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Abstract

During the years of his political ascendancy, 1513 to 1529, Cardinal Thomas
Wolsey constructed a service-based affinity composed of senior ecclesiastical officials and
the most prominent county gentlemen and lawyers with the intention of establishing a
kingdom-wide network of administrators to govern the provinces on the crown’s behalf.
Assembled by the leading crown minister, this affinity was an integral part of the greater
royal atfinity, assisting in the establishment of a more centralised government under
increased crown authority and a domestic church increasingly subservient to the power of
the monarch, foreshadowing the religious and political events of the 1530s.

The men 1n Wolsey’s affinity shaped the enlargement of the crown’s power in two
ways, neither of which were novel to the Tudor period: the first was by bringing
established noble and gentry affinities within the orbit of the crown’s authority by
awarding their members positions in royal government, both at the centre and in the
localities; the second means was by inserting central royal servants into the provinces in
various official capacities.

The household was the stage for visual demonstrations of Wolsey’s administrative
authority and displays of his public self-image as a Christian prince in a Renaissance
kingdom. It simultaneously provided the crown with an additional venue in which to
distribute material and intangible rewards to efficient administrators and faithful servants,
and a focal point at which to construct a greater number of patronage relationships. By
using prosopographical methodology to examine the type of men populating Wolsey’s
household and the operation of his affinity in the archdiocese and county of York, this
thesis contributes to historians’ understanding of the nature of the early Tudor royal
attinity, the evolution of central governmental structures, and the changing qualities of
patron-client relationships in the early sixteenth century. In so doing, it demonstrates how

Wolsey’s administration anticipated the institutional developments of the 1530s.
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- Introduction

Given the title, it can certainly be expected that Thomas Wolsey, Lord Chancellor
of England, cardinal. papal legate a latere, and archbishop of York is central to this thesis.
In many ways he is: as the foremost administrator of a kingdom in which government was
of a personal nature, the character of Wolsey is of the utmost importance. But at the same
time. Wolsey is not the subject of this thesis. It is not a biography of Wolsey’s life and
career. nor 1s it an endeavour to understand Wolsey ‘the person’. It certainly does not
attempt, like the most recent biography of Wolsey, The King's Cardinal, to rehabilitate the
great man’s supposedly unwarranted negative reputation.’ Rather, this thesis is a study of
the men in royal government and administration who, at some point in their careers, can be
associated with Wolsey. Given the personal nature ot early Tudor government. 1t 1s
through a study of these men that I have aimed at achieving a better understanding of the
processes of government in the earlier part of the reign ot Henry VIIL

The argument of this thesis can be summarised as follows: Thomas Wolsey was the
head of an affinity composed of twelve concentric circles in which the members were
attached to the cardinal by channels of patronage through which his clients provided
administrative service in exchange for material favours and intangible benefits. As the
leading crown servant, his household and affinity were an extension of the larger royal
affinity which Wolsey mobilised to govern the kingdom. His household, and ecclesiastical
and secular offices provided the crown with additional venues 1n which to patronise royal
administrators. By acting in various local offices on behalf of Wolsey and the crown, these
servants contributed to the extension of the crown’s prerogative throughout the kingdom.
The crown sought to employ clients who were already leading figures in the counties and
shared such characteristics as the possession of landed estates and 1ts connected social
status; residency in the locality and i1ts consequent local knowledge; and legal training or
administrative experience. Concentrating the highest offices in secular government and the
church hierarchy in one individual enabled the crown to exercise greater control over the
church’s wealth and resources, and brought the domestic church more closely under the
monarch’s supervision, a goal pursued by Europe’s other Renaissance princes. Instead of
representing a challenge to royal supremacy, Wolsey’s household and atfinity were

integral components of early Tudor royal government.

' Peter Gwyn. The King's Cardinal: The Rise and Fall of Thomas Wolsey (London, 1990). p. xxi.
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A study like this one, which focuses on the household and atfinity of the leading

crown minister, has been conducted previously for Thomas Cromwell’s household.”
However, there is nothing comparable for the body of men in Wolsey’s household and
attinity. This results from the fact that historians have interpreted Wolsey’s ascendancy as
being absolute: that he monopolised the processes of government leaving no room for
other actors on the political stage. Early Henrician government was not a one-man show,
but a collaborative effort by various men employed in a range of offices both in the central
administrative apparatus and in the localities. Wolsey’s governance of the kingdom during
the years of his ascendancy, 1514 to 1529, does not represent a period of medieval-style
government which impeded the expansion of the crown’s prerogative throughout the
kingdom from the fourteenth to the seventeenth centuries. It is this lacuna in the
development of a more invasive and efficient crown administration which this thesis hopes
to fill. By overlooking Wolsey’s ascendancy when explaining this process, historians have
been constructing a puzzle of Tudor and Stuart ‘state formation’ with one of the key pieces
missing.

By using a study of Wolsey, his household and affinity to understand the political
structure of early Tudor England, I am employing one of the six categories of evidence,
namely biographical, which Steven Gunn suggested historians use to re-evaluate the nature
of ‘the social and ideological structures of politics’, and the one which he considered had
the most potential.’ Biographical information 1s typically compiled from personal records,
but 1n this instance, knowledge about Wolsey’s personal interactions with other governing
elites comes largely from the official documents collected in State Papers, a consequence
of the failure of his personal papers to survive. Still, these sources are sufficient, when
used 1in conjunction with other records of personal interaction among the men who
surrounded, and worked for and with Wolsey, to construct an understanding of personal
and political relations at the royal court and 1n the localities, which led to the
intensification of the crown’s prerogative. By focusing on political actors, this thesis
encourages historians to see the state as a collection of social institutions whose use and
development was negotiated by various parties to serve their interests and goals. Thus, it
follows the work of Michael Braddick and John Walter in emphasising government as a
process of negotiation in which persons and personal relations were fundamental.

This introduction will outline the sociological and anthropological theories on gift-

giving, patron-client relations and organisations of social and political power which I have

" Mary L. Robertson, ‘Thomas Cromwell’s Servants: The Ministerial Household in Early Tudor Government
and Society’ (Unpubl. Ph.D. Thesis, Univ. of California at Los Angeles, 1975).
3 Steven Gunn, ‘The Structures of Politics in Early Tudor England’, TRHS, 6™ Ser.. 5 (1995). p.71.

* Michael J. Braddick and John Walter. eds., Negotiating Power in Early Modern Society: Order, Hierarchy
and Subordination in Britain and Ireland (Cambridge, 2001).
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found helpful for understanding the nature of early Tudor government. It will then

summarise the broader historiographical movements on the most prominent themes 1n
scholarship on the Tudor period to which this thesis relates, namely, early Tudor
governance as a process of negotiation between regulation from the centre and reception in
the provinces; the intensification of crown presence and the increased exercise of its
prerogative throughout the kingdom; the rising centrality of the royal court as the forum for
political discussion and action; the changing nature of lordship and the ties of patronage
and clientage which bound the various levels of society together; the role of education,
particularly humanist, in creating a politically- and administratively-able governing elite;
and lastly, religious reform, especially in its connection to the formation of a kingdom-
wide administrative structure directed from the centre.

Using Wolsey as a means for understanding broader trends in the nature of political
and religious developments is by no means a novel approach to studying the early Tudor
period. Wolsey’s unfavourable reputation is attributed to the earliest historians of the
reformation, both Catholic and Protestant, who viewed the cardinal as the most immediate
cause ot the break from papal authority and subsequent doctrinal changes by embodying
the ills of the medieval church.” Proponents of the factional school of Henrician politics
have found much material in the circumstances relating to Wolsey’s fall from royal favour
to contribute to the debate about the presence, nature and timing of faction at the royal
court.® Wolsey’s administration was used as a contrast against which Geoffrey Elton,
arguably the most controversial and celebrated Tudor historian of the twentieth century,
constructed his magisterial thesis about the supposed modernising revolution in Tudor
administration conducted by Wolsey’s successor, Thomas Cromwell.” The last book-
length study of Wolsey concentrated on the ways 1n which he employed traditional and
Renaissance art forms to construct a self-identity as an exerciser of political power and
public authority based on the display of magnificence.8 The character of Wolsey 1s
exceptionally valuable to historical study because he stood at a cross-roads of political and
religious history in England, and this thesis will use him (to borrow loosely from A.J.
Slavin) as a ‘looking glass’ into the dynamic nature of early Tudor politics.

On its broadest level, this thesis grapples with the ways 1n which early Tudor

political elites gained and exercised power. Power does not exist in the abstract but the

> Richard Fiddes, The life of Cardinal Wolsey. With several copper plates. By Richard Fiddes (London,
1724), p. ii1: Gwyn, The King's Cardinal, pp. Xv11-XV1il1.

® G.W. Bernard, ‘The fall of Wolsey reconsidered’, JBS, 35:3 (Jul., 1996), 277-310; E.W. Ives, ‘The fall of
Wolsey’, in Cardinal Wolsey: Church, State and Art, ed. S.J. Gunn and P.G. Lindley (Cambridge, 1991).
286-315.

"G.R. Elton, The Tudor Revolution in Government: Administrative Changes in the Reign of Henry VIII
(Cambridge, 1953).

* Gunn and Lindley, eds., Cardinal Wolsey. Church, State and Art (Cambridge. 1991).
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exercise of power is always contingent upon the context of the social, political and
economic systems in which it is made functional. Following the theoretical scheme of
Michael Mann, central government 1s one of the ways of organising the exercise of power.
both the distributive and the collective.” The ‘state’ itself does not have power, but is a
resource which can be used by actors to exercise political and social power. Thus, since
the operation of political power is contingent upon the ability of the actors involved to
employ the state apparatus effectively, studying how the leading political actors put their
horizontal and vertical relations at the service of the government provides the most fruitful
means for understanding the nature and development of the early Tudor political system.
Sociological theory and social anthropological research into power and patronage
networks introduced both a new vocabulary to historians’ repertoire and new theoretical
models for understanding social relations 1n the early modern period. A patronage
relationship is an asymmetrical bond of exchange between at least two parties of unequal
social standing and power based on the principle of obligatory reciprocity.'’ The term
patronage denotes both a socio-political system in which patron-client networks were the
dominant form of social relationship, and the patron’s act of bestowing rewards for service
on the client. A distinction can be made between cultural and political patronage and,
while this thesis 1s primarily concerned with the latter, the use of both forms was important
for establishing and maintaining the political and social supremacy of individual actors."’
Within the context of early modern politics, the exercise of patronage has been divided into
both a general usage in which a patron did a favour at the request of a client, thereby
placing the receiver of the favour under the obligation of the patron, and also the specific
act of appointing a person to a certain office or post.' Clientage could be provided in a
variety of ways depending on the client’s tie with the patron, but it was usually expressed
as service, an act which was ambiguously defined and had a multitude of meanings.13 This
terminology of patronage and clientage, which some historians have argued denotes a

system distinguishable from that of late medieval ‘lordship’ and ‘retaining’, has often

” Michael Mann, The Sources of Social Power, Volume 1: A history of power from the beginning to A.D.
1760. (2 vols, Cambridge, 1986), p. 6. Distributive power 1s defined as mastery over people in which one
party gains power at the expense of the other party 1n a zero-sum game; Collective power 1s where several

parties cooperate in the exercise of power to enhance their power jointly over a third party. p. 6.
'Y Ernest Gellner. ‘Patrons and clients’, in Patrons and Clients in Mediterranean Societies, ed. Ernest Gellner

and John Waterbury (London, 1977), p. 4; Robert R. Kautman, ‘The Patron-Client Concept and Macro-
Politics: Prospects and Problems’, Comparative Studies in Society and History, 16:3 (Jun., 1974), p. 285.
"' Sharon Kettering, ‘Patronage in Early Modern France’, French Historical Studies, 17:4 (1992). p. 843,
reprinted in ldem., Patronage in Sixteenth- and Seventeenth-Centurv France (Aldershot, 2002).

'2P.W. Lock. ‘Officeholders and Officeholding in Early Tudor England, ¢.1520-1540" (Unpubl. Ph.D.

Thesis, Univ. of Exeter, 1976). p. 49.
> Robertson, *‘Thomas Cromwell’s Servants’, p. 24; Mark Brayshay. Philip Harrison. Brian Chalkley,

‘Knowledge, nationhood and governance: the speed of the Royal post in early-modern England’. Journal of
Historical Geography, 24:3 (1998). pp. 265-6.
11



glossed over, rather than illuminated, the complexity and diversity of social relations in the
early modern period.'*

Historical discussions on lordship and the nature of patronage in the late medieval
and early modern periods has also benefited from the research conducted in social
anthropology on the role of gift-giving in creating social bonds. Social scientists Marcel
Mauss and Claude Lévi-Strauss have argued that societies were founded on networks of
‘generalised exchange’ in which the giving of gifts built bonds between givers and
receivers thereby collectively establishing social solidarity."> But these exchanges were
not always equal, particularly when carried out between two individuals who were not of
similar socio-economic status. Giving could be a source of social tension when seen as a
forum for competing demonstrations of wealth, prestige and status, and as a means for
establishing social control by putting the receiver of the gift in the giver’s debt.'® In the
1970s, social scientists and anthropologists were using research on patron-client relations
to understand larger political systems 1n which such exchanges were the ‘most important
basis of interest articulation and socio-political control’.'’” Historians of early modern
France, such as Sharon Kettering, have found such discussions on the role of gift-giving as
a means for exercising power within national political structures valuable for
understanding the social relations among political elites and the development of a more

centralised French state in the seventeenth century.'®

Gift-giving was the crux of the informal power networks which existed between
patrons and clients. Understanding the characteristics and functioning of patronage
networks constructed by political actors 1s important for studying the extension of crown
authority 1n the early Tudor period because they were one of the sites in which power was
exercised. The formal power structure of the royal government and the informal power
networks of the political elites co-existed, but 1t was by increasing i1ts hegemony over the
informal arrangements of power that the crown was able to extend 1ts structures of formal
authority in this period."” There was a continuation in the socio-political structure in

England from the late medieval to the early modern period 1n the sense that atfinities

a Shephard, ‘Review: Court Factions in Early Modern England’, pp. 724-5; R.A. Gniffiths, ed., Patronage,
the Crown and the Provinces in Later Medieval England (Gloucester, 1981); R. Horrox, Richard I1I: a Study
of Service (Cambridge, 1989).

' Felicity Baker, trans., Introduction to the Work of Marcel Mauss, by Claude Lévi-Strauss (London, 1987),
pp. 46-7, 58-9; Alan Jenkins, The Social Theov of Claude Levi-Strauss (London, 1979), p. 43

'® Barry Schwartz, *The Social Psychology of the Gift’. American Journal of Sociology, 73:1 (Jul., 1967), p.
1. Nora Scott, trans., The Enigma of the Gift, by Maurice Godelier (Cambridge, 1999). pp. 30, 57, 80-1:
Aafke E. Komter Social Solidarity and the Gift (Cambridge. 2005), p. 47.

"7 Kaufman, ‘The Patron-Client Concept and Macro-Politics’. p. 285; Ernest Gellner and John Waterbury,
ed., Patrons and Clients in Mediterranean Societies (London, 1977).

'"* Kettering, Patrons, Brokers and Clients, pp. 6-11; Idem., ‘Gift-giving and patronage in Early Modern
France’, French History. 2:2 (1988), 131-51; Idem., ‘Patronage in Early Modern France’. 839-62.

'" Pere Molas Ribalta, ‘The Impact of Central Institutions’. in Power Elites and State Building, ed. Wolfgang

Reinhard (Oxtord, 1996). p. 20.
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bound by patronage and clientage continued to exist; what altered was the nature of that
exchange, and the centralisation of informal power relations at the royal court and
household. Thus, the influence of sociology and anthropology has re-located the process
of increasing Tudor and Stuart crown authority from institutions to the relationships among
the political elites who exercised social power through patronage networks.

As a result of the influence of sociology on the permeation of patronage networks
through all levels of the social hierarchy, historians abandoned the artificial administrative
boundary of the county for understanding social and political relations because it did not
represent the extensiveness of the political elite’s social and political networks. In
exchange, historians turned to studying affinities which, while still territorially bounded,
transcended the traditional administrative boundaries of the county, in the hope that
examining such ties of lordship would better 1lluminate the ways in which people
interacted at all social levels.”” This has been the most efficacious model for studying
social relations among the late medieval nobility and gentry, since affinities were the
dominant social structure, and 1t continues to be employed by historians of the late
medieval political elite.”’ This movement from the county to affinity was part of the
general shift in the late medieval and early Tudor historiography from institutions to
political actors and has helped historians to identify the various locations of political
interaction and the ways 1n which social power was expressed and received.

Sociology has provided further methodological tools for historians to understand
the nature of the political elite in the early modern period. Despite 1ts prevalence in
American and French historiography, G.E. Aylmer was the first British historian of the
carly modemn period to employ Namier’s prosopographical methodology when he
examined the careers and political beliefs of central government officials under Charles I.*
Following his lead, other historians have investigated the quality of men involved in

administering the realm by undertaking prosopographical examinations ot the entire corpus

O A. Hassell Smith, County and Court: Government and Politics in Norfolk, 1558-1603 (Oxford, 1974);
Mervyn James, Familyv, Lineage and Civil Society: A Study of Society, Politics and Mentality in the Durham
Region, 1500-1640 (Oxford, 1974); Diarmaid MacCulloch, Suffolk and the Tudors: Politics and Religion in
an English County, 1500-1600 (Oxford, 1986); Mary L. Robertson **“The Art of the Possible”: Thomas
Cromwell’s Management of West Country Government’, /., 32:4 (Dec., 1989), 793-816; Christine
Carpenter. ‘Gentry and Community in Medieval England’, JBS. 33:4 (1994), p. 343. Anthony Gross,
‘Regionalism and Revision’, in Regionalism and Revision: the crown and its provinces in England, 1200-
1650, ed. Peter Fleming, Anthony Gross, J.R. Lander (London, 1998), p. 2; JM.W. Bean, From Lord to
Patron: lordship in late medieval England (Manchester, ¢.1989).

*! Christine Carpenter, ‘The Beauchamp Affinity: A Study of Bastard Feudalism at Work’, EHR, 95:376
(Jul., 1980), p. 514; A.]J. Pollard, North-Eastern England during the Wars of the Roses. lay society, war and
politics, 1450-1500 (Oxford, 1990), p. 403; Peter Fleming, ‘Politics’, in Gentry Culture in Late Medieval
England, ed. Raluca Radulesco and Alison Truelove (Manchester, 2005), 50-62; Peter Coss, ‘An age of
deference’. in 4 Social History of England, 1200-1500, ed. Rosemary Horrox and W. Mark Ormrod

(Cambridge, 2006), 31-73.
> G.E. Aylmer, The King's Servants: the civil service of Charles 1, 1625-42 (London, 1961).
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of royal administrators.>> Prosopography involves the study of the common
characteristics, such as age, career path, and socio-economic standing, of a defined group
of historical actors in order to understand the motivations behind their public actions.™
More recently, historians have adopted the approach of constructing individual biographies
of politically-active administrators, courtiers, gentry and nobility in the hope that, through
the accumulation of case studies, they can gain a more general understanding of the ways

to achieving political success in early Tudor government,”

Thus, anthropological research on patron-client relations 1n various societies has

demonstrated that power was diffused throughout all social levels, which has informed
historians’ studies of early Tudor politics, as well as their examinations of the Henrician
Reformation. Political interaction existed in all social relations, and the administrative
apparatus of the crown was one of the means for organising social power in early Tudor
England. Studying the social relations, not only among the governing elites, but also
between the governing elites and those lower down the socio-economic scale, 1s important
for understanding the operation of late medieval and early modern government, how 1t was
experienced by the subject population and what types of changes 1t underwent.

Where previous discussions focussed on the central government apparatus and in
particular, the nature, timing and author of institutional changes, the introduction in the
1980s of sociology and anthropological concepts into historiography provided a novel way
of re-conceptualising the nature of the early Tudor polity. Although the historiography
which engaged 1n the debate over the development of crown administration examined the
central institutions of the royal court and household, these revisionist historians
emphasised the personal nature of government and the importance of the personal qualities
of the monarch for determining the nature and functioning of governmental

organisations.2 ° David Starkey’s work on the king’s privy chamber highli ohted the fact

> Robertson, ‘Thomas Cromwell’s Servants’; Lock, ‘Officeholders and Officeholding in Early Tudor

England’.
** Lawrence Stone, The Past and the Present (Boston, 1981), p. 45.
= David Loades, John Dudley, Duke of Northumberland, 1504-1553 (Oxford, 1996); G.W. Bernard ‘The

Rise of Sir William Compton, Early Tudor Courtier’, EHR, 96:381 (Oct., 1981), 754-77; David Potter, ‘Sir
John Gage, Tudor Courtier and Soldier (1479-1556)". EHR. 117:474 (2002), 1109-46: Mary L. Robertson,
‘Court careers and county quarrels: George Lord Hastings and Leicestershire unrest, 1509-1529°, in State,
Sovereigns and Society in early modern England. essays in honour of A. J. Salvin, ed. Charles Hope Carlton,
and others (Stroud, 1998), pp. 153-69; Patrick Carter, ‘Financial administration, patronage and profit in
Tudor England: the career of Sir Wymond Carew (1498-1549)°, Southern Historyv, 20-21 (1998-9), 20-43;
Steven J. Gunn, ‘Sir Thomas Lovell (¢1449-1524): a new man 1n a new monarchy?’ in The end of the middle
ages? England in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, ed. John Lovett Watts (Stroud, 1998), 117-53; N.P.
Sil, ‘Sir Thomas Heneage of Hainton: a Henrician gentleman’, Journal of Rocky Mountain Medieval and
Renaissance Association, 10 (1989). 63-74; E.W. lves, ‘Patronage at the Court of Henry VIII: The Case of
Sir Ralph Egerton of Ridley’, Bulletin of the John Rylands Library, 52 (1969-70), 346-74.

*® Christopher Coleman and David Starkey, ed., Revolution Reassessed: revisions in the history of Tudor
government and administration (Oxtord, 1986), David Starkey. ‘A Reply: Tudor Government: The Facts?’,

HJ, 31:4 (Dec.. 1988), p. 931; Diarmaid MacCulloch, ‘Introduction’, p. 2 and Eric Ives, ‘Henry VIII: the
14
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that the royal household, in conjunction with the court, was the centre of informal power
networks in which intimacy and access to the heart of decision-making — the king — were
the most important means for attaining political influence.”’ Such discussions on the
personal character of government, in which the personality of the king and proximity and
place were of the utmost importance for giving and receiving political patronage, were
adopted by Tudor court historians as early as the 1970s. However, these discussions on
patronage were limited to the debate about the presence of rnival faction groupings and their
ability to influence the decision-making of the king to achieve collective political and
personal goals.”® For Ives, patronage-based faction did not denote just opposing groupings
of individuals but was the dominant political system of Tudor England. Factions, though,
were limited to the competitive environment of the royal court thereby restricting
historians’ considerations of patronage to the atmosphere of the royal court. In reality,
vertical social relationships bound by notions of lordship and service, loyalty, obedience
and fidelity were prevalent in early Tudor society. By emphasising personal relations and
informal power networks, historiography shifted from focussing on the formal institutions
and conventions of politics, such as the administrative machinery of finance and law, to
recognising the importance of informal politics at the royal court and household as the

most important political venues in central government.*’

Political Perspective’, p. 14 in The Reign of Henry VIII: Politics, Policy and Piety, ed. Diarmaid MacCulloch

(Basingstoke, 1995); D.M. Loades, Power in Tudor England (Basingstoke, 1997), p. 8.
*’ David Starkey, ‘Introduction’, p.- 9 and Idem, ‘Intimacy and Innovation: the rise of the Privy Chamber,

1485-1547°, p. 71 in The English Court: from the Wars of the Roses to the Civil War, ed. David Starkey, and
others (London, 1987).

*8 J.E. Neale had previously drawn attention to the role of factions in the struggle for patronage, ‘The
Elhzabethan Political Scene’, reprinted in Idem., Essays in Elizabethan History (London, 1958), p. 70; E.W.
lves, Faction in Tudor England. Second Edition. (London, 1986). The debate about the circumstances
surrounding fall of Anne Boleyn has provided fruitful ground for discussions on factional politics, see: E.W.
Ives, Anne Boleyn (Oxtord, 1986); Retha M. Warnicke, The Rise and Fall of Anne Boleyn: family politics at
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Recent discussions on the importance of self-presentation for the exercise ot
political and social power has brought historiography on the Tudor court tull circle, re-
emphasising the cultural and visual aspects of the court, as political might was
demonstrated through displays of magnificence.”’ Dougal Shaw has identified three strains
of histonnography addressing the social and political functions of royal ceremonies, the
most recent of which closely aligns 1tself with social anthropology by examining ritual as a
metaphor for power relations in wider society.”’ The ability to lavishly reward
administrators and courtiers, and the distribution of artistic patronage at the royal court
were all important components for creating the 1mage of the monarch as an unrivalled
political head.” Jousts, tournaments and court festivals all contributed to the political
‘drama of public relations’ which the monarch used to reinforce his political supremacy
domestically in the face of potential noble rivals and for foreign diplomacy to impress
upon continental counterparts his wealth and magnificence.”> While court festivals may
not have been received by a widespread audience, they reasserted the power and authonty
of the monarch among the group of men from whom cooperation and subservience was the
most 1important.

The use of royal propaganda has also been a prominent theme 1n historians’
discussion on the relationship between central and local governments. This historiography
previously examined the ways in which the crown implemented its policies by coercing
obedience from its subjects through the employment of royal spectacles. For instance,
progresses, celebrations such as the ringing of church bells and bonfires, and the increased
use of royal iconography 1n parish churches affirmed the authority of the crown by
commanding deference and undivided loyaltyﬂ34 While some royal rituals were presented
to ease the exercise of authority by the central government over the local population,

historians have started to interpret the royal rituals performed 1n the localities as collective
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enterprises which reflected and established social values.” By doing so, this interpretation

accords agency to the society in which such rituals were acted. The expression of authority

by the central government was not just limited to large-scale visual displays, royal news
delivered from the pulpit or parish processions; rather, because the apparatus of the central
government was limited at the local level, power was diffused to local governors who
sought to exercise personal and institutional authority through the acceptance of their roles
as legitimate executors of political power. This involved the public presentation of a social
role which required persuasion for it to be accepted, but which was also mediated and
negotiated by the receiving population.”® By understanding the diffused nature of social
and political power which was held, not only by representatives of crown authority, but
also within subordinate social groups, such studies demonstrate the degree to which the
intensification of the authority of the Tudor monarchy in the localities was dependent upon
the cooperation of 1ts subjects.

The emphasis on the development of the exercise of the crown’s prerogative at the
local level has not only altered the locations of political interaction and of the locale for
power relations, but also resulted 1n a revised identification of the most important political
actors. Late medieval gentry played a prominent governing role in both their home
counties as part of the royal affinity and in taking up positions in central government.’
The gentry were acting as intermedianes or brokers and were vital for the effective
administration of government both centrally and in the provinces.”® Rather than enforcing
their will upon the local population, the central authority cultivated good relations with the
local governing elites by a judicious deployment of patronage.”” In exchange for
patronage, brokers provided the crown with service, loyalty and the communication of
knowledge. Not only did they ensure the effective administration of the kingdom, but by

mediating access to the centre of power and its rewards, they also contributed to the
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