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Abstract

The available sources have, to some extent, determined the form of
this thesis, which was underteken in the hope that a more detsiled study of
the relations between London and the Crown during the years 1400-1450 would
place in perspective the crises with which it begins and ends. The most
important source of material for this study has been the Journals of the
Court of Aldermen and Common Council which survive from 1416 (the years 1429-
1436 are missing). Historians with the help of a nineteenth century index
have quarried in these Journals, but they have never been read through
systematically. dJournals nos. 3 and 6, having been wrongly bound up, could
not be used until their pages had been sorted into the correct order from
the internal evidence of their contents. The scribes who compiled the
Journals were both careless and cautious which increases the difficuliy in
interpreting their crabbed notes. From studying the Journals dominant themes
emerged which were then followed up at the Public Record Office and elsewhere,

The conclusions from this study fall into three main categories. The
Journals provided a great deal of material from which it was possible to
draw a much more detailed picture of the machinery and business of the
goverrment of medievel London., Tre Aldermen and civic officials emerge as
congervative, but conscientious, men who might presshardly upon minority
interests, but had constantly before their eyes the needs of the City as a
whole,

Secondly it has been possible to tidy up the chronology of the crises

themselves, At such times as Bolingbroke's usurpation and Cade's revolt the



civic scribes were least active and most cautious. But it seems clear that

the London support for both these men has been exaggerated and that the
fundamental conservatism of the City governors was not easily rocked, whether

by royal scions or Kentish peasants.

But this study has proved most useful where the more mundane contact

between the Crown and the citizens could be examined, In this way it has

been possible to place the financial relations between the King and the City
in perspective, and to realize that the King did not come &s a beggar to the
Londoners, since he had at his disposal all the chartered freedoms and
privileges which were essential to the communal and economic life of the
City. London, in spite of its great prestige end financial importance, still
operated in the fifteenth century within a framework of royal privilege.
While the memory of Richard II's action in 1392 was still green, the
Londoners were in no position to demand redress of grievances before supply.

In understanding the delicate bslance of the relationship between the Crown

end the Londoners it is easier to understend the survival of the Lancastrian

dynasty.



fConsidering that this cause is every Freeman's
ceuse, and the good and true keeping and defénding
of the liberties of this famous City is the welfare

of every man that is inhabitant therein!

(Sheriffst petition to Common Council,

2 Septmber 11‘1‘0' LnBoKo’ PP.ZJJ'Z-“B).
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CEAPTSR 1

L N _AND 3STION XEY IV

_Troissart wrote of London in 1398 as La ville ... ou le conte
4%y estoit cent fols ninulx aime que le roi xichu-t'.l Without
the eonsent of tbe City it is very unlikely that Richard could have
been depossd and the Duke of Lancaster crowned as Henxy IV with such
spparent facility. It was, P}dfuaor MoKisack hu. -ugguihd, a
*vox populi® composed mainly of Londomers which provided the
impuln' acelaim necessary to endorse Honry's seizure of the Crown
on 30 September 1399 at & meeting of the Estates at Wostainster. 2
It is reasonable to ask why Richard II was so unpopular with the
Londoners and whather the City mng'énr to support Bol ingbroks
as easily and as rapidly as Froissart suggested. Although Richard II
had made enemiss in London he also had frisnds there, amd it was
not until some nok; after Eenry?®s landing at Rawenapur that the
Londoners openly declared for the usurper. Historiesl hindsight
makes Richard's deposition appear to have been insvitable; in fact

the outecoms ';l such more evenly bal anced.

1.  JFroissart, p.138.

2. M, McKisack, "London and the sucoession te the Crown during
the Middle Kgas', in Studiss in Medisval Eistory presented te

r Powie ed. R.¥, Hnnt, VA, Pantin, R, W, Southern
{Oxford :'194'535, P.84e_ .

1)



That Richard was unpepul ar throughout Bngland after 1396
there can be no doudt, but unpopul arity does not necesearily lead
to dapouit:l.on.‘ As with the country at large, so with London.
Richard gave the Londoners many reasons for disliking him but enly
the arrival of Henry Bolingbroke, the capture of Richard IT at
Flint and the usurper?s march southwards towards the city;.vould
have bdrought the Lond;nerl out in open revolt. There may have been
radical * elomnt; among the London mod, dut the'voiee which spoke
for the éit;y was that of the Aldermsn; loysl, conservative and cautdous.
4 voice which would acoept m;.hing less certain than the inevitabla,
But Wy swinging over to Henry Bolingbroks when they did, the eitizens
of London avoided hlood-;hed and facilitated the *constitutional ?
daposition of Richard II, They demanded their price and received
their reward. The loyalty of the City of London involved mot romantie
sentimnt dut pll.in business sense.

The deterioration of the relationship between Richard II and
the City of London began in 1392 when the King seisad the liberties
of the City and sppointed Sir Bdward Dalyngrigge as Warden. The
Mayor of the year 1389-90, William Venour, and the #&rnn »re

imprisoned and fined 3000 mirks, The City as & whole was fined £100,000.2

B

1. See C.M. Barrop, 'The Tyranny of Richard II', Bullstin of the
Institute of Historical Resesrch, vol.XLI (1968), pp.l=l8.
2. See Buth Bird, The Turbulent London of Richard IT (1949),

Chap.VII. The causes of this dispute are obscure but I am hoping
to exaaine them more thoroughly in a forthcoming article.



In the end the Londoners were abtle to mtike their peace: the King and
Queen enjoyed a. triumphal precession in London and were pua;ntod
with expensive gifts.l On 19 September 1392 the King issued three
letters patent of pardon from Woodstook. The first of these pardoned
the Mayor and Aldermen their individual fine of 3000 marks and relsassd
them from prison.2 The second letter pardoned the City its fine of
ﬂ00,000.5 In both these letters the King promised pardon not only
on his own behalf but slso en behalf of his heirs and suCCess0rs,

and his ministers both for the present and in tims to come., These
two pardons were permanent and absolute. But the third letter Tepays
close study of the original. In it the King restored their liberties
to the citizens of London as they had enjoyed them before they

wore seized into the King's hand. Bat the final clause of this
letter makss it clear that, unlike the other two pardons, this oms
was not permanent but was only to be effective until the King should
ordain otherwise.® In the Parlismnt which met at Winchester in
Jamary and !'e‘bruary'1593 the Mayor and Alderwen pot'ition'd the

~ L d -~

l. Latin poem of Richard of Maidstone printed im Political Poems and
Songs, ed. T. Wright (Rolls Series 1859), vol.f,_pp'jéz'-)ool $ Holen

Suggett, ¢ A Letter describing Richard II's reconciliation with
the City of.London in 13927, B.E,R., vbl.LXII (1947), pp.209-13;
West,Chron., pp.274~T6. . - ... )

2. C,P,B, 139196, p.1713 P.R.0. C/66/336 m.325 G.R.0. Charter 47.

3. C€,P.R, 1391=06, p.1303 P.R.0. €/66/335 m.20; no copy at Guilahall,

4. cir,x, 1391-96, p.173; P.R.O. €/66/336 m31; no copy at Guildhall,

lettar ends with the words #quousque aliter ordinandum que
eisdem in cuius ets®. -

-~



King for a ®plein et perpetual restitution® of their libertiss, but

without .nc;o u.l

In spite of the pardons of September 1392 the Londoners paid
610,060 to Riohu-d.z The collection of such a ln-g; sum ceused
sowm difficulty in the City. The Bridge Houss Estates contributed
6_60,3 and the City Companies were also called mpon.4 It is clear
also that the umsual demand for money led the Msyor and Aldermen to
impose unacocustomed financial burdens om the citisens. Two groups
of citizens, the widows and the clersy, petitioned in the Winchester
parlisment to be exsmpted from these novel otligations.’ Ia
retal 1ation the Mayor and Aldermen petitioned that thess groups
should not be exsmpted from contributing to the fine which the
Londoners were paying to the King for the return of the royal courts
to London from York.® This petition, at least, reveals the royal

h

1. [ReP. III, p.3243 P.R.O. dncient Petition no.6041.

2. C.P.R, 1391-96, p.226} see Walsingham, vol.II, pp.210-ll.

3, GJR.0. Bridge Masterts Accounts 1390=1405, Roll 11, m.lv., money
paid for ¢divers affairg touching the City?, The incoms from
the London Bridge Estates was somtims used by the City as a
sourge of ready cash in times of crisis. This payment put the
accounts into arrears of £53. .

4. Jorcers® Hall, Warden®s dccounts 134714564, f.13v,, paid to
John Haddele, Mayor of London (1393=4) £10 for certain business
touching the franchise of the City.

5. R,P. III, p.325; P.R.0. Amcient Petition m0.1052.
6. R.P. ITT, p.325; P.R.0. Anetent Petition mo.6036.

- -~ a ~
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It is not eagy to gauge the popularity ef Clouocester, Arundel
and Warwick in the City, or the indignation which their fates aroused.
It ssens clear howaver that Richard(and Arundel hiuolf)oxpoctod the
Londoners to maks some actiwe show of sy;:patlw for the Barl as he
was led to his execution on Tower Hill, Six of the lords who had
condemned Arundel were sent to escort bim to his execution for fear
that he would be rescued y the Londonsr:.l According to one chronicler
Arundel chose especially to be led along Cheapsids im the hope that

2 But in the event a large crowd turned out to

this might happen.
mourn his fate, followed *illum plamgenta?, and sympathetically
watched his ox:em.ﬂ::l.on.3 'f'hey aid not rise up to save him, Arundelts
son Thomaas was helped in his escape from the household of John i
Holland, Duke of Emter (presumably that sam house at Cold Harbour
where Richard had dined on 12 July) ty a London Msreer ¥illiaa Secot.
Dressed in the clothing of a gi'oon he was able to get awsy to join
his uncle Thomas, lately Archbishop of Cantardury, in !'ranm.4

The nn@m events of the Parliament were quiel:l): accompl ished

and oi; September 30th it was adjourned to meet again at Shrewshury

- -~

l. English Chronicle, p.10.

2., Unprinted ssction of Giles® Chronicle, B.M. Royal Ms., 13 ¢ 1
£,109v. I am grateful to Miss Mary Teylor for this reference.

3. REvesham, p.138; Froissart, p.79.

4, Great Chron., p.50. ¥William Scot is an obscure figure. He
made Dis second and third livery payments to the Mercers! Company
in 1391 and 1392, 20 January 1399 he made a gift of lands in
Northumberland and of goods and chattels te two other London
Morcers, C,C.R, 13%6=99, pp.431, 432. This maY have been done
to avoid some Lancastrian retribution.

-
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on Jamary 28th, The author of the Traison states that Richara
decided upon the adjournment to Shrewsbury *to punish the Londoners’.t
It is true that the loss of trads would be a form of punishmnt for
the Londoners, but the motive behind the adjournment is more likely
to have been the inflammable situation in London which would maks it
difficult to hold a further session of Parliament at Westminster.
Arundel had not been rescued hy the citizans, but they' had demonstrated
their sympathy for him in the face of the Cheshire guard. It seems
likely that Richard did not again visit London until he came thither
in the company of Henry Bolingbroks; and in 1398 he travelled around
the Midlands, never too far away from Chester and Wales where lay
the sources of his military strength. h

In October 1397 Whittington was re-clected as Mayor of London
in peéfoctly normal eénditions.z The Londoners had mo Teason to
disliks Whittington and since he seemed atle to work with the enigmatic
Richard, the choice was & judicious one., On January 28th 1398
Parl iamnt reasgembled at Shrewsbury. Amongst other things the
acta of the Mercilees Parliament were anmilled, the 1387 questions
to the judges were upheld and a committee was appointed to deal with
the Hereford/Norfolk dispute and with other outstanding petitions

1, ZTraison, p.140. This author also records the somewhat improbahle
story that after the Séptember Parliament Richard ordered a
mster of the men of London so that he might see their strength.
The King reviewed the, Londoners accompanied by the Duks of
Lancaster and two other horsemen.

2. LSB:H., p.4400
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which had been presented te Parliament. The Grocers? Cowpany paid
Robert Chichale, the brother of William Chichele one of the Cityts

- - 1l
M.Ps, £6 138.4d. 'Ly common assent for the parliament at Shrewssbury?.

- -

The exact purposeﬁot this psyment remains obscure.
' Richard took steps to pubtlicize the acts of this Parliament in
London. A copy of the statutes desling with the conviction of the
lppell ants and the overthrow ef all their acts, which was, presumably,
pent to the Mgyor and Sheriffs, was copied into the City$s letter
book.2 The Archbishop of Canterbury, the Bishop of London and the

other 'bi;hop; were instructed to promilgate sentences of excommunication
against those who violated the varilous statutes.’ Richard slso sent

to the Pope for confirmation of the acts of these two metings of
Parliament and in Easter week 1398 the Papal confirmation was read

out in London at Paul *s Cross and at the Church of St. Mary 8pital.4
It is clear that Richard was particularly anxious that the Londoners

should know of the overthrow of the Appsllants and their acts.

In 1398 London, together with the sixteen adjacent countries,
was singlod o;z.t for special treatment by Richard II. This was the
area from which the Appellants had derived their main support.
Accordingly Richard demanded that proctors, acting on behalf of the

~

l. Grocers* Accounts, p.8l.

2. L.B.H., pp.443-44; Statutes of the Realm, vol.II (1816), PP.94=110.

Be édm.a—nl ?owr:,, }MM ek Gand Jeluisme d'occdlant
(Pondis, 1933) yp. 345-6,

4. Great Chron., p.48; Harley %5, Pp.83-84.
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people living in London and the surrounding counties, should seal
obligations in which they acknowledged their guilt, their meed for
the King's grace and their desire to submit to him in all things.
The iaroe%ors were further empowered to act on behalf of the citizens

in swearing to uphold the acts of the Wostminster and Shrewsbury

1

Parliasents.” For the City of London Roger Waldejn, the Archbishop

of Centerbury, Robert Brvbroof the Bishop of London, Richard
Whittington the Mayor and the two Sheriffs John Askham end John
Woodcock acted as proctors. The seal ing of'this"pcroctors' iotter
from London can probatly be dated to July/Augnst 1397.2 There 1s
som ;videnoe, but it is pot ooncluﬁo, that these proct‘ora' letiers
or tlank charters were accompanied by som sort of fine.>

The dispute between the Dukes of Eereford and Forfolk formed
a sin:ister thread in the perplexing events of 1398, The Parl iamentrry
committee which met at Bristol on March 19 failed te :;'esolva ths
matter. Before the case was again considered six weeks later, the
Constable of Windsor Castle had been instructed to deliver the Duke
of Norfolk to Richard Whittington who was to escort his prisonmer to
the King's Wardrobe in the City.? Norfolk's presence in the City

~ - ~ - ~

1. C.X, Barron, *Tyranny of Richard II', op.cit., pp.1l-l4.
3 April 1398 Richard Whittington and twenty-seven others were
summoned to appear before the Council $to declare what shall there

2. C.M, Barron, *Tyranfiy of Richard II*, op.cit., p.I2 n.2,
3. Ibigo, p.12, na7o T

4. 15 April 1398, C,C.R, 1396-99, p.258.
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appears to have caused soms disquiet and it was necessary for the
Mayor and Sheriffs to keep watch around the Wardrobe where Norfolk

was 1:pria&md.1 Proissart recorded that the Londoners favoured
Hereford to such an sxtent that Richard®s cou.n‘sellorl advised the

ﬂng not to side openly with Horfolk for fear that the Londoners

would unite with the great Lancaster connestions to overthrow Richara,?
On 16 September 1398 Norfolk and Eereford met for armd combat but
Richard prevented this trial by battle and instead Norfolk was
banished for life and Hereford for ten years. Froissart again
describes how the c:l.t:l:zens of London turmed out to sympathize with
Bolingbroke as he passed through the City snd how the Mayor and
leading citizens accompanisd Hemry to Deptford.” Itkeems udlikely,
however, that Whittington vouid have besn so mekléls as to ride

openly with & man whom the King had chosen to disgrace. On 13 October 1398
Dru Barentyn, who had been an M.P. for the City in the last Pariiamnt,
was elected as Mayor in place of Whittington.? On behalf of the
citizens of London he had to swear & new oath which included the
promise not Tonly to uphold the acts of the Westminster and Shrewsbury
Parliamats, but also the Jjudgments and banishmnts recently made at

Cenntry.s

1. 23 April 1398, C.C.R, 1:%-22, p.259. A further writ to the Mayor
and Sheriffs instructed to hand Norfolk over to Thomas Percy,
Barl of Worcester, who would bring him to the Ij.ng in, person, ivid.,
PO%BO -

2, Froissart, pp.%, 99, 102-03. 3e Ibid., Pp.111al2,

4. L.B.H., p.444. -

5. P.R.0, Ancient Correspondence $.C.1/43/no.20; for similar oaths s¥ora
by ecclesiastics, see C.M, Barron, '?yrumy of Richard II®, op.cit.,
pp-14~16.

- - -~
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The Duks of Lancaster died in February 1399, tut far from
allov.ing Henry to-onter upon his inheritance, Richard, on March 18th,
revoked his letters of attormey and banished Henry for 1ife.l The
bulk of the Lancastrian lands were confiscated. It was at this
critical moment that Richard decided to set out for Ireland to
punish the rebellious Art McMurrough. Elsven Londorers are recordsd
as aceompanying Richard on this expedition. At least five of these
mn were Goldsmiths or Jeweuors.z The prooe‘x‘xoe of these London
mrohants and artisans in Richerd®s Irish entourage may lend colour
to the suggestion to be found in soms chronicles, that Richard took
ell the Crown Jewels with him to Ireland end intended to live there
and govern En@:and from & safe t’l:t..e'lzmoe.3 Such a group may alsc
indicate that Richard IT had a party of supporters withbin the City,
spart from Richard Whittington himself, The King was, after all, a
considersble patron of Drapers, Skimners, Mercers, Coppersmiths,
Latteners and Goldsmiths, There are many entries on the Iasue Rolls

v

1, Proissart, p.138, states that the Londorers thought that
Richard should recell Eenxy, .

2. The eleven ren weres Andrew Preston, Vintner, Cal.P. and M. 13611412,

pP.26l; Seer Parkesgate, ibid., p.262; Robert orke, Cordwairer,

C,P.R, 1396=99, p.522; Thomes Litlyngham, Painter, ibid., p.573;
Christopher Tyldesley, Goldsmith, ibid., p.566; Henry Eorne,
Goldsmith, ibid., p.519; Henxy camne, Goldseith, ivid., p.546;

John LyverpuJLl Jeweller, ibid., p.523; John Bishop, senior,
Goldbeater, ibid., p.550; John Po , Skinner, ibid., p.550;

Eugh Sprot, Yerchant, P.B.0. C8L/1084/1. -

3. Annsles, pp.239-40; Cont.Bul ogiuw,-p.380; Eng.Chron.p.14; also
mntioned in the Deposit:.on Irticles, &_.III, P«420.

- -~




recording pP&yrents to various London craftsmer for beauntiful objoets,]'
and & man liks Christopher Tyldeslesp who had been appointed to the
office of King's Goldsmith was likely to be numbered amongst Richardts
aupportors- in ;:ho'city.z 4l though many of his subjects sSuffered )
as & result of Richard II%s love of luxury, pomp and beauty, yet

there were those, ospeci&ly & group of London merchants and craftsmen,
who profited Ly this trait in their King.

In preparation for the ezpediti;m to Ireland the yeomsn of the
King's livery assembled in London in Easter week.” The Harley
-clu‘o;xiclo records that *the ren from Clester made a éreat fray in
Friday Street, on a night in their inns, the which were well beaten
and hurt with arrows and brought tlem to the Countert.,? Before
enbarking for Irelend Richard wished to visit the shrine of St. Thomas
at Canterbury, but he feared to maks the journey because of the
hostility of the men of London &and Kent. It was only Archbishop

Waldernts guarentee of his safety a.nd the in:euenoo of bis Cheshire

- ~

l. E.g. 24 ¥ay 1397 payments to William Fitzhugh, Goldsmith, for
various golden ebjects including a circlet crown for Queen Isabella
costing £46 10s.0d. P.R.0. B 403/555; 5 March 1399 payment of
£100 to the London Coppersmiths, Richard (Nicholas ?) Broker
and Ceoffrey. Prest, for the tomb effigies of Richard and Queen
Anrg, P.R.O. B 403/561; 14 April 1399 they were paid a further
£100, P.R.O. B 403/562; 14 July 1397 Henry Yevele and Stephen
Lote, Latoners or Xasons of London, were paid £100 for_a marhle
tomb for Queen Anme, P.R.O. B 403/555. These latter works were
commissioned in 1394, see Palgrave, Ancient Kalendsrs, vol.II, p.5.

2, 25 March 1398 Tyldesley appointed Goldsmith to the King and Queen,
CeP.R, 13%=99, p.319; the appointment was repeated a month later
with the traditional grant of 12d. a day from the Keeper of the
Gresat Wardrobe, and & suit of the King?s livery every year of
esquirets rank, ibid,, p.333. - -

3. [C.C.R.13%6-99, p.489.
4e Blrlex :&5, p0830



guard paid at the rate of 6d. & day, that overcame Richard‘'s fearl.l
In & Yelated bid to gain greater popul arity amongst the ci;:lnns,
Richard granted to the London Fishmongers a more complete control
over the sale of fish in the City than they had hitherte cnjoynd.z
It would seem that Richard's departure fromEngland led
to a generel outbreak of disorder in the country.  The Bishop of
St. Davidts, Guy Yone, writing to the Xing in Ireland mentioned
&n inswrection in Oxfordshire and an sffray in London.” It is
possible that thie iawlessness led the Londoners, as Froissart
says, to send messengers to EHenry Boli.:{gbrob in Prance.4 But it

-~

1. Eng.Chron, » p.140

2. 9 May 1399, L,B,H., pp.447-48; __&B_lwcol’ 139%=99s P+575. The
Fishmongerst right to hold their own Hal imot court twice a year
was also restored by these letters patent. The Fishmongerst
monopoly was quashed in the first Parliament of Henry®s reign
al though the right of holding & court remained, R.P. JII, p.445

see R, Bird, ®Turbulent London®, op.cit., pp.l12-l3, ... .

3. Letters from Guy Mone printed bty M. Dominica Legge, Anzlo Norman
Letters and Petitions (Anglo-Norman Text Society, ord 1941 ),

PP+2T1 =73 y 271%-719. A . . R

4. Froissart, pp.156=65. Froissart®s account of events during these
yoars if highly coloured and parfisan, and must be treated with
circumepection. The problem of his sources for the years 1395-1400
has not yet been fully studied, but see M. Galway, *Froissart in
Engl and?y Birmingham Historical Journal, vol.VII (1959-60) pp.l18=35;
AE, Diyverres, Introduction to Froissart Voyege en Bearn
(Manchester 1953); A, Artonne, 'Un exemple de la methode de travail
de Froissart?, Revue du Nord, vol .XXXIII (1951), pp. 253-4
Froissart stated that the Londoners sent the Archbishop of
Canterbury as their emissary. Waldern would c¢ertainly not have
consented to go on such an errand. This may be & confusion with
Thoras Arundel, the ex-Archbishop of Canterbury, who accompanied
Bolingbroke back to England.
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appears that Bolingbroke®s plans were well-laid in advance, and that there

were many who expected him when he landed at Ravenspur on 4 July 1399.1
When Bolingtroke reached his castle of Pontefract he despatched

lotters to several bishops, magnates and communities in England,

The French sources for this period pressrve what purports to be the

.toxt of Henryts letter to the Commons of London. The letter warns

them that Richard, with foreign help, intended to keep the City in

subjection, to arrest the chief magistrates and to put them to

death at a great festival to be leld after the King®s return from

Ireland. This was to be followed by the imposition of tallages and

subsidies at the Kingts whim, The letter concluded with an assurance

of Eenry®s desire to felp and protect his friends im London.? Whetler

the French chronicler has preserved the exact text of such a letter

seems, perhaps, doubtful although English chroniclers also mention

that Henry sent letters to the Londoners calling himself Duke of

Lencaster and Steward of Engla.n:l, and promising to reform what was

amiss.’ A carefully drafted propaganda letter from Eenry Bolingbroke

to the Londoners could well have included an appeal to tho- Londoners

known dislike of foreigners, royel interference in their choice of

officials and arbitrary taxation.

1. Kenilworth Castle was garrisoned from 2 Jure 1399, ese M, McKisack,
Fourteenth Century (Oxford 1959), p.492 z.l. ,

2, (Traison, pp.l80~-82; the same chronicler records that when the
letter was received in London all the citisens agreed that Henry
should be King in Ricbard's place. Chron.du Religisux, p.7093
the text of a further letier from Henry to the Londoners is

“ recorded, Traison, p.187. .

3. Eng.Chron., p.15; Cont.Bulogium, P38,



The aglitated debates which must have taken place in the Court
of Aldermen and the Court of Comwon Council in June 1399 have left
no record. While Herry from the sscurity of th; Lancastrian strongholds
set about wimming support for his cause, his uncle the Duke of York,
who had been left as guardian of the realm in Richard's a.'baenoe—,'
exerted himself ineffectively to maintain the roysl position. The
uncertain loyal ty of the City of London led York to move the go'varnmnt
to St. Albans Yy July 12tb 1399.1’ ¥rits were sent out to summon the
Kingts i:lasaa to t'zona armed to join him.z The author of the Traison
states that three hundred Londoners rode out to St. Albans to join the
Duke but returned three days later.’ Whetber the Londoners joined
York or not it is clear that he was shle o assemble some archers at
St. Albans and from there his army moved to Wallingford (July 20th).
Meeanwhile on 15th July Archbishop Waldern had instructed the Bishop
of London, Bobert Braybrook, tb pray putlicly in the City for the
pea:oo of the realm and the success of the King in I.t.'elu.nd..4 Both
of these were forlorn hopes. From Oxford Bn July ieth the Duke of
York instructed the Msgyor and Sheriffs to preﬁnt Armourers in London

from selling arms to anyone but true lieges of the King.” In another

l. M. McKisack, Fourteenth Century (Oxford 1959), p.492.
2, Seepetition to Henryts first Parliament, R.P. III, p.470.
30 Truson, p0184o ) ~ cte

4. Guildhall Litrary M¥s.9531/3 Register of Braytrook 138l-l1404,
£.252v. See similar writ from Arundel as Archbishop to Braytrook
to pray for Henry, dated 16 October 1399,

5. coC.Ra 1:%-22. p05°9o -

~
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writ they were warned to imprison all the felons who had assembled
in Kent, Surrey and Middlesex to rob and kill merchants trawlling
to I.ondon.]' In this writ the Duke of York mgy bave been trying teo
induce the Loz.xdomra to support Richard IT hy displaying to them the
threat to their peaceful trading ventures which lsy in the wake of
armed rebellion. This writ hinted at the gemeral breakdown of law
and order whick followed Richard®s departure for Ireland and has been
noted earlier. But the fear of lawleseness led the Londoners,

ul timately, to support not Richard, as York had hopell, but Henry

Bol ingbroke.

~ Although Froissart wrote that the Londomers offered Hemry their
whole-hearted s'upport as soon as he set foot in Engl and, the evidence
does not bear this out, and Froissart®s account is, in general, too
inaccurate to inspire mick confidence.’ It seems clear that the City
maintained &n equivocal attitude towards Bem'y and his esuse for
about six weeks; until after Rictard had fallen into Herxry®s hands.
The London mob may have been vocal in its support for Bol ingbroks
and ;o drove York ewgy to St. Albans, but there is no sign of axy
official London expression of support for Hemry during these weeks.
There :ls,‘ for example, no evidence that the Londoners provide@

Henry with any financial support at this tire although the City of
York lent him 500 wmarks before his a.coesg:!.cm.5

i. C,P.R, 139%-99, p.597.

2, TFroissasrt, pp.l71=75. Froissart states that Henry landed at Plymouth
end marched directly to London. It is certain that both these
statoemnts are wrong, Henry did not visit London until after his
meeting with Richard, - .

3. Foedera, vol.III, part IV, p.l87, grant of repayment to the Mayor
and citizens of York dated 18 July 1400,




By 29 July 1399 Richard had returned to England, the Duke of
York had capitulated to Henry at Berkeley Castle and Richard's two
friends, Sir John Bushey and Sir Henry Green had been exscuted at
Bristol. But for bad managemsnt, treachery and ill-luck, Richard
mnight yet iia.va mstered an army and repaired his fortumes. But on
14 August the King was induced to leawe the stronghold of Conway,
and it was as & virtusl prisoner that he et Henry the next day at
Flint Castle.! | ‘
’ It was the news of Richard's capture by Bol ingbroke which
jolted the City of London out of its meutral position. The news
seems firstly to have provokad soms mob violence in the éity,
precipitated partly Ly the misconception that Richard had already
been brought to Westminster. Failing to find the King, the mod
instead arrested som of the Westminster monks, Sir Ralph Selty and
Sir Jobn Slake the dean of the Chapel Roysl. Sir Thomas Bagot whoo
had ﬁeon ;apturad in Cheshire was imprisomed at lle’vgate and the
Archbishop of Canterbury, Roger Waldern, msy &lso have been taksn
inte custody by the Londomers at this tim.? In the second place
since Richard's cause mow seemsd hopeless there was no reason for

DPru Bareatyn and the Court of Aldermn to hold back from open support

for Henry, They had no desire either to put the City into a state of

l. 7For the chronology of Richardts movements at this time and for
his treatment at Conway see M.V, Clarke and V.H, Galbraith,

$The Deposition of Richard IY*, Bulletin of the John Ryl ands
Library, vol.XIV (1930), pp.lzs-el

2, Julius B II, p.l9; Contimation C Brut Bris, p.358; JUsk, p.28.
Sir John Slaks was imprisonsd at Ludgate.

-



siefe or to have it plundered hy the Lancastrian army, in Richardts
dying canse. Moreover on 20 August Richard and the Dule of Lanca;ter
jointly sent a writ to the Londoners from Chester assuring them that
abuses would be reformd and that those who took advantags of the
present upheavals to break the law would be severely punilhod.l
Accordingly the Londoners sent a dsputation to Henry. Adam
of Usk states that three of the City?s twenty-four Alderwn, together
with fifty of the citizens, cam to mset Henry while be was still at
Chester and, having recommsnded the City to bhim, under their common
seal renounced their fealty to King kicha.rd.z It seems reasonable
to trust Usk's account sinoce he. was & mmber of‘ﬂcnry'n retinue at

this time. The author of the Traison says that the London deputation

cam to Coventry; Creton says i’.ichﬁold. Both these accounts bawe a
ysterical air and mention that the Londoners demanded Richards
instant execution which is most unliimly. Moreover the author of the
Traison was dependent upon Creton for the l;cory and Creton frankly
admits that he was not present on this occasion.’ On the other hand
an entry in the accounts of the Merchant Teylors* CSQW suggests
that the meting place mgy have been I.oieenter.‘ﬁ Wherever the meeting
took place it was extremly important for Yy their action the Londoners
were sanctioning Henry?s seizure of the Crown before Richard bad been

~

officially deposed,

1. ___L.:MCOPB 1 =99, p.593.

2. U_‘k’ p.zs.
5. Trai’on, pp.az-&’; c“ton, P.376.

4.

Merchant Tsylors® EHall, Ms.A 4 Accounts 1397<1445, total expenses for
riding to Leicester with the Mayor in 1398~9, including an allowance
£pp, 7913 hopses =nd paymesis %8 Jeta Creek, Dreper, for she Jou nmay
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By 31 August Richard and Benry bhad reached St. Albans and it
maY be that it was out of some compassion for bis cousin that Henry
took steps to ensure that Richard should not be led through the
streets of London as & publie apeeta.clo.l It msy be, &8 was later
recordad, that a group of Londoners hoped %o waylay and kill Richard
and that some of them felt cheated when Richard was not led through
the streets to be oOpenly noch;d.z But it was important to Henry
that Richard should remain alive so that he could play the necessary
part in bhis own deposition. Aeccordingly therefore he appointed
Sir Thomas Rempston, one of the faithful Lancastrian supporters, &s
Constalle of the Tower,3 and then entrusted Richard to Dru Bareatyn
the Mgyor of In'nulon.4 Thus while Henry received a tumiltous weleoms
from the Londoners when he entered the City on 1 September, Richard
was taken quistly to Westminster and then transferred to the Tower
the next day by ﬁtor.s

l., Annales, p.251 records that Richard asknd that the Londoners
should not see his dejection since they would rejoice so greatly.

2, Fabyen, p.546; Froissart, p.190; the author of the Traison wrote
that Richard was led through the streets of London followed by
a small boy pointing him out sarcastically as *Xing Richard who
has done so much good?, p.2l5.

3. 31 August 1399, C.P.R; 13%<99, p.593; further grant 1 October 1399,
c.P‘Ra 1222_%&1’ P 4.

4. Traison, p.Zl4; Creton, p.377s Stow Annsles, p.323; Chron,du
Religieux, p.717 states that Heary Panded Richard over te the sons
of the Earls of Arundel and Gloucaster to revengs their fathera?
deaths, and that it was they who took Richard to the Tower, -

5. Evesham, p.156; Traison, pp.24~L5; Creton, P.377.
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On 30 September 1399 the Batates were summoned to assemble at
Westminster., EHenry had spent the weeks since his arrival in London
drewing up the articles of deposition, and drafting the form of the
claim by which he would take the Crown. The Mayor of London must
have been frequently consulted. He was in s éood position to preovide
information for the deposition articles and in return there were
reforms which the Londoners wished to see carried out by the mew King.
Beocauss the snppor‘t of London was crueial to Eenry®s success, lat;r
chroniclers tended to exaggerate the City%s entbusiasm for the new
King. In truth the attitude of the City was calculdting and restrained,
but having renounced their sllegiance to King Richard they had to
ensure that Henry succeeded and that their own interests were considered.
Accordingly ;an 30 September it was not only the Estates of the realm
but also the populace of London who consented to Henry®s becoming
King. Mr. Steel has suggested that Henry used the Londoners to quagh
Archbisixop Arundel®s idea that he should hawe a gari iamentary title,}
Certainly, as Professor McKisack has pointed out, the Londoners mst
have formed & propondara;at. element in the *populus® to‘ whom the
Archbishop of York read the articles of dei;osition'in Westminster Ea].]..z
Moreover according to one chronieler this populace 4id ‘not merely
accapt Henry®s accession, but rather chose his nam from a list of

candidates presented to them by the Archbi.hop.3 The crucial part

-

1. A, Steel, Richard II (Cambridge 1941), p.280.
2. M, McKisack, ®London and the Suceession?, op.cit., p.84.

3. Chron,du Religieux, pp.725-27. -
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which the Londoners had played in Richard®s deposition was well«known.
Some yea.rsglatcr, during the northern rising, Philip ritz.-luata.oe,
the prior of St. Botolph's, claimed that the northerners bad risen
against Henry because he had only been elected King by the villanos
ecivitatis? of London.]' ’
The coremoniss surrounding Henry%s coronation were divided into
two parts. On Sunday 8 October, Eenr} created several new knights
at the Tower of London and then proceedsd through the Gity with them
togethi' with the Mayor and leading London e¢itizens who were splendiBy
arrayed in acarlotwgom with the hoYod. bordered in linivar.z Then
on St. Bdward®s day, 135 October, Eenry was crownmsd at Westminater Abbey.
The Mayor, Becorder and Aldermen ook their accustomsd places &t the
coronstion feast and the City Companiss provided minstrels for the
oecasi:m.3
Parl iamnt which had been summoned to meet on 6 October, but
was adjournsd until the day after ths coronation, duly mt on Tuesdsy
14 October. The M.Pa. for London were John Shadworth and William

_ Bampton, both vetsran Aldermen and two younger men, William Sonnyngwell

-

1. ZIraison Appendix 4, p.268; see J.H, Wylis, Hen_g (London 188},
vol.I, p.420. -

2, Julins B IT, p.48; Bodley 2376 pri.ntod chhaeologa., vol XX (1824),
P+2753 Traison, pp.224~26; Proissart, p.205. The Grocers®
Comparny paid & Draper £23 3s8.4d. for white cloth ®when we_rode
with our Lord King Henry from the Tower as far as Westminster?,
Grocers? Accounts, p.83.

~

3. [Traison; p.22%5; Julius B IT, p.48; Bodley 2376, op.cit., p.2763
Grooerl‘ Company paid 454 }or minstrels, Groe;rsg Iccot’mts P+83.
The Merchent Taylors paid 33/4 for minstrels and 6/9 for drink,
Accounts 1397-1445, £.7. . .

-~



and Richard Merlawe. The events of this Parliament are important,
for in certain of the petitions and in Henry's response to them
it is possible to detect soms of the 'btrscining of September. In
return for belping Henry to his Crown the Londoners achisved som
important concesaions.

Firat there were soms statutes which, while they did not concern
the Londoners alone, were definitely in their interests. A new
Lin;ia- Act 1imited the wearing of liverisa to the King'aqrotd.mrl,
;ad then only in special conditions, in an attempt to pr;nnt the
lewlesanass such as that which disturbed London during the autumm
parliement of 1397.1 Henry granted a common petition asking for a
confirmation of an earlisr statute and stronger measures to deal with
those who impeded navigation on rivers by weirs and other fishing
<1evi.¢>u.2 This canse was ﬁarticula.rly dear to the hearts of the
I.om:lom::s.3 A furtler statute released the Merchants of the Calais

-Staplc from p;ying €old to the King®s mint at the Tower before exporting

their wool. JMoreover the ohlieat:lo;m which the oxi:orters had sealed
since the passing of the statute of 1397 were to be anmilled.* EHenry
slso agreed that all cloths of which the value of a dozen was less
than 13/4d. ehould not be liahble for sealing hy tle cockst or any
other s;tsl.5 Finally & general pardon was granted to everyons except

those who had taken part in the murder of the Duks of Glcmces‘l;e:r:.6

1. RaP. III, p.428; April 1400, writ to the Mayor of London to ecarry
out the provizions of this new act, C,C.R. 1399-1402, p.182; mee
al 8o B_-_:. m, p0477c

2, R,P. III, Pp.438, 475. 3, See Chapter vx.".ss—z—sés.
4, R.P, III’ PP-340, 4290 5e _l;._g. 111, PP.437, 498.

6. R.P. III, P.445.



All of these were general measures which, while they &ffected
the Londoners, were aimed &t securing & wide basis of support for
the ;aew regime. There were soms measures which were instigated
directly bty the Lu":ndomrl. In a petition to the King, the Msyor,
Aldermen and Ceu;mnalty of London asked for a confirmetion of their
liberties and customs which tad been granted ty the King®s predecessors,
and for the enjoyment of thess liberties without infringement ly exy
roysl officisla and notwithstanding any ordinances, judgments, charters,
letters patent, writs or proclamations of the King's predecessors fou
ascune seisine des libertees cu franchises sui.sdit;a en mwayns i
dfascuns vos progenitours ou pmdeceasoura'.l In parliament Henry
m;.de a gereral confirmation of the cha:rter; of i“.b various cities

2 Then on 25 My 1400 the Londoners received

&nd boroughs of the realm.
the particular confirmetion of their own charter. The confirmation
listed the City®s previeus charters including Richard IItg letters

patent of 19 September 1392 and 12 June 1397°. It was obviously of

great importance to the Londoners that at Bemry'i accegsion not only

the pardons of 1392 but also the letter patent of 1397 wherely they
regained their liberties in perpetuity, should be confirmd by the

new King, Henrytsconfirmation includes also a grant to the citizens

of the right to keep all the City®s gates end the sppoint officers

to eollect toll, customs and tronege in the parkets of Chepe, Billingsgate

&nd Smithfield.

1. P.R.0. Ancisnt Petition no.6079. The petition is undated dbut on
grounds of paleography and content it seems reasonable to ascribe
it to Eenry's first Parl isapment.

2. _R_,__o III, p;4290
3. (Cal. Charter Roll 13411417, part III, p.399.




It was also of importance to the Londoners that the circuretances
in which the King might seize the liverties of the City and the fines
which he might exact, should be clearly definsd. Tle statute of 1354
bad 1aid down & procedure which Richard bad only partislly followed.'
In parliament the Londoners petitioned that the statute might be
iopo&led since it was contrary to the City charter in two respects:
first because each civic official ought to be personally responsible
for his own faults and not the City as a whole; and secondly because
crims committed in the City by citizens should be .ptmilhod hy the
citizens themselves and not ty outsidara.z Henry did not, however,
assent to the repeal of the 1354 statute, but he agreed that if the
City committed the crimes ecovered by the statute, the various
penaltiss.would not nscessarily be exacted but the matter should
rest with the judges &ssigned to hear the em.s Henry was not
prepared to yield this important control over the City, but ty &
partisl concession he may have met the demands of the Londoners hal f-
way. In fact no Lancastriean K:I.ng seized the liberties of the City
into bis own hand

There were other, less fundamsntal, conocessions which the
Londoners obtained inm Henryts first parliament. They successfully

hi - ~ L

1. Statutes of the Realm, vol.I (1610), pp.346=47; Bird, Turbulent
London, op.c¢it., p.103. . .

2, R,P. III, pp.442-43; see Chapter III, PP bs-168.

3, Statutés of the Realm, vol.IX (L&16), Pp.117-18; Miss Bird pointed out
Fhat it Dad already veen enacted in 1393/4 that the statute of 1354 ves
not necessarily to spply to erroneous judgments in the City Courts,
since there existed a msans of appeal to the Juastices in error sitting

at St. Martin's, ibid., p.9L and Bird, Turbtulent London, op.cit.,
p.lll and n.2.
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petitioned for the repeal of Richard's recent letters patent which
had limited the Tight to sell fish in the City to members of the
Pishmongerst COmpuw.l The merchants of London petitioned against
Richard II*s introduction of the office of royal packer who ckarged
1d. for packing each cloth. Henry granted their petition, sguitted
the merchants of fpakiure? and declared any letters patent to the
contrary to be mll and v;id.z In this parliament also the Xayor,
Aldermen and commoners of London'compla:lmd about the delays in
holding various assizes in London beceuse of the absence of the
deputy Coroner who was a ro}n official. The King made a considerable
concession in allowing the Sheriffs to proéeed. with the assize in the
absence of the deputy Coroner, provided that he had been first called
and had failed to appea::'.3 Moreover Henry did not give his assent

to a Commona® petition which would have diminished the income of the
London Sheriffs, by limiting the toll which the bailiff of Smithfisld
could take on sales carried out in the market.? )

The London merchants were not, however, successful in a petition

which the} presented against various statutes «~ the most recent being

1. R.P, ITI, p.444; Statutes of the Realwm, vol.II (1816), p.118.

2, R,P. III, pp.443-44; Statutes of the Realm, vol,II (1816), p.1183

Soe Chapter lﬁﬂ, P.30v-281
« R.P. III, p.429; P.R.O. Ancient Petition no.60 e Shapter—3H

2 kada p ‘;NCW in Meslared Lodon’ .72354;:"“ in Lodoan ’
ﬁ‘ﬁﬂ_fm LLaded. wen) pp-75-31,

4. Benry procrastinated by sending to the London Sheriffs for
information, and he 4id this again when the petition reappeared
in the next Parliament, R.P. III, pp.439, 474.

-
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of ths eleventh year of Richard®s reign = which had enlarged the

privileges of foreign mrchantapbuying and selling in London.l

Although Henry did not assent to this petition, yet when he confirmd

the charter:- of the Hanee merchants, he mide it more stringent in its

demands for reciprocal privileges for English msrchants abroad. The

new charter was enrclled in chancery, exermplified at the request ¢'>f

the Engl ish merchants and entered in the Letter Book of the City of

London.z Even if the Londoners did not extract as many conoessions

as they would bave liked from Henry IV it is clear that thoss which

they did achieve were sufficient to makn a change of King worthwhile.
There were private rewards as well as cosmunel ones. Dru Barentyn

received thirteen mssueges which had belonged to a royel debtor.’

Thomas Knolles who had succeeded Barentyn as Mgyor in October 1399

also received tenements which were in the King's hands in January 14m.4

William Eyde who was & Sheriff 1399-1400 was granted an exemption from

ierving on assiszes or as collector of lubsidho.5 Richard Whittington

was granted repayment of some of Richard IIts tousehold debis to

PPN

l. P.R.Q. Ancient Petition no.GO&; cf. L:Boxog Pp0539 222,
2. C,P.R; 1 1401, pp.57, 1403 6 Decdmber 1399, L.B.I., pp.5=b.

Later, in 1406, Henry did enlarge the privileges of. foreign
mrchants, L.B.X., PP.54, 69. See Chapter I%_i-, pp. 3s-372.

3. P.R.0. B 368/172 £.73. 1 July 1400 Dru Barentyn wes paid £400 in
lieu of the wmanor of Walkerle in Hertfordshire which he had _
restored to Robert, Lord Morley, B 404/15/462.

4, GC.P.R, 1399-1401, pp.407-08, g
50 Ibido, p03920 -



hin.l Jobhn Shadworth who had been an M.P. in Henryts first parliament
was gra.:i’ced the tronsge of wool and he reeoiva;l an ;nmption fron
tiresome duties such as Eyde had ebt‘tinad.z Three Londoners -
Whittington, together with Shadworth and Bampi;on the Alderman M.Ps.

of 1399 -~ were appointed as members of the King®s Council at a fee of
50 marks p.ll..3 These appointments ensured for the Londoners an umisual
voice in the conﬁuct of policy during Henry®s firai; year a&s King,

The loyslty of the Londoners to their ;mr King was to be quickly
teute;l. At Christmas 15§9, after the dissoluﬁ;m of Henryts first
parliamnt, the recently demoted Earls of Kent, Rutland, Huntingdon
and Salisbury, togetber with William Merk the Bishop of Carlisle,
plotied to restore Richard.4 The retels met together at the house
of William Colchester the Abbot of Westminster, in St. Paul®s Church
and in other places in the City.? Their plan was to kill the King and
and his supporters under cover of a mming to take place at Hlfth

1. C.M. Barron, Richard Whittington, op.cit., p.201 and n.l. Thomas

31

Duc, a London Skinner, was also paid for furs supplied to Rickard II,

P.R.0. B 403/567. William Donsrdeston, & London Draper, was to
receive payrent for a debt which Richard II had owed to him,
C.P 1 01, Pozno -

2. c,ran, 1:2§Lgol, PP.152, 482; C.P.R, 1401-5, p.103; C.C,R, 1399~
1402, pp.536~37.

3. C.M. Barron, Richard Whittington, og;cit., P.216 and n.2; F

4., Traison, P.227 et seqs; This is the most circuretantial account
of the rising,

5¢ L.ByI., PPel=2; John Holland, Earl of Euntingdon, whose goods
were forfeited to the Crown, borrowed mearly £2000 in London
in September and October 1399, P.R.0. B 159/176 £.35-35;
C.P.R, 1399-1402, p.180. Ee may have been raising money for the
expenses of the rising,
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Hight at Windsor. Rutland, however, treacherously betrayed the
plot, first to his father and then to Eemry himself.

Thus forewarnad on 5 January Henry left Windsor with his sons
and t'ook the road for I-ondt':n. It is interesting that at this critical
Juncture he turned, no"-' northn:;:ds to his own duchy, but eastwards to
London. Thomas Knolles, the Mayor of London, also got wind ef the
i:lot from certain Londonerll and rid:b;g towards Windsor to warn
the King, encountered Henry on the road.2 Only twelve hours after
Henry bad left Windsor, the rebels arrived to find that the bird had
flown. Henry himself reached London in the evening of 5 January and
set &bout providing himself wi;;h an army. Those who enl isted under
his banner were to be paid at the high rate of 18d. per day for
lancers and 9d. per day for archers. On 6 January Henry sst off
with part of the arsy which be had thus assembled leaving his sons
to lmep the Tower of London togather with the lﬁayor.5 Benry seems
particulmrly' to have }emd that the Flemings would support the rebels
and also especlally commanded the Mgyor to allow noons to go overseas
to carry the news. )

The rising was rapidly dealt with. Although Eent fought a
delqyzlng action at Maidenhead and mnagadqtoeoca.pe to Jjoin Sal isbury

at Cirencegter, Rutland deserted t0 Henry. By 8 January both Kent

1. Giles® Chron., p.7; Eng.Chron., p.20.
2, Stow Annsles, pp.324-25,

3, Amnalas, p.329; Thoms Knolles was repaid his expenses at this
$iwm for providing 10 armsd men and 20 archers to defond the

Tower, 4 February 1400, P.R.O. B 403/564, B 401/604.

~
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and Salisbury bhad been teheaded. Lord Despenser was similarly dealt
with at Bristol and on 15 Jamary Buntingdon was beheaded at Pleshy.
Other minor rebels were tried before Henry himself at Oxford and
suffered grisly deaths; these included Sir Thomes Blount, Sir Bemedict
Cely, Thomas Wyntersell end Sir Ralph Lunley. Honry returned to
London on 15 Jamary and ordered that the traitors?! heads should be
i:laoed on Lomion Bridgs as & timely warning to tho;e who might be
inclined to follow their example.

Roger Waldern the late Archbishop of Canterbury and William
Merk the Bishop of Carlisle who were implicated in the rising, were
committed to the Tower with other prisoners to swait their trial.
This began on Tuehday 28 January and was held before certain commissioners
among whom were Thomas Knolles the Mayor and Matthew Southworth the
Recorder of Lond;)n. An incomplate account of the proceedings is
preserved in the Letter Book of the City.2 Waldern and Merk triad,
unsucce ssfully, to claim benefit of clergy and then both men accepted,
under protest, a trial hy & jury of twenty-four Londoners., Other
conspirators included Gilbert Purveys of Scotland, who acknowledged
his guilt and was condemmed to & traitorts death, and a man namd
Gilbert Lollebrok who spoke in his own defence, but his fate is not

:neoordad. since the entry breaks off at this point. From chronicle

-

l. T?ém is som confusion among the chroniclers as to the fates of
the lesser figures in the rising. Julius B II, p.62 states that
Wyntersell was beheaded at Pleshy with Huntingdon.

2, LeBI., pp.1-4,

~ -



sources it is known that Sir Bernard Brocas was exscuted, and that
Sir Thomas Shelley’ and two prissts, William Maydelsyn and William
Ferity> were bangsd and beheaded at Tyburn.’ Waldern wu‘liter set
at liberty and Thomas Merk was pa::r:d.oi:lad.4 Amongst the nams of those
who received pt'rdons for their part in the :zonspirwcy there were only

two who were described as %of Lomlon'.5

Al though the conspirators
msy haw hoped for supportﬁi.n i’oondon; as Froissart suggested, they
entirely failed to achiave it.6 The l‘.ond;ners not only warned Henry
of the rising, guarded the City, provided wen for his army, but aleo
searched out and condemmed the conspirators as traitors. Henry had
judged that the Londomers would support him in this crisis and he
had been proved ;'ight. They had nothing to gain and much to loae

by & restoration of Richard II.

1. Shelley was dsscribed as tlate? in a grant of his goods made
6 February 1400, C.P.R, 1399-1401, p.193.

2. John Bathe, Rector of Stapleford Salisbury, was granted abaolution
for his offence in having revealed the hiding place of William
PFerily, priost, to soms officers of the City of London. Bathe
claimed that he was unaware that Fenty would be in danger of

death, 14 July 1401, Cal.Papal Registers 1396-1404, p.3%.

3, Traison, pp.231-60; Great Chron., pr.83=84; Julius B IT, pp.62«63;
Gregory, p.102; Fahyan, P.5083 Annales, Pp.329-30. “The fates of
Richard Cliderowa and Thomas Lollebrok, who are mentioned in the
indictment, are not knmown, L.B.I., p.2.

4. C.P.Re 1399-140L, p.385. ~ -

5., Ibid., p.228. -The two Londoners were John Eorne and William
Burnsll, bYoth of whom were sufficiently obscure to escape any
notice in the ecivie records.

6. l'roisssrt, PP.2%-27.
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It was inevitable that the failure of this rising should also

ring to a close the 1ife of Richard II.}'

After his deposition Richard
had been moved from the Tower, first to Lee:ij: Castle and thea to
Pontefract. Although the exact mamner of Richard®s death is uncertain
it seems clear that the French King knew of his death by 29 Jamsry.>
On the advice of the council Eenry decided that the body of the late
King should be brought south vary slowly, with the face uncovered,

80 that as many people &8s possible would see for themsslves that the
King was dead.’ After lying in Pontefract Minster the body travelled
to London where it arrived oa 10 lhrch,4 In the City the body receiwed
the honours due to a King; four black horaeé drew the draped litter
which was escorted ty two esquires and four knights. After resting

for two hours in Cheapside the cavalcade moved on to St. Paul '; where
King Richard lay in state surrounded bty flickering cendles 'and there
his enterment was holden with all the solempnity of sorvice that

might be tim:e'.5 The Londonersmr_ ovided thirty men dressed in white

- < -

1. Traison, p.223 states that in the judgment against Richard it was
asserted that he would be the first to suffer if a rebellion
brols out on his behalf,

2. E.P, Jacob, The Fifteenth 09n1?_'u_12 (1961), p.27. 20 March 1400,
payment to YT s, one for bringing news from Pontefract
Scomodum ad regis concermentibus? and the other for a jourmey to
Pontefract for the protection and custody of the body of Richard II,
Devon, Issues, p.276. The first messenger was Sir Thomas Swynford
who had been given custody of Richard at Pontefract, Jacod, op.cit.,
P.23. It is likely that his journey south was to ammounce the ,
death of Richard II., ‘

3. P,P.Cs I, pp.lll-l2,
4. Pahyen, p.5%8; Continnation C of Brut, Bris, p.360; Lambeth 306, p.52.
5 Great Chron., p.83; Proissart, p.233. :



and tearing torches to attend the funeral.l If Henry himself felt

no compunction about carrying his cousint®s pall it is doubtful if
the Londoners felt any remorse over the ;aart they had played in
Richard's downfall. From St. Panlls the coffin was carried on to
Westminster whence, after furtler ;eli.gione ceremonies, it moved off
to its burial place at Kings Langley in Hertfordshire., This was not
to be its finsl resting place for Henry V had the body transferred
again to Westminster Abbey so that Richard might finally lie with
Queen Anns in the tomb which he had had made.>

It may be useful to conclude this chapter with a brief analysis
of the financial dealings of the City of London with Richard II in
the years immdiately preceding his depoa;ltion and with HenryIV in
the years immediately following his accession. The c:l.ty‘ of London
in its corporate capacity provided Richard II with the tloan® of
£6666 138.4d. in August 1397 and a further £2000k year later.”
ipm from Richard Whittington no individual Londoner lent momey to
Richard II after November 139, EHenry IV received a& gift of
£666 138.4d. in July 1400, & loan of £1333 68.8d. in the sam month,
a loan of Mﬁh My 1402 and a further loan of £2000 in
October 1403.% But the most striking contrast is to be found in the

-

1. Contimmation K of Brut, Bris, p.5q.
2, Falyan, p.567; see p.!7, n.1 above,

3, 31 August 1398, Loan of £2000 received at Exchequer, P.R.O,
B 401/609; paymnt ty assignment 9 July 1399, P.R.0. B 403/52;
tallies cashed 9 July 1399, P.R.O. K 401/614. _ ‘

4. See Appendix 46, p.bl4. Loans moa.l, 2, 3, 4.

~ - M
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far greater number of individual loans made by Londoners to Henry IV in

the early years of his reign., In 1400-01 seven Londoners lent him

£3753 78.8d., in 1401-02 twelve Londoners lent him £9905 19s.0d. and in
1402-03 eight Londoners lent him £55%03 6s.8d. This financisl picture suggests
the difference between the two Kings. Richard who was canny, but suspicious
and personally unreliable, extorted large sums from the Londoners by the
manipulation of royal prerogatives. He was a patron of the aris and a
considerable spender and in this way Richard built up a smell group of
supporters in the City like Richard Whittington and Christopher Tyldesley.
But Richard II's power in London was narrowly based., Henry, on the other
hand, inspired confidence among & much wider group of Londoners, but he was
to spend on the arts of war what Richard had squandered among the painters,
merchants and jewellers of the City., Soon the Londoners were to discover

that in his financisl dealings, their new King was not better than his

predecessor but only different.
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@APIR I

TIZ 1-CH IGRY OF CTIVIC GOVIRNIENT

Tre tovernment of uondon in tre fifteenttr century a pears to
bave been loosely organized but comparatively efficient. Trere
was no clear-cut distinction between tre judiciary and tre legislature,
al thougt trere was an increasingly efficient executive comprising
paid and permanent officials wro carried out tre will of tle
orcans concerned with justice and legislation, and also thre will
of tre Yonorary, impermanent officials, namely tre layor and thre
two Steriffs.

Tte basic unit of civic government was the ward wrere, in the
wardmote, members were elected to attend tte Common Council and the
ward slderman was ctosen. Tre Court of aldermen met almost daily
and was t¥Ys nerve centre of civic government. Thre Court of Common
Council met less frequently, but for it were reserved the really
important decisions. Apart from tre wardmote, tre Court of Aldermen
and the Court of Common Council, there was also the ancient Court
of Bustings, which all freemen could attend. But its legislative
functions by the fifteentl century had almost disappeared. It
Yad become primerily a judicial court and a court of record. Civil
cases between citizens might go to the Fustings, or else to thre
kayor's of Steriff¥@ courts. Ttre wardmotes, Court of Common Council
and Court of 4ldermen could also act as disciplinary tribunals to

deal with citizens wto offended against civic regul ations.



In the early fifteenth century wardmotes were Yeld at least
once & year and more often if so commanded by tle l«xs,yor.l Lany
mayorel precepts to the Alderman instructing thtem to hold wardmotes
survive recorded in the Letter Books; almost annually from 1404~L437
and then a single precept in 1461.2 From these precepts it is
possible to learn of the business of tre wardmotes ward officers
were to be elected, precautions taken against fire and rioting, the
streets were to be 1it, Common Councilmen ctosen and the streets
cleansed and guarded. Occasionally the Aldermen were instructed
to make arrangements about levying money in their wa.rdmotes.3 A1l
male housebolders and Yired servants were expected to attend the
wardmote whetter trey were free of the City or not.4 In order to
simpl ify the procedure it was decided in 1447 trat by virtue of an
annual precept from the Layor an Alderman could told as many wardmotes
as seemed to Pim to be necessary during tte year. loreover juries
were to stand for one year and if a member died thren tle Alderman

could choose another man to fill thre vacancy’.5

1. On thre scope of wardmotes see A,H, Thomas, Cal.P. and M, 1413-37
PPexxivexxx, p.ll5 n.2; Liber Albus, pp.36=39.

2. L,B3,I., pp.37,44,53,62,70-71,83,90,96,110,121,131,145,175,
191,206,264, Precepts for 1419 and 1420 missing; L.B.K., pp.5,19,
36,48,59,65,87,105,117,128-29,160,194,2L5, Precepts for 1433,
1434, 1436 missing; Li.Bel., p.10.

3. 3 Dscember 1423, aldermen instructed to levy momey in treir
wards for Guildhall, L.B.K., p.l05.

4. Liber Albus, p.37.

5. 2 May 1447, Jour.4 £.180.



At the wardmote, apart from tle activities mentiomed above,
civic legislation was read out and, after a jury rad been empanellédd,
articles were submitted to trem and they could present wrong=-doers
in the wards: those wro were immoral or night walkers, trose wro
kept bouses of ill fame, those wro threw dung or rubbish into the
streets, trose wro blocked public highways or who broke the assized
of Bread and Ale.l Unfortunately there survive wardmote presentmsnts
only for 1422, 1423 and a few from Portsoken ward for the reign of
Edward IV.2 But from these it is clear that the inquests ranged
over a wide variety of topics and trat not a great deal was done
about the offences which they presented. It was tre task of the
Alderman to correct the defaults or the defaulters presented in
tte wardmote or, if he could not do so, to bring them to the
attention of the kgyor, Chamberlain or Sheriffs. Thre presentment
was made in tte form of an indenture, balf being kept in thre ward
and the othter balf being kept by the Aldermsn until he presented it
to the Mgyor at the next sitting of the hgyorts Gemeral Court which

was reld eact year on thre Monday after the feast of the Epipbamr..3

1. Csl.P. and L, 1413-37, p.l15, n.2; Liber Albus, pp.337-38.

2. Recorded in Plesa and Memoranda Rolls of Mgyort!s Court,
Cal, P, and M, 141%3-37, pp.ll5=4l, 150=59; Portsoken presentments
in Guilgdrall Record Office for years 5,6,7,11,12,14,15,16,19,
20,21,22 Edward IV, 23 Fenry VII and two unidentifiable years.

3. Liber Albus, pp.37=38; Carpenterts statement that two copies
of the presentment were made by indenture is confirmed by
the Portsoken presentments of the reign of Edward IV, some
of wrich rave serrated tops.

Yi
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Tre Beadle kept a list of those who were expected to attend
the wardmote and at the meeting te would read out the list. Throse
who were absent were fined 4d.1 Threse fines were paid into the
City Chamber although on occasion the Court of Aldermen might decide
that they could be used for other purposes. In 1434 ralf tlre
incom from these fines was to remain in the wards, partly as a
reward for the Constables and Beadles wro collected the money and
partly for the provision of fire-fighting equipment. Tte otler
Yalf was to be used for building the new Guildball cl*a.peal.2 In
1440 it was decided trat the wrole income from these fines was to
be used to provide fire-fighting equipment in the lvards.3

although the Alderman had an oversll responsibility for bhis
ward, the main administrative work was done by ward officers chosen
in the wardmote and subsequently sworn before thre Magyor and
Aldermn.4 These officers were thre Beadle, Constables, Scavengers,
aleconners, and a Raker. Those who failed to turn up to be sworn were
fined g/-.s

Bvery ward brad a Beadle; and the ward of Cripplegate, whict was

divided into Cripplegate Within and Cripplegate Without for many

l. Liber Albus, p.37; kemorials, pp.589~59l.

2. 23 October 1434, u.B.K., p.l8L.

3. 1 and 2 September 1440, Jour,3 f.55v.50; in 1422 and again in
1423 tte men of Walbrook &nd Bridge wards rad presented the lack
of a ladder, book, grappling book and ropes with which to prevent
fire in their wards, Cal.P. and M, 1413-37, pp.l35, 139, 152, 158,

4. For lists of these officers see tte Appendix, .44 -SSS

5 Plea and lbemoranda Roll &4 50 f£,.3-4v.
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administrative purposes, rad two.l It was tre Beadle who kept the

roll containing the names of those who were expected to attend the
wardmote and, according to his oath, be was responsible for ensuring
that there was no immorality in tre ward, no peace-breaking and no

sale of goods contreary to mayoral precept.ﬁ:.2 Beadles might be given
additional duties. In 1417 the Beadles were enjoined to keep the roads
clean in their wards, in 1418 they were to report any illegal gatherings
to their Aldermen, and in 1431 trey were to carry out an inguiry into
the origins of suspect persons who came to live in the w.rds.3 Treir
importance can be seen from tre fact that it was decided in 1438 that
all their names srould be entered in 'huius librit, i.e. in Journal no,3.4
There are very few recorded cases of Beadles abusing threir positions

or failing to carry out their duties. In 1439 Richard Clerk, the

Beadle of Cornhill was sent to prison for disobeying the Mayor and for
failing to come when summoned.5 William Magyle, thre Beadle of
Billingsgate was more enterprising; with five others Te discovered a

case of adultery but instead of bringing the offenders to court he

1. A list of wards with most of the Beadles entered in against the
name of the ward is to be found 4 Dacember 1428 Jour.2 f,126v. In
1422 Bread Street ward and Coleman Street were without Beadles,
Plea and lemoranda Roll A 50 f.3, f.4v.

2. Liber Albus, ppo}?, 313-’14-

3. 4 December 1417 Jour.l £.39; 9 January 1418 Jour.l £,.38;
13 December 1431 L.B.K., p.l32. On 9 Dzcember 1439 it was
decided that noone in future stould move from one ward to anotrer
unless be brought a sesled testimony bearing his name and the
words 'Receive John X of ward of X as a man of good fame?t,
Jour . III f.32.

4. 18 February 1438 Jour.III £.180v. Thre list does not survive.
5. 15 July 1439 Jour.III f.l18.



accepted 16/8d. from the man in the case. Tre money was divided at
2/6d. each and tre remaining 1/8d. was used to buy meat and drink.
kayle was sent to p:cison.l But that there were only two recorded cases
of offending Beadles in sixty years augurs well for thle general
standard of these men.

Thre ward Constables were tte servants of the Beadles. Tltey
pursued offenders and brought trem to court, raised the Yue and cry
and arrsyed panels of juries.2 Tre number of Constaﬁes in eact ward
varied. In 1422 Bassishaw rad only two wrile Farringdon Without tad
twen'l:y-on:a.3 In 1440 treir power to make forcible entries into bhouses
in their wards was restricted but in 1442 it was agreed in Common
Council trat they srould be guaranteed any expenses incurred in ttre
execution of their duties.4 Thre work of the Constables in carrying out
vigils with tre 4lderman of his ward could be extremely onerous and
extensive.5 Moreover because of ttre strenuous nature of tis duties,

a Constable bhad to be strong in wind and limb. Thomas Derlington whro
Pad bezn chrosen as onz of tre Constables for uangbhounz ward w o

rejected atcthle General Court held on 12 January 1451 on the grounds

1. 2 Mgy 1461 Jour.VI £.53v.
20 U*wr ’Ll"l y .*037’ 312"13.

3. Cal.P. erd XK. 1413-37, p.ll6.

4. 20 April 1440, Constables were only to meke suct entries in
the presence of an alderman, Jour.III f.4lvy 2 Lay 1442, u.B.X.,
P+269.

D¢ €ece 18 July 1440, Jour. III f.47v.
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trat Yis mal formed rand rendered tim unsuitable for thre office.l

Indeed tre duties could be dangerous. In 1444 tre Constables of Bridge
war? were wounded wrile trying to break up an affray started by the son
of word sudeley, and ten years later Nictolas Cambrid.e, thre Constable
of Dowgate, rad to complain to ttre Mayor and 4lderman about tre
resistance wrich he received at thre hands of William Symond, the
bosteller at the sign of thre Swan.2 Considsring trat there were
probably about 200 Constables operating in the city at any given
moment, the paucity of cases brougtt against them is remarkable.

John Botiller, a Constable of Bread Street was dismissed from bis
office for negligence; in 1458 Jobn Scribgyn, a Constable of Langbourne,
Yad to provide security to keep tre peace; Jotrn West, a Constable

of Billingsgate, with four otlers, was sent to Newgate for causing

a riot against tre city Cramberlain; and in 1461 Robert Hardy, a
Constable of Tower ward was also sent to prison.3 Whether these cases
represent but the exposed tip of an iceberg of bribery, violence and

corruption it is difficult to tell.4

1, 12 January 1451 Jour.V f.52v.
2, 18 July 1444 Jour.IV f.132v,; 6 kay 1454 Jour.V f.163.

3. 19 February 1450 Jour.V f.3l; 17 November 1458 Jour,VI f.222v,;
16 February 1459 Jour.VI £,149v.; 2 lay 1461 Jour.VI f.53v.

4. I'Ye activities of the Beadles and Constables about whrich trere is most
evidence is their searct for, and arrest of, fornicators and
adul terers. & schredule of such arrests = 70 between 1400 and 1439 -
is appended at the end of Letter Book I, pp.273-87. 4 furtber 28
such prosecutions are recorded in the Journals betiween 1421 and
1460. (See Jour.I f£.91; Jour.II f.l4v., 38, 23, 83v., 88v., 94, 44v.,
87v., 84v., 129v., 131, 137v., 138v., 132; Jour.III f.l6, 18, 51,
TTvey L74ve; Jour.IV f.14lv., 44v.; Jour.V f.l6l, 173, 54, 206v.;
Jour.VI £,217v.} Whether Beadles and Constables were informed about

tre activities of certain couples or whether they made routine
inspections is not clear.



Tre Scavengers, whrose numibers, like those of the constables, might

vary from ward to ward, were particularly responsible for the repair
of pavements, precautions against fire and the cleaning of tre streets.
The office of Raker appears to rave been an offstoot of the Scavengers
office. His particular task was to clear away refuse and hence to
ensure that water could flow down channels in the streets. These
officers were paid out of sums levied in the wards, altbough the men
of Coleman Street ward maintained that their Raker should be paid
26/8d. annually by tte Chamberlain so that he stould clean out tte
grates at London Wall and Lo*l:}*bury.2 Rakers tad early devised thre
art of throwing their rubbist into the next ward or placing it in such
a position that it was carried by force of water beyond thre bounds of
threir responsibi.lity.3 Tre first wardmote precept whicl enjoins the
men of the ward to elect a Raker is in thre year 1414 but such officers
.Q'A.vcngc.r_;: 4
are not listed with Beadles, Constables and Redews in 142l.° The
wardmote precept which was drafted and copiled into the Letter Book in
1437 1ists Rakers with the otrer ward officers and the ward presentments
for Portsoken in the reign of Edward IV always record the nams of the

Raker along with tlte Beadles, Constables and Scavengers.

l. Cal.P, end M, 1413-37, p.l16, Farringdon Within rad 13 Scavengers
and Bassishaw had two. Scavengers oath Liber Albus, p.31l3.

2. Cal.P. and M, 1304-8l, pp.85, 150; Liber Albus, p.335; L.B.H., p.360;
CaloP. a.nd }&. 1415"‘21, pp.ll7’ 1580

3. Cal.P, and }, 1361-1412, p.7l; in 1378 Common Council considered tlte
problem of the disposal of rubbish, L.B.E., p.l108.

4. November 1414, L.BsIl., p.13l; the precept 12 December 1422, includes
the injunction to elect a Raker, L.B.K., PP.5=6.

5' L.B‘K.’ p.215o




When ale was brewed in the ward, the brewer tad to send for the
ward ale=-conners wro would ensure that the ale was of the right
qual ity, sold in the correct measures and priced according to civic
ordinance. Ealf of the forfeitures and fines for transgressing the
ordinances went to the Ale~-comners who operated in pairs within thre
wards and were c'koseriby the men of the ward.l A list of ward Ale-
conners was made in 1377 but although the wardmote precept of 1390
includes the injunction to elect Ale-conners, such a practice was not
repeated until 14J.7.2 Perbaps the custom of electing Ale=conmers in
the wardmotes and then presenting them to be sworn before the Mayor
and 4ldermen had fallen into abeyance for at the Common Council Yeld
on 2 September 1440 it was ordained that this should bhappen tas

3

titherto accustomdt®.” Tre names of the Ale-conners, however, appear
only once on the Portsoken presentments of Edward IV's reign. It is
difficult to tell from the limited evidence Yow long these officers
remained in treir positions but the Portsoken lists of officers for
the reign of Edward IV suggest that whereas tre Beadles and Rakers

were permanent officials, the turnover in Constables and Scavengers

was fairly rapid.

1. Liber Albus, pp.3l6, 358-ol; L.B.H., p.l57.

20 L.B.H.’ ppo7l’ 361; #;Bi_lc, p.l9l; cal.P. a.n.d Mo 1364‘81, p0256'

3. L.B.K., p.243‘



The Liber Albus mentions that the Aldermant!s clerk should also
be present at the wardmote, no doubt to draw up the indentured
presentments., It seems unlikely ttrat Ye was a permanent ward official
but rather & clerk employed for the occasion or, pertaps, & permanent

member of the Alderman's rouselnold.l

Thre Hustings Court was not only the oldest court of Law in the
City, it was also the ancient assembly at whict all tre citizens might
gather to express their opinion on matters of common interest. But
by the fifteenth century tre Hustings as a citizen agsembly had teen
largely superseded by the better organized and more regulated Common
Council, Whether the Hustings ever met in the fifteenth century as
& legislative or consultative body seems doubtful. The election of
the cityts M.Ps., which was supposed to take place at a meeting of the
Eustings, in fact took place at meetings of the Common Council, whrick
serves to emphasize the eclipse of the Hustings as the prime citizen
a.ssembly.2

As a court of law, however, the Eustings continued, although in
tris period it was probably less important than either the Mgyort!s or
the Streriffts court. Unlike the kgyor's court its actions were initiated

by royal writs and were largely confined by this date to cases involving

1, Liber Albus, p.37; Ricrard Taillor mgy have been suct a clerk to
the alderman, see Cal.P, and V. 1413-37, p.140.

2. On the election of thte Cityts Mh.Ps., see Chapter V.



lands (Pleas of Land) or rents (Common Pleas). Tre sessions of thre
court were reld on londays or Tuesdays and Judgments were given by
the mouth of the Recorder in the presence of six Aldernen.l A man
wro was summoned to the Eustings five times and failed to appear could
be declared an outlaw.z Assizes of Fresl Force and Novel Disseisin
were usually begun by a plaint of intrusion made in the Hustings and
the record of such assizes could be brought into the Hustings for
permanent record or a&s tre result of a writ of erro:c'.3 Tre records of
the court are copious in the fifteentk century and include the rolls
of Deeds and Wills, Hustings Books and the rolls of the Pleas of Land
and of the Common Pleas almost all of whict are written in Latin.4

The Court of Hustings was served by at least one clerk, registered

and sworn attorneys and the inguest and juries wrict were nscessary

were summored by the ward Beadles.5

1. TFor the history of the Hustings Court see A H, Thomas, Cal. Early
layorts Court Rolls (1924), pp.xiii-xx; P.B. Jones, Tre Court of
Fustings, Tte Law Journal, vol .XCIII, pp.285-86; Liber Albus, pp.
162=64.

2. Cal.P. and M. 1413-37, pp.51-52, In tte fourteentt century
outlawries declared in the Hustings were recorded in thre Rolls of
Pleas of Land or Common Pleas. In tre fifteenth century special
rolls of outlawries were compiled of which one has survived for
the years 1415-17, see G.R.0. Misc. Boll K.K.

3. Cal.P. and M. 1438-58, p.3, n.l; London Possessory Agsizesg, p.xiii,
n.3, xvii-xviii, 56; deeds wrich were enrolled in the Fustings bad

tre same effect as a fine at Common Law, ibid., p.l1l4.

4. Tre rolls of Deeds and Wills, Pleas of Land, Common Pleas, are
extant for almost every year during tris period. The Hustings
books begin in 1448 and include brief notes of cagses reard each
week, From 1439 to 1448 similar brief notes are to be found
recorded in the Journals. dWten it became necessary in 1448 to
begin a new Journal (no.5) it mst bave been decided to start a
separate Hustings Book.

5 The recording of Hustings business in tre Journals sugeests
(continued at foot of next page)




In the fifteenth century trere is little development in the
scope or procedure of the Fustings except that some attempt was made
to regulate its sessions in accordance with tre absence from uondon
of the Kingts court and legal counsel, In 14C8 it was decided ttrat out
of law terms sessions of the Fustings stould not be reld in tte city.l
In 1444 tris ordinance was modified to desal with urgent cases whrict
needed to be tried during the absence of the court, and in January 1446
it was decided that sessions of the Hustings should bte teld during law
vacations. In the following November thris decision was confirmed with
the proviso that the Mlayor and Aldermen were empowersd not to Yold

2
sessions if this should seem, for some reason, to be advisable,

Tre Coummon Council hecare, Aurin. tre fourteenthr century, an

essential element in civic government. Its origins and early membership

1. 20 February 1408 LeB.I., p.64.

2, 17 July 1444, 24 Jamary 1446, 22 November 1445 Jour.IV f.34u,
113, 150v.

(Footnote 5 continued from previous page)

trat by c.l440 the records were kept by the same group of clerks which
was responsible for thre layorts Court Rolls, Letter Books and Journals,
perbaps under the general supervision of the Common Clerk. In 1380

Henry Perot was clerk to the Pustings Court, London Possessorg Assizes,
P.56. =
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are obscure and have been the subject of considerable deba.te.l In

1320 a meeting which appears to be a Common Council was summonsd, thrrouch
election by misteries, after thre murder of Bislop Stapledon.2 Tte
traditional date, rowever, of the first Common Council of the City

which was elected by wards, is 1,347.3 During tre rest of the

fourteentt century tre two methods of election, by misteries and by
wards, were both used. Election by nﬁsteries was preferred in 1351

and 1352, and egain from 1376-1384.4 But in 1384 it was decided that
Common Councilmen stould be elected by tre wards, six, four or iwo

men in accordance with their s:‘.ze.5 Ttris regul ation was confirmed

in the following year and again in 1389.6 By the time JoPn Carpenter

l. Dr. a.H. Thomas argued that the origin of the Court of Common
Council was to be found in the Fustings Court, see Cal.,P. and M.
1364=8L, pp.xiv-xv. See also Tait, !Tte origin of Town=Council s
in England', E,F,R,, vol.XLIV (1929), pp.177-202 and 399;
ALEH, Tl*oma.s, T3ome recent contributions to the Early Eistory of
London', Bistory, vol.IX (1924), pp.92-102.

2. Cal.P, and M, 1323-64, p.l5.
3. L.B.F., p.162; hemrials, pp.liii‘lVo

4' L.BQFQ’ p0237; L.B.G., p'}; CalQPO and LT. 1564-81, p.256;

CaloPo B.nd MQ léel-lﬂi, pp029-31; LQB.H., pp.}é, 41’ 60’ 64’ 1551
156, 199. -

5 29 January 1384 L.B.H., p.227; uiber 4lbus, pp.46l-63.
6. 31 July 1384 L.B.E., pp.237=40; 13 December 1385 ibid., p.277;
25 March 1386 ibid., pp.279~8l; 12 Janmary 1389 ibid., p.347.

Precepts to the aldermen to casuse Common Councilmen to be
elected in wardmotes, 1387, 1388, ibid., pp.300, 322.
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came to write the Liber Albug in 1419 the custom of electing Common
Councilmen from the wards was firmly established and no crange in ttris
procedure was mRde during the first balf of the fifteentd century.

The election of Common Councilmen took place in meetings of thre
wardmote and it would appear that the same men continued to serve in
tte office for & number of years. The four men who served as Commn
Councilmen for Portsoken ward in 1460 served continuously until 1466.
On the other brand none of these four men tad been serving in thris
office in 1458.1 A man could continue to serve as a Common Councilman
as long as be was able and the ward was willing. There seems to bhave
been no rule which enforced & complete turnover in Common Councilmen
every year. 4 third of the 191 Common Councilmen who appeared on the
1ist for 1458/9 were still serving in 1460/L.°

In the period 1384-86 the mumber of Common Councilmen was fixed
at 96,5 al though a complete attendance was seldom recorded and at a

meting reld in June 1384 there were only 60 Common Councilmen present.4

1. L.B.D. f.lxxv; Portsoken Ward Presentments 5-22 Edward IV, G.R.O.
ks.242a m.1,2; one of the Portsoken Common Councilmen, William
Stallon, continued to serve in this capacity until 1483,

2., LeBJDe fulxxV-lxxvi. The actual figures are 65 out of 191 were
found still to be serving as Common Councilmen two years later.

3. L.B.F. p.227; Cal.P. and M. 1381-1413, pp.122-24, 132-33., Tre old
Common Council elected by misteries rad been a larger body. There
were 153 men present on 9 August 1376, L.B.H. pp.4l=44.

4. Cal,P, and M, 1381~1413, pp.53=54; in October 1384 attendance rose to
94, idid., p.84, and in karch 1385 dropped again to 70, ibig.,
pPp«54=55. There coexisted with the Common Council a larger and more
amorprous body called the Great Commonalty. In July 1384 there were
267 persons present, L.B.H., pp.237~40; July 1385, 140 persons
present, ibid., pp.209-7l; Marcl 1386, 174 persons present, ibid.,
pp.279-8l; august 1388, 210 persons present, ibid., pp.332-34.
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It would seem thrat in 1422 tre official size of the Common Council
was still 90.1 Tte next occasion for wrich trere survives a list
of Common Councilmen is 25 October 1441 wren threy assembled to vote
about the office of Common Weigher. Trere were 93 Common Councilmen
present on tris occasion. It is possible trat ttre full complement was
still only 96, but it is more likely that tte Council was already
enla.rged.2 Certainly by 2L Marct 1454 the decision must Yave been
taken to enlarge the—anterge tle size of the Common Council for on
this date tlere were 104 Coummon Councilmen prexe&ent.3 By 1458/9 the
official number of Common Councilmen appears to have been 188.4
Apart from the usual demand that a Common Councilman should be
tsufficient? ttrere seems, at tre beginning of thris period, to have

been no restriction placed upon the wardmotel!s choice of men to serve

in this capa.city.5 But on 20 February 1427 memberstip of the Common

1. Threre survives an incomplete list of Common Councilmen chrosen by
the wards in January 1422, Tte names of the Common Councilmen for
Aldersgate, uime Street and Portsoken wards are recorded and tlre
numbers of 4, 2 and & respectively are tre same as they were in
1384, Cal.P. and M, 1413-37, p.116. The Liber Albus, rowever, suggests
that the Serjeants of the Chamber stould summon to the Common Council
16, 12, 8 or 4 men, according to the size of tre ward, which would
have produced a larger body than tte 6, 4 or 2 to be ctosen in
1384, Libver Albus, p.40.

2. Jour.III £.99v.
3, Jour.V f.155.

4. Tre list of wards witb their allotted number of Common Councilmen at
this date is to be found L.B.D, f.lxxv; the list of Common Councilmen
for 1458/9 ibid., f.lxx"-lxxiv'; the list of Common Councilmen for
1460/1 ibid., f.lxxv-lxxviV.

5. 10 December 1410 Precept to elect ‘prescribed number of sufficient
ment L.B.I., pp.89-90,



54,

Council was confined to those wro were free of the City by birth,

affice
epprenticestip oxr mv-iee.l On 3 karch 1446 thtis restriction upon

remberstrip was rei.tere;d;ed.2

On being admitted to the Common Council a member had to take an
oatlk in which Ye swore to be true to the King, to come whren summoned
unless Ye bad a reasonable excuse, to give good and true counsel, to
maintain no man's cause contrary to the good of the City, to keep the
Councilts secrets and to stay at the meeting until the Mgyor had 1eft.5
Absent members were noted by ttre clerk of the Chamber and trey could
be fined.4 It was a Serjeant of the Chamber wro would summon members

to meetings giving them a dsy's notice. loreover, although the clothing

of tre Common Council in a common livery seems to have been a rare
occurrence compared with tre frequent commnal liveries ctosen by the
Aldermen, it was en occasional burden whrict tre Common Councilmen rad
to shoulder. For the reception of largaret of Anjou in 1445 they chose

a livery of plain red wittout devices and for the Coronation of Edward IV

1. 20 Februm 1427 Jour.I1 fc%o

2. 3 March 1446, neitter aliens nor Englisbmen, who were free of the
City by redemption, were to be admitted to the Common Council,
Jour.IV f.ll9v.

3. Fifteentl century Bpelish version of oath L.B.D., p.1923 French
version of oath ¢.1384 Cal.P, and M, 1381-1413, pp.92, 1243 Latin
version of oath c.1419 Liber albus, p.4l.

4e wueB.H., pp.237=40; uLiber Albus, pp.40-42. The original fine of
40d. in 1384 appears to bave been reduced to 2/- by 1419. On
17 sugust 1453 it was decided by the kayor, Aldermen end Common
Council that any Common Councilman who was absent from the next
meeting of the Common Council (summoned to desl with a royal
request for money) shtould be fined 6/8d., Jour.V f,117v.




in 1461 the Common Council, after inspecting two samples of green clot}
end learning that the men of Coventry were to be clothed in green,
crose tle lygtter grene one'.l horeover service as a Common Council man
could involve work in the ward as a tax assessor or collector.2 Ttre
most onerous duty, Fowever, falling upon a Common Councilman would be
the menbership of the committees which were constantly appointed by
Common Council to deal with the whrole range of civic business. But
as well as the obligations trere were also some advantages in serving
as & Common Councilman. During his term of office te was excused from
serving on inquests except in those pleas of land where tris presence
was essential, and also from acting as a tallage collector and from
serving on City watches unless te close to do :ao.3 Tris privilege was
reiterated in 1423, 1426 and 1440.4

In the fourteentl century the only evidence for meetings of thre
Court of Aldermen and the Court of Common Council is provided by thre
Letter Books. But in 1416 the series of records known as the Journals
begins and with them a more dstailed record of the proceedings of both

courts., Tre first certain reference to a meeting of tt Commy1 Couvrcil

l. 20 November 1444 Jour.IV £.52; June 1461 Jour.VI f.54.

2. 2 September 1457, a list of the Common Councilmen chosen to assess
and collect the tax voted for the King, Jour.VI f.175v.;
13 February 1461, a similar list Jour.VI f.40v.

3. h.B.H., poz4l.

4. 27 September 1423, a muber of Common Council was not to serve on

inquests unless it was a mwatter which involved the King, or unless

it were an inquest at St. lartins or lewgate, Jour.II f.8v.;
2l January L1420 when tte exception was cases involving more thran
40 marxs, Jour.II f.62; 17 December 1440 wren the exceptions were
cases involving thre King, or pleas of land, Jour.III f.69v.

KR



to be found in tre Journals is on 20 4pril ].41.7.l Tte references to
metings of the Common Council become increasingly frequent as the
century progresses, although tre record of their business is usually
more attenuated tran trat of the Court of alderren. In 1495 tte
inconvenience of recording tre proceedings of both courts in one book
led to tre creation of a new series of records, the Repertories, in
which are recorded the proceedings of tre Court of Aldermen whereas

tre proceedings of thte Court of Common Council continued to be recorded
in the Journals. In 1384 it tad been decided trat tre Common Council
should meet together witd the aldermen at least once a g‘ua.rte:r2 and
such records as survive of meetings Yeld from 1416 onwards suggest trat
until 1438 the council did meet on average four times a year. But

in tre years 1439-1450 the recorded average of meetings held jumps to
fourteen a year, and in 1451-1462 the average rose again to seventeen
reetings a year. Thre Lancastrian need for ready money, the artisan
troubles and the uncertain political situation bYelp to explain this
increasing need to acrieve a broader basis of popular consent., But

it is clear that tte Court of Common Council met upon the summons of

1. Jour.I f.1l8v,

2. 31 July 1384 L.B.H., p.24l.

a
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the Court of aldermen; whetter it had the constitutional right also
to assemble itself seems doubtful.t

Jotn Carpenter in the Liber Albus gave a detailed description of
the procedure at the meetings of the Court of Common Council whichk
were held at Guildtell. No-one was to attend without a summons and
those who were summoned were to have threir names called over by the
Serjeant of the Clamber. Business was not to be delgyed for latecomers.
In cases of difficulty wben the sense of the meeting could not be
obtained by consensus eact member was to be separately questioned upon
oa.tl*.2 Trere were few clanges in procedure during this period. In
1427 and 1428 the secrecy of the proceedings of the Court was reaffirmed
and it was decided that anyone wro revealed tre secrets of the Common
Council, to the damage of the commonalty, was to lose his freedom and
pey a fine of .‘520.3 As the pressure of business on the Common Council
increased it appears trat the business of initiating civic ordinances
and of drafting such legislation, was deputed to a group of twenty
Common Councilmen., In July 1442 it was affirmed that such ordinances
were to be observed as firmly as if they tad been initiated by the whrole

Common Council.4

l. 4 april 1420, Court of Aldermsn decided trat trere would be a
meting of the Court of Common Council on the following Saturdey
(April 6), Jour.I f.T4v.; 24 September 1448, Court of Aldermen
decided trat there would be a meeting of the Common Council on tlre
following Friday (27 September), Jour.IV f.225v.; for similar instances
see 21 Jamuary 1426, Jour.II f.62; 22 February 1440, Jour.III f.37;
3 Octobver 1443, Jour.IV f.8v.; 18 June 1455, Jour.V f,246v.

2. Libver Albus, pp.40-42,

3. 24 kgy 1427, something wrich tad been said at a meeting of the Cormmon

Council Yad veen revealed to the Duke of Gloucester, to the detriment
of the commonalty, Jour.II f.93v.; 26 May 1428, Jour.II f.109v.

4. 24 July 1442, a fine of £20 was to be imposed upon those who failed to
zecopt s.iel. ordin ncas, Jo.u.III, .} .2v.



In tle scope of its business the Common Council was ommicompetent;
in matters of finance it was suprsme and no unusual tax of loan was
agreed to witlout its consent, alttough tte Court of aldermen might
first prepare the wgy for such consent.]' Difficult matters wrich
involved dealings with the King and the royal government were frequently
referred to it. The election of the City's M.Ps. took place at its
meetings,2 and the great civic projects of this period were often
referred to it for important decisions; the building of Guildhall, thre
purchase of Billingsgate, the protection of the Trames, the repair of
London Bridge and the prosecution of the tithe dispute with tre City
clergy were all watters which occupied the attention of the Common
Council. Disputes between different companies in the city were also
matters for its deliberation. The final compromise between the
Girdlers and Cordwainers about the asssy of leather was recacted in &
meting of the Common Council in July 14211,.3 In 1445 the final divisinn
of labour between the fusters and saddlers was proclaimed in one of its
meeti.ngs.4 The rivalry between the Latoners and Plumbers was so acute

that members of the two Companies refused to finish off the work which

1. See Crapter VII,

2. See Chapter V,

3. Dispute in evidence 12 lkarch 1424, Jour.II f.13; compromise
17 July 1424, Jour.II £.20v.; compromise reiterated 13 March 1430,
LeBsKey pPp.ll4-l5,

4. Dispute erises 10 November 1424, Jour.II £.27, L.B.K., D.37;
agreement 26 June 1425, and 6 July 1425, Jour.II f.45, 45v.
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tad been begun by a member of tre other Company., It was the Common
Council which decided in September 1445 that those foreign plumbers
and latoners who bad to be called in to do such work should be held as
free of the City, unless the Plumbers and Latoners reformed ttremselves
and were prepared to finish off each otherts work.l

By a civic ordinance of September 1378 it had been decided thrat
strangers were not to be admitted to the freedom of the City without
the consent of Common Council, although it should be noted that this
ordinance was made during a period when the Common Council itself was
elected by tlre misteries.2 In the fifteenth century tlere were a number
of occasions when men were admitted to the freedom by the Court of
4l dermen acting alone, but tlere were also a considerable number of
admissions to the freedom which did receive the assent of the Common
Cou.nc:'.l..3 General regulations about the freedom were usuglly made in
Common Council.4 Similarly the custody of the keys of the Common Chest
and of the Common Seal were usually made public in meetings of Common

Counci_l5 and it would seem that tre use of tre Common Seal had to

receive its autborization.6

1.17 September 1445, Jour.IV f.95.
2, 15 September 1378, L.B.E., p.109.

%, 23 October 1439, Jour.III f.25v.; 9 Larch 1441, Jour.III f.79.;
6 lay 1444, Jour IV £.24; 6 November 1454, Jour.V £,204;
2 December 1454, Jour.V £.210v.

4. 20 February 1427, Jour.II £.90; 26 karcht 1428, Jour.II f.109v.;
24 Jamary 1449, Jour.V f.4v.; 5 July 1451, Jour,V £.58;
9 august 1454, Jour.V £.184; see Chapter TL pp.199-209.

5. 6 hsy 1444, Jour.IV £.24; 17 October 1452, Jour.V £.90v.;
26 Jamaary 1461, Jour.VI f,288v.

6. 10 October 1452, use of the Common Seal authorized in tithe dispute
case, Jour.V f,89v.
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During this period the Common Council appears to have acted
largely in accordance with the wistes and, no doubt, the directives
of the Court of Aldermen. Trere is little to suggest a clash of wills;
which is not surprising since their interests were, on the whole,
identical. Differences between the two bodies appear to have been
easily resolved. The procedure for ctoosing a new Rector of St. Peterts
upon Cornhill was drawn up by tle Common Council in 1445.1 The Court
of Aldermen was to present four candidates to Common Council for its
final selection. In fact the Court of aldermen would themselves
choose from the four candidates, hence reducing the role of Common
Council to that of a mere rubber stamp in the business. In tris way
Tromas Gascoigne was crosen &3 Rector in November 1445,2 and Jorn Cote

in February 1446.3 Then on 27 July 1447 of the four candidates thre

1. In 1429 the Mayor, 4ldermen and commonalty claimed the advowson
of St. Peterts upon Cornhill. In August they tried to reject thre
candidate Thomas harcraunt ctosen by tre bistop, and to choose
instead a candidate of their own, Thomas Lewcok, a doctor of
Theology, Jour.II £.138. The City failed in ttris attempt and
Marctaunt was duly installed as rector. larchaunt was succeeded
by John Conesby in 1436 and, when he died in 1445, the Court of
Common Council drew up the procedure whereby the rectors of St.
Peter!s were to be chosen in the City. Tlre Lagyor and 4ldermen were
to choose four reputable clerks 'approved in moral character and
knowledget and threse men were to act as a nominating committee.
Thre commitiee would select four persons whom trey deemed fit for
the office, doctors or batchelors of Treology, seculars, unbeneficed
and willing to live in thre clurct. These men were to be presentzd
to the Common Council for its final choice. Thre closen man would
t¥en be presented to the Bistop for canonical institution,
LeBeXe, ,p.310~11.

2. 12 November 1445; meeting of Common Council 13 November 1445,
Jour.IV £.100.

3, 28 February 1446, four men presented wren the Court of Aldermen
croge Jobn Cote and decided to Yold a Common Council to ratify their
ctoice, Jour.IV £.119; 3 larch 1446, Common Council approve of
Cote, Jour.IV f.ll9v.
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Court of aldermen ctose Dr, Hu b Darlet, But when Common Council met
on the following day trey s lect.d Dr. Willia Iﬂ.ling_ton.l Negotiations
mst Pave ensued and on 12 sugust 1447 in a meeting of tte Common
Council tte four candidates were again presented and Dr. Hugh Damiet
was chosen as Ractor by the }ayor and Aldermen with the assent of the
Commonzalty.2 4g Damlet continued as Rector for nearly trirty years a
gimilar situwation did not occur again during tris period.

In the matter, also, of choosing civil officials trere seems to
Yava been a large measure of acreerent and consultation between thre
two bodies. By custom tte croice of certain officers did lie with one
Court ratrer tran tre otrer, but this did not prevent consultation.
T2 ctoice of a new Recorder lay with the Court of Aldermen but thre
election of Tromas Billing in September 1470 was ratified by a meeting
of the Common Council altbough it was noted in tle margin of the
Journal , 'nota quod Recordator electus est per lLaiorem at Alderuua.nnos,'.5
On the otrer tand tre cloice of Common fei ter lgy witl tte Common

4

Council,” as did tre croice of the Cormon Serjeant at Law or Common

Pleader and trere is no indication of any interference by tte Court of

1, 27, 28 July 1447, Jour.IV f.186v., 187.
2. 12 August 1447, Jour.IV f.187v.
3. 2l September 1450, Jour.V f.46v.

4. 25 October 1441, decided in Common Council trat the office of
Common weigher should be placed in commission, Jour,III £.99v.-100;
on this occasion all the members o)Yf Common Council whro were
present were listed and against treir names was written tpt for
'placett or *n p' for non placet.



aldermen in thre croice after 1437-l So too the final croice of thre
Common Buntsman lay with Common Council and wren tre Court of ~ldermen
decided to ask Jobn Green, gentleman, whrether re would accept the office
treir decision to do so on 1l April 1457 was made with the proviso
tquantum in ipsis estt. Ttrree days later Common Council ratified ttis
appointnent.2 Tte Common Council was also responsible for thre choice
of a Common Clerk but the Court of Aldermen was unlikely to stand
aside from such an important appointment. Whren Rictrard Barnet was
ctosen as Common Clerk by tte Common Council in October 1438 thre Court
of Aldermen was clearly not too }“app& with tte appointment. In thre
end they only agreed to bhis rolding office for one year altlough in
fact Ye remained in the office until 1446.3 It was in a meeting of the
Common Council teld on 5 August 1461 that Barnet®s successor, Roger
Tonge (alias Spicer) was dismissed for tis many offences against
Edward IV and it was agreed that the Mayor, Aldermen and Commonal ty
gPrould not proceed to & new slection wittout mature deliberation. 4

royal letter on beralf of Rictard Osbarn for the office was read out

1, although Jorn Wilton was chosen by thé aldermen, 11 November 1437,
Jour.III £.188, Robert Danvers was elected by Common Council,
11 Qétober 1441, Jour.IITI f.97; Rickard Layle elected by Common
Council, 24 July 1442, Jour.III f.142v.; 13 September 1443 the
Court of Aldermen decided that Common Council should meet on tte
following Thursday (19 September) in order to elect a Common
Serjeant, Jour.IV f.4; all succeeding Common oerjeants in this
period were elected in meetings of the Common Council, see below
pp-t3d-i34and Betty R. lasters, !Tre Common Serjeant®, The Guildtall
Liscellany, vol.II, no.9 (19%7), pp.379-89.

2, 28 karch, 1 april, 4 sapril 1457, Jour.VI f,116v,, 118, 118v. Jorn
Tyler was ctosen in Common Council, 5 April 1448, Jour,IV f.214v.;
William Sudbury was chosen similarly, 5 December 1459 Jour.¥I f.223;
see below pp.

3« 4 October 1438, Jour.III f.l64, 164v,
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in a meeting of Common Council and the final election of William
Dunthorne also took place trere in the following October.1 Tris
prevail ing harmony is well exempl ified in 144l when tre Court of
aldermen decided not only trat Understreriffs stould not, in future,

be annually removable, but also chose Ttomas Burgoyne and Jobn Walton
to fill the two offices. At a meeting of Common Council Yeld some

days later the new ordinance and tre two new officers were simply
approved.> The Commn Council tad neither the tim nor the inclination

to wage war witl the Court of Aldermen.

There is no doubt that important as were the Wardmotes, Fustings
and Court of Common Council whicl represented in their different ways
ancient traditions of equality, it was the Court of Aldermen which
really governed the City. It was the rerve centre of City politics
and its functions were legislative, executive and, in a sense, judicial,
for the court had merely to resolve itself into the Mayorts Court to
deal with judicial cases. Moreover certain Aldermen, after 1444,
becam Justices of the Peace and tre Court of Aldermen itself hrad
disciplinary powers. Since the business of the Court of Aldermen, was,
in effect, ttre wrole business of the City this will require & clapter
to itself. Fere will be discussed tte qualifications for being an

4lderman, the means whereby they were elected and their duties and rewards.

1. 5 August, 25 September, October 1461, Jour.VI f.46, 22v., Tv.

2. 9, 20 July 1441, Jour.III f.88v., 89.



Tre ordinance of 1397 bad 1aid down ttat candidates for vacant
aldermanries stould be reputable and discreet and fit both in morals
and worldly goods to be judges and Aldermen of thre city.l In 1413
aldermen were further required to rave been born in England of English
pa.rents.2 Althougl we know that some men were anxious to achtieve the
rank of Alderman, Jotn Carpenter in the Liber Albus envisages that
there may be those who will refuse the charge after being closen. Sucth
recusants were to stand in danger of losing their fre,edom.3 Jorn
Pattesley who was chosen as the Alderman for Farringdon Wittin in
February 1428 Yad failed to come to teke Yis oatl a month later
and the court decided trat if be did not do so he would be imprisoned
and bis house sequestered. He was soon sworn.4

In this period the men wlo became Aldermen were drawn al most
exclusively from thte Companies of Grocers, Mercers, Fishmongers, Drapers,

Goldsmitbs, Skinners, Vintners and I:ronmongers.5

loreover according to
bis oath the Alderman undertook not to sell food (bread, ale, wine,
fist, flesh) by retail either personally or through Yis apprentices

or servants, which effectively limited memberstip of thre court to the
greater companies. In 1437 Tromas Bernewell a fisrmonger wro had been

chosen as Alderman of Queenhythe in 1433 petitioned ttre court fo

1. 1 adugust 1397, L.B.H., p.436,

2, 16 October 1413, L.B.I., p.1l17.
3, Liber Albus, P.35.
4, February - karch 1428, Jour.II £.107v., 109v.

5. Beaven, vol.I, P.329.



discharge tim from his aldermanry since he was unable to live witbout
selling fish retail. His petition was granted.® Trere were only eight
Companies from which nearly all Aldermen were closen; and even these
Companies were by no means equally represented. The Grocers, Drapers
and Mercers Companies tended to monopolize the memberstip of the Court
and in 1441 the Court discussed wrether tre number of men serving from
any ons Company srould be limited. Trey came to no conclusion, but
in 1446 they decided that the number from any company stould be limited
to six unléss there were no suitable candidate from another Company.2
There were two stages in the election of an aldermant the cloice
of a man, or several candidates, by the ward; and the acceptance of
such a man, or the selection of a candidate, by the Court of Aldermen.
In 1402, and again in 1420, it was decided that tre freemen of tle
ward, assembled in ttre wardmote, should cloose four Yonest and
sufficient citizens wrom they would present to the Court of Aldermen
far threir ctoice of the one most fit to support the Yonour and charge

of the Ci‘ty.3 Curiously, bowever, this process whereby the freemen

of the ward chose candidates wrom they presented to the Court of Aldermen

1. 7 end 9 October 1437, Jour.III f£f.190; Simon Seman, a vintner, who
was an dlderman from 1422-1433 appears to rave petitioned
unsuccessfully to be allowed to sell goods retail, 28 September 1425,
Jour,II f.84v.

3, 20 September 1402, L.B.I., p.18; 10 October 1420, L.BeI., ps24Ll.
An act of 1397 tad enjoined trat two candidates were to be
presented, L+B.E., p.4%o.
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is not the process of election described by Jobn Carpenter in tre
Liber Albusg although re must have known of the acts of 1402 and 1420.
Carpenter describes a process whereby the wardmote chose one man whrom
the Court of aldermen might accept or reject as they deemed fit.l
Tre explanation of this may lie in the failure to observe these acts
during tre early part of the period. Wretler it can be agsumed trat
wrere no list of candidates Tas been recorded only ons man was presented
by tre ward, seems doubtful. But in 1420 whten Joln Botiller was chosen
as Alderman of Farringdon Wittin only three men were nominated by the
ward., In 1426 only two men were nominated wren Tromas Wandesford was
chosen for Vintry; two men only when Robert Otele was crosen for
Tower. In 1429 Stepren Brown was chosen as Aldermsn for aldgate werd
from only two candidates but in the same year the men of Castle Baynard
presented four men from wrom the Aldermen ctose TYomas \’i'alsinglr‘a.m.2
When, after a g¢ap of seven years, the Journals are again extant, we
find tre Court of alderwen summoning tte men of the ward of wangbourne
before trem and enjoining them to present four suitahle candidates
tsub poena'.3 After tris date, 1436, wrenever the names of thre
candidates are preserved there are alwagys four of them.

Tre Court of sldermen claimed, and exercised, ttre right to reject

all four candidates who were presented to them. Threre were s._veral

l. wuiber &lbus, p.35.

2, 1 June 1420, Jour.I ~.7%v.; 10 dgy 142, Jour.II £.67v., 685
22 June 1426, Jour.II £,78; 4 hay 1429, Jour.II f.133;
25 February 1429, Jour.II f.l3lv.

3, 12 D.cember 1436, Jour.III f.l26.
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grounds for suct rejections. In the case of B+id e ward in 1444,
Cornhill in 1456, Castle Bgynard in 1457, Bread Street in 1458 and
Billingsgate in 1460 none of tre candidates was deemed ssu.ffi.ci::—:nt.l

The four men presented by tre ward of Lime Street in 1448 were xrejecter
since not all of the candidates were of sufficient standing with thre

(i tended?) result trat the ctoice of the Court was ttereby restricted.?
Tte men of Farringdon Jithout in 1458 presented two 4Aldermen among threir
four candidates and the Court rejected ell four men on the grounds trat
it was customary to present only one dlderman among thre four.3 If

more ttan one were presented ttis made tre task of the court very
invidious., It can be seen trat the Court kept & firm control of its
mewberstip and resisted, by its use of thre veto, any attempt on the

part of the wards to force its tand., Trere is only one case of royal
interference in an election recorded during tris period, trat o” Prilip
lalpas in 1448, ani tre implications of ttis Yave been discussed
elsewl"ere.4

Wren candidates were presentzd to the Court of 4ldermen tre ctroice

of tre new alderman seems usually to have been arrived at by common

1. 24 July 1444, L.B.K., pp.295=96; 29 November 1456, Jour.VI f.87v.;
22 November 1457, Jour.VI £.185v.; 12 Fabruary 1458, Jour.VI f.19%v.;
17, 26 November 1460, Jour.VI f.268.

2. 1 april 1448, Jour.IV f.2l3v,

3,  lkarcht 1458, Jour.VI f.194v.; in fact tle samw ward rad presented
two Aldermen among thteir four candidates in 1451 and the Court
Tad not objected on this occasion, Jour.V f.62.

4, See clrapter IX.



acreement and tre Journal records tre choice 'nem.con.t. But on eight
occasions during this period it would appear trat thre Court Yad to
resort to voting and when the votes were, on one occasion in 1458
equally divided between Thomas Qulegrave and Richtard Flemyng, thre
Mayor exercised a casting vote in favour of Oulegrave.l

Ttere were few perquisites attacted to the office of Alderman.
The financial burden was Yeavy and the rewards, suct as they were,
were not of & financial kind.2 It was a dienity, often forced upon a
man, by virtue of ris known wealth. There were a few advantages.
Aldermen escaped from serving on juries and inquests, and they did not
have to pay for the enrolment of deeds and crarters in the Eustings
which related to tl'*emselves.3 4 man who became an alderman was more
likely to be knighted than & man wto was an ordinary citizen.4
Moreover an 4lderman could move fairly easily to anotber ward and ttris

practice became so common as the fifteenth century progressed that it

1. The names of the Aldermen who were present at meetings were
always recorded and the clerk registered treir votes by the
simple methrod of writing the initial letter of the name of the
candidate of their cloice above the Alderman's own name on the
list. Tre eigbt occasions when voting is recorded are
29 August 1438, Jour.III f.1663; 26 April 1446, Jour.IV f,125v.;
16 July 1451, Jour.V £.60; 19 July 1452, Jour.V f.T78v.; 24 October
1454, Jour.V £.202; December 1457, Jour.VI £.186=7; 9 Larch 1458,
Jour.VI £.194v.; 3 4pril 1458, Jour.VI f.195.

2., It was glways the Aldermen wro had to dip into threir pockets to

provide money in an emergency, e.g. for the Granary in 1437,
Jour.IIX £,194.

3, Liber Albus, p.35.

4., Beaven, vol.I, p.255; the only two knights in tris period appear
to have been William Bstfeld knigYted #» c.1439 (L.B.X., p.23L and
n.3) and William Cantelowe knighted at tte coronation of Edward IV,
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had to be limited in 1479.1 Wren Nictolas Yoo, the 4lderman of
Farringdon Within, asked the court if he could have the vacant
al dermanry of Candlewick Street, this was granted to him without
any reference, apparently, to the men of the ward.2 lore usually,
however, an Alderman would be presented among tre four candidates
chosen by the ward and if he agreed to move the Court would give its
assent to the tra.nsn_“er.3

An examination of some of the duties and burdens wriclh an Alderman
was expected to shoulder, mekes it easier to understand why it was not
always a coveted Yonour. 4Apart from his obligation to join the lMayor
at the Yead of any subscription list in the City, the alderman had to

pay for expensive liveries. It would appear trat an Alderman might

bave to buy new liveries as often as three times a year, at Pentecost,

4

at the kayor's riding to HM:stminster in October, and at Ctristmas. Tle

1. Beaven, vol.II, p.240.

2. 8 august 1438, Jour,III f.167v. 16 liarch 1446 William Wretenale,
the Alderman of Farringdon Witrout was chosen by tre Layor and
Aldermen to be the new Alderman for the vacant ward of Walbrook,
according to City custom, Jour.IV f,121, Clearly the ward of
Walbrook bad no sgy in the matter and protested. 17 men of the ward
eppeared in Court 7 April1446 and one of them, Jotn Wassrawe,
affirmed trat as greatly as the men of Farringdon Without rejoiced
in Wretenale!s departure, so greatly would the men of Walbrook
grieve over bis coming. 11 of the men undertook to obey Whetenale
and the protest as ine® ectiwve, Jour.IV f£.124v,

3.,  August 1451 Farringdon Witrout ward presented William Fulyn and
William Deer, both of whom were Aldermen, and Rictard alley and
Tromas Davey wro were not. Eulyn and Deer were asked by tle court
if they would like to be 4ldermen of this ward and wten they declined
Richard alley was ctosen, Jourd.V £.62. In October and November 1458
Ralph Josselyn was offered both Coleman Street and nsangbourne but
chose to remain at Cornbill, Jour.VI f.233v., 22lv.

4. Liber Albus, p.35 where only the Pentecost and October liveries

are mentioned, but the Christmas liveries are mentioned in thre
Journals. 14 October 1441 dldermen to have new scarlet liveries

(contimed at foot of next page)



liveries were expensive and could cost as much as 50/- per person.l
In trese circumstances it is underxtandable that the Court shrould have
spent quite a lot of tim deciding wrat colour these liveries srould
be althougt trey occasionally deputed the task of cloosing to two
Aldermen, and, on one occasion the future Mgyor was allowed to choose
the liveries for his own riding to Westminster.z These liveries tad to
be carefully preserved as they might be used on other occasions during
the year when the Mgyor and Aldermen appeared together in pu‘nlic.3
In addition to these financiel burdens tre dlderman had a great
many time-absorbing duties. Fe was expected to preside at wardmotes
and to collect taxes and levies of various kinds within tris ward,
although the general maintenance of law and order within tre ward was
left to the Constables and Beadles. In 1440, Yowever, the court

decided thrat no Constable, or anyone else, was to make a forcible entry

into & house r any cause unless in the presence of the Alderman of the

1. T February 1421, Jour,I f£.88; 5 lay 1441 it was decided trat
Chamber, out of profits of brokerage, stould pay each dlderman
100/~ for his livery, Jour.III f£.85, 88v.

2. 13 larch, 14 October 1437, Jour .III f.119v., 190v.

3., 20 September 1440 tre Court of Aldermen decided that for the election
of Sheriffs the Aldermen were to wear the last livery but one and
the last livery for the Mayorts election, Jour.IIT f£.59, Liber

Albus, p.35.
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(footnote 4 contimued from previous page)
for Christmas, Jour.III f.98; lo November 1444, 21 November 1446,
the Crristmas liveries were to e blood red, Jour.IV £.50v., 149v.;
6 November 1452 Christmas liveries to be violet, Jour.V £.92v.;
28 November 1459 aldermen chose brown/tlue for Christmas liveries,

Jour. VI f.l4l.
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waa:t'd.l The aldermen were expected to attend assizes of nuisance, to

act as arbitrators and to use treir sesl to authenticate deeds.2 Trey
rad to attend the Eustings Court. and tte Court of Aldermen t5 whict,
in times of crisis they could be specially summoned from the cw.ntry.3
Moreover an alderman'!s duties in maintaining law and order in thre city
at large could be very onerous since Ye was often expected to carry out
nightly patrols for a period of weeks in times of disturbance and such
patrols during the hidsummer asnd Christmas holidays were an anrual ta.sk.4
Attendance at the Court of Aldermen, wrich could be slmost daily,
formed one of an alderman's main duties. Tris could involve Tim in
acting as an arbitrator, as a judge wren tle Court sat as tte Mayort's
Court, and in a Yost of business concerning vwoth tre private affairs
of citizens and thre public life of the City. 1In 1454 tte Court of
aAldermen Yeld an emergency meeting in the barge taking them from the
City of Westminster for the swearing of the Sreriffs, but it usually

met in Guildball.? On 4 November 1455 the Mayor and Aldermen ecreed

1. Cal. P, and !}, 1413-37, pp.xxviii-xxx; 20 April 1440, Jour.III f.4lv.;
for precepts to dAldermen to levy money in treir wards see Chapter III;
wren tre City was raising money for the new conduit each aAlderman
was instructed to bring the woney to Guildrall together with tte names
of trose wro Yad refused to pay, 3 February 1441, Jour.III f.74.

2. CaL.P, and }. 1437-57, p.viii n.3; as arbitrators, ibid.,pp.l0, 17;
Cal P, and s

. 1458-83, pp.l, 43, 49, 63, 65; for use of seal, ibid.,

pp-159, lol, 163, 175; Cal.P, and L. 1437-57, pp.l59, 160, 165, 175,
184, 185.

3. 12 sugust 1415, u.B.I., p.183; 23 June 1440, L.B.K., p.239;
Crapter IE, ppdduofor a table of the aldermenlts atten’ances at
tFe Court see appendix no.lA PP- $41~543,

4.  D.g. 18 July 1440, Jour.ITI £.47v.
5« 30 September 1454, Jour.V £.,195.




that they stould spend tte whrole week on tre common business of the
City and ttat nothing srould ve allowed to interrupt tFem.l This
pressure of business, and the conflict between private and public
business in tre Court is acain reflected in ttre decision in October 1461
trat the Court srould spend every lLondgy in attending to ttre Cityts
effairs and that tre consideration of private matters should be postponed
until later.2

It seems to rave been allowed to en 4lderman to appoint a deputy
to carry out tis duties whrile Ye was awgy on busimess, or ill or in
gome otrer way unable to perform them Yimself. In 1425 Robert
Tetersall asked tte Court if Tromas ayer and tten Johrn fratele could
act as Yis deputies while be was awgy from,uondon.3 In June 1428
Tromas Dufftrous carried out the nigbtly vigils as deputy for Jorn
litctell and in 1429 Simon Seman ctose Ralpt Stotes to act as Mis deputy.?
It was the alderman, or tis deputy, whro was instructed to told a wardmote
to discuss finance in Jamuary 1438.5 Clearly tre appointment of suct
deputies Tad becore a regular part of the exercise of an 4ldermants
duties.

Just as it was difficult for a wealtty man tdavoid being chosen
as an slderman, so it was difficult for an alderman to obtain a discharge

once be Yad undertaken the task. Jorn Carpenter wrote in the Liber Albus

1. 4 November 1455, Jour.V £.270.
2. 28 October 1461, L.B.u., p.S.
3. 13 June, 28 July 1425, Jour.II f.44v., 48v.

4. 18 June 1428, Jour.II f.115v.; April 1429, Jour.II f.132; Ttomas
Duffhous was Sreriff 1428-29,

5+ 19 January 1438, Jour.III £f.183v,
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that an alderman was not removalle except for a reasonasble cause, and
tre Court tended to scrutinize pleas to be excused witt care .l
Twenty-one #ldermen were exonerated by tlre Court during this period;
nine of these pleaded old age, or deafness or ill-realtl and two of
these were excused becsuse of the lengthr of treir service. Stepten
Brown Yad served for thirty-one years and Nictolas Wotton for more
tran forty.2 Two men, Stepren Foster and Ttomas Bernewell were excused
on the grounds of treir poverty.3 Prilip kal pas, Tromas Canynges and,
probably, Ralph Eolland, were discharged in unusual circumstances for
reasons that were partly political. 4 further two, Jorn Darby and
William Deer appesar to have been distharged in order that trey could
4

more freely pursue litigation in wrich trey were involved. No reasons

are given for the discharge of tte othter five Aldermen.

1. Liber albus, p.36.

2. Stephen Broun exonerated from Billingsgate, 14 February 1460,
Jour.VI £.198, dead by 3 February 1466; Nictolas Wotton exonerates
from Dow ate 5 4pril 1446 Jour.IV f.123v., dead by 15 September 1446.

3. Stephen Broun exonerated from Bread Street, 3 February 1458,
Jour,VI £.191; Thomas Bernewell exonerated from Queenhytle,
13 October 1437, Jour.III £.120.

4. Jobn Derby asked to be exomsrated 9 dugust 1454 but Yis request
was refused, Jour.V f.183v,, be tlen presented tis reasons in greater
detail to the Court on 2L September 1454 which were: i) that Ricrard
@Quartermayn was prosecuting rim at common law contrary to tre
Liverties of the City, ii) William Marowe tad affirmed an original
bill against Pim in tte layor's Court, iii) bis case against thre
Cranmberleain, Jobn Sturgeon, bad been taken into the lgyorts Court
where te could not obtain justice. His petition was finally granted,
Jour.V £.192, 200, L.B.X., p.362. Derby was disctarged in an amicable
atmosphrere and wren te visited the Court in future Ye was to come as a
brother and not as a stran er because of his services to the City.
William Deer was exonerated from Dowgate 7 February 145, Jour.VI
f£.28v.; he was involved in a complicated law-suit against alexander
Broks which began at least as early as 5 July 1455. Deer was finally

found to be guilty of usury 23 March 14%, Jour.VI f.6v.; see also
4 aApril 1457, Jour.VI f.118v. and Cel,P. and k. 1437-57, pp.l34=35.




Al though in 1425 tre Court rad decided trat anyone wro rad served
as hayor stould not only be eligible for discharge from tis aldermant
if he slould so wish but also trat a man so disclrarged stould be
entitled to bave an anmual livery, tlris ruling does not appear to trave
besn strictly observed.l But it is true that a man whlo bhad not served
a term &s dMgyor might find it more difficult to be granted & discharge.
Tromas Wal singham rad to acree to glaze the east window of the new
Guildhall in order to obtain tis release, and Jobln Derby paid a £50
:fine.2 Ral ph Skinnard wro served only trree montts as Alderman of
Castle Bgynard rad to pay & fine wrich appears to have gone to his
successor in the aldermanry, Robert I.arge.3 Ttomas Canynges, who was,
admittedly, finally discharged for contumacy and disobedience, was
ordered to psy a fine of £40 to the Cbamber.4 An ex-Mayor who resigned
was automatically entitled to wear the sldermants livery but this
favour might occasionally be granted by the Court to a retiring Alderman
who bad not served as Mgyor. Jobn Derby was allowed to wear the livery
to keep bim warm and Robert Writingham on Yis disctrarge was granted one

gown each year of the Alderman®s livery.5

1. 15 October 1425, Jour.II f.54v.; Thomas Canynges wro tad served
as kayor 1456-7 was refused a discharge, 5 December 1460, Jour.VI
f.279v.

2. Welsingbam exonerated 22 April 1429, Jour.II £,132v,, L.B.K., p.109;
Derby exonerated 19 October 1454, L.B.XK., P.362.

3, July 1429, Jour.II f.137.
4. 15 Jamary 1461, Jour.VI f,286.
5. 2 Nay 1438, Jour.III f£,174v.
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On three occasions during this period the Court refused an
alderman's petition to be discharged. Ricrard Gosselyn's reasons were
considered insufficient in 1426 and re was told that if be applied to
tre King to be exonerated te would stand in danger of losing bis freedom.t
John Bitrewater rad to petition during the mgyoralties of Jobn Coventry
(1425-6) and John Reynwell (1426-7) before he was finelly excused in
1428.2 at the sam meeting of the Court whict granted g disctarge to
Geoffrey Feldyng and Jobn Atherly, Thomas Canynges was refused tris
release on the grounds that ris reasons were insufficient. He was
ordered to continmue to carry out ris duties but was finally discharged
in disgrace a month later.3

The secrecy of the deliberations of the Court of Aldermen and the
dignity of the office were closely guarded.4 A man who insulted an
4lderman was tried, not in the wardmote, but in thre Mgyorts Court,
and the pnnishment for striking an Alderman was the loss of a l*a.nd.5
In the fifteentdh century such a punishment was rever executed but
Geoffrey Lovey was imprisoned in Newgate in 1413 for cursing and

slandering Tromas Fauconer, and Ttomas Mayneld was elso imprisoned

1. 18 October 1426, Jour.II f.86; Gosselyn contimed as Alderman until
October 1428; he died c.1429.

2, Jamary 1428, Jour.II f.105v.

3. 5 Dacember 1460, Jour.,VI £.279v.; 15 January 1461, Jour.VI f.28.

4. 24 May 1427. Certain words which Robert #hitingham Yad spoken in tte
Court of 4ldermen in a matter which concerned tre Duks of Gloucester
Yad been revealed to the Duke to the considerable bharm of Writingham
and to the discredit of the Court. all tle Aldermen whro were present
swore on tre Gospels that anything whrict was spoken in Court srould
not be revealed outside, Jour.II f.93v.

5 Cal.P. and M, 1413-37, pp.xxviii-xxx; as late as 1387 this punishment
would Fave been put into execution but for tre intercession of thre

4Alderman concerned, lemorials, pp.490~94.
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trere two years later for insolently trreatening William Sevenoke, the
alderman of Tower ward, withk the fate of Nictolas Brem'nre.1 Several
mn wro lived in Bridge Street ward were sent to prison in 1420 for
rebelling against their Aldsrman, Robert ‘G‘i'yd:i.ng{:on.2 Seven years later
Clement Bisgrop, who called Nictolas James a tfalse extortiorer'! in
front of a great many people was condemned to the pillory for this
offence.3 In 1461 Tromas Bailly was sent to prison for taving spoken

shareful words about Jobn Young, tre alderman of Farringdon Witbout.4

Important as were these deliverative organs of governmnt it was
the civic officials who gave impetus and effective meaning to their
wistes., 4part from the 4ldermen wrose duties Yave slready been
described, civic officials mgy bde divided into two categories; thre
unpaid anmual officers such as thte Lgyor and Sreriffs, and tte permanent
salaried officers such as the Recorder, Chamberlain and Town Clerk,
and a group of lesser officers who mgy conveniently be called the civic
serjeantry. Tlre discussion of the duties of thle lLayor and Sreriffs will

deal also with tre courts over which trey presided.

1. 19 hay 1413, L,B.I., p.ll4; leuorials, pp.592=93; 2L Larch 1415,
L.B.I., p.L32; lgyrneld was released at Sevenoke!s request and gave
a £20 bond for good bvehraviour.

2. L.B.I.’ p.245.

3., 18 September 1427, Bishop was pardoned the pillory at thre inter~
cession of William Weston but had to provide a £10 bond to keep
tte peacs in uondon and Southwark, Jour.II £.100.

4. 28 larch 1461, Jour.VI f.25v.
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To be eli ible for the hayoralty a Londoner Yad not only to be
an alderman but also to have served already as Sre iff tau fin quil
peot estre assaye en sa g¢overnance et bountee, avant quil attei ne
a tiel estat de Iiairalte'.l iPen Jorn Carpenter wrote tre Liber albu.
it bad become establisted trat & man should not be compelled to serve
a second year in thre office of layor unless Ye ggreed to do so of Tis
own free will.z Tre financial burd n of tre office was considerable
and in 1424 tre Court of Aldermen decidud firstly, trat no-one wro rad
gserved twice as lagyor stould be elected again and, secondly, that no-one
was to serve a second term as layor until seven yzars ¥ 7 elapsed. The
Common Council seems to have accepted only the second of threse two
ordinances and it was not until 1435 trat tre Common Council agr2ed that
& man srould not be called upon to serve as hayor a third time.-j Jorn
Reymwell who bad served as ! gyor in 1426-7 was excused from serving

a second time in 1444 and in tYe following year Ye was excused altogetrer

4

from serving again,.

Durin +this p.riod some modifications took place in tre process of

electing tre layor. In 1404 tre principle was reasserted trat only trose

l.uirer albu , p.4064.

2. Ibid., p.22; in 1389 an ordinance was acreed whereby no-one was to
Ye layor for mor. than a jear at a time, but could be re-eclected
after an interval of five years, ue F., p.347.

3. 8 October 1424, Jour.II £.23; aictard writtincton Yad served a
trird term as kgyor in 1419~20; 13 October 1424, L B.K., pp.33-4
n.l; 8 april 1435, L.3.K., p.l9l.

4. 3 Cctobver 1444, Jour.IV f.43v.; 17 September 1445, Jour.IV £.95.




wro were summoned stould attend the lgsorts election and whran thre
artisans tried to get Ralpr Holland elected as layor it was necessary,
in 1442, to proclaim a royal writ confirming tris limitation of the
franc?‘ise.l In 1444 not only was the election confined to trose whro
were summoned but also, as a further precaution, thre door of Guildlrall
was to be s!fu.t.2 Tre custom of celebrating kass before proceeding to
the kgyorts election rad been introduced in 1406 but it is not clear

3

how long the innovation survived.” In thke Liber albus Jobn Carpenter
carefully records the process whereby the commoners present in Guildhall
chose two aldermen whom trey presented to the Court of Aldermen for
their final selection of the next lgyor. Tre Letter Books disclose that

Dru Barentyn was tre rejected candidate in 1406 wren Ricrard Whittington

78,

was chosen, but after tris date they record only the name of thre successful

candidate. In 1439, bowever, the Journals record the names of both the
aldermen who were presented, and do so again in 1440 and 1441.4 Thre
Journals are silent again until 1457 wren both names ars recorded, as
they are in 1458, 1459 end 1460. 4ltbough in 1439-41 Ralpt Folland
was rejected ttree times, there appears to be emerging in tre later

period the custom tlat one yearts rejected candidate is tre next yeart's

1. 23 Se, tember 1404, L.B.I., p.34; L.B.K., pp.274-75, 288;
Jour . IIT £.152v.; see chapter IV delow.

2. 9 October 1444, Jour.IV f.43v.
3. L.B.I.’ pp052-53’ 60’ 69, 226.

4, lemorials, pp.565-06; Jour.III f.24v., 62v., 97v.
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layor.l Tt was customary for all the Aldermen whro were able to do so,
to attend the Mayor's election on Cctober 13th, The attendance on these
occasions is notally tichker tran on any other occasion during ttre year
and even the Prior of Eoly Trinity, tlre ex-officioc Alderman of Portsoken
ward, was usually present. In 1445 it was noted ttrat William Estfelgd,
Nicholas Wotton, Jobn Gedney, Thomas Catworth and William Combe were
absent from the layor'!s elaction contrary to the custom of tre Ci.ty.2
Once the layor waa elected on October 13th, Ye Yad fifteen dgys
to wait before taking bis oath at Guildhall on October 28th. On the
following day he would ride to Westminster to be sworn before the
Barons of the Excﬁ\equer.3 This latter occasion was orne of great
magnificence and considerable ceremony when tre City displeyed to the
Crown and to the royal officials its wealth and pomp. A1l the City
Companies rode with tre Masyor and the procession would be accompanied
by bands of minstrels.? But in 1447 & change took place in ttis time-
Yonoured equestrian procession. In that year, wren Jotn Gedney was
chosen as Mgyor,it was agreed that he should go to Westminster to take

Tis oath by barge down thre ‘I‘hames..‘5 This may have been done as an

1. 1457 Cook and Boleyn presenteds; Boleyn chosen, Jour.VI £,180v,
1458 Scot and Hulyn presented; Scot chosen, Jour.VI f.234v.
1459 Cantelowe and Eulyn presented; Eulyn ctosen, Jour.VI f£.163.
1460 Cantelowe &and Lee presented; Lee closen, Jour.VI f.271lv.

2. 27 October 1445, Jour,IV £.102v.
5. Liber A].bus, pp020-27o 4. Eogo L.B.I.’ 9.78.

5. 13 October 1447, Jour,IV f.195v.; Jobn Carpenter noted trat in the
past lhayors f'vel pedestres per terram vel per aquam Tramisiae in
batello adierunt Westmonasterium wel Turrim, et fuerant onerati
et acceptit? Liber Altusg, pp.2l-22.



experiment but in 1453, at the petition of the commonalty and at
the wish of the Common Council it was agreed ttat in future tte Mgyor
should go by barge to take Fis oatlr. There is no indicetion of the
reasons which prompted this decision. Ten dgys after this had been
decided, the Lord Chancellor and the Dulke of Somerset sent Thomas
Belgrave, a royal serjeant at arms, to ask the Mgyor and Aldermen to
persuade thre commonalty to return to the old custom or riding to
Westminster. But the commonalty would not go back on its decision and
the new Mgyor, Jotn Norman, went to Westminster by barge.l

It appears that the King was normally present with the Barons of
the Exchequer to receive the Mgyorts oath, although in 1459 he was
prevented by virtual civil war from being 1;1\91'@.2 On the same day on
which Ye took his oath the Mayor would appoint attormeys for the City,
one to act in the Exclequer Court, one in the Court of Common Pleas
and two in the King's Benct. The Journal records the nams of some
of these men in 1454, 1456 and 1460.3

Trere is every indication that to rold the office of Mgyor was

an expensive task. There was no salary and only incidental sums would

1. 8, 18 October 1453, Jour.V f.124v., 126; although the Chroniclers
attribute this change to John Norman personally, the evidence
of the Journels suggests that it was a popular decision, Great
Crron., pp.186-87; Rawlinson, p.103 and n.2; Bale, p.l40.

2, Liver Albus, p.25; L.B.K., p.39%.

3. 26 Pebruary 1454, Jobn Windeslade to be thre Cityts attorney in the
Court of Common Pleas; 28 October 1456, Lildenhall to be thre Mgyor'!s
attorney receiving the usual fee, Jour.VI f.109v.; 24 October 1460,
Richard Simson to be the Mgyor's attorney in the Exchequer Court
for the next year, Jour.VI f.273v,



fall to the Layor.]' Not only was tle Mayor's time no longer tis own
but e Pad to pey tre wages of two serjeants and his sword-bearer as
well ag numerous other expenses; the Mayor was alwgys expected, then
as now, to read the list of those contributing to funds of various
kinds.2 There were some compensations. The Mgyor appears to have bad
a pre-emptory right to move to any Aldermanry wrich fell vacant during
bis Mayoralty. In 1451 when the ward of Corntill became vacant because
Simon Eyre bad moved to Langbourne, Nictolas Wyfold the Mgyor !per
unanimum assensum et voluntatem al dermanorum preedictorum ... iuxta
consuetum curiae in huiusmodi casu usitatum, officium al dermani warde
de Cornhill super se a.s::‘aumps:i.t'.3 There was, moreover, considerable
patronage at the disposal of the Mayor. Originelly he enjoyed thre
right to make six men freé of the City, with the al ternative of two
casks of wine at the City's expense, but because tre King objected to
men who were not residents in the City being made freemen and so
escaping royal prises and dues, in 1434 ttre Mayor's privilege of making
freemen was m:nulled, but he was to receive instead four casks of the
best red wine of Gascon;y.4 It appears also that the retiring Nsyor
could request offices or favours for those who had served Yim well or
to whom be was indebted in some wgy. In 1453 Geoffrey Feldyng requested

trat John Hynton might rave the next vacancy whict occurred in the

1. B.g. 14 October 1463, amrcements in the Mgyor's Court were to be
divided between the hayor and Chamber, L.B.L., D.38.

2. Liber Albus, p.49.
3. 16 July 1451, Jour.V £f.60; in 1446 Simon Byre, the Mayor, chose to

btave the vacant ward of Broad Street, 7 February 1446, Jour.IV f.114v.

4. L.B.I.’ po64; LQB.K.’ pp.34-35, 180.

i



office of valet of the Chamber and trat his butler Jotrn Erly might be
admitted to the freedom.’ Wren Rictard Lee left office in 1461 Ye askeAd
trat Rictard Green might Yave tre serjeantry of the cramnel after John
Eorncastle or another office of similar velue. Tre Court of dldermen
agreed to this.z

3

Tre Mayor's entourasge included at least four valets,” several
serjeants of whom three, after 1436, served in & permanent capacity,
tte sword-bearer, the serjeant of thre channel, tre Common Buntsmen,
the Water-bail iff and a butler.

In the crarge of the sword-bearer was the hayort!s seal. The new
Mayor received tris in a purse after he tad taken Yis oath at Guildtrall
on October 28’0}1.4 The sword-bearer was entitled to a fee when tlre
Mayorts seal was used but in 1440 it was decided ttrat letters which
were sealed with tle Mayort'!s secal were to be written by ths Town Clerk
and were to be en:z'olled.5 The seal would be used on mgyoral precepts

such as trose instructing Aldermen to hold wardmotes, but it appears

to have been mainly used to anthenticate private documents tfor better

1. 28 October 1453, Jour.V £f.127. A valet of the Cramber appears to
be the same officer as a valet of the Mgyor. The request for
Eynton probably succeeded since Ye was among those deputed to ride
to the King at Fertford, 26 September 1455, Jour.V f.264v.

2. 27 October 14ol, Jour.VI f.8l; Richard Green was sworn as an
ettorney in April 1462, Jour.VI f.ll.

3, 18 December 1419 it was decided trat eact year tre Mayor was to
select the four valets who Yad heen most diligent and they were
to receive two marks eact, Jour.I f.66v.

4. Liber Albus, p.24. Tre layor's scal was made in 138l and continued
in use until 1910, lemorials, pp.447-48.

5. 27, 28 October 1440, Jour.III f.64v., 65.
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vid nce and security?. The only recorded use of the layorts seal for
civic purposes was in 1453 when letters to th= Arctbistop of Cologne
and thre citizens of Cologne pleading for thre release of the Cityts
envoys to Rome, were sent under tte Lgyorts snal.l

It was tre Auty of the ligyor to preserve peace in thre City, to
exercise a gensrsl oversight of all civiec officials, to ensure thrat
trate in tre City was carried out in accorddnce with civic ordinances,
to act as arbitrator and judge and to play tr leading role in tte
numerous civic and religious functions.2 Tre Mayort!s oath, towever,
laid greater emphasis upon the layorts otli_ations to guard the rights
end franchises of the King, than upon Yis civic duties. In bis capacity
as judge and escreator tre hayor of London acted as & royal servant.
To carry out tis duties as escteator wrich tad bsen granted to tim in
1227 thre Mayor was allowe?® tte services of a clerk for whom re rad to
answer to tre King at the end of ris term of office, as well as f r thre
profits and J‘.:-naues.3 On 28t} October 1456 Jobn Byron was ctosen to
act as the layor's deputy in the office of escteator for thre coning

year and in 1468 it was decided that tre Mayor and Aldermen strould

1. 8 October 1453, Jour.V f.124v.; for the private use of the lgyor's
seal, s @ Cal. P, end , 13811412, p.235; Cel, P. and M, 1413-76,
pp.190, 258, 301; Cal. P.and Y. 1437=58, op.l, 50.

2. Liber Albus, pp.27-30; Cal, P, and M, 1413-37, pp.129, 136,

3. Lirer Albus, p.25; see H.l, Chew, 1Thre office of Eschteator in the
City of London during the hiddle Ages?, Z,F.R., vol.LVIIT (1943)
pp.319-30; L.B.X., p.3%.
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elect & sub-escheator annually whrom the hayor could not then remove.l

Tre entertainment of foreign dignitaries 4id not plgy a large part in
the Lsyor?s duties in the fifteenth century altlough in 1438 it was
agreed that e should invite the ambassadors from Folland to dinner if
tprocedant ad bonam finem'z. If the Mgyor were ill or unable to carry
out ris duties te could appoint a locumtenens. Robert Large whro was
Mayor in 1439-40 and wvo was described on 14th July 1440 as Viam infirms?
chose William Estfeld to carry out tis duties for lf*im.3 Tromes Crarl ton
wro was Mayor in 1449-50 4id not attend thre Court after 8tk July 1450
and Thomas Catwortr acted &s tis deputy during tre aftermath of Calels
revolt, It is clear trat the Mgyor was expected to psy the costs and
expenses incurred by Yis locumtenens and & coummittee of eight aldermen
was appointed to negotiate with Crarlton about this in August 1450.4

Ore of tre Agyorts most important functions was to act as judge in
the kayorts Court and many of the entries in the Journals are records
of these proceedings and judgments, some of which were subsequently
enrolled in the kayorl!s Court rolls, but many were not. All cases in

the Layor?s Court were begun by bills of complaint delivered to thre

1. In 1454 Jobn Byron was a clerk in the Sreriff's court so that bis
appointment as Mayorts deputy in the office of Escteator in 1456
mey simply mean that he was chosen as tre lagyorts clerk in thris
office, but perhaps witr extended powers, 12 July 1454, Jour.V f.177;
28 October 1456, Jour.VI £f.109v.; 22 November 1468, L.B.L., p.8l.

2. 13 May 1438, Jour.III f.173v.
3. 14, 18 July 1440, Jour.III £.46, 47v.; Robert Large died
24 april 1441.

4. 12 August 1450, Jour.V f.43v,; Tromas Charlton last appeared in tlre
Court of Aldermen on 15 March 1452 and mist have been dead by
7 August 1452 when Rictard Lee was elected as }tis successor as
Alderman of Bistropsgate, Jour.V £.80.
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attorneys of the Court. Some of these original bills survive in thre
Guildball Record Office. The scope of the jurisdiction of the

Mayorts Court and its procedure Yave been fully described elsewhrere

and it only remains to describe certain trends and developments during
this period.l The buginess of the Court was divided between sessions
teld in thre Inmer Ctamber of Guildhall and those Peld in tre Quter
Cramber. Wren tre hayor and Aldermen sat as iYe Court of Aldermen to
deal with the administrative civic business they sat in the Inrer
Cramber and it was Yere also that tley dealt with cases involving the
complicated Law Merchant. Tre ordinary business of thre Msyort's Court
took place in tYe Quter Chamber of Guildrall. 1In 1409 trere was an
attempt to 1imit tlre sessions of the Mgyorts Court whrich took place in
tte Inrer Cramber, no doubt because trey were not public as othrer
aeasions.2 Moreover the evidence from the Journals suggests that, for
tre s2ke of convenience, the Mayor and Aldermen did not always move
from the Inner to the Outer Chamber when ttey transformed themselves
from the Court of Aldermen to the Mgyorts Court. Because, perhaps,
of the new work at Guildhsll, sessions of tte Mayorfs Court in 1419

were teld at St. Dunstan's in the Ea.st.3 Tre personnel of thre

1. See A.F, Thomas, Cal, Barly }avor?s Court Rolls, pp.ix-xlv,
Cal. P. and M, 1381-14L2, pp.vii=xli; P.BE. Jones, Cal. P. and M.
1437~57, pp.vii=ixj Tre Law Journsal, vol.XCIIT (1943) pp.30L~02.

2. 4 November 1409, LyB,I., p.80 and n.2; see also & case in 1436
when tre Magyor, in & return to a royal writ, defined thre extent
of the claims of the Mayorts Court to deallwith cases of Law
¥erttant, L.B.K., pp.208-09,

3, 27, 29 Msy 1419, Jour.I £.5, 57.
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Mgyorts Court included thre attorneys whro were sworn to practise threre
and tre clerks wro kept the records. 1In 1462 tlrese clerks were put
under the direct control of the Common Clerk.l Moreover whereas it bad
previously been the task of the Mayorts Court clerks to make extracts
of amrcements ordered by the Court whick would be delivered into the
Cramber &s a record, in 1463 this task also fell to the Common Cle:rk.2
Amercements levied in the Mgyorts Court were originally destined for
the Sreriffs, but in 1461 it was decided that they should be equally
divided between the Streriffs and the Cramber. In 1463 it was further
decided trat threy should be Aivided between the Mgyor and Clraa.mber.3
Dr. Thomas bel iaved that the justice to be found in the lkgyorts
Court was fair and equitable. Like all medieval jurisdiction it was
subject to extausting procrastination and deleys although some
attempt to speed up justice was made in 1463.4 Tre only complaint
against its jurisdiction to be found during ttris period is that of
William Eubbard, an armourer, who was committed to prison for having
scandalously told one of the clerks that the Mayorts court was not

5

a court of Record but a court of favour.

1. 5 February 1462, L.B.L., p.l5.

2. 12 January 1454, Jour.V f£.141; 14 October 1463, L.B.L., p.38.

3. Liber Albus, p.390; 9 November 1461, L.B.L., p.12; 14 October 1463,
ibid-, p-380

4. 15 October 1463, L.B.L., pp.38=39.

5. 9 April 1459, Jour.VI f.154v.; 14 April 1459 Fubbard found
recognitors for his good betaviolr and was released, Jour.VI f.155v,
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But perhaps the most marked feature of this period is the increasing
dignity which came to surround both ttre person of the Mayor and the
office itself., TIn 1414 for the first time a petition to thre Mgyor wes
addressed 'To our worshipfull Lord Mair of the Citee of London. Like
unto youre soverain discrecioun...'l In 1415 the Mayor was accorded
precedence in ttre City over the Archbisrops, Bishops and the Kingts
'brot}‘ers.2 In 1425 and 1427 wren tte Duke of Gloucester and othrer
lords visited the City, the Mgyor and his Sword-bearer took precedence
over the Duks and tis Sword-bea.rer.5 Similarly in 1441 it was the
Mayorts Sword-bearer who led the Duke of Gloucester and other lords
into Guildrell for a special judicial session at whicr both the Duke
and tre Mhayor sat on demi—t'hrones.4 Tre care with which trese occasions
are described by the clerk who wrote the Journals, and the growth in
importance of the Mayorts Sword-bearer, bear witness to the increasing
civic pride and self-consciousness whrich surrounded the Mgyorts office.
In the same way offences wrich appeared to insult tre dignity of the
Mayor were severely punished. In 1442 Thomas Twycrard wro Yad gone to
the Mayorts private touse and bad trere disrespectfully and arrogantly
accused Yim of raving acted unjustly 'to the distonour of the lgyor

and tis office?! was committed to the custody of the Sreriffs so that

1, Csal. P, and N, 141%3-37, r.17 and n.1; the Lhgyor was also described

as fLord ligyor! in 1440, L.B.K., p.246 and in 1457, 1461, 1462,
Cal, P, and M, 1457-82, pp.2 17, 28; for an astringent comment on
the use of the title fuord dayor? see Besven, vol.Il, pp.xxviii-ixxi.

2, 10 March 1415, L.B.I., p.l35.

3, 5 June 1425, 20 May 1427, Jour.II f.44, 93.

4. 4 Larch 1441, Jour.IIT £.78. C.{.oucount of ntpha~ ol Canvt 51
Verdiome o«uums‘.m,tqqs J. Ceverdn e X, Lebies 2 P
UM vt -the 'Woant o e Brgporin i R«;mr_v%é‘
twet-4) wl. T op.lot-2,156-2.




others should not follow his bad example.l A tailor, Thomas Mason,
was sent to prison for saying to one Basset tI will better believe such
a simple person as ye be than the Magyor and all tlre 1dermen'.2 The
Court took very seriously the case of T, Brewer who, in 1440, set
Yimself up as a Mgyor, attended by an Alderman, a goaler, a serjeent
and & steriff and thus surrounded visited the Youses of citizens and
Lombards to search for prostitutes. Since tte kgyor was well kmown

in thre City such antics cannot rave got very far, but the dignity of

3

the layorts office was seen to have been attacked.

The office of Steriff 4id not carry the prestige of ttat of Mgyor
but it was, nevertheless, extremely important in ecivic government. Tte
citizens of London enjoyed the right of electing their own S*reriffs
instead of accepting a royal appointrent. One Sheriff was ctosen by
the Mayor and ttre other wus c‘osen ty the commonalty, 2t a meeting
Yeld eact year on September 2181:.4 On September 28tr the two newly-
ctosen Steriffs would come to Guildhall to take threir oat*. On ttis

occasion tre retiring Steriffs were expected to bring in all thre records

1, Cal. P, a2nd A, 1437-57, p.46.

2. 1l Dacemter 1452, Jour.V £.97; on 12 Decarber 1452 Mason found
recogritors who were bound for tim in £20 trat Ye woulAd betrave
and so he was relesased, Jour.V £.98.

3. 15 April 1440, Jour.III f.4lv.

4. It was usually, but not always, the case trat trs lgyor would cto se
an alderman and ttre cormonalty a Commorer; see Beaven, II, p.¥xxvii.
On 23 September 1404 it was decicded to limit the number of trose whro
right attend the Sheriffst election to trose wro were of the more
sufficient men of the City or members of Common Courcil, L.B.I., p.34.



of their term of office.t In fact, since the Sheriff was personally
responsible for tis actions during bis srrievalty be appears to rave
Yeld onto Yis records &nd, if trey were delivered up at all, it wes
usually after a considerable lapse of tine.2 On September 29th thre
Streriffs were presented to the Barons of thre Bxchequer, accompanied on
treir journey by thre masters end liverymen of the different Compaanie:s.3
Unlike tte Mgyor at the teginning of this period, tre Sreriffs travelled
to Westminster by barge and in 1439 thre Court of Aldermen decijed thrat
in future tre Shreriffs should pgy for their own barges to Westminster,
the implicetion being that thre expense tad previously been borne by thre
CPamber.4 Tre only notewortty event concerning the Sheriffst elections
during thris period was the deatt? of Jobn Bryan after twelwe dgys in
office in 1418. TYe lMayor and Recorder bad to defend thre Cityls right
to elect a Steriff in place of Bryan, but in thre end they did this
successfully and tre citizens were able to choose Jobn Perneys.5

Tre duties of tre London Streriffs were similar to those of otter

Streriffe in Engl and but they operated as roysl agents within the

1. Liber Alhus, pp.43-46; Sreriffts oath, ipid., pp.306-=07.

2. Tre records of the strievalty of Simon Winchcombe wro was Sreriff
1383-84 were not brought into court until 1428, L.B.K., p.76. None
of the shrievalty records survive for tre fifteenth century in thre
G.R.0. except sore Streriffts court rolls 1406~08 (see below) and
8 Shreriffte Register for 1458-59 (see below).

%, Payments for expanses involved in the !Sreriffts riding! appear
in elmost all thre contemporary Company accounts,

4. 15 October 1439, Jour.III f.25.

5. sBsI.y Pp.205-06; for tre best account of Bryan's deatt see
Farley 5775, printed by Kingsford, E.F.u., P+295; on 28 October 1418
Jobn Bryan's sons, William and Robert, were placed in the custody
of the lhaster of ue Riole, Jour.I f.52.



framework of civic privilege an? custom. Each of them was answerable
to the King for balf of the Cityl!s farm of £300. As royal servants
trey might be instructed as in 140l to execute William Sawtre, or in
1417 to burn Sir Jokn Oldcastle;l they were expectad to erect bars and
scaffolds for the various trials bty battle whick took place in Smitbfielqd
and trey were thre promlgators of innumerable royal writs of an admini-
strative and judicial kind.2 From the money which the Shreriffs
collected on the Kingts behalf, they might be instructed to make

direct peyments, particularly anmuities to indiv:ldua.l.s3 and the fees

to local justices.4 The London Sheriffs would be called to account

to the Barons of the ExcYequer and the settling of the account might

taks some years.5 An unusuel insight into the administration of tre

1. R.P. III p.459a; P.R.0. Enrolled Foreign accounts 6 Fenry V
E 364/%a

2. P,R,0. B364/6374,19,37, enrolled Sheriff's accounts for erecting
scaffold for the duel between Upton and Donne 1429/30; same for a
duel between Peta de Vasgues of Spain and Richard Wydeville in
1440/41; same for erecting a scaffold for an unspecified occssion
in West Smithfield 1444/45; the sams for a duel between John Hal ton
and Robert Norreys 1452/53, for this duel see also P.P.C. VI, p.133,

c.lgy 1453,

3. Bundles of these accounts for the reign of Henry VI are extant and
trey include tlre receipts sealed by individuals, the royal writs
and tre notifications of payments made, P.R.0. 5101/573 parts 1 =dd 2.

4. Some of the indentures between the London Streriffs and the justices
survive covering the perilods 1430-‘53, 1436-38, 1440 and ?1448,
P.R.0. E101/571/41 (four indentures

5. William Cantelowe and William Marowe who were Sheriffs 1448~49 were
still brying to settle their account in January 1451 wten an .
inquisition of Londoners was summoned to give evidence about cartaen
desperate debts totalling, in all, £221 12s.754.; tte documents
relating to this account are to be found P.R.O. E199/27/28. Geraral

Strerifft!s accounts during this period are to be found P.R.O.
E199/Bundles 26 and 27,
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London Sheriffs is provided bty a Sreriffst! Register for the years 1458-59,
It contains copies of the royal writs received by the Sreriffs, a note
of the name of tre bearer and, in the case of judicial writs, a brisf
note of the action taken. In the case of the longer, end fewer,
administrative writs the account of the Sheriffts action is given in
greater detail., Threre appears to have heen som delsy in executing
royal writs since those issued in July were not dealt with until the
new Shreriffs Yad been elected in tre following October.l

The position of a Shreriff of London was somewtat ambivalent, since
Ye was the servant both of the King and of the City ~ two masters whro
were not always in rarmony. According to bis oath the London Shreriff
was not to return royal writs concerning the state and franctise of thre
City until such writs Pad been strown to the Mayor and City Counsel.2
In 1454 the Sheriffst! clerks were instructed not to return any writ
touching the state of the City, or for delivery from Newgate prison,
or any writ whereby tre City might be 'burdened‘.3 Tre Cityts quarrel
with the King over the privileges of St. Yartin's is a good illustration
of the anomalous position in whict the London Sreriffs might be placed.

Ag servants of the City they tad taken the prisoners awsy from the

1.G.R.0. 28.205 C; the Register also lists those sessions of the BEustings
Court when the names of fugitives from justice were called out
prior to ttreir being declared outlews. TYrat tris was not the only
record kept by the Sheriffs?! clerks can be seen from entries suct
as trat on f.40v. where it is recorded 'returnum istius brevis
patet in libro causarumt.

2, Liber Albus,p.307.

3, 28 September 1454, Jour.V £.194v.; tre Sreriff was to guard thre
interests of the City at Pis own cost.



sanctuary, and as servants of the Kirg they were instruct;ed to
restore them. When suct a conflict of duty arose the Sheriffs would
seek from the Common Council an assurance that they would be indemmified
and their expenses paid if they pursued the City!s ca.se.l

In spite of his onerous duties there is no indication that the
Sreriff received any salary either from the King or thre City. There
was 1ittle advantage to be gained from serving as Sheriff except that
it was a necessery stepping-stone on the way to the lMayoralty. Ttre
fines and amercements wrich the Shreriff collected went towards the
payrent of the royal farm although anyttring in excess of the required
£300 might go to the Steriffs persnnally.2 apart from fines and
amercements in their own courts and a share in trose levied in the
Meyorts Court, the Sheriffs collected revenue from other sources; threy
received 2 marks p.a. from the Fistmongers who enjoyed the privilege
of holding their own court; Ttomas Bemond and Richard Norton, who were
Sreriffs in 1442-43, were granted tre profits on the weigtirg of wool

in ships to the value of £8 1s.0d. and under tre will of Jotn Reynwell

1. See, for example, the case of Ralph Josselyn and Rictard Nedetam,
Sreriffs 1458-59, wro, on 19 November 1459 tad still not returned
a royal writ because it Yad stated trat St. Martint!s Lane lay
within the liberty of the Churct but which, tre City contest.d,
was a common lane, The Streriffs were infzmnified since trey could
not ravereturned tre writ wittout injury to the Cityts liberties,
Joar.VI f,169. In 1457 tte Streriffs were carefully advised by
Common Council tow to respond to a writ for levying soldiers in
the City, Jour.VI f.124, 18lv., 182v,

2. If tre Streriffs took more ttan the stipulat.sd fines from th~ Bakers,
Brewers, tc. trsy were to pay 12d3. for eact penny wrich thay Yed
taken in excess, Liber Albus, p.46; for a list of the arercements
and fees wrict could b» levied by Sreriffs from plzas moved in the
Layorts Court see :hid,, pp.320-9l; 9 Novemher 1461 it was deci‘ed
trat saclt amercements were to be equally divided betwe n tre
Sreriffs and the Cramber, L B.Le, p.12,



certain bequ sts w.re to he paid anmally to thre S“eriffs.l B %t out
of the money comi g to tram from these various sources thrz Sreriffs Yad
to di charge not only the royal farm, hvt they Yad also to pay their
servants, tle expsenses of threir cerrmonial journey to Westminster, tha
costs of keepin, tte City bvars in good order and also tre fees and
expenses involved in tre commissions of CGoal Delivery at Newg,.ate.2
Tris considerable financial pressure upon ttre Steriffs could lead ttrenm
to e extortionzate, not directly but by selling the offices at threir
disposal (serjeants and valets in their Yousebolds, clerkstips at thre
Counters, werdens at Newgete and Ludgate and porters in the Counters)

and not erquiring too closely irto thre wegy in whrick trose officzs were

3
ex~cuted,

Tre Shreriffs nlgyed a major role in tre keeping of lav and order
in ttre City and in ttis treir functions werc ommicompetent. Trey
were, Powever, to he subject to the lgyor and werz to execate Yis orders

and jud_ments. In ttre words of Jotrn Carpenter threy were to be tmajoris

oculi'.4 Tre County of }iddlesex also fell under tre administration

of tre London Sreriffs; Yowever they were not allowed to farm ttre

1. Liber Albus, p.38%; 20 april 1450 Conmon Council decided trat the
Sreriffs were to receive tre fines arising from judgrents in thre
trial of the servants of Lord Scales an? Thomas(?) Daniel who *ad
caused an affrgy in tre City, Jour.V f.34; 29 Janaary 1445 and
27 april 1445 Bemond and Norton granted profits of wool weighing,
Jour.IV f.61, 76v.; for Reynwell's will se= Hustines Wills II,
pp.576=-77, 576 n.2, also 4 October 1452, Jour.V f.89.

2. 5 I'ovenber 1450 it was decided, of old custom, trat the Sheriffs

stoald pay the fees for the Comrission of Goal Delivery at l'ewgate out

of their o m morey, Jour.¥ f.51; reiterated 14 December 1471, L.Bbu.,

p.10L.
% ¢,1421 the Shreriffs were forbidden to sell these offices, L.B.I.,
P.262; see also Cal. P, and 1. 141237, p.151.

4. Liver 1lhas, p.42.



county but only to appoint a deputy.l In 1454 as a result of the
efforts of the layor and Tromas Lut~, the clerk of the Peace in
Middlesex, prisonzrs talen in liddlesex were to appear at the Newgate
sessions of goal delivery, whict lessened considerably the time and
expense involved both for the Sreriffs and thre p:r:l.soners.2 The London
Sheriffs also, together witr the Coroner, sat on inguests for felony
and Yeld assizes of Novel Disseisin and F:c‘esi*force.5 According to his
oath it was also the duty of the Steriffs of London to see trat the
Assizes of Bread and Ale were duly kept in the City.4 In tre early
1440s trey were further instructed, clearly against treir will, to
construct and maintain certain bars, or barrisrs, at points on the
City!s boundary; in particular the bars between Smithfield and the
Priory of St. Jobrn, tre bars dividing the franchise of London from thrat
of Liddlesex, and the bars outside M.r*ersgaﬂ:e.5 Finally eactr Sheriff
presided over one of the City'!s courts.

Tre Sreriffs! Court was the oldest judicial court in the City.6

By the fifteenth century, however, it had become.very mch subject to

1. Ibid., p.463 25 October 1454 Robert Beanufitz was sworn as Undersheriff
of Liddlesex and Robert Broker was sworn as bailiff of Middlesex,
Jour.V £.202v.; 10 November 1457 Thomas Segden was described as
tlately Sheriff (Understeriff?) of Middlesex, Jour.VI f.184.

2, 3 Qctober, 12 October 1454, thre hgyor received a pipe of wine for tis
labours and Tromas Lute was to hrave a yearly robe, a fee for delivering
the Middlesex prisoners to Newgate and Ye was to be free of the City

wathout payment, Jour.V f.1%6, 199,
3. Cal. P, and M, 1412-37, pp.33, 52-53, 54-55, 114; LonA.Poss.Assires,
pp.xiv-xviii.
4. Liber Albus, p.307.
5. 16 August 1440, 3L barch 1441, 23 June 1442, Jour.III f.52v., 8lv.,139.
6. On the early tistory of the Steriffst Court see R.R. Srarpe, Cel.Zarly

Tayorts Court Rolls 1298-1307, pp.xiv-xv; Cal. P. and b, 1381 =L4L

pp.xii-xiv, xx; P.E. Jones, 'The City Courts of Law; Mhgyor's and
Sreriffst Courts!, Law Journal, vol,XCIII (1943), pp.301-02.




the Layorts Court. Appeals could be made from the Sreriffst Court

to the Mayorts Court and, according to the Liber Albhng, the Ngyor could
remove a case wrich was being tried before the Sheriffs into bhis own
coart even before judguent.l In 1454 a serjeent and clerk of the Shreriff
were committed to prison because they Yad ignored the layor's vrecept
to transfer a case from the Sreriff!s court to that of the Mayor.2

Tre records of the proceedings in the Streriffs! Courts appear to have
been considered as thte personal property of the Sheriff and it could
be many years before they were brought into Guildhall, In 1461 thre
City tried to ensure that plaints in thre Sreriffts Court should be
enrolled either in the Counters - where by this date the meetings

of the Sherifftg Court were usually reld - or in Guildball, but not

1. Liber Albug, p.2L9,

2. 8, 12 July 1454, Jour.V £.175, 177.



9¢.

elsewhere.l Tre types of cases with whiclh the Sreriffts court dedlt
included account, covenant, debt, detinme, fabrication of deeds, foreign

attactment, forcible entry, trespass, breaking in, stealing goods, and

l. L.,B.K., p.763 13 November 1461, LeB.L., p.12. The place of the
Steriffts Court was not firmy fixeds John Eadle (Sheriff 1375-76)
bheld an Assize of Freshforce at bis own house, Lond.Poss. ssizes,
p.52; of the 45 cases covered by the Sreriffts Rolls 1406=08 only
two are specified as taving been teerd at tre Counters, the othrer
meetings of the court were presumablyteld at Guildhell at this
early date. Thre only Sreriffts Court rolls which survive in thre
Guildhall Record Cffice before 1554 cover the years 1406-08.

These are not, in fact, rolls but scraps of paper with records of
different cases on each, The cases afe some of those brought
before Geoffrey Brook and Nicholas Wotton, Sreriffs 1406-07 and
Henry Halton and Benry Pountfreit, Sheriffs 1407-08, numbering

45 in all, Trey cover cases of debt, detinue and trespass. Tlte
pledges for prosecubting the cases are always fictitious, e.g.

Jorn Bishop and Jorn Cate, On five of the cases & record of the
pleading is included and to trree of trese is sewn & record of

the nares of those summoned to the inquest. Most of the records
are endorsed although this is not alwgys legible, The endorsement
gives a date, usually a few days after tre date on.which tre

case was Yeard, and a nam. Thre nares are harctaunt, Fyctrarg,
Otto Brys, Jardeville, Est, Partrich and Otes. Apart from the
last two these ren can be identified. Ttromas larchaunt was Common
Clerk 1402-17, Otto Brys was a Mgyort!s Serjeant 1407-15, Richard
Jardeville was a lgyor'!s Serjeant 1402-9, William Est was a
lgyorts Serjeant 1402~09, and Jobn Pychard was a ! gyorts Serjeant
and Common Serjeant at Arms 1407-c.1417. Tre exact meaning of
these endorserents is obscure; perhaps threse !ayorts Serjeants weese
moving the prisoners or hringing the record into Guildrall, or
threse may rave been cases which went on appeal, or by pre-emption,
to the ligyorts Court. But if tris is so, not ore of threm is
referred to in the lagyorts Court rolls. 10 December 1438 the
Court of Alderren decided trat defailts in the Sheriffts Court
should be recorded on rolls ratter tran in letters as was customary.
Clerts whro inscribed false defaults were to be removed from office
end not reinstated without the permission of the layor and
Aldermen. It may be, therefore, that the change from the scraps
of paper of 1406-08 to the rolls of 1554 may be dated to 14328,
Jour,III £,3,




cases involving foreigners. During this period it would seem that
increasingly, the actual work in thre Shrerifft!s Court was carried out
by tte Unfersteriffs. Wren tre Court of Aldermen issued an ordinance
to prevent attorneys whro were not sworn from appearing in ttre Shreriffts
Court, it was tre Understeriffs, rather ttran tre Steriffs, wro were
instructed to see that this ordinance was observed 'coram.eis'.l
Probably ttre most onerous of all the Steriffts duties was ‘tis
ov rall responsibility for prisoners in ttre City, in tte gacls of
Yewgate end Ludgate, and in tre Sheriffs! own prisons called tre
Countetrs. Tre new Streriffs would receive the prisoners of lewgate
from treir predecessors, by ind_nture, togetrer wittr thre keys of the
prison. It was thre duty of t¥e Steriff to appoint a good custodian
and not to let tha gaol to farrv.2 Tte Streriff was also responsible for
tt2 builfirg itself, whict was imrortant to t'2 elt’zers not only as
a gaol but also &8s one of the Cityts main gatzs. In 1406 a szparate
store tower wz2s built so ttrat women ri tt be more corveriently housed
and as & result of the benefaction of Ricrard Writtington t¥e wrole
gate and gaol was pulled Aown and rebuilt between 1423 and 1431.3 By
1448, Yowever, the buildii_s were & ain in a stats 0" disrepair due to

tte egfligence of thre gaoler.4 Durire Cade's retellion thre prison and

1. 3 Septembter 1460, Jour.VI f.262v.; for tte names of some of these
attorneys op.rating in the Sreriffts Court see Jour.II f.28v.,
Jour.V £,177, Jour.VI £,268v., L.R.X., pp.350, 269-70.

2. Lirer 1hug, pp.47, 121-22, DIor tre early tistory of Mewgate
prison sze L. Basset, 'llewgate Prison in the ! iddle ages?, Soecilim,
vol XVIII (1943), prp.233-463 R.B. Pugct, Imprisonmert in ledi_val
Bnrland (Cambridce 1968), pp.L03-09.

o )

3. 13 vrgust 1406, L.P.I., pp.49-°C; _.R.K., pp.19, 29, 49, 119.
drile ttre prison was being rebuilt the prisorners were Yoused in thre

(co tinued at foot of next page)
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gate were damapad and in 1455 a furtter committee was appointed to
examine tYe dafects of N wgate and report to the Court of Alderuen.l
The prison was found to be so defactive, owing to thre neglizence of the
Sreriffs, trat by the following year it was necessary to house tte
prisoners elsewlere, and in 1462 contributions were solicited for thre
repair of Newgate.z But at least diring this period of bad managerent
some provision was made to ensure trat tre prisoners received a supply
of fresh water.3

The Steriff?s choice of ren to fill the office of fcustos! of
New,ate appears to bave bheen unfortunate during this period. A complete
list of these officers cannot be compiled but of the nine men wro are
known to tave acted in tris capacity, ttrree at least were negligent
and extortion&te.4 In order to try to prevent sbuses detailed ordinances
were passed by Common Council in 1431, 1434 and again in 1463 to regulate
tte activities of tre gaolers. These ordinances tried to prevent the

caolers from taking alms intended for the prisoners, organizing a

l. 2 Qctober 1450, 10 September 1455 committees appointed to investigate,
Hour.V £.47v., 260v.; 2 December 1450 Alexander llanning, tte late
keener, undertook to repair t*e gaol at tis own expense, Jour.V f.5lv.

2. 29 November 1456, April 1462, Jour.VI f.87v., 62v,

3. 26 August 1435, L.B.X., p.1893 2 April 1459 a cormittee appointed to
supervise the water gystem for Newgste, Jour.VI f,153v.; the necessary

craprts hy the Prior of St. Bartholorewts dated 20 June 143%6 and
19 Lay 1442 recorded L.B.L., p.4.

4. Bee sppendix mno. 3 p. §57.

(Footnotes continued frorw previous page)
3. Sreriffts Counters. 4 somewrat rudirentary picture of Newgate

in 1445 is to be found in Jour.IV f.79v.

4. 14 December 1448, two Alderren were appointed to investigate ttre
state of Newgate, Jour,V f.3v.
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monopoly for tte sale of essential goods to inmates, crargin_ undie
sums for the Yire of a bed and d manding extortionate fees for delivering
the 1’)'.f‘isoner:s.l loreover the werdens were s pposed, by the ordinances
of 1431, to be electad annually and to provide sureties not only to the
Sreriffs trat they would safely guard the prisoners, but also sureties
to the Charberlain that they would observe tre ordinances. It was
al so intended trat the Warden of Newgaste should be sworn anmually like
other members of the Shreriffts entoursge alttou.} there is no clear
recoxrd that thris was in fact done.2 But in spite of these precautions
ttre wardens do not appear to have been attractive men. William rnold
crossly violated one of ris famale prisoners; Alexander lanning left
the corpse of a prisoner in the road and allowed tre gate and prison to
fall into dis:repai.r;3 Jorn Kyngescote by malice?! Yad eighteen freemen
prisorers led manacled to tte Sreriffts Counters as trough trey were
felons and th'_eves.4

Tre adrinistration of Ludgate prison seems in this period to Prave
been rather tetter tran trat of Newgate. Since early in the reign of
Ricrard II freemen debtors and those convicted of rinor offences hagd

-5

been imprisoned trere.” Like Newgate it came under the control of thre

lo L.B.K.’ pp0124"'27’ 183; L-B.Lc, ppo4l-430

2, Alexander Borer was sworn to office 9 November 1416, Jour.I f.lv.
Trere is no record of any othrer keeper being sworn quring this
period. TYe oath of the Warden of Newgate, to keep well and truly
the gate of Newgate and tre prisorers, is to be foan? in Jour.IV f£.166vV.

3. 10 Octobver 1449, Jour.V f.16; for the crires of Alexander lanning see
15 Marct 1447, Jour.IV £,172, 7 October 1450, S November 1450,
Jour,V f£.48, 5l.

4. Cont.F.Brut, Brie, p.456.
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Sheriffs who could send prisoners there, although the choice of keeper
lay originally with the citizens end not with the Sheriffs, By 1414
the keeper was chosen by the Sheriff end in 1440 it was decided that
the Sheriffs should provide the keepers, at their own expense, for Ludgate
as well as Newgate gaol.1 By 1419 it was found that many people had taken
to living in Ludgate gaol 'upon the ease and licence that there is within!
and then, from this retreat, planning false indictments against worthy
citizens., For this reason the decision was taken on 1 June 1419 to close
the pr:’Lson.2 But within fifteen days of the Ludgate prisoners being moved
to Newg.ate, over sixty of them had died, so it was decided on 2 December to
reopen the Ludgate prison, 'seeing that every person is sovereignly bound
to support, and be tender of, the lives of men‘.3

In 1431 Ludgate prison was closed from March until Midsummer., The
author of the F. Continuation of the Brut states that the prison was
reopened on 16 June 1431, and that on that day Henry Dene, a tailor,

4
was made keeper of Ludgate by the Mayor and Cormonalty. The various

1. 1 October 1409, L.B.I., p.76; 16 February 1414, L,B,I., p.123;
2 September 1440, L.B.K., p.243, Jour.III f.55v.; for a list of
keepers see Appendix, no.2, p.556.

2, L.B.I., p.215; Memorials, pp.674-74; Jour.I f.57v. The ring-leader
in the malpractices which led to the closing of the prison was a
man named Roger QOliver, aided by one Roger Launsell., The author

of the Continuation E of Brut blames 'one Olyver and three false
harlots' Brie, p.ldd,

3. L.B.I., p.227; Memorials, p,677; Jour,I f£.65v.; Stow, I, p.37;
Cont. E Brut Brie, p.m.

L, Cont. F Brut Brie, p.k56. Cf. Great Chron. p.155 and Cleopatra C IV
p.133.
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ordinances promilgated in 1431 and 1434 to reform the abuses of
Newgate gaol, applied also to Ludgate.l After the re~opening of the
prison fresb water was brought to the prisoners trrough ttre efforts
of Thomas Knolles, and the gaoler, Eenry Dene, improved tte gaol
privy et his own expense.2 Barly in 1454, Powever, there appears to
bave been & fire at, or near, Ludgate and it mey have been this whick
prompted Stephen Foster, thre Mayor, to set about enlarging thre prison.3
Foster died in December 1458 but ris widow Agnes continued tris work of
piety, possibly in response to injunctions in Fosterts will.} Tre
prison was considerably enlarged and the land taken for this purpose
had teen leased to tre Fospital of St. Bartholomew, so their rent was
reduced &ccordingly.5 Wren the work was completed in 1463, new ordinances
tat the request, prayer and desire of the well-~disposed, blessed and
devoted woman Dame Agnes Foster, for the ease, comfort and relief of
all the poor prisonerst were promulgated. Ttese ordinances stipulated

the appointment of an annual committee of two curates and two commoners

to hear complaints from pr':I.soneras.6

1. 23 Februery 1431, 13 October 1434, L.B.K., pp.124-27, 183,

2. Two indentures dealing with thre provision of & water supply for
Ludgate, 20 June 1436, 19 May 1442, L.B.u., p.4; Stow I p.l08,
andp,17 where te states trat water was brought to t"e prison in
1432, 4 April 1441, L.B.K., Dpp.254=55, Jour.III f.82v.

3, 13 larch 1454, William Herbert, citizen and bladesmith was exonerated
from assizes and vigils for two years because bis tenemnts were
burnt in tre fire at Ludgate, Jour.V £,153; Rawlinsor R 355, p.l08;
Stow, II, 0.175 attributed tbe work to Foster. unsq-,a.lwmc.
Toornd enrnde lndgade  Bralicsan bivany, Ms famtisins hberg £.3° 2,

4, TFosterts will drawn up 4 December 1458 and proved 27 December 1458,
P.C.C. 15 Stokton; L.R.L., p.4l.

5, The rent was reduced from 224. p.a. to 12d. p.a. 28 September 1460,
Jour.VI £.269.

6. 30 D eember 1463, L. _she, ppe40-43.




Tre only otrer development of note during these years at thre two
prisons of Newgate and Ludgcate was tre separation of tre office of

keeper of the prison from that of keener of the gate. 1hren Jotn

Seint Germayn was confirmed in office in 1414 it was as keeper both of

the gate and prison of Ludgate, and in 1425 it was decifed trat it was

the resporsibility of the keeper of Ludgate gaol to see to tte paving
under thre gate.l But in 1440 tte Steriffs were made responsible for
choosing men to open and shut the gates of Newgate and Ludgad:e.2
althoughr Yenry Dene was keeper of Ludgate prison from 1421 at least
until 1460, a ran named Jotn Porter was keeper of the gate in 1454.5
In the same way while John 4rnold was ksener of Newgate gaol c.1450-~
c.1l4%, in 1454 Robert Cook was described as tcustost! of the gate of
Newgate and Jobn laye as Ycustos welattt at NeWgate.4

The S*eriffs were also responsible for their own prisons called
the Counters; one of wrich was on tte nortd sids of Poultry and thre
otrer on tre south side of Vst Cheap opposite th Stanﬂa:r‘r‘.q Tr=

Counters served not only es prisons wrere prisoners were Yeld whrile

16 February 1414, u.B.I., p.123; 13 January 1425, Jour.II f.3l.
2, 1, 7 September 1440, Jour.III f.55v., 57.
3, 18 way 1454, Jour.V f£.208.

4, 18 lay 1454, Jour.V £,208,

e L.B.I., p.1C9; Cal, P, am3 1", , LALZ.2° y P15L. Tor a gn eral
acc unt of tre Cow ters, se. R,B. Fugr*, o .cit., p, .109-11.

102

tence,



3,

a aiting trid or for short periods of im  ‘sonment for civic offences,
but also as a reeting rlace for tre Sreriffts Court and tre
administrative offics for t+ ‘dusiness of thre S*griffs.l Tfe prison
was run by port rs Yo were g _pointed by tre Steriffs ar? wers sworn
li= otrer €ity officers. Tre Streriffs w.rz rot allowed to ferm oat
tre control of tre Counter prisons, for fear that suct ren would tVven
et ve 2xtortio at:ly towards tte prisore.s in treir control, but tte
Streriffs were tremselves ex _2cted to see to tre adrinistration of ttre
Counter priso s and to draws u, ttre accounts.2 But, as with thre other
prisons in tre City, the Court of alderren and t*e Common Coancil
exercised a  eneral supervision.3
Tre onerous and extensive nature of the tasks borme h, tre St riffs
is refl_cted in tre .urber of treir servants. Ttre most imrortant of
trese was tre Unfersteriff whro ranl=d as first clerk at tre Counters.

at the begrinning of tris period it would seem that tre Understreriffs

1. Cgl.P. and . 1457-°2, pp.20, 27; 18 Decarvber 1412 t*e Couxrt of
aldermen d~cided trat prisoners ¢ 114 not rerain in t*e C  ters

after td.ir trial an? co Afemnation for even a nightt or a 4a7,
Jour.I f.66v,

2. Lidler al%1s,np.522-23; u.B.I., p.262; not many of tre nares of the
Porters of tte Counters Aurin, t*is period are knowr:

4 Tove »er 1419 Rovert (Wayn?) swora as Porter Jour.If.63
29 Move her 1424 Robert Wayn " " Jour.II f.29
13 October 1434 Tromas Slys and Joln Goos, Keepers of Counters
LyB.X.,0.183
21 Jaly 1455 (Jobn) Power 'janitort of Couuter prison Jour.V f.251
21 December 1422 a Porter at thr= Counter was indicted for extortion,
Cal.P, and I, 1213-37, p.l°%l.

23 Tebr ary 1471, 13 October 1434, ordinances made by lgsor,
Algdermen, Shariffs and Cowmpnalty in Common Council assewmtled,
L.B.K., pp.124-27, 183; 14 December 1448 two alderren were anpointed
to investi_ate the state of tre Counters, New.ate and Ludgate, and
tte defective custody trere, and to report to thre layor and
aldermen, Joar.V f.3v.



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































