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Abstract

While the past three decades have witnessed an explosion in the study of ritual culture
within a series of academic disciplines, the fruits of this research have so far made little
mark on the study of English royal rituals in the later middle ages. This thesis offers a more
theoretically informed empirical analysis of English coronation and royal funeral rituals in
the period c.1327 to c. 1485. It is argued that royal rituals need to be viewed as situated
cultural occasions which were produced and consumed within discrete performative spaces
and temporal contexts. It follows therefore that the analysis of function and meaning within
rituals ought to be located more narrowly within the immediate contextual environments
in which rituals were devised, prescribed and performed.

In Chapter One of the thesis I provide an overview of the historiography of late medieval
coronation and royal funeral rituals, and I offer an extended analysis of some more
theoretical approaches to the study of ritual within non-historical disciplines. Part 1 of the
thesis consists of two chapters which examine different dimensions of the relationship
linking textual prescription and performative practice in royal ritual. Chapter Two seeks
to problematise some prevalent historical perceptions concerning the textual authority and
prescriptive reach of liturgical ritual ordines, and it argues that these texts were situated,
partisan and not fully comprehensive in their scope. Chapter Three argues that historians
need to pay greater attention to the way in which meaning in ritual was conveyed through
visual media. This chapter examines the importance of the visuality of royal ritual both in
terms of its operation within ritual performance and its impact outside of the parameters of
ritual culture. More broadly, it also explores the relationship linking the visual character
of ritual to the growing textualisation of procedure. Part 2 of the thesis consists of four
chapters in the form of case studies which examine the relationship of politics and ritual
practice. These chapters explore some examples of the varying political uses which
coronation and royal funeral rituals served within their immediate performative contexts.
On the basis of these studies it is argued that royal rituals ought to be seen as dynamic and
generative aspects of late medieval political culture.



For God’s sake, let us sit upon the ground
And tell sad stories of the death of kings.
(Shakespeare, Richard II, 111 (ii): 155-6)
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Chapter One: Introduction

(I) Introduction
This thesis examines English royal ritual culture in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries,

focusing specifically upon the rituals of coronation and funeral. Ritual culture is an aspect
of late medieval kingship which has generated a relatively rich seam of surviving
prescriptive, narrative and administrative evidence. Rituals literally caught the eye of
contemporary observers (as was intended), and they have continued to attract the attention
of medieval historians, particularly because they provide interesting and colourful filler
material within the ever popular genre of historical biography. However, despite the
emergence of cultural history in recent decades and the considerable influence this has
exercised on the study of urban rituals, there has been relatively little attempt by political
historians to undertake any re-analysis of the rituals of kingship. In part, this situation is
perhaps explained by the traditional tendency within the historical discipline to view
patterns of change over time as the definitive object of historical investigation.
Accordingly, the study of ritual has been discouraged by a prevalent perception that the
prescribed character of ritual practice meant that it was essentially a fixed feature within
the changing world of politics. It is a key contention of this thesis that ritual in fact
manifested a dynamic quality which enabled it to operate as a generative aspect of the
fabric of politics.

This thesis seeks to problematise the study of late medieval royal ritual by drawing
upon an extremely rich and largely untapped corpus of theoretical scholarship on ritual
which has been generated within non-historical disciplines. In the process, it is hoped that
the thesis will also offer something back to critical theorists by providing a study which is
strongly rooted in a closely analysed historical context, and which gives careful attention
to the processes through which rituals developed over time. Traditionally, critical theorists
have tended to define ritual as a concrete entity that can be viewed in isolation from the
contexts in which it occurs. In their attempts to determine the structure, function and
meaning of ritualized behaviour in a more formalist manner, theorists have commonly
abstracted such ritualized behaviour from the performative environment in which it is
empirically observed, and through which its functions and meanings are constituted. Ritual

has been constructed within theoretical discourse as a ‘category’ of social behaviour, and
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therefore as an entity that exists within a kind of ‘virtual’ reality which is impervious to the
particularizing influences of space and time. This theoretical perspective contrasts sharply
with the perspective of historians, who are naturally inclined to view rituals as lived events,
and therefore as occasions which must necessarily be situated within an ‘actual’ context in
the past.

Recently, however, theorists have begun to modify their analytical approaches
through a recognition that ritual ought to be interpreted as a ‘situated’ reproduction of
behaviour. Rather than viewing ritual as a substantive entity in itself, theorists have begun
to accept that ritual should be regarded as a ‘way of acting’ within a given type of situation.
In essence, this recognition of the importance of understanding ‘context’ has the effect of

moving the disciplinary priorities of theorists and historians much closer together.! As the

theorist Tomas Gerholm observes:

...we could say that for understanding the historical development of a
ritual, it is just as important to understand its social setting as to construct
a symbolic system of which the ritual is a manifestation.

It is a central contention of this thesis that the historical analysis of ritual culture in
the past should become more responsive to modes of interpretation which are themselves
informed by an appreciation of the work of modern critical theorists. However, an
appreciation of critical theory should not in itself threaten or supplant traditional empiricist
approaches to historical analysis, as it is only by paying rigorous attention to the particulars
of contextual detailing that historians are afforded an opportunity to measure the historical
appropriateness or validity of a given analytical approach. Only through a theoretically
informed empirical examination of the form and context of any particular performed ritual
is it really possible to situate that ritual activity in relation to the broader patterns of its
contemporary political culture.

The historian of late medieval royal ritual is offered a rich array of ceremonial
occasions to examine. The lives of medieval kings and queens were framed within a series

of intersecting ritual cycles. Elaborate ceremonies marked the staging points within the

! See G.M. Spiegel, “History, Historicism, and the Social Logic of the Text in the Middle Ages,” Speculum,
65, pt. 1 (1990): 59-86. In this seminal article, Spiegel seeks to map a continued role for medieval history
within a postmodern academic environment. Spiegel’s discussion of texts as “situated uses of language” (pp.
77-8) has greatly influenced my analogous discussion of rituals at this juncture.

2 T. Gerholm, “On Ritual: A Post-Modemist View,” Ethnos, 3-4 (1988): 201.
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life-cycle of a king: birth, baptism, knighting, marriage, death and funeral were all
ritualized. Additionally, the ritual cycle of a reign was framed by the ceremonies of
coronation and funeral, whilst the cycle of the royal year was filled with a mixed variety of
fixed and occasional ritualized activities that included pilgrimages, royal progressions,
formal entries into towns, tournaments and rituals associated with the major religious
feasts. Queens operated within the same ritual environment as kings, although they were
also the focus of discrete ceremonies of their own such as ‘churching’ after childbirth.’

Clearly it is beyond the scope of this thesis to attempt any comprehensive analysis of
the entire ritual culture of late medieval English kingship. Consequently, my research
focuses upon two types of complex ritual arrangement: coronation and funeral. These two
ceremonies were contextually linked through their normative location at the margins of
reigns, as well as thematically linked through their symbolic negotiation of the passage of
royal succession. The issues and realities of royal succession were the subject of much
controversy during the later middle ages, making coronations and funerals interesting case
studies for exploring the interface of ritual and politics. As will become clearer in Part
One, there are also a number of source-based reasons why it is sensible to examine the
rituals of coronation and funeral together.

The large chronological scope of this thesis together with the wealth of the material
to be examined has occasioned a concentration of analysis on the rituals of kingship.
However, it is clearly artificial to draw overly concrete distinctions between rituals focused
around kings and equivalent rituals focused around queens. While the occasioning of
queens’ coronations and funerals was different from that of kings (they were not explicitly
linked to royal succession), there were nevertheless manifold similarities between the two
sets of rituals in terms of their form and content, as well as their intersection with
contextual politics. Consequently, while I have chosen to focus my research upon the
rituals of kingship, I have nevertheless allowed the rituals of queenship to permeate the
thesis in places and, in the final chapter, to take centre stage.

The remainder of Chapter One of this thesis is divided into three sections. The

section below provides a brief overview of the historiography of coronation and funeral

3 See K. Staniland, “Royal Entry into the World,” in D. Williams (ed.), England in the Fifieenth Century:
Proceedings of the 1986 Harlaxton Symposium (Woodbridge, 1987), pp. 297-313. More generally on the
rituals of queenship, see J.C. Parsons, “Ritual and Symbol in the English Queenship to 1500,” in L.
Fradenberg (ed.), Women and Sovereignty (Edinburgh, 1991), pp. 60-77; J.L. Chamberlayne, “English
Queenship 1445-1503” (D.Phil diss., University of York, 1999).
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rituals in the later middle ages. This historiography should in no sense be regarded as a
definitive survey of historical writing on royal ritual. Instead, it has been my aim simply
to sketch a broad outline of some of the more important patterns in historical research in
this area. The historiography section is therefore supplemented by extensive
historiographical referencing at appropriate places throughout the remainder of the thesis.
The historiography section is followed by a more extended section that surveys the writings
of critical theorists on ritual. This section addresses the issues of what ritual is, what ritual
does, and how it does what it does. Additionally, I have attempted in the final sub-section
of this section to examine the theoretical bases for viewing royal ritual as a dynamic aspect
of politics. The final section of Chapter One takes the form of a methodology. This section
examines some of the benefits and the problems of applying theoretical analyses to
historical evidence. Furthermore, it explains the rationale behind the structural organisation

of the rest of the thesis.

II) Historiograph

Scholarly historical interest in the English coronation service first developed in the early
nineteenth century,® and by the turn of the twentieth century was flourishing under the aegis
of the Henry Bradshaw Society.® It was an aim of the Henry Bradshaw Society to make
available through publication an array of English coronation sources. However, the
Bradshaw scholars were influenced in their choice of material for publication, and in some
of their academic approaches to that material, by a High Anglicanism which emanated from
the nineteenth-century Oxford Movement.® The sources published by the Henry Bradshaw
Society were predominantly prescriptive ritual texts in the form of liturgical ordines. In the

*T. Taylor, The Glory of Regality: An Historical Treatise of the Anointing and Crowning of the Kings and
Queens of England (London, 1820); T.C. Banks, An Historical Account of the Ancient and Modern Forms,
Pageantry and Ceremony, of the Coronations of the Kings of England (London, 1820).

3 J. Wickham Legg (ed.), Missale Ad Usum Ecclesie Westmonasteriensis, 3 vols., HBS, 1, 5 & 12 (1891-7);
idem (ed.), Three Coronation Orders, HBS, 19 (London. 1900); E.S. Dewick (ed.), The Coronation Book
of Charles V of France, HBS, 16 (London, 1899). An explosion of interest in coronation at this time was
occasioned by the coronation of Edward VII in 1902. See also L.G. Wickham Legg (ed. & trans.), English
Coronation Records (London, 1901); H.A. Wilson, “The Coronation Orders,” JTS, 2 (1901): 481-504; F.C.
Eeles, The English Coronation Service: Its History and Teaching (Oxford, 1902); D. Macleane, The Great
Solemnity of the Coronation of the King and Queen of England (London, 1902).

¢ D.J. Sturdy, “‘Continuity’ Versus ‘Change’: Historians and the English Coronations of the Medieval and
Early Modern Periods,” in J.M. Bak (ed.), Coronations: Medieval and Early Modern Monarchic Ritual

(Berkeley, 1990), pp. 228-45.
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wake of the Bradshaw Society publications scholarly interest in coronations continued for
a long time to focus on ritual prescription rather than ritual practice. Additionally, the
obvious liturgical bent of the published ordines rather encouraged the many non-liturgical
aspects of coronation ritual to be overlooked.” Nevertheless, other contemporary scholars
were not entirely immune to the bias of the Bradshaw scholars, and the group was certainly
criticized for being too parochial in its outlook, for underplaying the degree of historical
change evident within the coronation service, and for over-emphasizing the importance of
the more sacerdotal aspects of coronation.?

Historical interest in royal funerals did not really develop until the twentieth century.
Interestingly, the Bradshaw group were not particularly interested in analysing funeral
ordines even though some of these texts were actually juxtaposed with coronation ordines
within medieval manuscripts. In large part, this situation is probably explained by the
essentially non-liturgical character of royal funeral ordines, these being primarily concerned
with specifying the preparatory details for royal funerals. Nevertheless, two ground-
breaking articles by William St. John Hope in Archaeologia did help to establish historical
interest in English royal funerals. The ostensible subject of Hope’s first article was the
collection of royal funeral effigies preserved at Westminster Abbey. However, in reality,
the article was far more expansive in its subject matter, marshalling a wealth of
administrative and narrative evidence to chart the general development of the funeral
ceremony as a whole.” Significantly, Hope’s findings were centred upon surviving records
of actual performed ceremonies rather than the evidence of prescriptive texts. Hope’s
second article dealt with the funeral, tomb and chantry chapel of Henry V in Westminster
Abbey.'® This article was highly original in giving equal status to both the funeral and the
tomb of the king as essentially consecutive elements within a single ritualized

commemorative process.
A resurgence of interest in English coronation occurred in the middle decades of the

7 Elsewhere, there was considerable antiquarian interest in the exercise of certain formal offices within the
coronation ceremony. See G. Woods Wollaston, Coronation Claims (London, 1910); J.H. Round, 7he
King's Serjeants and the Officers of State with their Coronation Services (London, 1911).

8 H. Thurston, The Coronation Ceremonial (London, 1902).

® W.H. St. John Hope, “On the Funeral Effigies of the Kings and Queens of England, with Special Reference
to those in the Abbey Church of Westminster,” Archaeologia, 60 (1907): 517-70.

1 IJdem, “The Funeral, Monument and Chantry Chapel of King Henry the Fifth,” Archaeologia, 65 (1913-
14): 129-86.
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twentieth century through the work of constitutional historians. These historians were the
first really to explore the political nature of coronation ritual, particularly in relation to an
involved constitutional debate which came to focus somewhat narrowly on the implications
of the fourth clause of the coronation oath of 1308."! In contrast with the Bradshaw group,
the constitutional historians of coronation tended to emphasize moments of change rather
than themes of continuity. In this sense, certain coronations were perceived to be of interest
because they reflected and embodied key aspects of the constitutional state of the realm at
particular moments of crisis. However, the constitutional historians were not interested in
coronations as ritual occasions. Instead, their interests were legalistic and focused on
defining the contractual obligations which hedged the exercise of late medieval English
kingship. Consequently, although they examined certain discrete aspects of coronation
ritual in great detail, they were not inclined to study coronations as cultural phenomena.
Although the constitutional historians convincingly challenged some of the more
overblown notions of ‘priestly’ kingship advanced by the members of the Bradshaw group,
they were themselves guilty of moving too far in the opposite direction. Most strikingly,
they failed to give due regard to the ground-breaking approaches and findings of the French
historian Marc Bloch. Bloch’s work on the royal ritual of touching for scrofula showed that
the ‘thaumaturgical’ powers of monarchy could not be too readily dismissed as an entirely
anachronistic aspect of late medieval kingship.'?

In the wider European context, coronation studies were dominated during the middle
decades of the twentieth century by the work of three German historians: Percy Schramm,
Walter Ullmann and Ernst Kantorowicz.!* In English terms, the best known of these three

historians was Percy Schramm, whose A History of the English Coronation was translated

' See L.B. Wilkinson, “The Coronation Oath of Edward I1,” in J.G. Edwards, V.H. Galbraith & E.F. Jacob
(eds.), Essays in Honour of James Tait (Manchester, 1933), pp. 405-16; H.G. Richardson & G.O. Sayles,
“Early Coronation Records,” BIHR, 13 (1935-6): 139-45; idem, “Early Coronation Records: The Coronation
of Edward I1,” BIHR, 16 (1938-9): 1-11; idem, “The English Coronation Oath,” TRHS, fourth series, 23
(1941): 129-58; Wilkinson, “The Coronation Oath of Edward II and the Statute of York,” Speculum, 19
(1944): 445-69; idem, Constitutional History of Medieval England, 1216-1399, 3 vols. (London, 1948-58),
II: 85-111; Richardson, “The English Coronation Oath,” Speculum, 24 (1949): 44-75; Wilkinson, “Notes on
the Coronation Records of the Fourteenth Century,” EHR, 70 (1955): 581-591; R.S. Hoyt, “The English
Coronation Oath of 1308: The Background of ‘Les leys et les custumes’,” Traditio, 11 (1955): 235-58; idem,
“The Coronation Oath of 1308,” EHR, 71 (1956): 353-83; Richardson, “The Coronation in Medieval
England: The Evolution of the Office and the Oath,” Traditio, 16 (1960): 111-202.

2 M. Bloch, The Royal Touch: Sacred Kingship and Scrofula in England and France, trans. J.E. Anderson
(Montreal & London, 1973). See also F. Barlow, “The King’s Evil,” EHR, 95 (1980): 3-27.

1> On European historiography, see J.M. Bak, “Introduction,” in idem (ed.), Coronations, pp. 1-15.
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into English in 1937.'* Schramm’s interest in the ‘symbology of kingship’ encouraged him
to study royal regalia. He believed that coronations functioned primarily as ritualized arena
in which rulers were invested with regalia, and in which the regalia was interpreted
allegorically by contemporary observers.'”> Walter Ullmann’s work on royal ritual was
primarily juristic in orientation, reflecting his interest in medieval political thought.'® His
avowedly empiricist bent allied him to the English constitutional historians, although he
also edited a fifteenth-century custumal containing prescriptive ritual texts for the Henry
Bradshaw Society.!” Ullmann’s work refocused attention away from the contractual oath-
taking element of coronation and towards the more theocratic implications of anointment.
In particular, he was the first historian to initiate serious debate on the ‘discovery’ and
usage of the coronation oil of St. Thomas Becket at the end of the fourteenth century.'®
Ernst Kantorowicz’s The King’s Two Bodies analysed a large corpus of juristic and legal
evidence in order to chart the evolution of a ‘political theology’ of medieval kingship from
the ‘Christ-centred’ kingship of late Antiquity to the ‘man-centred’ kingship of the
Renaissance.'” As an aspect of this study Kantorowicz became interested in the
representation of kingship in a variety of ritual spheres, and he became the first historian
to examine coronation and funeral rituals together within a single thematic framework.
Kantorowicz’s work was of particular importance in re-establishing academic interest
inroyal funerals. His highly innovatory analysis of the function of the funeral effigy placed
the interpretation of royal funeral ritual into the wider political context of ‘succession’.
Ralph Giesey’s seminal study of royal funeral practices in Renaissance France further

developed some of Kantorowicz’s theoretical ideas within a more empirical framework.?

" P E. Schramm, A History of the English Coronation, trans. L.G. Wickham Legg (Oxford, 1937).

15 ] M. Bak, “Medieval Symbology of the State: Percy E. Schramm’s Contributions,” Viator, 4 (1973): 33-64.
16 F. Oakley, ‘“Celestial Hierarchies Revisited: Walter Ullmann’s Vision of Medieval Politics,” P&P, 60
(1975): 3-48.

"W. Ullmann (ed.), Liber Regie Capelle: A Manuscript in the Biblioteca Publica, Evora, HBS, 92 (London,
1959).

18 Jdem, “Thomas Becket’s Miraculous Oil,” JT'S, 8 (1957): 129-33. See also J.W. McKenna, “The
Coronation Oil of the Yorkist Kings,” EHR, 82 (1967): 102-4; T.A. Sandquist, “The Holy Oil of St. Thomas
of Canterbury,” in idem & M.R. Powicke (eds.), Essays in Medieval History Presented to Bertie Wilkinson

(Toronto, 1969), pp. 330-44.

' E.H. Kantorowicz, The King’s Two Bodies: A Study in Mediaeval Political Theology (Princeton, 1957).

® R.E. Giesey, The Royal Funeral Ceremony in Renaissance France (Geneva, 1960).
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Through his interpretation of the political symbolism of funeral ritual, Giesey became the
first historian properly to examine royal funeral as a complex ritual process or sequence of
elementary rituals. Furthermore, Giesey’s examination of more peripheral areas of funeral
ritual was complemented by the attention he paid to the roles and motivations of the various
participant groups. Indeed, Giesey implicitly suggested that it was through the
dramatization of social hierarchy and political cohesion within royal inauguration rituals
that the late medieval French ‘state’ achieved definition as a corporate entity.”’ However,
although Giesey recognized that the development of particular ritualized features of royal
funeral were prompted by contextual politics, he did not really examine the role of ritual
as an aspect of politics in itself.”

The revolution in the historical discipline which began in the late 1960s led to the
relative marginalisation of political ritual as a topic of historical research. However, the
subsequent emergence of cultural history heralded arevival of interest in the study of ritual,
particularly in the field of continental urban history.?> More recently still, there has been
renewed acceptance amongst many historians that the study of royal ritual has a relevance
for political history. Academic attention has focused on several diverse areas of royal ritual

in recent years, including formal entries into towns,?* chivalric tournaments,” and court

2 See idem, “Models of Rulership,” in S. Wilentz (ed.), Rites of Power: Symbolism, Ritual and Politics Since
the Middle Ages (Philadelphia, 1985), pp. 41-64.

22 However, see E.A.R. Brown, “The Ceremonial of Royal Succession in Capetian France: The Double
Funeral of Louis X,” Traditio, 34 (1978): 227-71; idem, “The Ceremonial of Royal Succession in Capetian

France: The Funeral of Philip V,” Speculum, 55 (1980): 266-93.

B R.C. Trexler, “Ritual Behaviour in Renaissance Florence: The Setting,” Medievalia et Humanistica:
Studies in Medieval and Renaissance Culture, New Series, 4 (1973): 125-44; idem, Public Life in
Renaissance Florence (New York, 1980); E. Muir, Civic Ritual in Renaissance Venice (Princeton, 1981).
For a pioneering essay on English civic ritual, see C. Phythian-Adams, “Ceremony and the Citizen: The
Communal Year at Coventry 1450-1550,” in P. Clark & P. Slack (eds.), Crisis and Order in English Towns,
1500-1700 (London, 1972), pp. 57-85. For more recent work on civic ritual, see M. James, “Ritual, Drama
and the Social Body in the Late Medieval English Town,” P&P, 98 (1983): 3-29; B.A. Hanawalt & K.L.
Reyerson (eds.), City and Spectacle in Medieval Europe (Minnesota, 1994); G. Rosser, “Myth, Image and
Social Process in the English Medieval Town,” Urban History, 23 (1996): 5-25.

# G. Kipling, “Richard II's ‘Sumptuous Pageants’ and the Idea of the Civic Triumph,” in D.M. Bergeron
(ed.), Pageantry in the Shakespearean Theater (Athens, Georgia, 1985), pp. 83-103; idem, Enter the King:
Theatre, Liturgy, and Ritual in Medieval Civic Triumph (Oxford, 1998); R. Osburg, “The Jesse Tree in the
1432 London Entry of Henry VI: Messianic Kingship and the Rule of Justice,” JMRS, 16 (1986): 213-32;
L.M. Bryant, The King and the City in the Parisian Royal Entry Ceremony: Politics, Ritual and Art in the
Renaissance (Geneva, 1986); idem, “Configurations of the Community in Late Medieval Spectacles: Paris
and London during the Dual Monarchy,” in Hanawalt & Reyerson (eds.), City and Spectacle, pp. 3-33.

¥ J. Vale, Edward III and Chivalry: Chivalric Society and its Context, 1270-1350 (Woodbridge, 1982).
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ceremonial.?® Fuelled by the development of new interpretative approaches, historians are
also renewing historical interest in coronation and are taking this field of ritual studies in
all sorts of new directions. Several articles discussing coronation within the wider
spectrum of royal ritual culture have appeared in more recent years,”” whilst an important
collection of essays specifically on coronation has pioneered analysis through approaches
as diverse as the study of gesture, music and architecture.”® The emergence of social and
cultural history has also fuelled the development of interest in the medieval culture of
death. As part of this wider process, historians have begun to focus in recent years on
studying some quite varied aspects and examples of English royal funeral practice.” Here,
a notable feature of recent scholarship has been the bridging of the disciplinary divide that
has traditionally separated the study of funeral ritual and the study of sepulchral
architecture.® In particular, art historians have opened up more historicist approaches to
the analysis of tomb culture by exploring the tension in sepulchral representation between
a forward-looking concern to negotiate the passage of salvation in the afterlife, and a

backward-looking concern to communicate a ‘this life’ image of social identity and status.'

2% W, Paravicini, “The Court of the Dukes of Burgundy: A Model for Europe?” in R.G. Asch & A.M. Birke
(eds.), Princes, Patronage and the Nobility: The Court at the Beginning of the Modern Age (Oxford, 1991),

pp- 69-102.

7T F. Ruiz, “Unsacred Monarchy: The Kings of Castile in the Late Middle Ages,” Wilentz (ed.), Rites of
Power, pp. 109-44; D. Cannadine, “Introduction: The Divine Rite of Kings,” in idem, & S. Price (eds.),
Rituals of Royalty: Power and Ceremonial in Traditional Societies (Cambridge, 1987), pp. 1-19; R.E. Giesey
“Inaugural Aspects of French Royal Ceremonials,” in Bak (ed.), Coronations, pp. 35-45.

2 Bak (ed.), Coronations.

» A F. Sutton & L. Visser-Fuchs, with P.W. Hammond (eds. & trans.), The Reburial of Richard Duke of
York, 21-30 July 1476, The Richard III Society (London, 1996); J. Loach, “The Function of Ceremonial in
the Reign of Henry VIII,” P&P, 142 (1994): 43-68; P.G. Lindley, “Ritual, Regicide and Representation: The
Murder of Edward II and the Origin of the Royal Funerary Effigy in England,” in idem, Gothic to
Renaissance: Essays on Sculpture in England (Stamford, 1995), pp. 47-72; P. Strohm, “Reburying Richard:
Ceremony and Symbolic Relegitimation,” in idem, England’s Empty Throne: Usurpation and the Language
of Legitimation, 1399-1422 (New Haven & London, 1998), pp. 101-27.

% p_Binski, Medieval Death: Ritual and Representation (London, 1996); N. Llewellyn, The Art of Death:
Visual Culture in the English Death Ritual, c¢.1500-c.1800 (London, 1991).

31 A, Martindale, “Patron and Masters,” Studies in Church History, 28 (1992): 143-78; Binski, Medieval
Death, pp. 70-122.
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(I1I) Theory and History

Introduction
What it means to define ritual has become increasingly less clear to ritual theorists over the

course of recent years. Indeed, it must be questioned whether it is either possible or
important to arrive at a universally acceptable definition of what ritual is.*> Where theorists
have sought to define ritual, their definitions have tended to be constituted either in terms
of a delineation of the external characteristics which ritual activity is perceived to manifest,
or alternatively in terms of a determination of the cultural functions which ritual activity
is understood to perform. The following two sub-sections focus upon each of these modes
of definition in turn. The third sub-section examines more closely the nature and
characteristics of symbolism as the mechanism that enables ritual to do what it does.
Finally, a fourth sub-section examines the implications for the study of political history of
the interpretation of ritual as a dynamic form of behaviour. Here it is suggested that ritual
should be treated as a ‘generative’ aspect of political culture in its own right, rather than

merely as a mechanism that is ‘reflective’ of a political situation beyond its own

parameters.

What is Ritual?
Anthropologists and other ritual theorists have sought to define ritual activity in terms of

its external characteristics. Considerable agreement exists that ritual is constituted and
characterized as an activity through its deployment of a series of recognizable
distinguishing features. However, whilst all ritual activity manifests a combination of these
characteristic features, the configurations in which they appear vary markedly according to
the ‘type’ of ritual discussed. Unsurprisingly, this homogeneous situation is reflected in
the formulation of distinct, though overlapping, definitions of ritual activity within
secondary scholarship. For David Kertzer, ritual is a formal, highly structured type of
activity, usually organized into standardized sequences, and often enacted at special places
and times which are themselves endowed with symbolic resonances. Since ritual

performances are usually repetitive, they also tend to be conservative and, in some cases,

2 DI Kertzer, Ritual, Politics and Power (New Haven & London, 1988), p. 8. “Ritual is an analytical
category that helps us to deal with the chaos of human experience and put it into a coherent framework.
There is thus no right or wrong definition of ritual, but only one that is more or less useful in helping us

understand the world in which we live.”
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redundant in their function and meaning. Kertzer particularly places emphasis on the
importance of symbolism to ritual, identifying its presence as the key characteristic which
distinguishes ritual from custom.*®* For Don Handelman, rituals (or to use his term, ‘public
events’) usually exhibit the following characteristics: formality; a programmatic outline;
atendency to be replicated; direction; intentionality; function; symbolism; and a connection
to the wider world.>* Other characteristics of ritual activity which are frequently cited by
ritual theorists include its cultural familiarity;* its employment of restricted codes of
communication and specialist categories of personnel;* its deployment of activity-specific
artifacts, texts and costumes;”’ its requirement for particular preparatory states of mind;*
its incorporation of unique configurations of spectator-participants;* and its tendency to
establish a primacy of gestures over words.*

The identification of differing combinations of ritual characteristics in relation to
differing examples of ritual activity has encouraged theorists to distinguish and define an
ever-multiplying series of homologous sub-categories or ‘types’ of ritual. Thus, for
example, Sally Moore and Barbara Myerhoff in their introduction to an influential
collection of essays have sought to define a distinction between secular and religious
ritual.¥! Meanwhile, on a more functional level, Don Handelman has identified a

distinction between rituals which ‘model’ and rituals which ‘mirror’ behaviour.*

¥ Ibid., p. 9.

3 D. Handelman, Models and Mirrors: Towards an Anthropology of Public Events (Cambridge, 1990), pp-
11-12,

35 M. Bloch, “The Ritual of the Royal Bath in Madagascar,” in Cannadine & Price (eds.), Rituals of Royalty,
pp. 296-7, emphasizes the importance of familiarity in terms of a local-centre dynamic. Meanwhile, Rosser,
“Myth, Image and Social Process,” pp. 5-25, emphasizes its importance in terms of a past-present dynamic.

3% C. Bell, Ritual Theory, Ritual Practice (Oxford, 1992), p. 204.
7 Ibid., p. 204.
* bid., p. 205.

¥ Ibid., p. 205.

4D, Parkin, “Ritual as Spatial Direction and Bodily Division,” in D de Coppet (ed.), Understanding Rituals
(London & New York, 1992), pp. 17-8.

41S F. Moore & B.G. Myerhoff, “Introduction: Secular Ritual, Forms and Meanings,” in idem (eds.), Secular
Ritual (Assen, 1977), pp. 3-24.

2 Handelman, Models and Mirrors.
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Handelman’s ideas are usefully critiqued by the historian Edward Muir in his own division
of royal ritual into the functional categories of ‘representing’ and ‘enacting’ rituals.®

These and other criteria for categorizing ritual activities constitute useful strategies
for the analysis of ritual. In particular, the encouragement of narrower analytical
perspectives can serve to illuminate the existence of a macro-micro dynamic within the
structure of many ritual occasions. For example, it can be argued that a coronation ought
not to be viewed as an ‘elementary’ or basic ritual in itself, but instead as a ‘complex’ or
composite set of ritual arrangements that is composed of a sequence of elementary rituals.*
While it is certainly valid to de-construct complex ritual arrangements down to their
component ritual elements, there does remain a requirement to rationalize this approach
with broader and more holistic perspectives. Historians of ritual need to examine how
complex ritual arrangements work as entire activities, and how they are constituted and
consumed as situated cultural occasions. After all, there is always a danger that the
narrower the definition of ritual, the less value the definition will hold as a practical tool
of analysis.

In summary, ritual seems to be a way of behaving which can never be precisely or
satisfactorily defined in terms of its external characteristics. However, in many respects,
this recognition may be more liberating than constraining within the context of a
historically based analysis of ritual culture. Instead of asking ‘what is ritual?’, it is perhaps

more pertinent to ask ‘what does ritual do within a given situation?’ and ‘how does ritual

do what it does?’.

What does ritual do?
Attempting to determine the function of ritual has perhaps been the central preoccupation

of twentieth-century ritual analysis. In large part, modern theories on the social function
of ritual derive from the pioneering work of Emile Durkheim.* In his The Elementary
Forms of the Religious Life, Durkheim argued that ritual operates as a harmonizing

mechanism within religious life, promoting a sense of social solidarity between

3 E. Muir, Ritual in Early Modern Europe (Cambridge, 1997), pp. 4-6, 247-8.

“ My ideas and terminology on this point have benefited greatly from some generous advice given to me in
a private correspondence by Dr. Klaus Van Eickels at the University of Bamberg.

% E. Durkheim, The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life, trans. JW. Swain (New York, 1965).
Originally published in 1915.
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worshippers. Throughout the twentieth century, Durkheim’s ideas have enjoyed
considerable currency well beyond the parameters of his immediate topic of religion. In
particular, they have influenced the evolution of several distinct theoretical interpretations
of the function of ritual, each of these broadly identifying ritual as a mechanism for the
coercive maintenance of ‘social control’.*

The interpretation of ritual as a mechanism for the maintenance of social control
assumes that ritual operates primarily to serve the interests of dominant social groups,
communicating a partisan construction of social reality to a dominated and unempowered
majority within society. Several broad assumptions are clearly inherent within this
interpretation of ritual function. Firstly, all permutations of social control theory tend to
be premised on the assumption that social tension is in some sense inherent to society, and
consequently that dominant groups within society must act in order to maintain their

dominance. According to this view, ritual emerges as something that has become necessary

to society by virtue of being able to perform the trick of representing an impression of

% Bell, Ritual Theory, pp. 171-77, outlines four broad post-Durkheim theses concerning the function of ritual
as a mechanism of social control: (1) The ‘social solidarity’ thesis argues that ritual works to promote
consensus within society. Some disagreement exists over the extent to which the social consensus constituted
through ritual is actually real or merely apparent. Marxists tend to argue that since stratified societies are
inherently conflictual (with conflict embedded in social structure), ritual acts as a mechanism for engendering
a symbolic rather than a real social consensus, though one which artificially encourages a short-term popular
enthusiasm for the status quo. See Kertzer, Ritual, pp. 38-9; Bell, Ritual Theory, pp. 35-7. Kertzer has
further nuanced the Marxist perspective to argue that ritual can create an experience of solidarity in the
absence of any consensus. See Kertzer, Ritual, pp. 67-9. (2) The ‘channelling of conflict’ thesis focuses
on how ritual engages with and averts an inherent threat of social conflict within society. In distinction from
more Marxist perspectives, this thesis views the resolution of social conflict (through a ritualized
reaffirmation of unity) as real rather than merely symbolic. See Bell, Ritual Theory, p. 35. Max Gluckman’s
interpretation of ritual as a ‘safety valve’ mechanism for the release of social tensions has partially informed
Phythian-Adams’s analysis of the function of ritual in late medieval towns. See M. Gluckman, Order and
Rebellion in Tribal Africa (Glencoe, 1963), pp. 110-36; Phythian-Adams, “Ceremony and the Citizen,” pp.
57-85. Meanwhile, Victor Turner’s work in this area examines how ritual orchestrates the interplay of values
and emotions. He argues that through its deployment of potent symbols within a charged emotional
environment, ritual affords its participants a cathartic experience of communitas which “converts the
obligatory into the desirable.” See V. Turner, Forest of Symbols: Aspects of Ndembu Ritual (Ithaca, 1967),
p. 30. (3) The ‘repression’ thesis argues from a more psychological perspective that ritual is a mechanism
which socially controls and diffuses an instinctive human tendency to resolve problems through aggression
and violence. See Bell, Ritual Theory, pp. 173-5. (4) The ‘definition of reality’ thesis focuses on the
cognitive dimensions of ritual. It is distinguished from the proceeding theses through its concern with the
way in which ritual ‘defines’ social values and facilitates their internalization. Ritual is viewed not as a
mechanism of social control, but as a mechanism for structuring perceptions. It “helps to define as
authoritative certain ways of seeing society,” and through this process it draws attention both towards and
away from the way things really are. See S. Lukes, “Political Ritual and Social Integration,” Sociology:
Journal of the British Sociological Association, 9 (1975): 301-2. Nevertheless, the issue of social control
does retain some importance within this thesis, since the ability to define what constitutes ‘reality’ is itself
a disguised form of social control.
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harmony “within a social context of disharmony”.’ Secondly, the emphasis on the
communicative function of ritual within social control theory often tends to encourage the
assumption that ritual is expressive or mimetic rather than affective or generative. In
essence, the social messages conveyed through ritual are perceived to be merely reflections,
re-articulations and symbolizations of a pre-existing social logic, rather than productive or
instrumental manifestations of a newly shaped social reality. Finally, since ritual is often
assumed to be a reflective mechanism, it follows that ritual is also seen to contain a
definable locus of social agency and a logic of purpose which operates in the interests of
the social agent. These views in turn imply a further assumption that ritual must manifest
a directionality of meaning which will always flow from the active agent-participant to the
passive recipient-spectator.*®

The association of ritual with social control has been articulated specifically in
relation to the dynamics of belief, ideology and legitimation.* Ritual has traditionally been
understood as an expression, and therefore an elucidation, of belief.®® However, whilst it
can be shown that the central symbols of belief evoke communal recognition and response
within ritual, it is nevertheless apparent that a communal understanding of these symbols
is absent.”! In essence, the creation of social consensus through ritual activity is manifested
in terms of a sharing of the aesthetics of symbolism rather than a sharing of the meanings
of symbolism.*? Indeed, the assumption that ritual functions simply to communicate belief
should perhaps be revised to suggest that the efficacy of ritual actually depends on its
ability to obfuscate the fundamentals of belief, despite creating the ‘impression’ of doing
precisely the opposite.>* Certainly, it can be shown that a firm grasp of the tenets of belief

47 Muir, Ritual, p. 230.

48 This assumption tends to inform ‘performance theory’ analyses of ritual. See Bell, Ritual Theory, pp. 37-
43 for a critical discussion of performance theory.

“ Tbid., pp. 182-96.

50 See ibid., pp. 19-20, for discussion of an implicit analogy within much historiography between belief and
ritual on the one hand, and thought and action on the other. This approach tends to assume that action (or
ritual) cannot logically occur without the prior existence of thought (or belief).

5! J. W. Fernandez, “Symbolic Consensus in a Fang Reformative Cult,” American Anthropologist, 67 (1965):
902-29.

52 For Fernandez this is the difference between social consensus (agreement on the appropriateness of the
act) and cultural consensus (agreement on the meaning of the act). See ibid., p. 923.

53 Bell, Ritual Theory, p. 183.
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does not tend to filter far down the intellectual hierarchy within society, and indeed remains
predominantly in the hands of an elite cadre of ritual specialists. Conversely however, a
firm knowledge of the external shape of ritual may well be evident amongst those ritual
actors who have a quite limited grasp of the belief systems that ritual supposedly
elucidates.® Two general conclusions can be drawn here. Firstly, ritual activities tend to
be more stable in form than the belief systems which they purport to be validating.
Secondly, belief is itself constituted through the practice of ritual, or, to put this another
way, ritual actually precedes a belief system which is itself invented through ritual
practice.” As is recognized by Kertzer, this re-evaluation of the relationship between ritual
and belief is fundamental to an understanding of the functioning of ritual within the arena

of politics:

Ritual can serve political organizations by producing bonds of solidarity
without requiring uniformity of belief.>

Ultimately, the creation of political harmony relies more upon a collective experience of
community through ritual, than it does upon any intrinsic sharing of beliefs between ritual
participants.

Another closely related debate concerns whether ritual can be interpreted as a
mechanism for the ‘ideological conditioning’ of society.”” On balance, it seems highly
doubtful that ritual provides an effective means for the inculcation of political ideology.
Rather than internalizing the dominant ideological values which seemingly are embedded
within ritual activity, subordinate ritual actors may merely ‘consent’ to these values through

their active participation.®® In one sense, this point tends to re-emphasize the effectiveness

* Ibid., p. 185

%5 This point was implicitly recognized by Durkheim when he stated that “ritual is a means by which we
express our social dependence; what is important in ritual is our common participation and emotional
involvement, not the specific rationalizations by which we account for the rites.” Quoted in Kertzer, Ritual,

p. 67.
58 Ibid.
51 Bell, Ritual Theory, p. 187.

%8 Ibid., pp. 189-90, which draws particularly on J.G. Merquior, The Veil and the Mask: Essays on Culture
and Ideology (London, 1979). J.B. Thompson, Studies in the Theory of Ideology (Berkeley, 1984), p. 63,
suggests that people consent to a dominant ideology simply for the lack of a coherent better ideology to

consent to.



16

of ritual as an instrument of politics, by suggesting that ritual can subtly coerce people to
acquiesce in a political system which stands in ideological opposition to the social values
to which they subscribe. In another sense, however, this point also underlines the
limitations of ritual as an instrument of politics, since the necessity for consent within ritual
activity implies that the operation of social control through ritual is in some sense a
negotiated process. In essence, at the very point at which subordinate ritual participants
acquiesce in a political system that may not serve their best interests, they simultaneously
become empowered through their act of consent, and in so doing, inject an element of
contingency into the socially controlling dynamic of the ritual process.

Since the relationship of ritual and ideology is primarily definable in terms of the
giving of consent rather than the internalization of belief;, it follows that any truly effective
inculcation of ideology can only take place within relatively restricted social circles.
Unsurprisingly, belief in a dominant ideology tends to be closely related to patterns of
vested interest. Those closest to the source of power are also those most liable to
rationalize their social identity and position in terms of a belief in the existing system.
Arguably, this situation may suggest that the operation of ritual as a mechanism of social
control is characterized by an intrinsic functional blindness. Although the communication
of dominant ideological perspectives may appear to be the intended function of ritual from
the viewpoint of an organizing political elite, in reality the practical purpose and most
evident effect of ritual performance is the reinforcement of dominant ideological
perspectives amongst the elite themselves.®

Legitimation through ritual constitutes a third dimension to the social control theory
of ritual function. This approach views ritual as a mechanism which is deployed within a
particular type of social or political context in order to mediate a changing of status or a

transference of authority. As Tomas Gerholm explains:

...ritual realizes a public redefinition of the initiand’s status. The public
focussing of attention on this redefinition is an effective measure. It
works on all of those present: they see that others see. But most of all it
works on the person himself who is undergoing the ritual and knowing

59 Bell, Ritual Theory, p. 190.

% Tbid., p. 190, “...ideologies are not primarily for the consumption of the exploited classes, but for the
internal self-understanding of the class producing the ideology.” And paraphrasing Merquior, Veil and Mask,
pp. 27-9, “...ideology is a veil that hides a group from itself, not a mask that threatens and dupes a

subordinate group.”
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the others to be watching. A ritual makes a message ‘heavy’ and a
pledge demanding, for it is not only an individual redefinition of the
situation but a collective one. It is therefore more convincing and more
‘real’. There is authority in the very numbers of a ritual’s participant

observers.!

Max Weber outlined three criteria whose presence he saw as essential to the effective
operation of a legitimation process.®? According to Weber legitimating activities should
(1) conform to the dictates of tradition and custom, (2) present an appearance of legality,
and (3) emphasize the charisma of leadership.®* In general, ritual activities associated with
inauguration tend to conform in their external appearances to each of the criteria delineated
by Weber.* However, it is important to recognize that the power of ritual as a mechanism
for legitimating authority resides in its representation of normative appearances rather than
in its safeguarding of normative principles. Historically, there has been a natural tendency
amongst usurping regimes to appropriate traditional ritual practices in order to buttress and
sanction an often dubious moral entitlement to the de facto exercise of political authority.
In this context, the apparent conservatism of ritual practices tends to veil a reality in which
ritual traditions are not static, but continually reproduced. The ‘invention’ of ritual tradition
within an inherited framework of canonical practice acts to distinguish a new regime from
its predecessor in power, while at the same time ensuring that the implied legitimacy of
neither regime is compromised through the process of power transferal.®

The manipulation of appearances also influences the representation of charismatic
leadership within inauguration rituals. The acquisition and maintenance of charismatic

leadership is normally represented in ritual through the symbolic objectification of a

¢! Gerholm, “On Ritual,” p. 201.
©2 H.H. Gerth & C Wright Mills (eds.), Max Weber (London, 1970), pp. 77-9.

¢ On charisma, see C. Geertz, “Centers, Kings and Charisma: Reflections on the Symbolics of Power,” in
J. Ben-David & T.N. Clark (eds.), Culture and its Creators: Essays in Honour of Edward Shils (Chicago &

London, 1977), pp. 150-71.

% Weber’s legitimation model is critiqued in relation to coronation ritual by Sturdy, “‘Continuity’ Versus
‘Change’,” pp. 238-44.

% See Bell, Ritual Theory, pp. 120-4; E. Hobsbawn & T. Ranger (eds.), The Invention of Tradition
(Cambridge, 1983); M. Bloch, “Introduction,” in idem (ed.), Political Language and Oratory in Traditional
Society (New York, 1975), pp. 1-28. According to Bell (p. 120), “...ritual ‘invents’ tradition in order to
afford a sense of legitimized continuity with the past and to experience tradition as fixed. In the fixity of
ritual’s structure lies the prestige of tradition and in this prestige lies its power.”
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leader’s identity in purely institutional terms. Essentially, legitimating activities de-
personalize the fallible authority of individual office-holders through a lodging of their
authority in an infallible office.®® On the one hand, the representation of a distinction
between an office and its incumbent facilitates the maintenance of political stability even
in situations where the political incumbent is ineffectual. On the other hand, in a situation
where a political incumbent is perceived to be entirely incapable or unworthy of exercising
authority, the primary attachment of that authority to an institution rather than to an
individual provides some scope for the incumbent’s removal and replacement.

In summary, it has not been the intention of this critical discussion to deny that ritual
performance is closely associated with the issue of social control. On the contrary, there
exists considerable evidence to suggest just such a connection. However, it does seem clear
that the delineation of a straightforward functional relationship linking social control theory
to the performance of ritual is too problematic to be fully acceptable. In particular, it is
notable that the practice of ritual involves a veiled but important functional distinction
between the things that ritual is supposed to do and the things that it really does. This is

what Michel Foucault was alluding to when he wrote:

People know what they do and they know why they do what they do, but
they do not know what what they are doing does.*’

Bearing this point in mind, it is perhaps useful at this juncture to move attention away from

the issue of what ritual does, and instead address the issue of Aow ritual does what it does.

How does ritual do what it does?

Historical interpretations of the performance of political rituals depend to a great extent
upon the interpretation of the symbols deployed within such rituals.® Accordingly, the
concept of the symbol is central to any discussion of how political ritual works. Clifford

Geertz defined the symbol as “any object, act, event, quality or relation which serves as a

% Kertzer, Ritual, pp. 24-5. See Kantorowicz, King'’s Two Bodies, for a broader discussion of the dual
persona of kingship.

% Bell, Ritual Theory, p. 108, citing H.L. Dreyfus & P. Rabinow, Michel Foucault: Beyond Structuralism
and Hermeneutics (Chicago, 1982), p. 187.

88 Kertzer, Ritual, p. 2. “To understand the political process...it is necessary to understand how the symbolic
enters into politics, how political actors consciously and unconsciously manipulate symbols and how this

symbolic dimension relates to the material bases of political power.”
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vehicle for a conception,” with the conception in turn constituting the meaning of the
symbol.® In politics (and therefore political ritual), symbolism acts as the mechanism
through which complex and abstract ideas can be constituted in a tangible and intelligible
form.” Clearly, the meanings expressed through symbolism are much larger in their
compass than the symbols or symbolic actions through which they are articulated. In this
sense, it can be said that symbols condense the meanings which they communicate through
the very process of making those meanings more readily comprehensible.”' Significantly,
the condensed nature of symbolism can foster a performative environment in which
disputes over seemingly trivial procedural matters take on symbolic resonances that far
outweigh the superficial importance of the issues contested. At the imperial coronation of
Charles V at Bologna in 1530, a dispute broke out over the seating arrangements for the
rival ambassadors of Ferrara, Genoa and Siena. In this case, the issue at stake which led
to an unseemly brawl in the coronation church was clearly not the outward issue of which
ambassador enjoyed the best view of proceedings, but rather the underlying issue of which
Italian state enjoyed the closest relationship with the emperor.”

It often tends to be assumed that symbols are deliberately deployed within rituals to
communicate to a targeted audience a series of discrete, prescribed messages with readily
decipherable meanings. While this view represents a reasonable assessment of the
intentional function of ritual symbolism from the perspective of an organizing elite, it is
nevertheless fairly limited as an assessment of how ritual symbolism actually works in
practice. In reality, the power of symbols does not simply emanate from their ability to
condense complex ideas into a more comprehensible form; it also derives from the intrinsic
multivocality of their symbolic meanings. In essence, symbols manifest an inherent

flexibility in relation to their interpretation which allows them to mean different things to

% C. Geertz, “Religion as a Cultural System,” in M. Banton (ed.), Anthropological Approaches to the Study
of Religion (London, 1966), p. S.

* M. Walzer, “On the Role of Symbolism in Political Thought,” Political Science Quarterly, 82 (1967): 194.
“The State is invisible; it must be personified before it can be seen, symbolized before it can be loved,

imagined before it can be conceived.”

™ Kertzer, Ritual, p. 11. “The symbol...somehow embodies and brings together diverse ideas. At a
subconscious and hence more powerful, level, these various ideas are not just simultaneously elicited but also
interact with one another so that they become associated together in the individual’s mind.”

2 Tbid., p. 31, citing T. Bernardi, “Analisi di una Cerimonia Pubblica. L’Incoronazione di Carlo V a
Bologna,” Quaderni Storici, 61 (1986): 185.
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different groups of people. This multivocality itself points to a third and final property of
symbols, the ambiguity of their meaning.” Although symbols generate a multiplicity of
meanings through their interpretation, they do not in fact possess any intrinsic or definitive
meaning of their own. Ritual creates the appearance of being governed by a harmonious
scheme of intentional meaning; yet, paradoxically, it really constitutes an arena for the free
and limitless play of subjective, interpretative meanings.”

Ritual as a locus for the deployment of political symbolism emerges from this
discussion of the properties of symbols as “an arena of contradictory and contested
perspectives.”” A negotiated conflict between different social groups is manifested within
ritual through engagements over the meanings of shared symbols. Significantly, however,
this conflict remains veiled from the individual ritual participant, for whom the ubiquity of
shared symbols as focal points for negotiated conflict is translated into the experience of
ritual as ordered, coherent and inclusive.” Ritual is capable of affording its participants an
experience of communitas precisely because it appeals to acommon emotional attachment
to resonant symbols without explicitly confronting the absence of any real consensus on
what those symbols mean.

The instability of symbolic meaning is related not only to differences of social
perspective, but also to the passage of time. It has already been mentioned that the
‘invention of tradition’ is a recognized ritual strategy associated with the process of
legitimation. Here, a manipulation of the collective political memory is orchestrated
through the appropriation of familiar, derivative symbols, and the subsequent reproduction
of these symbols within new ritual configurations. The invention of tradition relies on the
fact that audiences will invariably misrecognize innovations as being prescribed by the
authority of past practice. This misrecognition occurs because the innovatory potential of

ritual practice is disguised by the pervading impression of ‘familiarity’ communicated to

3 Kertzer, Ritual, p. 11.

™ These points are analogous to Jacques Derrida’s post-structuralist interpretation of the production of
meaning in language. See J. Derrida, “Structure, Sign and Play in the Discourse of the Human Sciences,”
in idem, Writing and Difference, trans. A. Bass (Chicago, 1978), pp. 278-93. For discussion in relation to
ritual, see Bell, Ritual Theory, pp. 104-7.

7S Parkin, “Ritual,” p. 13. See also Gerholm, “On Ritual,” pp. 190-203.

6 Bell, Ritual Theory, pp. 190-1.
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the ritual participant through the deployment of highly derivative symbols.” Paradoxically,
whilst it is arguable (and is argued here) that the form and meaning of rituals can only be
interpreted in relation to their specific temporal context, the reproduction of familiar
symbols within ritual practice will actually promote a false sense of a ritual’s timelessness,

and thus its removedness from the dynamic tide of history.”

Ritual as Politics
As is increasingly recognized by urban historians, the nature of medieval political society

is not to be understood in terms of a play of tensions between neatly delineated corporate
social groups, but rather in terms of “the social relationship that links individuals to each
other and to groups.”” This ‘symbolic interactionist’ perspective defines society as a
process rather than as a structure, with ritualization serving as one of several behavioural
contexts in which social relationships are mediated and social identities are constructed.®

The symbolic interactionist interpretation of society has two particularly important
implications for the historical analysis of ritual. Firstly, since society is viewed as a process
not as a structure, the meaning of any social action is necessarily influenced by the spatial,
temporal and social situations within which it is experienced. It is important that the
historian recognizes that the form of a ritualized act is separable from the meaning of an
ritualized act: meanings are plural and situated rather than singular and prescribed. The
social significations which individuals and groups attach to any experience of a ritual are
neither wholly prescribed by prior experiences of the ritual (whether experienced personally

or filtered through knowledge) nor entirely rooted in the present circumstances of the ritual

77 Rosser, “Myth, Image and Social Progress,” pp. 6-7, makes the important point that symbolic meaning
cannot merely be reduced to the communicable ideology of a dominant elite, since meaning is mediated
through symbols which themselves derive from far larger cultural systems. See also Muir, Ritual, pp. 231-2;

Bloch, “The Royal Bath,” pp. 296-7.

78 B. Myerhoff, “A Death in Due Time: Construction of Self and Culture in Ritual Drama,” in J.J. MacAloon
(ed.), Rite, Drama, Festival, Spectacle: Rehearsals Toward a Theory of Cultural Performance (Philadelphia,
1984), p. 152. “By stating enduring and underlying patterns...ritual connects past, present and future,

abrogating history and time.”

" R.F.E. Weissman, “Reconstructing Renaissance Sociology: The ‘Chicago School’ and the Study of
Renaissance Society,” in R.C. Trexler (ed.), Persons in Groups: Social Behaviour as Identity Formation

in Medieval and Renaissance Europe (Birmingham, New York, 1985), p. 40.

% Ibid., p. 42. “Identity, or...the self, is not the product of Marxist power relations, dominant groups, or
functional needs. Nor is the ‘self’ an aggregation of personal attributes such as age, level of wealth, or
occupation. The selfis located in its relations and only emerges in its relations with others. The self is less
a structure or a static collection of qualities than it is the intersection of one’s key interactions.”
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performance. In practical terms, this means that an historian wishing to assess the politics
of a ritual activity should privilege neither the evidence of the prescribed form of the ritual
nor the evidence of its actual performance, but should instead attempt to rationalize both
sets of evidence within his or her analysis.

Equally, the social significations which an individual extracts from the experience of
aritual will be influenced by the particular configuration of ‘social worlds’ through which
that individual has moved and is moving.?' Although patterns of meaning are constituted
through collective affiliations to common social worlds, the outlines of these patterns do
not necessarily correlate with the traditional outlines of competing social ‘classes’ as
envisioned within a structuralist view of society. In attempting to address where perceived
meanings are located, the historian must be wary of assuming that people’s perspectives are
simply determined by the coordinates of their locus within any super-imposed social
structure.

Secondly, symbolic interactionist approaches suggest that ritual as a context for social
interaction ought to be viewed as a generative aspect of political culture. The generative
potential of ritual can usefully be illustrated on a micro level with reference to Roy
Rappaport’s discussion of the ritualized act of kneeling. Rappaport argued that kneeling

not only communicates the notion of subordination, it actually produces a subordinated

body:

The molding of the body within a highly structured environment does not
simply express inner states. Rather, it primarily acts to restructure bodies
in the very doing of the acts themselves. Hence, required kneeling does
not merely communicate subordination to the kneeler. For all intents and
purposes, kneeling produces a subordinated kneeler in and through the

act itself.®

From an historical perspective, any assessment of the role of a ritual within the framework
of its contemporary politics would seem to depend on the identification of its longer-term

impact. Ritualization may produce a subordinated kneeler whenever a kneeler kneels, but

8 Ibid. “The interactions that form society constitute networks of relations. During interaction, individuals
exchange and interpret symbols and interpret the meaning of their interaction with the world. Shared
interaction networks and shared meanings derived from common or similar interactions constitute common

social worlds.”

82 Bell, Ritual Theory, pp. 99-100, citing R.A. Rappaport, Ecology, Meaning and Religion (Richmond,
California, 1979), p. 200.



23

is arecognition of this point significant if the reshaping of social reality is merely transitory,
and if the inner perspective of the kneeler is itself unaffected by the connotations of his or
her act? In the past, historians have implicitly discounted the idea of ‘ritual as politics’
precisely because ritual performances have not seemed to alter the pre-existing political
landscape in an obviously tangible way.?* However, through the integration into historical
analysis of a more theoretically informed understanding of how ritualization works, it is
possible for the historian to acquire a more subtle appreciation of the role of ritual as a
generative and dynamic element within the fabric of politics.

According to this view, it can be argued that the manner in which ritualization
operates to mould the body rather than the mind is actually an integral aspect of its efficacy
and utility as an instrument of politics. On the one hand, the ‘impression’ of social
consensus which ritual participants collectively experience through ritualization is not
predicated upon the direction of their individual inner perspectives. Consequently, it does
not matter with regard to the general success of the occasion whether these perspectives are
either broadly supportive or broadly resistant to the wider implications of the ritual process.
It is a strength of ritualization that by merely demanding the physical complicity of its
participants it is able to defuse the potentially damaging effects of more residual resistances
amongst these participants without requiring any recourse to the real resolution of these
resistances. On the other hand, ritualization generates a situation in which a more active
expression of resistance can never be ambivalent, but must always force the detractor into
aposition of outright opposition. Returning to the example of kneeling, anything less than
non-attendance or an outright refusal to kneel will be tantamount to an individual’s full
symbolic endorsement of everything that kneeling represents, since as Kertzer pointedly
observes: “...no man can argue on his knees.”® Alternatively, however, any refusal to
comply will force conflict out into the open, in the process constructing the non-participant

as an anti-social person whilst investing the majority in society with a moral obligation to

respond with severity to this act of non-compliance.

% On a purely practical level, it is difficult to prove that a ritual such as coronation contributed any concrete
additional attributes to the authority of a medieval king. Bloch, Royal Touch, pp. 128-30, indicates that even
the power of the royal touch cannot be explicitly linked to anointment in coronation.

¥ Kertzer, Ritual, p. 97.
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IV) Methodolo

The application of ritual theory to a historical study of late medieval royal ritual is in no
sense a straightforward process. There are really two basic problems here. Firstly, ritual
theories in general have not been developed with a historical view in mind; indeed, this
might be regarded as a major deficiency in much theoretical analysis.®?® Critical theory
frequently fails to give attention to developments in ritual practice over time; additionally,
it is often weak in terms of its exploration of and emphasis upon the importance of
performative context. These perceived shortcomings in the theoretical analysis of ritual
derive to a great extent from the methodological approach to evidence gathering which
tends to be favoured by theorists. As a generalisation, it is true to say that theorists have
tended to work mainly from anthropological evidence which has been drawn from the
empirical observation of rituals within modern primitive societies. Contrastingly, since
medieval historians cannot explicitly observe the rituals they study, they instead rely upon
a refracted view of ritual which is mediated through a variety of different types of source
material, most of it textual. While the textualisation of ritual practices may be treated as
an issue of secondary or no importance by ritual theorists, it must be treated as an issue of
fundamental importance by ritual historians. Nevertheless, it must be admitted that
medieval historians have often failed to ask sufficiently rigorous questions of the sources
they utilise in the study of rituals.

The second problem in a sense derives from the first, and concerns differences in the
types of issues which historians and theorists are able to address. The historical analysis
of ritual is dependent upon the survival of an eclectic but ultimately limited range of
historical sources. Furthermore, historians are often prone in an almost unconscious
manner to exercise preferences in their utilisation of available sources; for instance, they
tend to favour detailed, prescriptive textual evidence over narrative textual evidence or any
form of visual evidence. The issue of source selectivity will be returned to later, but at this
Jjuncture it needs to be stressed that aside from such selectivity there still remains a whole
range of types of ritual evidence which are simply unavailable for historical analysis
because they were not recorded by contemporaries, or because contemporary records have
not survived. Unfortunately, the issues which surviving sources allow historians to address

are not always the same issues as those which have generated the most debate amongst

8 See Gerholm, “On Ritual,” p. 200.
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theorists. This means that in some circumstances it is simply not possible for historians to
analyse in an empirical fashion issues which can readily be explored on a more theoretical
plane. Here, a very obvious case in point is analysis of the way in which ritual meanings

were consumed by ritual audiences.

The manner of the consumption of ritual by ritual audiences is at the heart of an
extensive debate amongst theorists over the nature and mechanisms of ritual meaning.®
Indeed, the whole of the preceding discussion of what ritual does and how ritual does what
it does is contingent upon the underlying assumption that ritual necessarily impacts on an
audience or audiences. Given the centrality within theoretical debate of the assumption of
the existence of a ritual audience, it is particularly frustrating that audience is an issue that
is largely inaccessible to analysis within the historical study of ritual. At best, the historian
is confronted with a few isolated textual responses to ritual performances which are
preserved mostly in the form of descriptive narrative records.’” While these accounts
sometimes purport to offer a sense of general reaction to witnessed events, it remains
difficult to escape the feeling that they really constitute quite subjective and idiosyncratic
personal responses to proceedings.

There are various reasons why the few contemporary writings which touch on the
issue of ritual audience cannot be taken to offer self-evidently representative views. In the
first place, the attitudes of writers and their readership were unlikely to be representative
of those of the whole of society; indeed, they were more likely to reflect a relatively narrow
social view. This point is important because if coronations and funerals are defined in the
widest sense as complex ritual arrangements, then it becomes virtually impossible to place
any realistic limit on the social profile of their audience-participants.

A recognition of the social inclusiveness of ritual points to a second reason why
contemporary writings must be treated with great caution in terms of their representation
ofaudience reaction. Historians have not always appreciated the extent to which these texts
are misleading in the way in which the breadth of their narrative coverage places the reader

in an artificially privileged position as a refracted ritual audience. While audiences at the

8 On the consumption of cultural practices, see M. de Certeau, The Practice of Everyday Life, trans. F.
Rendall (Berkeley, 1984), pp. xi-xxiv, 30-42.

87 Although see R. Voaden, “Out of the Mouths of Babes: Authority in Pear! and in Narratives of the Child
King Richard,” in P.J.P. Goldberg & F.J. Riddy (eds.), Youth in the Middle Ages (forthcoming), for a

possible example of ritual performance acting as a model for a literary text.
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reading of a text or the performance of a play might reasonably be expected to have
experienced each in its entirety, this is unlikely to have been the case with the complex
royal rituals of coronation and funeral. In a semi-literate and pre-television era, most
peoples’ experience of royal ritual would have been in terms of verbal reportage. Even
those present on the day itself would invariably have experienced only a segment of the
whole ceremony at first hand. If it is accepted that coronations and funerals were
environments where there existed a lack of equilibrium in the quality and character of
individual experiences of ritual, then it becomes very difficult to make any sort of
generalisation about the nature of the consumed meanings that emanated from different
parts of the whole.

Of course, it should be stressed as a corollary to this discussion that textual records
are certainly not devoid of historical value in relation to issues of audience. They can
reveal a great deal about the external characteristics of audiences in terms of their size,
social profile and spatial positioning. Furthermore, it should not be supposed that a total
disjunction will necessarily occur between actual and reported responses to ritual
performance, since an argument in favour of the plurality of ritual meanings does not imply
that meanings were therefore unstructured or entirely random. Nevertheless, it is
paradoxically the case that while a conception of audience may be at the heart of theoretical
debate on ritual, the development of more theorized historical approaches to the analysis
of audience leads inexorably to the conclusion that audience is not an issue which the
medieval historian is sufficiently well equipped to address.

This extended discussion on the problems of analysing ritual audience within a
historical context underlies my decision to focus this thesis on issues relating to the
production of ritual. The principal aim of Part One of this thesis is to problematise a
historical understanding of where authority was located in the production of late medieval
royal ritual. In pursuing this aim it is implicitly assumed that rituals do and did exhibit a
basic directionality in terms of their structure and meaning which flowed from identifiable
ritual producers to identifiable ritual consumers. In certain respects, this assumption places
my analysis within the broader parameters of social control theories on ritual. However,
as suggested in the preceding paragraph, I take the view that it cannot be assumed that the
identification of patterns of intentional meaning within ritual practices provides any

concrete indication of the way in which meanings were actually consumed in relation to
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those same ritual practices.®
Analysis in Part One of the thesis begins with an extended examination of the

prescriptive scope of ritual ordines. In general, these texts have been rather blithely
accepted by historians at face value, and an assumption still persists to some extent that
they self-evidently represent the tangible location of procedural and jurisdictional authority
in past ritual practice. Theoretical analysis is helpful at this juncture because it provides
a basis for challenging historical assumptions concerning the centrality of texts in relation
to ritual practice. In particular, it raises serious doubts about whether prescriptions on ritual
practices need necessarily have been encoded in textual form in order for them to have
exercised real and recognised authority.

My approach to the study of ordines stresses the importance of scrutinising the
inscriptive provenance of ritual texts, and gaining an understanding of the institutional
environment in which these texts were compiled and revised. It stresses the need for the
historian to abandon preconceptions concerning what was or was not important within the
wider framework of ritual practice, and then ask searching questions about why particular
sources tend to stress some aspects of ritual practices but not others. In my analysis,
prescriptive ordines are interpreted as evidence for only one of several competing views on
the production of ritual. Ordines are interpreted as active rather than passive ritual texts
whose periodic revisions were not so much reflections of accepted developments in royal
ritual as strategic textual bids to support and maintain a series of disputed rights and
privileges. Finally, my analysis suggests that ordines were not only limited in their
prescriptive scope, but they were also unable to convey adequately a sense of the visual
dimensions of ritual performance. This point is important because it has been argued by
theorists that ritual is actually experienced on multi-sensory levels, and that its meaning for
participants is lodged in the deployment of familiar symbols and gestures as much as it is
in the use of particular configurations of words.

Chapter Three in Part One attempts to re-assess the role and importance of visual
representation within late medieval royal rituals, and then to relate the findings of this study
back to a more general re-appraisal of the impact of textualisation on the development of

royal rituals and their historical study. My analysis begins with an examination of the

% See Gerholm, “On Ritual,” p. 201. “Even if we consider rituals as basically open to varying interpretations,
it is of course still true that certain interpretations can be the favored ones and the ones publically instilled.
One can...manipulate a ritual so that a certain interpretation is furthered. But this does not automatically
guarantee that the participants or the observers will actually experience the ritual as a legitimation.”
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influence exercised on the visual culture of late fourteenth-century kingship by the
incorporation of textual prescriptions on the aesthetic appearance and display of particular
items of royal regalia into contemporary versions of coronation and funeral ordines. My
findings not only raise serious questions concerning the effective authority of ordines in
controlling the formal imagery of kingship, they also suggest the existence of developed,
alternative systems of royal representation which did not derive their authority from
textualisation. My analysis continues with an examination of the development of an
important area of visual representation within fifteenth-century royal ritual. This shift
forwards in time-frame is dictated by the availability of textual evidence. Changes in the
form and character of fifteenth-century textual evidence are themselves a central point of
discussion within this section of the chapter. My analysis explores the fragmentation of
prescriptive authority which is manifested in the survival of a diverse range of ritual texts
which seem in different ways to have fed into the actual production of ritual. It is argued
that discernible differences in the emphases and contents of these texts reflect the play of
different sets of priorities and agenda amongst the various institutional groups which
exercised interests in the production of royal rituals.

The principal aim of Part Two of this thesis is to problematise an understanding of
the relationship of ritual performances to the immediate political contexts in which they
occurred. It is the central contention of my analysis that ritual should be regarded as a
dynamic way of behaving, and therefore that it should be interpreted contextually as an
aspect of the fabric of its contemporary politics. Significantly, my analysis of ritual as
politics is influenced by symbolic interactionist approaches to the historical study of
behaviour. Accordingly, I take the view that the meaning of a ritual action cannot be
understood in terms of an identification of pervading ritual structures, but instead it should
be interpreted in relation to the discrete spatial, temporal and social situations in which the
ritual is both produced and experienced. In practical terms, my analytical perspective
suggests that there are no hard and fast rules which determine how particular types of ritual
are political. While it can be said that all late medieval royal rituals manifested a political
potential, each of these rituals must be interpreted and understood on its own terms.

My conceptual approach to the study of political rituals clearly dictates the adoption
of a case study methodology. The decision to examine four case studies is based on a
desire to offer a balanced discussion of two funerals and two coronations. Obviously, my

choice of which four royal ritual occasions to examine is necessarily subjective. In part,
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my decisions have been made on the straightforward basis of the availability of evidence.
However, I have also chosen to concentrate my study on the fourteenth century in order to
balance my greater emphasis on the discussion of fifteenth-century ritual evidence in Part
One of the thesis. Finally, it should be noted that my choice of case studies has been made
with the aim of demonstrating the diversity of the political dimensions of royal ritual
practice. Consequently, I do not intend to rationalise the evidence and arguments presented

in Part Two of the thesis in order to offer a neat or coherent final assessment of the political

character of royal ritual.
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Part 1

Prescription and Practice

The fullest account of the coronation of Henry IV on 13 October 1399 is preserved in the
anonymous Annales Ricardi Secundi et Henrici Quarti, a text compiled at the abbey of St.
Albans during the first decade of the fifteenth century.! Significantly, midway through the
Annales account, just as the action enters Westminster Abbey, the chronicler interrupts his

narrative description of the coronation celebrations to make the following statement:

From this point onward I have transcribed the manner and form of a
king’s coronation hitherto used, just as you may learn in the books of
Westminster and those of the archbishop of Canterbury which swear to
know the customs that ought to be observed in so great a solemn rite.’

Clearly, the monastic compiler eschewed the option of providing a historical account of the
actual performed coronation rite and preferred simply to offer a condensed summary of the
prescribed form of a coronation service as it is outlined in the fourth recension of the
liturgical coronation ordo. The chronicler’s deferral to the authority of a prescriptive text
is frustrating for any historian wishing to recover an impression of actual procedure at
Henry IV’s coronation. However, the Annales account of the coronation of Henry IV does
remain of considerable historical interest for two reasons. Firstly, the chronicler’s deferral

to a prescriptive text indicates that by the early fifteenth century a situation had arisen in

'H.T. Riley (ed.), “Annales Ricardi Secundi et Henrici Quarti,” in Johannis de Trokelowe et Anon Chronica
et Annales, RS, 28 (1866), pp. 291-300. Recent scholarship has challenged the traditional identification of
Thomas Walsingham as author of the chronicle text. See J. Clark, “Intellectual Life at the Abbey of St.
Albans and the Nature of Monastic Learning in England, ¢. 1350 to c. 1440 (D.Phil diss., University of

Oxford, 1997), pp. 156-8.

2 «“Annales,” p. 292, “Et quia locus hic exigit, describam modum et formam Coronationis regiz, hactenus
usitatas, prout in libris comperi Westmonasterii et Archiepiscopi Cantuariensis; quia juvat scire
consuetudines in tanta solemnitate debite faciendas.” Translation taken from T.A. Sandquist, “English
Coronations, 1399-1483" (Ph.D diss., University of Toronto, 1962), p. 152.
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which certain types of text were perceived to be repositories of specialist ritual knowledge.
These texts were liturgical in orientation and were associated with those religious
institutions and personages most intimately linked to the actual performance of coronations.
Secondly, and conversely, the inclusion within the wider 4nnales account of much
information which is extraneous to prescriptive liturgical texts indicates the considerable
gulf that existed between the prescriptive scope of formal texts and the actual realities of
ritual practice.

My aim in this part of the thesis is to problematise a historical understanding of the
importance of prescriptive texts as ritual evidence. Although historians have long
recognised the unreliability of ordines as evidence for the actual performance of rituals, an
assumption has lingered that ordines do at least encode something of the philosophy of
ritual in terms of its function and meaning. Accordingly, historians have long chosen to
cleave to an interpretative approach that privileges the evidence of ordines as some sort of
ritual gold standard against which all other relevant evidence can properly be tested. My
intention is not to deny the importance of ordines as historical sources, but rather to qualify
an understanding of the scope and utility of these texts. This involves not only developing
a keener appreciation of some of the limitations of ordines as sources for the analysis of
royal ritual, but also opening up new avenues for historical research that utilise these
sources. By seeking to move beyond a resigned acceptance that ritual practice frequently
did not adhere to textual prescription, it will become possible to develop a far more
nuanced understanding of what ‘prescription’ really meant in the context of late medieval

coronations and funerals.
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Chapter Two

Texts and Contexts

(I) Introduction

This chapter examines the fullest surviving versions of two prescriptive liturgical texts,

Ordo secundum quem Rex debet coronari and De Exequiis regalibus cum ipsos ex hoc
seculo migrare. The fullest version of the former text is the late fourteenth-century
‘Litlyngton Ordo’ version of the English coronation order. The fullest version of the latter
text exists in a single copy preserved in the mid-fifteenth century Liber Regie Capelle, a
Latin custumal compiled under the auspices of the dean of the royal chapel. These two
prescriptive texts will be discussed in turn in the following two sections. In each case,
discussion will begin with a brief examination of the form and provenance of the
manuscript sources. A second sub-section will then summarise the contents of the two

texts. Finally, a third sub-section will offer an analysis of each text in terms of its

prescriptive scope.

(II) Ordo for the Coronation of the King

Manuscript Sources

The Litlyngton Ordo is the name commonly applied to the final medieval version of the
fourth recension of the English coronation order.! The Litlyngton Ordo survives in
numerous manuscript copies dating from the fifteenth century and later. However, the
earliest surviving copies of the ordo are found in three illuminated manuscripts which
appear to have been compiled at Westminster Abbey during the abbacy of Nicholas
Litlyngton (1362-86).2 In fact, only one of these three manuscripts can be linked

' However, other designations include the Liber Regalis version (distinct from the Liber Regalis manuscript,
for which see below n. 2), the long-rubric version, and the fourth version of the fourth recension.

? Westminster Abbey MS 37 (The Westminster Missal), published in Missale, II: 673-733; Westminster
Abbey MS 38 (Liber Regalis), published in W.H. Bliss (ed.), Liber Regalis (London, 1870), and also
published with a translation in ECR, pp. 81-130; Pamplona, Archivo General de Navarra MS 197 (Pamplona
Coronation Order), published in F. Idoate, “Un Ceremonial de Coronacién de los Reyes de Inglaterra,”
Hispania Sacra, 6 (1953): 158-80, and also in idem (ed.), Ceremonial de la Coronacion, Uncion y Exequias
de los Reyes de Inglaterra (Pamplona, undated). The illuminations in all three manuscripts are discussed in
L.F. Sandler, Gothic Manuscripts 1285-1385: A Survey of Manuscripts Illuminated in the British Isles 5,2
vols. (Oxford, 1986), II: 172-5, 177-80. For a list of other manuscripts containing copies of the Litlyngton
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indisputably to Westminster Abbey. This Westminster copy of the Litlyngton Ordo is
bound in a lavish missal which was produced for Abbot Litlyngton in 1383-4, and which
he donated to the abbey on his death.> The Westminster Missal is also the only one of the
three manuscripts which can firmly be dated, and it provides a terminus ad quem for the
compilation of the ordo as a whole. A terminus a quo for the compilation is provided by
an internal textual reference to the responsibility of two dukes to carry the king’s sceptre
and rod in the coronation procession to Westminster Abbey.® The creation of two of
Edward III’s sons as dukes of Clarence and Lancaster in November 1362 was the earliest
occasion on which there were simultaneously two dukes within the ranks of the English
nobility.’

The known provenance of the Westminster Missal is the key evidence which links
the other two early copies of the Litlyngton Ordo to Westminster Abbey. Although itis not
known how or why the Pamplona Coronation Book arrived in Navarre, textual analysis has
shown that the text of the manuscript is copied either directly from the text of the
Litlyngton Ordo in the Westminster Missal, or from another source which was common to
both manuscripts.® Furthermore, analysis of the illuminations in both manuscripts indicates
that they were executed by the same artistic hands, which are in turn identifiable with a
Westminster school of illumination.” The copy of the Litlyngton Ordo preserved in the

Liber Regalis manuscript differs marginally from the other two contemporary copies of the

Ordo, see P.E. Schramm, “Ordines-Studien ITI: Die Krénung in England vom 10. Jh. bis zur Neuzeit,” Archiv

fiir Urkundenforschung, 15 (1938): 344-5, supplemented by Sandquist, “English Coronations,” appendix 1,
pp. 350-3. Westminster Abbey clearly possessed other manuscript copies of indeterminate coronation
ordines at this period. See J. Wickham Legg, “On an Inventory of the Vestry in Westminster Abbey, taken
in 1388,” Archaeologia, 52 (1890): 233-4.

3 See Legg, “Inventory in Westminster Abbey,” p. 233; M.R. James & J Armitage Robinson (eds.), The
Manuscripts of Westminster Abbey, Notes and Documents Relating to Westminster Abbey, 1 (Cambridge,
1909), pp. 7-8. Confusingly, the Westminster Missal is sometimes referred to as the ‘Litlyngton Missal’.
4 Missale, 1I: 679.

3 Richardson, “Coronation in Medieval England,” pp. 149-50, argues for a most likely compilation date of
the very late 1360s or early 1370s.

$LRC,p.23,n. 1.

? Sandler, Gothic Manuscripts, I: 36-7, 11: 179-80.
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ordo in terms of its text, and more significantly in terms of its illumination.® The fact that
the manuscript remains preserved at Westminster Abbey is perhaps itself persuasive
evidence that it has always been there.” However, at the very least, Liber Regalis appears
to have been at the abbey since the fifteenth century, when a marginal cursive hand brought
the text into line with the form of the Litlyngton Ordo preserved in the Westminster

Missal.'®

The Text
The Litlyngton Ordo is best understood as a compilation of coronation texts that can be

divided into four parts. The first and easily the longest part consists of the service for the
coronation of the king. The second part consists of the service for the coronation of the
queen on the same day as the coronation of the king. The third part follows on directly
from the second part and is concerned mainly with the form of the post-coronation mass
and the arrangements for exiting Westminster Abbey. The fourth and final part consists of
the service for the coronation of the queen alone. In all three of the Westminster Abbey
group of manuscripts a very short text detailing the arrangements for the funeral of a king
follows after these coronation texts."'

The liturgical prescriptions for the coronation ceremony are prefaced in the Litlyngton

Ordo by a long introductory rubric which outlines the preparations and events to take place

¥ Ibid., I: 177-9. The illuminations in the Liber Regalis have been at the centre of a long-running art
historical debate over the impact of Bohemian influences on English art. The case for Bohemian influences
was made by M. Rickert, The Reconstructed Carmelite Missal (Chicago, 1952), pp. 76-80. It has been
convincingly refuted by A. Simpson, “The Connections Between English and Bohemian Painting During the
Second Half of the Fourteenth Century,” Outstanding Theses from the Courtauld Institute of Art (New York
& London, 1984), pp. 147-60. Simpson characterizes the unusual figurative style in the illuminations as
vernacular and points out (p. 148) close similarities between the decorative borders in the Liber Regalis and
those in the Westminster Missal. However, P. Binski, “The Liber Regalis: Its Date and European Context,”
in D. Gordon, L. Monnas & C. Elam, eds., The Regal Image of Richard II and the Wilton Diptych (London,
1997), pp- 233-46, has recently restated the case for Bohemian influences.

% It is not mentioned in the 1388 inventory. However, see Simpson, “English and Bohemian Painting,” p.
148.

1 Sandquist, “English Coronations,” pp. 16-17. Significantly, the Liber Regalis text rather than the
Westminster Missal text is the source of the copy of the Litlyngton Ordo preserved in the Liber Regie
Capelle. This would suggest that Liber Regalis was readily accessible to the royal court in the mid-fifteenth

century. See LRC, pp. 22-3.

! See below pp. 50-71.
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prior to the arrival of the king at Westminster Abbey."> The rubric begins by giving
instructions for the construction of a stage over the crossing of the church. The prerogative
right of the archbishop of Canterbury to crown the king is outlined and it is instructed that
the king should ride bareheaded through London from the Tower to Westminster Palace on
the day prior to his coronation. The rubric continues with a long passage concerning the
spiritual preparations that the king should undertake on the eve of his coronation and
indicates the sole right of the abbot of Westminster to act as his instructor. A shorter
passage details the washing and dressing of the king on the morning of his coronation and
then gives brief and somewhat enigmatic instructions for the ‘secular election’ and ‘secular
enthronement’ of the king by the magnates and prelates of the realm in Westminster Hall."
The longest section of the introductory rubric details the ordering of the royal procession
from Westminster Hall to the coronation stage within the abbey. In this passage, particular
attention is paid to establishing the correct exercise of the coronation offices associated
with carrying various pieces of the royal regalia into the abbey. Finally, the introductory
rubric concludes with a brief description of the act of recognition performed shortly after
the king’s arrival on the raised stage." In this act, the king stands by his raised throne in
full view of the people, while the archbishop addresses:

the people at the four sides of the stage, inquiring their will and consent
about the consecration of the said king."

The giving of consent is reported to have been customary.

2 ECR, pp. 81-5, 112-16. Except where indicated, subsequent citations are from the text of the Litlyngton
Ordo published and translated in ECR from the Liber Regalis manuscript.

13 Richardson, “Coronation in Medieval England,” pp. 145-6, and Sandquist, “English Coronations,” pp. 330-
1, both note the considerable discrepancy between textual prescription and records of practice for this aspect

of coronation ceremonial.

" ECR, pp. 85, 116. BL, Harleian MS 561, fol. 27a, places the act of recognition afier the king’s oblation,
the first prayer and the sermon. This is interesting since historians have noted that the coronation service
starts somewhat abruptly in the Litlyngton Ordo. See Sandquist, “English Coronations,” p. 40. Two
marginal revisions of the Litlyngton Ordo found in Liber Regie Capelle involve the introduction of liturgical
prayers before the acclamation. See LRC, pp. 24-7.

5 ECR, pp. 85, 116. The phrasing of the act of recognition appears to have differed at each coronation
between 1377 and 1429. Meanwhile, no act of recognition is recorded for the coronations of Edward IV and
Richard III, perhaps because an equivalent ritual had already formed part of earlier ‘accession ceremonies’.
See Sandquist, “English Coronations,” pp. 331-2. In 1377, the act of recognition followed the oath, an
arrangement which historians have interpreted as evidence of a diminution of the elective principle. See
Schramm, English Coronation, pp. 170-1.
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The Litlyngton Ordo prescribes that the act of recognition should be followed by the
anthem Firmetur manus tua. The king should offer a pall and a pound of gold as an
oblation at the high altar, and then the archbishop should say a prayer over the now
prostrate king before the delivery of a sermon by a designated bishop. At this point it is
instructed that the archbishop should administer the coronation oath. The swearing of the
oath is a part of the ceremony which is recorded in some detail in the Litlyngton Ordo. The
four clauses of the coronation oath are recounted in full along with the individual responses
to each clause.'® The oath is followed by the admonition of the bishops, requesting that the
king grant and conserve the privileges of the Church and protect it from its enemies."”
Finally, the king is instructed to confirm his promises by swearing publicly on the high altar
that he will uphold them.

The administration of the coronation oath is followed by a long series of hymns and
prayers preparatory to the consecration of the king. These hymns and prayers reference
Biblical precedents for the anointment of kings and express a desire that the benefits of
peace, justice and christian faith should accrue to the people through the grace of the Lord
and the qualities of the king. Finally, in a consecratory preface, the archbishop is instructed
to ask for the blessing and sanctification of the king through anointing. The Litlyngton
Ordo prescribes that the anointment of the king should take place under a canopy (pallio)
before the high altar.'® Prior to anointment, the king is to divest all his clothing except his
silken tunic and shirt, which ought to incorporate specially designed openings bound
together by silver loops. The archbishop should undo these openings and then anoint the

king’s hands with holy oil while reciting the formula Ungantur manus late. Having further

'8 ECR, pp. 87-8, 117. The Litlyngton Ordo follows the four-clause formula of the Latin ‘liturgical’ oath of
1308, rather than the three-clause formula of the French ‘record’ oath that was actually sworn by Edward I
in 1308 and later by Edward III in 1327. See below p. 42, n. 49, on the sources for the oaths. For the
voluminous debate on the form, function and constitutional implications of the 1308 coronation oath, see
abovep. 6,n. 11,

" ECR, pp. 88, 117. The admonition of the bishops is sometimes described as an innovation of the
Litlyngton Ordo, although it is mentioned in Cambridge University Library, MS MM I11, 21, fol. 197b, which
Wilkinson ascribes to the coronation of Edward III in 1327. There is no record of the actual performance
of the admonition prior to the coronation of Richard III in 1483. See Sandquist, “English Coronations,” pp.

334-5.

'8 ECR, pp. 91-2, 118. No mention is made of the king’s stance, although the ordo for the coronation of the
queen on the same day as the king indicates that she should kneel at the altar during the performance of
unction. See ECR, pp. 101, 123. An early fourteenth-century French version of the fourth recension suggests
the king should receive unction whilst seated in his chair within the sanctuary. See Three Coronation
Orders, p. 122. Meanwhile, the official Processus account of the coronation of Richard II indicates that the
king was anointed at the step of his chair. See ECR, pp. 147, 166.
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recited a psalm and prayer, the archbishop should proceed to anoint the king with holy oil
on the breast, between the shoulders, on the shoulders and on both elbows, as well as on
the head in the sign of the cross. The king is then to be anointed on the head for a second
time using chrism, after which the abbot of Westminster should refasten the king’s robes.'’
Finally, after two further prayers, the king is to be dressed in a colobium sindonis, and a
linen coif (amictus) is to be placed over his head in order to protect the place in which he
has been anointed. The latter should not be removed until a special ceremony on the eighth
day after the coronation.”

According to the Litlyngton Ordo, the performance of unction is followed by the
investiture of the king with the regalia. The place of the investiture is not explicitly stated,
but other instructions seem to imply that the king should be invested in the sanctuary space
before the high altar.?’ The length of the Litlyngton Ordo’s prescriptions concerning the
investiture reflects the complexity of this aspect of the coronation service. Firstly, it is
prescribed that the archbishop should bless the regalia and that the abbot of Westminster
should clothe the king in his coronation vestments. These comprise the “long tunic
reaching to the [king’s] feet, wrought with golden figures before and behind,” the buskins
and the spurs.?? Next, the sword of state should be blessed by the archbishop and girded
about the king in symbolism of his investment with the whole kingdom which he is to rule

¥ ECR, pp. 91-3, 118-9. The holy oil or ‘oil of catechumens’ used in the first anointment consisted of olive
oil. The chrism used for the second anointment consisted of a compound of olive oil and balm. It was the
oil used by the Church for the most sacred purposes: confirmation, ordaining priest and consecrating bishops.
Above all else, it was the use of chrism which lent a sacred character to the consecration of a king. Only the
kings of France shared the privilege of anointment with chrism, and indeed, the fortuitous discovery by
Edward II of a ‘miraculous oil’ given to St. Thomas Becket by the Virgin may have represented a bid by the
English monarchy to match the illustrious pedigree of the French coronation oil used since the anointing of
Clovis. See: J. Wickham Legg, “The Sacring of the English Kings,” Archaeological Journal, 51 (1894): 28-
42. For the later history of the oil of St. Thomas, see references above p. 7, n. 18, & below p. 138, n. 5.

W ECR, pp. 94, 119. The colobium sindonis was an undergarment shaped like an ecclesiastical dalmatic. BL,
Harleian MS 561, fol. 32a and BL, Arundel MS 149, fol. 12b (two fifteenth-century copies of the Litlyngton
Ordo), both suggest that the colobium sindonis should be removed at the same time as the coif. See

Sandquist, “English Coronations,” pp. 48-9.

2! The king is explicitly placed at the high altar for the divesting of his robes immediately prior to unction.
There is no indication of any further movement made by the king until after the completion of the investiture.
Towards the end of the investiture the king is explicitly located at the altar (with no mention of movement)
for the oblation of the sword. Additionally, it is noted that the regalia should be placed upon the high altar

in preparation for the investiture.

2 ECR, pp. 94, 119. The investiture of the spurs was possibly performed by a secular noble. This is clearly
specified in the much later Coronation Order of Charles I. See ibid., p. 260. It is also specified in the
contemporary French coronation ordo of Charles V. See Coronation Book of Charles V, p. 21 & plate 9.
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faithfully. The king is then to be vested in the armillas representing sincerity and wisdom,

and the square mantle (pallium quadrum) woven with golden eagles, which symbolized the

fact that:

the four corners of the world are subject to the power of God, and that no
man can happily reign upon Earth who has not received his authority
from Heaven.”

It is next instructed that the archbishop should crown the king, having previously blessed
“the crown of the faithful,” sprinkled it with holy water and censed it.?* The Litlyngton
Ordo also gives instructions for the blessing of the coronation ring “of kingly dignity,” and
for the investiture of the ring by the archbishop with the formula Accipe regie dignitatis
anulum.?® The king is then instructed to offer the sword of state in oblation at the high
altar, whereupon it is immediately to be redeemed by the greatest of the attending earls for
the price of the sword.?® After the oblation of the sword of state, the king is first invested
with the gloves, and then the royal sceptre is placed in his right hand. At the delivery of the

sceptre the archbishop is instructed to recite the formula:

Receive the sceptre, the sign of kingly power, the rod of the kingdom, the
rod of virtue, that you may rightly govern yourself and defend the Holy
Church and christian people committed by God into your charge...”’

Finally, the king is to be invested with the golden rod surmounted with a golden dove,
which he is to receive in his left hand. This is to be delivered with the formula Accipe

uirgam uirtutis, which describes the rod as representing the virtue and equity with which

B ECR, pp. 95, 120, 261. The armillas hung around the neck and down to the elbows like a stole.

*Ibid., pp. 96, 120, 261. The prayer Deus tuorum corona said in blessing over the crown likens the precious
stones of the crown to the multitude of precious virtues (multiplici preciosarum uirtutum).

2 Ibid., pp. 97, 121, 262. This describes the ring as the seal of orthodox faith (catholice fidei signaculum)
and the king as author and establisher of Christianity and the christian faith (auctor ac stabilitor

christianitatis et christiane fidei).

% The earl is required to carry the naked sword before the king for the remainder of the service. Westminster
Abbey exercised no custodial rights over the sword of state which was redeemed by the chamberlain after
the completion of the coronation celebrations. See Sandquist, “English Coronations,” p. 50, n. 91.

2 ECR, pp. 97, 121, 263. “Accipe septrum regie potestatis insigne: uirgam scilicet regni rectam, nirgam
uirtutis, qua teipsum bene regas, sanctam ecclesiam populumque videlicet christianum tibi a deo commissum
regia uirtute ab improbis defendas...” On the iconography of the sceptre, see below pp. 79-90.
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the king is to repress the proud and elevate the lowly.?

After the completion of the investiture of the king, the Litlyngton Ordo instructs the
king to kiss the bishops, who with some of the nobles should then lead the king to his
enthronement on the raised stage. While the choir sings the Te Deum laudamus, the
archbishop should recite the formula Sta ef retine.’ Finally, the nobles are required to
perform homage to the enthroned king before standing around the throne and extending
their hands as a sign of fealty to the king and crown.*® Enthronement and the offering of
homage complete the service for the coronation of the king.

The Litlyngton Ordo outlines the service for the coronation of the queen on the same
day as the king in a separate text which follows the prescribed service for the coronation
of the king. Appended to these instructions for the coronation of the queen are further
general prescriptions relating to the celebration of mass and the arrangements for exiting
the abbey church. According to the Litlyngton Ordo, in the case of the joint coronation of
aking and queen, the service for the anointment and investiture of the queen should follow
immediately upon the enthronement of the king.*! The prescriptions for this service are
much shorter than those for the coronation of the king, although the two services are
generally similar in form.*

It is instructed that the queen should be dressed in a tunic and robe of plain purple and
wear her hair loose to her shoulders under a jewelled golden circlet. The queen’s
procession should follow that of the king, and in likewise she should walk under a silk
canopy and be led by three nobles carrying her regalia.*® The queen is instructed to remain
seated on a faldstool to the left of the high altar throughout most of the service for the

2 ECR, pp. 98, 121, 263. On the iconography of the rod, see below pp. 79-90.

¥ ECR, pp. 99, 121.

30 The performance of homage as part of the coronation service appears to have occurred only in 1377 and
1413. See Sandquist, “English Coronations,” pp. 336-7.

3'No double coronations occurred between 1308 and 1483. An account of the latter coronation implies that
Richard III and Anne Neville were anointed and invested at the same time, rather than consecutively as
instructed in the Litlyngton Ordo. See ECR, pp. 193-7. However, this account conflicts with the official
account given in the ‘Little Device’ of Richard III. See A.F. Sutton & P.W. Hammond (eds. & trans.), The
Coronation of Richard III: The Extant Documents (Gloucester & New York, 1983), pp. 213-27.

32 However the queen is neither acclaimed nor required to swear an oath.

3 ECR, pp. 100, 122. An ivory rod surmounted with a golden dove (uirgam eburneam in cuius summitate
est aurea columba), a small gilt sceptre surmounted with a gilt dove (paruum septrum deauratum in cuius
summitate est columba deaurata), and a crown.
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coronation of the king. Afier the investiture and enthronement of the king, the queen is
required to lie prostrate at the altar step while the archbishop recites the prayer Deus qui
solus habes immortalitatem. She is then instructed to rise to her knees in order to be
anointed with holy oil on the head and breast in the sign of the cross.> To protect the place
of anointing, the queen’s head is to be covered with a linen coif which should afterwards
be burnt.>> Following the anointment, the archbishop is then instructed to invest the queen
with her coronation ring, which is said to protect her against the “infection of heresy” and
bring barbarous nations to the knowledge of the truth.** Afterwards the archbishop is
instructed to bless the crown and place it on the queen’s head reciting the formula Accipe
coronam glorie. Finally, following a further prayer, the queen is to be invested with the
sceptre in her right hand and the rod in her left hand.”” At the completion of her investiture
the queen is to be led by two bishops to her throne at the left-hand side of the king’s throne
on the raised stage. This throne should be a little lower than the throne of the king. Prior
to taking her seat, the queen should “bow to the king, honouring, as is right, his majesty.”*

The Litlyngton Ordo specifies that during the mass which follows the completion of
the coronation rites, the king and queen should receive the book of the Gospels to kiss at
the reading of the creed, and at the offertory the king should make the oblation of bread and
wine himself “after the example of Melchizedek.” The king is also required to offer a
mark of gold and the queen to make an unspecified oblation. It is instructed that the king
and queen should receive communion in both kinds and that they should each drink from

the same stone chalice “as a sign of unity.”™ After the mass, the king and queen are to be

3 ECR, pp. 101, 123. As with the king, the queen’s tunic should be designed to open easily. After
anointment it is to be closed by a noblewoman “who is always to attend on the queen”.

35 This would suggest that the queen was anointed with chrism (as instructed in the ordo for the coronation
of the queen alone), rather than with the oil of catechumens instructed in the ordo for the coronation of the
queen on the same day as the king. If the distinction is deliberate, then it is certainly puzzling. See below

p.41,n. 43,
3% ECR, pp. 101, 110-11, 123, 130, 267.

¥ Ibid., pp. 101, 111, 123, 268. The prayer which follows the crowning likens the gold and pearls of the
crown to the gold of wisdom and the pearls of virtue. The queen is invested solely with the sceptre in the
ordo for the coronation of the queen alone. See below p. 41, n. 43.

% Ibid., pp. 101, 124. “...regi inclinabit eius maiestatem ut decet adorando.”

¥ Ibid., pp. 103, 125.

“ Ibid., pp. 105-6, 126. It is the responsibility of the abbot of Westminster or his deputy to administer the
wine.
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led to the shrine of St. Edward behind the high altar, where the celebrant bishop should
remove their crowns and the great chamberlain should divest the king of the rest of his
regalia down to his tunic and shirt. The king is then to be vested in a new set of robes,
while new crowns are to be placed on the heads of the king and queen.*! Finally, it is
instructed that the king and queen should process back through the choir of the abbey to the
royal palace, retaining only their sceptres from the official regalia.* At this point the
prescriptions relating to the coronation of a king end abruptly with a short exposition on the
privileges of Westminster Abbey and a very incomplete list of some of the formal offices
to be performed at the coronation banquet. Meanwhile, the text of the Litlyngton Ordbo is

itself completed with the brief and separate ordo for the coronation of the queen alone.*

Analysis

Any analysis of the Litlyngton Ordo needs to locate the text within a pre-existing and well-
established textual tradition of coronation ordines. It is generally accepted that the ordo
for the coronation of the king passed through four recensions during the middle ages, with
the earliest recension dating from the late Anglo-Saxon period. The fourth and final
medieval recension of the coronation ordo is associated with the coronation of Edward II
in 1308. From a liturgical perspective, the fourth recension is very different from the third
recension of the early twelfth century.* However, Richardson has argued that very few
important alterations were made to the liturgy of the coronation ordo in 1307-8, as the new
fourth recension of the ordo in fact adhered closely to prescriptions preserved in an already
existing ‘directory’ for the coronation of a king which he dated to 1273.* If Richardson’s

“ Tbid., pp. 106-7, 127.

“Ibid., pp. 107, 128. These were to be returned to the Abbey “...immediately after breakfast, when the king
has gone to his chamber.” The reference to breakfast relates to the post-coronation banquet at which the king
would literally break his fast.

“ Ibid., pp. 108-12, 128-30. This ordo corresponds in most essentials to the discussed ordo for the
coronation of the queen together with the king. However, there are two significant points of difference. In
the service for the coronation of the queen together with the king, the queen is anointed with holy oil and
invested with a rod. In the service for the coronation of the queen alone, the anointment is done with chrism
and there is no investiture of the rod.

“ On the third recension, see J. Briickmann, “The Ordines of the Third Recension of the Medieval English
Coronation Order,” in Sandquist & Powicke (eds.), Essays Presented to Bertie Wilkinson, pp. 99-115.

“Richardson, “Coronation in Medieval England,” pp. 136-42, 190-202. Richardson argued that the directory
of 1273 survives as the ordo for the coronation of a king in the early fifieenth-century compilation known
as Forma et modus. It was previously supposed that the text in Forma et modus simply derived from the
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assessment is correct, then the revolutionary aspect of the fourth recension of 1308 was not
its liturgy so much as other non-liturgical elements of the prescribed ceremony, notably the
revised and expanded coronation oath.*

During the fourteenth century, the fourth recension of the coronation ordo was
extensively copied and in some instances revised. Although historians have been
unanimous in the opinion that three or four different versions of the fourth recension were
compiled in this period, there has been some disagreement over the precise designation and
chronology of the various versions.*’ Indeed, the only real certainty is that the Litlyngton
Ordo represents the fullest and final fourteenth-century version of the fourth recension
text.*®* Analysis of the first version of the fourth recension (the coronation ordo of 1308)
indicates that the decision to revise the existing third recension of the coronation ordo was
a public and political decision.” A parliament was summoned to meet at Northampton in
October 1307 with the express purpose of making arrangements for the coronation of
Edward II. Additionally, a number of the revisions in the coronation ordo of 1308 clearly
address issues that were particular to the political circumstances and environment of
Edward’s accession.”

The prescriptive authority of the first version of the fourth recension is suggested by
the fact that the text of the ordo circulated widely both in Latin and in a French

Litlyngton Ordo text (it is certainly influenced by it). See Schramm, English Coronation, p. 88. The text
of Forma et modus is published in ECR, pp. 172-90. See Sandquist, “English Coronations,” appendix 2, pp.
354-8, for a list of surviving manuscript copies of Forma et modus.

% For secondary debate, see above p. 6, n. 11.

47 See Richardson, “Coronation in Medieval England,” pp. 136-50. It should be noted that Richardson’s
conclusions differ from his own earlier statements in idem & Sayles, “Early Coronation Records,” BIHR, 13
(1935-6): 133-9. The most recent contribution to debate is A. Hughes, “The Origins and Descent of the
Fourth Recension of the English Coronation,” in Bak (ed.), Coronations, pp. 197-216.

“ However, see LRC, pp. 22-42, for discussion of some important marginal additions and revisions made to
the copy of the Litlyngton Ordo contained in this mid-fifteenth century manuscript.

* PRO, C 57/1, printed in Foedera, RC edn., II (i): 33-6. This so-called ‘coronation roll of Edward II’
preserves the ‘liturgical’ oath of 1308. See Richardson & Sayles, “Early Coronation Records,” BIHR, 13
(1935-6): 131-2. Attached to the close roll is an official memorandum which includes the ‘record’ version

_of the oath which was actually sworn by Edward II, plus a statement concerning the performance of
coronation services. See F. Palgrave (ed.), The Parliamentary Writs and Writs of Summons..., 2 vols. in 4,
RC (London, 1827-34), II (ii): appendix, pp. 10-11; Foedera, RC edn., II (i): 36; CCR 1307-13, p. 53.

%0 Richardson, “Coronation in Medieval England,” pp. 139-41.
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translation. Nevertheless, it is clear that during the first half of the fourteenth century at
least two further revisions were made to the text of the coronation ordo prior to the final
revision of the text as the Litlyngton Ordo. The first of these revisions survives in just one
manuscript of a post-1327 date. The revised text is in French, although this is presumably
atranslation of an original Latin text that is now lost.>> The second revision survives in two
closely related manuscripts which have been discussed at some length by Bertie
Wilkinson.” This version of the coronation ordo clearly predates the Litlyngton Ordo
revision, as the latter text relies on it for the intrusion of the ‘admonition of the clergy’ into
the coronation liturgy.>

A clear evolution of the fourth recension text can be traced through the various
fourteenth-century revisions of the coronation ordo, indicating that at every stage of
revision the textual revisers had access to recent earlier versions of the ordo text. Evidence
of this evolution is significant as only the Litlyngton Ordo amongst the various fourteenth-
century revisions of the coronation ordo of 1308 enjoyed a wide circulation. The obvious
implication here is that all of the various revisions were the work of a single corpus of
textual revisers. The known provenance of surviving manuscripts, together with internal
evidence within the texts themselves, indicates that this ongoing process of revision was
located within the monastic community at Westminster Abbey.

Westminster Abbey’s role in the production of coronation manuscripts has already

been discussed in relation to the late fourteenth-century group of Westminster manuscripts

5! See Wilkinson, “Coronation Records,” pp. 582, n. 2, 586, n. 1, for lists of manuscript copies. For the
French translation of the coronation ordo of 1308, see Three Coronation Orders, pp. 39-49. See also
Richardson & Sayles, “Early Coronation Records,” BIHR, 13 (1935-6): 137.

2 PRO, C 49/Roll 11, published in Three Coronation Orders, pp. 121-4. Richardson & Sayles, “Early
Coronation Records,” BIHR, 13 (1935-6): 137-8, identify this revised text with Edward III’s coronation. See
also Richardson, “Coronation in Medieval England,” p. 142.

53 Cambridge University Library, MS MM III, 21, fols. 196v to 210, and BL, Lansdowne MS 451, fols. 96v
to 110v. The Cambridge text is published in W. Maskell (ed.), Monumenta Ritualia Ecclesiae Anglicanae,
3 vols. (London, 1846-7), III: 3-48. For discussion, see Wilkinson, “Coronation Records,” pp. 591-8.
Richardson, “Coronation in Medieval England,” p. 146, was only aware of the existence of the Cambridge

manuscript.

5 Only the Cambridge MS includes the act of admonition. See Wilkinson, “Coronation Records,” p. 593.
Also, see ibid., p. 591, n. 3, for the suggestion that the ordo preserved in fifteenth-century BL, Harleian MS
561 (which corresponds very closely to the Litlyngton Ordo text), represents a point of intersection between
the third and fourth versions of the fourth recension. However, see Hughes, “Origins and Descent,” pp. 201-
2.
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that contain copies of the Litlyngton Ordo.”> Additionally, it is clear from comments in
Annales Ricardi Secundi et Henrici Quarti and other texts that Westminster Abbey was
already perceived to serve as a repository of specialist knowledge on the liturgical aspects
of coronation ritual by the beginning of the fifteenth century.® What remains open to
debate is the extent to which liturgical ordines exercised an authoritative status in relation
to the actual organisation and performance of coronations. Additionally, allied to this issue,
there exists a requirement to address the question of precisely why the fourth recension
underwent such frequent revision at Westminster Abbey during the first three quarters of
the fourteenth century.

Perhaps because the revision of the coronation ordo in 1307-8 was so clearly a
political act, historians have generally chosen to ascribe the subsequent revisions of the
fourth recension to other specific coronation occasions.”’ In support of this view, it is to
be noted that fourteenth-century coronations were certainly contentious occasions in terms
of their political and constitutional dimensions. Constitutional considerations helped to
shape the individual character of performed coronations, thereby creating an environment
in which particular symbolic acts might take on heightened political significance. In 1327,
for example, Edward I1I was told that he would not be crowned king if he refused to swear
the additional clause added to the coronation oath of 1308.® However, notwithstanding
this evidence, it remains questionable whether an argument about the political relevance
of coronations ought to be conflated with an argument about the status of liturgical texts
as official records of ritual performances. In reality, there are serious grounds for doubting
whether the post-1308 revisions of the coronation ordo should be located within the
immediate performative context of any individual coronation. Indeed, in the case of 1327,

a pre-coronation association seems decidedly unlikely given that Edward III’s coronation

55 See above pp. 32-4.

56 “Annales,” p. 292. See above pp. 30-1. Additionally, the scribe responsible for compiling BL, Harleian
MS 561 recorded that this was done “...secundum cronicas et registra in abbathia Westymonasterii inventa.”

57 For example, see Schramm, English Coronation, pp. 76-89; Wilkinson, “Coronation Records,” pp. 591-8;
Sandquist, “English Coronations,” pp. 14-15.

58 BL, Cotton MS Faustina B v, fol. 49 (Historia Roffensis). See Richardson, “The English Coronation
Oath,” Speculum, 24 (1949): 65; Wilkinson, “Coronation Records,” p. 591. The oath sworn in 1327 was
formally recorded on the close roll. See CCR 1327-30, p. 100.
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was not only unexpected, but was also organised and executed with notable haste.*

The biggest problem with the argument that the coronation ordo was revised for
individual coronations is the existence of evidence showing that a considerable gulf
separated the specifications of textual prescription and the realities of coronation practice
throughout the fourteenth century.® The inability of ordines to control coronation practice
at all effectively means that the ‘prescriptive’ status that is routinely credited to these texts
needs to be reassessed. Indeed, historians have been willing to accept that liturgical ordines
are highly unreliable indicators of what actually happened at particular coronations.
Nevertheless, the assumption has persisted that ordines at least encoded the general
character of constitutional debate on issues of kingship at these key moments of royal
accession.

By the early modem period, the Litlyngton Ordo had come to exercise an almost
canonical authority over just about all matters on which it offered comment, though even
sixteenth-century rulers were prepared to tamper with prescribed traditions when this suited
their political priorities.' By contrast, in the fourteenth century, the textual authority of the
Litlyngton Ordo and other versions of the fourth recension encompassed only the liturgical
aspects of coronations. Clearly, the expanded rubrics of the Litlyngton Ordo did describe
some of the wider, non-liturgical dimensions of coronation ritual. Indeed, these aspects of
coronation ritual were textualised within the ordo tradition for the very first time. In these
cases, however, the rubrics in the Litlyngton Ordo were not simply imposing procedure
where it had previously been entirely absent.

Many non-liturgical aspects of coronation ritual had long been regulated in their form,
and in some instances these procedures had already become textualised. For example,
fourteenth-century procedure relating to the adjudication of claims to perform formal
offices at coronations was developed with reference to a surviving official written record
of the distribution of offices at the coronation of Queen Eleanor of Provence in 1236.
Clearly, the nascent textual authority of ordines must be understood in the context of a

wider picture in which there existed a variety of other influences shaping coronation

% On the circumstances surrounding Edward III's coronation, see C. Valente, “The Deposition and
Abdication of Edward I1,” EHR, 103 (1998): 852-81.

% See Sandquist, “English Coronations,” pp. 85-146, on the coronation of Richard II.

8! See ECR, pp. xxx, 240-1, for Henry VIII’s proposed alteration of the coronation oath.
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practice. Indeed, the survival of government memoranda for the coronation of Edward II,
and the enrollment in the chancery of an ‘official’ record of the coronation of Richard II,
both seem to indicate that the crown was in fact engaged in a process of textualising
procedure which in some senses parallelled the textualisation of the coronation liturgy in
ordines.®? In summary, it seems clear that coronation performance was influenced by the
existence of a whole mélange of textualised and non-textualised prescriptions, all of which
were in practice susceptible to modifications that responded to the contextual demands
generated by distinct coronation occasions.

The fact that the Litlyngton Ordo cannot straightforwardly be regarded as an
authoritative ritual text raises a further series of questions over the extent to which it can
be regarded as a neutral ritual text. Significantly, analysis of the revised aspects of the
coronation ordo seems to indicate that the process of textual revision responded in some
part to the dictates of a discernable monastic agenda. The existence of such an agenda is
most obvious in relation to the emergence of a series of prescriptive rubrics in the fourth
recension concerning the issue of custodial rights over the coronation regalia. Although
Westminster Abbey had claimed custody of the regalia with a varying degree of success
since at least the early thirteenth century, its enjoyment of custodial privileges was upset
as a result of the 1303 great robbery of the abbey treasury housed in the crypt below the
chapter house.®> The regalia appears to have been returned to the possession of the monks
of Westminster immediately following the coronation of Edward II in 1308.% However,
by the mid-fourteenth century, much of the regalia was being stored at the Tower of
London, while the crowns kept at the treasury in the cloister of the abbey (the pyx chapel)

2 For 1308, see above p. 42, n. 49. See below p. 180, n. 83, for references relating to the Processus account
of the coronation of Richard II. The coronation rolls of Henry IV and Henry V deal purely with the
allocation of coronation services. See PRO, C 57/2 and PRO, C 57/3. Incomplete extracts of the former are
published in Foedera, 111 (iv): 163-4; G.J. Townsend, History of the Great Chamberlainship of England
(London, 1934), pp. 91-2. The latter remains unpublished.

83 Richardson, “Coronation in Medieval England,” pp. 192-4. Edward I's coronation crown was removed
from storage in the abbey crypt to the Tower of London following the 1303 robbery. See H. Cole (ed.),
Documents Illustrative of English History in the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Centuries (London, 1844), p.
277; T.F. Tout, Chapters in the Administrative History of Mediaeval England, 6 vols. (Manchester, 1920-33),
II: 53-8. On regalia, see below pp. 74-92.

® Richardson & Sayles, “Early Coronation Records: The Coronation of Edward II,” pp. 6, 10.
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were in the custody of the king’s treasurer rather than that of the monks.*

It is against this context that an explicit claim to custody of the coronation robes and
communion vessels was introduced into the first revision of the 1308 coronation ordo.%
An attempt to associate the various coronation ‘ornaments’ with St. Edward the Confessor
was a notable feature of the custodial claim within this revised ordo.5” The custodial theme
is further elaborated in the Litlyngton Ordo where a new rubric was inserted at the end of
the third section of the text which amounted to a forthright assertion of the integrity of the
various rights and privileges of the monks.®® In particular, it was claimed that Westminster
Abbey enjoyed special prerogative rights to the custody of the regalia, and that these rights
were supported not only by papal bulls and royal charters, but also by “old custom always
observed.”® The elaborate arrangements for stripping the king of his vestments within the
shrine chapel of St. Edward prior to departure from the abbey were possibly ‘invented’ with
the express purpose of ensuring that the abbey retained possession of these vestments.™
Meanwhile, the arrangements for returning the sceptres to the abbey after the coronation
banquet were also carefully detailed in the revised text.

In reality, the bold assurance with which the claims of Westminster Abbey are
advanced in the Litlyngton Ordo must be set against evidence that the whole procedure of
the king’s disrobing at the end of the coronation mass was simply ignored at the coronation
of Richard IT in 1377.”" Indeed, it seems sensible to interpret the great stress placed in the
ordo text on the established nature of Westminster Abbey’s rights and privileges, as

 ECR, pp. 79-80: an inventory of the regalia made by the treasurer William Edington on 28 November 1356.
However, a monastic inventory of 1359 indicates that much of the regalia was once again in the possession
of the abbey by this date. See J.A. Robinson (ed.), The History of Westminster Abbey by John Flete, Notes
and Documents Relating to Westminster Abbey, 2 (Cambridge, 1909), pp. 18-21, 71.

% Three Coronation Orders, p. 123.

87 In 1335 Edward III confirmed a forged charter in the abbey’s possession which was purportedly granted
to the monastic community by Edward the Confessor. This charter made reference to St. Edward’s supposed
gift of his crown and regalia to the abbey. See CChR 1327-41, p. 330. For more detailed discussion, see
D.A. Carpenter, “The Burial of King Henry III, the ‘Regalia’ and Royal Ideology,” in idem, 7) he Reign of
Henry III (London & Rio Grande, 1996), pp. 448-56, especially pp. 454-5.

% ECR, pp. 106-8, 127-8. See above p. 41.

 Tbid., pp. 107, 128.

7 Of course, the abbot also claimed the right to vest the king in his coronation robes at the beginning of the
investiture phase of the coronation service. See above p. 37.

! See below p. 147, n. 45.
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evidence that such claims responded to monastic aspirations more than they reflected

widely accepted arrangements.

Conclusions

The identification of the various revisions of the fourth recension ordo with Westminster
Abbey largely eliminates any need to ascribe these texts to particular coronation occasions.
On this point, it is important to distinguish a recognition of the ‘prescriptive’ quality of
these ordines from a secondary assumption that they therefore constituted ‘official’ texts
linked to particular coronation performances. By implication, this distinction frees the
historian from over-reliance on ordines when assessing what really mattered within
coronation practice. As will be seen in Part Two of this thesis, those aspects of a
coronation which were best suited to contextual political manipulation were also those least
adequately prescribed in the Litlyngton Ordo.

Naturally enough, the various revisions of the fourth recension did absorb some of
the broader resonances which emanated from the political environment in which they were
compiled. Not only do these environmental details allow the historian to put tentative
revision dates on the different versions of the ordo text, they also facilitate the type of study
of coronation ordines so favoured by the earlier constitutional historians. However, while
some wider contextual details are inevitably embedded in the various revised texts of the
coronation ordo, it remains doubtful whether the revision process was ever directly inspired
by political considerations on any occasion other than 1307-8. Instead, the revisions tend
more obviously to articulate a particularised monastic agenda, suggesting that the spuc (o
revise was perhaps shaped primarily by the vicissitudes of Westminster Abbey’s
experiences and fortunes in relation to the crown. Significantly, it cannot simply be
assumed that the dynamics of such experiences were necessarily determined by the cycle
of coronation performances. Indeed, evidence relating to the custody of the coronation
regalia suggests that this may not have been the case. At best, it might be said that the
expectation of a coronation in the near future would perhaps have produced a more fertile
inscriptive environment in which existing ordines were more likely to be dusted down and
re-examined.

It must be borne in mind when discussing the prescriptive aspect of the Litlyngton
Ordo that considerable constraints were imposed on the evolution of the fourth recension

text by the instinctively reverential attitude that the revisers held towards this long-
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established textual tradition. In short, the process of textual revision was characterised by
the accumulation of new detailing far more than it was by the expurgation of old detailing.
Indeed, the Litlyngton Ordo might well have been characterised as a thoroughly old-
fashioned text at the very same moment as it could have been described as newfangled. As

Richardson remarks, the Litlyngton Ordo is really:

...amonumental and disorderly pastiche, reverenced by later generations
for its antiquity and apparent authority rather than for its fitness or
felicity.”

The fundamental inflexibility of the ordo explains why discrepancies are so easily
identified whenever versions of the text are compared with narrative accounts of actual
coronation practice. None of this is to deny that the coronation ordo exercised an important
and practical prescriptive function within the performative context of coronations. Instead,
it is simply to acknowledge that the designers of coronations did not feel themselves
hidebound to follow precisely the specifications laid down in liturgical ordines.

The perceived authority of the Litlyngton Ordo in all matters concerning coronation
ritual increased steadily after the fourteenth century. In part, this situation can doubtless
be explained by the expansion of the rubrics in this version of the ordo. Not only did
expanded rubrics lend the Litlyngton Ordo the character of a more practical ritual text, they
also created the impression of a far more holistic set of textual prescriptions through their
intrusion into a number of the non-liturgical areas of coronation ritual. At the same time,
however, the evolving authority enjoyed by the LitlyngtonOrdo is also explicable in terms
of the general power of textualisation. Quite simply, the authority of prescribed practice
came to replace the authority of past performed practice. Over time coronations came to
conform more closely with the specifications laid down in textual prescriptions, as seen for
example in the earliest recorded performance of the ‘admonition of the clergy’ at the
coronation of Richard III and Anne Neville in 1483.

In terms of ritual practice, the price of textualisation was the development of an
environment in which rituals became increasingly fixed in their form, as well as

progressively less sensitive in their performance to contextual influences. Additionally, the

" Richardson, “Coronation in Medieval England,” p. 148.

7 See above p. 36, n. 17.



50

traditional core rituals of the coronation ceremony became ever more redundant as a result
of textualisation, thereby creating a situation in which those ritual activities previously
viewed as more peripheral aspects of coronation practice came increasingly to occupy a

central role as the preferred contexts for political expression.

(III) Ordo for the Funeral of the King

Manuscript Sources

The ordo for the funeral of the king survives in only one medieval recension. The earliest
known version of this text is appended to the copies of the Litlyngton Ordo preserved in
the late fourteenth-century Westminster Abbey group of manuscripts.”* This coincidence
of manuscript sources will be discussed at greater length shortly.” The funeral ordo
preserved in the Westminster manuscripts is a very short text which is entirely concerned
with outlining the preparatory arrangements for a royal funeral, particularly in respect of
the aesthetic presentation of the corpse.”® A much fuller version of the funeral ordo dating
from the mid-fifteenth century survives in a single manuscript now in Portugal known as
Liber Regie Capelle.”

Liber Regie Capelle is essentially a custumal of the English royal chapel. It
comprises a variety of self-contained texts which outline the composition of the royal
chapel, the daily liturgical responsibilities of the chaplains, and the prescribed form of a
series of occasional royal rituals with which the chapel was involved. The circumstances
of the manuscript’s production have been reconstructed by the editor of Liber Regie
Capelle from a prefatory dedication in the text.”® Liber Regie Capelle was compiled under
the auspices of William Say, dean of the royal chapel, at the special request of Count
Alvaro Vaz d’Almada, a Portuguese nobleman who had attained a degree of prominence

™ See above p. 32, n. 2.
5 See below pp. 64-5.

¢ For published editions of the text, see Missale, II: 734-5; Idoate (ed.), “Ceremonial de Coronaci6n,” pp.
179-80.

7 RC, pp. 111-15.

™ Ibid., pp. 10-11.
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at the English royal court.” Alvaro intended to give the manuscript as a gift to his king,
Alfonso V, but the count died before being afforded an opportunity to do so. As d’Almada
died only a few months after the accession of Alfonso V, the production of Liber Regie
Capelle can confidently be dated to the period 1448-9.%

To date, historical interest in Liber Regie Capelle has centred rather exclusively on
the annotated version of the Litlyngton Ordo coronation text preserved in the manuscript.*’
Nevertheless, it is arguable that the text of the royal funeral ordo in Liber Regie Capelle is
actually of somewhat greater historical interest. Strictly speaking, this funeral text does not
constitute a new recension of the ordo for the funeral of a king, as the original late
fourteenth-century ordo text is incorporated in its entirety into the fuller mid-fifteenth-
century version. However, although the opening passage of the Liber Regie Capelle text
is a verbatim transcription of the whole of the earlier Westminster text, this passage
comprises barely a quarter of the ordo’s total length.

The new instructions contained in the Liber Regie Capelle text are concerned with
the preparation of the funeral hearse and the sepulchral church, the spatial arrangement of
the mourners and officiating clergy at the office of the dead, the ordering of the masses, the
scale of the oblations of gold cloths on the day of burial, and the arrangements for offering
the king’s chivalric ‘achievements” at his tomb. Additionally, the text provides the earliest
recorded prescriptions for the use of a funeral effigy, as well as instructions for the suitable

procession of the royal corpse between the place of death and the place of burial.

The Text
The funeral ordo preserved in Liber Regie Capelle opens with instructions for the treatment

and preparation of the royal cadaver. The chamberlains of the royal household are ordered
to wash and rub spices into the dead body of the anointed king, before wrapping the corpse
in waxed linen cloth so that only the face and beard are left exposed. The text warns the

chamberlains to beware of the brains and entrails of the king, before passing to a detailed

™ Ibid., p. 10. D’Almada was created a knight of the Garter in July 1445 and was also created duke of
Avranches by Henry VI around the same time.

% Ibid., pp. 10-11.

81 Ullmann’s introduction to the Liber Regie Capelle text devotes twenty-two pages to the coronation ordo
compared to a mere eight pages devoted to all of the other contents of the manuscript combined.
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description of how the corpse ought to be dressed.® It is instructed that the dead king is to
be garbed in a full length tunic over which the royal pallium should be placed. Each finger
and thumb of the king’s hands should be individually sewn into the linen cloth and the
hands are to be placed in gloves embroidered with gold thread. The king’s beard is to be
neatly arranged on his chest and his face is to be covered with a silk handkerchief.

Next there follows precise instructions concerning the correct display of items of
regalia on the dressed corpse of the king. The royal crown or diadem is to be placed on the
king’s head and a golden or gilded ring is to be put on the middle finger of his right hand.
The king is to hold in his right hand a gilded ball (pila) surmounted by a long rod with the
sign of the Lord’s cross on top.#®* A gilded sceptre (septrum) extending to the level of the
king’s left ear is to be placed in the king’s left hand.** Finally, the legs and feet of the
corpse are to be dressed in silk stockings and sandals. Adorned in such a manner, the royal
corpse should reverently be delivered by the bishops and magnates of the kingdom to the
king’s chosen place of burial.** This instruction concludes De Exequiis regalibus as it is
recorded in all surviving late medieval manuscripts other than in the version preserved in
Liber Regie Capelle.

Having described the appropriate preparation of the royal corpse, the funeral ordo
provides further instructions for the suitable preparation and arrangement of the sepulchral
church. Prior to the funeral service, a large wooden hearse reaching up to the roof of the
church is to be constructed by a skilled carpenter at a place between the choir and the high
altar. It is prescribed that during the performance of the obsequies the royal corpse should
be lying within the hearse on a bier covered with cloth of gold. The whole structure of the

% LRC, p. 111. The health risk posed by decaying royal corpses is illustrated by the story that a royal servant
died after inhaling foul-smelling fumes that were given off during an ill-conceived and long overdue attempt
to disembowel and embalm the corpse of Henry I (d. 1135). See A. Erlande-Brandenburg, Le Roi est Mort:
Etude sur les Funerailles, les Sepultures et les Tombeaux des Rois de France jusqu’a la Fin du XIIFF™ Siécle
(Geneva, 1975), p. 15. See also E.A.R. Brown, “Death and the Human Body in the Later Middle Ages: The
Legislation of Boniface VIII on the Division of the Corpse,” Viator, 12 (1981): 221-70.

B LRC,p. 111. “...et in dextra manu sua ponetur pila rotunda deaurata, in qua uirga deaurata erit fixa a manu
ipsius usque ad pectus protensa, in cuius uirge summitate erit signum dominice crucis, quod super pectus
eiusdem principis honeste debet collocari.”

% Ibid., p. 112. “In sinistra uero manu septrum deauratum habebit usque ad aurem sinistram decenter
protensum.”

% Ibid. The specifications of the funeral ordo concerning the visual appearance of the royal corpse accord
well with the reported appearance of the corpse of Edward I at the opening of the king’s tomb. See J.
Ayloffe, “An Account of the Body of King Edward the First, as it Appeared on Opening his Tomb in the
Year 1774,” Archaeologia, 3 (1775): 380-4, and fig. 1 below.
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hearse should be adorned with candles and wax tapers, and it should be enclosed entirely

8 These barriers are to be hung with black cloth in the same

within wooden barriers.
manner as is the rest of the burial church.®’

The funeral ordo also provides detailed instructions for the spatial arrangement of the
mourners at the obsequies performed on the eve of the king’s interment. The wooden
barriers which are instructed to be placed around the hearse seem to have served the
important purpose of separating the attendant mourners into distinct groups. It is specified
that an inner circle of mourners should consist of the queen and other noblewomen.®
These female mourners were presumably meant to stand within the barriers immediately
adjacent to the hearse.®® An outer circle of mourners is expected to be composed of lords
of the royal blood and other royal kinsmen all with mournful faces. Finally, a

miscellaneous third group of mourners should stand outside these two circles and consist

of nobles and other people holding two hundred torches while lamenting and mourning the

8 LRC,p. 112. See fig. 2. This contemporary drawing from the Islip Roll of the hearse of John Islip, abbot
of Westminster (d. 1532) gives a good general impression of the appearance of a funeral hearse. Islip’s
hearse did not house an effigy. See also figs 3 & 4. These illuminations depict two of the hearses used in
the funeral of Anne of Brittany (d. 1514), successively queen to Charles VIII and Louis XII of France.

¥ LRC, p. 112. See W. Dolben (ed.), “The Manner of Burienge Great Persons in Ancient Tymes,”
Archaeologia, 1 (1770): 347, for a series of late medieval prescriptions which relate to heraldic display within
funerary churches. It is specified that twelve scutcheons of arms should be set on the barriers within and
without the funeral hearse, and thirty-six heraldic pencils should be displayed amongst the lights on the
hearse. Scutcheons should also be displayed on each pillar of the church and in the four parts of the church.
Additionally, the banners of the Trinity, the Virgin, St. George and another banner appropriate to the
for visual depictions of some of these features. Although not mentioned in the Liber Regie Capelle text, the
practice of displaying four religious banners at the corners of a royal hearse is known from accounts of the
funerals of various English kings. For Henry V, see H.T. Riley (ed.), Historia Anglicana, 2 vols., RS, 28
(1863-4), I1: 345-6; College of Arms, MS M 14, fol. 29, both printed in Hope, “The Funeral, Monument and
Chantry Chapel,” pp. 132-3, 185, 133-4. For Edward IV, see T. Astle (ed.), “An Extract Relating to the
Burial of King Edward IV,” Archaeologia, 1 (1770): 350; J. Gairdner (ed.), Letters and Papers [llustrative
of the Reigns of Richard III and Henry VII, 2 vols., RS, 24 (1861-3),I: 5.

% LRC, p. 112. Significantly, no prescriptive provision is made for the attendance of the new king at his
predecessor’s funeral. In the fourteenth century, it seems to have been accepted practice that a new king
could attend the funeral obsequies. Edward III and Henry IV certainly attended their predecessor’s funerals,
while Richard II's probable non-attendance of Edward I1I’s funeral might be accounted for by the boy-king’s
youth. In fourteenth-century France, royal attendance ata king’s funeral appears to have formed an important
aspect of the succession process. See Brown, “Double Funeral of Louis X,” pp. 227-71. Nevertheless, by
the later fifteenth-century, French funeral practice had evolved such that a new king’s attendance at the
funeral of his predecessor was prohibited. See Giesey, Royal Funeral Ceremony, pp. 41-9. In England,
fifteenth-century kings also tended to stay away from predecessor’s funerals, although there is no evidence
of any formal ruling on this practice.

¥ See fig. 2. Accounts of the burial of Edward IV refer to the chief mourners standing “within the herse.”
See “Burial of King Edward IV,” pp. 351, 352; Letters and Papers, I 6, 8.
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death of the king. All three groups of mourners are instructed to dress in black hooded
robes made from velvet.”

The funeral text specifies that the clerical mourners at the obsequies for aking should
be seated in the choir of the sepulchral church, placing them further from the hearse than
many of the secular mourners. The senior officiating cleric ought to be an archbishop, who
should sit either in his seat below the choir or in a seat towards the right corner of the altar.
The bishops are instructed to sit in the upper stalls of the choir wearing surplices with
furred hoods, whilst the clerics of the royal chapel are required to sit in the lower stalls.
The ordo instructs the attendant ecclesiastics to remove their mitres or black hats during
readings made by the archbishop. Additionally, these clerics are required to cense the royal
corpse during the singing of the psalm Benedictus. After the completion of the obsequies
the archbishop and the other clerics could expect to be served wine and spices.”!

The funeral text specifies that a vigil should be kept over the royal corpse throughout
the night preceding the dead king’s interment.”> On the actual day of the burial at least
three masses ought to be celebrated, the first to the Virgin, the second to the Trinity and the
third a requiem mass.” At each of these masses there are to be made oblations of gold
cloths.®* It is recommended that the senior royal mourners should offer sixteen, twenty-four
and thirty gold cloths at each respective mass. The other attendant lords and relatives of
the king might offer similar oblations, the number of the cloths given being determined by

the rank of the individual mourner.*®

The ordo also indicates that during the celebration of the requiem mass a knight

% IRC, p. 112. However, the clergy are instructed to wear gowns of black cloth.

*' Ibid., pp. 112-13.
21bid., p. 113. See “Burial of King Edward IV,” pp. 352-3; Letters and Papers, 1. 8.

% IRC, p. 113. In 1483, the celebration of masses and the offering of oblations continued over many days
between the death and burial of the king. See “Burial of King Edward IV,” pp. 349-50; Letters and Papers,

I: 4-5.

% In 1483, a mass penny was offered at each mass by a senior noble. The offering of gold cloths occurred
at the end of the requiem mass. See “Burial of King Edward IV,” pp. 353, 354-5; Letters and Papers, 1. 8-9,

10.

% LRC, p. 113. There survives an account in the 1422-3 sacrist’s roll of Westminster Abbey pertaining to
the oblation of 222 gold cloths on the vigil and day of Henry V’s funeral. The dowager queen Joan of
Navarre who acted as principle mourner at the funeral offered twenty-four cloths. Other large oblations were
made on behalf of Henry’s absent widow and son. See Hope, “Funeral, Monument and Chantry Chapel,”

pp. 139-40, 186.
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mounted on the dead king’s horse and dressed in his livery and arms should approach the
altar step of the burial church and humbly offer up the royal horse and arms along with the
king’s standard as an oblation.’® At the end of the requiem mass a second knight mounted
on another richly caparisoned royal horse is instructed to enter the church carrying an
escutcheon bearing the heraldic arms of the dead king. This escutcheon is to be carried in
a transverse position *...as if to say he is dead.””” The knight is to place this escutcheon at
the foot of the king’s tomb, whereupon an attendant lord of the royal blood is required to
seize it up with the bottom of the escutcheon now properly pointing downwards “...as if to
say the king lives.”® As the text indicates, the ritualized surrender and re-acquisition of the
royal arms were intended to convey visually the notion that the accession of a new king was
already accomplished. This section of the ordo text concludes with the injunction that alms
should be distributed and food solemnly partaken by the mourners prior to their departure
in peace.

The concluding section of the funerary prescriptions in Liber Regie Capelle forms a
corollary to the preceding instructions concerning the performance of the funeral service.
This section offers additional prescriptions that are to be followed in the event of a king
dying at a distance from his designated place of burial. In this event, the body of the king
is to be wrapped in his tightest fitting clothes and placed in a coffin. This should be well
sealed with wax and also if necessary with lead.”® Over the coffin there should be placed

% IRC, p. 113.

% Ibid., pp. 113-4. *..portans scutum de dictis armis regiis, puncto eiusdem scuti et armorum eleuato
superius et armis transuersis, quasi diceret Consummatum est.”

% Ibid., p. 114. “Et ipsum scutum sic transuersum ibidem dimittit ad pedes sepulcri regii. Quod scutum
statim accipit aliquis dominus uel miles alius de sanguine Regis, et ipsum scutum eleuando transponit et
punctum uertendo inferius deprimit, quasi diceret Vivit rex, uidelicet heres et successor Regis iam premortui.”
The textual prescriptions relating to the oblation of the king’s heraldic achievements differs from the
description of this action at the funeral of Edward IV in 1483. On the latter occasion, arrangements were
more complex. Various royal heralds presented different parts of the royal achievements to designated
nobles, who in turn offered the achievements at the altar. After each offering the archbishop of York (who
officiated at the requiem mass) returned the achievements to the designated heralds. Only one knight entered
on horseback during the service. This knight, Sir William Parr, was presented at the church door to various
heralds and pursuivants by the master of the horse, Sir John Cheney. Parr rode bareheaded but fully
armoured to the entrance of the choir, where he dismounted and surrendered the horse to the deacon in
readiness for the offering. See “Burial of King Edward IV,” p. 354; Letters and Papers, I: 9-10.

% LRC, p. 114. The corpses of both Henry IV and Henry V were enclosed in lead casings. For Henry IV,
see J.H. Spry, “A Brief Account of the Examination of the Tomb of King Henry IV, in the Cathedral of
Canterbury, August 21, 1832, Archaeologia, 26 (1836): 440-5. For Henry V, see Hope, “Funeral,
Monument and Chantry Chapel,” pp. 129-30, 184, 134. See below pp. 137-63, for the treatment of the corpse
of Richard II in 1400.
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a white cloth made of satin damask onto which a red cross made of velvet is to be sewn.
The text instructs that the coffin and its pall should be placed on a funeral car draped in
black cloth, and that on top of the cloth there should be placed a funeral effigy of the king
depicting him in good health. The effigy is to be adorned with royal regalia in the same
manner as earlier instructed for the corpse itself.'®

It is also prescribed that the funeral car should be led to the sepulchral church by six
or seven horses caparisoned in the royal arms, and that it should be escorted by a multitude
of lords and other mourners all clad in black.'”" At all times the funeral car should be
immediately surrounded by twenty-four valets of the crown each carrying lighted torches.'”?
Furthermore, it is instructed that at every place where the cortege stops for the night, the
royal coffin is to be rested within a suitable church and obsequies are to be celebrated for
the dead king. In recognition of this service, each such church should receive objects and
a covering for its altar, and also a chalice. Lastly, it is expected that in every locality the
people will process to meet the funeral cortege dressed in black robes and carrying lighted

torches.'®

Analysis

The development of a prescriptive manuscript tradition for royal funeral ritual is a difficult
phenomenon to explain, as is the comparative lateness of this development. Questions need
to be asked about why the funeral ordo took the form that it did, and also about why it first
emerged at Westminster Abbey in conjunction with the late fourteenth-century Litlyngton

Ordo revision of the coronation order.

1 7RC, p. 114. On funeral effigies, see Hope, “Funeral Effigies,” pp. 517-70; A. Harvey & R. Mortimer
(eds.), The Funeral Effigies of Westminster Abbey (Woodbridge, 1994). See figs. 5-8, for surviving examples
of royal funeral effigies from the later middle ages. It is not clear that the deployment of funeral effigies in
England was linked to any contemporary notion of the dual character of kingship as has been argued with
regard to French royal funeral practice. See Kantorowicz, King'’s Two Bodies, pp. 409-37; Giesey, Royal
Funeral Ceremony, pp. 177-92. See below pp. 126-30, for fuller discussion and further references.

' TRC, p. 114. See Hope, “Funeral, Monument and Chantry Chapel,” pp. 135-6, for discussion of the
horses’ trappers at the funeral of Henry V. As with coronations, the ordering of processions was a matter
of considerable importance and was duly noted by contemporary commentators. For the funeral of Henry
V, see College of Arms, MS M 14, fol. 29, printed in Hope, “Funeral, Monument and Chantry Chapel,” pp.
133-4. For the funeral of Edward IV, see “Burial of King Edward IV,” pp. 350-2; Letters and Papers, I: 5-6,
7.

12 JRC, p. 114.

19 Ibid., pp. 114-5.
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Although a prescriptive textual tradition for royal funerals did not emerge until the
later fourteenth century, the solidification of ritualised practices at royal funerals can be
traced back at least as far as the late twelfth century. On the death of Henry the ‘Young
King’ in 1183, and again six years later on the death of Henry II, the corpses of English
kings were displayed in death dressed in royal robes and regalia.'® The ritualisation of
royal funeral practice continued to develop through the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries,
and was reflected for example in the custom of interring kings in their coronation robes.'®

Additionally, the character of royal funerals was also affected in this period by two
consecutive constitutional developments concerning the dating of accession. In 1272,
Edward I’s accession to the throne was dated from the day following the burial of Henry
I1I, rather than from the day of his own coronation as had previously been the custom.
However, this arrangement proved unsatisfactory, so in 1307 the accession of Edward II
was dated from the day following Edward I’s death.'® These constitutional changes had
both direct and indirect effects on the ritual status of royal funeral. Firstly, the
constitutional experiment of 1272 forged a powerful connection linking the act of burial to
the moment of accession. Although this connection had no basis in law after 1272, the
notion that funeral served as an appropriate arena for the symbolic transference of royal
authority became embedded in funeral ritual. It was reflected, for example, in the ritualised
surrender and recovery of the king’s heraldic achievements during the requiem mass
performed prior to the interment of the king.'"”” Secondly, an important result of the re-
dating of royal accession in 1307 was the elimination of a formal period of interregnum
separating reigns. In ritual terms, this caused the easing of a traditional pressure to stage
royal funerals and coronations with the maximum possible haste. After 1307, the average
interval of time separating the death and burial of English kings increased dramatically, in

the process creating considerable scope for the development of far greater elaboration in

' Erlande-Brandenburg, Le Roi est Mort, pp. 15-17; Hope, “Funeral Effigies,” pp. 5234.

1% See below pp. 76, 128-30.

'% See Schramm, English Coronation, pp. 166-7.

' See above pp. 54-5. In early sixteenth-century French royal funeral practice there developed an

elaborately ritualized fiction that the dead king continued to reign until he was literally interred in the ground.
See Giesey, Royal Funeral Ceremony, pp. 1-19, 177-92.
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ritual practice.'®®

If royal funeral ceremonial was becoming more complex in the fourteenth century,
then it is also arguable that there existed an increased need for the establishment of ritual
clarity through the textualisation of procedure. When Edward III died in 1377, almost fifty
years had passed since the previous funeral of an English king.'” Clearly, if royal funerals
were performed this infrequently, then knowledge of the ritual procedures to be followed
would probably not have been within the easy reach of living memory.'"’ Nevertheless,
while practical requirements are an appealing explanation for the emergence of a funeral
ordo in the later fourteenth century, there are also reasons for believing that this is not an
altogether satisfactory hypothesis.

A particular problem with this explanation is the highly selective nature of the ritual
coverage in De Exequiis regalibus. The earliest version of the funeral ordo made no
attempt to prescribe anything other than the arrangements for the visual presentation of the
royal corpse. Indeed, the term ‘ordo’ is really a misnomer, as the funeral text has no
liturgical content whatsoever. In all probability, the absence of a prescribed liturgy
reflected the generic character of this dimension of royal obsequies. In theory, at least, the
funeral liturgy was intended to be socially inclusive, distinguishing only between those
within and without the body of the Holy Church.'"! This situation reflected the christian
tenet that the living and the dead were all equal in the eyes of God. From a liturgical
perspective, it is doubtful whether the funerals of kings and queens exhibited any profound
differences from the funerals of members of other elite social groups. Instead, royal status

1% An average interval of 52 days lapsed between the deaths and burials of the six English kings who died
natural deaths between 1307 and 1509.

1% However, funerals and/or obsequies were staged for two English queens, the captive King John I of
France and the Black Prince in the period 1358-76.

10 This problem is articulated in the introductory remarks of a contemporary narrative account of the funeral
of Charles VI of France in 1422: “And his obsequies were very noble considering the great altercations there
were and the diverse opinions on the manner in which they should be done. Because, in this time there were
few people who remembered how it was customary, in times past, to carry the kings of France to the grave,
and in what order the people should proceed, each according to his rank. Because the event does not occur
often, and nothing concerning it is found in writing, for this reason I will make here mention of that which
was done, in order to give an example when this event shall occur again.” See “Cérémonial de I’inhumation
de Charles VI,” published and translated in Giesey, Royal Funeral Ceremony, pp. 99, 198. On this English
sponsored funeral, see Y. Grandeau, “La mort et les obséques de Charles V1,” Bulletin philologique et
historique (jusqu’a 1610) du comité des travaux historiques et scientifiques (1970): 133-86.

1 See: R.C. Finucane, “Sacred Corpse, Profane Carrion: Social Ideals and Death Rituals in the Later Middle
Ages,” in J. Whaley (ed.), Mirrors of Mortality: Studies in the Social History of Death (London, 1981), pp.
40-60.
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was expressed and articulated outside of the strictures of the funeral liturgy, in terms of the
visual dimensions, scale and cost of funeral ritual, and also in terms of the politics of royal

burial space.'"?

The preparation and dressing of the royal corpse in readiness for display were aspects
of royal funeral ritual which distinguished the funeral of a king from the funerals of
members of other leading groups in society. However, it must be recognised that these
were not the only non-liturgical feature of royal funerals which contributed to the
construction of a ‘royal’ identity for the deceased king. The ordo text does not give
conscious expression to the ways in which a hierarchic conception of society was
articulated through gradations in the scale of ritual display. Yet, this was clearly an
important consideration in the design of rituals such as funerals which on their most basic
level were universal social experiences. In 1364, for example, two hundred and fifty
torches were reportedly lit at St. Paul’s Cathedral in London for the celebration of
obsequies for John II of France.!"> Meanwhile, Richard II envisaged the use of no fewer
than four hearses in the funeral celebrations which he prescribed in his will of April
1399.'" Another means of articulating royal status was through the display of royal arms
or the arms of royal saints at a king’s funeral. Once again, this practice is not mentioned

in the fourteenth-century funeral ordo, although it is prescribed in the later Liber Regie

12 Op, burial space generally, see Finucane, “Sacred Corpse, Profane Carrion,” pp. 40-60; Binski, Medieval
Death, pp. 70-92; C. Wilson, “The Medieval Monuments,” in P. Collinson, N. Ramsey & M. Sparks (eds.),
A History of Canterbury Cathedral (Oxford, 1995), pp. 451-510. On royal burial space in France, see
Erlande-Brandenburg, Le Roi est Mort, pp. 49-72; G.S. Wright, “A Royal Tomb Programme in the Reign of
St. Louis,” Art Bulletin, 57 (1974): 224-43; E.M. Hallam, “Royal Burial and the Cult of Kingship in France
and England, 1060-1330,” JMH, 8 (1982): 368-74; idem, “Philip the Fair and the Cult of Saint Louis,”
Studies in Church History, 18 (1982): 201-14; Brown, “Death and the Human Body,” pp. 221-70; idem, “The
Prince is Father of the King: The Character and Childhood of Philip the Fair of France,” Medieval Studies,

49 (1987): 312-13.

'3 H, Géraud (ed.), “Chronicle of Jean de Venette,” in Chronique Latine de Guillaume de Nangis avec les
Continuations, 2 vols. (Paris, 1843), II: 339. This number compares favourably with the one hundred and
twenty torches used at both the funeral of Henry IV and the re-interment of Richard I in 1413. See F. Devon
(ed.), Issues of the Exchequer: King Henry III to King Henry VI (London, 1837), pp. 326-7. However, some
four hundred esquires carrying torches were recorded at the funeral of Edward III on 5 July 1377. See PRO,
E159/154, Brevia Directa Baronibus, Easter term, cited in N. Saul, Richard II (New Haven & London, 1997),

p. 23.

114 See J. Nichol (ed.), 4 Collection of all the Wills...of the Kings and Queens of England (London, 1780),
pp. 192-4, printed in translation in J. Harvey, The Plantagenets (New York, 1959), pp. 222-3. Issues of the
Exchequer, pp. 265-6, records a payment of £41 8s 10d to the wax chandler Roger Elys for supplying four
hearses with wax lights for the funeral of Queen Anne of Bohemia in August 1394.
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Capelle version of the funeral text.!”® In reality, heraldic display was a feature of ritual
practice at least as early as the funeral of Edward II in 1327, when gilt lions wearing
mantles displaying the royal arms of England were placed on the king’s hearse.''
Meanwhile, Edward III’s funeral was responsible for establishing a formal itinerary for the
celebration of royal obsequies. A requiem mass was sung over Edward’s corpse at St.
Paul’s prior to the final interment of the king at Westminster Abbey. No version of the
funeral ordo expresses any notion of there being a generally accepted route for a royal
funeral cortege. Nonetheless, the celebration of obsequies at St. Paul’s was expressly
demanded in the will of Richard II, and this procedure was duly followed at Richard’s
funeral in 1400, as well as at the funerals of Henry V in 1422, Henry VI in 1471 and Henry
VIl in 1509.'"7

The value of the funeral ordo as a practical manual was undoubtedly limited by its
focus upon a single aspect of ceremonial (the preparation and dressing of the corpse) for
which procedure was long-established and possibly widely-known.''® Additionally,
however, it is also noteworthy that the funeral text was rather conservative in its
prescriptions, for example eliding discussion of fourteenth-century innovations in ritual
practice which related to the physical representation of a dead king. The ordo makes no
reference to the introduction of the funeral effigy into royal funeral practice, although
arguably textual guidelines would have had practical value in this instance. The political

15 See above pp. 54-5.

16 See below pp. 121-3. At the funeral of Edward III in 1377 a knight was specially employed to carry the
king’s banner and coat of arms. See PRO, E 159/154, cited in Saul, Richard II, p. 23. Heraldic
considerations were also very prominent in the prescriptions for the Black Prince’s funeral recorded in his
will of June 1376. See Collection of Wills, p. 68. Meanwhile, see Issues of the Exchequer, pp. 325-6, for
an account relating to the supply of ninety heraldic banners bearing the arms of all the kings of Christendom
and other nobles, and fifty heraldic “gytons”, all for the funeral of Henry IV at Canterbury on 18 June 1413.
The same banners were re-used several months later at the reburial of Richard I in Westminster Abbey (ibid.,

p. 325).

W Collection of Wills, p. 192. On Richard’s funeral, see below pp. 140-5. On 1422, see Hope, “Funeral,
Monument and Chantry Chapel,” pp. 129-45, especially pp. 131-2. On 1471, see Issues of the Exchequer,
p.495. On 1509, see John Leland, De Rebus Brittanicis Collectanea, ed. T. Hearne, 6 vols. (London, 1774),
IV: 303-9. In both 1400 and 1471, royal corpses were taken to St. Paul’s but not on to Westminster Abbey
for burial. In 1483, there were no obsequies for Edward IV at St. Paul’s. This is surprising as the king died
at Westminster and his corpse passed through London en route to Windsor. See “Burial of King Edward IV,”

p. 352; Letters and Papers, I. 7.

118 §ee Ayloffe, “Body of King Edward the First,” pp. 380-4. The appearance of Edward I's dressed corpse
at the opening of his tomb in 1774 (fig. 1) accorded with prescriptions for dressing a royal corpse preserved
in the much later text of the funeral ordo.
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circumstances which led to the invention of the funeral effigy device for the funeral of
Edward II will be discussed later in this thesis.!”® However, it should be noted at this
juncture, that the usage of a funeral effigy in the funeral of Edward III indicates that this
device quickly became an established and accepted feature of royal funeral ritual (fig. 5).'%°
As this development is not reflected in the roughly contemporary text of De Exequiis
regalibus, it therefore seems probable that the funeral ordo was already somewhat
outmoded as a practical prescriptive manual at the very point at which it first emerged.

So far, I have somewhat negatively interpreted the emergence of the funeral ordo in
terms of its inadequate coverage of an increasingly complex area of royal ritual. However,
itis possible to develop a more positive understanding of the emergence of the funeral ordo
by exploring the inscriptive environment in which the ordo first emerged. It has already
been noted that the earliest surviving copies of De Exequiis regalibus are preserved in the
same set of late fourteenth-century Westminster Abbey manuscripts as the earliest copies
of the Litlyngton Ordo coronation text. This linkage of the funeral ordo to Westminster
Abbey suggests that it might also be regarded as a Westminster Abbey text. Unfortunately,
such an hypothesis cannot categorically be proven one way or the other. Indeed, it is
particularly frustrating that the text makes no explicit reference to Westminster Abbey or
any other religious institution. Nevertheless, there are grounds for arguing that the very
selectivity of the funeral text may itself have responded to the discrete concerns of a
discernable monastic agenda. In order to understand this more fully, it is necessary to make
an assessment of the compilation date of the funeral ordo, and then relate this date to wider
patterns in royal burial at Westminster Abbey.

Since the earliest copies of the funeral ordo are appended to the earliest copies of the
Litlyngton Ordo, it seems likely that the compilation date of the two texts was broadly
similar. The compilation date of the Litlyngton Ordo can be fixed with a fair degree of
certainty within the period 1362 to 1384.'?! If De Exequiis regalibus is tentatively dated
to the same period, then this places its compilation within a key transitional period in the

fortunes of Westminster Abbey. By the mid-fourteenth century, Westminster Abbey had

19 See below pp. 131-6.

' SeeP. Lindley, “Edward II1,” in Harvey & Mortimer (eds.), Funeral Effigies, pp. 31-4. An effigy was also
deployed at the funeral of Queen Anne of Bohemia in 1394. See ibid., pp. 37-9.

121 See above pp. 32-3.
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secured an undisputed status as the coronation church of English kings. However, at the
same time, the abbey’s aspirations to be recognised as the official mausoleum of the
English monarchy remained unrealised.

During the later thirteenth century, Westminster Abbey had become the favoured
burial church of the Plantagenet dynasty. This was a direct result of the Henry III’s twin
interests in rebuilding the fabric of the monastic church and in promoting the cult of St.
Edward the Confessor.'?? Henry III (d. 1272), Edward I (d. 1307) and Edward’s first queen,
Eleanor of Castile (d. 1290), were all buried in the shrine chapel of St. Edward within the
abbey church.'?® Furthermore, in this same period, Westminster Abbey was also favoured
as a burial church by leading members of collateral branches of the royal family, including
Henry III’s second son, Edmund, earl of Lancaster (d. 1296), and the king’s half-brother,
William de Valence (d. 1296).'**

In the first half of the fourteenth century the abbey continued to attract occasional

5 However, in general, the
b >

burials of lesser-ranking members of the royal family.'
privileged position which the abbey had recently enjoyed in relation to royal burials
deteriorated during this period. Perhaps the greatest single blow was the burial of Edward
II at Gloucester Abbey in 1327. The Westminster monks were unsuccessful in an attempt
to secure the reburial of Edward’s body at Westminster Abbey, and they were forced to
watch enviously as Gloucester’s fortunes waxed (possibly under the influence of royal
patronage) during the middle decades of Edward III’s reign.'*® An equally serious challenge
to the privileges of Westminster Abbey was posed by the development of a fashion for
female royal burial at the church of the Friars Minor at Newgate in London. The friary

church was founded by Edward I'’s second queen, Margaret of France, who was duly buried

122 p_Binski, Westminster Abbey and the Plantagenets: Kingship and the Representation of Power, 1200-
1400 (New Haven & London, 1995), pp. 10-89.

13 Ibid., pp. 90-112

1% Ibid., pp. 112-20. To be added to this group are: Henry III’s infant daughter, Katherine (d. 1257); several
of Edward I’s infant sons; Edmund of Lancaster’s first wife, Aveline de Forz (d. 1273, but tomb dated c.
1290-5); and William de Valence’s infant children, Margaret (d. 1276) and John (d. 1277). Contrastingly,
burial in the French royal mausoleum at the abbey of Saint-Denis was strictly limited to kings and queens
(ibid., p. 93).

1% Ibid., pp. 118-9, 177-80. Aymer de Valence, earl of Pembroke (d. 1324), and Edward II’s second son,
John of Eltham, earl of Cornwall (d. 1336).

126 D, Welander, The History, Art and Architecture of Gloucester Cathedral (Stroud, 1991), pp. 141-50.
Also, see below pp. 125, n. 38 & 135-6.
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there at her death in 1318. Margaret’s example was later followed by Edward II’s queen,
Isabella of France (d. 1358), Isabella’s daughter, Queen Joan of Scotland (d. 1368), and
Edward III’s eldest daughter, Isabel, countess of Bedford (d. 1369)."”

A revival in the royal fortunes of Westminster Abbey was signalled by the decisions
of Edward III (d. 1377) and Queen Philippa of Hainault (d. 1369) to seek burial within the
abbey “...amongst our noble ancestors, kings of England.”'”® Indeed, the closing years of
the fourteenth century were to become something of a golden age in the history of
Westminster Abbey, as the monks benefited from the very extensive and wide-ranging
royal patronage of Richard I1.'* Nevertheless, during the suggested compilation period of
the funeral ordo, the privileged position of Westminster Abbey as a royal mausoleum was
unlikely to have seemed very secure. Although Edward IIT was eventually buried in St.
Edward’s chapel, the king’s commitment to burial at Westminster was hardly unswerving
over the course of his long reign. In 1338, Edward had even entered into a formal
undertaking to be buried near the shrine of the three kings at Cologne."® Westminster
Abbey was never a leading recipient of Edward and Philippa’s royal patronage, and it is
notable that the king’s heir, Edward, the Black Prince (d. 1376), pointedly eschewed the

choice of Westminster as his place of burial.'*!

Arguably, the compilation of a prescriptive funeral text at Westminster Abbey during
the 1360s or 1370s should be viewed as an expression of Westminster’s pretensions to be
recognised as the principal dynastic mausoleum of the English monarchy. This was a time
in which the fortunes and prospects of the abbey were again on the rise after a long period

of rather negligible royal patronage. Consequently, it was also a time when recognition of

127 Binski, Westminster Abbey, p. 176. See J. Tait (ed.), Chronica Johannis de Reading et Anonymi
Cantuariensis (Manchester, 1914), pp. 128-9, for a contemporary suggestion that Queen Isabella was
seduced into burial at the church of the Friars Minor in Newgate instead of Westminster Abbey even though
the former church was unconsecrated at the time of her death. See also F.D. Blackley, “Isabella of France,
Queen of England 1308-1358, and the Late Medieval Cult of the Dead,” CJH, 14 (1980): 28.

128 Collection of Wills, p. 60, “...inter clare memorie progenitores nostros reges Anglie regalem eligimus
sepulturam.”

12 Gee N. Saul, “Richard II and Westminster Abbey,” in W.J. Blair & B. Golding (eds.), The Cloister and
the World: Essays in Medieval History in Honour of Barbara Harvey (Oxford, 1996), pp. 196-218.

130 W M. Ormrod, “The Personal Religion of Edward II1,” Speculum, 64 (1989): 860, n. 68, 872. Edward
ultimately declined the option of burial at Cologne in 1359. See below p. 95, n. 68.

11 See ibid., pp. 853-62, 872-6, for Edward III's patronage. See Collection of Wills, p. 66, for the Black
Prince’s will. On his tomb at Canterbury, see Wilson, “Medieval Monuments,” pp. 494-8.
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Westminster’s rights and privileges in the performance of funeral ritual would have
benefited from the cloak of authority lent to monastic claims by the textualisation of ritual
procedure. In the late 1490s, Westminster Abbey explicitly advertised itself as the official
burial place of English kings in the context of a three-way dispute over custody of Henry
VI’s remains.'*? Clearly, in the fourteenth century, the monks of Westminster were less
prepared to make claims in such an overt manner. It is notable, for example, that the
funeral text does not attempt to locate the prescribed obsequies for a king at any particular
location.'*® Nevertheless, it should be emphasized that the mere act of compiling a funeral
ordo was itself a revealing indicator of Westminster Abbey’s self-image regarding its
institutional expertise in funeral matters. Even if the ordo is viewed as a purely practical
text, its emergence at Westminster would imply that the abbey expected to exercise
substantial responsibilities in the ritual activities described.

The emergence of the funeral ordo specifically as an adjunct to the Litlyngton Ordo
is also significant, particularly as the latter was a dynamic text which in a forthright manner
advanced the contested claims of Westminster Abbey to a series of ritual rights and
privileges.”** This juxtaposing of a more opaque funeral text with a more obviously
partisan coronation text, enabled the funeral ordo obliquely to articulate Westminster’s
jurisdictional aspirations regarding the staging of royal funerals. Additionally, on this
point, it is notable that one of the most revealing characteristics of the funeral ordo is the
extremely limited scope of its prescriptive injunctions. Whilst the ordo can have had little
practical value as a holistic guide to ritual performance, the text did focus upon the one area
of funeral ritual which clearly intersected with the vested interests and avowed expertise
of Westminster Abbey in matters concerning regalia. The example of Edward II’s funeral
indicates that discrete items of coronation regalia continued to be deployed in royal funeral
ritual during the early fourteenth century. However, at Edward’s funeral it was the Great
Wardrobe, rather than Westminster Abbey, which dispatched the coronation regalia to

Gloucester and afterwards accounted for its return on the completion of the funeral

1328ee P.S.J. Grosjean (ed.), Henrici VI Angliae Regis Miracula Postuma: Ex Codice Musei Britannici Regio
13 ¢.VIII, Société des Bollandistes (Brussels, 1935), pp. 180-94. See also B.P. Wolffe, Henry VI (London,
1981), pp. 356-8; W.H. St. John Hope, Windsor Castle: An Architectural History, 3 vols. (London, 1913),
IT: 478-80.

'3 Instead the ordo text merely instructs that the king should be taken to his chosen place of burial. See
Missale, I1: 735, “...ad locum quem pro sua sepultura eligerit.”

134 See above pp. 48-50.
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celebrations.'*s If Westminster Abbey was excluded from involvement in Edward II's
funeral, then perhaps this acted as a spur to the monastic community to stake a claim in the
performance of future royal funerals through the promotion of a role for itself as the
custodian of canonical writing on funerary ritual procedures.

While the earliest version of the funeral ordo can be characterised as a Westminster
Abbey text, it should be recognised that the abbey failed in the longer term to secure any
formal control over royal funerals, just as it also failed to gain actual possession of a great
number of late medieval royal corpses.'* Nevertheless, it is interesting to observe that the
fourteenth-century funeral text was incorporated wholesale into the much expanded
framework of the fifteenth-century ordo preserved in Liber Regie Capelle. This
arrangement illustrates the perceived authority of the earlier Westminster text, and
additionally, it serves as evidence of the wider circulation of the ordo beyond the confines
of the abbey. All the same, it is striking that no explicit connection is apparent which links
the expanded fifteenth-century version of the funeral ordo to the monastic community at
Westminster Abbey. There is nothing about the known provenance of the sole surviving
manuscript copy of the ordo that would suggest any connection with Westminster Abbey.
Furthermore, there are no internal references within the expanded section of the text that
would obviously have had a special bearing on the rights and privileges of the Westminster
monks.

It has already been noted that the one surviving copy of the full version of the funeral
ordo exists in a manuscript closely associated with the English royal chapel. However,
Walter Ullmann argued that the various texts within Liber Regie Capelle were not compiled
specifically for the production of Count Alvaro Vaz d’Almada’s presentation-copy
manuscript of c.1449. Instead, he argued that these texts were probably drawn from a now
lost set of official ordinances for the royal chapel.!3” Ullmann’s argument is supported by
the prescriptions for the churching of a queen and the baptism of a prince, where a close

correlation exists between the relevant texts in Liber Regie Capelle and similar texts

135 See below pp. 122-3.

136 Amongst fifteenth-century kings and queens, only Henry V (d.1422), Katherine of Valois (d.1437), Anne
Neville (d. 1485), Elizabeth of York (d. 1503) and Henry VII (d. 1509) were buried in Westminster Abbey.
Richard II (d. 1400) was belatedly reburied in his empty Westminster tomb in 1413. See below pp. 158-63.
In 1498, Henry VII recognised Westminster’s claims over the remains of Henry VI (d. 1471), but the king’s
body nevertheless stayed at St. George’s Chapel, Windsor. See references cited above p. 64, n. 132,

37 LRC, pp. 5-7.
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preserved in the household ordinances of Henry VII, issued in 1493."* However, in the
case of the funeral prescriptions, it is notable that the long version of the funeral ordo
preserved in Liber Regie Capelle did not resurface in any other late medieval manuscript
text. In the household ordinances of 1493, for example, the funeral ordo was recorded in
the short Latin version that appears in the late fourteenth-century Westminster
manuscripts.'® An English narrative account of the funeral of Edward I'V in 1483 describes
a series of ritual actions which correspond broadly with prescriptions in the Liber Regie
Capelle version of the ordo.'® However, the prescriptions which preface the narrative
simply comprise a revised English version of the Westminster funeral text, in this case
modified to take account of the use of a funeral effigy, and also somewhat amplified to take
account of the increasingly heraldic character of royal funerals.'!

The breadth of coverage of the funeral prescriptions contained in Liber Regie Capelle
represents the key point of difference between this text and the earlier Westminster Abbey
version of the funeral ordo. Indeed, it is notable that in a number of respects, the expanded
fifteenth-century version of the funeral ordo resembles the type of ritual text contained in
continental ‘ceremony books’ of the same period.'? First of all, the text is fairly
comprehensive in its prescriptive scope and offers a reasonably well balanced overview of
the various stages of the ritual process. In this respect, the Liber Regie Capelle text not
only differs from the earlier version of the funeral ordo with its obviously restricted
prescriptive scope, but it also differs from the Litlyngton Ordo version of the coronation
ordo which (despite having a broad prescriptive scope) is noticeably uneven in its ritual

coverage. Secondly, the expanded version of the funeral ordo remains a thoroughly secular

text. Although the revised ordo was very possibly compiled within the royal chapel, it is

138 LRC, pp. 21, 67-73. For the 1493 ordinances, see A Collection of Ordinances and Regulations for the
Government of the Royal Household made in Divers Reigns, Society of Antiquaries (London, 1790), pp. 125-
6; R. Grose & T. Astle (eds.), Antiquarian Repertory, 4 vols. (London, 1807), I: 304-6. See A.R. Myers, The
Household of Edward IV: The Black Book and the Ordinance of 1478 (Manchester, 1959), for an earlier
series of household ordinances dating from the reigns of Henry VI and Edward IV.

13 Ordinances and Regulations, pp. 129-30; Antiquarian Repertory, 1: 310-11. Instructions in English have
been appended to the end of this text relating to the making of the funeral hearse and the form of the trappers

covering the horses used in the funeral cortege.

140 The text has been published from two slightly different manuscript versions. See “Burial of King Edward
IV,” pp. 349-55; Letters and Papers, 1: 4-10.

4! «“Burial of King Edward IV,” pp. 348-9; Letters and Papers, I: 3-4.

12 See Muir, Ritual, pp. 240-1.
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devoid of any liturgical content, and its prescriptions are directed at ritual actors amongst

the laity as much as amongst the clergy. Finally, it is notable that the expanded version of
the funeral ordo is very concerned with prescribing the logistical and aesthetic dimensions

of funeral ritual through injunctions relating to movements, locations, forms of dress and

appropriate oblations. The ordo, for example, offers very precise guidelines on the spatial

arrangement of the mourners standing around the funeral hearse. In this respect, the funeral

text is akin to contemporary ritual ‘protocols’ in its detailed attention to those actions and

behaviours which served to delineate the differing status of the miscellaneous participants

in ritualised activities.'"*

The various points of similarity between the fifteenth-century funeral text and the
type of ritual texts found in contemporary ceremony books suggest that the textual function
of the funeral ordo underwent evolution after its initial compilation in the fourteenth
century. Whereas the Westminster ordo has the character of a partisan text concerned with
advancing discrete institutional claims, the ordo preserved in Liber Regie Capelle seems
a more balanced and inclusive text. In this sense, the fifteenth-century ordo is more
obviously dominated by a practical concern with establishing a basis for the ordered
conduct of behaviour, in a context where there inevitably existed a potential for political
instability which was linked to the temporary suspension of the active exercise of royal
authority.

A reference to the funerary responsibilities of the royal chapel within the expanded
text of the funeral ordo helps to explain the inclusion of the ordo in Liber Regie Capelle.
Nevertheless, the presence of this single textual reference is hardly conclusive grounds for
supposing that the expanded text of the ordo was actually compiled within the royal chapel.
While the known provenance of the only surviving copy of the ordo points to just such a
conclusion, the prescriptive relevance of the text indisputably ranged well beyond the

narrower ritual interests of the royal chapel to embrace the wider ritual interests of the royal

household as a whole.'*

43 See R.C. Trexler, The Libro Cerimoniale of the Florentine Republic (Geneva, 1978), p. 62, on the
ritualized reception of foreign ambassadors at Florence. “The systematic mode of ceremonial perception
presumed that the title or dignity of each visitor determined a fixed behavior by the receptionists and a fixed
gift. The quality of each persona and not his intentional or internal attitude, was what mattered: the visitor

could not demand more nor the commune give less.”

" See C. Given-Wilson, The Royal Household and the King's Affinity: Service, Politics and Finance in
England 1360-1413 (New Haven & London, 1986), on the structure and role of the late medieval royal
household.
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The example of Edward III’s funeral suggests that it was accepted practice for the
existing household of a dead king to be charged with the responsibility for organising the
king’s funeral. Edward’s household remained in existence for a full month after his death
in June 1377, and the considerable expenses charged to the Wardrobe and Great Wardrobe
departments in connection with the funeral celebrations were attributed retrospectively to

the final year of account for Edward’s reign.'*

Internal evidence in the ordo text
emphasizes that the role of the royal household at the funeral of a king entailed the
performance of a range of specific responsibilities. For example, the king’s chamberlains
were entrusted with the preparation of the royal corpse for public display, while twenty-four
gentlemen of the royal household were required to walk beside the king’s funeral carriage
in the royal cortege carrying lighted torches.'* A surviving narrative account of the funeral
of Edward IV very much reinforces an impression of extensive household involvement in
royal funeral practice. In this case, the text specifically names a host of individual members
of Edward’s household in connection with the performance of a range of responsibilities
that extended over the whole course of the king’s obsequies.'"’

The extremely limited circulation of the funeral prescriptions in Liber Regie Capelle
is particularly surprising given the relevance of these prescriptions to a wide cross-section
of the usual participants in royal funerals. Indeed, the issue of circulation is perhaps the key
evidence supporting the traditional view that the funeral ordo was revised specifically
within the narrower confines of the royal chapel.'® The composition of the propagandist
Gesta Henrici Quinti by amember of the royal chapel in c. 1416-7, indicates that the chapel
was perfectly capable of acting as a royal writing house during the mid-Lancastrian
period.'¥’ Significantly, Gesta Henrici Quinti also enjoyed a very restricted circulation and
made little discernable impact on later writing on Henry V. While the mutual obscurity of

these texts was probably a matter of coincidence, it is nevertheless tempting to suggest that

the royal chapel may have been rather inept at launching its writings into the wider circles

“SPRO, E 361/5 rot. 18; PRO, E 361/4 rot. 26. See Tout, Chapters, III: 329. The funeral expenses recorded
in the Wardrobe account amounted to £791 5s 1%4d.

6 LRC, pp. 111, 114.
"7 “Burial of King Edward IV,” pp. 350-4; Letters and Papers, I: 5-10.
“8 LRC, pp. 5-7.

"2 F. Taylor & J.S. Roskell (eds.), Gesta Henrici Quinti (Oxford, 1975), pp. xviii-xxviii. See also C.T.
Allmand, Henry V (London, 1992), pp. 409-10.
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of political culture.

A second possible reason for the limited circulation of the revised funeral ordo was
a shift during the fifteenth century in the location of responsibility for the organisation of
royal funerals. A surviving administrative account pertaining to the reburial of Richard,
duke of York, in 1476, demonstrates that responsibility for the financing of royal funerals
did remain at least partially within the purview of the treasurer of the royal household.'*
However, narrative accounts of fifteenth-century royal funerals indicate that these occasions
became progressively more heraldic in emphasis, and in consequence, increasingly
dominated in their actual performance by the marshalling activities of royal heralds. Not
only are most surviving narrative accounts of fifteenth-century royal funerals preserved in
heraldic collections, but the proportion of surviving accounts preserved in these collections
can also be shown to have increased over the course of the century.

Of the various surviving accounts of the funeral of Henry V in 1422, the fullest is
given in a contemporary manuscript preserved amongst the records of the College of
Arms.'”! However, this heraldic description is balanced by the survival of a number of
other non-heraldic narrative accounts of Henry’s funeral in contemporary English and

132 The distribution of narrative records for the funeral of Henry V

French chronicles.
contrasts the situation regarding the quasi-royal reburial of Richard, duke of York. In the
latter case, all of the several distinct surviving accounts of the funeral are preserved within
collections of heraldic manuscripts.'®* Of course, the later provenance of manuscripts is no
sure indication of the original authorship of the texts they contain. However, analysis of
the textual content of these narrative records of royal funerals indicates that they are
generally constructed in a manner that is entirely appropriate to the interests of heralds.
Accordingly, the heraldic account of the funeral of Henry V is infused with concerns
regarding the precise manner in which the king’s coffin and effigy were displayed on his

funeral carriage. It records details of the heraldry displayed on the banners, escutcheons
and horses’ trappers at the funeral, and indicates the state of dress of the officers performing

150 pRO, E 101/412/3, published in Reburial of Richard Duke of York, pp. 37-40.

5 College of Arms, MS M 14, fol. 29, published in Hope, “Funeral, Monument and Chantry Chapel,” pp.
133-4.

52 See ibid., pp. 129-35, 184-5; Allmand, Henry V, pp. 174-8.

' The various sources are collected and translated in Reburial of Richard Duke of York.
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particular designated duties. Finally, the account pays great attention to the operation of
precedence and privileges within the funeral celebrations, particularly where this is
reflected in terms of the organisation of space.'**

Arguably, the type of detailing found in heraldic accounts of fifteenth-century royal
funerals suggests that these accounts ought to be regarded as pseudo-prescriptive texts,
compiled with some consciousness of a requirement to give guidance in the performance
of future royal funerals. If this is the case, then the limited circulation of the funeral ordo
preserved in Liber Regie Capelle might reflect the emergence of a new situation in the mid-
fifteenth century, whereby the authority of the royal household in the organisation of royal
funerals was to some extent superseded by the nascent expertise of the community of royal

heralds.'*

Conclusions

The textual histories of funeral and coronations ordines are linked together in a number of
different ways. The performance of each ceremony touched directly on the interests of
Westminster Abbey, and consequently the monks took an active hand in the production and
promulgation of prescriptive records for each ceremony, even juxtaposing these records
within a series of Westminster compiled manuscripts. However, despite these points of
intersection between the ordo texts, the history of the funeral ordo was quite distinct from
the history of the coronation ordo. In the first place, the emergence of the funeral ordo
constituted the establishment of a new textual tradition in the late fourteenth century. On
the one hand, this meant that the text was automatically less constrained by the type of
prescriptive baggage from the past which hedged the development of the coronation ordo.
On the other hand, however, if the funeral ordo could be comparatively free and flexible
in terms of its textual content, it was also much less clearly imbued with any recognised
ritual authority at its point of inscription. Secondly, the funeral text was initially much
more limited in its prescriptive scope than the coronation ordo. It dealt with a rather
narrow aspect of funeral ritual and one which could hardly have been considered innovatory
at the time when the ordo was compiled. The narrowness of the interests and expertise

represented in the fourteenth-century version of the text tends further to support the

'** Hope, “Funeral, Monument and Chantry Chapel,” pp. 133-4.

1% The rising importance of the College of Arms was reflected in its receipt of a charter of incorporation from
Richard III in 1484.
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ascribing of the ordo’s authorship to the monks of Westminster.

Given the inadequate scope of the prescriptions preserved in the earliest version of
the funeral ordo, it is perhaps unsurprising that royal funerals generated a variety of
alternative strands of prescriptive writing during the fifteenth century. The Liber Regie
Capelle funeral text might be viewed as a rather late attempt to provide a more inclusive
overview of the whole ceremony. However, even this text appears highly limited in its
heraldic detailing when compared with other contemporary writing on royal funerals.'>
The range of writing on funeral practice in the fifteenth century might suggest that the
character of funeral ritual underwent rapid and major change during this period. However,
as will be seen later, this hypothesis is at best only partly true.'””” Nevertheless, this range
of writing does indicate two things. Firstly, royal funerals were clearly an environment in
which there co-existed a number of interested parties who each chose to stake jurisdictional
claims to the exercise of ritual rights and privileges through the textualisation of these
claims. Secondly, the production of an array of different ritual texts for fifteenth-century
royal funerals suggests that there existed a lack of consensus over where authority was
ultimately located in the arrangement of royal funerals. At the same time, however, the
original Westminster text of the funeral ordo (despite its inadequacy) clearly did acquire

authority over time as can seen by its incorporation into a number of quite different later

fifteenth-century writings on royal funerals.

156 See below pp. 101-10.

157 See below pp. 111-13.
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Chapter Three
Visual Representation

(I) Introduction

In Chapter Two I have examined the textualisation of royal ritual practices in the later
middle ages, and analysed this process in terms of Westminster Abbey’s self-image as the
ritual centre point of English kingship. In this chapter, I will examine prescriptive ordines
in conjunction with other types of ritual evidence in order to explore some of the visual
dimensions of coronation and funeral ritual.! However, before proceeding any further with
this analysis, it is useful to discuss some conceptual issues which help to illustrate why
visual representation is an important area of study for the historian seeking to understand
the role and impact of royal ritual within late medieval political culture.

Amos Rapoport’s work on the interaction of ritualised behaviour and the built
environment provides a useful theoretical model for exploring the importance of the visual
dimensions of ritual.> Rapoport isolates ‘meaning’ as the mechanism which links systems
of activities to systems of settings. The constitution of meaning within a particular setting
is mediated through the sensory dimensions of the setting. These sensory dimensions are
themselves manifested in terms of a variety of visual (and aural) cues or props which help

to orientate the behaviour of people who enter the setting:

...activities and settings are linked through meaning, in other words...the
principal mechanism that links an activity and a setting is meaning. The
cues in settings, if they are noticed and understood, act as mnemonics -
they remind those entering the setting of the situation it defines, of which

! The study of the visual dimensions of English kingship has become increasingly popular in the field of
Tudor history. See S. Anglo, Images of Tudor Kingship (London, 1992); idem, Spectacle, Pageantry and
Early Tudor Policy (Oxford, 1969); D. Howarth, Images of Rule: Art and Politics in the English

Renaissance, 1485-1649 (Basingstoke, 1997); J.N. King, Tudor Royal Iconography: Literature and Art in

an Age of Religious Crisis (Princeton, 1989); G. Kipling, The Triumph of Honour: Burgundian Origins of
the Elizabethan Renaissance (Leiden, 1977); R.C. Strong, The Cult of Elizabeth: Elizabethan Portraiture

and Pageantry (1977). For royal iconography in late medieval France, see C. Beaune, The Birth of an

Ideology: Myths and Symbols of Nation in Late Medieval France, trans. S.R. Huston & ed. F.L. Cheyette

(Berkeley & Los Angeles, 1991); A.D. Hedeman, The Royal Image: Illustrations of the Grandes Chroniques

de France, 1274-1422 (Berkeley, 1991).

? A. Rapoport, “Systems of Acti