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THE CORONATION of Elizabeth of York is one of only two in the  fifteenth
century for  which  we have  good  documentation, the other is of course that of
Richard III.l In this year of the quincentenary of the  latter  coronation it was
thought  that  a brief comparison of the two  would  be of interest, concentrating
particularly on  those  attending, since the ceremonies themselves were very
similar. This is possible because Elizabeth of York’s is the  only other fifteenth
century coronation for  which  we have  lists  of  those  who were there. Two
accounts of  this  coronation  have  been  available  in print for many years, and
there are at  least  two others still in manuscript.2 These give  much more detail
than any one manuscript from the coronation of Richard  III,  and cover events
from the announcement of the date by Henry VII,  through the Court of
Claims, the preliminary processions, the coronation itself and the banquet
following, ending with the  lists  of names referred to above.

In the introductory matter we  have, as  well  as the commission of the
Duke of Bedford to act as Lord Steward for the coronation and to hold the
Court of Claims, some of the claims themselves, very unusual for  this  date.
They include  that  of the Earl of  Oxford  to act as Chamberlain to the Queen,
and  that  of the Duke of Suffolk to carry the  Queen’s  sceptre. In  this  he
unblushingly claims to have carried  that  of ‘Dame Anne  late  Queene of
England’.3 This  he certainly did not do, a  fact within  the memories of  most  of
his peers, he carried  that  of Richard in  1483.  However his claim was allowed
and he did carry the  Queen’s  sceptre. He in  fact  carried  a  sceptre at all four
coronations between 1465 and  1487, and  quite  possibly at Edward  IV’s  in
1461  too.  It is of interest here  that  Anne Neville is referred to in so public a
document as  ‘late Queene’, Richard  himself  was of course usually referred to
officially as  ‘King late in deed and not in right’.

The description of events leading to the coronation includes  a  description
of the preparations  made  by the City of London to receive the Queen, and  a
list of the  knights  of the  Bath  made beforehand.‘ In the description of the
processions  quite  considerable  detail  is  given  of the costumes worn by the
Queen, and (of course) of the order of the processions, particularly ‘who
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carried  what’ in  them.  The  rota  of the  knights  who carried the canopy over
the Queen in the procession to the Tower of  London  on the day before the
coronation is given in detail. There were twelve of  them, and no iess  than five
had been  knighted  by Henry at  Stoke a  few  months  earlier. These included
Sir Richard  Pole, later to marry Clarence’s daughter Margaret.’ Three  more
had been  knighted  at Bosworth by Henry and  another, Sir William Stonor,
was made  a  banneret at  Stoke.  Obviously all were receiving further (and
cheap) rewards for their services. Interestingly in the ecclesiastical part of the
procession to the Abbey on coronation day itself  the Archbishop .  of
Canterbury (John Morton) does not seem to  have taken part, but  awaited  the
Queen in the Abbey. One of the bishops supporting the Queen was Peter
Courtenay, now Bisho of Winchester, who as Bishcs of Exeter had similarly
supported Anne Nevil e. The Queen’s train  was'hel  by her sister Cicely and
her crown was borne by Jasper Tudor, the Duke of Bedford. The procession,
consisting of bishops, abbots, peers and  knights, was brought to an end by the
Queen’s  ladies, whose  order was  ‘much  broken and distroubled’ by the
crowd.6 The spectators had crowded in to cut up the ray cloth  on  which  the
procession  walked, this was traditionally distributed to them afterwards, but
they had  obviously decided to take it immediately. The press of people was so
great  that some  were  killed. -

The coronation ceremony followed the same version of the  Liber Regalis
as did  Anne  Neville’s.  The coronation mass then  took  place. The ceremony
was  watched  by the King and his mother from a special latticed  ‘stage’, as was
the banquet  following.  It is interesting to note  that  Elizabeth Woodville was
not apparently present, nor was Cecily Neville. The traditional banquet
followed  the coronation mass, a  menu is  given  in the manuscripts, not as
elaborate as  that  for Richard  III’s  banquet.7 The Queen was supported by her  -
sister Cicely and the Duchess of Bedford (Katharine  Woodville, widow of the
Duke  of Buckingham) throughout  the coronation and banquet. The cloth of
estate shielding the Queen at the  banquet  was held by the Countess Rivers,
presumably the widow of Anthony Woodville and  a  Beaufort descendant,
and the  Countess  of Oxford, sister of Richard Neville, Earl of Warwick, and
thus Elizabeth’s great-aunt. The  King thus neatly divided these  duties
between the two families, his and his  wife’s.  The Duchess of  Suffolk, the
Queen’s aunt and sister to Richard and Edward IV, was resent, but did not
play so prominent  a  role as at the coronation of Richar and Anne. _

Coming now to the lists of  those  who attended the coronation it must first
be said  that  the numbers there surpass  those  who attended Richard’s. This
point  is  worth  reiterating because it has often been said  that  Richard’s was the
best  attended of the medieval period.“ The  most  that can be  said  is  that  it was
as well  attended  as any. Examining the names sonic interesting oints
emerge. The majority of the peerage  attended  both  Coronations alt  ough
there were some new names at Elizabeth’s: the  Duke  of Bedford, the Earl of
Oxford, Earl Rivers, Viscount  Welles and  Lord  Hastings, for instance, who
were not in a position to attend Richard’s, and other peers were  missing, for
example  the Duke of Norfolk, Viscount Lovell, Lord Zouche and Lord
Ferrets, who had supported Richard. One wonders what  went  through the
minds  of the others who had attended  both  coronations as well as  that of
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Henry VII. One  conspicuous absentee  was the  Marquis  of  Dorset.  An oddity
in the list of  peers  is  a separate list  of the  earls  who  were widowers, from
which, since  the  Earl  of Huntingdon’s name is  included, we  assume that  his
wife, Richard’s illegitimate daughter, was  dead  by 1487. There  are  also  full
lists  of the  abbots  and  bishops present, which are  completely omitted  from  the
surviving documents  of  Richard’s  coronation.

When the list of  knights  is  examined some interesting facts are  seen.
Directly comparing the  total numbers present, there were approximately 185
knights at  Elizabeth  of York’s  coronation (approximately because some
names  are  apparently duplicated) and 105 at  Richard’s. About  85 of the
former  (or  nearly 46 per cent) had  been knighted since  1485, and of the
remaining 100, 37 had  also  attended  Richard’s coronation.  One  prominent
such person  was Sir  James Tyrell, and  several others  had fought for  Richard
at  Bosworth, for  example  Sir  John Bourchier, Sir  James Harrington  and Sir
Robert  Middleton. Two of Sir  John Bourchier’s cousins were  also  present  at
Elizabeth’s  coronation, both  named  Sir Thomas. One of  them, we are not
sure  which, was also at  Richard’s, and  one, Sir  Thomas  of  Berners, fought for
Henry at  Bosworth.  Sir  William  Stanley and  John  Cheyne were  at  both
coronations, and also at  Bosworth  for  Henry.  Other  early Tudor adherents
present  at  Elizabeth’s coronation, Sir John  Savage  and Sir  Gilbert  Talbot,
commanded  the  wings  at  Bosworth.  In all it can be said that the  attendance  at
the  coronation  of  Elizabeth  of  York does seem  to  show  how the new  King was
attempting to  weld  together  the  different parties  in his  realm.
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