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THE SECOND CONTINUATION OF

THE .CROYLAND CHRONICLE .
K. E. .BURR

The Second Continuation of the Croyland Chronicle1 is an anonymous

work narrating events in England and at Croyland Abbey during the yea_rs
1459—1486.  Because of the period it  covers  and the quality and detail of its
narrative, it is' a primary source for the history of the reigns of Edward IV,
Edward  V  and Richard III.  2

It was first published In  1684-by William Fulman, the English antiquarian,
as  part  of  “Historia Croy1_andensis”, which consists of five separate chronicles.  3
Two are spurious productions and three are continuations, collectively covering
the per_iod  616-1486.  Fulman apparently transcribed the fifteenth century
Cottonian manuscript, Otho  B  XIII to obtain his  text  of the Continuations.  4
. The  value  of this  unique  work lies in its accurate chronology and the
intimate  knowledge it provides of the  events  described; a  number of scholars
have  concluded that  this  is the work of an eyewitness, perhaps a participant. It
is the  only source  describing Hastings’s  role in the council which met to discuss

_  Edward V’s Coronation, the  court  dress worn by King Edward, Queen Anne and
Elizabeth of York, and the meeting called by Richard III when councillors swore
loyalty to his son and heir. These examples illustrate  that this‘ ‘eyewitness” was
present in the Council, at Court and was close to Richard III. The work as a
'whole 15 by a  man who clearly spent his life 1n the Royal service. This probably

accounts for many of his tantalising silences where he deliberately leaves things
unsaid or unclear.5

The  form  of the work as published by Fulman is as follows:

(i) Introduction, stating that  the  work  is  a Continuation  of the preceding First
Continuation:

(ii) 1459—1469.  History of the reign of Edward IV.  Here  the  author goes  over  the

ground  already covered by his predecessor, who  left  a rather bald  narrative  of

this  period.
(iii) Account of the  death  of  Abbot  John  Lytlington, 1469.  Election of  John

Wysbech.
(iv) An account of the difference between the English and Roman calpndars, in-

serted to explain the system of double  dating used by the  author  in the pre-
ceding narrative  to  1469.

(v) Note that a  full  account  of the  career  of John  Wysbech  will be  given  when the

narrative reaches  1477, the  date  of his death.
(vi) 1470—1476. History of the reign of Edward IV.

(vii) Death of John Wysbech m  1477, and an account of his  abbacy Richard  Croy-
land  appointed  in his place. An account of  Richard  Croyland’s abbacy is

-  promised when the  narrative  reaches  [483, the date of his death.
(viii) l476—1483. History of the  reigns  of Edward IV, Edward  V  and  Richard  111'.

(ix) Death of Richard Croyland in  1483  and the  events  of  his.  abbacy.  Lanibert

Fossdyke elected In  1484.  Notes  that  he died in  I485  of the  sweating sickness.
(x) History of the  reign  of  Richard  III.  l483—l485. '

(xi) Concluding section  summarising the  scope  and  content  of the  work.
(xii) A Latin poem  on  “The Three  Richards” ,  kings  of England.
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(xiii) Death of Lambert  Fossdyke  in'l485, and the succession of Edmund  Thorpe.
(xiv) An account of  Thorpe’s  efforts  to settle Croyland  Abbey’s legal  battles  with  her

neighbours.  This  concludes  with a  brief  note  of the transfer of the  temporalities
of Brynkhurst  Church  to the Abbey at Peterborough.

(xv) Coronation  of  Henry VII in  1486.
(xvi) A poem  about  peace and  long sufiering.

(xvii) A poem  inspiregd  by Edward  IV’s  French  Expedition.
(xviii) A poem  in praise of Croyland.

(xix) Concluding statement:  “This  was  done  and completed at Croyland in the  year
of our Lord one thousand, four  hundred and eighty-six, in the space of ten  days;
the  last  of  which  was the last day of the  month  of April in the  said  year” (p. 578).

According to Sir J. G. Edwards, the concluding sections of the Chronicle
are not in theirintended order.“ Sections xiii  and xiv begin:7 “At the beginning
of the new reign, the sweating sickness, of which we  have  previously made
mention .  .  .  ” (In his  primordis  novi  regis  invaluit  pestis sudoris  de qua  supra
tetigeramus.  .  .  p. 567), which Edwards regards as an incongruous beginning,
since in Section xii the author was narrating the reign of Richard  III.  Thus,
Section xii should be followed by Section  xv, which gives an account of the
opening of the new reign, and Sections xvi and  xvii, by the Latin  verses about
Croyland Abbey. Further, in Section xv, the  ,author states  his intention of
going beyond the  reign  of Richard III. Section  xiii  should follow Section  xvii,
since  xv—xvii  have  set the scene for Section  xiii, by giving an  account  of the new
reign. Section xiv follows, it belongs with Section  xiii, since both are Croyland
material. Section  xix, the concluding sentence of the whole work, actually
belongs as the concluding sentence to Section  xiv.  Finally, the Chronicle ends
with the  Valedictory verse in praise of Croyland in Section xviii.

Thus, according to Edwards, the colophon at the end refers not to the
writing of the Chronicle but to another  event.  This  was the transfer by the
Abbey, to Peterborough  Abbey, of the temporalities of Brynkhurst Church.
Therefore, the final paragraph of  Section  xiv should read:

“For he  obtained  the letters patent of the King granting a  licence to  that
effect and directed to the Convent and Abbot of Burgh; an account of which,
and the whole of the process thence  ensuing, will perhaps be written at greater
length by some other person hereafter in its  proper place.  These  things were
done  and  completed  at  Croyland  in the  year  of our  Lord  one  thousand, four
Imndr  ed and  eighty-six, in the  space  of ten  days:  the  last  of which  was the  last  day
of the  month  of April' In the  said  yew.

Edwards explains the misplaced colophon as due to a  copyi§t’ 5  error. The
poem, Section  xviii, is preceded by the words “Afterwards subjoin the verses in
praise of this monastery which  begin  as follows .  . .  ”  (Deinde  subjunge versus
(Ia  laude lmius monasterii  qui sic  incipiunt.  .  .  p. 578).  This, he says, is an in-
struction  to the  copyist  and was  never  intended to be copied. The  scribe  not
only copied the  words  “Deimle  .  .  .  ” onwards but  thought  that  the poem was
to be “subjoined” before the colophon, which  was part of Section xiv  which
then  preceded  Section  xviii.  Edwards  supported  his argument by showing that
the  date  of the legal proceedings, during which  the temporalities of Brynkhurst
Church  were transferred to Peterborough, coincided with  the dates  supplied  by
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the colophon.a His  theory has much to commend it and has not been challenged
in any publications  for the  past  nine  years.” There ar'e, however, some  very
serious  objections  to  this  which, I  believe, disprove it.

Firstly, the  opening sentence of  Sections xiii  and xiv is not incongruous.
The  preceding Section, xi, states  that  the new reign began at  Bosworth.‘ “  .  .  .
the new  king (Henry VII) also proceded  to  that  place  (Leicester) graced with  'the

.crown  which  he had so gloriously won.” (p. 575.) Thus, the first year of the

new  reign  began on  22nd  August  [485  and, therefore, to begin Section xiii with
the  words  “At the beginning of the new leign  .  . .  "  and then to  state  that  Abbot
Lambert  Fossdyke died of the sweating sickness, is  quite  reasonable.10

Further, the positioning of the passage is chronological; Fossdyke died on
l4th  October, and  Henry VII was crowned on  30th  October.  Edward’s proposal
to  place  this section  after the coronation and the  account  of the first few  months
of the new reign, is not in  accord  with the way in which the rest of the chronicle
is written. His supposition  that  Sections  xv-xvii  about England interrupt
Sections  xiii—xiv  and  xviii  about Croyland is correct, but not unusual. The rest
of the Chronicle is written  like  this.  As my analysis shows, passages  about
England are interrupted by Croyland passages at the chronological point
marking an  Abbot’s  death. Therefore, on stylistic ground, Section  xiii  belongs
where it stands in Fulman’s  edition  of the  text, after Section  xii and  should  be
followed  by Section xiv.

Secondly, Edwards’s explanation of the displacement of the colophon,
Section  xix, is not convincing.  A  glance at my reconstruction of the final  ,part
of  Section  xiv, incorporating xix, show  that_ although Section  xix will fit, it is
slightly forced.  Further, the words “Now  subjoin  some  lines in praise of  this
monastery. .  .  ”  are not necessarily instructions to a copyist. The  author’s
style  abounds with  similar  constructions. For example:

“But  now let us return to the said John  Wysbech .  . .  ”
“It is my intention  here to insert an account  . . .  ”  . _
“In  returning to the  history of  this  kingdom  .  . .  let us  subjoin certain
matters .  .  .  " , .
Thirdly, Edwards’s  theory assumes two serious  copying errors, both  of

which, by their  nature, are  hard  to accept. He assumes  that  when the copyist
made his  “error”, placing the  colophon, Section  xix, at the end, the order was—
xi, xii, xv, xvi, xvii, xiii, xiv, xviii, xix.  Then a second  error  was  made, resulting
in the present  order  of xi, xii, xiii, xiv, xv, xvi, xvii, xviii, xix.  Since  MS. Otho  B
X111 is late fifteenth century, both errors  occurred within  fifteen  years; possible
but rather close.11

Consequently, I  conclude  that  the  colophon, Section xix, belongs in its
present  position, and  that  it was  intended  to  state  that the Chronicle was written
at Croyland in 10 days, being finished  on  30th  April  1.486. Other internal
evidence suggests  that  the work is by one  author, is a  unity and, as we  have
argued, is in the  order  in  which  it was  written.  Further, he or  another, dated
the  work, stating exactly when  its compilation took  place.  We  turn  now to

the  question  of  authorship.
Sir Clements Markham12 saw two hands at work, one of  whom, a credulous

monk, wrote  the unfavourable passages about  Richard III.  C. L.  Kingsford
rejected  this theory of  dual authorship, showing convincingly that  the author
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was one person.13 He confidently asserted  that the continuator describes
himself as one of the  king’s  councillors, and  a  Doctor of Canon Law  who, in
the summer of 1471, was entrusted with  a  mission to Charles the  Bold  to  nego-
tiate  an alliance. He tells us that he completed the writing of his history In 10
days, finishing 1n on 30th  April  1486.1‘1

Kingsford derived the identity of the writer from a marginal note in the
Chronicle. This note, which reads  “Ille  qui  lumc historiam compilavit” (p. 557)
is set against an account of a visit by an anonymous  ambassador  to the dukes of
Burgundy. He understood this to  mean  “He who compiled this history”, and
ascribed it to the  author  himself. 15 Sir J. G. Edwards has suggested  that  it may
mean, “He who compiled this  story”, i.e. the account of the embassy.16

It seems to me that the key lies not in the word “historian” but in the use
of the verb  “compilatio” to describe the writer’s activity. This verb implies  a
putting together of a number of sources, or  stories, and must therefore refer to
the whole work.17 Thus the writer of the marginal note believed that the author
was  a  councillor, a  canon lawyer and a  diplomat, who visited Burgundy in  1471.

The person who best fits this description is John Russell, Bishop of Lincoln
and Chancellor of England.m In  1461  he was Moderator at the  Canon  Law
School at Oxford, and later, after entering royal  service, he went on several
missions to Burgundy. These took place in April  1467, January 1468 (when he
negotiated the marriage of Margaret of York to  Charles  the  Bold), in February
1470  (when he assisted at the investiture of Charles with the Garter), and in
March  1472  on another embassy. He was in France on behalf of Henry VI in
1471, but .it is not known whether he visited Burgundy that  year on behalf of
Edward IV. Russell was a Councillor and served Edward IV, Henry VI, Richard
III and Henry VII in  that  capacity.“ He is an ideal candidate for the authorship
because he was  active  in royal affairs for most of the period covered by the
Chronicle. Further, he visited Croyland on  16th  April  1486, and  stayed  about  a
month.  During that  time  he presided as  Bishop of Lincoln at the legal proceed-
ings connected with the transfer of Brynkhurst Church to Peterborough Abbey. 2°

Russell may betray his  hand  in the  following passage about the first and
only Parliament of  Richard III:  “  .  .  .  while at the  same time  attainders were"
made of so many lords and men of high rank, besides peers and commoners, as
well as  three  bishops, that  we do not read of the like being issued by the T ri-
umvirate  even  of  Octavianus, Anthony and Lepidus.” (p. 570.) In  a  draft
sermon for the opening of Edward V’s first parliament, Russel]  compares the
tutorship of Richard III over Edward  V  to that  exercised  by Lepidus over
Ptolemy.  If Russell later wrote the Chronicle passage, perhaps he decided to
draw from the same era of Roman history as he had done for the  sermon  he
never delivered.21

As I  have  said earlier, the Chronicler, having mentioned the Brynkhurst
proceedings, rather briefly, says that  a  full account “will perhaps be written at
greater length by some  other  person  .  . . ”, The  Third  Continuation  gives  such
an account, although  it breaks off before the end, and  mentions that  Russell
visited  Croyland at  this  time.  It is made up as follows:

(i) Introduction.
(ii) Account of Henry VII’s  first  parliament, and of his  reign  to  Easter, 1486, which

he spent at Lincoln.
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(iii) Death of Cardinal Bourchier, Easter, 1486.
(iv) A note  on the  lineage  of  Cardinals Bqurchier  and  Beaufort.
(v) An Account of Beaufort’s  death  in 1447.

(vi) Henry VII at  Nottingham  and York.
(vii) An  account  of  Russell’s  visit. -

(viii) A  full  account  of the  Brynkhurst  proceedings.

It seems unlikely that  the Chronicle went beyond the Brynkhurst  pro-
ceedings because the sheer length of the  account,  which is a copy of the notarial
record, would  have  rendered any work incorporating it, rather unbalanced.22
The Third Continuation is nothing more  than  an account of  these proceedings
dressed up as a chronicle by the addition of the material in  Sections  i—vii.
Further, it does not really continue the Second Continuation because chrono-
logically it goes no further than the Easter of  1486.23 In other words, neither
Continuation mentions  anything which  happened after  Russell’s  visit.

The account of Beaufort’s death in  1447, which the author calls to mind
because of Bourchier’s death,' is ascribed to an eyewitness. Russell studied at
Winchester, where  Beaufort died and may have  been  a  member of his household
in 1447.  Thus  Russell may be linked directly with the Third  Continuation,
having provided the account of  Beaufort’s  death.24

There  are stylistic reasons for connecting the Third Continuation with the
Second:

Third Contimmlion

“Oh God! What assurance  from this
time  are our  kings  to  have....”
(p. 578.)

Second Continuation

“Oh God! Why should  we any longer
dwell on  this  subject  multiplying our
recital  of  things  so distasteful...”
(p. 572).

“At  this  sitting Parliament  confirmed
the  title  by which  the  king had, in the
preceding summer  ascended the  throne;
and  although that  lay court  initially was
unable to  give a definition  of his  rights

. .” (p. 570.)

“  . . .at the same  time  attainders  were
made of so many lords and men of  high
rank, besides peers  and  commoners
.  . .  .” (p. 570.)

“  .  . . the  sovereignty was confirmed to
our Lord the King... by many titles
so  that  we are to  believe that  he  rules
most  rightfully.” (p. 578.)

“  .  .  .  prescriptions  .  .  .  commonly called
attainders were rated  against thirty
persons.  . . .” (p. 578.)

Furthermore, the author of both continuations was cynical about the élaims
of  Richard  III and Henry VII. Thus, although the similarities of style are not of
a high  order, I believe the two continuations are by the same author because the
treatment of similar subjects is  identical.

Russell’s connections  with  both  continuations  may be  summarised  as
follows:

(i) Russell stayed at Croyland from  16th  April  1486  for about a month.
(ii) Nothing recorded in either  Chronicle  occurred after early May when  he

departed.
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(iii) He  conducted  the  hearing of the  Brynkhurst proceedings  which the Third
Continuation describes.

(iv) He  possessed  the  necessary knowledge  to  have  written  the  Chronicle.
(v) The colophon at the end of the Chronicle  dates  the  completion  while

Russell  was in  residence.
(vi) Russell, a Wykhamist, could have provided  the  account  of Beaufort’s  death.
(vii) The  triumvirate  is  mentioned  by Russell  in his  draft sermon  for  Edward

V’s  parliament  and by the  author  of the  Second  Continuation.

In the  final analysis conclusive proof  of  Russell’s authorship is  lacking.
The  evidence  I  have  adduced  and our  present knowledge  of the late  fifteenth
century point  to  Russell  as the  best candidate.  The  question  of why he  should
have  written a chronicle  for  Croyland Abbey will  be  discuésed  in a  future article.
All I  would  add  here  is  that  he  would  not  have  written the  Croyland parts, but
probably dictated  his  account  of the  Yorkist  dynasty to a  scribe who  combined
it with existing material  to  form  a  chronicle. These  were  the things which  were
done  and  completed  in 10  days.

NOTES

This  article  was  substantially complete  when Mr Peter  Hammond kindly drew  my
attention  to  “Richard  III and His  Early Historians,  .l483—l535” by  Alison Hanham.
Chapter 4  of this  book  is  devoted  to  a  detailed  discussion  of the  Croyland  Chronicle,  which
is the  fullest  and the  best discussion published  so  far.  It is my intention to  discuss  Miss
Hanham’s  views  in  a  separate  article: I  have  not referred to, or  used  her  work  in this  article.
In the  notes  which  follow.  I  have  referred  to her  work where appropriate.  Page  numbers
placed after quotations from  the  Croyland Chronicle  are to W.  Fulman, Rerum  Angli-
carum Scriptorurn Veterum, Vol.  1, 1684.

l. C. L. Kingsford, in his  English Historical  Literature of the Fifteenth  Century (1913),
regarded  Pseudo  Ingulph and  Pseudo  Peter  of  .Blois  as  Chronicles.  Three  continuations
therefore  follow.  Miss  C. Scofield  (Life  and Reign of  Edward  W) regarded  Pseudo  Peter
of  Blois  as  a continuation  of  Pseudo  Ingulph.  Therefore she  refers  to our  second  con-
tinuation as the third, and our third as the  fourth.  See J. G.  Edwards  “The  Second  Con-
tinuation of the Croyland Chronicle: was it written ‘in ten days’?” Bulletin of the In-
stitute of  Historical  Research,  Vol.  39, pp. ll7—l29.

2. The  Second  Continuation is  used extensively by Gairdner, Kendall  and  Markham, forming
the  basis  of  their  chronology.

3. .l. G.  Edwards.  op.  cit.  p. 117 and footnote 1.
4. J. G.  Edwards.  op.  cit.  p. “7 and  footnote  I. See  also Alison Hanham  “Richard III and

His  Early Historians, 1483—1535” (1975) p. 75 and pp. 98—102,  where  it is suggested  that
'Fulman  had  access  to  another  copy  apart  from  Otho  B  XIII.  Her  discussion  is the  most
detailed  study of  Fulman’s text published.

5.  Alison  Hanham. Richard  III,  Lord  Hastings and the  historians.  English  Historical
Review, Vol.  87  (I972) pp. 233-248.  Miss Hanham disputes whether  Croyland’s  chron-
ology is  accurate  on the  date  of Hastings’s  death.  For the  opposing view  see B. P. Wolfe
“When and why did Hastings  lose  his  head  ?” English  Historical  Review  Vol.  89 (1974)
pp.28933—844. Also  Ricardian No. 47, p. 23, for  a discussion  and  Ricardian  No. 50, pp.
27— .

6. J. G.  Edwards.  op.  cit.  pp. 117—129.
Alison  Hanham  “Richard III and His  Early Historians  1483-1535”.  Miss  Hanham  agrees
with  Edwards  on this  point.
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7.

9.

10.

[8.

19.

20.

2].

22.

23.

24.

Edwards  did not  analyse  the  whole  Chronicle.  My number sections  correspond  to his
analysis  as follows:
Edwards  passage:  A =Sections  xiii and xiv

B  =Sections xv, xvi and xvii
C  =Section  xviii

see Edwards, page 120, for this  analysis.

J. G.  Edwards.  op.  cit.  pp.  120—126.
Alison Hanham  “Richard III and His  Early Historians” pp. 77—79.

According to C. D.  Ross this  position is about to change  since  N. Pronay’s forthcoming
edition of the  text  will  prove  Edwards  wrong.  C. 'D.  Ross, “Edward  IV” (1975), p.  430.

But not according to  Miss Hanham  “Richard III and His  Early Historians”, p. 8l, who
regards  the  monastic  mention as an  intrusion.

.  An  alternative  suggestion to copying errors  is  disarrangemcnt  of the end  leaves  of the  work.

12.

)3.

14.

15.

I  6.

.l 7.

Sir  Clements  R.  Markham.  “Richard  III” (I906), pp. l75—l76.

Kingsford op.  cit.  p.  .180.

Kingsford op.  cit.  p. 18L

Kingsford op.  cit.  pp. 126-129.

Edwards  op.  cit.  pp. 126—129. '

Miss  Alison  Hanham  also arrived at  this conclusion; “Richard III and His  Early His-
torians" pp. 86 and 87.

Suggested by P. M.  Kendall  “Richard  111".
See  discussion  by A.  Hanham, pp.  88—98.  She  adduces much  of the evidence .1  have used,
but is not  prepared  to commit herself to the  theory that  Russell wrote  the  Chronicle.

As  Alison Hanham reminds  us, the  best account  of  Russell’s career  is  found  in A. ‘B.
Emden, A  Biographical Register of the  University of  Oxford  to A. D.  1500  (Oxford, 1957).
A condensed version  is given by C. L. Kingsford in "Dictionary of  National  Biography"
(Vol.  49), pp.  442—443.

April 16' IS the  date  given by his register.  Edwards  p. 123.
An account of the  pgroceedings IS  found' In the  .Bishop’ s  Register and in the  Third  Con-
tinuation, pp. 582-59

This point  is mentione_d by Miss _Hanham, who noticed it  independently, p. 89, footnote 8.
Russell’s  sermon  is  printed' In Nichols “Grants of  Edward  V”. I  have  to  thank  Mr

Peter  Hammond for  kindly checking this  for me.  Miss  Hanham does  not  seem  to  attach
much significance to the  similarity between  Chronicle and  sermon  at this  poi.nt

Miss  Hanham also discusses this  point, p. 84  a_nd footnote  2. She  says  that although the
conclusion  of the  Third  Continuation was missing when Fulman  made  his  transcript,
p.53  of his  transcript  (p. 582 of the printed  text) reproduces  a marginal  note  stating that
“From  this  place  to the end of the  book  nothing more  is  included beyond  the instruments
of the  concession  of the Church of Brynkhurst or  Eston  to the  Abbey  of Pcterborough”.

Noted independently by Miss  .Hanham, p. 84.

See  Hanham,p ..85  She  does  not  connect Russell  with Beaufort.  This account  of  Beau-
fort' s death  is pdiscussed by K. B. Macfarlane,‘ ‘At the deathbed of Cardinal Beaufort”,
Studies' In Medieval  History presented  to F. M.  Powicke  (I948).  He  states that  a  Croyland
monk  may have  been  a  member  of Beaufort’s  household.
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