £.10 ("Kinges Debtes", 1 Oct 1495).

29 E.404/81, bdle 4, unnumbered (28 Jan 10 M.7, Tower of London).
From g phrase employed in the writ it appears that flenry felt himself
under no necessity for spending houschold funds on the annual meeting
of the order of the Garter at Windsor. This "feast of St George"
involved expenses "in no certaintie but in oure pleasure" and was not
included in household estimates. There is a brief description of some
of the necessary tasks undertaken by the cofferer in Heron's book of
payments for 21 id.7. E.36/214, ££.613—4. The original plan for
settling funds upon the household is set out in Rot Parl, VI, 299-304,

80 £,101/414/16, no pagination (4-9 Feb 1498).
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Guildford, Dray and Coope] shall repay the saie day [the following
Candlemas] for asmoch money by them horowed opon iiii tailes'of
Hempton of nnno xiii—M CCCxx'! xiii® 1111%."3! Coope received an
asgsignment by tallies for a sum certain for two years, was unable to
collect it in the second year (it is too late in the season to regard
it as an effort to anticipate revenue), and was forced to borrow the
second half from the king, subject to suitable precautions, such as
enrollment of the transaction in Chancery and entry upon the chamber
books.

While enginecring these loans a second attempt was made to clear
up the difficulties secemingly inherent in this office. At the manor
of Shene (later called Richmond), on 17 June 1499, an indenture between
the Lking and the above four was entered into for an additional loan
of £12,000. It was understood that under the new dispensation the
household would operate on £1,000 per month. And in the future,
should Coope receive uncollectible tallies, he was to be covered by

32

the chamber funds. As the chamber system became more powerful it

was only natural that Coope should have been anxious to draw upon that

gource to meet his deficits, and that Henry should have been willing

31 Ibid., no pagination (1 Jul 1499). These men were bound by in-
dentures enrolled in Chancery for this as well as other debts totalling
another £5,000. Also referred to by Heron in the following October.
(B{) MS Add. 21480, f.29.

32 oo, I, #1088, Average weekly expenditure in 1486-7 was about
£240, “TE.101/416/1) In the British Museum there is a transcript
purporting to show expenses for 23-9 Dec 1492 (£405.6s.), 24-30 Mar
1493 (£207.38.7d.), and 25-31 Aug 1493 (£235.5s.8d4.). These probably
are from the accounts of $ir John Spelman, comptroller of the house-
hold prior to Guildford's asppointment. (BM) MS Lansd. 1, ff.112-3,
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to substitute his own funds for those derived from the archaic and
unwieldy Exchequer. In this sense it is quite true that Henry supported
the Household even though its maintenance originally was provided for
by parliament.

The comptrollership cannot be accounted for definitely during all
24 of Henry's regnal years. The only men besides Sir Richard Guildford
(about whom most is known) who seem conclusively to have held the
post are Sir John Spelman (1492-3) and Sir John Bussy, who was comp-
troller at least in 1507-8, and perhaps during the whole period from
Guildford's resignation in April 1506 to Henry's demise. In the
Wedgwood and Holt list of principal officers of state (volume II of
their parliamentary history) Bussy is not mentioned, but Sir Richard
Edgecombe and Sir Roger Tocotes are claimed as Guildford's predecessors
in office, Edgecombe from the accession to his death in 1489, and
Tocotes from thence until his death in 1492, For the last two wen
there are no accounts available, for Spelman there is a brief extract
which probably comes from his book for 1492-3, for Guildford there are
three surviving books for the years 1495-6, 1497-8, and 1501-2, and
for Bussy there is one book for 1507-8.

From Henry's accession there were occasions when Guildford was
at court., He assumed the duties of the master of ordnance and
Sergeant of the armory very shortly after Bosworth field, if not from
the day of the invasion, and though he moy have had no official
standing in the household entourage, he acted as though he did. Among
the Rutland papers there is a "device for the coronation of Hemry VII",

which gives the order of precedence at this ceremony. Among the
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participants were to be the "ncw wmade Xnights of the Bath in a lyuery",
vho were to be ordered, i.e. arranged and directed, by Guildford and
Dr Thomas Savage, then iking's chaplain, later Bishop of Rochester, and
ultimately Archbishop of York.2C Clearly, Guildford was in the midst of
court activities with or without patent of office.

In the next year he participated in the ceremonies surrounding
the christening of Prince Arthur at Winchester cathedral. He and Sir
Johin Turbervile are called constable and marshal respectively, and are
mentioned "beryng ther staves of office" in the procession.34 While at
Winchester he also gave the king a "coler of golde", which Henry in
turn presented to a "Gentilman estraunger comyng vnto vs of the parties

of Fflaundres ... ”35

The same Cottonian manuscript cited above gives a lengthy account
of the delayed coronation of Henry's consort, Elizabeth of York (25 Nov-
ember 1487). Though Guildford's name is not listed, there are two in-
complete entries beginning "Sir Richard", one of which doubtless pertains

to him. The scribe who copied this document years later probably was

33 Williem Jerdan, ed., Rutland Papers (Camden Soc., 1842), p.ll,
From a comparison with the ceremony used at his predecessor's accession,
it is clear that Henry copied it exactly. There is extant a MS recital
of Richard's ceremony in vhich his name has been stricken and replaced
by Henry's. Thus the crowd was to call out, spontaneously, "Long live
King Henry!" instead of Richard. (BM) MS Add. 18669.

34 (BM) MS Cotton. Julius B.XII, f.22b. Curiously enough, Guildford
is not listed in the immense roll of those who went to York with Henry

in the spring of that year. Ibid., ff.8b-21.

35 For this Guildford received £17. E.404/79, bdle 2, #1 (2 Oct
2 11,7, Winchester).
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unable to make out surnames or complete blanks in a mutilated original.
There is no reason to doubt this attenda.nce.ae

Five years alter Henry's accession, we find Guildford in company
with the Earl of Ormond, chamberlain to the queen, busy about redecor-
ations at Westminster pu.la,ce.a7 This sort of thing most clearly is a
function of one connected with the household, yet there still is no men-
tion of Guildford as an officer of the establishment. In fact, not un-
til November 1494 was he called comptroller, this time in connection
with the lavish protocol formulated for the creation of Prince Henry
as Duke of York.38 It isn't certain when Guildford became comptroller,
although it probably occurred about the time he he resigned his master-
ship of the ordnance, in the sumaer of 1493, After November 1494 he
always was called "Maistre controler" and seems to have spent most of
his time with Henry, wherever that might be. For this he received £100
a year.

An example of such attendance occurred on 19 September 1500 at
Woodstock, when the executors of the late chancellor, Cardinal Arch-

bishop Morton, delivered the Great Seal to the king in Guildford's sight.ag

6 (mM) MS Cotton. Julius B.XII, £f.28—43.
37 Campbell, II, 510 (21 Sep 1490).

8 (BM) MS Cotton. Julius B.XII, £.91; printed in Gairdner, L&P,R.3
& H.7, I, 393. Likewise at a feast on 13 November. Ibid., I, 403.

39 CCR, II, #60. See (BM) MS Egerton 2358, £.47 for repairs to the
comptroller's quarters at Westminster (1500-2).



He was instrumental in guaranteeing that the reception accorded
Catherine of Aragon was sufficiently grandiose to capture the populer
imagination in England and on the continent. In conjunction with Lord
Broke, who was Lord Steward, he prepared lodgings for strangers, saw
that repairs were made at St Paul's and supervised certain last-minute
arrangemnents at the palace of Westminster and Baynard's castle.40

Guildford was with the king when he met Philip Arcbhduke of Austria
near Calais in 1500, and he attended other, sadder cereuonies, such as
the funerals of Edmond, Henry's third son, who died on 12 June 1500, and
of hig wife Elizabeth, who died in February 1503. Among the records of
the lord chamberlain's office are quite detailed accounts of the stuff
supplied for the mourners in each of these funerals. 0ddly enough, in
the first one Guildford is listed with such knights as Sir Thomas Lovell,
each of whom received five yards of cloth for his gown and hood.41 Only
in the latter ceremony was he called "iaister Comtroller", being issued
in this instance six yards of cloth for himself and another 12 yards

for the four servants in his train.42

Whether this disproves the contention that he became comptroller

40 (BM) MS Cotton. Vespasian C.XIV, f.81. The expenses for Catherine's
reception are listed in the household account in (BM) MS Royal [Rot.Reg.]
14 B.XXXIX (1 Oct 1501-31 Mar 1502). According to this, she left Exeter
on 22 Oct and arrived at Laubeth on 12 Nov. There were four full days of
marriage festivities; and the Spanish lords who stayed at Westminster
were entertained for another four. A brief "diary" of events, temp. I.7
and H.8, says "to Kennyngton manor then came yn my lady Kataryn the kynges
doughter of Castell into Ingland," which suggests that Guildford hosted
her. This is confirmed by no other source. (BM) MS Cotton. Claudius C.

I1I, f.38.

41 1. c.2/1, f.4h.

42 1pid., £.64b.
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in 1494 isn't clear. Thee secm to be too many references on the other
gide, but certainly the chamberlain's accounts would be expected to
specify such things as offices and titles, especially when dealing with
household personnel.

There are a few other references to Guildford as coumptroller, in
each case singularly devoid of.information. On 15 November 1498, 20 July
1503 and 14 February 1505 he acted as a witness in matters involving
papal bulls and royal grants.43 In 1504 20 shillings were paid "Raynold
Hill M Comptroller servaunt [for] going to thabbot of Reding [John
Thorne ] ntd And for some time he and Sir Thomas Lovell were engaged
jointly in constructing the king's almshouse at Westminster. IHeron re-
corded a payment of £200 to them on 28 February 15003 nothing else has
been discovered.45 The indenture between them and the king reveals that
they had undertaken to bear a portion of the charges themselves.

As can be secn, information about this office must be handled care-
fully to provide o basis for generalization, We have noticed that Guild-

ford audited the cofferer's accounts, a job of sufficient importance in

43 Reve Claude Jenkins, "Cardinal Morton's Register," Tudor Studies,
ed. R.W. Seton-Watson (London, 1924), p.403 CPR, 1494-1509, p.308;Ibid.,

p.419.

44 E.36/123, £.104 (8 Apr 1504). The purpose of this visit is suggested
by a comnission de walliis et fossatis addressed to the abbot eight days

later. CPR, 1494-1509, p.358.

45 (mM) MS Add.21480, £.66.

46 WAM 5398. There are two indentures here, the general one and anoth-
er relating specifically to brickwork, which is rolled within it. Neither
is dated; both have good autographs. Total cost was to be £564, of which
Guildford and Lovell contracted to provide anything over £3500 thenselves.
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itself, considering that the cofferer was responsible for the entire
214,000 annually devoted to the maintenance of the royal household. We
also saw that he cngaged in redecorative efforts in the royal palaces.
But apart from this outline not much can be said. That he was around
is obvious, but what construction omne should place upon casual refer-
ences, such as Heron's notice of receiving £68 from Guildford and the
under-treasurer at Shene,47 is not quite so apparent.

What has been said of other spheres of Tudor govermment applies
with equal rigor here: the mere record of an act perforumed by an ident-
ified wan (which in certain cases is all that coues to light) is the
basis, not the conclusion, of docwaentation. There still remains the
problem of significance, and in this quagmire we more often than not
have little objective proof that one path offers more solid footing
than another,

The last-mentioned official, the under-treasurer, was the real
director of the Exchequer of Receipt, concerning himself with those prac-
tical duties which the lord treasurer was not expected or desired to
assume. Sir Robert Lytton, for instance, was the second "Tresourer of
Werres" vhom Henry appointed, as well as being the first under-treasurer
to combine his office with that of the keeper of the great vardrobe.48

Hitherto, the wardrobe had been in the hands of Piers Curtis, who

4T £.101/413/2, pt 2, £.68b (1 Aug 1494).

43 The first treasurer for war was Dray (1492). Lytton received this
agsignment in 1497. Sums he received are noted in E.36/14, ff.225-373

and E.101/55/22,
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was appointed on 25 May 1487.49 It isn't clear what transpired, but he
was pardoned his office in 1492,being referred to in the peatent as
clerk of the great wardrobe.50 Whether this means he was demoted, or
wvhether this title was but an alias for keeper is conjectural. Three
years later lleron noted among his memoranda "that thundertresorer yerely
maike his accompte for the expenses of the Kinges Garderobe over and
besides all such stuff as was left in the inges Warderobe by Piers
Curtais Wherof the kinges grace hath the p[ar]cialles by writing which
must be answered for bysides his assignamentes."51 From this date the
great wardrobe was in Lytton's hands. Heron sugzests that he was assign-
ed a fixed percentage of the Calais revenues for this office.52
This outline, which is comprehensible even if irregular by modern

standards of bureaucratic procedure, must not be regarded as an absolute,

for several factors entered in to alter the picture. It is important to

49 cpr, 1485-94, p.176.
5 1bid., p.380 ( 13 Mar 1492).
51

E.101/414/6 (1 Oct 1495). Accounts by Lytton which have been pre-
served are in E.36/209 (14-5 H.7). At the BM there ore 19 warrants add-
ressed to him in this capacity. MS Add.18825. ‘

52 E.101/413/2, pt 3, £.184 (31 Dec 1504): "Item rec of the naier &
feliship of the Staple by thande of John Thorneborough [their solicit-
or] of the vitaill money [money earned by selling rations to the perm-
anent garrison] of Calais assigned to thundertres for the warderob in
anno xviii —— CClxx 1li." Once more it appears that the chauber treasury
was financing all departments ostensibly provided for by Exchequer ass—
ignment. In this case Heron received money from Calais, which was due
two years earlier, in lieu of which Lytton had borrowed from the chamber.
Perhaps it was this lack of revenue which earlier induced Lytton to justi-
fy accounts which, according to Bray, claimed allowances for 38 unex-
plained days, involving £56.4s.11d. E. 101/414/16 (Kinges Debtes, 9 Aug
12 H.7).
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remewmber, for instance, that soue of the most powerful, influential
figures, such as Sir Reginald Bray, actually held no houschold posts,
Yet were treated deferentially by legitimate members of the royal menage.
There is a striking demounstration of this in a letter which Guildford
vrote Bray, where it appears that the comptroller was left in charge
°f the royal children vhile the king and Bray were closeted on matters
of mutual interest, Guildford writess "Master Braye ye wer yesterday
gone or y cowde speke with yow for the kynge comanedde me to wayte
upomn the prynses tyll ye wer gonne ..."53 One should hesitate to con-
cluadle that men administered because they occupied certain positions. In
fact, they administered because the king authorized them to do so, and
no®t by virtue of powers inherent in offices. As G.R. Elton has pointed
ou® in his fresh appraisal of the early Tudor scheme of governuent,
comncillors acted on hehalf of the king, not as privy councillors en-
dowed with corporate responsibility and prestige, but as accredited or
actwal meabers of the royal household.'s4

This study of Elton's is one of the first expressions of a new
tremct jin historical thought, opposed to the standard interpretation of

sove xrnuent and chamber developed by Dietz and Richardson after the

—_—
‘WAM 16042, The letter is undated, but written some time before
1503 . Whether the "prynses" refers to princess iary, princess }argaret,
or to the princes, Arthur and lenry, isn't clear. Guilaiord continues
with g request tbat Dray examine a "boke how yt ys betwene yow and me"
vhielh Gujildford ic sending Ly o trusted agent, and pay kim £100, for
ilf ori's own ereditor requires £46 "and oder grette charges."

The Tudor Revolution in Government (Ccmbridge, 1953), pp.33-6.
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suggestions of A.P. lNewton., The school of Elton at Cambridge and Wolffe
at Oxi'ord finds much continuity in the period 1461-1534 and hesitetes

to ascribe a systematic tendency to lienry VII or his councillors. Elton
hinself characterizes the diffcerence thuslys "Where we really cdiffer

is in the wider interpretetion, Prof. Richardson sccus to me to under-
estimate the significance of the changes mapde in the 1530's, with the
result thot he sees o unity in the period 148&5-15564, whereos I hold that
1485 is a date of little significence in administrative history and 1554
only e stege in the development begun in 1534=6.s¢¢ I think he maices

the term 'chamber system' cover too much when he uses it to describe all
the aduinistrative changes of the first two Tudors, and he speaks too
definitely of ‘Affices' eee vhere I would prefer to speck of individuals
working in a somevhat unorgonized and hapohzard manner,..." (p.9,n.l)

The real disagreement herc proceeds from the fundementally differ-
ent uttitudeé which Americans and Dritons have on the question of orgen-
ization and individualism. American preconceptions militete so strongly
in fevor of system that it is not surprising when an American scholear
discovers sympathetic views among Tudor stetesmen. Nor is it unusual
for an Englishman to object. It seems significant that itichardson in-
cludes a rather conplex "Organization Chart of the Chamber System."
(p.80)

Wolffe's article in the ENR differs frouw the foregoing, thiough his
real sympathies would seem to place him more in Elton's camp than in
the .American position. He contends thet Elton is in alignment with Rich-
ardson, and that botli have followed Dietz, who misread the evidence.

His real quarrel with Elton, however, secnis to be the result of chrono-
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2ogical emphasis. Elton rapidly skim:ed the secondary matericl for the
immediate pre-Tudor decoades so as to plunge into an expogition of the
events leading up to the advent of his favorite, Thomas Cromwell. Ip
Adoing so, he éoncluded not as Wolfie contends that the Yorkists did noth-
ing, but rather that there was more moterial available for the first
Tuadors, and that we were forced to accept the srguments of those who
held with Yorkist originelity at least partly on frith.

To some extent the argument centers around one's explanation of a
memorgndum in (BL) MS Har1.433, £f.271 (printed in Gairdner, I&P, R.3 &
H.7T, 1,82) in which certain conditions are prescribed for the more ef-
ficient performance of the Exchequer. Richardson (pp.49-55) thinks it
refers to suggeated reforms and was an indictment of Exchequer practice.
He hedges a bit, sug esting that perhaps some of these conditions were
fulfilled partially before Henry's accession. Elton (pp.24-5) is not
convinced that the memo is a description of the Exchequer in esse, de-
scribing it as something which cither "codified or projected a system."
In an unpublished M.Litt. thesis, J.R. Lander holds thet the whole plan
described in October 1484 was in fact a statement of a systom already
esteblished in Edward IV's reign. ("The Administration of the Yorkist
Kings," [ Combridge, 1949], p.239) Wolffe also holds that this is a de-
scription rather than a proposel. (EIR, 71 [Jan 1956], 22) In other
words, Elton's pdsitibn is intermediate and hence suspect. Wolffe even
goes further and expresses his conviction that the systen: developed by
the Yoricists collapsed before Henry VII, acting on the advice of such
hold—over civil servants as Cornburgh, Cutte and Croft, reinstituted

their chamber administrative and financial system. According to this



view, Henry VII not only did not devise the system attributed to hin,
he reigned a number of years before he reclized that anything was amiss.,

These men have demonstrated clearly that the resurgence of strong
government under Ilenry VII was not evidence of a sort of renaissance
development along, say, Italian lines, but instead on effort to return
to the strong household system comrion to the Plantagenets, a system
vhich declined during the long and confusing period, 1377-1461. Elton
ingists that where there is "administration in and through the household,
there we have medieval government;..."55

According to such research, this reestablishment of household
government, which is something different from personal government as it
developed on the continent, notebly in France, may be discerned from
the earlier days of LEdward IV, At his accession the office of treasurer
of the chamber was undeveloped; the royal ready cash was entrusted to
one John Kendal, who was called indifferently household cofferer or
king's cofferer. The title treasurer of the chamber appears to have
been an alternative form of address for the Lecper of the king's jewels,
on vhich precious stones periodic loans were negotiated.

The first treasurer of itkhe chamber to reccive appointment by let-
ters patent was Thomas Vaughan, who was called in 1465.56 Three years
earlier Edward had ordered that all issues from the lands let to farm,
worth over 40 shillings a year, were no longer to be paid into the Ex-

chequer, but insteed to cight regional collectors, who in turn were to

———

55 Elton, p.19. In the same place he expresses the opinion that the
"new monarchy" of the Tudors is an outmoded misconception.

56 The previous sentences arc based on Wolffe, p.Z.
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PaYy the sums collected to the treasurer of the household. In 1472 o
further group with the same functions was appointed in replacement of
the first collectors. It is doubtful if they ever gathered more than
£2 5000 p.a. for the king. In any case, there is no precedent for this
action beyond the 13th century.57
After accounting to the king or his representatives, these col-
lectors, or receivers to use contemporary terminology, delivered their
caskx balances to the king, or perhgps, to his treasurer of the chamber
(especia,lly if the lands for which they were accounting were not
included in the estates whose issues supported the household; lands
in this latter category concerned the treasurer of the household, and
if cash vrer‘e involved, the cofferer). After this the.y made a declara-
tion of gccount before the barons of the Exchequer for the record.
They could be subjected to no examination by the barons hut it was
iEport ant that the barons had a record for their own az:.udit-.58
Wolffe contends that this was precisely the sort of organization
which any large landholder used in the 15th century, i.e. that the
Yorkiat Kkings were repeating on e large scale the methods common
throughout the kingdom. It was a system but not a bureaucratic
device, for ultimgtely it depended upon the king's personal super-
Vision foy efficient performonce. In fact, the receivers were regarded
28 indivsi dugls whe accounted to the king and performed functions which

57

X Ibid.’ p.g.

Ibid., Pe3e
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depended upon royal desires rather than upon any constitutional or
bureaucratic preconceptions., There was never any intention of re-
placing the Exchequer with another elaborate organization, according
to Wolffe; the sole purpose for the creation of the chamber system
wvas to provide the king with ready cash and personal supervision of
those lands vhich represented an augmentation of royal revenue, as
fox instance confiscated estates and lands in wardship. The chamber
neverx paid any salaries, pensions or annuities, leaving all such
of £3i cial business to the Er(:hequo:‘.59 It was merely a question of
exemp>ting certpin men and certain aspects of finance from the ancient
cour-se in the interests of speed and efficiency.

There was another reason which might be advanced, though one runs
the xi sk of being accused of cynicisms by these shortcuts the Yorkists
and Henry VII too were able to defraud legitimate creditors of the
Exchequer, whose tallies weren't worth the wood they were cut on if

funds mnever arrived at the Receipt.eo

e ———————

59 Desgpite the general accuracy of this statement, one variance
has been discovered. In (EM) MS Royal [Rot. Reg.] 14.B.XXXIX, an
account from the royal household for the half year 1 October 1501-31
March 1502, there 1is the entry "Regard Comptr Hospic - Ricard
Guyldeforg milite comptrsr Hospicii de Regard ci. dat wagge durant
Placit Dwn Re[gis] pro di’ anne - L 1i". The provenance of this roll
ia uncertain and its organization differs radically from that employed
by Guildford in his audit of the cofferer's accounts. The hand is a
:ter eotyped clerical one revealing nothing, but this may be an interim
ut:cor d fxrom which the annual account was to be prepared, perhaps by

¢ cofferxer, at that date William Coope.

v&lidiWOItfe’ pp. 15, 26. This suggestion may have a great deal of

rom tf‘y > for certainly Henry VII stalled legitimate claimants and

given lMme <40 time issued orders not to honor any more taflles until
hardl Pexrmjgaion. Another point for consideration is thiss Henry VII
g WOuld wish to announce that the administrative practices of the
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Funds which arrived at the household in this fashion could be
diverted in several directions. If necessary to the household itself
they were liable to go to the cofferer, where they were entered in his
accounts as "de Domino Rege" to distinguish them from the normal
Exchequer appropriations. These are the sums which are expressed as
"Alia Recepta" in the comptroller's annual books. It is confusing
but necessary to point out that the cofferer had no control over the
king's private "coffers". If not needed for this purpose they were
lodged with the treasurer of the chamber, who thus could provide the
king with ready cash for his own needs, for private loans, or for the
temporary use of other branches of the governmeﬁt. By the end of
Henry VII's reign such funds went from chamber to ordnance, chamber to
household (i.e. to the cofferer) and even chember to Exchequer. Once
the chamber was esteblished as the new central treasury, it was vital
to develop some accurcte manner for determining precisely what income
was aveilable. Beginning with Edward IV and carrying through to
Henry VII's last regnal year there was an increasing number of com-
missions on the quo warranto model. These culminated in the eppoint-
ment of Sir Edward Belknap to the new post of Surveyor of the King's

Prerogative in August 1508.61 In Wolffe's estimation, according to

late Richard "kyng in dede but not of ryght" were worthy of emulation.
For instance, Henry condemned the use of the benevolence by the Yorkists
but didn't on this account stop levying themsy so, with the chamber
orgenization, he perhaps consciously refrained from mentioning the
question of continuity, especially because his roving commissioners
were unpopular enough without being placed in the 1483-5 tradition.

61 Elton, pp. 28-9. Mention of Delknap's role has heen reserved
for the chapter on the council, especially in its relation to the
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,his "broken continuity" thesis, Henry VII first reverted to Yorkist
Procedure in Michaelmas term 1491, when the receivers of the Wearwi ck,
Salisbury and Spencer lands were ordered to appear before the king and
council for examination before they delivered their accounts to the
barons of the Exchequer. He believes that various books known as the
declerations of the king's lands (such, presumsbly, as [PRO] E.36/212,
213) were compiled at these sessions.52

If Wolffe has not been misinterpreted, he seems to believe that
the chamber system stemmed from an earlier practice which grew up in
the household, i.e. that the treasurer of the chamber developed from
the older office of keeper of the king's jewels when the treasurer of
the household began to receive larger sums of money from the receivers
who circumvented the Exchequer officers. On occasion he speaks as if
the household and chamber were interchangeable terms, but this is
Perhaps not meant. It appears likely that Wolffe has been guilty of
the error which Elton ascribes to Richardson, that of seeing a system
in the efforts of individuals. It is most important to bear in mind
constently that the system (if that word must be used) was highly
Personal, depended upon the efforts of the king and the gquality of his
subordinates and only in leter reigns regulted in a bureaucracy which

could and did function despite the ruler of the moment.

king's prerogative. It has seemed more important to treat him as a
councillor rather than a financial civil servant (though he was both),
on the grounds that council comprehended everything in this reign,
precisely because there was not e bureaucracy, but merely a group of
skilled men who derived authority from an equally skillfull monarch.

62 '01ffe’ p.23.



Chapter VIII

DIPLOMACY AND SECURITY

The body of Henry VII's diplomatic engagements may be found in
Thomas Rymer's Foedera, but this gives us little insight, too little
specianl knowledge of the ncgotiations leading up to the treaties which
were comncluded, nor does it tell us of those which failed in the making.
For thi s we must turn to printed correspondence and the few items in
the Pub 1ic Record Office.

DA plomacy was an extension of royal business, with little relat-
ionshi y» to outside interests. This is an overstatement, for no ruler
°~;"':‘1d Ihave pursued a course directly opposed to popular interests, but
';e;ertheless parliamentery inquisitiveness rarely was satisfied in this
sphere o wjthout exception Henry's diplomats were councillors or intim-
ates of councillors. Considering that some margin for the exercise of
Judgmen¢ was requisite, it isn't surprising that this was the case. Nor,
in such a personal government, was it surprising that no one councillor
Preempted the role of foreign secretary. Among his council Henry could
count o number of men suited to this vocation, men such as Christopher
Urmck’ Richard Fox, Sir Charles Sonmerset, Sir Richard Nenfen and lat-
°r Thomg g Wolsey.

certain men, especially those who kept the king's private seal,
the signet, called principal secretaries, were ambassadors because of
their Special knovledge of royal affiairs. It is because of this that

Fo -
Xy Oliver King, Robert Sherborne and Thomas Ruthal (21l churchmen)

fipn
Cureq Promninently in diplomatic missions, But upon occasion nearly
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everyone in the king's confidence uight be expected to figure in such
vent.urea.1

As a member of the household and en importent councillor, Guild-
ford was present when a number of treaties were ratified or other events
of diplomatic importance were performed. He was, for instance, a wit-
ness to the renewal and confirmation of the Anglo-Portuguese treaty at
Windsor on 10 August 1489,2 and tke French treaty at Doulogne in October
1492.3 lle was one of six men empowered to treat with the Spanish am-
bassador, de Puebla, respecting the marriage of princess Cetherine with
prince Arthur.4 When llenry VII met the Archduke of Austria in 1500,
Guildford was one of the lords and knights in the entourage.5 According
to Rymer, Guildford, "Hospitii nostri Contrarotulatore", wos present at
the ratification of the marriage treaty (5 May 1500) and the approval
of specific articles in that contract, three days lat.er.6 The last not-
ice of him in this connection occurred in 1503, when he was authorized
£16.178.7d. for expenses incurred by the ambassadors of Maximilian,
King of the Romans, and by the proctors of that monarch during his in-

stallation (by proxy) in the order of the Garter.7

1 A glance at Rymer will confirm this. For the secretary in this peri-
od see the surmary in Elton, Tudor Revolution, pp.31-2,

2 Campbell, II, 474. In Rymer this is dated 18 Aug. The only knights
present were Guildford and Lovell. Foedera, V, iii, 5.

3 Gairdner, 1&P, R.3 & H.7, II, 290-2. He says 38 were present; I have
identified only 37 signatures. E.30/612.

4 Calendar of State Papers—Spanish, 1485-1509, p.77 (1495?).

5 (BM) MS Harl. 1757, f.361.

8 Foedera, V, iii, 151b-155b.

7 E.404/84, bdle 3, unnumbered (11 Sep 19 H.7).
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Dut these are only passive evidences. For Guildford's positive
role we must turn to the events of 1499, when he was called upon to
perform o mission of great delicacy.

In September of thot year he and Dr Richard Hatton, the clerk of
Parliament, were dispatched as envoys to the Archduke of Austriae. They
also received o set of private instructions touching a subject much
nearer Henry's interest than commercial relations. They were to induce
Edciund de la Pole, the Earl of Suffolk, to return from his continental
sanctuary.s Very cunningly these instructions suggested alternative
ways in which the earl's position might be made to appear untenable. If
he wouldn't return with Sir Jomes Tyrell (captain of Guisnes castle),
then Guildford wgs to drop the mission to the Archduke, importent though
it was, and offer to escort the earl,himself. Should Suffolk persist in
his refusal, then Guildford end Hatton were to let slip the "fact"
that Henry had persuaded all princes to refrain froo harboring him.,
Further, Guildford was permitted, if necessary, to hint that the ecrl's
continued residence on the continent was not unpardonable so long as
it was done quietly. The friends of a silent Suffolk, one who refrained
from encouraging or being encouraged by foreign princes seeking a handle,
might in time persusde Henry to grant a pardon. But if Suffolk should

seek alliances, his abused sovereign would not forget it..9

8 The most complete essays on this couplex subject are found in the
introduction to Gairdner's 1&P, R.3 &il.7 and in Dusch's Eugland under the
Tudors. In an eppendix to the English version of the latler study Gaird-
ner 1from whom the German scholar derived considerable assistance)

) recon-
sidered his earlier position, convinced by Busch's argument. (pp.441-5)

9 (Bt} MS Cotton. Galba 1I, ff.105-Tb. The folios are damaged by fire.
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One phrase in this disingenuous docuicent indicates Guildford's real
value in the gambit. If Tyrell wouldn't do as an escort for the earl,
then Guildford wes to offer his own services. This suguests that lLe was
regerded either as a trustworthy men or else wes so little known apart
from the household that nothing in his past could be misconstrued.

The latier is an unlikely argument. There are too many references to
Guildford in public records for the earl to have been ignorant of gnd
gullible about him. O the contrary, Suffolic spent much time at court,
vliere he undoubtedly had encountered Sir Richard. It seems safe to as—
swte thot Guildford represented respectability.

This argument would have lost its appeal e few years leter, for
upon Suffolk's second flight, Guildiord confiscated or was offered and
took one of the earl's manors, "Fyllberdes" in Berkshire.

The ulterior portion of tiie mission of 1499 was successful: de 1la
Pole returned to the king's zood graces, aand only later entered into
that preposterous adventure which ended with his execution in the next
reign. To judge from his letters, printed by Gairdner, he was a rash,
arrogant and brutal maen, with a truly wasterfal ignorance. Even thia
speaits well for Guildford's credible manner. Master comptroller seecms
to have been a straigutforward persoun vith little subtility, an ideal
wen to gsead after Suffolik, and proof that ileury VII wotih judged and
used his followers well, Sir Richard received £33.68.3d. from Ileron's
chanmber funds for this trip to "Flands", and Dr Tlatton got £20. Tuyis

. . 1
is tiic only pnyment for foreign travel Guildford ever drew.

10 Extracts from ileron's account book {1491-1395) by Craven Ord.
(p) MS Add. 7099, f.62 (20 Sep 15 '.T).
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Another of Ilenry's engines for the eveatual destruction of Suffoli
was 3ir Robert Curzom, at thatl time captain of iiniries custle near Cal-
ais. On 20 August 1499 he requested and received permission to resign
his coanand for the purpose of a pilgrimnge aZainst the infidel Turk.
There now scens little doubt that his actual, although hidlen, purpose

was to act as an agent provocateur on the continent, though he appar-

. . iy 11 . .

eatly did fizht under Maximiliane. Curzon's resignation brought on one
of the very few attempts which ‘iuildford ever made to gsecure a lucra-
tive post. In the following winter ‘leron records that Guildford had
offered "CC li.in woney and x li. in land for thoffice of the castell
v ”"° v " o y 0 - "12
of amys" and notes the need "to take a farther order in that matier.
Nothiing ever caae of this bid, the office evidently remnianing in the
hands of Sir Sampson Norton, Sir Richard Lovelas and William Pawne, to
whora Curzon had resigned his post, until tiree years later when 3ir
3 A . . 1
vicholas Vaux was appointed Ieeper.

Little hos been done in the way of a study of Calais ia this reign,
but that it was a clearing house for rwiors and a sanctuary for spies

. . . 14
and men yvho eyed the main chance is obvious,

11 Ryuer, Foedera, V, iii, 142b. Sec p&3 of this study for Curzon's
relation to ilenry's policy of govermnent by recognizance.

12 (i) 15 ADD. 7099, £.169 (Reucmbrances, 16 Feb 1500).

13 CCR, I1, #118 (9 Jul 1502). Bray, Lovell, Hobart, Bapson, Lucas,
Mordeunt and Vaux indented nith the Ting re this post. Veaux farther was
respounsihle for maiataining 100 men by the sca during Guildford's life.
Sir Richard, incidentally, was his brother=in-law.

14 There is a great mnass of unexamined nmaterial in the Shrewsbury
Talbot 1ISS acquired by the BM in 1947 (LS5 Add. 46455 % 4645G), 21 bundles
of French docuaents concerning Daubeney, Talbot and Nanfan. The bulk of
then are ian the hand of Jean de iloupplines, born in Tournay, who was
appointed by Richard III and confirued in office by lenry VII. lle styled
hinmself "sccretary to the king of England at Calais."
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A report which reached lienry fion an informant there coataing a
curiously veiled allusion to Guildford's loyalty. That we norually are
left without positive statements on the hisztorical topics most interest-
ing to us is painfully true; and in this case doubly so, siuce hinats
are supplied on a number of problems.l5 The passagze pertinent to Guild-
ford mentions that Sir liugh Conway, then treasurer of Calais, spoke
"how ny tlhst ilent is hydre, wat a lyans thay be of there" and nientioned
Poynings, DBourchier and Guildford, but in what context we are not told.
The informant, Flamank, lamely sugiested that llorton, if examined, could
"shew youre hygnes better than I can do."16

It is hard to explain this reticence, nerhaps harder than to uess
vhat it was Conway distrusted in Guildford, Suspicious he must have
been , since the burden of ti:e report is Coanway's uneasiness with prac—
tically everyone at court, or even in Engzland, But this doubt was dis-
scabled because of a quality iaputed to the king by Conway, a foible
uninentioned by others, and in fact in contradiction to the astandard
accounts of Henry's personality.

It strikes us as unlikely, but Ieary apparently impressed those on

the inside as a wman wvho found it hard to suspect treachery among his

15 The document is printed in Gairdner, L&P, R.3 & H.7, I, 231-40. He
assigns it to the year 1503, but this can't be since Conway only receiv-
ed the office on 15 Jun 1504. (CPR, 1494-1509, p.365) John Flamank, the
agent, claimed that these conversatious took place at Sir Richard Nanfan's

howe in Calais, with Williwun Nanfan, Norton and Conway also present.

16 Gairdner, I, 237. Conway co:es off{ quite well in this report. Ue
mizht serve as the prototype of the bluff English soldier. Any philosoph-
ic or religious impulses latent in his being were canalized into a rather
cnthugiastic devotion to books of portents and such stuff.
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subordinates. Now it may be that our view of the calculating monarch is
merely warmed-over Bacon. Certainly clear purposes and long views are
suspect qualities, normelly attributed to men only after their denise.

In any case, if Conway is right, 3ir Robert Clifford's machinations
had been known to others prior to his confession and exposure of Sir
William Stanley in 1495, yet ignored by lienry. Of course, one night
argue that Clifford wasn't suspected by the king prior to his sudden
adimigsion, siuply because though innocent he was frightened into ac-
quiescence in a judicial murder; in which case, Couway's commentary
appears slanderous. But Conway impresses one as an outspoien man, not
a malicious one. His assertion that present loyalty necd not be an in-
dex to future behavior, that “chaynge.of worldis hayth caused change of
mynde," appcars disillusioned but not cynical.

If, then, one accepts it from him that Ifenry was not ready to al-
ter his opinions of men, it is possible to argue that Flamank hesitated
to indict Guildford because he enjoyed a personal relationsghip with
the Lking. This last is nearly as hard to accept as it is to believe in
Henry's gullibility. Yet the petty cash rccords kept by Ileron support
the contention that ilenry did have cowpanions, if not friends. There
arce nuuerous cntries conceraing the king's losscs at cards or at the
butts, all of them hard to reconcile with the thin-visaged likeness in
the National Portrait Gallery and the proverbial tales of his frigid
manner. It is regrettable that Becon never saw the king's personal
accounts, for his portrait of an aloof ruler, , secretive Figure jealous
of his dignity, would hcve becen altered by such unassinilable facts as
llenry's constant wables about the palace grounds astride his mnule, facts

which indicate the king had his unguarded moments.



e e ————— —
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Fromn thie tenor of this report it sccias that Suildford, so far es
Conway was concerned, woas associnted with Lord Daubeney, who was a pow-
er at court (lord chamberlain) and a possible king-maker. This is hard,
coming from tire mouth of one who had shared a nwaber of perilous sea-
sons with Guildford, but is explainable without recourse to a theory
of general treason. Conway was an early supporter of the Barl of Rich-
aond, yet ncver secumed to advance his fortunes after the Zarl's rise
to the throne.17 Hig distrust of those in Enzland seems to reflect a
feeling that he was sidetracked in Calais. Desi:les, it was not the
present state vhich worried him so nuch as the thought of what aight
occur after llenry's death.

The otiter tantalizing bit of gossip retailed by Flamanii concerns
the zeneral engagewent ot 3lackheath {1497), a battle which strikes
the student as necdless and ill=handled. low could it be possible for
hundreds (numbers given in this period are fantastic unless related to
Exchequer accounts, at vhich time they assume ludicrously slender pro-
portions) of Cornish rebels to procecd completely across southern Eng-
land without being engaged until they reached Guildford in Surrey?

A hint is given by Flamank whcn he reports Nanfan as saying that
he knew qguite well how unhappy the king was with this blunder, vhich
was laid to Daubeney's account, "for and he had done his part welle
the Cornysshe men hade never‘made the kyngs feld at Blake hcthe but had

all ben destroyed longe befor ther comyng thedre ..." (p.232)

17 lle evidently failed after six months' service as treasurer of Ire-
land, being relegated to unimportance by lienry Wyatt and William Ilatcliff
in April 1495, Sec their duties in CPR, 1494-1509, p.27.
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The sequence of events leadiag to this battle is uncertain, but
the account of it which Busch gives is the fullest, most plausible.
When the rebels began their merch Daubeney already had gone north to
assune comnand of the nrmy scheduled to invade Scotland., It will be re-
membered that the iadentures which Cliffor&, hen master of ordnance,
entered into witli various ship owners bore tiie date 16 hlay and called
for imnediate shiphent of ordnance and supplies to Berwick and Newcastle.
Presuniably, most of Daubeney's army went north at the sane ti.me.l8 So
wiien news of the rebellion recched Westminster in early June, very
little force was aveileble in the home counties. Pursuant to orders,
Daubeney rushed south, arriving in London on 13 June, four deys before
the final engagement.lg

On this day or the next thcre was a large but indecisive patrol
action near Guildford, after which the rebels turned towards Xent, hop-
ing to gain support in the home of Jack Cade, es the chroniclers have
supposed, Finding that the men of Kent had undergone a change of heart
over the decades, that in fact they now prided themselves on having
discouraged Warbeck from landing at Deal two years before, the Cornish
forces again headed for London. At this time tradition has it that
Daubeney was approached by a rebel delegation, which offered to betray

its leaders in return for a general pardon. The offer, if made, was re-

jected, and the rebels, convinced of impending collapse, madc camp at

18 E.36/8; Busch, p.340.

19 Gairdner, I, xxix, says the battle took place on the 22d, but I
have followed Busch. See his note on the date of the engagement, p.345.
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Blackheath on Friday evening, the 16th of June. Daubeney's force ad-
vanced the next morning, losing 300 men according to the chronicler
Hall, but eventunlly rolling up thc opposition. Beforec noon the field
was8 won.

Professor Mackie favors Daubeney with the appellation "trusty
chumberlain"%obut if trusty means anything more than loyal, Daubenecy
seenis no candidate for the term. The statement allegedly made by Nanfan
probably refers to his actions in the period 13-6 June, wheu itle rebels
had been blocked at Guildford, hoad evidenced confusion end lack of pur-
- pose, and yet were nllowed to swing around into Kent and approach Lond-
on from the southeast. This argues no great generalship; ond it need
not surprise us that Nanfon felt Daubency "wns very shlake [sleck] in
oon jorny wherwith I knowe well that the Lingis grace was discouteut."21

Some furiher notion of the irtelligence which Ilenry received from
his apents abroad can be gathered from a series of letters under signet
preserved cmong the Shrewsbury Talbot MSS in the DIritish Museum. A few
have been printed by Gairdner. Thicy ore extremely difficult to date,
because, as with all relatively inforunel or persongl comiunications,
nuch weos left unsaid. However, they probably date from the last yeurs
of Denry's reign. It is not known when Tolbot beceome deputy of Calais,
although Wedgwood and Holt say 1507, -.ithout giving authority (I, 839),

In one letter Henry instructed Talbot, "Deputy of our Town and of

20 J.D. Mackie, The Earlier Tudorss 1485-1558 (Oxford, 1952), p.215.

21 Goirdner, 1&P, R.3 & H.7, I, 232.
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our Marches of Calais," to turn back a Scottish Friar Observant who in-
tended to leave France for England via Calais.22 In another, Talbot

wos thanked for the informetion he and Thomas Decon (a rierchant of the
Staple) had supplied about Richard Knyght, in consequence of which he
had been committed to the Tower. Thetower or cestle of Rysbanke, form-—
erly in Knyght's hands, ves to he held by Decon until Eenry granted it
to some sufficient person.23 In a third letter Eenry thairked Telbot for
the news he had learned from Willimm Woodhouse, lately ot Amiens. Even
though the sarie information had resched Henry by another source, he
wvished Talbot to continue "in that behalue/And as like news shall for-
tune to core unto your knowleage herafter s00 we praye you to notifie
us from tyme to tyme."24 The nature of this coriwunication wes pot fe-
vealed. The least letter in this series begins with e reference to one
vhich has been lost, in which Talbot was ordered to let pess a courier
from the court of Rome, i.e. fron the Emperor Maximilien, on hia woy
to Laurence Bonevix, the Itslian merchant with whom lienry did business.
Through an error ip identification, Telbot hod arrested him, thinking
he was anotlier rien vhom he was to arrest, s wan bringing "proces" re-
lative to the alum lotely brought to Bugland in the royel ship Sover-

eirm, Talbot was notified to release the courier, meonwhile remaining

[s]
on the watch for the other trnveler.“s

22 () MS Add. 46454, #3 (15 Apr, Greenwich),

23 Ipid., # (17 May, Greenwich). As late as 31 Oct 1503 Knyght still
was keeper of Rysbanke castle. E.101/413/2, pt 3, f.12.

24 (BM) 1S Add. 46454, #7 (? Jul, Richmond).

25 Ibid,, #8 (17 Jul, Greenwich). This illustrates the use of navel
vessels for com ercial purposes. .
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One last matter, the finencing of embassies, should be discussed.
During the first decade of his reign, Ienry VII had no discernible sys-
tem for the payment of ambassadorial claims, for gifts to foreign dip-
lomats or for reimbursenent of English subjects vho had provided goods
or gervices to foreign ombassadors in Englande. Such paynents noraally
issued from the Receipt. In 1494, however, a system was inaugurated
vhich, with certain alterations, set the pattern for the future. On 6
November a writ was sent the treessurer and chamberleins, acquainting
them with o table of revenue henceforth to be the sole source of funds
for messengers and for BEnglish as well as foreign ambassadors. A total
of £1000 was set aside for each year's expenses.26 The Exchequer was
requested to elter those estimates in the schedule which in their opin-
ion would not bear these annual charges. Teilles cut in assignment on
these ports and counties were deliverable to lieron.

Sometime within the next yeor and a half, the annual appropriation

26 The novelty of this scheme was recognized in the writ "for the
whiche no provysion by vs hath be made befor this tyme ..." (L.404/81,

bdle 4, unnumbered privy seal [10 H.7], Westminster) Herewith the table:

London customs & subgsidies £350
Bristol " " 160
Ciceatre " " 200
Plymouth & Ffowey " " 45
Pole " " 50
Dartmouth & Exeter " " 140
Norf, Suff & Essex fee ferm & ulnage 55

£1000

27 Heron norrinlly was designated "oure trustie seruante" in this
period, which is no help in identifying his position in the governnent
or chamber. Despite Wedgwood, it is most improbeble that he was treas-
urer of the chamber this early, but as wes said in the chepter on the
household offices, he may have been acting in Lovell's stead.



wes doubled, but it appecrs that the assignments miade upon certein places
had becen too optimistic. One can visualive an increasing number of "des-
perate debtes" and a growing cynicism within embassy circles. Finally,
in June 1496 a new version of the revenue table was subjoined to o

writ and directed to the Receipt. Tailles cut upon this new list were

to be sent to Sir Thomas Lovell.28 It seems to be the system which Heron
had in mind when he noted that "my lord tresorer & thundertresorer
shall pay yerly at Michclmas M 1li & at Ester M 1li for thexpenses of
thenbassadours."29 This seems to imply that Lovell or lleron no longer
received specified portions of particular revenues by assignment, but
instead were paid ready money by the treasurer. In other words, if the
revenue for diplomatic expenses still derived from the authorized table,
it wos no concern of the chauber officinls responsible for discharging
these obligations. Heron anc¢ Lovell were interested in funds, not their
origin.30

Notwithstending this procedure, upon occasion diplomatic expenses

28 g 404/82, bdle 1, unnumbered (£1 Junm 11 H.7, Shene). Lovell's
position was not specified either, but in line with the argument of the
pPrevious note it looks es if he reached this duty by roturn rather then
promotion, "he senior normnlly does not perform his junior's tasks, un-
less he has delegated them in the first instance.

29 £,101/414/16, "Finges Debtes" (9 Aug 12 F.T).

30 In fact, the new system had deficiencies, also. According to the
account of ambpssadorial expenses from Oct 1503 to Oct 1504 (o small pap-
er roll shovwing paywments the tellers made to lieron on his "byllys"),
only £1,712.1s.2d. of the authorized £2,000 actually was paid. The re-
mainder existed in the form of tallies due. Note that it is Feron agein,
and not Lovell, who received this sum from the Receipt. His accounts
are out o penny. E.101/517/5.
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were met in what might be termed unorthodox fashion, if this word did
not conjure up the vision of a method altogether too stable to fit the
focts of the day. Nevertheless, in the absence of a more accurate ad-
jective, unorthodox may stend, with the proviso that herein it signifies
nothing more than a varience from some official pronouncement. As was
nentioned, Guildford lpid out £16 for the Imperial ambassadors in 1503.
By strict adherence to formula he should have macde no such payment,
but granted thot he did, then reimbursement should have come from the
chamber anc¢ not the Receipt, whence it did issue in fact.al

It seems pretty clear that Guildford spent his money in his house-
hold capacity, hut the point is thet in every aspect of govermment which
is subjected to close analysis one finds this confusion. It is this
which prompts the opinion that the schedule of revenues was a hopeful
guide, not a directive, and that payuents might come from other places.

It would be well to rerember that certain expenses vere borne by
the corporations of towns such as Dover. Lying in the path of travelers,
the nayor and jurats, the closed oligarchy which poverned the town, fed
and lodged almost all diplomats, as their municipal records pleinly
show. The entry for 1496-7 is typicals"Item paied for wyn yeuen to
maist leutenant to maist Lovell maister porter thambassators of Venys
to the maier & jurates at festes acustumed and to other gentilmen —

=xvii® viiid."32 Again, in 1498-9 the corporation records reveal that

31 © 404/84, bdle 3, unnumbered (11 Sep 19 H.7, Kenilworth).

32 () MS Egerton 2107, f.54b. Dover port aud town accounts, 1485-
1511, The ycars 4 and 24 H.7 are missing.
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128.,8d. were spent on "wyn yeuen to my lord of Rochester the mgpist of
the Rolls maist poyninges maist depute at Cales maist Tyrell Sir Antony
Brown ngistr Lovell Doctor Routhall wmy lord tresurer Syngers of the
Ikynges chapell wt other dyvers gentilmen."33 Such hospitality must hgve
relieved the royal treasuries, both Exchequer and chamber, of some

strain and eased the ambassador's bhurden. We are not informed how the

nayor and jurats of Dover felt about such signal honors.

33 Ibid,, £.62 (14 H.7). After an earlier parliament (5 H.7), Piers
Courtenay, lord privy seal, and Lord Egremond and other ambassadors
were given wine and/or "halybut", as were Daubeney, Dynham, Vampege,
Tyrell, Hyngerford and the riester of the rolls, David Williams. (f.20)



Chapter IX

COMMISSIONS

The commissions on which Guildford sat were as varied, both in
nagture end region of operction, es everything else in his career. This
is not to say that his was an exceptional case, for it was nots merely,
he gained at greater length the experience comr:on to oll Tudor admin-

istrators. In general, comiissions of oyer et terminer and gaol deliv-

ery were the same by this period. Both were entrusted to royel justices,
although laymen could sit. Comissions of the peace, i.e. quarter scss-
ions, for the most part concerned only those men who held property in
the county, but royal councillors also were justices of the perce, not
only in their home counties but occasionally in every county in England.
This was done to insure control over the local justices, for the quart-
er sessions were not merely judicial meetings, but in a very real man-
ner brought the central government to the counties. Thus, Guildford

was on many commissions of the peace in counties where he owned no prop-

erty, and on many comizissions of oyer et terminer and gaol delivery,

though he was no lawyer. In each instance he owed his appointment to
his membership in the council.

His first appointments centered in his home county, Kent.l The
composition of the group involved in the gaol delivery is interesting,

exhibiting as it does the mixed elements from which Henry Tudor sought

1 Commission of the peace, 20 Sep 1485 (CPR, 1485-94, p.490)s gaol
delivery at Centerbury, 9 Dec 1485 (ibid., p.70).
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support. Three eorls, ten knights and o number of county gentlemen and
provincial lawyers, these are the men to whom Henry VII assigned both
customary and novel business.

In the following sumer Guildford, his father and seven Kentish
gentlemen were commissioned to inquire throughout Kent (as otliers were
doing elsewhere in the kingdom) for all lands, goods or chattels which
had been concealed, for lands given in mortmain without licensze, for
all lands held in chief which had been acquired, aliened or entered
into vithout license, and to determine the extent of all lands held on
21 August 1485 by 28 men attainted in Henry's first parliamente Lastly,
they were to inquire of all lands which Edward IV and Richard III had
acquired, and to discover who held to the use of these monarchs. The
findings of this monumental commission were detined for the Exchequer.2

This was the firat of llenry's efforts to keep a running Domesday.
The later and official expression of this desire was his creation of
the officer known as the surveyor of the king's prerogative, Edward
Belknap.3 What powers these commnissioners had isn't certain. Presumably,
to facilitate their inquiry they could impanel jurors, perhaps even
subpoena witnesses. Nor is it clear in what form they made their re-
ports. The records, which must have existed in written form, are not
available today, at least not in the compact form of the domesday of

inclosures of 1517. Nevertheless, it is clear that informations from

————

2 Ibid., p.134 (7 Aug 1486, Westminster).

3 The leading article is Walter C. Richardson's "Surveyor of the
King's Prerogative,” BIR, 56 (1941), 52-75.
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similar commissions were the authorities for many of Illeron's chamber

account memoranda.

Not until 17 October 1487 was Guildford again called upon to attend
nny commissions. On that date e returned to the bench for Kent.4

The second gaol delivery which he attended was at Moidstone in
February 1488.5 Included with him were most of those found on the prior
com:issions for Kent, with the exception of the three earls. From this
time, in general, comuoners performed most of these functions for the
king. He sat for the quarter sessions again in June and October of the
next year.s

Amidst the flurry of activity in the spring and summer of 1490,
when an invasion seemed imminent, Guildford and 30 other lcading men
in Kent were authorized to array the forces of that county and place
beacons on the high ground for emergency warning.7 This was vacated by
another instruction vhich increased the group by another eight men.

The year 1490 was enlivened for Guildford by his inclusion in yet
another commission of the peace for Kent.g It is possible that this
was the Christmas which he spent in "religious lyfe in devotion" with

the brethren of Christ Church, of which Chiplein Goldstone wrote to

4 cpR, 1485-94, p.4:0.

S Ibid., p.239.

6 Inhid., p.490.

T 1bid., p.322 (26 bay).

8 Ihid., p.323 (1 July).

9 Ibid., p.490 (4 Deccmber).
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Prior Sellyng.lo At least we know that he was in llent in that month, and
it does not appear that this was the cose in 1486, the dute tentotively
assigned this letter of Goldstone. Nor is there anything intrinsically
absurd in the picture of Guildford rounding off his judicial duties
with a monastic holiday. This is precisely the sort of thing one can
find even in this period, a juxtaposition of reli.jious and worldly
traits, of quietist ideals tempered (tainted as they wmi.ht have said)
with positive actions. If it is arzued that it was far too late for an
Enzlishrian to react in this fasliion, one can point out that Guildford
was very nearly the last Englishman to make a pilgrimage. Cne might
choose the words pilgrim and traveler to characterize the difference
between the riedieval and modern spirit (always recognizing that no rig-
id dichotomy obtains). Medieval man was a pilgrim on earth and would

feel the rightness of Pynson's title, The Pylgrymage of Sir Richard

Guildford; wherees, in a few years the public sought another definition

of its aspirations, and found it in Hakluyt's Principal Navigations.
Three years later, in 1493, Guildford attended far more comnissions
ihan previously, probably because of Lis resignation from the ordnance.
In this year he was on 19 commissions of the peace in 15 counties, most
of them created by letters of the same day, 20 May.ll
This presents a unique problem, for manifestly he couldn't sit on
simultaneous cormissions in Yorkshire and Kent. Yet his name is listed

for just this purpose, which leads to the conclusion that comnissions

a———

10 gee p.20 of this studye.

11 pn, 1485-94, pp.482,484,489-93,495-8,501,504-8.




of the peace normally contained redundant members, whose absence was
no hindrance, but whose noninal attendance evidenced the royal suicding
hand and the possibility of intervention.

Of course there is the possibility that Guildford was expected to
meke a tourn in pll the assigned counties. This seems to be borne out

by a comnission of oyer et terminer of the previous weck, in which he

was empowecred to investipnte all offences, conspiracies and conventicles
in 15 countiea.12 This vast inquiry wes touched off by the rising for-
tunes of Perkin Warbeck, who by this time had found some persons will-
ing to listen to his claims, or at least consult their own interests
by pretending to do s0. A certain number of disaffected Englishmen had
crossed to Flanders, end most likely the reference to conventicles
should be interpreted as a general uneasiness about the efficacy of the
pretender's propaganda. That tlie possibility of disaffection was not
confined to tlhe midlands and the northern counties (os was indicated
by this commission) is demonstrated by a similar commission for Surrey
in the following month.13

The next year, on tiie contrary, was a quiet one for Guildford. As

if to make up for the excessive demands made in 1493, he was placed on

no cormissions, with the exception of ome of oyer et terminer for Mid-

dlesex in February.14 The primary reason for this sharp contrast is

12 Ibid., p.442 (13 May 1493).

13 Ibide., p.441 (20 Jun 1483, Westminster). He was joined by Bryan,
Vavasour, Danvers and Bray, to name those whose nemes suggest that some-

thing important was afoot.

14 Ibid., p.477 (16 Feb 1494, Westminster). Concurrently he was on
the comiission for London.
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that Guildford had been "pricked" as sheriff{ of Kent in October 1493.
He hardly could hold this post and at the spme tine cct as on itiner-
ant justice in the north. On the other hand, it was consistent with his
duties to be a cormiissioner for offences within the adjacent county of
Middlesex. He received the customary reward as sheriff, £100, for the
customary reason, that he would suffer great loss because of the time
spent on the king's service. Tpis fee came frorm the revenues of his
bailiwick, Kent.!®

Again in 1495 Guildford was appointed to three cormissions of

oyer et terminer, the first in London (25 January), the second in the

counties of Essex, Herts, Kent, Surrey and Sussex (15 February) and

the last in Kent again on 13 July.16

Three more comriissions came his way in the next year. The first,
dated 23 April, authorized the leading men in eight counties and the
Cinque Ports to array their forces "in view of the werlike preparations
of the Ling of Scots which threaten the town of Berwick.l7The other

two commissions were to hear and determine all cases in Kent, one in

June the other in October. 18

15 E.404/81, bdle 3, unnumbered (28 Nov 9 H.7, Westminster). lioney
which he paid into the Receipt as sheriff is recorded by Thomas Stokes
in E.36/131, £.59 (Pasch 9 H.7): "Kance — Item Ric Gylforde milite vice
de exite Lall[ivi] - xx marces.”

16 cpp, 1494-1509, pp.29-30,33.

17 It is worth pointing out that five of the nine regions designeted
for this draft were in the south. This is the precise point at which the
Cornishmen balked a year later. Populace and wealth were in the south

in the 15th century.
18

Ibido, pp053,860
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In the spring of 1497 Guildford and some other Kentish landholders
were comnissioned to deliver Canterbury gaol.19 And a month later he
was & menber of a commissioned group who were instructed to investi-
gate "walliis et fossatis" in Lincolnshire. Nearby landholders were to
be distrained for necessary repairl.go Considering that in the same
month the tremendous task of organizing an army of invasion kept so
many men busy, this comrission has an air of frivolous irrelevancy
about it. This is a difficult cherge to lay against Henry VII. He was
not accustomed to dissipate the energies of his administrators on point-
less tasks. The ssumption may be that llenry did first things first, but
we still must conufess our ignorance of his motive. Guildford ended
this year as a JP for K.ent.21

For the three following years, apart from two cormissions of oyer

et terminer, Guildford saw duty only as a JP in Kent, in April and Sep-

tember of 1498, February and Decemher 1499 and April and November 1500.22

These slock years are best explained by his attendance at court, his
preoccupation with the king's chapel at Westminster and his embassy to
Maximilian.

The exceptions to this dull routine were sufficiently nasty to

compensate for the prosaic duties of the Kentish quarter sessions. In

19 1bid., p.149 (9 April, Canterbury).

20 11id., p.90 (3 May).

21 Ibide, p.644 (16 December).

22 1pid.
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November 1499 he was one of a select group specially commissioned to
heer and determine in the case of the alleged treason of the Ear) of
Warwick. The justices, in session at tlic Guildhall, found that treason
iad been comitted, in that the earl had plotted with Warbeck's assoc-
iates to escape confinement and plunge the realm into revolution. Their
indictment was deliwred to John Earl of Oxford, High Stewerd of Eng-
land, who was to preside over the court of peers. This court, a packed
body, which Iienry VII found more expedient than trial by the full House
of Lords, convicted the earl and sentenced this unfortunate lad to
death. He was beheeded on 28 November at Tower hill,

A week earlier Guildford had sat on another commission to investi-
gate similar charges agzainst such minor fry as could be implicated in
this rather tenuous web of circunstance. What basis there was for this
purge it is difficult to say at this date. It seems clear that Warwick
was duped into a sort of compromising position. His chief crime was
his birth, and the real prosecutor in his case, according to tradition,
was Ferdinand of Spain, who was supposed to have demanded Warwick's
head as the price for Catherine's marriage to Arthur Tudor.23

In 1501 Guildford once azain appeared on a variety of commissions.
On 1 February he and some close associates were empowered to put a

woman in possession of a manor (in fee tail), according to a Chancery

23 King's Bench, Baga de Secretis, pouch 2: "Sessio Comitatus Middle-
sex. Tenta apud Westmonasterium coram Iohanne comite Oxon hac vice sen-
scollo Anzliae anno regni Regis Henrici Septimi post conquestum quinto
decimo." The records for the trial of Dickson, Pounte, 0dy, Lounde, Corre,
Basset, Walsh, Fynch, Astwood, Cleymound and Williams, the minor figures
in the allezed conspiracies of 1499, are there also. An article by L.W.
Vernon-Harcourt, "The Baga de Secretis,” EHR, XXIII (1908), 508&-29 tries
to explain this puzzling category of records.
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decree of Paschal term 1485, which had not been enforced, despite a
prior comnission for that purpose. They further were authorized to

arrest one John Lovelace, son to the other disputant, in case he resist-

ed.24

Two weeks later Guildford was joined by a nunber of royal justices
and others in a gaol delivery in Westminster.25 Three days after that

he was named to the bench in Sussex,26 and performed the same office in

Kent in April and Surrey in December.2’

Another bit of evidence that he spent much of his time at court or
at least in the vicinity of London, comes from his inclusion within a
comnission of oyer et terminer for that city an the lat of April 1502.28
On the other hand, as if to bely the significance of the previous as-
sertion, he was comnitted to gaol deliveries in Windsor, Wallingford,

Oxford, Reading, Hendley and Abingdon three months later.29 He was

on the bench in Kent (14 March), Surrey (11 October, 6 December) and

24 CpR, 1494-1509, p.249. Lovelace did resist this enfeoffment of
his aunt, or rather he reentered after the commissioners departed. On

the last day of June the sheriff and J.P.'s in Kent were ordered to
arrest Lovelace and his adherents, and produce their bodies in Chan-
cery at Michaelmas term next. (Ibid., p.248). The facts set forth in
the mandate show that Katherine's brother, the deceased William, had
been ordered to make a good estate in the said manor of Hever to his
sister (in tail). The son had resisted this decree, successfully it

seems, for some years.
25 ypid., p. 281 (17 February).
26 ypid., p. 662 (20 February).

27 ypid., pp. 644, 661.

28 Ibid., pp. 290-1, Twenty-six others were appointed for this
pux-pose.
29 ypid., p. 296 (9 July).
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Sussex (18 November) during the same year.ao

In February following, Guildford was appointed to his second com-
migsion "de walliis et fossatias", this time in the district between
Greenwich and Richmond in Surrey.31 In May he was assigned the game
task along the Thames in Kent and Surrey from Greenwich to Lambeth.32
He also sat on the bench in Kent (5 June) and Surrey (13 August,
9 September),°° aided in a gaol delivery at Guildford castle (3 Apri1)34

and earlier was included in a commission oyer et terminer in London

).35

(16 January
At the conclusion of the last parliament held by Henry VII

(January - March 1504), Guildford was named one of the Kentish com—

migsioners to collect £1,388,58.10d., the amount demanded by the King

36

in lieu of the two feudal aids. Like other landed subjects, the

Kentish gentry voted to offer Henry this lump sum rather than go to

the trouble of determining how much was due from what property, in

30 Ibid., pp. 644, 661, 662.
31 Ibido’ Pe 328.

32 Ibid., p. 358 (28 May). Perhaps it was because of these assign-
ments that he was excused from attending the Feast of St George on
7 May. Anstis, Garter, I, 242 (29 Apr 18 H.7).

33 cpr, 1494-1509, p. 644, 66l.

34 1pid., p. 326.

35 1pia.

36 Rot, Parl., VI, 538.
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other words they shunned the suggestion that Henry's aids, Lucas,
BEmpgon, Dudley, Lovell, Belknap, et al., would help them trace their
titles. It appears that both parties to this transaction knew what
they were about.

A new sort of commission, new to Guildford that is, was created
on 13 March, shortly after parliament closed. He and Fyneux, Poynings
and seven others v;re instructed to inquire of escapes of felons within

37

the county of Kent. He again was a commissioner of the peace that

Years in Kent in March, Sussex in June and December, and Surrey in
June.as
Apart from the now familiar tour of Kent, Surrey and Sussex as
a commissioner of the peace,39 Guildford saw service on only one other
comnission in 1505. On 12 May of that year he was one of seven ap-
pointed to hear and determine criminal causes in Sussex.m These were
the last commissions to which he was appointed, at least during these
remaining months in England. Through some error, he was appointed

commi ssioner of the peace for Surréy and Kent in May and June of

1506,4! by which time he was well away from the country on his last

37 CpRr, 1494-1509, p. 357.
38

Ibid., pp. 644, 661, 662.
39 1pia.
40 1p54d., p. 422.

4l 1pi4., pp. 644, 661,



-158-

Journey. Long habit probably dictated the inclusion of his name on
the list for each of these counties.

There is an element of boring certainty in all these commissions,
each 80 very like the others, but this as much as anything is what
mgkes them valuable for the student of Tudor institutions. Were they
varied, one might think, with some show of reason, that no discernible
pattern of administration could emerge from a glance through the calen-
dared patent rolls or close rolls which have supplied the bulk of the
information uged in this section of the study. The point is that
Henry VII availed himself of the standard or customary forms, just as
often as he instituted a new system for doing things. Indeed, he more
often than not overhauled the old until it gave a specious appearance
of mint quality.

There is nothing wrong in this, but it has misled many students,
who have seen in so many of his activities so much that was unpre-
cedented in English experience. This view is no longer supported by
the majority of Tudor scholars; in fact, there is at present a ten-
dency to find almost too many roots in the past. One does not find
truth by splitting the difference, despite the congiderable popularity
of this course, but one may attempt to cull from each of these schools
that which is tengble. The result, while incomplete and thoroughly
illogical, may have more of a basis in fact than either of the closed
systems from which jt derives.

0f Henry's county administrators, the majority were officers who
bore titles of ancient and honorable lineage. Such were the sheriffs,

the justices of the peace (though there was disagreement on the origin
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of this offico),42 the escheators and the various ad hoc commissioners
who extended the supervisory power of VWestminster to the backwoods.
Even the various wardships which the Crown increasingly retained, were
administered in a customary fashion, at least in the beginning of the
reign. Thus, we have no startling innovations, but nevertheless there
was a distinct change in the tome of government, as it affected people
of the outlying districts. This is hard to define; primarily, it
shows up in the increasing business which the council, the courts
(common law and prerogative, both) and the commiassioners drew unto
themﬁelves. In this sense, Heron's accounts, Dudley's notebook and
the records of the council learned in the law are indicative of the
increasing control which the central government had over the more
remote districts. There is no sure way to rationalize this change,
however. Govermment was the same, but there was more of it, so that
criticisms of the king would have to be based on the number of com-

mj ssions, themselves, since they were normal expressions of the royal
powver to intervene, to direct, county affairs.

Some offices, naturally, were foreign to the counties, or rather
were used in a fashion unknown for decades. For instance, as the
royal control of the feudal structure increased, and more lands in
military tenure came into the Iding's control, there were more bailiffs
and constables of local manors, courts and even hundreds appointed by

Henry VII. True, there had been bailiffs and constables in each

42 11,0 best eassay on the origin of this significant office is by
B.H. Putnam, Eerly Treatises on the Practice of the Justices of the
Peace in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries (Oxford, 1924).
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locality before this transpired, but generally they had been amenagble
to the dictates of a local magnate. In certain cases the change must
have been for the better, so fgr as the local inhabitants were concerned.
In any case, the king became an entity where he had been a legend.
This analysis will stand, too, for the efforts which Henry made to
discover just what tenure certain categories of land were held by:
these commissions were not the first of their sort (they are quite
like the gquo warranto commissions of Edward I), but they came after
a lengthy period in which the Crown had aliened land without attempt-
ing to assert much in the way of feudal prerogative. The shock must
have been great for those who had prospered under the old dispensation.
Many were hurt by the giant resumptions which Henry's parliaments
gronted him, though there were a great many saving clauses appended to
these claims, and still others were injured by the inquisitiveness
which the commissioners displayeds All this led up to Delknap‘'s ap-
pointment, and provided the Iking with valuable information, both for
immediate use (witness Heron's memoranda) and for future reference
(for example, upon the death of a man whose lands were held in chief).
It is in the onstomary offices, however, that one can discover
just what Henry VII was about. The short answer is that he was up to
nothing nefarious; presumably he would have alleged nothing more than
an interest in obtaining that which was his by right. Granted that
any tyrant claims nothing more than this for the most flagrant abusea
of which he is capable, in the case of a late medieval figure one
should be doubly certain of ulterior motives before expressing doubt.

Short of a general theory of legislative omnicompetence, it would be
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very difficult for a ruler to aceomplish any serious subversion of

the constitution, especially a ruler who was as handicapped in the
matter of armed forces as was Henry Tudor. If one has the armed might,
one can afford to dispense with many of the theoretical props of govern-
ment, perhaps; but lacking this, the case is altered completely.

The point is that Henry VII had to set about any reforms, even
those which called for nothing more than a reinforcement of legitimate
claims, from a position pfeviously defined by the statute books, the
Year Books or the Rolls of Parliament. Thus the vast majority of the
comnissions he sent into the counties were traditional in nature and
scope, though the tradition had been dormant, it seems likely, for a
number of years. It may be that their composition was different from
that of many previous comnissions, in that laymen had a preponderance,
especially laymen who dre; their strength from the court rather thean
the county; but this too is an overemphasis on what is at best a ten—
dency. While it is true that many of Henry's truest supporters were
coumoners, it is less true that they were men of little substance
before they aligned themselves with the king. Guildford, for instance,
came from a family which hardly could be oelled uninfluential, in fact
the opposite was true. Still, it would be fair to say that many of
Henry's adherents represented substance rather than opulence; in this
sense his support did come from the middle classes, such as they were.

Other than this there appears to have been little unusual in their
composition. Lawyers, a few churchmen, household officials, some
trusted peers of the realm (but not too many), none of these is a

suspicious person for a royal comnigsion, Furthermore, the tendency
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of all these comnissions was to involve men who were natives or resi-
dents of the counties concerned, which would weaiken the argument that
under the Tudors a rigid form of centralized govermment was conceived,
In fact, there was an astonishing leeway for local custom and provin-

cial judgment even in the worast of times, A glance at the Statutes

of the Realm for this reign will suffice to demonstrate that Henry VII

found it difficult to hold local justices up to the mark. The question
probpobly was one of means: it is easy to forget that the bureaucracy
was miniature, and what there was tended to cluster in Westminster
where important things were happening. The lines were not down bétween
provinces and capital; they never had been constructed for any but
exceptional or specified occaaiong. This did not put the monarchy at
the mercy of dissentients; quite the contrary, for if the king had
only limited contact with the rest of his country, rebels had none.
This lack of communication may have been more instrumental in main-
taining the two first Tudors on their thrones than any effective

counterneasures vhich they may have taken.



Chapter X

THE BRAINTRUST: SOME ASPECTS OF THE COUNCIL

When, in July 1497, that bug-bear of the decade, Perkin Warbeck,
pronounced his anathema upon Henry VII, he listed 19 men, "caitiffs and
villains of simple birth, which by their inventions & pilling of the
people, have been the principal founders, occasioners & counsellors of
the misrule & mischief now reigning ..."1 The list might have been ex-
tended into a "who's who" of Tudor administration without any loss of
accuracy, though its magnitude would have caused de gspair amonz those
who hoped to unseat a narrow, unpopular despotism. However, though not
definitive, this list is of great value in determining who was consid-
ered most clearly identified with the interests of the Tudor monarchy.
No doubt, Warbeck felt that his adherents would append the names of
others who were locally obnoxious when the time came for proscription.

With the possible exception of Sir Reginald Braj, there never was
an indispensable figure in Henry's government., Most students would hesi-
tate to ascribe indispensability to any personaze of our time, yet many
historical figures have been conceded such an importance primarily on
the basis of available materials. In a period such as that of the first
Tudor's reign, where there is a paucity of private and to some extent
even a shortage of public records, the recurrence of a particular name
in the remaining documents tends to convince the researcher of that

person's significance. This is not necessarily true, for it leaves out

1 (DM) MS Add.4160. Printed in Pollard, Reign of Henry VII, I, 152,
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of account those categories of documents which no longser are accessible
and treats the vagaries of time and private collection as if they equat-
ed with an ancient and reasoned policy of archival preservation,

This danger is present when one considers the problem of the coun-
cil under Henry VII. With the exception of the material still available
at least in circumscribed form at the Public Record Office, the only
records are certain transcripts and lists compiled at a later date from
sources no longer in existence. These are the manifold copies of the
"liber intrationum", or book of entries, and the lists of justices in

the prerogative courts, which were made under the direction of Sir
Julius Caesar in the reign of Elizabeth 1.2
Caesar compiled with a purpose. He wished to defend the antiquity

of the Court of Requests, and hoped to prove that it was the true heir

of the king in council. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that only

2 (BM) MSS Add.4521, 11595, 25248, 36112; MSS Harl.97, 297, 305: MSS
Laensd.l, 83, 125, 1603 MSS Hargrave 216, 240. (PRO) E.28/93,94,96. Caesar
printed his conclusions in 1597, The Ancient State and Proceedings of
the Court of Requests. The BM copy was destroyed by enemy action in WW2.
His notes and a few corrected leaves are in (BM) MS Add.36112. The 17th
century conception of the Star Chamber, so influential in shaping most
historical thought until now, is exemplified in the "Treatise on the Court
of Star Chamber" by Williem lludson, printed by Francis Hargrave in his
Collectanea Juridica (LOndon, n.d.), II, 1-240, and found in manuscript
form in (BM) MS Add.48067, MSS Harl.736,1226,1688,4274,5350,6235,6236.

In the 19th century John Bruce wrote two articless "An Outlinc of the
History of the Court of Star Chamber" and "A Second Letter on the Court
of Star Chamber" in Archaeologia, XXV (1834),343-93. There is an exhaust-
ive bibliographical essay in I.S. Leadam's Select Cases in the Court of
Requests (Selden Soc., XII, 1898) and his edition of Select Cases before
The King's Council in the Star Chamber (Selden Soc., XVI, 1903). See also
R. Somerville, "llenry VII's 'Council Learned in the Law'," BHR, 54 (1939),
427-42; T.F.T. Plucknett, "P,ace of the Council in the 15th Century,"
RHS-Trans.,4th Ser. 1(1918),157-89; L.W. Labaree and R.E. Moody, "Seal
of the Privy Council," HIR, XLI11(1928),190-202; and A.F. Pollard,
"Council, Star Chamber and Privy Council," EiR,XXXVII(1922),337-60,516-

39 and ibid.,XXXVIII(1923),42-60.
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material which tended to bolster this claim was used. What the re-
mainder involved is unknown to us. An example of Caesar's unwilling-
ness to discuss certain difficult problems concerns the question of
the splitting of the council into two segments, one accompanying the
king on royal progresses, the other remaining in Westminster. To
adnit this would have damaged Caesar's claim that where the king was,

there was his council. Nevertheless, in his book, The Ancient State

and Proceecdings of the Court of Requests, he mentions that Guildford

wvas appointed to attend the council continueally during the royal

prrogress of 1494, while others were to join at specified dates; yet
in the very few extracts from the book of entries for that year there
is no mention of any business transacted either away from Westminster

3 The conclusion must be that Caesar saw such

or away from the king.
references and mentioned them in his study, but did not copy the au-
thority, either because it was "irrelevent" or damaging to his nrgument.

Even efter these strictures are_?ecorded, however, there remnins
much of value in the work which Caesar undertook. For instance, a
comparison of the available lists proves that in many cases those who
sat in the Star Chamber also sat in the Requests. Moreover, we have
Caesar's word for it that "all and every of the aforenamed Judges in
the Starchamber sat also alterius vicibus in the seid yeres respec—

tively in the K's Court at Whitehall, or wheresoever the K. helde his

Counsell for the hearing of private causes betwene partie & partie,

EEEEEEE——

3 Cited in Robert Steele, ed., Tudor and Stuart Proclamstions,
1485-1714 (1910), I, lxxvi. —
W
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as appeareth by the acts of the said Court."4 In Guildford's cease this

seems to be true.5 Further, the same names which appear in these lists

also appear (or at least some of them do) in the book of entries, the

sole record which purports to embody decisions reached in counéil.6
Under such circumstances, it is extremely difficult to complete

a definitive list of councillors for this reign. Indeed, in the ab-

sence of certain materials, it is unlikely that it can be accomplished.

However, one can list those whose names are quite certain, always with

the understanding that such a list is tentative and subject to expan-

sion. The one modern writer who drew up such a roster compiled 43

names, with the express warning that it stood for the entire reign

and not for any moment within this 24 year period.7 Yet, many others

are found in the "Liber Intrationum", and no one pretends that it

ends there. A case might be made for the proposition that certain

men, a handful of the total number, were preeminently councillors,

while the remainder were councillors on ocecasion, for some special

4 (BM) MS Lansd. 125, f£.3; printed in Leadam, Select Cases ...
Requests, cviii-ix.

5 (mM) MS Hargrave 240, £.197; MS Add. 11595, £.74 (these two have
the same list of 59 men); MS Add. 36112, f.2 (37 named, 18 of whom
also sat in Star Chamberi; MS Lensd. 160, ££.305b, 308b.

6 (BM) MS Harl. 297, £f. 2b=7 (only covers a portion of 1 H.T);
MS Add. 4521, £f.104-19b. The "Liber Intrationum" was described in-
correctly in the latter volume as business transacted "in Camera
Stellata tempore Regis Henrici Septimi." It is far more than this,
however, or rather, it includes matter pertaining to that segment of
the council detailed for duty in the Star Chamber as well as matter

involving policy.

1 Dorothy M. Gladish, The Tudor Privy Council (Retford [UK], 1915),
ppe 139-40., See appendix I1 dof this study.
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cause within their competence, or for their proximity to the scene of
difficulty. Guildford, Bray, Lovell, Archbishop Morton (and after his
demi se, Warham), and others, such as Fox, appear to be men in the former
category, yet this is understandable without reference to any obscure
criterias all were major figures in the state or household, and hence
inveriably available. In a general way, one might say thuﬁ Henry VII
was counselled by several concentric groups.

First, and closest to the king, came a number of select councils,
or little councils, councils ad hoc, such as those which sat in the
"gterred chambre" or in "the court of Vhitehall, commonly called the
house of Requests." The "Counsaille lerned in the Lawe" is of this
genre, too; though the word here means council, it often meant counsel
in other circumstances. There was a council of lawyers, and there
were lawyers who gave counsel, as Pickthorn once said.

In the second ring was the council which included royal officials
and e host of experts on various subjects. This great council, not
to be confused with the ancient Magnum Concilium, rarely sat as a
body - it was too unwieldy for that - but from its ranks came most of
the executants of royal policy. Most of Henry's instruments was
written advisedly, because he could and did use men not of the council,
or not "sworn of the council." (See Kenneth Pickthorn, Early Tudor

Govermments Henry VII [Cambr., 1949], pp. 28-30). At the lowest

reckoning, this council contained the 43 men named by Miss Gladishj
in all likelihood, it held between 100 and 200 men, not at one time,
but throughout the reign. The Caesar lists and the extracts from the

"Book of Entries", however, show that attendance varied from 19 to
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42 men. Of course, it is possible that names were omitted, or even
added, but a denial of this sort renders any argument impossible. A
select group within this council, probably an organizing committee,
which would be called the privy council in a later age, apparently
dealt with the inner secrets of government in session at the "sterred
chambre."

There was nothing incongistent with membership in this as well as
other selective councils: Guildford, for example, sat in the Requests
and the Star Chamber as well as in the "privy council” (which normally
sat in the Star Chamber, also). There was no real conflict in this
arrangement: inner conciliar business was transacted in this foom,
and after the act of 1487 there was simply a statutory basis for doing
a small portion of what had been done all along. It seems clear now
that the act was no limitation upon the council's authority, whatever
later lawyers may have claimed to the contrary. On at least one oc-
casion Guildford was one of 44 councillors who sat with the king in
the Star Chamber to determine a cause pending between the Merchant
Adventurers and the Merchants of the Staple at Calais. (CPR, 1494-
1509, p.388 [17 Dec 1504]) This is a bit unwieldy for a privy council,
doesn't fit the statutory requirements for the "court" of Star Chamber,
and is in fact as much of his council as the king desired for that
purpose on that day. Nothing more should bhe reed into this. When men
are referred to as being "of oure counsaille" (spelling is irrelevant
here, as Professor Pollard made clear years ago), it is this council
which is meant. Some men, such as Guildford, sat on several tribunals,

others only on one, but all were members of the greater body whi ch
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served the king as an edvisory board, and was the reserve group fronm
wvhich came special consultants.

The outermost ring included the lords (this is anterior to Skelton's
Jeering verse, "Why come ye nat to court?y before the surveyor of the
king's prerogative and master Wolsey had persusded noblenen to bgse
their chances for happiness on the faulty premise, out of sight, out of
mind), what later were known as the gentry, economic barons from the
City and some churchmen, Within this loosc frame substitutions were in-
frequent, since it existed mainly to provide policy with the sanctions
of morality and tradition.

Under these circumstances, it is necessary to arzue from analogy.
There is not enough material for a study of Guildford as a councillor,
or any other man; therefore, references to him will be used to illust-
rate the workings of the council, and references to others will be
used to supplement our scanty knowledge of his efforts in this role.

The principal impression gained from a study of Henry's council
is that it was highly mobile. There was little sedentary direction,
little bureaucratic control from Westninster. Mention already has becn
made of Guildford's travels as naster of ordnance and supervisor of
naval construction, and the same experience befell those concerned with
all other governuent matters. Frequently, men engaged in affairs of
state were scattered about the r<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>