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Preface

The essays in this volume were originally delivered as papers at a conference
held in honour of Professor J. L. Bolton at the Institute of Historical
Research, 7—8 November 2013. More than 100 historians crammed into a
conference room in Senate House for two days of enjoyably wide-ranging
discussion about the lives and work of medieval merchants, and the role of
money and credit in the English economy. The themes of the conference,
and of this volume, reflect some of the important fields to which Jim
Bolton has contributed throughout his career as a medieval historian, from
his initial work on alien merchants to his recent magisterial book on Money
in the Medieval English Economy (2012), a work that covers more than five
centuries and draws on a wealth of archival research as well as the fruits of
discussion with fellow scholars over many years.

Jim was born and brought up in east London, and is one of seven
members of his family who have either attended, or worked at, what is
now Queen Mary University of London (QMUL). His own connection
was to come later, however, for Jim’s university education took place at
Oxford, where he obtained his BA in 1961 and later completed a BLitt on
‘Alien merchants in the reign of Henry VI, 1422—61". In the meantime, he
remained in Oxford to work initially on the Victoria County History of
Oxfordshire, and then as an archivist at the Oxfordshire County Record
Office. His first publication, on the barbers’ guild of Oxford, came in 1963.
He joined Queen Mary in 1965, and has been there ever since as a lecturer,
senior lecturer, and now (since his official retirement in 1994) professorial
research fellow. During his time at QMUL Jim became a long-standing
convenor of the IHRs late medieval seminar: many former research students
in London and elsewhere gave their first papers to this seminar and have
cause to thank Jim for his helpful but probing questions, and his valuable
advice on sources and approaches. His association with the IHR has also
included valuable and much appreciated service on the advisory committee
of the Centre for Metropolitan History, and he has served on innumerable
project advisory boards at universities in the UK and elsewhere.

As professorial research fellow, and largely freed from the demands
of teaching and administration, Jim was able to renew his interests in a
number of research topics. His calendar of the alien subsidy rolls for London
(1998) saw him return to one of the subjects that has always interested him,
through a detailed study of migration and the characteristics of the alien
population of the capital in the fifteenth century. This work has since been

ix
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built on by the ‘England’s immigrants 1330-1550" project at York, among
whose results has been to affirm Jim’s view of the uniqueness of London
as a melting pot for migrants and the potential for further, deeper study.
His interest in the history of London has been another long-standing
theme, often pursued through the study of aliens, merchants and money,
but crucially connecting these to wider political events — such as in his
much-cited 1986 London Journal article on London and the crown in the
late 1450s, or in his valuable commentary on the background to the alien
subsidies. His interests in aliens, money and credit dovetailed naturally into
a major project funded initially by the ESRC from 2001 on the fifteenth-
century ledgers of the Borromei Bank in London and Bruges. Jim and
his project researcher, Francesco Guidi-Bruscoli, formed a very successful
team, which resulted in a raft of publications and conference papers as well
as the development of a complex online database, created from scratch by a
software company to allow historians to mine the wonderfully rich material
found in the ledgers. As well as somewhat accidentally propelling him to
the foreground of what we now call the digital humanities, the project
addressed important questions about international flows of credit and the
roles of banking families such as the Borromei in facilitating long-distance
trade in the later middle ages.

At the heart of most of Jim’s work has been an interest in the history of
money and the wider economy. Many current and former students will
be familiar with his first major book, 7he Medieval English Economy, first
published in1980, which remainsessential asa grounding in the characteristics
and key debates relating to the economy between the twelfth and sixteenth
centuries — pulling together and assessing the abundant historical and
historiographical evidence concerning urban ‘decline’, manorial prosperity,
the impact of the Black Death of 1348/9 and subsequent outbreaks of
plague, rural industrial development, and agricultural production. Many
of these themes were pursued subsequently by Jim in other essays and
papers, listed in the bibliography at the end of this volume. Perhaps more
importantly, though, Jim became interested in the intertwined topics
of the money supply and credit, leading to some of his most significant
interventions in a field that — since Postan — has been no stranger to fierce
debate. As well as exploring the significance of money supply compared to
other variables (such as population growth and urbanization) in promoting
economic growth in the period before 1348, much of his work has focussed
on the period after the Black Death, and particularly on the extent to which
England suffered from a mid fifteenth-century recession caused in part/
whole by a lack of bullion. For Jim, a key concern has been to emphasize
the significant role that credit and credit instruments (and crucially their
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negotiability) played in keeping the wheels of the economy turning. This
largely (in his view) negated the effects of the two main periods of bullion
shortage from c¢.1370-1420 and ¢.1440-80 which continue to be emphasized
by the so-called ‘monetarist’ historians. These debates remain very much
alive, and Jim’s contribution to them has been pivotal, connecting as it
does with other enduring questions about urban prosperity/decline, wage
labour, and the role of royal governments in managing economic affairs.
The publication of Money in the Medieval English Economy drew together
many of these strands in a book described by one reviewer (himself one of
the ‘monetarists’) as ‘one of the most important books published in English
medieval economic history during the past two decades’.’

The essays in this volume are a small cross-section of the research in
progress that, to one degree or another, connects with Jim’s work and
shows its diversity and influence. The contributors include former students,
collaborators and long-standing academic colleagues and friends. The
editors would like to express their gratitude to them, first of all for their
participation in the original conference, for agreeing to contribute to this
volume, and for their responsiveness to suggestions from reviewers. They
are also grateful to the IHR for agreeing to publish this volume in its
conference series: a fitting way to celebrate Jim’s contribution to the life of
the Institute as well as the wider world of economic history.

Martin Allen
Matthew Davies
July 2015

' J. H. Munro, review of J. L. Bolton, Money in the Medieval English Economy 973—1489
(Manchester, 2012), EH.net <http://eh.net/book_reviews/money-in-the-medieval-english-
economy-973-1489>/ [accessed 30 June 2015].
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I. London merchants: companies,
identities and culture






1. Negotiating merchant identities: the
Stockfishmongers and London’s companies
merging and dividing, c.1450-1550

Justin Colson

London’s guilds and companies were all named after particular economic
activities or commodities, and it has long been assumed that company
identity and occupational identity were tightly bound during the medieval
period. Yet not only did the link between company and commodity become
more complex over the centuries, but identities were renegotiated when
companies repeatedly merged and divided, or when new companies were
established. This chapter examines the relationship between Londoners’
economic activity and their company identity in the key period of economic
transition that spanned the mid fifteenth to mid sixteenth centuries.
Rather than attempting to enumerate the trading activities of the company
members themselves, their attachment to their occupational identity is
evaluated by looking at episodes when guilds split, as well as when they
merged, to examine how identities were re-forged. I will focus primarily
on a case study of the Stockfishmongers' Company, but the Bakers and
the Surgeons offer further examples, and the implications regarding late
medieval tradesmen’s preference for identities framed by their occupational
identity stretch far wider.

Most companies’ members were active in their eponymous trade until
at least the fourteenth century, but during the early modern period the
relationship between occupation and identity became more distant,
especially in the case of mercantile companies.’ When London merchants
could trade in whatever goods they liked, or in any case made the bulk of
their profits from the trade in wool as Staplers, or in cloth as Merchant
Adventurers, what did it actually mean to be a member of one mercantile
company, rather than another? Did late medieval Londoners take their
company identity seriously as a reflection of their occupation, or had
company affiliation already become primarily symbolic and political by the
mid sixteenth century?

' P. Gauci, Emporium of the World: the Merchants of London, 1660—1800 (2007), pp. 24—,
32-3.
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Company and occupation

The question of guild identity and the practice of trade has never been
as simple as the names of London’s companies imply. While there is a
long-standing assumption that guilds and companies exercised strong
control over their craft or area of trade during the medieval period, it has
also been accepted that the vast majority of successful London merchants
traded in goods other than those associated with their company. Eileen
Power argued that while London merchants retained a prevailing interest
in the occupation associated with their guild during the fifteenth century,
medieval merchants were fundamentally opportunists and engaged in
whatever trade was profitable.” Despite a short-lived attempt to enforce
‘one man one trade’ by statute in September 1363, the custom of medieval
London held that, in principle, wholesale trade was open to all citizens, and
thus in mercantile trade, more so than in retail or manufacturing, company
affiliation might have been little more than a formality.’ The medieval
conception of occupation, and its relationship with the London companies
was therefore problematic. The late fifteenth-century haberdasher Richard
Arnold wrote in response to a writ calling him to London that he was ‘att
Lymster [Leominster] to bye wulles and other fellis for his occupacion’.*
Despite his company identity as a haberdasher, he explicitly described
trading cloth as his ‘occupation’. He was also extensively involved in
importing wine from Gascony and oil from Iberia, which were traditionally
the domain of vintners and grocers, respectively. Therefore individuals’
practice of trade and their own conception of their occupation might not
even align, regardless of their company identity.

While the link between guild nomenclature and economic activity in
London’s mercantile companies had long been complex, it was largely
severed by the seventeenth century. In one respect the companies
were challenged by the growth of the suburbs, where their writ did not
automatically run, but they also faced a more fundamental challenge from
the changing interests of their members, such as Arnold, whose horizons
were far wider than their company’s privileges. In the 1570s more candle
sellers existed outside of the Wax Chandlers’ Company than within it,
and in 1553-8 seventy-five non-members of the Vintners Company held

* Studies in English Trade in the Fifteenth Century, ed. E. Power and M. M. Postan (1933),
pp- 265—84.

3 Parliament Rolls of Medieval England, ed. C. Given-Wilson and others <http://www.
british-history.ac.uk/no-series/parliament-rolls-medieval/october-1363> [accessed 11 May
2015); Calendar of Letter-Books of the City of London: G, ed. R. R. Sharpe (1905), p. 203.

+ R. Arnold, /n This Booke Is Conteyned the Names of Ye Baylifs Custos Mairs and Sherefs of
the Cite of London (Antwerp, 1503), STC 782, fo. 46v.
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licences to sell wine.’ This divergence between the trade-based identities of
the companies and their members’ actual trade was a particular concern for
the Mercers’ Company, which in the 1560s sought to allow translation more
easily both into, and from, their company to encourage men to be members
of the guild most relevant to their actual trade.® However, the companies’
loss of control over their respective trades prior to the seventeenth century
should not be overstated. It was not until 1614 that companies ceased to
be able to compel citizens to translate to the one relevant to the trade they
practised, while even in the mid eighteenth century high proportions of
many members of the smaller non-mercantile guilds were still practising
their eponymous vocations, such as 206 of 255 barbers who were members
of the Barbers’ Company in 1756.7

Within the context of changing relationships between company
membership and economic activity, there were two opposing trends
in the organization of Londons companies. In the early years of the
sixteenth century there was a distinct trend for companies to merge and
consolidate in order to further their political ambitions, yet Unwin also
observed that during the later sixteenth and seventeenth centuries there was
a proliferation of new specialist craft guilds, which appeared in response
to industrial growth and the diversification of manufacturing.® There were
therefore chronologically overlapping, but contradictory, trends towards
both specialization and consolidation. John Oldland outlined two scenarios
that encouraged companies to merge: ‘either two companies of reasonably
similar size and complementary artisan pursuits wanted to become more
powerful in order to pursue their economic interests more effectively with
the civic and national governments’, which he ascribed to the mergers of the
Shearmen and Fullers; the Fishmongers and Stockfishmongers; the Horners
and the Bottlemakers; and the Painters and the Stainers. Alternatively, ‘a
weak and impoverished artisan craft attached itself to a far wealthier
company that frequently purchased and sold its products, illustrated by the
Haberdashers” acquisition of their supplier companies, the Hatters and the
Cappers’.® These explanations emphasize the political aspects of company
membership and, I argue, devalue the importance of the actual occupations

5 1. W. Archer, The Pursuit of Stability: Social Relations in Elizabethan London (Cambridge,
1991), p. 1I5.

¢ A. E Sutton, The Mercery of London: Trades, Goods and People 11301578 (Aldershort,
2005), p. 451.

7 J. R. Kellett, “The breakdown of gild and corporation control over the handicraft and
retail trade in Londor’, Economic History Review, x (1958), 384, 390.

® G. Unwin, The Gilds and Companies of London (4th edn., 1966), pp. 243—s.

o J. Oldland, ‘The London fullers and shearmen, and their merger to become the
Clothworkers’ Company’, Textile History, xxxix (2008), 179.
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practised by members of the guild and the impact of shared experience on
their collective identity.

The opposing trends of consolidation and specialization cannot be
separated chronologically, for even during the later fifteenth and early
sixteenth centuries, when many mergers took place, other guilds actually
split into independent specialist groups. Whereas the merger of companies
emphasized the political aspects of guild life, when they split occupational
identities were asserted and negotiated, revealing their importance to their
members. But why would a previously united guild separate? And how
would the change in guild structure affect, and reflect, the identities of
individual guildsmen?

The divergence between guild identity and economic activity was often a
consequence of the evolution of late medieval London’s economy. Increasing
specialization within many of the larger guilds, both in terms of product
niches, and divergence between international merchants and retailers,
posed challenges for the guilds in maintaining solidarity and identity
when common interests diverged. Ian Archer described this divergence in
terms of the separation of the livery, which was dominated by merchants,
from the companies’ rank and file of remaining retailers and craftsmen.*
Many companies, especially the larger mercantile ones such as the Grocers,
succeeded in accommodating a wider diversity of experience, but in so
doing became increasingly formalized and lacked personal contacts and
common feeling between livery and the lower ranks.” This divergence of
interests ran far deeper than the social aspects of traditional company life,
and could result in different groups within a company having dramatically
opposed interests. So, was identity and solidarity in urban guilds more
influenced by bare-faced economic and political pragmatism, or by a
deeper sense of social solidarity and brotherhood? Economists suppose
that the survival of guilds through the pre-modern period testifies to their
economic efficiency: if they did not solve commercial problems for their
members, they would have ceased to exist.” Essentially if the issues that
their members were concerned with focused upon political and civic power
alone, companies would have consistently merged and consolidated, but if
the actual distinctions between the activities of members of different guilds,
and the regulation of those specific activities were more important, this
would not always have been the case.

© Archer, The Pursuit of Stability, pp. 111—24.

" J. P Ward, Metropolitan Communities: Trade Guilds, Identity, and Change in Early
Modern London (Stanford, Calif., 1997), pp. 74-80.

= S. Ogilvie, Institutions and European Trade: Merchant Guilds, 1000—1800 (Cambridge,
20I1), pp. 2-3, 41-93.
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During the late fifteenth and early sixteenth century there were several
examples of new companies having been founded by specialist groups
splitting from larger ones, but also several cases of companies splitting
relatively equally, and even repeatedly merging and splitting, such as
London’s Brownbakers and Whitebakers. The primary case study of this
chapter is the Stockfishmongers’ Company. The Stockfishmongers are often
conflated with their close cousins, the Fishmongers, as their eponymous
products were ostensibly similar. However, there were significant differences
in their practice of trade in dried and fresh fish, respectively. Throughout
the late medieval period the two companies alternately switched between
combined and separate identities, splitting and each acquiring their
own charters, and then merging again. Other examples of this pattern
of alternating guild convergence and divergence in closely related trades
include the Brownbakers and Whitebakers and the Barbers and Surgeons.

The Fishmongers of London
While the Fishmongers Company has always stood as one of the City
of London’s Great Twelve mercantile companies, and counted many
prestigious merchants and mayors amongst its ranks, its members were
frequently active retail victuallers as well as wholesale merchants. This fact
provoked the ire of radical mayor John of Northampton, who stripped the
Fishmongers of their political and economic privileges for a short time
in the late fourteenth century.” Their wealth originally grew on the back
of the many fast days of the medieval Catholic church, which created
great demand for fish in forms that ranged from cheap preserved herring
to expensive salmon and fresh sea fish. The Fishmongers had a de facto
monopoly of fresh fish sales in the city through the combination of the
citizen’s exclusive right to retail, and their right to judge market disputes
involving fish in their layhalmote or halimote court. However, wholesaling
fish (or rather preserved fish, for obvious practical reasons) was open to all
citizens under long-standing civic precedent. Members of other companies,
especially the Tallow Chandlers and Salters, routinely sold salted herring,
which was by far the most common fish, from their own stalls and shops,
despite being prohibited from selling fresh fish or smoked (red) herring,
which were confined to the customary markets.™*

While the Fishmongers specialized in fresh sea fish alongside preserved
herring, the most important form of preserved fish was explicitly outside

5 Statutes of the Realm, 1 Henry 1V, cap. 17; Parliament Rolls of Medieval England
<http://www.british-history.ac.uk/no-series/parliament-rolls-medieval/october-1399—pt-1>

[accessed 11 May 2015].
4+ LMA, COL/CC/o1/o1/02 fo. 106v; COL/CA/o1/o1/001, fo. 153.
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their jurisdiction under the terms of their 1364 charter.” Stockfish — cod
split and air-dried in the cold of northern Norway or Iceland — had a shelf
life of years, rather than the months of salted or smoked herring.® This
preservation allowed stockfish to be a wholesale commodity, requiring no
special handling, although it did require special ‘watering’ to make it edible
when sold to consumers.”” Stockfish, like herring, was sold both within and
outside the main fish markets, but the Stockfishmongers’ jurisdiction over
its inspection privileged them in this trade. So while there was a superficial
similarity between the Fishmongers and Stockfishmongers, and in practice
they often crossed over and dealt in each other’s goods, the differences
between their core goods meant that they had different day-to-day practices,
and different international trade connections.

Between the fourteenth and sixteenth centuries the relationship between the
two companies repeatedly reversed, although the details of these vacillations are
sparse for the earlier period. While the Fishmongers’ charter of 1364 explicitly
excluded regulation of stockfish ‘as it pertains to the Stockfishmongers
Company’, a new charter of 1399 outlined a Fishmongers’ Company with a
federal structure, composed of ‘fellowships’ in Stockfishmonger Row along
with Old Fish Street and Bridge Street. Stockfishmongers were included as
members of the Fishmongers’ halimote court. The union of the two companies
was made clear by the absence of the Stockfishmongers from the oft-cited
list of ‘crafts exercised in London from of old, and still continuing’ in the
Brewers' Book of 1422." The Fishmongers' charter of 1433 referred explicitly
to the company as ‘one body corporate’, and prominent fishmongers and
stockfishmongers quickly collaborated to acquire a joint hall for the whole
company. Nonetheless the federal structure endured, and each street-based
fellowship also retained its own hall for the majority of the century.

The lack of surviving fifteenth-century company records mean that little
detail can be found on the corporate activities of the Fishmongers. The

5 J. Carpenter, Liber Albus, ed. and trans. H. T. Riley (1861), p. 323. Charter preserved in
full in Fishmongers' Hall, Ordinance Book, fo. 1., also in CPR 136467, p. 5 (10 July 1364).

6 W. R. Childs, “The internal and international fish trades of medieval England and
Wales: control, conflict and international trade’, in England’s Sea Fisheries: the Commercial
Sea Fisheries of England and Wales since 1300, ed. D. ]. Starkey, N. Ashcroft and C. Reid
(2000), p. 34.

7 In 1512 the City decreed that stockfish could only be sold once watered to prevent stocks
being re-exported, implying that this was a customary part of selling it by retail rather than
wholesale (City of London Court of Aldermen Repertories: LMA, COL/CA/o1/01/002, fo.
136v). To eat stockfish, ‘it must be beaten with a wooden hammer for a full hour, then set it
to soak in warm water for a full 12 hours or more, then cook and skim it very well like beef’
(E. Power, The Goodman of Paris (Le Ménagier de Paris) (Woodbridge, 2006), p. 179).

® Unwin, Gilds and Companies, p. 167.
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first suggestion that the Stockfishmongers sought independence emerged
when they were granted arms in 1494 by Roger Machado, Richmond,
and Clarenceux King of Arms.” How this separation had occurred was
undocumented, but the Stockfishmongers were certainly determined
to forge an independent identity. During the autumn of 1508 the
Stockfishmongers obtained letters patent confirming their independence
from the Fishmongers, and granting them significant privileges of their
own.” Like the Merchant Taylors, and the Haberdashers in their attempts
to become the Merchant Haberdashers, the Stockfishmongers leapfrogged
the authority of the City and obtained their charter directly from the king.*
The choice to seek authority outside the City betrays the relative weakness
of the Stockfishmongers and the strong influence of the Fishmongers within
the civic oligarchy. Nonetheless the City recognized the division, and in
late December 1508 the court of aldermen noted that the Stockfishmongers
‘lately hath dissendred themselves from the Fishmongers by the Kings
Letters Patent’ and allocated them a place in civic processions next to the
Vintners.”

The rights claimed by the Stockfishmongers made their combative
attitude clear:

full power and authority to search and examine and to do and exercise the full
and entire oversight and scrutiny upon and over Stockfish, Saltfish and all other
fish [stockfisshe, saltfisshe et omnibus aliis pistibus] and also over all other things in
any manner touching or appertaining to the said mystery of Stockfishmongers
by whatsoever man and occupies the same mystery of Stockfishmongery.”

This claim overrode the key traditional jurisdiction of the Fishmongers, who
quickly petitioned the City’s common council to force the Stockfishmongers
to give up their claims.?* The Stockfishmongers’ reply complained that the
Fishmongers’ latest ordinances had made extensive changes to the process
of the election of wardens, to their disadvantage. Henry VII had required all

¥ This grant of arms is recorded in Thomas Benolt’s 1530 visitation of the City companies,
College of Arms 1st H7/60b (J. S. Bromley, 7he Armorial Bearings of the Guilds of London: a
Record of the Heraldry of the Surviving Companies, with Historical Notes (1960), p. 91).

2 The charter was recorded in the common council journals during Feb. 1508/9 but is
dated internally as 20 Sept. 1508 (LMA, COL/CC/o1/o1/o11, fos. 59-60).

* M. Davies and A. Saunders, The History of the Merchant Taylors' Company (Leeds, 2004),
pp- 76, 84—6; 1. W. Archer, The History of the Haberdashers' Company (Chichester, 1991), pp.
16-17.

2 LMA, COL/CA/o1/o1/002, fo. 55. Oldland dated this to 1506 (Oldland, ‘“The London
fullers and shearmen’, n. 126).

3 LMA, COL/CC/oi1/o1/o11, fo. s9v.

* LMA, COL/CC/o1/o1/11, fo. 118v.
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fellowships to submit their ordinances for approval in 1504, but it was not
until October 1508 that they produced a new set of ordinances to submit to
the court, which were then approved the following February. These new
ordinances provided unprecedented detail on the regulation of London’s
fish trade, with numerous conditions specifying how and when salted fish
could be shipped from Scarborough or fresh fish carried from the cinque
port towns of Rye and Winchelsea, but tellingly nothing regarding stockfish.
Nonetheless, the ordinances explicitly called for courts and assemblies to
be held in only the new hall purchased on Thames Street, rather than the
traditional ‘ii sevralles assembles in diverse places’, making it clear that
the Stockfishmongers were intended to fall within their remit. In keeping
with this desire to centralize, and in contrast to the earlier ordinances, all
six wardens were to be elected together, rather than two from each of the
three streets.

When questioned by the court of aldermen as to why they had refused
to remain within the Fishmongers’ Company, the Stockfishmongers claimed
these changes were incompatible with their ‘ancient liberties and usage out
of time of mynde’. Although it might appear subtle, the change in voting
procedure removed the guarantee that they, as a specialist group within
the company, would be able to have their voice heard among the more
prosperous and prestigious Fishmongers. Having just received their own
charter, they also claimed that the Fishmongers” ordinances were ‘contrary to
their corporacion to theym by the King our soverign lord father and noble
progenitor granted’.” Predictably the mayor, Roger Acheley, a draper, sided
with the Fishmongers, and ordered members of the two companies to come
together the next day in the Guildhall to ‘elect and choose 6 wardens for
both the seid fellowships according to the olde use’. The striking through of
the closing clause emphasizes the continuing dispute over what the ‘old use’
might have been.”” Nonetheless, a few days later the repertories of the court
of aldermen noted that their variance had been settled, and the oath sworn by
the new wardens, jointly elected by the Fishmongers and Stockfishmongers.”®

Despite the resistance to the union of the companies, an effort was
clearly made to make it a success. In the autumn of 1512 the combined
companies obtained a new grant of arms combining the lucies of the

Stockfishmongers with the dolphin-like fish of the Fishmongers, which has

% Parliament Rolls of Medieval England <http://www.british-history.ac.uk/no-series/
parliament-rolls-medieval/january-1504> [accessed 11 May 2015]; Fishmongers' Hall,
Ordinance Book, fo. 8v.

% LMA, COL/CA/o1/o1/002, fo. 135.

7 LMA, COL/CA/o1/o1/002, fo. 134v.

» LMA, COL/CA/o1/o1/002, fo. 136.
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formed the basis of the Fishmongers’ arms to the present day.” During
1513 a detailed document of concord was thrashed out between the two
factions, illustrating both the desire to comply with the mayoral command
to regularize their relationship, and the fact that there were real differences
to resolve.”> However, by 1522 the Fishmongers and Stockfishmongers were
again separate and in conflict.” Several years passed before a final indenture
of concord united the companies in 1537, although the individual identity
of stockfishmonger endured until the final recorded member, Hammond
Amcottes of St. Martin Orgar, died in 1563.

Negotiating division and union

The concord negotiated between the companies offers a window into the
stockfishmongers’ attitudes to guild identity. The document of ‘agreements,
appointments and conclusions concluded between the right worshipful
the wardens and commonality of the Fishmongers and the wardens and
commonality of the Stockfishmongers’ set out the conditions designed to
placate the smaller group. Most striking is the prominence given to the
occupationally defined identity of the individual within the new combined
guild. There was clearly a strong sense of identity and loyalty to a traditional
title, and considerable effort was devoted to ensure these loyalties were not
forgotten.

Concessions granted to the Stockfishmongers included the right of
existing freemen, and their existing apprentices, to keep their identity and
to legally plead and be impleaded as a stockfishmonger for the remainder
of their life. New apprentices would be enrolled as stockfishmongers until
the next feast of the nativity, and when given the freedom could choose
between the title of stockfishmonger or fishmonger. Subsequently, all new
apprentices would become fishmongers. More practically, wardens of the
combined Fishmongers’ Company were to be bound by the grants, leases and
indentures entered into by Stockfishmongers during their independence.
Building upon earlier efforts to consolidate the company, courts would
only be held at the new hall in the parish of St. Michael Crooked Lane
which had been purchased for the company as a whole during the 1430s. All
revenues and collections of plate were collected together from the separate
halls at this new hall. The old Stockfishmongers’ Hall was used as a house
by Thomas Partridge, stockfishmonger, rent free for life.

» 'The original grant does not survive, but is recorded in College of Arms, Old Grants +,
pp. 7-10: Bromley, Armorial Bearings, p. 91.

3 The concord is discussed in detail below.

3 LMA, COL/CA/o1/o1/004, fos. 111v—112.

» LMA, COL/CA/o1/01/009, fos. 172v—175; GL MS 9171/15, fo. 110V.
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The rebuilding of the parish church of St. Michael Crooked Lane, begun
by William Brampton, stockfishmonger, was to be completed at the expense
of the combined company within five years. In addition to maintaining all
commemorative services of both companies, the Fishmongers would fund
an obit, costing 6s 8 each year, for past stockfishmongers at the newly rebuilt
church of St. Michael Crooked Lane. Perhaps most significantly, during the
time when stockfishmongers could continue to use that identity (explicitly
described as the ‘continuance’ of the name of the Stockfishmongers) there
would always be two of them among the wardens of the company. This had
been one of the key issues disputed by the Stockfishmongers in the court of
aldermen, and highlights the question of power and influence at the heart
of the issue.

These compromises can be interpreted in several ways. Most obviously, the
disputed details reveal a preoccupation with power and influence within the
company. The question of representation amongst the wardens was clearly
a sticking point within the negotiations. Social and religious aspects of
guild activity were also a clear concern. Yet the fact that an accommodation
of the personal identity of existing stockfishmongers within the broader
corporate body was both possible, and acceptable, highlights the negotiable
intersection between collective and individual identity. However, rather
than accepting a narrative based upon the question of identity in a purely
social frame, we can look at circumstances surrounding these events to see an
economic interpretation, suggesting a very rational, pragmatic negotiation
of guild loyalties.

The conventional story of urban trade guilds having brought together
their members in both economic and social contexts is well known. Unwin
cited the Fishmongers as an example of the coincidence of collective
legal rights, in the form of their layhalmote operating as court of the law
merchant, and collective social activity centred upon the parish church of
St. Magnus the Martyr.” In many companies, such as the Merchant Taylors,
the close interrelationship between social, religious and commercial
aspects of brotherhood helped to maintain the cohesion of the guild, as
well as to provide the social pressure required to enforce the outcome of
arbitration.”* However the Fishmongers do not really fit this homogenous
pattern, as contrary to Unwin’s assertion that fraternities were at the heart
of the crafts, they had no formally associated religious fraternity, and their
observances were spread between many city churches until the concord of

% Unwin, Gilds and Companies, pp. 38—41, 95.

# M. Davies, ‘Governors and the governed: the practice of power in the Merchant Taylors’
Company in the fifteenth century’, in Guilds, Society and Economy in London 1450—1800, ed.
I. A. Gadd and P. Wallis (2002), pp. 72—4.
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1513 concentrated their religious activities at St. Michael Crooked Lane.”
While the Fishmongers lacked strong religious and social cohesion, they did
possess a strong sense of occupational identity.

Practicalities of trade

The details of the day-to-day trade of Fishmongers and Stockfishmongers
can give a much better understanding of their sociability and priorities than
can their constitutional histories. In the case of the Fishmongers, retail of
fresh fish was only allowed in three locations: Bridge Street in the east,
Old Fish Street in the west, and the Stocks market, shared with butchers,
which provided temporary stalls for both fishmongers and non-citizen
fishermen. These fragmented locations translated into the ‘federal’ structure
to the Fishmongers’ Company, based upon market identity. The majority
of members of the Fishmongers and Stockfishmongers stuck to one
neighbourhood throughout their careers. Only the very richest individuals
owned property or other interests outside of a tight cluster of parishes
around their ‘home” market.

Occupational identity and common-feeling within the company were
built around day-to-day interaction, rather than political interest. The
separation within fishmongers’ identities was replicated in all aspects of
day-to-day guild life. Wardens were traditionally elected independently
by each street and even civic proclamations were explicitly addressed to
‘the Masters of the Fishmongers of the one Street and the other’.* The
division of the company ran so deep that most testators made bequests to
the ‘fellowship’ of fishmongers in one street or the other, rather than the
Fishmongers’ Company as a whole. Thomas Dursle, for example, made a
bequest of £5 to the “Wardens of the Fishmongers of Bridge Street” in 1438,
and in 1495 the widow Kateryn Clerke made a bequest of 40s to the Bridge
Street fishmongers' ‘common box’.”7 John Michell (d. 1441) and Stephen
Forster (d. 1458) were exceptional in having donated equal amounts to the
poor of the craft in each of the three streets.* The fishmongers of each street
possessed their own halls, collections of plate and poor boxes, until the
agreement of 1513 required everything to be centralized at the Thames Street
hall ‘for the good politique guyding and ordre of the same crafte’.”* In day-

% Unwin, Gilds and Companies, p. s2.

* LMA, COL/CC/o1/o1/o1 fo. stv; the vintners also had explicitly separate wardens for
their eastern and western communities (LMA, COL/CC/o1/10, fo. 39v).

7 TNA: PRO, PROB 11/10, fo. 205.

# Michell left 10 marks to the poor of each street (TNA: PRO, PROB 11/3 Luffenam 29);
Forster left £10 to each (PROB 11/4 Stockton 15).

* Fishmongers’ Hall, Ordinances, fo. 26.
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to-day life, loyalties operated among those with a direct daily relationship.
Different branches of the Fishmongers Company had little common
feeling below the level of the leading wardens, so it comes as little surprise
that the Stockfishmongers felt no great affinity for the wider company, with
whom they shared an association only in the court which regulated their
commodities.

Economic reasons for separation

More generally, the changing relationship between the Stockfishmongers
and Fishmongers followed the waxing and waning of their economic
fortunes, and the degree to which they were actually involved with their
respective trades, rather than general international mercantile trade,
where political influence might assume more importance than regulation
of their particular specialism. When mercantile opportunities allowed
fishmongers greater success outside their specialisms, they tended to
become less concerned about the specifics of regulation of the trade in
fish, and more concerned with the politics and diplomacy of international
trade. However, the reversal of their fortunes encouraged them to re-
examine their particular privileges and specialized organization more
closely. During the fourteenth century many fishmongers were prominent
members of the English wool staple and noted ship owners. In addition
to having been active in the coastal trade, and in trade with the Low
Countries, they were frequent traders at the Scanian herring fairs, where
they exchanged heavy English cloth for preserved herring. But by the
early fifteenth century, the fishmongers had been pushed out of the
herring fairs by the Hanse, who had effectively established a monopoly in
collusion with the Danish crown. During the fifteenth century cheaper
herring from the North Sea supplanted Baltic Hanseatic trade, decreasing
potential for specialists in fish to maintain a profitable reciprocal trade.*
The mercantile aspirations of the fishmongers were also affected by the
decline of wool exports, and specifically of the Staple, in which they had
traditionally been prominent.

In an attempt to adjust to these changing patterns of trade in the mid
fifteenth century, many members of the then-combined Fishmongers’
and Stockfishmongers’ companies sought to penetrate the Merchant
Adventurers Company and gain a foothold in the lucrative cloth export
market. Their influence reached a peak with the appointment of William
Opverey, stockfishmonger, as governor of the company in 1456, but they were

* P J. Dollinger, 7he German Hansa, trans. D. S. Ault and S. H. Steinberg (1970), pp.
220, 239—4I.
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soon squeezed out when the mercers exerted their dominance.* Overey had
been instrumental in demands to make renewal of the Hanse’s privileges in
England dependent on reciprocal rights in the Baltic.* London’s merchants
generally favoured the removal of Hanseatic privileges in England, but the
fishmongers and east coast merchants were keener on reciprocal privileges
for the English in the Baltic.# Overey attempted to use his influence to
support the fishmongers’ preoccupations in the Baltic market, and London
stockfishmongers including John Motte and John Fenne were amongst the
thirty-eight English merchants who claimed their goods were lost when a
fleet of six ships from London, Lynn and Boston were seized at Helsingor
in 1468 by the king of Denmark in collusion with merchants from Danzig.+
Despite the efforts of the 1450s, the particular customs accounts reveal
that fishmongers” involvement in the cloth trade declined rapidly. While
fishmongers had been responsible for the export of 1,413 cloths, or 30.2 per
cent of the total from London in October 1390 to September 1391, in the
equivalent period between 1502 and 1503, the figure was only 565, or just 2.6
per cent of the total.#

While fishmongers had been able to combine their Baltic fish trade with
coastal shipping and domestic supplies, the stockfishmongers™ specialism
made them almost exclusively dependent upon the Hanse during the
fourteenth century. Stockfish traditionally originated only in Norway,
where the Bergenfiher of Liibeck operated an almost colonial economy,
and who therefore dominated imports into England.* The Bergenfihrer
concentrated their English trade on the port of Boston during the 1450s
and into the 1490s. During 1459—60 Hanseatic trade accounted for 9o per
cent of alien imports into Boston, and two thirds of that was stockfish.+
The later fifteenth century saw a general reconfiguration of English trade
routes, with traditional ‘point-to-point’ routes and direct exports of
cloth and wool from east coast ports supplanted by the concentration of

trade through major trading hubs, such as Middleburg, Hamburg, and

# Sutton, The Mercery of London, pp. 259—62.

© Sutton, Zhe Mercery of London, p. 280.

# . D. Fudge, Cargoes, Embargoes, and Emissaries: the Commercial and Political Interaction
of England and the German Hanse, 14501510 (Toronto, 1995), p. 66.

# Fudge, Cargoes, Embargoes, and Emissaries, p. 62; Hansisches Urkundenbuch, ed. W.
Stein (11 vols., Halle, Leipzig, Munich, 1876-1916), ix. 331-3, 364-8.

# E. Quinton and J. Oldland, ‘London merchants” cloth exports, 1350-1500", Medieval
Clothing and Textiles, vii (2011), 111-39.

# Dollinger, The German Hansa, pp. 241-3.

v T. H. Lloyd, England and the German Hanse, 1157—1611: a Study of their Trade and
Commercial Diplomacy (Cambridge, 1991), p. 275; Fudge, Cargoes, Embargoes, and Emissaries,
Pp- 32, 106.
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London.” In response to their exclusion from Bergen, English merchants
began to routinely frequent Iceland to trade for stockfish, as well as to fish,
from the mid fifteenth century. However the Danish-Norwegian crown,
which also controlled Iceland, was less than welcoming and treaties of
1465 and 1490 prohibited trade without special licence from the king of
Norway.* The later treaty was negotiated by merchants from Lynn, and it
was men from the east coast ports and Bristol, rather than London, who
dominated English stockfish imports as late as the seventeenth century.

While the trade in Icelandic stockfish that was in English hands was
concentrated in the east coast ports of Boston and Lynn, the Hanse
continued to import it into London in large quantities. Hanseatic merchants
originally shipped their stockfish directly, such as when Jacob of Hamburg
complained in 1476 that £600 worth of his fish was destroyed by bandits
en route from Iceland to London, but after 1489 the Hanse tended to ship
their goods via Hamburg rather than direct to England.” These changes to
the stockfishmongers’ specialist trade networks had profound implications
for their wider mercantile aspirations, undermining their ability to engage
in any meaningful reciprocal trade, leaving them to purchase and retail
imports brought to the city by other merchants, or else to encroach on the
specialisms of the fishmongers.

When both fishmongers and stockfishmongers had been able to look
beyond their core merchandise, and to involve themselves in the Merchant
Adventurers during the mid fifteenth century, it is logical that they would
have been less jealous of their particular privileges. While they were
successful in international trade, concern for their place in the civic hierarchy
and political influence would have been of greater concern. However, the
changing patterns of London’s trade increasingly denied them the chance
to combine their specialism with profitable exports, and at roughly the
same time their corporate attention returned to focus on their particular
specialisms once again. This is seen in the voluminous and highly specific
1509 ordinances of the Fishmongers, as well as the Stockfishmongers’
attempt to secure their own charter and ordinances.

# P. Nightingale, “The growth of London in the medieval English economy’, in Progress
and Problems in Medieval England, ed. R. H. Britnell and J. Hatcher (Cambridge, 1996), pp.
103—4; W. R. Childs, ‘East Anglia’s trade in the North Sea world’, in East Anglia and its North
Sea World in the Middle Ages, ed. D. Bates and R. Liddiard (Woodbridge, 2013), pp. 194—9.

¥ CPR 1485-94, p. 321; Fudge, Cargoes, Embargoes, and Emissaries, p. 25; Report of the
Deputy Keeper of the Public Records (1885), xlv, ap. 2, p. 5; A. Agnarsdéttir, ‘Iceland’s “English
century” and East Anglia’s North Sea world’, in Bates and Liddiard, East Anglia and its North
Sea World, pp. 204-16.

° Fudge, Cargoes, Embargoes, and Emissaries, pp. 91-6.

s Fudge, Cargoes, Embargoes, and Emissaries, pp. 91, 119.
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Whitebakers and Brownbakers

The tendency of London guilds to merge when their concerns were
political, and to later separate and squabble over their core specialisms when
questions of internal regulation became more important, can be seen in
cases including artisan and professional companies, as well as merchants.

London’s Bakers, like the Fishmongers, are held to have been among
the oldest corporate bodies, and had the right to hold a court since the
earliest period of London’s records.”” Like the Fishmongers, their trade in
staple victuals was tightly regulated by both national and civic statute. Yet
throughout most of the medieval period there existed not a single Bakers’
Company, but separate companies of Brownbakers and Whitebakers.
Records are sparse, but a committee of 1645 reported that the Brownbakers
had been a distinct mystery from 1321, and that the relationship between the
two was defined in 1440 when the ‘old rule between white and brown bakers’
was written, specifying that brownbakers could not use sieved flour, but
could make their ovens available to the public to bake their own foods. The
brownbakers had originally been in the majority, but by the late fifteenth
century they had lost prominence to the whitebakers, probably due to rising
wealth and changing tastes. The whitebakers were clearly dominant when
in 1486 they obtained a charter of incorporation and effectively forced the
brownbakers to merge into their company. In a compromise that echoed
the Fishmongers™ arrangements, under the new constitution two wardens
were elected from each group, thereby preserving their distinct identities
within the larger corporate body.”

Rather than international mercantile diplomacy, the challenge faced
by the bakers came from bakers operating outside the City’s jurisdiction,
but this still required a concerted political effort to restore their traditional
privilege. Despite Londoners™ traditional retail privileges, country bakers
were allowed to sell bread in street markets in the mornings between
nine and twelve. Not subject to the same regulation, and able to operate
larger bakeries, the out-of-town bakers could easily undercut the London
bakers. This undermined the wealth and influence of the London bakers
throughout the fifteenth century. It was not until 1494, a few years after the
two bakers’ companies had merged, that they gained the right to regulate
the suburban bakers.”* By 1544 times were better for citizen bakers and
many owned more efficient larger bakeries in the suburbs, and the City
authorized the Brownbakers’ renewed independence. The close relationship

* S. L. Thrupp, A Short History of the Worshipful Company of Bakers of London (Croydon,

1933), p. 40.
5 ‘Thrupp, A Short History, pp. 120-2; CPR 1485-94, pp. 116, 126.
* CPR 1485-94, pp. 56-8.
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between union of companies and the search for political influence is clear,
as is the desire to return to an occupationally defined organization when
there was no compelling reason to pool resources.

Surgeons

Turning back to the early fifteenth century, and to a very different group,
the surgeons and physicians of the city provide another example of groups
having merged in an attempt to secure the political influence to alter
regulation of their professions, but ultimately reverting to occupationally
defined groups. The Barbers of London gained rights to control who could
practise both surgery and barbery as early as 1376, but in 1390 the mayor
appointed four surgeons who were not members of the company to regulate
that craft, a decision which created near two centuries of conflicting claims
of jurisdiction.” Meanwhile physicians remained entirely unregulated.

The lack of regulation of physic, and the tolerance of barbers performing
surgery, motivated a group of specialist surgeons and physicians to unite
in an attempt to secure regulation that would recognize their training
and qualifications. During the 1420s a group of prominent surgeons with
court connections joined with a similar group of physicians to propose
a ‘commonality’ to regulate all medical practice in the city. Initially they
petitioned parliament, but later found the mayor’s authority more effective.
They complained that ‘many unconnyng an[d] unapproved in the forsayd
science practiseth ... so that in this Roialme is ev[er]y man, be he nev[er] so
lewed, takyng upon hym practyse, y suffred to use hit, to grete harme and
slaughtre of many men’; by contrast, in other realms, where only ‘connynge
men and approved sufficantly y lerned in art, filosofy and fysyk’, were allowed
to practise, they optimistically claimed that ‘no man perysh by uncunning’.¢
The commonality operated collegiately on an Italian-inspired model, with
separate faculties for the surgeons and the physicians, but a single governor
and a common meeting place. The surgeons behind the ‘Faculty of Surgery’
were from very different background to the barber-surgeons of the Barbers
Company, and all possessed battlefield experience. They sought to differentiate
themselves from the surgeons of the Barbers’ Company by ensuring the high
standard of training required for their members, and high fees and entry fines,
emphasizing their equality with the physicians.””

5 R.T. Beck, The Cutting Edge: Early History of the Surgeons of London (1974), pp. 46, s2.

¢ Rotuli Parliamentorum ut et petitiones, et placita in Parliamento tempore Edwardi R.1.-[ad
finem Henrici R.VII.] (6 vols, 1767-77), iv. 158.

7 ]. Colson and R. Ralley, ‘Medical practice, urban politics and patronage: the London
“commonalty” of physicians and surgeons of the 14205, English Historical Review, cxxx
(2015), 1102—1131.
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The commonality’s claim of jurisdiction over all medical practice in
the city provoked the ire of the Barbers' Company when they judged a
case of alleged malpractice by a barber with a jury containing no barbers.*
In November 1424, responding to petitions from the Barbers, the mayor
restored the right of the “Masters of the faculty of Surgery in the Mistery
of the Barbers’ to regulate the surgeons.® This judgement made clear the
dominance of the established civic influence of the Barbers, and the surgeons
and physicians made no further attempt to collaborate. The unincorporated
faculty or Fellowship of Surgeons continued to exist, and created ordinances
in 1435, and again in 1497 when they were ratified by the City authorities,
but the Barbers still retained jurisdiction over medical malpractice.
It was only in 1540 that the Barber Surgeons and Surgeons were united,
apparently in response to the challenge created by the jurisdictional claims
of the Royal College of Physicians, which was incorporated in 1518. While
the specific concerns of medical regulation were very different from those
of merchants, the tension between willingness of those with different but
related specialisms to merge and collaborate in order to secure political
leverage, and the more general desire to maintain occupationally defined
collective identities causing them to separate, is once again clear.

Conclusion
Examining guild identity through instances of company unions and
separations during the late medieval period highlights the continued
preference for organization based upon shared day-to-day economic
experience. Guilds and companies were happy to merge when doing so
was expedient and could secure them political leverage, but their preferred
state appears to have always been as an occupationally defined group.
The fishmongers of each street did not appear to feel much camaraderie
with those of other streets, let alone with stockfishmongers, who dealt in
ostensibly similar but qualitatively different goods and different networks.
What brought companies together and favoured merger, when their
members had differing experience, was common political or economic
interest. External pressure and declining trade could bring guilds together,
while prosperity and growth tended to allow them to separate and better
reflect their occupational identities.

The mergers of the guilds associated with the textile industries described
by Oldland were in many ways exceptional because of the importance of

#* M. T. Walton, ‘The advisory jury and malpractice in 15th-century London: the case of
William Forest', Journal of the History of Medicine and Allied Sciences, x1 (1985), 478-82.

9 Beck, The Cutting Edge, p. 70.

¢ Beck, The Cutting Edge, p. 124.
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political leverage in an industry which was very sensitive to the political
and diplomatic situation for its exports. The merger of the Fullers and
the Shearmen to become Clothworkers, or the union of the Hatters into
the Haberdashers, were not representative of a universal desire in the
late medieval period to use guilds as vehicles of power at the expense of
relevance to their members’ economic activities. International merchants,
for whom political influence might have been a paramount concern, were
still a2 minority in most companies in the late medieval period. Therefore
the tension between the desire to maximize the political potential of
guilds and their continued relevance as occupationally defined groups
was another aspect of the growing tension and disparity between the elite
livery, and more numerous rank and file within many companies. Over
time other organizations such as the Merchant Adventurers and later joint
stock companies came to provide the preferred vehicles of mercantile
political influence. Therefore it was in the larger, more prestigious
companies, whose members were more likely to use their membership of
these other organizations, that company identities first became ossified and
disconnected from actual occupational practice. Mercantile companies
adapted by becoming informal centres of association and formalizing
their structures and procedures to accommodate a wider diversity of
experience.® The fact that the Fishmongers sustained their merger of 1536
is evidence that they had succeeded in accommodating the diversity of
their members” economic interests.

The tendency of late medieval companies to separate when they could
afford to do so, and the establishment of new specialist craft companies
into the seventeenth century, also emphasizes a continued desire for
identity to reflect occupation. Both the establishment of new companies,
and the renegotiation of identities when companies split and merged,
highlight the centrality of day-to-day shared experience in the construction
of occupational and company identity in the city. The political potential
of companies was nonetheless always recognized and could override the
predilection for occupationally defined organization. Many merchants
eventually came to identify simply as ‘merchant’, as was certainly the case
in the seventeenth century, and it was in companies where merchants
outnumbered retailers or craftsmen that informal association and political
advancement became the dominant elements in company identity.

¢ P Gauci, ‘Informality and influence: the overseas merchant and the livery companies,

1660-1720’, in Gadd and Wallis, Guilds, Society and Economy, pp. 127—9.
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2. “Writying, making and engrocyng’: clerks,

guilds and identity in late medieval London*

Matthew Davies

In 1484 the accounts of the London Carpenters included expenses for a
‘table for the brethern and sistyrs’, a list of deceased members of the guild
whose souls were to be remembered in prayers and masses. It seems from
the accounts that it initially took the form of a painted and gilded wooden
board, but a year later a stationer was paid to copy it on to parchment,
and this was also decorated. Several other craft guilds in this period also
produced memorial tables of this kind, including the Pinners and the
Pewterers, as well as greater guilds such as the Tailors, who in 14645
paid 105 14 to compose, write, illuminate and paint a table of indulgences
and remissions granted ‘per diversos papas archiepiscopos, episcopos ac alios
prelates’. This was hung in a chapel they maintained in St. Paul’s Cathedral.’
These were meant to impress and instruct, and it is worth remembering
that when Robert Fabyan was researching the dates and names of some of
the earliest British kings, he used a certain “Table hangynge vpon the wall
of y¢ North syde of y* Ile in y* back of y* Quere of seynt Poules Churche of
London’.* Tables and lists took on an added significance on ceremonial and
religious occasions when the names would be read out, and the souls of the
dead would be prayed for, fostering the ever-important dialogue between
corporate identity and religious belief which underpinned the existence
and activities of medieval guilds. Yet as well as their status as what one
might call ‘cultural capital’ (whether for private or public purposes) we
ought to remember that lists of this kind also had a practical function in a
corporate context, reflecting the proliferation of written records within lay
organizations, such as urban guilds and fraternities, in the later middle ages.

* 1 am grateful to delegates at the ‘Medieval merchants and money’ conference, and
especially to Caroline Barron, for helpful suggestions on this chapter. An earlier version was
presented at the North American Conference on British Studies in Montreal in Nov. 2012.

" LMA, CLC/L/CC/D/oo2/MSo4326/001, fo. 41 (Carpenters); CLC/L/PE/D/oo2/
MSo7086/001, fo. 9o (Pewterers); CLC/L/MD/D/003/MS34048/002, fo. 261 (Merchant
Taylors); The Pinners' and Wiresellers’ Book 1462—1511, ed. B. E. Megson (London Record
Society, xliv, 2009), pp. 11, 15, 23.

* The New Chronicles of England and France by Robert Fabyan, ed. H. Ellis (1811), p. 40.
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In this essay I want to look at the development of record-keeping by the
London craftand merchantguilds (or ‘livery companies’) and in doing so try
and touch on this intersection between records as tools of governance and
as expressions of identity, tradition and community. This was a formative
period for the London guilds as institutions, and in that sense they afford
a remarkable opportunity to look at record-keeping and record-creation
as they evolved over time. In this context, the range of practices across the
guilds are as striking as the commonalities between them. In particular,
the essay will discuss the people who served the companies as clerks and
scriveners, who combined linguistic, scribal, quasi-legal and literary skills.
As Jim Bolton has shown, scriveners played an important part in oiling
the wheels of commerce in late medieval London, notably by drawing
up bonds and other financial instruments which underpinned the use of
credit — vital (Bolton suggests) during periods of bullion shortage. Many
of the same individuals turned their hands to other scribal tasks, working
for the London craft and merchant guilds, facilitating the administration
of their growing estates and memberships, promoting the causes of
London’s merchants and craftsmen to the City and to parliament, but
also enabling the accumulation of layers of written records and corporate
memory.

As Derek Keene, Elspeth Veale and others have reminded us, diversity
was a key characteristic of the early years of the city livery companies.* Some
emerged from parish fraternities and retained important religious functions;
others developed as part of local occupational clusters; some received royal
recognition as early as the twelfth century; some struggled to develop
institutional structures until the sixteenth. Their often obscure origins
means that we cannot easily talk about a foundation date or foundation
documents, even (or sometimes especially) in the case of royal charters which
frequently just confirmed the existence of a corporate body of some kind.
A rare internal reference to the alleged origins of a craft guild occurs in the
forty-two London returns to the royal inquiry into guilds and fraternities
of 1388—9: the Pouchmakers stated that their brotherhood was ‘begonne in
the yeer of our lord 1356 As well as detailing their religious and charitable
functions — rarely referring to economic activities — these guild returns
provide occasional clues about early written records. In their response to

3 See for example D. Keene, ‘English urban guilds, c.900-1300’, in Guilds and Association
in Europe, 900—1900, ed. 1. A. Gadd and P. Wallis (2006), pp. 3—26; E. Veale, “The “Great
Twelve”: mystery and fraternity in thirteenth-century London’, Historical Research, Ixiv
(1991), 237-63.

4 Transcribed in C. M. Barron and L. Wright, “The London Middle English guild
certificates of 1388—9’, Nottingham Medieval Studies, xxxix (1995), 140-1.
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the royal inquiry the Carpenters produced an ordinance book that was said
to have been begun on 1 September 1333, clearly a momentous date even if it
cannot perhaps be called a foundation date.’ This book no longer survives,
but the mention of ordinances is useful, because it reminds us of some of
the key functions of the crafts and their guilds in London — and hence that
there were certain kinds of recording practices which were common to most
guilds. In particular, it was important to maintain records of apprenticeship
and the Freedom: from the end of the thirteenth century the guilds were
responsible, as delegates of the mayor, for regulating access to the Freedom
— which the overwhelming majority obtained by apprenticeship.® The ‘audit
trail’, so to speak, included apprenticeship indentures (many of which
contained requirements that apprentices should learn to read and write),
and enrolments of apprenticeship — these now mostly survive as entries
in financial accounts, although some guilds were starting to keep separate
registers by the fifteenth century. Apprenticeship was just one aspect of the
wider task of economic and moral regulation, also delegated to them by the
City government. Most of the early ordinances of London’s craft guilds in
fact survive in the City’s archives — mostly ordinances for the lesser crafts,
who obeyed the mayor’s demand to inspect them. Ordinance books, such as
the one the Carpenters claimed to have started in 1333, were created by the
guilds to preserve these regulations themselves, and were updated to respond
to economic problems, such as threats from other crafts or from aliens, or
to reflect institutional changes: the Tailors had a ‘Grete Boke’ of ordinances
which was added to regularly following meetings of the guild’s court, but
only one quire of this remains, covering the years 1429—55.7 Ordinances
in that sense were a combination of an ongoing historical record with an
idealistic and normative description of how the craft and the guild ought to
be governed.® Like the royal charters which the guilds increasingly sought,
ordinances were expressions of mercantile and craft identities, especially in
the public versions submitted to the mayor, and could be contested as part
of disputes over jurisdictions and privileges. As the identities and aspirations
of the crafts became more and more invested in guilds as institutions, there
was increasingly a need (as in 1388—9) to create and produce documentary
evidence, and a premium was therefore placed on each guild’s ability to

5 Barron and Wright, “The London Middle English guild certificates’, p. 113.

¢ M. Davies, ‘Crown, city and guild in late medieval London’, in London and Beyond:
Essays in Honour of Derek Keene, ed. M. Davies and J. A. Galloway (2012), pp. 247-68.

7 LMA, CLC/L/MD/A/003/MS34003.

8 See M. Davies, ‘Governors and governed: the practice of power in the Merchant Taylors’
Company’, in Guilds, Society and Economy in London 14501800, ed. 1. A. Gadd and P. Wallis
(2002), pp. 67-83.
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organize its affairs, to promote its role within the craft, and to communicate
concerns to the City and beyond.

The expansion in record keeping among the guilds of London in the
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries was also driven by their development as
social, religious and political entities. Account books survive for most of
the greater companies, and for many of the lesser ones, often with a huge
amount of detailed expenditure and income — reflecting an expansion of their
activities into many different areas. The guilds were not just responsible for
apprenticeship and trade regulation, but for processions, feasts, chaplains,
maintaining their newly acquired halls, as well as lobbying the City, crown
and parliament for extensions of their privileges. The ability to hold
property corporately was especially important, and was confirmed through
so-called charters of incorporation: this boosted the fortunes of some guilds,
particularly those with a wealthy membership who could make substantial
bequests for chantries and other forms of post 0bit commemoration. By the
Reformation, when such practices were declared ‘superstitious’, the London
guilds were found by the chantry commissioners to be funding sixty-one
chantry priests and 158 anniversaries at an annual cost of more than £1,000.
These figures do not of course include the many other benefactions, such
as gifts for almshouses, which did not attract the attention of the chantry
commissioners, but which nonetheless added to the administrative burden.®
The guilds were increasingly seen by London’s merchants and craftsmen
as reliable trustees for their property and their souls, paving the way for
the remarkable expansion of their charitable activities in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries.” Even before the Reformation, the London guilds
were rapidly developing into major landlords, with charitable interests
which stretched far beyond London — as can be seen, for example, in
the foundations of schools by Londoners in this period. Underpinning
all this activity was a huge amount of administration, including writing
documents, obtaining legal advice, communicating with potential donors,
and maintaining valuable estates. Without the expertise of clerks and other
officials, the guilds would have found it much more difficult to develop
their charitable reputations and roles as foci for the charitable and religious
aspirations of some of London’s leading citizens.

9 TNA: PRO, E 301/34, mm. 36-39d, printed in London and Middlesex Chantry Certificate
1548, ed. C. J. Kitching (London Record Society, xvi, 1980), pp. 81—95. This is probably an
underestimate, as returns were not apparently completed for all the guilds.

© See, for example, I. W. Archer, “The livery companies and charity in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries’, in Gadd and Wallis, Guilds, Society and Economy in London, pp. 15—
28. The charities of the Clothworkers” Company are documented on the ‘People, property
and charity’ website: <http://www.clothworkersproperty.org> [accessed 18 Feb. 2015].
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The expansion of the business of the guilds also enhanced the role of the
‘courts of assistants’ which emerged in the fourteenth century as governing
bodies. Normally comprising the leading liverymen and past masters, the
matters considered by the courts were often quite diverse, including the
regulation of apprenticeship, settlement of disputes, but also matters of
wider policy and communication with the City, crown and parliament.
Court records were kept by some guilds from quite early on: we are told in
a seventeenth-century inventory that the Tailors had ‘Nyne books severally
marked with these severall letters viz A, B, C, D, E, E G, Hand I ... the
Booke A begynnyng in the xxviiith yere of K. Edw. the First Anno Domini
1299 and the Booke I endyng the xxiiiith day of January 1574’. The earliest
of these books are now lost, apart from court minutes from the start and
end of two volumes, altogether providing coverage for the period 1486—93."
It is striking that the Tailors’ minute books were said to have begun in 1299,
during a period which saw the start of some of the City’s own key record
series such as the ‘Letter Books’. Indeed it is almost certain that guild record-
creation was connected with key phases in the expansion of the City’s own
bureaucracy and records, whether in the late thirteenth century, when the
first town clerks took office, or, under John Carpenter, in the early fifteenth
century. For the short period for which they survive, the Tailors’ minutes
show that its court was meeting very regularly indeed: notes of more than
400 meetings survive for a period of six-and-a-half years, which works out
at an average of just over one meeting a week. As we will see, court records
provide some of the most vivid insights into the role played by scribes and
records in the formation and expression of guild identity — not least because
they were shaped as much by the personalities of those who wrote them as
by the business they record.”

As mentioned, the status and wealth of the guilds and their members
significantly affected institutional development, and hence record-keeping
practices. A large or wealthy membership provided a solid financial basis
for some guilds, through regular payments of quarterage or alms, one-
off levies for projects, and a potential source of bequests of property and
high-value goods such as plate, all of which had to be administered and

accounted for. At this point we can look at two examples at either end of

" LMA, CLC/L/MD/G/256/MS34360, fo. 14; H. L. Hopkinson, Report on the Ancient
Records in the Possession of the Guild of Merchant Taylors of the Fraternity of St. John the Baptist
in the City of London (1915), pp. 99—101; and see The Merchant Taylors Company of London:
Court Minutes 1486-1493, ed. M. Davies (Stamford, 2000), p. 7.

2 Davies, Court Minutes, pp. 12-13. Not all of these meetings were ‘full’ court meetings,
judging from the inclusion of attendance lists for only about 25% of the 405. Most were
smaller meetings of the master and four wardens.
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the social and financial spectrum. The London Pinners were recognized
as a separate trade by the mid fourteenth century, when they submitted
ordinances in 1356 to the mayor for approval. Yet they struggled to develop
a strong institutional presence over the next hundred years, mainly because
they were a small, specialist trade, which faced the threats of rising imports
as well as incursions into their business from other trades in London.
Temporary respite came in 1462 when their trade was among those meant
to benefit from a new statute (which the Pinners called a ‘charter’) limiting
imports of manufactured goods, including pins of various kinds.” A new
guild book was created, which survives in the British Library: thirteen
skins of parchment were bought, and 124 was spent on a binding and two
clasps for it. They also bought a chest, probably used to store the book as
well as their meagre corporate funds.”* However, their existence remained
precarious — and symptomatic of this was their lack of a hall. They rented
a small tenement briefly from the Tailors in the 1440s, but by the 1460s
were hiring out Girdlers' Hall for their meetings. They later transferred
to the Armourers’ Hall, but at one point in between the wardens had to
meet in a tavern, the ‘Sign of the Rose’ in Old Jewry, to present the annual
accounts. This rather itinerant existence was not uncommon, as we can see
in the Brewers’ accounts, for example, in which several other crafts appear
hiring their hall in the first half of the fifteenth century.” It was a major
problem in terms of looking after records — at one point the Pinners gave
documents to the Cutlers to look after, which implies a good deal of trust
on the former’s part given the frequent strictures on secrecy that appear in
guild records. Eventually the Pinners did manage to rent a hall of their own,
but a combination of hefty repairs and an expensive lawsuit meant that they
could barely afford it. In 1497 the Pinners merged with the Wiremongers
to form the Wiresellers, and eventually (it is not clear exactly when) the
Wiresellers were absorbed by the Girdlers.™

At the other end of the economic scale, the Grocers — one of the leading
mercantile crafts — were able to draw upon the wealth and influence of
some of London’s most prominent merchants in furthering their corporate
objectives through record-keeping. Their ‘Black Book’ was started in 1345
and updated thereafter with accounts and ordinances, but like other guilds,
the business became more and more diverse as the guild acquired its hall,
as well as a portfolio of property holdings. This caused an expansion of its
record-keeping. At around the same time as the Pinners proudly started

% Megson, The Pinners and Wiresellers' Book, pp. xii—xxi.

“ Megson, The Pinners’ and Wiresellers’ Book, p. 6.

5 LMA, CLC/L/BF/A/021/MSo0544, fos. 11v, 84.

1 Megson, The Pinners’ and Wiresellers' Book, pp. 8, 11, 15, 30, 32.
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their new book, we have a unique short series of inventories of the Grocers’
books and records, which they included at the end of the annual accounts
in the 1460s. The information was recorded as part of the formal handing
over of the guild’s assets from one set of wardens to the next, and although
earlier inventories of the company’s goods exist in the accounts, these are
the first to include detailed lists of books and manuscripts.” The inventories
tell us, for example, that each year’s accounts were written and stored in
separate ‘quires of account’, only being bound together much later. Records
parallel to these were known rather evocatively as ‘quires of remembrance’ —
the minutes and ordinances of the craft produced at quarter days and other
occasions. The term ‘remembrance’, as I have discussed elsewhere, was part
of a vocabulary of record-keeping and guild culture which emphasized the
role of the records as the written memory and heritage of the craft; each
year the Grocers’ accounts began with the phrase ‘be it remembered that
these are the accounts of x and y, wardens of the Grocers'.” The inventories
list other records, mainly in book rather than quire form — these included a
‘grete rede boke wt ii claspes coper and gilt which is begon to write in our
tyme wt constutucions accompts and laste wills of divers men’.” We know
from the accounts that this had been assembled in 1455 using eight quires of
paper bought at a cost of 25.7°

Remarkably, all of the descriptions in the inventories can be matched
to surviving books in the Grocers' archive: the ‘Red Book’, for instance,
has the fair accounts of the company, which summarized income and
expenditure under headings, referring for the detail to the annual quires.
The inventories, finally, list numerous chests and great boxes, some clearly
meant for the books just mentioned, while some already contained copies
of testaments, deeds and bills of various kinds. The person responsible for
these inventories was the clerk, Henry Nicholl, who took office in 1460.
As Caroline Barron notes in her contribution to this volume, Nicholl was
the author of what she terms a ‘bureaucratic chronicle’ (Oxford, Bodleian
Library, MS Rawlinson B 359), which combined some elements of a civic
chronicle with an ongoing list of wardens of the Grocers and mayors of
the City. In many ways, therefore, Nicholl’s ‘chronicle’ and his innovations
within the guild’s accounts were both expressions of his interest in history

7 LMA, CLC/L/GH/D/oo1/MSiis71/oo1, fos. 77v—78v (1463—s), 103v—104v (1465—6),
139 (1466-7), 164—5 (1467-8).

¥ M. Davies, “Monuments of honor”: clerks, histories and heroes in the London livery
companies’, in The Fifteenth Century X. Parliament, Personalities and Power: Papers Presented
to Linda S. Clark, ed. H. Kleineke (Woodbridge, 2011), pp. 145-65, at p. 150.

v LMA, CLC/L/GH/D/oo1/MS1is71/001, fos. 77v—78v.

° Yiij quars paper to make a reed book’ (LMA, CLC/L/GH/D/oo1/MSi1sy1/oor, fo. 43v).
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and the ‘remembrances’ of his guild and the City. We know very little about
Nicholl: he does not seem to have been a scrivener by training and it has
been suggested that he was related to a senior member of the Grocers.
He remained clerk for some years, being described as such in the will of
the eminent grocer Sir John Crosby (d. 1475) who pardoned Nicholl 4os
of a debt he owed the alderman.”> He was dead by 1483, when Sir William
Taylour, another grocer alderman, made his will: in it he bequeathed to his
‘cosyn’ Robert Sturmyn several books, including ‘my newe boke of Engelish
that I bought of thexecutours of Henry Nicoll’. We have no way of knowing
what this book was, although of course it would be tempting to speculate
that it was Nicholl’s ‘chronicle’.

Most of the London guilds lay somewhere between the extremes of the
Pinners and the Grocers. It was unsurprising that the greater companies and
their merchants led the way, and by the mid fifteenth century most were
keeping several series of records dealing with their finances, memberships,
court proceedings, ordinances, benefactors’ wills, properties, or perhaps
more typically, combinations of these. Guild clerks were gradually increasing
their use of English — the Brewers’ clerk William Porland famously switched
his guild’s records to English in the early 1420s, while the Goldsmiths in
1417 had created a new register of deeds, with a prologue that was ‘wrtyn
in englysshe to euery mannys undirstondyng’.* English was not new
as a language of record, of course — many of the London guild returns
of 1388—9 were written in the vernacular — but it was rarely used to the
exclusion of French and Latin. Indeed, recent work has also sought to put
the statements of the Goldsmiths and Brewers in a broader context, by
emphasizing the persistence of French and Latin for official purposes such
as proclamations, interspersed with English examples.” What is certainly
the case is that language mixing and tri-lingualism were characteristics of

* P Nightingale, A Medieval Mercantile Community: the Grocers' Company and the Politics
and Trade of London, 1000—1485 (1995), p. 520.

2 TNA: PRO, PROB 11/6/327. Crosby’s will is transcribed and printed in P. Norman and
W. D. Carde, Crosby Place (Survey of London Monograph, ix, 1908), pp. 69—84.

» TNA: PRO, PROB 11/7, fo. 81.

* C. Metcalfe, “William Porlond, clerk to the craft and fraternity of Brewers of London,
1418—1440’, Transactions of the London and Middlesex Archaeological Society, Ixiv (2014), 267—
84; L. Jefferson, “The language and vocabulary of the fourteenth- and early fifteenth-century
records of the Goldsmiths’ Company’, in Multilingualism in Later Medieval Britain, ed. D.
A. Trotter (Cambridge, 2000), p. 177.

» Barron and Wright, “The London Middle English guild certificates’, pp. 108—4s; D.
Rowland, personal communication. These themes will be explored in D. Rowland, “The
publication and reception of local and parliamentary legislation in England, 1422—c.1485
(University of London PhD thesis, in progress).
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the records of many of London’s guilds in the first half of the fifteenth
century: the Tailors switched their account books from French to Latin
at some point between 1445 and 1453 for their accounts, but kept their
ordinances mostly in English, as did the Grocers from 1463. It seems likely
that this was a major encouragement for the guilds to employ professional,
skilled scribes to write and organize their records, and to deal with the
linguistic diversity of communication with the City, the crown and their
own members.*® Porland, Nicholl and other proactive clerks clearly spent
a good deal of time and effort ordering and updating the archives of their
guilds: the Goldsmiths in 1418 sought to make good the loss or destruction
of some of their property records by organizing them by tenement into
chests and boxes, obtaining new copies of lost documents from Guildhall,
and copying everything into a new 400—folio book.””

What we have, then, is a period of rapid institutional development and
a consequent proliferation of records to address their roles as economic
regulators, religious fraternities, and as participants in political processes in
the city and beyond. As the Grocers’ inventory suggests, books and quires had
both a practical importance and a wider symbolic significance, representing
the inheritance of the guild passed on from generation to generation. This
idea was partly responsible for some of the new developments in record-
keeping towards the end of the fifteenth century. In particular, there was
a sort of ‘taking stock’ happening — literally, in the shape of inventories of
books, plate and other fixtures and fixings, but also more figuratively in
some of the ‘books of evidences” or ‘guild books™ (as Malcolm Richardson
calls them) which were being produced.”® These were sometimes simply
new iterations of their ordinances: the Ironmongers in 1487 paid 35 84 for
a ‘newe boke to wright in oure artis of oure actis of oure felischipe’. Most
of the cost (35) was for writing, with 44 for paper and 44 for a ‘parchemyn
skynne for a coverynge’.* The timing is significant: although the City
government had long asserted the right to approve guild ordinances, this
had been formalized in a statute of 1437, and in the late 1480s the mayor
and aldermen made a particular effort to get the ‘lesser’ guilds (i.e. not
their own!) to conform. Some evidence books were becoming even more
elaborate, and contained transcripts of charters, grants of arms, lists of
members, and other material — often prefaced with religious content and
imagery, as with the lavishly illuminated books produced by the Pewterers,

¢ M. Richardson, Middle Class Writing in Late Medieval London (2011), pp. 41—2.

7 Wardens Accounts and Court Minute Books of the Goldsmiths Mistery of London 1334—
1446, ed. L. Jefferson (Woodbridge, 2003), p. 383.

*® Richardson, Middle Class Writing, pp. 81—2.

» LMA, CLC/L/IB/D/oo1/MS16988/001, fo. 56.
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Skinners and Merchant Taylors.* Religious elements gave the books a sacral
character — the Carpenters and Pinners were among a number of guilds
which included liturgical calendars in their books." In 1501 the Drapers
paid the impressive sum of £4 65 84 to a certain “Wodecok for devising and
making of our book of all our evidences etc’. This was Henry Wodecok,
by then one of the most prominent members of the Scriveners’ Company,
whose career is discussed below.”” External pressure was once again behind
some of this activity in the early sixteenth century, not least following a
statute of 1504 which required guilds to have their ordinances approved by
the lord chancellor. Partly because of the likelihood of an external audience,
these books were more than simply collections of rules and regulations:
they amounted to a kind of history of the guild concerned, assemblages
of material relating to origins, development and heritage. Some guilds
produced these in-house using their clerks (although the illuminations were
done by someone else), while others commissioned them from scriveners
and limners.”

All of this activity brings us to the practicalities of writing these records.
There is abundant information, for example, on the purchasing of paper
and parchment (but particularly paper) by the guilds: the Grocers tended to
buy between two and four quires of paper each year, at a typical cost in the
late fifteenth century of 24 to 3d per quire.** The Tailors’ annual expenditure
more than doubled over the course of the fifteenth century from 124 to
30d (so possibly up to ten quires of paper a year) in a period when paper
prices were steadily declining.* We also know a lot about how books and
quires were bound and kept, sometimes in chests, sometimes in so-called
‘coffins’, which allowed important records to be displayed. The Pewterers,
after many years of lobbying, finally gained a royal charter of incorporation
in 1473 which allowed them national rights of search: in addition to the

> LMA, CLC/L/MD/A/oo4/MS34004; CLC/L/PE/A/o27/MSo7114; CLC/L/SE/A/
004A/MS31692.

# LMA, CLC/L/CC/D/002/MSo4326/001, fo. sv; Megson, The Pinners and Wiresellers
Book, p. 6.

3 Drapers Hall, London, wardens’ accounts 14751509, fo. 72.

# Davies, “Monuments of honor”™, pp. 150-1.

3 For example, LMA, CLC/L/GH/D/oo1/MS1is71/001, fos. 7, 119v; MS11571/002, fo.
18v.

5 LMA, CLC/L/MD/D/003/MS34048/001, 002, 003. For discussion of the price of
paper and other commodities, see R. Edvinsson and J. Séderberg, ‘Prices and the growth of
the European knowledge economy, 1200—2000’ (unpublished paper, 2009), esp. pp. 9-12,
consulted at <http://diva-portal.org/smash/get/diva2:384596/FULLTEXTor.pdf> [accessed
11 Jan. 2015]. This draws on price/wage data for England available at <http://gpih.ucdavis.
edu/files/England_1209-1914)_(Clark).xls> [accessed 11 Jan. 2015].
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substantial costs of obtaining it, they laid out a further 45 on a ‘koffyn’ to
put it in.** The Grocers™ inventories list several ‘coffyns’ containing deeds
and other documents, as well as a ‘greate chest bound with iron with ij
locks and ij keys and a bolt of iron’.” But it is the people involved who are
of particular interest. By the later fourteenth century, if not before, many
of the leading guilds were starting to draw on the expertise of professional
scribes. Some of these have become better known in recent years because
of the work of historians, and of literary scholars, who have brought new
perspectives to bear on the administrative records of the London guilds
and the City government itself. Thomas Usk, for example, was identified
by Caroline Barron as the clerk employed by the Goldsmiths in the 1380s,
and his career and connection with the guild has been further explored
by Marion Turner.”® Linne Mooney’s work on scribes and Middle English
literature has suggested many possible connections between the worlds of
literature and civic government — the most famous example being Adam
Pinkhurst, who wrote the famous petition of the Mercers against Nicholas
Brembre to the parliament of 1388, and was also Chaucer’s scribe.?

By the early fifteenth century several guilds were employing their own
salaried clerks. Some, like Pinkhurst and Usk, displayed literary connections
and interests. As noted by Caroline Barron (vide infra), John Brynchele, the
earliest known Tailors’ clerk, died in 1422 leaving a copy of 7he Canterbury
Tales (the earliest recorded testamentary bequest of this), as well as Latin
and English versions of Boethius. Brynchele in fact described himself in his
will as a tailor, which implies that he had obtained the Freedom through
this craft, rather than as a scrivener, even though his expertise took him in
that direction. The same was the case with the Grocers’ first known salaried
clerk, Thomas Hulverwood, who took office in 1448—50: he was described
as ‘citizen and Grocer’ in a transaction of October 1457.% The general trend,

* LMA, CLC/L/PE/D/oo2/MSo7086/001, fo. 48v. For the lobbying by the Pewterers and
the other guilds, see M. Davies, ‘Lobbying parliament: the London livery companies in the
fifteenth century’, Parliamentary History, xxiii (2004), 136—48.

7 LMA, CLC/L/GH/D/oo1/MS11571/002, fos. 77v—78v.

# C. M. Barron, review of Wardens Accounts and Court Minute Books of the Goldsmitbhs,
ed. Jefferson, in Urban History, xxxii (2005), 175; M. Turner, Chaucerian Conflict: Languages
of Antagonism in Late Fourteenth-Century London (Oxford, 2007), pp. 104-14.

» L. Mooney, ‘Chaucer’s scribe’, Speculum, Ixxxi (2006), 97-138; L. R. Mooney and E.
Stubbs, Scribes and the City: London Guildhall Clerks and the Dissemination of Middle English
Literature, 1375—1425 (Woodbridge, 2013).

+ Hulverwood had undertaken some scribal work for the Grocers the year before he received
his first salary (Facsimile of the First Volume of the MS. Archives of the Worshipful Company of
Grocers of the City of London, AD 1345-1463, ed. J. A. Kingdon (2 vols., 1883-6), ii. 296, 305-6;
CCR 1454—1461, p. 251; Nightingale, A Medieval Mercantile Community, p. 466).
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however, especially among the greater guilds was towards the employment
of professional writers: men described variously as scrivener, ‘writer of court
hand’, clerk, or, less frequently, as notary.# In most cases they had been
apprenticed as London Scriveners and were full members of that guild
rather than of those they served as clerks. The guilds drew upon an ever
increasing pool of such people in the city of London and Westminster,
feeding the demand for scribal services, and particularly for credit, from
merchants and skilled craftsmen. Bolton, for example, tracked the numbers
of scriveners who appear in the City’s fifteenth-century records, indicating
an increase from fewer than ten individuals in the 1420s to forty-three in
the 1440s, and broadly similar levels thereafter.* It seems likely that the
institutional development of the London guilds, discussed above, was a
contributory factor here, not least because of the frequency with which
many of these individuals crop up in guild records as suppliers of services
or even as permanent clerks. Although they had some legal expertise,
especially in relation to documents such as wills, deeds and bonds, they
were usually differentiated from the many lawyers and attorneys who were
hired by the guilds, even though many of them worked on the same causes,
such as dealing with benefactors” executors or preparing bills for law suits.
Many of these scriveners worked in the city in a variety of capacities as
scribes, feoffees, arbiters and executors, acting for individual citizens, the
City government, and institutions such as London Bridge, the city’s 100
plus parishes, and of course the guilds.

Although guilds such as the Goldsmiths, Grocers and Tailors appointed
permanent clerks from the end of the fourteenth century, most seem to
have taken a more flexible approach initially. Partly this was a reflection
of institutional development and hence the degree of complexity of their
affairs, but also of their financial wherewithal. Some guilds seem to have
continued to rely upon craftsmen-turned-scribes, especially those lower
down the economic scale. The Cutlers, for example, employed one of their
own members, Nicholas Asser. He leased one of the guild’s tenements
on London Bridge in the mid 1450s, and continued to enrol apprentices
while serving as clerk.# The Carpenters seem to have been fairly typical
of the ‘lesser’ guilds. Judging from the hands in their manuscript books,
the fair accounts (like those of the Pinners) were generally written up by a

# On these men and their roles, see especially N. Ramsay, ‘Scriveners and notaries as legal
intermediaries in later medieval England’, in Enterprise and Individuals in Fifteenth-Century
England, ed. J. 1. Kermode (Gloucester, 1991), pp. 118-31.

# J. L. Bolton, personal communication.

# C. Welch, History of the Cutlers Company of London and of the Minor Cutlery Crafts,
with Biographical Notices of Early London Cutlers (2 vols., 1916—23), i. 168, 322.
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different person each year, who was paid six or eight pence to do so. In 1483
Thomas Clifford, a member of the Scriveners” guild, took over the task,
improving the consistency and coverage of the accounts, but he remained
self-employed, taking on work for the Carpenters as and when he was
needed, but also working for other guilds, including the Pewterers. The
connection with Clifford was important, however, because in 1490 his own
apprentice, John Forster, became the first full-time clerk of the Carpenters,
with a salary of 33s 44 a year.* This was a fairly modest salary, reflecting
the status of the guild in terms of size and wealth — both of which had an
impact on the amount of regular business. The Tailors’ clerk, by contrast,
was normally paid a salary of £5 per annum, while the Grocers paid Nicholl
£4 a year. Even these were not large salaries, compared with the 10 marks
(£6 135 44) or so that chantry priests working for the companies were often
paid — which perhaps suggests that some continued to undertake other
tasks privately, such as drafting legal documents or even copying works of
literature. As well as a salary, however, these company clerks often received
grants of livery gowns or hoods, as Peter Goldisburgh of the Goldsmiths did
in 1412-13.% This did not mean that they were ‘liverymen’ of course — they
were very much regarded as employees. Other ‘perks’ could be significant,
not least in reinforcing the ties between clerk and guild: in recognition of
his service, Henry Nicholl was granted 8 marks (£5 65 84) a year for life at
a court meeting of the Grocers in 1470, as well as a house ‘whether sick or
whole’. In return he was to continue to attend on the wardens, keep the
books of the fellowship and the secret counsels, gather the rents, ‘attend to
the lyvelode’, and ‘kepe the garden’.*¢

Surprisingly, perhaps, given their status, the Mercers also seem to
have preferred to pay people on a more short-term basis for much of
the fifteenth century. However, because of their wealth they were able
to secure some of the leading scriveners in the city, who took an active
role in furthering the interests of the guild and its merchants. A well-
known example is John Stodeley, who took the Scriveners’ Company
oath in April 1433 and served as warden in 1446.¥ He subsequently

# LMA, CLC/L/CC/D/002/MSo4326/001, fos. 40, s7v; CLC/L/PE/D/oo2/MSo7086/
oor, fo. 67v. Clifford subscribed to the Scriveners’ oath in April 1462, and took on a number
of apprentices, including Forster (Scriveners’ Company Common Paper 1357-1628 with a
Continuation to 1678, ed. E. " W. Steer (London Record Society, iv, 1968), pp. 12, 22).

# Jefterson, Wardens' Accounts and Court Minute Books of the Goldsmiths, p. 3ss.

+ LMA, CLC/L/GH/D/oo1/11592, fo. 47. The Grocers were inordinately proud of their
garden, and the clerks and others were regularly paid for tasks such as weeding and pruning
the roses.

47 Steer, Scriveners’ Company Common Paper 1357-1628, p. 68.
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became connected with the duke of Norfolk, and was returned as the
MP for the duke’s borough of Reigate in 1450. As a Norfolk associate
he was the author, in 1454, of the famous newsletter to the duke in
which he conveyed information ‘espied and gadred’ by him and other
informants concerning political events in London.#* Throughout this
period, however, he provided scribal and legal services for the Mercers.
He was first paid for writing up the accounts in 1439—40, the same year
that 64 was paid out for ‘i rolle ove les nouns des gentz del mercerie’.
As his career flourished, Stodely’s usefulness for the guild seems to have
increased, and in 14501 he was paid 2s for writing a supplication to the
lord chancellor concerning the seizure of imports from Flanders. The
mid 1450s were especially busy for the Mercers, as they sought to convey
their views to the City, crown and parliament on a range of topics,
from the proposed grant of a subsidy, to the protection of the seas and
the threat to their interests posed by the alleged favouring of Lombard
merchants. Stodely was involved once again, charged with obtaining a
copy of the act of parliament dealing with the subsidy, and providing
copies of articles from the duchess of Burgundy to the king, one in Latin
and the other in English. He also supplied notes on a document sent to
the king concerning Lord Bonville, who, despite being keeper of the seas
had attacked convoy ships from the Low Countries, resulting in reprisals
against the goods of Staple merchants. Meanwhile, several other London
scriveners were employed to take on other copying and writing tasks.
Concerns about the encroachment of aliens on their business continued
to occupy the Mercers, and in 1460-1 Stodeley and two other scriveners
drew up bills concerning the Lombards and ‘Easterlings’.# Despite his
particular connection to the Mercers, Stodeley was not a salaried clerk,
so was able to take on work for other guilds: in 1454, for example, he
was paid the large sum of 4os for copying the testament of the grocer
Ralph Say (d. 1447), and for drawing up several tripartite indentures.*
One of Stodeley’s predecessors was Robert Bale, better known to scholars
today as a chronicler, who lived around the corner from Mercers’ Hall in

# The Paston Letters, ed. J. L. Gairdner (6 vols., 1904), ii. 295-9.

¥ The Medieval Account Books of the Mercers of London, ed. L. Jefferson (2 vols., Farnham,
2009), i. 540; ii. 698, 786, 912; A. E Sutton, The Mercery of London: Trade, Goods and People,
1130-1578 (Aldershot, 2005), pp. 255-6.

* LMA, CLC/L/GH/D/oo1/MStis71/o01, fo. 6v. Say left property in the parish of St.
Martin Pomary to the Grocers for a chantry (D. J. Keene and V. Harding, ‘St. Martin
Pomary 95/6—7’, in Historical Gazetteer of London Before the Great Fire Cheapside; Parishes
of All Hallows Honey Lane, St. Martin Pomary, St. Mary Le Bow, St. Mary Colechurch and St.
Pancras Soper Lane (1987), pp. 150—9, <http://www.british-history.ac.uk/no-series/london-
gazetteer-pre-fire/pprso—159> [accessed 14 Feb. 2015]).
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the Poultry. Like Stodeley, Bale regularly wrote up the fair accounts and
translated French and Flemish documents into English for the Mercers
in the 1440s, soon after taking his oath as a member of the Scriveners’
guild.”

In fact it was common for most guilds, even those with permanent
clerks, to pay other scriveners and notaries to undertake specialist tasks,
such as writing a bill. In this sense, the increase in the volume of work
and hence the abundance of written records was directly related to political
and economic activity, such as lobbying for charters, getting embroiled in
lawsuits and so on. Although clerks were expected to be literate to some
degree in Latin and French, as well as English, the evidence suggests that
when high-grade translations were required it was best to find a specialist.
After gaining their royal charter of incorporation, the Pewterers had three
copies in English made, one of which was destined for the West Country,
presumably to demonstrate their newly obtained national rights of scrutiny
to the local tin workers. When the Drapers wanted a translation of ‘certain
of our corporations from French into English’ in 15023 they paid one John
Bird 3s 44 to do it.”* This was a busy year for some of the mercantile crafts
because of the controversy generated by the granting of a new charter to
the Tailors by Henry VII, which was alleged to infringe the rights of the
City and the other guilds. The storm created by the charter was doubtless
welcomed by London’s scriveners, to whom the guilds turned urgently for
scribal services. The Drapers, like the Mercers, spent a lot of money on
lawyers as well as on clerks to write bills and submissions. They paid 164
to ‘engross’ their supplication to the king’s council, 20s for a parchment
copy of what they called the ‘whole charter of London’, probably the Great
Charter of 1319, and 2s for translating the Tailors’ new charter from Latin
into English.” This suggests an increasing dissatisfaction with keeping older
records solely in Latin or French, and this was perhaps another reason for the
new ‘guild books’ that were commissioned towards the end of the fifteenth
century. Occasionally, however, there are glimpses of a more informal,
indeed familial, approach to record copying. Particularly intriguing is a
note in the 1509 ordinance book of the Fishmongers, which states that it

s Jefferson, Mercers, i. 572, 574; ii. 594, 606, 620, 632, 646; Steer, Scriveners’ Company
Common Paper 1357—1628, p. 22. For a recent insight into Bale’s career, see H. Kleineke,
‘Robert Bale’s chronicle and the second battle of St. Albans’, Historical Research, Ixxxvii
(2014), 744-50.

2 LMA, CLC/L/PE/D/oo2/MSo7086/001 fo. 48v; Drapers Hall, London, wardens
accounts, 14751509, fo. 74. Bird is described elsewhere in the records as ‘of the chamber’,
suggesting that he may have been employed in some capacity by the city chamberlain.

% Drapers Hall, London, wardens’ accounts, 1475-1509, fos. 74—74v.
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was ‘written by me Rychard Felde the sone of maister John felde then being
warden and I saide Rycharde being of the age of xii yeres at the finishing
here of”.5*

The burgeoning affairs of London’s guilds created many opportunities
for career advancement (and indeed enrichment) for some of the leading
scriveners in the city. Two examples can be used to illustrate the success and
connections that some could enjoy. Thomas Fermory, one of Bolton’s most
active London scriveners, appears across the records of many institutions
in fifteenth-century London. The apprentice of Richard Claidich (who
himself worked for guilds such as the Drapers and Tailors), Fermory took
the Scriveners’ oath on 17 June 1434, although his career might have come
to a premature end if a suit brought against his master in 1428 had been
successful. Simon Welles, one of the clerks of the king’s court, alleged
that Claidich had infringed a recent statute which prevented parents
with an income of less than 20s a year from apprenticing their children to
Londoners. Claidich neatly, and successfully, argued that there was nothing
stopping a son or daughter from apprenticing him or herself as they
pleased.” Fermory went on to become one of London’s most ubiquitous
and well-connected scriveners: like William Porlond, he was a very popular
choice as a feoffee, and as a recipient of ‘gifts’ of goods and chattels made to
facilitate business transactions, reflecting the importance of the quasi-legal
skills and experience that went alongside the ability to draw up important
documents.”* He was an executor for the wills and testaments of men
such as the controversial draper and alderman, Philip Malpas (d. 1469),
and Nicolo Micheli (d. 1449), a member of a prominent Italian mercantile
family resident in London. In the latter document he was described as a
‘notarius in lombardstrete’, indicating that he had established his business
right in the financial and mercantile heart of the city, close to the houses and
businesses of many of his clients.” Fermory’s work for London institutions
include several commissions from the wardens of London Bridge: in 1461—2
he wrote some indentures relating to a grant of the south part of the Stocks,
known as the ‘fisshmarket’, to a group of fishmongers, and that same year

5+ J. Colson, ‘London’s forgotten company? Fishmongers: their trade and their networks
in later medieval Londor’, in 7he Medieval Merchant: Proceedings of the 2012 Harlaxton
Symposium, ed. C. M. Barron and A. E Sutton (Donington, 2014), p. 27.

5 Calendar of Letter-Books of the City of London: K, Henry VI, ed. R. R. Sharpe (1911), p.
87.

¢ See for example the numerous references to him in transactions recorded in the Close
Rolls (Calendar of Close Rolls, Henry VI, Edward VI, sub nom).

7 TNA: PRO, PROB 11/, fos. 210-11v; D. B. Foss, “The Canterbury archiepiscopates
of John Stafford (1443-52) and John Kemp (1452—54) with editions of their registers
(unpublished University of London PhD thesis, 2 vols., 1986), ii. 636—7.
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he composed ‘a note and great bill to the mayor and aldermen and the
whole Common Council of the city of London concerning the great danger
to the Bridge from the force of the ice and frost this year’.*® It was logical
that work for individual citizens would lead to involvement in the affairs of
the guilds. Fermory is known to have worked for several: he carried out the
important work of copying the text of the new grant of arms obtained by
the Ironmongers in 1455; and the Tailors commissioned him to copy more
than thirty separate documents in 1438—9 as they gathered evidence to help
in their quest for a new royal charter.”

Fermory died in the spring of 1471. One of his two executors was
another scrivener, Henry Woodcock, whose mother Katherine was related
to Fermory — possibly his sister. At that point, Woodcock had only just
taken the Scriveners’ oath (January 1471) and so was at the start of his
career.® His career seems to have benefited from the kindness of his
putative uncle by marriage: in his will Fermory (who had no surviving
children of his own) left Woodcock not only the reversion of property in
St. George’s parish in Southwark, but also the sum of 20s, a psalter and
‘my largest book of statutes with a book of calendars’.® Moreover, at some
point over the next few years Woodcock acquired an annual rent of 20s
arising from three tenements in London, one of which was the property
in Lombard Street where Fermory had lived. By the late 1490s, and
probably much earlier, Woodcock and a fellow scrivener were living in the
property themselves. The rent was purchased by Dame Elizabeth Bryce
(widow of Sir Hugh, a former mayor) and bequeathed to the parish of
St. Mary Wolnoth in 1498. Woodcock witnessed her will.® By this point,
Woodcock was one of the most prominent members of the Scriveners
guild and so a Lombard Street address would have been entirely fitting:
he was a warden of the Scriveners in 1497-8 when ‘the hoole Company
of the Felasship or Mistere of Scryvaners of the Courte I're of the Citee
of London in good and honest maner assembled theym self togider in
the Mansion or Dwellyng place of Henry Wodecok’. The purpose of this

important meeting was, first of all, to confirm those existing ordinances

* ‘Bridge House Rental 3: account for 1461—2’, in London Bridge: Selected Accounts and
Rentals, 13811538, ed. V. Harding and L. Wright (1995), pp. 114—47 (<http://www.british-
history.ac.uk/london-record-soc/vol31/ppii4—147> [accessed 13 Feb. 2015]).

» LMA, CLC/L/IB/D/oo1/MS16988/001, fo. 5; CLC/L/MD/D/003/MS34048/001,
fo. 302. For the Tailors” controversial charter, see C. M. Barron, ‘Ralph Holland and the
London radicals, 1438-1444’, in The Medieval Town 1200—1540, ed. R. Holt and G. Rosser
(1990), pp. 160-83.

6 Steer, Scriveners’ Company Common Paper 1357—1628, p. 23.

¢ TNA: PRO, PROB 11/6, fos. 9v—10v.

¢ LMA, CLA/023/DW/o1/231 (14).
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of the craft, contained in the ‘Common Paper’, which ‘seemed to be
good and necessary honest and profitable for the said Felaship’, and then
to agree new ordinances for the ‘better ordryng comforte and relief” of
the guild.® Like Fermory, Woodcock was a popular choice as a feoffee
for property transactions involving London citizens: he also saw service
within the City government, in his case becoming, by 1486 the chief
officer (secondary) of the sheriffs’ prison, or ‘compter’ in the Poultry.®
Perhaps because of this, Woodcock’s work for the city’s guilds was more
limited, though he had a particularly close connection with the Drapers.
As early as 1477 he was paid ‘for his labour and business done in divers
writings’, and in 1483—4 he received 265 44 for ‘the writing and sealing of
a general pardon’.” More commissions from the Drapers followed over
the next decade, and as well as payments in cash he was in 1489—90 given
quantities of fine cloth, perhaps for a livery gown. As we have seen, when
the guild wanted to put together a new book of evidences in 15012, they
turned to Woodcock, and in 1507—8 he was again employed for a matter of
some significance when the Drapers paid him £4 65 84 to copy sixty pieces
of evidence into their book. This may well have been connected with
the requirement to present ordinances to the king’s commissioners that
was contained in a controversial statute of 1504, effectively overturning
the tradition of mayoral inspection.®® By this point Woodcock had at
least one apprentice or servant to help him with this kind of work, and
the Drapers allowed an extra 204 ‘to his chyld that wrote the book’.*” In
his testament, proved in January 1515/16, Woodcock remembered his own
guild, the Scriveners, with a bequest of £20, and also made provision for
masses and prayers in his parish church of St. Benet Sherehog for the souls
not only of his parents, but also those of Thomas Fermory and his wife.

% Steer, Scriveners’ Company Common Paper 1357—1628, p. 49.

S Calendar of Letter-Books of the City of London: L, Edward IV-Henry VII, ed. R. R.
Sharpe (1912), pp. 236, 300-1; ‘Henry VIII: Pardon Roll, Part 4’, Letters and Papers, Foreign
and Domestic, Henry VIII, Volume 1: 15091514, ed. ].S. Brewer (1920), pp. 256-73 (<htep://
www.british-history.ac.uk/letters-papers-hen8/volt/pp256-273> [accessed 14 Apr. 2016]).
The City had two compters, one in Wood Street and the other in the Poultry.

¢ Drapers Hall, London, wardens’ accounts, 1475-1509, fos. 11v, 30.

¢ See Davies, ‘Crown, city and guild’, pp. 265—6; P Cavill, ‘Henry VII and parliament’
(unpublished University of Oxford DPhil thesis, 2005), ch. 11, esp. pp. 248—s1.

¢ Drapers’ Hall, London, wardens” accounts, 1475-1509, fos. 30, 33, 48v, 72, 74, 74V, 79,
8s.

% TNA: PRO, PROB 11/18, fos. 102—-102v; his will dealing with a quitrent from property
in St. John Walbrook and St. Benet Sherchog was enrolled in the Husting Court in Apr.
1516 ("Wills: 1—10 Henry VIII (1509-19)’, Calendar of Wills Proved and Enrolled in the Court
of Husting, London: Part 2: 1358-1688 (1890), pp. 61428, <http://www.british-history.ac.uk/
report.aspx?compid=67029> [accessed 14 Aug. 2013]).
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It would be easy to characterize the importance of clerks within the London
guilds in purely practical ways. They were undoubtedly becoming critically
important as administrators of increasingly complex organizations, not
least because of the array of charities and endowments that the guilds were
accumulating before the Reformation. Less easy to gauge, however, is their
influence on guild culture and corporate identity as they went about their tasks
of ordering, quantifying, copying and presenting information to internal and
external audiences. To what extent did individual style and personality, as well
as corporate sensibilities and outlooks, affect and indeed counteract scribal
and documentary conventions? What is certainly apparent from looking
across the records of London’s guilds is that there are many commonalities
between them, but also some important differences in terms of things such
as language, presentation, and scope — all of which might have been affected
by the personality and preferences of the scribe or his employers. Clerks acted
as mediators in several ways, whether in facilitating communication between
the guild’s governors (wardens and court of assistants) and the rest of the
craft, or in writing up the guild’s records and creating narratives of different
kinds for different audiences that reflected a sense of the guild’s purposes and
traditions. Occasionally we gain insights into the personalities and interests of
particular clerks through their literary or quasi-literary activities, those such as
Porlond, Pinkhurst, Usk, Nicholl and others, and it is clear in many of these
cases that they were very influential in terms of the ways in which the guilds
recorded and presented their affairs. We occasionally have glimpses of how
these men regarded their own roles and activities, most famously in the case
of William Porland, but also in this example from the records of the Tailors
(by now Merchant Taylors) in 1507-8:

Richard Conhyll, late Master, and the four Wardens with him afore in this
book named, with the advice, counsel, and consent of the more part of the
most worshipful persons, councillors and assistants of the said Company,
commanded me Henry Mayour, Notary Public and their common Clerk, to
compile and make a book or two in paper of all such Ordinances and Oaths as
should concern and appertain to and for the good refinement and common weal
of their said Company, and conservation of the same, whose commandment, I
the said Henry, diligently according to mine oath and duty obeyed and fulfilled,
which book of ordinances and oaths the four Lords named in the said Act of
Parliament have approved, ratified, and confirmed and sithen the approbation,
ratification, and confirmation of the same book I the foresaid Henry at desire
and request of my right singular good master William Grene, now Master, John
Tresawell, John Wright, Richard Hall, and John Sexsy Wardens with the said
Master Grene, have written, compiled, engrossed, and ordered the same book
after the manner and form as it appeareth to every man’s sight that listeth to
see or read. And it was clearly written, finished, engrossed, and ended by me
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the same Henry within my dwelling house pertaining to the whole body of this
said fellowship the 20th day of June in the year of Our Lord God 1508, and in
the 23rd year of the reign of Our Most dread Sovereign Lord, King Henry the
7th.®

The particular book Henry Mayour mentions still survives and it is one
of the highly decorated evidence books discussed above, produced to satisfy
the requirement of the act of parliament of 1504 which required guilds to
have their ordinances approved by the crown rather than the City. Mayour
is an interesting individual: the earliest reference to him is an unusual one,
in that he is described as an ‘apprentice’ in the witness list to a deed of
1477 concerning property in Essex. The other witnesses included Thomas
Harding, a London scrivener, so it is possible that Mayour was formally
or informally gaining what we might call ‘work experience’.”> Harding
was not, apparently, Mayour’s own master: when he took the Scriveners
oath in November 1481 Robert Leggett was named in that role.” So the
relationship with Harding is unclear. After taking the oath, Mayour’s
career progressed rapidly and in 1486 he became clerk of the Goldsmiths.
The surviving records he wrote for the Goldsmiths are not especially
noteworthy, mainly comprising brief lists of payments, together with short
and selected proceedings of the guild’s court. For reasons that are unclear,
he was ‘dismissed’ from his post with the Goldsmiths in late 1492, and by
October was writing the minutes of the Tailors” court.”

Henry Mayour’s court minutes for the Tailors have attracted the
attention of a number of historians and literary scholars. They are some of
the most interesting records of the pre-Reformation London guilds: written
almost exclusively in English, they are characterized by a fluency and an
appreciation of language and narrative which are particularly pronounced
in his accounts of the numerous disputes and debates which were heard
before the court.”” Malcolm Richardson, for instance, has recently drawn
attention to some of their distinctive rhetorical and linguistic characteristics
in his book on merchant writing.”* Among the most dramatic episodes

% LMA, CLC/L/MD/A/004/MS34004, fos. 37—38v (printed in Memorials of the Merchant
Taylors Company, ed. C. M. Clode (1875), pp. 200-1).

7o Essex Record Office, D/DAy T1/34. A London fishmonger and tallowchandler were
among the other witnesses to this deed.

7 Steer, Scriveners’ Company Common Paper 13571628, p. 23. Thomas Harding took the
oath in 1467, having served as Robert Bale’s apprentice (Steer, Scriveners’ Company Common
Paper 1357-1628, p. 22).

7> Davies, Court Minutes, pp. 10—11.

75 Davies, Court Minutes, pp. 206—62.

74 Richardson, Middle Class Writing, pp. 41, 42, 65, 82.
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was a dispute between a former master of the guild, John Heed, and the
present master and wardens: Mayour wrote this up in a detailed 1,500-word
account in which he includes a great deal of reported speech including some
of the choice insults directed by Heed towards his successor as master. In
this sense, Mayour can be seen as following in the footsteps of clerks such
as Porlond, whose descriptions of the dealings of the Brewers’ Company in
the 1420s were similarly vivid.”

Returning to Mayour’s prologue to his evidence book, some of the
statements he makes are of great interest in giving us an idea of how important
the company clerks had become by this period. We should note, for instance,
the description of himself as a notary public (so not just any old scrivener or
even ‘writer of court hand’), and the statement that he worked on the book in
his ‘dwelling house’, implying a certain amount of flexibility in terms of where
documents could be kept. Most significant, perhaps, are his statements about
the nature and purpose of his work — the importance of his book of ordinances
and oaths for the ‘good refinement and common weal” speaks both of the
significance of these books of evidence, but also of the crucial role of the clerk
in compiling them and thereby fostering a sense of community and common
purpose, internally and to external audiences. He writes also of the need for the
‘conservation’ of these ordinances by compiling the book, which has echoes
of the work of earlier clerks such as Henry Nicholl of the Grocers, who took
such pains to document the archives and history of his guild. ‘Conservation’
was not a static notion: quite the reverse, as it implied the continuing use and
re-use of books and documents, and their value for the guild in providing an
evolving framework for social and economic organization, and in doing so
creating a kind of historical narrative. Mayour also refers to the processes of
writing, compiling, engrossing and ordering, which took the books through
to their final state, and once again has resonances in terms of the importance
of archives for the guilds as internal repositories of knowledge, which could be
drawn upon to advance the interests of the guild in the wider world. Finally
there is another reference to the visual and symbolic significance of books,
with the ordinance book being compiled ‘after the manner and form as it
appeareth to every man’s sight that listeth to see or read’. Here was someone
who — as his court minutes suggest — had a keen appreciation of both the
practicalities and aesthetics of reading and writing. Like many of his fellow
guild clerks, Mayour was, in many senses, his guild’s chronicler as much as he
was its administrator.

75 Davies, Court Minutes, pp. 207-10; A Book of London English, 1384—1425; with an
Appendix on English Documents in the Record Office by M. M. Weale, ed. R. W. Chambers
and M. Daunt (Oxford, 1931; repr. 1967), pp. 141—7.
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3. What did medieval London merchants read?

Caroline M. Barron

Historians have tended to take a dim view of the reading habits of medieval
Londoners. Sylvia Thrupp wrote “The fact that the book trade remained largely
in the hands of aliens and that as late as 1520 the Mercers were classing books
among “tryfylles”... does not speak well for the London merchants’ intellectual
curiosity or initiative’." Sheila Lindenbaum in her thoughtful analysis of
‘London texts and literate practice’ notes that those citizens who owned ‘more
than the commonly held devotional texts and works of religious instruction’
were usually members of the merchant elite who, in her view, consciously aimed
to draw a clear social line between themselves and the rest of the citizenry.” Any
analysis of the reading habits of medieval Londoners is bound to be skewed:
in the first place by the wealth of the merchants who could afford the money
to buy books and the time to read them, and in the second place by the nature
of the evidence: much of what we know about the book-owning habits of
Londoners derives from their wills which have survived in large numbers. But
wills are not inventories. They were drawn up with particular concerns and
objectives and reflect the pious preoccupations of the testators.

This essay aims to see if it is possible to move a little closer to the reading
practices of Londoners, artisans as well as merchants. One way of attempting
this is to look, not only at bequests of books in wills, but also at surviving
manuscripts which we know (largely from inscriptions) to have been owned
by Londoners. This study has been greatly helped by two recent articles: in
the first Kathleen Scott provides two lists of books owned by merchants,
and in the second article Anne Sutton analyses the books ‘for worship and
pleasure’ to be found in the wills of nearly 650 London mercers between 1259
and 1536.3 Scott’s first list contains seventy-two merchants whose names, or

' S. L. Thrupp, The Merchant Class of Medieval London (Ann Arbor, Mich., 1948), p. 161.

* S. Lindenbaum, ‘London texts and literate practice’, in Medieval English Literature, ed.
D. Wallace (Cambridge, 1999), pp. 284309, esp. p. 302.

3 K. L. Scott, ‘Past ownership: evidence of book ownership by English merchants in
the later middle ages’, in Makers and Users of Medieval Books: Essays in Honour of A. S. G.
Edwards, ed. C. Meale and D. Pearsall (Woodbridge, 2014), pp. 150—77; A. E Sutton, “The
acquisition and disposal of books for worship and pleasure by mercers of London in the
later middle ages’, in Manuscripts and Printed Books in Europe 13501550, ed. E. Cayley and
S. Powell (Liverpool, 2013), pp. 95-114, 249—57.
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merchant marks, are inscribed in manuscripts of whom fifty-five may be
identified as Londoners. The second is a list of 106 merchants who refer to
books in their wills, or whose ownership of books is recorded in inventories
or attested in some other secondary source. There are seventy-one Londoners
in this second list. The earliest London book-owner recorded in these two
lists is Andrew Horn, the famous city chamberlain and bibliophile who
died in 1328, and the latest is Richard Crympe ‘grocer in newgate market
at the syne The grifhin’ who inscribed his name in a copy of Mandeville’s
Travels and Lydgate’s poems on 8 March 1571 (Cambridge, Trinity College
MS R.4.20).* Anne Sutton’s meticulous work has added considerably to this
second list: she found some fifty-seven mercer wills which mentioned books
and thirty-six of these were not included in Scott’s list because they were
unknown before the publication of Sutton’s research.

To look first at Scott’s list of Londoners whose ownership of books is
attested in secondary sources, almost all of them will bequests. Some 150
named volumes can be attributed to Londoners in this list, only thirty (or 20
per cent) of which are not religious. There are seventeen psalters, and sixteen
each of primers and breviaries (portiforia); ten missals and eight bibles. But
the text which appears most frequently is the Legenda Aurea, whether in its
Latin or English versions: there were twenty-one copies recorded among
these London book-owners. By contrast there are only single copies of Piers
Plowman, the Ars Moriendi, The Prick of Conscience and Cleansing’ Among
the non-religious books there is much greater diversity, as one would expect.
But the most common books to appear were chronicles (eight altogether
in French, Latin or English); four law books (canon and civil law); four
‘romances’ of various kinds and three copies of 7he Canterbury Tales. So
the overwhelming impression to be gained from Scott’s list of the books
owned by Londoners is that their primary focus and concern was religion.
The same conclusion may be drawn from the analysis by Anne Sutton:
only five of the fifty-seven book-bequeathing mercers listed secular books
in their wills.® But this is what we would expect from the evidence of wills,
and the majority of these recorded bequests were made to religious people
or institutions and sought prayers in return for the gifts.

+ Scott, ‘Past ownership’, pp. 158, 170.

5 The Prick of Conscience: a very popular text sometimes attributed (probably incorrectly)
to Richard Rolle (see H. E. Allen, Writings ascribed to Richard Rolle, Hermit of Hampole (New
York, 1927), pp. 372—97). Cleansing is probably The Cleansing of Man’s Soul (see P. S. Jolifte, A
Check List of Middle English Prose Writings of Spiritual Guidance (Toronto, 1974), E. 14).

¢ Sutton, ‘Books for worship and pleasure’, pp. 108-13. Jeremy Goldberg, in his search for
books in the wills of lay testators in York, found only 107 (less than %) who owned books,
and of these almost all were service books and books of hours (‘Lay book ownership in late
medieval York: the evidence of wills’, 7he Library, xvi (1994), 181-9).
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A rather different impression of the reading of Londoners may, however,
be derived from studying the inventories of their household possessions.
Such inventories were drawn up by the executors before disposing of the
testator’s goods, but very few of these inventories survive. There are also
a few inventories which were produced in cases of bankruptcy. Seven of
the London book owners noted by Scott in her second list are known
from such sources (Roger Chalket, pepperer, inventory 1361; John Cogsale,
haberdasher, inventory 1376; Richard Lyons, vintner, inventory 1376; John
Sharnebrok, chandler, inventory, 1376; Richard Toky, grocer, inventory,
1391; William Cost, grocer, inventory, 1392; Richard Cely, Stapler, inventory,
1482).7 These seven inventories record seventeen books: three primers,
three Legends of Saints, a copy of The Cleansing of Man’s Soul and then four
romances, four practical volumes and two books ‘de Englyssh’® priced at eight
pence. The evidence of these inventories thus suggests a much more even
balance between religious and secular books in the ownership of medieval
Londoners. The inventory of the household goods of the middle-ranking
mercer, Richard Gyttens, whose goods were sequestered by the London
sheriff in August 1507, illustrates this point very well. In all he possessed
twenty-one books: five mass books (richly bound), three printed primers,
and copies of The Canterbury Tales, Guy of Warwick, Piers Plowman, The
Siege of Jerusalem, a book of tales in English and two books of French tales,
two chronicles, a book of physic and another of medicines for horses and ‘a
book in English of the Customs of London’.? Some of these volumes may
have been book stock for sale, but this remarkable inventory demonstrates
that the reading matter of Londoners, at least by the early sixteenth century,
was more diverse than their wills might suggest.

This partial, or biased, picture of book-owning by Londoners derived
from reading their wills is well-illustrated by the earlier case of Thomas
Carleton. He was an embroiderer who was elected an alderman in the
period of annual elections to that office, was an MP in 1382 and died in

7 Scott, ‘Past ownership’, pp. 168—72; see also Sutton, ‘Books for worship and pleasure’,
p. 106, citing the bankruptcy inventory (c.1483) of William Ferris (admitted to Mercers
Company 1453), whose houschold goods included a primer and a ‘portuous’.

8 These two books were listed in the inventory made of the goods of the small-scale grocer
William Cost, whose total goods were worth only a few pounds (see S. H. Cavanaugh, ‘A study
of books privately owned in England: 1300-1450" (unpublished University of Pennsylvania
PhD thesis, 1980), p. 210 and P. Nightingale, A Medieval Mercantile Community: the Grocers'
Company and the Politics and Trade of London 1000-148s5 (1995), pp. 329—30; TNA: PRO, C
131/42/2). I am grateful to Martha Carlin for a transcript of this inventory.

9 TNA: PRO, E 13/192, fos. 7-8, plea in court of the barons of the exchequer, 1415-16.
For Gyttyns, see A. E Sutton, 7he Mercery of London: Trade, Goods and People, 1130—1578
(Aldershot, 2005), pp. 338, 354
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1389."° He was a member of the Tailors’ fraternity of St. John the Baptist and
wished to be buried in their chapel at the north door of St. Paul’s Cathedral.
A chantry was to be set up and to John Anne, the chaplain there, Carleton
bequeathed two books: a bible and a legend of saints.” But we know that
Thomas Carleton owned at least one other book: a lay ‘common place book’
(BL, Additional MS 38131), which Hannes Kleineke identified as compiled
by Carleton, although in the volume he does not identify himself as the
owner/compiler. This contains copies of statutes and ordinances, both civic
and national, documents relating to the Tailors™ fraternity and a version
of FitzStephen’s famous account of the city of London derived from the
Liber Custumarum, compiled by Andrew Horn and bequeathed by him to
the London Guildhall. So here we find a London embroiderer, a wealthy
and reasonably important citizen, not only owning the religious books
specified in his will, but putting together a compendium of documents
and other texts in a volume for his own use in a secular context. He is
unlikely to be the only Londoner who compiled and owned such a volume
of useful personal memoranda.” Among the surviving cartularies compiled
by, or for, laymen (as opposed to clerics and religious houses) there are five
which belonged to London merchants: three from the fourteenth century
(Adam Fraunceys, mercer, alderman, d. 1375; John Pyel, mercer, alderman,
d. 1382; John Curteys, ?grocer, mayor of the Calais Staple, d. 1391) and two
from the sixteenth century (Richard Fermor, grocer, alderman, d. 1551 and
Sir George Monoux, draper, alderman d. 1544).% All these men held land
outside London as well as in the city (as was the case with many successful
London merchants) and they used their cartularies to record their newly
acquired rural manors. There was less need to keep a private record of
London properties since deeds relating to city lands were recorded in the
voluminous City Husting Rolls. But secular utilitarian books of this kind
must have been ubiquitous in the houses of London merchants.

*© For a biography of Carleton, see A. B. Beaven, 7he Aldermen of the City of London (2 vols.,
1908), i. 397; H. Kleineke, ‘Carleton’s Book: William FitzStephen’s “Description of London”
in a late fourteenth-century common-place book’, Historical Research, Ixxiv (2001), 117—26.

" Calendar of Wills Proved and Enrolled in the Court of Husting, ed. R. R. Sharpe, (2
vols., 1889), ii. 272—3; LMA, Commissary Register 1, fos. 173v—174. For the chantry, see M.
Rousseau, Saving the Souls of Medieval London: Perpetual Chantries at St. Paul’s Cathedral,
c.1200~1548 (Farnham, 2011), p. 22.

= See the volume (BL, MS Additional 48031A) put together in the 1470s by John Vale,
the draper and secretary to Sir Thomas Cook (7he Politics of Fifteenth-Century England: John
Vales Book, ed. M. Kekewich and others (Stroud, 1995)).

5 See G. R. C. Davis, Medieval Cartularies of Great Britain and Ireland, ed. C. Breay, J.
Harrison and D. Smith (rev. edn., 2010); and A Calendar of the Cartularies of John Pyel and
Adam Fraunceys, ed. S. O’Connor (1993).
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When we turn to consider the other list of books compiled by Kathleen
Scott, namely those surviving manuscripts in which medieval merchants
have inscribed their names or marks, the more balanced picture suggested
by the inventories is confirmed. Of the seventy-seven merchants in the list,
fifty-five are Londoners and among them they owned sixty-five volumes:
twenty (31 per cent) were broadly religious volumes and the remaining
forty-five (69 per cent) were secular. This is almost the reverse of the figures
for the religious and secular books mentioned in the wills in the other
list. It may well be the case that the vicissitudes of religious controversy
and change encouraged the destruction of more religious books and that
secular, non-controversial, books had a better chance of surviving. Perhaps
not surprisingly, however, it is the books of hours and psalters which appear
most frequently among the religious books. This may be because they were
often beautifully illustrated and so survived as works of art rather than as
devotional books. Moreover such volumes often have the births and deaths
of family members written into the calendars and so their owners are more
easily identified than may be the case with other volumes. Although some
of the named obits are hard to read, and their identification with Londoners
is not always secure, some like John Clerk, grocer and apothecary, clearly
stated that a fourteenth-century psalter and hours (BL, Harley MS 273)
belonged to him® and on a folio of a thirteenth-century psalter (Cambridge,
Trinity College MS O.4.16) is recorded ‘Of your charyte pray for the soull
of Wyllyam Clarkson ferrar of london and Margaret hys wyfle and all there
childaris’.” Simon Rice, a mercer, and merchant of London who died in
1530, likewise had written into a fifteenth-century psalter ‘Off your charite
pray for the soules of Symon Rice and Letyce his wyfle their father soules
ther mothers soles ther frendes soules and all Cristen solles’.”” Most of the

“ In fact the seven London owners of books of hours and psalters in Scott’s list are not all
securely identified: the volumes are only tentatively associated with William Benet, grocer,
John Busshells, tailor and John Hankinson, mercer.

5 Scott, ‘Past ownership’, p. 157; John Clerk was certainly a grocer and was the personal
apothecary of Edward IV (see Nightingale, A Medieval Mercantile Community, p. 520).

¢ Scott, ‘Past ownership’, p. 157, and see Scott, The Mirroure of the Worlde: MS Bodley 283
(Oxford, 1980), p. 9 n. 4; K. Harris, ‘Patrons, buyers and owners: the evidence for ownership
and the role of book owners in book production and the book trade’, in Book Production
and Publishing in Britain 1375—1475, ed. ]. Griffiths and D. Pearsall (Cambridge, 1989), pp.
163-99, p. 177, illus. 17. For the will of Margaret Clarkson, widow, dated 24 Mar. 1534, see
LMA, Commissary Register MS 9171/10, fo. 225v.

7 Scott, ‘Past ownership’, p. 163, and K. Scott, Later Gothic Manuscripts 1390-1490 (2 vols.,
1996), ii. 295—6. Simon Ryse’s will was drawn up on 7 Mar. 1529 but he makes no mention
of his psalter, only his lands and the numerous gowns which he distributes (see TNA: PRO,
PROB 11/23 fos. 126v—127V).
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books of hours and psalters associated with Londoners belong to the later
fifteenth or early sixteenth centuries. The earliest book of hours and psalter
with a secure London obit is the volume (Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS
Hatton 4) which appears to have belonged to Richard Gregory, a London
ironmonger whose obit is recorded in the calendar on 4 September. His will
was drawn up on 2 September 1397 and proved two days later.® Doubtless
there are further books of hours and psalters which have inscribed in them
the names of London merchants and their families. On the eve of the
Reformation, William Harding, a London mercer, noted in a fifteenth-
century book of hours (Victoria and Albert Museum, Reid MS 46), his
intention to record all the births in his family in the volume which, in fact,
passed down the female line.”

But books of hours were not the only religious volumes owned by
Londoners: two merchants in the sixteenth century inscribed their names
in thirteenth-century bibles* and three others owned copies of 7he Prick
of Conscience: William Smart, who was warden of the Grocers’ Company
in 1509-10; Robert Cresswell, ‘grocer at the harrowe in bucklersburye’;
and Christopher Eliot, a goldsmith who was several times warden of his
Company between 1492 and 1509.” The fact remains, however, that the
great majority of the books which have inscribed in them the names of
medieval Londoners were secular rather than religious in emphasis. Some
of these were practical books — formularies and books of instruction of

% See K. Scott, ‘An hours and psalter by two Ellesmere illuminators’, in 7he Ellesmere
Chaucer: Essays in Interpretation, ed. M. Stevens and D. Woodward (San Marino, Calif.,
1995), pp. 87119, esp. pp. 102—4 fig. 27; E. Solopova, Latin Liturgical Psalters in the Bodleian
Library (Oxford, 2013), pp. 230-1 (see also the will of Richard Gregory, ironmonger, dated
2 Sept. 1397, LMA, Commissary Register MS 9171/1, fos. 400v—4o01).

¥ William Harding was a warden of the Mercers’ Company in 1545. See Sutton, Mercery,
p- 5595 Western llluminated Manuscripts in the Victoria and Albert Museum, compiled by R.
Watson (3 vols., 2011), i. 243-6. I am grateful to Dr. Watson for drawing this manuscript to
my attention.

2 Cambridge, Gonville and Caius MS 350/567 (bible of ¢.1230—40), see The Cambridge
Hluminations. Ten Centuries of Book Production in the Medieval West, ed. P. Binski and S.
Panayotova (2005). The inscription in a 16th-century hand on the end leaf is probably that
of Christopher Rawson, who was a warden of the Mercers’ Company in 1514-15. Richard
Daldrene, clothworker, owned the bible now GL, MS 415 (see Scott, ‘Past ownership’, p.
158).

 Smart owned Huntington Library MS HM 130 and Cresswell owned Oxford, Trinity
College MS 16b (see C. M. Meale, ‘The Libelle of Englyshe Polycye and mercantile literary
culture in late-medieval Londor’, in London and Europe in the Later Middle Ages, ed. ].
Boffey and P. King (1995), pp. 181—227, at p. 190, n. 26, and J. Boffey, Manuscript and Print
in London, c.1475—1530 (2012), p. 55 and plate 20). Eliot’s manuscript is BL, Royal MS 18.A.v
(see Scott, ‘Past ownership’, p. 158 and Boffey, Manuscript and Print, p. 148).
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various kinds — and seven Londoners owned copies of the Brut or other

chronicles. The striking aspect, perhaps, of London book ownership is the

predominance of literary texts: five copies of Gower’s Confessio Amantis,

two copies of Hoccleve, five copies of works of Chaucer (7ale of Melibee,

Troilus, Boethius, The Clerk’s Tale and The Canterbury Tales) and fourteen

copies of works by Lydgate, who emerges as the most popular author of the

late medieval period in London. This is not perhaps surprising, since he is

probably also the most prolific author.”> Although many of these literary
texts were owned by merchants from the greater trading companies, some

were not. John Bartholomew and Thomas Goodonston, London girdlers,

both at times owned a copy of Gower’s Confessio Amantis, and John Keyne

‘of London Frutrer’ wrote his name in a copy of Chaucer’s Troilus and
Criseyde; William Marshall ‘armerer’ of London owned a manuscript

containing works by Chaucer and Lydgate and a copy of the Libelle of
Englyshe Polycye.” It would be good to know more of these comparatively
humble men.

The lists of book owners, known from their inscriptions in surviving
manuscripts or from references in wills and inventories, has demonstrated the
existence in London of a wide range of books and of book owners and users.
These books were not exclusively liturgical and religious and the impression
to be gained from will bequests has to be tempered by the evidence from
inventories and surviving manuscripts. Moreover, although it was grocers,
mercers, drapers and, to alesser extent fishmongers, vintners and skinners, who
owned and bequeathed manuscripts, men from less prestigious companies, or
even artisan ones, are also to be found owning books. Apart from those already
mentioned* we know that William Bristowe, a London cordwainer, left ‘all
his books’ to his son Simon; Richard Glemesford, felmonger (a dealer in
animal skins) in 1384 left his antiphoner to his parish of St. Stephen Coleman
Street;* and John Clifford, a mason in Southwark who died in c.1417, left a
collection of books including a psalter, an English translation of the Gospels,
and a Legenda Aurea.”® So book-owning among Londoners was by no means
confined exclusively to the merchant class.

2 Scott, ‘Past ownership’, pp. 156-65.

3 Scott, ‘Past ownership’, pp. 156, 160, 161; for Marshall, see also Boffey, Manuscript and
Print, pp. 14-17.

* See n. 23.

» LMA, Husting Roll 114 (22); Husting Wills, ed. Sharpe, ii. 105, 249. Glemesford also left
money to buy a Legenda for his church, and he left 10 marks to buy a missal for use in the
church of Glemsford (Suffolk) where his parents were buried.

¢ Cavanaugh, ‘A study of books’, pp. 196—7; for Clifford see J. Harvey, English Medieval
Architects (2nd edn., Gloucester, 1984), pp. 61-2.
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There are, perhaps, certain types, or categories, of books which we may
identify as particularly associated with Londoners. These include common-
profit books which were bequeathed to a named individual who, in return,
was to pray for the donor and then pass the book on to another recipient
who would perpetuate this chain of prayer. John Colop, probably the
apprentice of Robert Killum, a grocer who died in 1416, used his own
goods and those of his master, for whom he was an executor, to provide
religious books to be used by lay people, and priests. One of the books
Colop commissioned (Cambridge University Library MS Ff vi 31) is, in the
opinion of Tan Doyle, ‘remarkable for combining moderate Lollard tracts
... with the rare epistles of spiritual counsel connected with 7he Cloud of
Unknowing .’ The volume bears the inscription that it was to ‘be delyvered
and committed fro persoone to persoone, man or womman, as long as
the booke endureth’.”® John Colop, although not a named executor, had
been involved with the distribution of the goods of Richard Whittington.
He seems to have worked closely with John Carpenter, an executor, who
bequeathed Colop twenty shillings in his will.*> So Colop moved in bookish
circles, and he linked the search for commemorative prayer with the use of
books.

Similar books for use in such chains of prayer were made from the goods
of Robert Holland, a shearman (d. 1441) and John Gamelin, a draper. Both
volumes (with identical inscriptions) were small, unpretentious texts written
in English: Holland’s volume was a copy of Walter Hilton’s A Treatise of
Eight Chapters and Gamelin’s goods funded a text of 7he Poore Caitiff:*®

7 Cited by M. Bose, ‘Reginald Pecock’s vernacular voice’, in Lollards and their Influence in
Late Medieval England, ed. F. Somerset, J. Havens and D. Pitard (Woodbridge, 2003), pp.
217-36, at p. 230, n. 66.

* See W. Scase, ‘Reginald Pecock, John Carpenter and John Colop’s “common-profit”
books: aspects of book ownership and circulation in fifteenth-century London’, Medium
Aevum, Ixi (1992), 261-74, at p. 261. Another common-profit book made from the estate of
John Killum is Lambeth Palace MS 472 (see Scase, p. 273 n. 49 and below, p. 68).

* ]. Imray, The Charity of Richard Whittington (1968), p. 14; T. Brewer, Memoir of the
Life and Times of John Carpenter (1856), p. 141; L. Mooney and E. Stubbs, Scribes and the
City: London Guildhall Clerks and the Dissemination of Middle English Literature, 1375—1425
(Woodbridge, 2013), pp. 103—4.

* On Gamelyn, see M. Jurkowski, ‘Lollard book producers in London in 1414’, in Zext
and Controversy from Wyclif to Bale: Essays in Honour of Anne Hudson, ed. H. Barr and A.
Hutchinson (Turnhout, 2005), pp. 200-26, esp. p. 215. The volume is now BL, Harley MS
2336 and the inscription is on fo. 137. Robert Holland’s volume is now BL, Harley MS 993
and the inscription is to be found on fo. 38 where it is followed by a note in a late 16th- or
early 17th-century-hand recording that James Palmer owned the book ‘yet without the least
intention to pray for the soul of Robert Holland being a wicked and simple custom of
sottishly ignorant papists’. At one time the volume was in the possession of Anne Colville, a
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These manuscripts survive with their inscriptions. This link between prayer,
spiritual instruction and book ownership was not exclusive to Londoners,
but it seems to have been particularly marked among them. There were
other comparable common-profit book schemes, but they are to be found
among clerical users. What is distinctive about the London scheme is that
the books were to circulate among a variety of devout lay Londoners.” One
of the tracts collected by John Colop for his common-profit book states
that ‘the science of God cometh of diligence of redynge: truli ignorance of
God is dougter of necligence. Treuli if not alle men redynge knowyn God,
how schal he know that redith not?’.*

A good example of how this chain of prayer operated among generations
of Londoners linked by a religious book, is provided by the example of the
psalter/primer which William Pratte, a master of the Mercers Company;,
left to his daughter Alice Bull when he died in 1486. Alice passed it on to the
priest, Richard Philip who, in turn, bequeathed it to the mercer John Stile
who recorded the book’s history and left it, in 1505, to another priest, John
Opverton, on the understanding that he would pass it on ‘as in the said book
ys expressed by writtyng, dewly to pray for the sowles theryn expressed by
writing’. When Overton died in 1509 he bequeathed the book to Thomas
Hycdon, his successor as chaplain to the Mercers Company. So, in the
course of twenty-three years the psalter had been in the possession of two
mercers, one woman, who was the daughter of a mercer, and two priests,
thus providing a good example of the practical manifestations of the mixed
life.

The chronicles which are collectively known as the ‘London chronicles’
may also be associated particularly with London owners. These chronicles,
of which there are some forty manuscripts surviving, are distinguished by

nun at Syon whose name appears on fos. 2* and 39v (see D. N. Bell, What Nuns Read: Books
and Libraries in Medieval English Nunneries (Kalamazoo, Mich., 1995), p. 190).

" Scase, ‘Aspects of book ownership’, pp. 262—3. David Harry has recently placed these
common-profit books within a wider context of commemoration and, in particular, argues
that William Caxton considered his own printed books to be for the common profit (see
his “William Caxton and commemorative culture in fifteenth-century England’, in 7he
Fifteenth Century XIII: Exploring the Evidence: Commemoration, Administration and the
Economy, ed. L. Clark (Woodbridge, 2014), pp. 63—79).

# See K. Ghosh, ‘Bishop Reginald Pecock and the idea of “Lollardy”, in Barr and
Hutchinson, Text and Controversy, pp. 251-65, at p. 264 n. 36; M. Deansley, 7he Lollard
Bible and other Medieval Biblical Versions (Cambridge, 1920), p. 450.

% Hospitals, Towns and the Professions, ed. N. Ramsay and J. Willoughby (Corpus of
British Medieval Library Catalogues, xiv, 2009), pp. 116-17; Pratte owned other books and
was associated with William Caxton (see Scott, ‘Past ownership’, p. 171; Sutton, ‘Books for
worship and pleasure’, p. 106; Harry, ‘Caxton and commemorative culture’, pp. 73—4).
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being written in English and by their format. The material is divided up,
not by regnal years nor by anno domini, but by the mayoral year, which
runs from October to October. Each entry is headed by the name of the
mayor and the two sheriffs who served for that year. Not all those chronicles
classed as ‘London chronicles’ fulfil these criteria precisely. A few are written
in Latin while observing the mayoral year divisions of material; others
slip from English into Latin and back again, and others survive as short
continuations to a Prose Brut chronicle.*

It is clear from the lists compiled by Kathleen Scott that Londoners
were interested in historical compilations and owned chronicle histories.
At least seven Londoners owned copies of the Prose Bruf® and William
Purde, a London mercer, bought a copy of Caxton’s edition of Higden’s
Polychronicon.*® Six Londoners are known to have bequeathed chronicles in
their wills.”” So there is evidence that Londoners were interested in history
in its broadest sense, but their ownership and use of the specifically London
chronicles is harder to assess. Sir Matthew Philip, a prominent and wealthy
London goldsmith, who was mayor of London in 1463—4 and died in 1476,
owned a copy of an ‘English book of Chronicles of London’ which he kept
in his parlour®® One surviving manuscript copy of a London chronicle,

* On the London chronicles, see C. L. Kingsford, English Historical Literature in the
Fifteenth Century (Oxford, 1913) and M. McLaren, 7he London Chronicles of the Fifteenth
Century: a Revolution in English Writing (Cambridge, 2002).

% William Bentley, merchant; Robert Lewis, merchant; Richard Myll, grocer; William
Nasby, skinner; John Satton, salter (see Scott, ‘Past ownership’, pp. 156-65). John Ashe,
grocer and Thomas Northlond, grocer and sheriff 1483—4, and William Purchase, mercer
and mayor of London 1497-8 (see L. M. Matheson, 7he Prose Brut: the Development of a
Middle English Chronicle (Tempe, Ariz., 1998), pp. 229, 328).

* Sutton, Mercery, p. 169.

7 Thomas Crull, grocer (d. 1540), bequeathed ‘a great book called Polycronyca’ to
another grocer, Nicholas Ticheburne; William Kyng, draper (d. 1394), left ‘librum meum
vocatum cronicles in gallicis’ to St. Osyth’s priory (LMA, Husting Roll 123 (41)); Robert
Skrayngham, mercer, (d. 1467) bequeathed ‘my grete Englyssh booke called pollycronycon’
to the merchant, Thomas Thirland (TNA: PRO, PROB 11/5, fo. 184); Walter Smyth, draper
(d. 1538) left an English chronicle (TNA: PRO, PROB 11/26). Anne Sutton found two
mercers who bequeathed historical works: William Haxey in 1460 left a copy of the Gesta
Romanorum to St. Paul’s Cathedral and William Bromwell had a copy of Frossart’s Chronicles
(see Sutton, ‘Books for worship and pleasure’, p. 111). See also Boffey, Manuscript and Print,
pp. 64-s.

# TNA: PRO, PROB 11/6, fos. 203—204v. and PROB 2/8. The text is damaged but it
appears that the manuscript also contained the poem on Henry V’s expedition into France
(as BL, Harley MS 565) and was valued at 65s. I am very grateful to Jessica Lutkin for
providing me with a transcript of this will and inventory. For Matthew Philip, see T. E
Reddaway and L. E. M. Walker, 7he Early History of the Goldsmiths Company 1327-1509
(1976), pp. 301-2.
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covering the years 1189 to 1443, was, in the early sixteenth century, in the
hands of Richard Myton, a London merchant, who used some blank folios
for copies of documents relating to his trade in malt in and out of the port of
Boston.” A brief London chronicle (BL, Harley 541) seems to have emanated
from the household of Henry Frowyk, mercer, (mayor 1435—6, 1444—s5) but,
otherwise, a careful search of the surviving manuscripts containing London
chronicles did not reveal the names of any other London owners, apart
from those working in institutions.** It would seem that these chronicles
were seen less as domestic, household or entertainment books and more as
utilitarian texts.

The earliest London chronicles seem, in fact, to have emanated from the
civic bureaucracy: Andrew Horn, the energetic city chamberlain (1320-8)
inserted lists of mayors and sheriffs into his compilation known as the Liber
Custumarum.* By the middle of the fourteenth century a list of mayors and
sheriffs of London was written into the City’s Letter Book F (fo. 231) tracing
the mayor’s office back to 1189.#* Occasionally the compilers of these lists
included short historical notes in some years, for example in 1377 the death
of Edward III was noted and, and in 1381, the Peasants’ Rising. The fact
that the election of Richard Odiham as chamberlain is recorded under the
year 1380 may suggest that it was in the chamberlain’s office that this useful
list was kept up to date and occasional historical entries inserted. No other
such elections to civic office are noted although the list was maintained
in a variety of hands up to 1550. The entries are not recorded in English
until 1526.# So this listing in the City’s Letter Book F provides a kind of
minimalist, or skeleton, London chronicle.

This connection between the civic bureaucracy and the London chronicles
is particularly apparent in three other London chronicle manuscripts. The
first manuscript known as Miles Adys’ Book (Oxford, Bodleian Library,
MS Gough London 10) appears to have been commissioned by Miles

» BL, Harley MS 565, fos. 100v—101v. See J. Boffey and C. Meale ‘Selecting the text:
Rawlinson C.86 and some books for London readers’, in Regionalism in Late Medieval
Manuscripts and Texts: Essays Celebrating the Publication of A Linguistic Atlas of Late Medieval
English’, ed. E. Riddy (Cambridge, 1991), pp. 14571, 163—4 and n. 71. It has not been possible
to identify Richard Myton.

# For the Frowyk chronicle, see A. Sutton and L. Visser-Fuchs, “The making of a minor
London chronicle in the household of Sir Thomas Frowyk (died 1485)’, Ricardian, x (1994~
6), 86-103.

W Liber Custumarum, ed. H. T. Riley (2 vols., 1860), i. 239—46 and 291—4. See also
McLaren, The London Chronicles, pp. 109-10.

© Calendar of Letter Books ... of the City of London: Letter Book F, ed. R. R. Sharpe (1904),
pp. 276-303.

# McLaren, The London Chronicles, pp. 121~2 and Letter Book E pp. 276-303.
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Adys, while he was a warden of the Goldsmiths’ Company in 1477-8 and
later as chamberlain of London from 1479 to 1484. While he was a warden
in 1478, the Goldsmiths commissioned their new volume of company
ordinances and statutes and when Adys moved to the city chamberlain’s
office the following year it would appear that he decided to commission a
comparable record book of useful material for the use of the chamberlain.*
His book contains copies of material from the City’s Letter Books (the
latest entry is taken from Letter Book L dated 1481).# When Adys ceased
to be chamberlain in 1484 he appears to have taken his book with him.
He continued to interest himself in the tangled affairs of the Goldsmiths’
Company and in 1492 was elected to their new office of controller. It was
during this time that he copied into his own book, from the Goldsmiths’
book of ordinances, a number of the oaths to be taken by officers of the
craft. It was also at this time (perhaps when he no longer had easy access
to the mayoral lists maintained in the chamberlain’s office) that Miles Adys
had a London chronicle (ending in 1469) copied into his book. He appears
to have died in 1497 or soon after and his book passed to a succession of
private owners.** Here is a manuscript which contains a London chronicle,
commissioned and used by a London civil servant in his role both as city
chamberlain and as controller of the Goldsmiths’ Company. Miles Adys,
together with his book, moved easily between the two bureaucracies of City
and craft.

The second ‘bureaucratic’ London chronicle was associated with the
Grocers' Company. This volume (Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Rawlinson
B 359) is about the same size as Miles Adys’s book, but it is much less
opulent. The manuscript contains just two items largely written in the same
hand: the first seventeen folios contain a brief London chronicle and the
remaining eight folios contain the names of the wardens of the Grocers’
fraternity starting in 1345 together with some historical notes. Under the
year 1460 the scribe of the volume notes ‘ego henricus nycoll clericus
maister(y) Groc(er)ie intravi in officium’.# In 1471 Nicholl, who had been
acting as the rent-gatherer as well as the company clerk receiving a salary

# Reddaway and Walker, 7he Early History of the Goldsmiths Company, pp. 275—6 and
209-T12.

¥ Calendar of Letter-Books ... of the City of London: Letter Book L, ed. R. R. Sharpe (1912),
p. 177 (fo. 160v), ordinances of the Painters.

¢ Reddaway and Walker, 7he Early History of the Goldsmiths' Company, p. 276 (a different
hand has written a short account of 1496 and, still later, another hand has added a single
entry for 1550. In 1701 the volume was in the possession of Algernon Capell, earl of Essex,
possibly a descendant of Sir William Capel, draper and mayor of London who died in 1515
(see Beaven, The Aldermen of the City of London, ii. 18, 167).

# Oxford, Bodleian Library, Rawlinson MS B 359, fo. 22v.
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of forty shillings per annum for his labours, was granted a pension of 8
marks (£5 65 84).# He seems to have taken particular care of the Grocers’
garden and personally planted the parsley there.# The lists of the mayors
and sheriffs, and of the wardens of the Grocers, are continued in a single
hand until 1498, and the lists are then maintained in a variety of hands until
1530. It may be that at this date Henry Nicholl’s book left the company.*

The third bureaucratic London chronicle is a modest volume of forty-
four folios. It contains lists of religious houses, churches and chapels in the
city as well as the chronicle which begins in 1220. On the last folio Richard
Hedley, calling himself clerk of the chamber at the Guildhall of the city, has
asserted his ownership of the volume in a seemingly sixteenth-century hand,
although nothing more has yet been found about him.” But his ownership
of this volume underlines the close association between these compilers, or
users, of London chronicles and the various civic bureaucracies. Apart from
Sir Mathew Philip, the goldsmith who kept a copy of a London chronicle in
his parlour, and the mercer Richard Myton, who may have owned Harley 565
in the mid sixteenth century, we know of no other privately owned London
chronicles. Their strict ordering by mayoral year and their bald historical
content (although the chronicles become more verbose in the course of
the fifteenth century) made them utilitarian rather than entertaining. They
seem not to have occupied the domestic or household role that was the
common context of copies of the Bruz chronicle.”

But in the second half of the fifteenth century, named London authors
and compilers begin to emerge from the shadows, and we find Londoners,
who were not professional clerks like Miles Adys, Henry Nicholl and
Richard Hedley but, rather, forerunners of the ‘interested general reader’
(and writer). Four men stand out: a draper, a haberdasher, a grocer and a
mercer. The first Londoner to deserve to be called a historian since Arnald
FitzThedmar in the mid thirteenth century was Robert Fabyan, draper,
master of his company and alderman, who died in 1513. Recent work on
Fabyan has demonstrated that he not only wrote the New Chronicles of
England and France, often known simply as Fabyans Chronicle, but also

# GL, Grocers Account MS 11571/1 fos. 125, 133; MS 11571/2 fo. 218.

# Nightingale, A Medieval Mercantile Community, p. 420; GL, Grocers' Accounts, MS
11,571 /2, fos. 18v, 69.

° A private indenture dated 1561 has been copied onto the first folio. By the 17th century
the book had come into the possession of Peter le Neve.

s For the Bradford Manuscript (Bradford MS 32D86/42) see McLaren, 7he London
Chronicles, pp. 38—9. The text of the Bradford London chronicle is printed on pp. 149—226.
Katherine Hedley, a parishioner of St. Dunstan in the West, whose will was drawn up 19
Aug. 1553, may be Richard’s widow (LMA, Commissary Register 9171/13, fos. 17v—18).

> Matheson, 7he Prose Brut, pp. 8-16.
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The Great Chronicle of London, and his annotations to a copy of Hartmann
Schedel’s Liber chronicarum printed in Nuremberg in 1493 (LMA, CLC/270/
MSo03789) were so extensive as to constitute an independent piece of
historical writing.® In his Great Chronicle of London Fabyan transformed
the simple London chronicle in which events had been merely recorded
into a text of analysis and comment.’* It is clear that Fabyan had access
to a wide collection of books: some he owned such as the copy of 7he
Nuremberg Chronicle which he purchased for the large sum of £3 65 84 in
1495; others he borrowed such as the Grandes Chroniques de France (GL,
MS 244)% which his widow’s new husband returned ‘to this Citie’ (i.e. to
the collection of books which were kept in the ‘chamber’ of the Guildhall
and not to the Guildhall library) three years after his death.” But it is clear
from his writing that Robert Fabyan was able to draw on a 