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T  heExtantDocuments

Edited by ANNE F.  SUTTON  and P. W. HAMMOND

and the Review Article by CECIL H. CLOUGH

THE  RECENT EXTENSIVE REVIEW  by Dr. Clough  (Ricardian, vol. 6, no. 85, June
1984, pp.346-352) has aroused sufficient interest to warrant publication of the
more specific  contributions.

Mrs. Caroline Martin, Miss Veronica McNamara  and  Miss Isolde Wigram
have expressed disagreement with Dr.  Clou_gh’s suggestion  that the Archbishop
of Canterbury’s failure to attend the coronation banquet was a political gesture of
disapproval of the King' 3 accession rather  than a  result of fatigue or infirmity as
preferred by the authors.

Mr. R. C.  Hairsine  summarizes their points:
Such action by the Archbishop would certainly have offended the King but

would  have  been pointless and hypocritical after having actually carried out the
ceremony of anointing and crowning. If the Archbishop felt he could not support
the  King, he could  have  more  effectively absented himself from the entire
proceedings by retiring to his  estates  and excusing himself on the grounds of an
indisposition of  a  trivial or serious nature depending on whether he wished to
demonstrate or conceal his feelings. There is of course no doubt  that  he did not
attend the banquet for  here Mancini’s  account is supported by the prosaic record
of the coronation itself  which  states  that  the  Bishop of Durham  took  the
Archbishop's  place  at table. Apart from  this, Mancini’s undoubted importance as
a contemporary source should not be overvalued to the  extent  that  his opinions
are accepted uncritically. Mancini’s writing strongly suggests  that  his sources for
‘background’ information were antagonistic to the new  regime  and, as  agent  or at
least correspondent to  Angelo  Cato, he was hardly a  disinterested observer of
English politics.

0n the likelihood of Bourchier’s infirmity, Dr.  Clough  states that  ‘two  years
later  the Cardinal was well  enough  to perform the ceremony and to  attend  the
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banquet’. However, closer examination of the records of Henry VII’s  coronation
would lead to  a  somewhat different conclusion. The  events  are covered in great
detail in  ‘The  Foundation of the Tudor  Dynasty:  The Coronation and Marriage
of Henry VII’, by Sydney Anglo  (The Guildhall Miscellany,  vol. 2, 1960, esp.
pp.8-9). The information is taken from BL Egerton 985 and is repeated in S. B.
Chrimes, Henry VII (London  1972, pp.59-60). In  Anglo’s  words:  ‘Thomas
Bourchier, Cardinal of St. Ciriacus, Archbishop of Canterbury, was deemed too
venerable, at  eighty years of  age, for the more strenuous exercises of the ritual so
that he “might not take the lavabo himself” although he did perform the
anointing and  crowning.’ The Bishops of Exeter and  London  deputised for him.
There is no indication whether the Archbishop attended  the banquet on this
occasion.

Having considered  a  wider range of evidence, the present contributors
consider it  more  likely that the Archbishop’s absence from Richard  III’s  banquet
was due to his frailty than to any political motive.  Such  a conclusion is in line
with the similar opinion of Professor F. R. H. Du  Boulay that  the general pardon
received by the Archbishop in  1484  was for mundane legal and administrative
purposes (in  Registrum Thome  Bourgchier,  Canterbury and York Society, vol.
54, p.xxii). It  might  be added  that  in  case of doubt it is usually safest to assume the
most  mundane interpretation of historical problems rather  than  the most
entertaining or dramatic alternative. The reign of Richard 111 calls for no special
treatment!

Dr.  Clough  has raised  a  similar interesting problem of interpretation with his
view that Richard  III’s  visit to the quarters of the northern troops in Finsbury
Fields was occasioned by their unruly behaviour. He  cites both Mancini and the
Great Chronicle as evidence. Mr. R. C.  Hairsine  has written to dispute this by
consideration of the same  sources.  Firstly, Mancini (p.101) as quoted in full by
Dr. Clough, in  fact  only refers to  fear  of disorder; resulting from ‘a very great
concourse of  people’ in and near the capital. Mancini does not mention any actual
disorder at all. He describes Richard  going out to  meet  the Northerners before
they entered the City, passing amongst their ranks and thanking them  for their
support. This occasion is more fully and  precisely described in the minutes of the
Mercers’ Company, members of which  took  part in the event as it affected the  '
City (cited in The  Coronation,  p.27, n. 105). Reading this source with the others it
becomes quite clear  that  the visit to F insbury Fields and subsequent procession to
St.  Paul’s  was a carefully planned sequence intended to give the Northerners
welcome and recognition and hopefully to establish goodwill between them and
the City. The civic authorities were fully consulted and  took  part in the
ceremonial by providing harnessed men to line the route as noted in the
Goldsmiths’ Company Minute  Book  (A, p.247).

Turning to The  Great Chronicle  (p.233) it emerges  that  this is the source of
the story of unruly conduct by the Northerners. Being written about 1509 it is not
surprisingly notorious for errors of chronology and significance of events. For
instance, it places the death of Queen Anne  before  Buckingham’s rebellion. In
this instance careful reading reveals  that  the Chronicler does not mention the
King’s review of the northern troops  outside  the City. He merely says
‘immediately after  the  time  of the  Coronation  was overpasscd, the King with large
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rewards .  .  .  sent them home again.’ He continues: ‘Of the which, some bearing
them  hold of the King’s favour, after they had rested them there  a  while, began to
make such masteries  that  the King was fain to ride thither himself, where at his
coming he put some in execution and so pacified  that country and returned again
to London' (contributor’s italics). The Chronicler  clearly believed the disorder to
be in the North and some time after the coronation. It may be a  vague  reference to
Richard’s progress to the  North, reflecting a  Londoner’s conviction  that  no King
would go there for pleasure! The progress did of course turn into an action
against rebellion even if that  were  not centred in the  North  but in the  South  and
West.

Aside from the question of their conduct, Dr.  Clough's  main point is to
follow Polydore  Vergil  in presuming that  Richard used the Northern troops to
overawe London. Whereas this argument  cannot  be dismissed altogether, it does
less  than  justice to the civic authorities’ normal arrangements for public order  —
the watch and the trained  bands  in the control of the livery companies. In point of
fact, as is abundantly clear  from  Richard’s letters to the  City of York, the
Northern troops had  been  summoned in early June  to deal with possible trouble
from the Woodvilles, other sympathetic magnates and their retainers. In the
volatile political situation at  that  time, Richard would have been extremely
foolhardy not to have secured his position in this way irrespective of his
intentions thereafter. Indeed it might be said  that  being taken unawares by his
brother's death, he was at first rather hesitant in  facing up to the realities and
implications of the developing situation with decisive action. As it transpired, the
reinforcements were not required for the purpose envisaged but it would have
been impolitic to have sent  them  home without having served at least  a
ceremonial  function.  In  July the  King and the civic authorities were concerned to
keep the peace in  a  capital crowded for the coronation. The Londoners were quite
capable of policing the City itself. The  King’s  proclamation  (Coronation.  p.26,
citing Harl. MS.433,  vol. 3, pp.29—30) states  clearly that  disturbers of the peace
within the City liberties were to be  subject  to the jurisdiction of the mayor whilst
offences  committed in  outlying areas  would  be dealt with by the steward of the
King’s  Household. To give  some  indication of resources, when the City
Companies mustered their armoured men to line the streets, those  of the
Goldsmiths  alone  numbered  156.  Outside the City, normal arrangements for
keeping the  peace  would no doubt have  been  insufficient for the  influx  of  people
attracted by the coronation, and in these circumstances a ready-to-hand militia of
loyal Northerners could have  been  very useful. We do not know  that  they were
used in  this  way either to overawe troublemakers ‘criminal’ or ‘political’, but it
would  have  been  a pragmatic use of available resources. The implication  that  this
reflects adversely on the King’s reputation betrays a lack of appreciation of the
realpolitik  of  this  or any other time.  A  government which relies solely on the
goodwill of its subjects for the maintenance of order is doomed to failure. To
suggest  on the basis of the silence of the  records that the eminently realistic Henry
VII would fail to make  adequate  policing arrangements in the same
circumstances is to underestimate him  also.  To sum up, it would appear  that  the
story of the  unruly behaviour of the Northerners is based on  a  misreading of the
Great Chronicle. The records simply do not tell us whether the  troops  were used
either as  ‘police’ or as an ‘army of occupation‘ but it  seems unlikely that  if their
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activities had been at all obtrusive the later more biased chroniclers would have

failed to comment.

Turning from  matters  of interpretation to those of presentation, Mr.
Hairsine  considers  that  Dr.  Clough’s  comments require some qualification. The
latter regrets  that  The  Coronation  does not include all the extant documents and
implies that the title is  thereby a  little misleading. It is suggested  that  the editors
made a decision acceptable to the majority of readers in printing only previously
unpublished documents together with the commentary and biographical material
which ensure  that  it is  a  readable  text  as well as  a  research tool. It is  also
debateable  that  the  sources  which Dr. Clough  wants  included, such as Mancini
and the  Great Chronicle, could be considered as ‘extant  documents’ of the
coronation. One would normally understand this term to mean the documents
produced for and by the ceremony, such as financial accounts, the official
programme, the menu and the narrative of the  event  by an official.

Dr.  Clough  has rendered a valuable service in detailing the few incomplete or
blank references in the text. This should not in any way detract from his general
verdict  that ‘the  standard of proof-correcting is very high’. Indeed to follow this
comment with trivial notes on the occasional omission of full  stops and italics in
the references seems rather uncharitable, especially as  other  authors will  know
that  their  proof  corrections do not always get implemented!

Miss Isolde Wigram  writes:
Having praised this impressive work as  a  ‘basic research  tool’, Dr. Clough

proceeds to the  objections.  He disagrees with the authors in believing that  the
magnificence of the clothing made for the coronation was traditional rather than
evidence of extravagance. He considers  that  ‘his [Richard’s], magnificent
coronation itself aimed at winning popular support by providing a spectacle’
(p.350).  Setting aside the  fact  that  coronations are generally expected  to provide a
spectacle, this is a further demonstration  that  Richard can never win. If he had
had a modest coronation, it would no  doubt  have  been argued that  as  a  usurper he
dared not do  more.  If he has  a magnificent  display, he is trying to win popular
support. In fact it is difficult to see how  much  more magnificent the spectacle
could have been made in the few days  extra  time provided beyond the previously
fixed  date for Edward V’s coronation. The Yorkist court had  a  certain reputation
for magnificence and there can be little doubt  that  what  had  been  ordered for
Edward’s crowning was  suitably impressive.

Then  again  ‘the  elaborate crowning ceremony reflected the  King’s  wishes to
impress on his  subjects  that  he was  God’s  approved ruler . .  .  Significantly two
years later  Henry Tudor, likewise insecure as  defacto  ruler, adopted in  essence
the order of service in the Abbey that had been followed by Richard  111, but
seemingly avoided having armed retainers to dominate London  .  .  .’ (p.350).
What  is significant  about  Henry VII following a  precedent  for the service set by
Richard  III? Such  ceremonies commonly follow precedent, and if  a  new
precedent is  set, it is  that  which will be followed.  Note that  the authors  state (p.6)
that  the ‘holy oil of St.  Thomas Becket’ was first  used  at the coronation of  Henry
IV, a  practice  which  was at once adopted.
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Referring to the ‘armed  retainers’, Dr. Clough believes  that  Richard’s
Northern  troops ‘were placed at strategic points by Richard’s orders .  .  . to
overawe any opposition and to  cheer  him‘ (p.350). As it was the men of the City
Companies who lined the streets in the City itself,  by far the  most  important part
of the route, the deployment  elsewhere  of the Northerners would seemrrather  a
pointless exercise if indeed it  took place, and since their  ‘rusty accoutrements’
were an object of derision to the Londoners, it would clearly have  failed in its aim
of overawing them.  And if Henry VII ‘avoided having armed retainers to
dominate  London' it was perhaps  because  he had 'decided  that  a personal
bodyguard was safer, and probably cheaper. Mancini’s account is somewhat
inconsistent, for of the coronation procession he writes (p. 101) ‘Passing through
the midst of the city attended by the entire nobility and a display of royal honours,
with bared head he [Richard] greeted all onlookers, who  stood along the streets,
and himself received their acclamations’. Yet only a few  days  previously he
records (p.95) ‘When he exhibited himself through the streets of the city he was
scarcely watched by anybody, rather did  they curse  him  with a  fate worthy of his
crimes, since no one now doubted at what he was aiming.’ Perhaps the
magnificent spectacle worked for Mancini too.

It is  this  faith in the objectivity of Mancini which  I  find so surprising in
scholars. True, he was not personally involved in English politics, but his patron
Angelo  Cato, the Archbishop of  Vienne, was  very much involved in French ones,
and the French did not view Richard with favour. This is not to say that  Mancini
would have  given  his patron inaccurate information, but patrons tend to be told
what they want to hear, and in any case, since Mancini knew little or no English,
who and what were his sources of information? We are back to English politics,
even  though  he may appear to distance himself from them. We know  that  he
wrongly placed the delivery of the Duke of York from sanctuary before  instead of
after Hastings’ s execution, just as he invented  a  proxy marriage with  a  French
princess for Edward IV as the alleged basis  for the illegitimacy of  Edward’s
children.

Generally Dr.  Clough’s  praise for  this  work of scholarship by the Society’s
Research Officer and the Editor of the  Ricardian  seems  somewhat grudging and
is much outweighed by his  objections; however he has worked very hard to try
and prove  that  it refers to the coronation of a prince who seized rather than who
was offered the throne.

Mr. W. E.  Hampton writes:
Dr.  Clough  opines (p.350) that  the documents and the commentary to them

illustrate  a  split  among the Yorkist families which Gloucester’s assumption of the
crown had engendered. Let us examine some of the instances he furnishes. The
Woodvilles  were  indeed  absent.  Originally Lancastrian, they were themselves,
however, chiefly responsible for Yorkist divisions, and their eclipse was
welcomed by Yorkist families. Dr. Clough goes on to  state  that  William, Lord
Hastings, had  ‘taken  under his  protection  Edward’s two sons'.At no time did
Hastings have the opportunity or the power to do this — and the man  who, in
April, had threatened to retire to Calais, washing his hands, may have lacked the
resolution.
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The absences of George  Talbot, Earl of Shrewsbury, and his uncle, Gilbert
Talbot, are considered notable. George, then  aged  but fifteen, was  Hastings’ son-
in-law, and for  a  time his ward. According to Professor Ross  (Richard III,  p.212,
n. 8), his custody had passed to a consortium headed by Elizabeth Woodville.
After the death of Hastings, George’s  custody was given to Hastings' widow by
Richard III  (British  Library Harleian Manuscript 433,  ed. R. E. Horrox and P.
W. Hammond, vol. 2, p.5). The execution of his father-in-law, the misfortunes of
his guardians, and the  fact  that he was  a  minor, go far to explain his absence. The
absence of Gilbert, his uncle, is easily explained, for he was still an esquire, and
was to remain so until Henry Tudor  knighted  him after Bosworth — where he is
said to have been wounded (J. G. Wedgwood, History of Parliament:
Biographies,  p.838). The defection of Gilbert, who  took some  500 men to
Bosworth  (200  according to Wedgwood), does not  prove that  Richard had failed
to win the allegiance of the entire  Talbot  family, and Dr. Clough appears to fly in
the face of what little evidence we  possess, when he  states that ‘both  Talbots
fought  against Richard III at  Bosworth’.  The  Chronicle  of Calais  plainly states
that  at ‘Bosworth hethe’ the  King and Norfolk were slain, Surrey,
Northumberland and Lord  Zouche, were taken prisoner, ‘and there was slayne
Ratcliffe, Catesby,and  gentle  Brakenbery, and the  erle  of Shrowsbery was taken
prisoner’ (Camden Society 1846, p.1). The  young Earl had attended Richard at
the reception of the Scottish ambassadors at Nottingham, 12 September  1484,
and was in no  sense  out of favour. It is possible that in  August 1485  Shrewsbury
was living with his guardian, Lady Hastings, at Kirby Muxloc which was situated
some two miles to the north of Richard’s line of march  between  Leicester and
Bosworth Field. 0n  7  May 1488  George (who had fought for Henry at  Stoke
Field) was granted pardon and remission of all fines, forfe‘itures, and arrears of
accounts  by reason of lands forfeited before  7  November  1485 (CPR  1485-94,
p.225).  On more  than  one occasion, Shrewsbury proved  a  ‘good lord’ to  Dame
Joyce Percy, whose husband, Sir Robert Percy (Richard  III’s  Comptroller) had
died at Bosworth. Dame Joyce appears to have  been  in attendance upon the
Countess of Shrewsbury. After one of Dame Joyce’s tenants, Richard  Nicol],  had
fought against the King (apparently at Ackworth in  1492), the Earl wrote to Sir
Robert Plumpton, pointing out  that Joyce  was innocent and unaware of  Nicoll’s
‘misdemeaninge’, and was to receive the rents  owed  to her by Nicol]. This letter
was written at the Hastings  house  at Ashby-de-la-Zouche (see  Plumpton
Correspondence,  Camden Society 1839, pp.264-5, and see p.65).

Gilbert Talbot was married to Elizabeth (not Anne, as Dr.  Clough  has it)
Greystoke, widowed mother of  Thomas, sixth  Lord Scrope of Masham. In  1476,
this lady not only placed her son and her  late  husband’s  lands under the rule of
Richard, Duke  of Gloucester, but  also  agreed to pay the  Duke  200 marks per
annum  (see  Lorraine Attreed, An Indenture between Richard Duke of
Gloucester and the Scrope Family of  Masham  and Upsall, Speculum,  vol.  38,
1983, p.1018). She subsequently married Gilbert, who must have considered the
arrangement less than advantageous.  Here  we may see a possible reason for his
defection. Other grievances he may have nursed. On 18 February 1484, John,
Duke of Suffolk, Gilbert  Talbot, esquire, William Stanley and Gilbert
Debenham, knights, and Richard Fitzlewis, esquire, were  bound  in  2,000  marks
(payable at Easter or levied of their lands and chattels) conditional upon the
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release to Richard III, by John  Wingfield the elder (a pardoned rebel), of all his
interest in lands which Suffolk  ought  to have as one of the heirs of the late  Duke
of Norfolk. In October, the sheriff of  Norfolk’s  deputy was ordered to  summon
Suffolk, Talbot, et al. to appear in Chancery in the octaves of Martinmas  next  to
show cause why the sum of  2,000  marks in which  they were indebted to the King,
for which  they had been cited on 18 February, should not be levied according to
the recognisance.

It should be observed  that, although  Dr. Clough believes that Richard III
attempted  to win the  Talbots  over by appointing Gilbert sheriff of Shropshire, the
King in fact appointed Thomas Hoord (6 November  1483, replacing Thomas
Mitton) and Robert Cresset (5 November  1484) sheriffs of Shropshire  (CFR
1471-85,  nos. 764, 796, 860).

Over his stepson, Gilbert had little influence, for  Thomas  Scrope, who
appears to  have fought  for Richard at Bosworth, did not — although summoned
— attend Henry VII’s  first parliament, and actively supported the earl of Lincoln
and Simnel in 1487. He  was, in  consequence, for  a  time imprisoned in
Wallingford Castle. Gilbert Talbot was not slow to  take  advantage, and in  1488,
when  Thomas’ liberty was restricted to any place not more than  twenty-two  miles
from London, the  young Lord  Scrope  was compelled to agree to do all within his
power to secure for Sir Gilbert, and Gilbert’s wife, Elizabeth, for their lives,
manors — including that  of  Masham  —  which  said Gilbert and Elizabeth
‘formerly held of  Thomas  Scrope his father’ (a curious assertion). On 19
December  1488  Thomas agreed  (CCR  1485-1500, no.  364).

Concerning Sir Gilbert’s brother-in—law, Sir Robert Greystoke, Dr. Clough
is  loath  to  accept  17 June  1483  as the date of his  death, would like to be told the
authority for this  date  — and  goes  on to presume  that  ‘the  Obituary of
Westminster,  cited in The  Complete  Peerage,  vol. 6, page  199’, is  that  authority.
Indeed it is not, the  source there  cited being the  Newminster Obituary.
Newminster Abbey was (and its ruins are) situated near and to the  west  of
Morpeth, in the county of Northumberland.
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