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It is all too tempting to see along side the political upheavals of the fifteenth

century a  concomitant disorder in the administrative institutions of the  realm.‘ The

piecemeal nature of research  into  English administrative history in the fifteenth
century has sometimes furthered this View.2 What could  seem more natural  than  the

association  between political upheaval and institutional disorder? The fact  that

’Richard’s accession inaugurated a period of political instability and upheaval’
encourages the supposition that crisis and chaos prevailed within the central

departments of state during his short reign,‘ especially given the limitations of the

source  material  available  for studying royal administration.‘ Yet, as the present
survey will show, current research relating to Richard  III’s  administration suggests

that  such a view is unwarranted; the evidence implies, in fact, a  history of

consolidation and stability.6 Richard’s reign, marred as it was by the continual

threat of rebellion from within and  invasion  from without, was  a  p'eriod of
continuity in administrative personnel, institutions and methods  — a  continuation of

Edwardian rule, in  which  men and methods remained  very much the same.’

Richard can certainly be credited  with  attempting to maintain continuity in the

personnel of central government.8 Few changes were to be made. Those changes
which  were made can be understood largely as an  attempt  to eradicate men of

questionable loyalty and to counter the effects of natural mgxtality, as opposed to
any attempt to see  a  radical refashioning of the administrative structure. The

replacement of Edward IV’s chancellor, Thomas Rotherham, Archbishop of York’
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by John Russell, Bishop of  Lincoln  was due to the former’s Woodville

sympathies.” The removal of Oliver King, secretary to Edward IV, in June 1483,

and his replacement by John Kendall, former secretary to Richard as Duke of

Gloucester, can similarly be attributed to the fonner’s loyalist sympathies.lo The

appointment of John Gunthorpe, Dean of Wells, to the office of keeper of the privy

seal  was simply the by-product of Russell’s advancement." The appointment of Sir

John Wood to the office of treasurer was due to the death of Henry, Earl of Essex

on  4  April 1483.‘2 Wood had formerly held the  post  of under-treasurer from 1480

to 1483, so there was in fact continuity of sorts."
There was little new in the personnel of the judiciary. Richard’s chancellor,

Thomas Barowe had to wait until 22 September 1483 before his appointment to the

office of master of the rolls of Chancery in the place of Robert Morton.” The very

fact the Morton, nephew of the known Tudor sympathiser, John Morton, Bishop of

Ely, was retained in office until September 1483 serves to emphasises further

Richard’s apparent desire to foster administrative continuity." Few expulsions

were made from those ranks of financial experts, receivers, surveyors and auditors

who formed the central personnel of the  king’s  chamber and the execution of the

crown’s  financial policy." Master Edmund Chadderton, a  member of Richard’s

ducal council, was appointed to the office of treasurer of the chamber in place of

Sir Thomas  Vaughan a  close associate of the Woodvilles.” The king’s council was

largely unchanged in its composition. Indeed, as Lander’s detailed analysis has

shown  of the fifty-four men named as councillor by Richard no fewer than twenty-

six had served as members of the council of his brother.”
In turning to examine the king’s council in this period we are confronted with

one of the most contentious issues in fifteenth-century history. Are we to  believe
that  continuity in personnel was matched by a similar continuity of functioning in

the execution of  royal  governance? Did the council remain a real  executive  and

administrative body? In  1913  Baldwin argued that this was not the  case.  His view

that  the role of the council in the administration of the realm was greatly

diminished under the Yorkists implied  that  Ricardian government, just like

Edwardian government, relied little upon the council functioning in an

administrative role.l9 Arguing from the paucity of primary source material which

alluded to any administrative  activity by the council he insisted on the ‘failure in

the operations of the council itself’ .2”
As Lander has argued, a  wider enquiry can lead to  a  different conclusion. It is

not adequate to argue the case for  a  diminution of the council’s role from the
negative evidence relied upon by Baldwin. If the historian probes deeper and wider

what is uncovered is an extensive amount of detailed information accentuating

conciliar  involvement  in every aspect of government and administration for the

reigns of  both  Edward IV and Richard 111.2' The continuity in personnel so
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evidently apparent was accompanied by continuity in the  means and methods of
government and administration. The council remained heavily involved in the
maintaining of royal authority and advising on policy. Discussion of issues relating
to administration and finance, trade, law and order, internal security, foreign affairs

and diplomacy all  came  within  the council’s remit.

The council, then, remained actively involved in administrative and financial

affairs. As Wolffe has made clear, the financial memoranda included in the

manuscript Harleian 433 are the result of discussion between the  king and his
council.zz An examination of the recording of this same information in the

exchequer on 20 May 1485 illustrates how the  council  participated in decisions
relating to the collection and collation of royal dues.23 The writ sent to the
exchequer to accompany the list of manors, lordships, lands and tenements granted
away by the crown was couched in the following terms: ‘we and cure counsaill be
certainly enfonned’ and ‘we by theadvise of ours said counsaille we] and charge
you’.  Similarly, the council’s involvement in the administration of crown lands and

the financial policy centred on  those  lands is abundantly clear. As Lander has
shown, other connections can be found between the council and the administration

of crown estates. The chancellorship of the duchy of Lancaster was filled
successively by prominent members of the king’s council, Richard Fowler and

Thomas Thwaytes. The commissions appointed to tour the  king’s  estates were to
be staffed by similar personnel.“ The council’s involvement in the spending of
revenue was similarly extensive. Wages due to the lieutenant of Ireland, the
wardens of the Marches and the captain of Berwick were paid on the instruction of
the council.25

This  concern with the financial affairs of the realm and their administration
extended to an involvement in those issues relating to the trading activities of
domestic and foreign merchants. The council was greatly involved in the
commissions and investigations issued into the problem of smuggling.26 It played  a
central role in the capture and examination of English pirates guilty of attacking

men of  Zealand, as indicated by letters dated 19 June  1484  to the authorities in

Antwerp and Zealand.” The council can be seen issuing exemptions from customs.
John Ambrose, merchant of Genoa was to be exempt from the payment of customs
and subsidies in the ports of London, Sandwich and Southampton at the

commandment of king and council.” It issued and requested safe-conduct passes

for traders as it sought to combat piracy}9 It sought to compensate those traders

affected by that  very same piracy. The council was involved when the crown

sought restitution in July 1483 for the merchant John Crofie following the capture
of his ship, la  Marie, and its cargo by the Breton Henry Grail of Landemeau and
others.30 It performed this same role when it sought the restitution of  £272  Os 10d
for John Burton, draper of London, following the attack of his ship, the la  Mary by
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Ryke de Toweres of Flanders.’I The restitution of goods for Peter de Salamanca and

John Pardo,32 and of £550 to Peter de Salamanca, Alfonso de Palaciis, Martin de

Ordoigna and Diego de CadagJa, all Spanish merchants, were also the concern of
the council."3 On 24 February 1484  it ordered the remission of some £2,353 105 4d

of customs and subsidies due from the merchants of the Staple. The council’s
involvement in the affair extended to its procurement of the port books as evidence
and its  devising of  a  list of merchants entitled to reimbursement in line with the

available evidence." Other examples are numerous.” In a letter to the town of
Antwerp dated 19 June 1484 great emphasis is placed on the involvement and

activity of the  council  as the crown sought to deal with the problem of English
pirates attacking men of Zealand.36

Dedication to the maintenance of  a  semblance of order and the provision of
redress was not something the council held solely in relation to economic and

trading affairs. The council can be seen as an active enforcer of law and order; as a
maintainer of peace and internal security; as a provider of legal redress for
whatever reason for the country at large. The  council’s  activities in this area of

concern were wide, varied and extremely numerous. Great attention was paid to the

settlement of land disputes in order to promote ‘rest and peace and quiet among all
our liege people’.’7 For example, the council sought in October 1483 to settle  a

dispute arising when the Priory of St John the Evangelist claimed pasture land in
excess  of twenty acres in the lordship of Pontefract.” It intervened to settle a

dispute  that  seems to have arisen over the enfeoffment of land by Elizabeth, Lady
Latimer to William Catesby, John Wakes and Thomas Lymerik.” It was to the
council that a dispute between James Blount and Elyne and Ralph Delves over land
situated in Chester, formerly held by the  late  Sir John Delves, was assigned for
settlement. A Signet letter  sent to the tenants of this land, ordering them to withhold
payment of any money dues for the  time  being, makes it abundantly clear that land

owners might look to the council for redress when confronted with the issues of
title and unlawful entry.‘o It was the council which ordered the restoration of

Henham in Suffolk to John Ulverstone on  6  July 1484, seemingly afier a dispute
with the Duchess of Suffolk." It was the council who acted as the board of
arbitration and settlement in the dispute arising between the Plumptons, the
Roucliffes and the Sotehills.‘z The council was involved in attempting to solve

problems associated with livery and maintenance with their implications for the
internal security of the realm." It also dealt with rioters; the commissioners
awarded the task of arresting Thomas Pulter, Lewis Penreth, William Stoute,

Nicholas Romney and Richard  Weller  on  3  December 1483 were instructed to
bring them before the council for examination.“

In matters to do with foreign policy and diplomacy the council assumed  a
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similarly active  role. Whether in relation to Scotland, France or Spain the council

can be  shown  to have been involved in matters of  first  rate political importance.

Certainly, it  would  appear  that  Richard had sought  both  advice  on and discussion

of the continuity of the Spanish alliance  with  his council  that  had been concluded

by his brother.“ The council was also closely involved in the process that sought to

forge closer diplomatic links and possible negotiations with Scotland from

December 1483.“
That  Richard’s administration was essentially a continuation of that in

operation under his brother is further substantiated when we turn to examine

financial administration. A great deal has been written on changes instituted by

Edward IV. The move away from exchequer control“7 and the development of the

chamber system of finance, with its concomitant corps of  ‘foreign’ auditors“ who

rendered their accounts to the crown, has  been dealt with in great detail." What is

not so often considered is the  extent  to which these developments were

consolidated and enhanced by his brother. The chamber not only continued to

function but also flourished under the third Yorkist  king, paving the way for the

successes of the Tudors.’0 The so-called ‘foreign’ auditors remained a prominent

feature of his administration. We can see him  developing his brother’s  attempts to

provide some of that  central  control and supervision  that  was to become

characteristic of the central board of  audit  established by Henry VII.5l

It is  well  documented  that  Edward IV turned to his chamber52 when he sought a

suitable  treasury.” The introduction to the  crown  lands" of the  ethos  of  private
estate management,” in  a  bid to enable the  king to  meet  contemporary expectation

and ‘live of his own’,56 had seen Edward turning to the staff and structure of his

household.’7 These changes were not jeopardised by the accession of a new king.

Richard not only maintained but extended further the role of the chamber as a

treasury. The  manuscript  Harley 433 provides a substantial amount of evidence

that  cash  was  continuing to be paid into the chamber by the  king’s  receivers.  A

matter of days afier Richard’s accession, on  2  July 1483, Robert  Coorte, receiver of

the duchy of Lancaster and earldom of Hertford estates, was paying £140  into  the

chamber.58 On  4  December 1483 John Hayes, receiver of the Clarence lands,

delivered money to the chamber just as he had done under Edward IV on 31

January 1479, 2  December  1479, 3  December 1480, 22 November  148]  and 25

November 1482.59 On 20 December 1483 John Bredefelde, receiver of the duchy of

Lancaster delivered £148 to the chamber.60 Martin Hawtes, a  receiver in the county

of Northamptonshire-paid his money into the chamber on the same day.‘I Three

days  later John Agard, receiver of the  honour  of Tutbury, similarly surrendered

money at the chamber too.62 Under Richard receivers of the southern  estates  of the

duchy of Lancaster were to pay all dues directly to the treasurer of the chamber.“3

The instructions issued on 6 January 1484  that  all leading royal receivers were to
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pay all money collected from the royal estates into the  king’s  chamber  -  the closest
we have to a policy statement on behalf of the crown  —  accentuates further the

continuity of method in Ricardian financial administration.“
Edward’s introduction of a  system of ‘foreign’ auditors was the result of  that

same dasire for greater autonomy and  control  over  the augmentation of his
revenue.“ This  institution  too was to be further developed and enhanced. Richard’s

accession saw the appointment of auditors to cover all lands held directly by the
crown.  Such  was the increase in the number of auditors  that  under Richard the
exchequer audited no receiver’s accounts but one.“ For example, William
Mistelbroke and John Hewyk were appointed auditors of the Warwick, Salisbury
and Spencer lands thus putting an end to the declaration of accounts relating to
these estates in the exchequer, which had been the practice under Edward IV.67

In the final analysis, Richard’s reign saw not only continuity in financial
administration but even  a  tightening of the system. Efforts were made toward
administrative improvement. The instructions  that  Richard sent to Sir Marmaduke

Constable following his appointment as steward of the honour of Tutbury certainly

suggest  a  commitment to such improvement. An overhaul of the personnel of the

duchy was advocated as Richard sort to root out abuses. The appointment of honest
and efficient officials was  advocated; incapable and  corrupt  officials were to be

replaced by ‘able  and wele disposed persones’ who ‘shuld be attending daily on

their offices when they awaite not on his grace, and in  their  absence  make
sufficient deputies’.“ The document entitled, ‘A rememberaunce made, aswele for

hasty levy of the kynges Revenues growing of all his possessions and
hereditaments as for the profitable Astate and governaunce of the same
possessions’, serves to  highlight  further the commitment to administrative reform.“9

Attempts were to be made to improve the exchequer  debt  collection procedures.
More efforts were to be made toward the appointment of suitable personnel;

stewards appointed to the administration of the crown lands were to have legal
training; information was to be made more accessible to the  king and his officials;
not only was the exchequer to make its records more accessible, but the receivers
and auditors of the crown lands were to make yearly reports on the state of lands
under their supervisiom.7° Far from administrative chaos or atrophy we witness a
vibrant administrative system being finely tuned as the crown sought financial
success.
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It is a  common place  view among historians  that  English  administrative  history in the  fiflcenth  century is in

need of  research.  For  studies  relevant to Richard  lll’s  reign other  than  those of  Baldwin, Chrimes, Horrox,
Lander, Plucknctt  and  Wolffe, cited  below, see H.  Maxwell-Lyte, Same  Historical Notes  on the Use of the

Great  Seal  of England, London  1926; J .Otway-Ruthven, 77w  King's  Secretary and the  Signet  Oflice  in the

Fifieenlh Century, Cambridge 1939, Anne F. Sutton, ‘The Administration of  Justice  Whereunto We be

Professcd’, in J.  Petre, ed., Richard  III: Crown  and  People, Gloucester I985, pp.  359-70.

Horrox places  great  emphasis upon  the continual threat  constituted  by Henry Tudor  and his continental

support as  well  as  rebel  activity within the  realm itself:  R.  Horrox, Richard III:  A  Study of Service,

Cambridge, I989, especially pp. 138-77, 273-323.

Examples  do exist  which  would suggest the legitimacy of  such a View.  Certainly the evidence  provided

by the reign of  Henry VI would  appear  to go  some  way to supporting such contentions.  As Chrimes has

insisted  it was  afler  all the  political  instability resulting from  Henry VI mental incapacity and political

inability which  saw  a corresponding decline in the  standards  and functioning of the administrative

system.  See  S.B.Chn'mes, An  Introduction  Io Ihe  Administrative  History of Medieval  England, Oxford

1952.  especially p. 243.  Also  of  immense value  in this context; R.A.  Griffiths, The  Reign  of Henry VI:

The  Exercise  of Royal Aullmrily,  l422-l46l, London l98l.

For the  problem  of  source material, especially in relation to the king’s council, see  J.R.  Lander, ‘Council,

administration and councillors, l46l  to  1485’, Bulletin  of the  Institute  of Historical  Research, 32 (I959),

pp. 138-80.

This  is  certainly a View advocated  by Britnell. Political upheaval  there may be but  here  the  emphasis  is

very much on continuity as the  watchword  in  relation  to  administrafive  institutions:  R.H. BritnelI, The

Cloxing of the Middle  Ages?  England  1471-1529, Oxford I997, p. 43.

Ross, Richard  III, London, I981, pp. 170-]; AJ.  Pollard, Richard  III and Ike  Princes  in the  Tower,

Stroud 1991, p.  I76.

Horrox, Richard III, p. 139, points out we  should  not regard  this  as  unusual.  Continuity in  office  holding

had  become  something of  a  norm  as  medieval  kings  came  to  realise  the importance of retaining the

servants of their  predecessor in a bid to tap their tried and  tested expertise.

This  is what  Thomas  More  would  have  us  believe: Thomas More, The  History of King Richard III, and

Selections  from  (he  English  and  Latin  Poems  ed.  R.S.  Sylvester, New  Haven  and  London  1976, p. 22.

Russell  was to  receive  the great  seal  on 27  June  I483:  Dominic Mancini, The  Usurpation  of Richard  ”(a

Third, ed.  C.A.J.  Armstrong, Oxford,l969, p. 85; Ross, Richard  III, p. 171; Horrox, Richard  III, p. 139.

British  Library Harlem"  Manuxcrip! 433, ed. R.  Horrox  and  P.W.  Hammond, 4 vols, Gloucester  and

London, 1979-83 (hereafter  Harl. 433), vol.  I, p.  xvi; The  Stonor  Letterx  and  Papers.  [2904483, ed.

C.L. Kingsford, 2  vols, London, I9l9, vol.  2, p. 161; Ross, Richard  III, p. 17].

Gunthorpe was  verbally confirmed  as  keeper  of the privy seal  on 27  June I483:  Calendar  of Patent Rolls

(hereafter  CPR),  1476-1485,  p. 460; Horrox, Richard  III,  p. l39; Ross, Richard  III,  p.  l7l.

Ross, Richard  III, p.  l7l.

Ross, Richard  III, p. 76; 1.5. Roskell, The  Commons  and  their  Speakers  in  English Parliaments, [376-

1523, Manchester, I965, p. 293.

For  Barowe's  appointment: CPR  [476-1485,  p. 462; Horrox; Richard  III, p. 139; Ross, Richard  III, p.

I72.

John  Morton, Bishop of Ely had been  arrested  at the  Tower  of London on I}  June I483  along with  Lord

Hastings.  He  subsequently fled  abroad  to join  Henry Tudor: Ross, Richard  III, p.  I72; Hon'ox, Richard

III,  p. l39. The relationship between Robert  and John is taken  from Ross, Richard  III, p.  172.

A  detailed  analysis  of the  administration  of crown  estates  is  supplied  by B.P.  Wolffe, The  Royal Demexne

in  English History:  The  Crown  Estate  in the  Governance  of the  Realm  from  the  Conquest  lo  [509,

London, l97l, pp.  143-94.  For the  issue  of continuity of  personnel:  ibid.  p.l82. Richard’s  policy appears

to  have been  one of addition as  opposed  to expulsion and  replacement  among the financial  personnel.
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Vaughan had  been executed  at Pontefract on 25 June  I483: Ross, Richard  III,  p.  I72;  Wolffe,  Royal

Demesne,  pp.  l8l-2.  For Chadderton’s  appointment:  CPR  1476-1485,  p.  449.

These  included  Thomas Bourchier, Archbishop of Canterbury; Thomas  Rotherham,  Bishop of  Rochester,

Lincoln, Archbishop of York;  John Alcock, Bishop of Rochester, Worcester, Ely;  Thomas  Langton,

Bishop of St.  David’s; Richard Redeman, Bishop of St.  Asaph, Exeter, Ely;  John  Russell, Bishop of

Rochester; Robert  Stillington.  Bishop of  Bath  and Wells; John Howard, Duke  of Norfolk; William

Fitzalan, Earl  of  Arundel; Henry Percy, Earl  of Nonhumberland; Thomas  Stanley, Earl  of  Derby; James

Douglas, Earl  of Douglas; William  Berkeley,  Earl  of Nottingham; John  Audley;  Humphrey Dacre, Lord

of  Gillesland; John,  Lord  Dudley; John, Lord Dynham; John Coke; John  Gunthorpe; Sir  Thomas  Bryan;

Sir  Thomas  Burgh; Sir William  Huse;  Sir  Thomas  Montgomery; Sir John  Scotte;  Thomas Thwaytes; Sir

Richard  Tunstall.  See; Lander, ‘Council, administration and councillors', especially pp. 179-80; Ross,

Richard  III, pp.  171-2.

Baldwin was of the  opinion  that the energies of the  council  had  been  directed toward its judicial

responsibilities: J.F.  Baldwin, The  King ‘5  Council  in  England  during the  Middle Ages, Oxford, I913,  pp.

428-35.

Baldwin, King‘s  Council,  420-6, :1 view  shared  by T.F.T. Plucknctt, ‘The place  of the  council  in the

fifteenth century’, Transactions  of Ike  Royal Historical Society, fourth  series, 1 (I918), pp. 157-89,

especially pp.  185-6.  Little  detailed and  contemporary chronicle  evidence exists  of the  council's activities

in this  period.  The partial  loss  of council  records, the merely haphazard survival  of evidence of conciliar

decisions  in  documents issued  from  other  administrative offices, and the  shift  which took  place  in  this

period  in the  methods  by which  instructions  and decisions  were  issued (under  the signer and sign  manual

rather than  the  conciliar  and  privy seal warrants), all meant  that  only limited  conclusions  can be  drawn.

See  Lander, ‘Council, administration  and  councillors’, p.  138.

For  a comprehensive treatment  of the  problems  and  issues  surrounding the  evidence  in existence in

relation to the  council  see  J.R.  Lander, ‘The  Yorkist  council and administration, l461-1485', English

Historical  Review,  73  (1958), pp. 27-46.  Lander  has identified  some  1500 references  to  conciliar  activity

in the period 1461-85, averaging some sixty per  annum. This does  not  account  for the  references  which

allude to the activities of individual  councillors  in  areas  that can only be  described  as administrative. See;

Lander,  ‘Yorkist council',  p. 46.

Harl.  433, vol.  3, pp. 139-55; Wolffe, Royal  Demesne, p.  185.

Wolffe, Royal Demesne,  p.  185.

Lander, ‘Council, administration and councillors’, p.  I46. Lander provides extensive  evidence of the

involvement  of the  council  in the administration of the  crown lands under Edward  IV. The council can be

seen discussing the  accounts  of the duchy of  Lancaster estates. Surveyors  of  crown lands were  to

appointed by the  council  and  ordered  to  report back:  CPR  1467-1477, pp. 329, 332-3.  Councillors

themselves were appointed  to  deal  with  lands  newly fallen to the crown: CPR  1461-1467. pp.  105, 229.

Though  Lander's discussion  of the  council  in the reign of  Richard  III is  somewhat  patchy, he argues that

such activities  were not brought to  a  halt in  1483.

Lander, ‘Council, administration and  councillors’, p.  I49.

Lander, ‘Council, administration and  councillors', p.  145.

Harl.  433, vol.  3, pp.  98-9,  100-3.

Harl.  433, vol.  1. pp.  Sl-3.

Harl.  433, vol.  3, pp. 98-9. For conciliar involvement in the  crowns  attempts to  secure safe  conduct for

English  merchants  sailing from Antwerp in  June  1484.

CPR  l476-l485,  p.  366.  Henry, Earl  of  Northumberland, Robert Saunderson  and  John  Hanyng, owned

the  ship.  It was carrying a  cargo to the value of  £lSl9.  The  ship had  been seized  the  previous  September

and attempts at restitution  under  the direction of  Francis, Duke  of  Brittany had failed.

CPR  [476-1485, pp. 369-70, dated 2l July 1483.
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CPR  [476-1485,  p. 426, dated 4 April  1484.  The ship had been carrying 990  bales  of woad and was

destined for  Flanders. Charles Denham  had  attacked  it off the  coast  of  Brittany.  A  commission  had  been

issued  to  Thomas  Malyverey,  John  Sapcote, Matthew Andrewe and Richard  Haddon  to enquire into the

affair. They were  to  capture  and bring the accused, Charles  Denham before the  council  and restitution

would be  made.

CPR  1476-1485, p. 446, dated  16 May 1484. The  ship had  been  laden with wine and  woad. Thomas

Preslland  of Calais and  Broke  of  Dover  had  attacked  it.  A commission  had been  issued  to  Robert

Chamberleyn, Robert  Strete,  John Swan, Thomas Lye, John  Sylton and  Thomas  Roger to enquire into the

affair and bring the  accused before  the  council.

CPR  1476-1485,  p.  446.  In March 1483  a  fleet  carrying wool  to Calais had  encountered  pirates forcing its

return to  London.  Due to an  excessive period  of time standing in  dock  the wool had  been mined.  The

council remined the  customs  and  subsidy on  this  ruined wool.

Other examples include  a  commission  to  Thomas  Lye dated 19  June  1484 following the  seizure  of

fishing boats  belonging to  Emperor  Maximilian: CPR  1476-1435, pp.  446-7.  On 28  October 1484  a

commission  was  issued  to  John Scrope  of Bolton, Thomas Gale  of Dartmouth, Thomas Heybom  and the

sheriff of Comwall to investigate allegations  made  by Richard Challenon of  London that the goods  —
mainly cloths  -  wonh £100 that he had  cause  to be  shipped  to  Bordeaux  in payment for the wine he had

obtained  from  Pedro Boorde, merchant  of Bordeaux, had  been seized  by the  pirates Tege Small  and John

More, among others, in  a ship named  Ia  Kateryne.  The council dealt not only with the  matter  of

restitution but  also  with the  punishment  of  these  men: CPR  [476-1485,  pp. 5l7-l8. Similarly on 8 March

I485  a  commission  was  issued  following the failure of  a previous commission  to  achieve  the required

results  or  appear before  the  council  as  ordered. These  men  were  to act upon the petition that the council

had  received  from  Giliom Marcellis  in relation to the  capture  of his  ship by John Taillour.  The accused,

plaintiff and  witnesses were  to  appear  before  the  council  on  a  specified  date: CPR  1476-1485,  p. 544.

The  commission issued  on the 14  April  1485 to deal with the complaint  made  by Henry Levet  of Brittany

was likewise instmcted to bring the offenders  before  the  council  where  they would be dealt with: CPR

14764485,  p.  545.

Hurl. 433,  vol.  3, pp.  98-9.

Harl.  433,  vol.  3, p.  133.  This  was in  relation  to the dispute  between  the Plumpton  family and the

Roucliffe  family.  See  also;  Hon'ox, Richard  III,  p.  287.

Harl.  433,  vol.  2, pp. 30-1. The  dispuie appears  to  have  been  between  the  crown  and the monastery as the

land  was situated in the  lordship of  Pontefract which itself  lay within the  duchy of  Lancaster.

Harl.  433,  vol.  I, pp.  38-9.  The  decision is  dated 29  November I483.

Hurl. 433, vol.  2, p. 40. The Signet  letter  is dated 2  December 1483.  It  seems  both  parties  were  pursuing

claims  they thought they possessed,  Bloum  through his wife, Elyne  Delves  through her  husband  and  son.

Elyne  and her son  Ralph  had entered the land and  proceeded  to collect any moneys  due  from  it.

Hurl.  433, vol.  2, p. 227.

Harl.  433, vol.  3, pp.  l33-9.  William  Plumpmn  had died in  1480.  His death had led to  a dispute between

(a) his wife, Elizabeth and  son,  William with (b) his son in  law.  John Sothill  (married  to William's

daughter Elizabeth) and son in  law, John  Roucliffe (married to William's daughter Margaret).

Harl.  433, vol.  3, p.  159.

CPR  1476-1485,  p. 37l.

Hurl.  433,  vol.  3, pp.  4l-43. This  is evident from the instructions drawn up for the English  ambassador  to

Spain, Bernard  de la  Forssa.

Harl.  433, vol.  3, p. SI.

TraditionalIy the  Exchequer  had  been responsible  for  financial administration.  The  exchequer  of  receipt

was essentially the royal treasury responsible  for receiving, storing and issuing all  moneys.  The

exchequer  of  account  was  responsible  for the auditing of the accounts of the king’s financial  officials.
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Foreign in the  sense  that  they were  independent of the  jurisdiction  of the  exchequer. They should  not be
confused  with  the ‘forcign’ auditors responsible  to the  exchequer itself.  They were  so  described because
they audited accounts that  did not constitute  a  part of the main  exchcquer account. See;  Wolffe,  Royal
Demesne,  p.  l62.

See  especially Wolffe, Royal Demesne,  pp. 143-94; B.P.  Wolffe, The  Crown  Lands,  l46l-l536, London,
1970, pp. 5l-65;  B.P.  Wolffe, ‘The  management of English royal  estates under  the  Yorkist  kings’,
English  Historical  Review, 71, (1956), pp. l  -28.

For an  account  of the methods of  financial  administration  practised  by the  early Tudors see; Wolffe,
Crown  Lands.  pp. 29-50, 66-75; Wolffe,  Royal Demesne,  pp. 195-225;  B.P.  Wolffe,  ‘Henry Vll’s
revenues  and  chamber finance’, English Historical  Review,  79  (I964), pp. 225-54; A.P.  Newton, ‘The
king's  chamber under  the  early Tudors’, English  Historical Review,  32  (l9l7), pp. 348-72; W.C.
Richardson, Tudor  ChamberAdministration,  Baton  Rouge, London  I952.

There  is  some evidence  that  steps were  taken  under Edward  IV to provide central  supervision  for the
work  of  these auditors  centred on the  chamber.  However, it  appears  that  these  arrangements  were  ad [we
as  opposed  to the  coherent  development of  another  independent  department. See; Wolffe, Royal
Demesne,  pp.  178-9.  Here  the  emphasis  is  upon  the  receipt  of  declarations  of  accounts  in the exchequer
directly from the  chamber  as  evidence  of the  existence  of  some kind  of  supervisory body for  accounts  in
the  chamber structure.  Richard’s reign was to see the extension of this  policy with the  appointment  of  a
superior  auditor,  John  Stanford: Richardson,  Tudor  Chamber  Administration,  p. 57. The development of
a central  audi‘ departmem  based  in me  chamber  under Henry V“ is examined by J.A.  Guy, ‘A  conciliar
court  of audit at  work  in the  last months  of the reign of  Henry Vll’, Bulletin  aflhe  Institute  of Historical
Research,  49 (1976), pp. 289-91; Richardson, Tudor ChamberAdministration, pp. 176-9  1 .

The chamber was  a depanment  of the royal  household.  It was literally the  king's private apartment.  Its
structure  and  staff  is  discussed  in  A.R. Myers, The  Household  of Edward  IV: The  Black  Book  and the
Ordinance  of [478,  Manchester  1959, especially pp.  lll-l2,  114-15, 117, 120-1. The  chamber  had
always  played a financial  role  of  sorts.  It had been the  repository of the king’s  private  hoard of  jewels  and
moneys:  Horrox, Richard  III, p. 236,

There  can be little doubt khat the chamber’s further development as  a financial  institution lay in the
inefficiency of the  exchequer  as a  treasury and  place  of  audit.  See; Wolffe, ‘Managemem of English
royal  eslates’, p. ll;  J.R.  Lander, Government  and  Community,  England  1450-1509, London I980, p. 71;
PM.  Kendall, Richard  III, London I955, p. 3l2; Newton, ‘King’s  chamber’, pp.  348-72.  For the
inadequacies  of the  exchequer system:  Richardson, Tudor  Chamber  Administration, pp.  29-58.

The  crown  was  endowed  with  vast estates. These included  the duchy of  Lancaster, lands  of the
principality of  Wales, Chester  and  Flint, the  duchy of Comwall: Wolffe, Royal Demesne, pp.  l88-9.
Edward  IV had done  a  great deal to augment  these es!ates  by various means. mainly resumption and
forfeiture.  For the  four acts  of  resumption passed  by Edward  (1461, I465, I467, 1473) see  Ratuli
Parliamemomm, 6 vols, Record  Commission, London, 1783, vol.  5, pp. 476-83, 514-48, 572-613; vol.  6,
pp. 7l-98; Lander, Government  and  Community, p. 69; Wolffe, Royal  Demesne, pp. 150-6; Wolffe,
Crown  Lands, p. 52. Richard’s  accession  was to bring further additions, in particular  a  moiety of the
Warwick  inheritance and  repossession  of the  duchy of  Lancaster  estates that has  been used  to  endow
Elizabeth Woodville.  See  Honox, Richard  III, p.  304.  So  vast were  the  estates  it is  estimated  that  they
were  yielding a disposable income somewhere  in the region of £22,000-£25,000 per  annum under
Richard III.  For the reign of his  brother  the most  likely figure was £10,732 per  annum.  For  these
estimates  see; Wolffe, Royal Demesne, pp. 188-9l; R.E.  Horrox, ‘Financial  memoranda  of the reign of
Edward  V: Longleat  Miscellaneous  Manuscript  Book  11’, Camden  Miscellany 29, Camden  Society,
founh  series  34(1987), pp.  199-244. especially pp.  221-2.

Traditionally all  crown land — except the  duchy of  Lancaster estates  — had been  subject  to the exchequer
fee-farming system.  Land  was  farmed  out to individuals for  fixed, predetermined  sums.  As  Edward
sought to  increase  the  yield  from the  royal  estates  he  adopted  the  practices  in use on his  earldom  of
March  lands which were  very similar to  those  in use on  other  private  estates. These practices  included the
appointment of  professional officers — a receiver-general, a  surveyor  and one or  more auditors  —  under
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the  supervision  of  a  council.  The  receiver  was  a  quasi  banker, responsible  for the collection of all  sums

due and the  payment  of all  necessary accounts.  The  auditor  essentially acted  as a  control  and  supervision

officer,  drawing up estate  accounts at regular intervals and making a  ‘valor’ or  survey of the  estates  when

necessary.  For  these  practices and  there  implementation to  crown lands  by Edward  W,  see Wolffc,

Crown  Lands,  pp. 54-9;  Wolf'fe, Royal Demesne,  pp. [58-68; Wolffe, 'Management of  English  royal

estates’, pp.  1-26.  For  fifteenth  century methods  of  estate  management in general: R. Somcrville, I-lislary

of the  Duchy of Lancaster, 12654603, London, I953, vol.l; C.D. Ross  and  TB. Pugh, ‘Materials  for the

study of baronial  incomes  in fifteenth-century England‘, English  Historical Revimv, 68  (I953), pp.  l85-

94; Minister’s Accounts  of the  Wanvickshire  Estates  aflhe  Duke  of Clarence [479-1480, ed.  R.H. Hilton,

Dugdale  Society, 1952. \

Wolffe has traced this  expression back  to the fourteenth  century in  complaints agains:  the  practices  of

purveyancc undertaken  by ‘he  royal household.  Contemporaries  expected  the king to live within the

bounds  of his  income  to the point that  direct  taxation  should  only be  deemed  necessary to  cover  the

king’s extraordinary expense  — in  particular  for war and the  defence  of the  realm. These exact sentiments

were to be  expressed  by Edward  IV in his  commons address  in 1467: ‘The  cause  why I have summoned

this  my present Parlemem  is, that  I  purpose  to  lyve uppon  my nowne, and not to charge my Subgettes but

in grete and urgent  causes, concemyng more  the  wele  of theym  self, and  also  the defence of theym and of

this  my Renme’:  Rat.  ParL, vol.  5, p.  572; Wolffe, Royal Demesne,  pp. l44-7. For  contemporary

comment  on the  matter  see; .I.  Fonescue,  The  Governance  of England, ed. C. Plummet, Oxford, 1885;

Lander,  Government  and  Community,  pp.  65-8.

For  Edward W  and the development of government through the  personnel  and departments of the

household  see  D.A.L.  Morgan, ‘The house  of  policy:  the political role of the  late  Plantagenet household,

1422-1485’, in D.  Starkey, ed., The  English  Court:  From  the  Wars aflhe Roses  to the  Civil  War, London,

1987, pp.  25-70.

Harl.  433,  vol.  2, p.  137.

Wolffe, ‘Management of English royal estates’, p. 9.

Harl.  433,  vol.  2, p. 65, '

Hurl.  433,  vol.  2, p. 65.

Harl.  433, vol.  2, p. 65. Agard was to be accompanied by John  lsham, another  receiver  of the duchy of

Lancaster estates.

The duchy had been govcmed independently of all other  estates since  it  came  to the  crown with  the

accession  of the  Lancastrians: Wolffe, Royal  Demesne.  p. 184; Wolffe, ‘Management of English  royal

estates’,  p. l8.

Harl.  433,  vol.  I, pp.  70-1.

For  examples  of the introduction of  these  auditors by Edward W  see CPR  [461-1467, pp. 18, 26, 129

(duchy of  York  and  earldom  of  March);  CPR  l467-77, pp.  397, 411, 422  (estates  of the  Talbot earls  of

Shrewsbury); CPR  l477-I485, pp. I9, 64  (confiscated Clarence  estates); Wolffe, Royal  Demesne, pp.

l62-8,  176-9.

The  exchequer  audited the  accounts  of  John Fitzherben  in relation to the  lands that  had  been confiscated

from Elizabeth Woodville.

Wolffe, Royal Demesne, p.  l83.

Harl. 433, vol.  3, pp. ll6-l8, For  a discussion  of this  document  see; Ross, Richard  III, p.  I77; Horrox,

Richard  III, p.  302.

Harl  433, pp.  ”8-20.

These reforms  are  discussed  by Wolffe, Royal  Demesne, pp. 187-8; Horrox, Richard  III, pp.  301-2.
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