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SUMMARY.

This thesis is about court politics during the years of Wolsey's
ascendancy and it is based upon a variety of different sources. The
king's itinerary has received little attention, yet it was one of the most

fundamental aspects of the court, and where the king was staying was of
direct political importance. The way in which the court functioned
changed during the summer progress snd when the sweating sickness reached
epidemic proportions the king disbanded the entire household. The nature
of the roya% 'progress' is discussed and with whom the king stayed during

his progresses. Dr. Starkey has analysed the role of the privy chamber

and its political significance. This study examines those courtiers who
took part in the king's recreation. The role of chamber officers in the
Jousts and masks is considered and its implications for court politics.

Cardinal Wolsey is currently the centre of a revisionist debate. His
relationship with the king and the royal court is central to a full

understanding of his role as 'chief' minister. Wolsey's relationship with
some of the senior officers of the chamber and household is explored and
how he managed to retain his influence with the king. Henry summoned
council meetings when he wished to hear a broader range of views and he did
not rely totally on Wolsey's advice. The cardinal was interested in
events at court and wished to be kept fully informed. The reconstiruction
of Wolsey's itinerary throws new light on his role in court politics,

After comparing his itinerary with that of the king, it emerges that Wolsey
visited the court more frequently than has traditionally been recognised.
He met the king during the summer progress and his role at court is

reinterpreted.



NTRODUC

In an age of personal monarchy it was of paramount importance who
could obtain access to the king. The monarch was the centre of power.
The ‘game of politics' revolved around his person and offices, grants and
promotion were all within his gift. The court provided a forum where men
competed with one another for patronage, and policy was formulated by the
ruling elite. Courtiers, in turn, reinforced the king's authority and
took part in the ritualised splendour which encompassed the monarch. In
the words of Sir Geoffrey Elton, the court was the 'true seat of power,
profit and policy'. (1) The key to a courtier's success was attracting
and retaining royal favour. Securing the king's ear could reap profit and
reward for a courtier and his associates; not to mention the influence it

could give in the affairs of state.” - Men whose interests coincided with

those of the king were more likely to gain royal recognition and a share in

the royal bounty.

Tournaments and court entertainment provided one avenue to the king
and Henry VIII's passion for the tilt yard gave the joust a heightened
political significance. The importance of spectacle in court politics has
been appreciated in a general sense, but what about the individual fortunes
of the men about the king? Could ability in the joust be transformed into
concrete political advantage? Moreover, were such entertainments a
barometer of favour? It is commonly believed that Henry VIII rarely

stayed with members of his nobility or courtiers preferring instead to

lodge at one of his numerous manors., (2) To entertain the king was a very

important honour and no attempt has been made to analyse the king's
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progresses and with whom he lodged. It was significant who the king
visited during the summer progress, with which courtiers he jousted and who

he invited to join his hunting expeditions.

It has been argued that by 1518-19 'the power of the court was
concentrated and articulated in the hands of the privy chamber'. (32
Studies of the Henrician court as an instituion have been mostly confined
to the privy chamber and there has been a tendency to down-grade the
significance of the chamber. Dr. Starkey has pieced together the role of
the privy chamber and has illustrated how this department rose to political
significance during the first half of Henry VIII's reign; 1it's importance

was formally recognised in the Eltham Ordinances of ‘1526. (4) Previously

it had been the chamber servants, particularly the knights and esquires of
the body who had enjoyed intimate access to the king, who dressed the
monarch and slept on pallet beds in his chamber at night. (5) As Dr.

Starkey has shown, this role was taken over by the gentlemen of the privy
chamber. Did servants of the chamber still retain a political role or

was this department in terminal decline?

Court politics in the first half of Henry VIII's reign were largely
dominated by Wolsey and for fifteen years he acted as the king's ‘chief’
minister. In 1507 he had been made a royal chaplain and Henry VII1 had
sent him on several diplomatic missions, He was promoted to almoner in
November 1509 and sat on the council for the first time in June 1510. (6
Wolsey was still almoner in 1513 but in the following two years his rise to
power was meteoric, He rose to pre-eminence after organising the French
campaign in 1513 and in recognition of his services was given the see of
Tournai which he held in_commendanm. In February 1514 Wolsey was made

bishop of Lincoln and after the death of Cardinal Bainbridge in July, he

...2....



exchanged Lincoln for the archbishopric of York. With the king's help he

C".MQA
was eteeted a cardinal in September 1515 and on 18th November an elaborate

ceremony was staged at Westminster Abbey. Attended by the premiere

magnates of the realm, he received his cardinal's hat and af terwards
organised a lavish banquet at York Place., (7) William Warham resigned as
lord chancellor in December and on the 22nd Wolsey was presented with the
Great Seal. Wolsey gained authority over the English church when he was
made legate a _latere in 1518 after persistent pressure on the Vatican.
Initially this was only a temporary appointment but in 1524 it was
converted to a grant for life,

Wolsey has traditionally received a bad press-and Pollard cited him as
a striking 'illustration of the demoralising effects of irresponsible
power'. (8) The cardinal is currently being rehabilitated although as Dr.
Guy argues it is important not to overstate his defence. () Wolsey's
role at court has been the subject of controversy and confusion. Did the
cardinal obtain a monopoly of patronage? - Did he work from within the
court or set up his own rival political centre? Dr. Starkey has seen
Wolsey as a competent politician who monoeuvred to outwit his enemies in
the privy chamber. (10) The revisionist view of Wolsey, spearheaded by
Peter Gwyn, argues that Wolsey was less interested in court politics and
rejects the idea that he purged the privy chamber in 1519 and 13526, (1l)
Was Wolsey the ‘alter rex' as some ambassadors and historians would have us
believe? (12) The role of the king is central to this controversy. Was
Henry a lazy king who left everything to his chief minister preferring to
hunt all day, as Pollard has argued, or did he take an active interest in

the affairs of state? (13) Some historians have depicted Henry as a.




'strong king' before whom his subjects qualled, whilst others maintain that

he was easily influenced and manipulated by those around him. (14>

The poem Why Come ye Not to Court is frequently quoted and 1t paints a

picture of Wolsey and the king's court which is still accepted by many

historians.,
'Why come ye nat to court?
To whyche court?
To the kinges courte?

Or to Hampton Court?
Nay, to the kynges courte!

The kynges courte

Shulde have the excellence;

But Hampton Court

Hath the preemynence!' (15)
Dr. Walker, in a recent book has shown that Skelton cannot be trusted as an
historical source. (16) Did Wolsey, however, try and deflate the
political importance of the court in favour of his own centres of power?

The cardinal's concentration of the king's council about himself in star

chamber and his ostentatious palaces of York Place and Hampton Court have

tended to confirm this interpretation. Atter a detailed examination of

star chamber Dr. Guy has concluded that this gave Wolsey 'the capacity
almost to rival Henry VIII's court as a centre of political attention'.

(17)

The council continued to meet at court during Wolsey's ascendancy and
the senior members of the chamber and household were also the king's
councillors. In his most recent work Dr. Starkey has turned his attention
to the role of 'privy' councillors around the king and argues that 'the
intimate connection between household and Council .... is a central, and
neglected, theme of the reign'. (18) He suggests that it was these men,
rather than the gentlemen of the privy chamber, who were more important in

court politics., (19) This is an important point and one which will be
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discussed in Chapter 8. The role of the councillors at court will be

examined and the cardinal's relationship with them.

These issues will be analysed using a wide range of material and a

number of unused sources. Little use has been made previously of the
jousting cheques for this period and they provide a new insight into one of

the king's favourite pastimes, The cofferer's and comptroller's accounts
are an unused source and, where they survive, provide an accurate itinerary
for Henry VIII. The accounts have not been analysed in any published work
and they help to throw new light on the Henrician court. Little attention
has been paid by historians to the court's itinerary and yet it shaped the
context in which politics functioned. In order to understand whether
Wolsey overshadowed the court some mention must be made of court spectacle,
its impact upon contemporaries and its political significance. This does
not just include the jousts and masks put on at court but also the royal

progress and the way in which Henry used this to strengthen his rule, The

construction of Cardinal Wolsey's itinerary is a valuable source in the re-
interpretation of court politics during his ascendancy. It helps to show
how often he was at court and the distance which separated the king from
his minister. This can provide important new evidence about the
relationship between Henry VIII and Cardinal Wolsey and the nature of
politics during his ascendancy.

Unfortunately, it would be impossible to consider every aspect of the
court or Wolsey's rule in one Ph.D. thesis. This is not an
‘institutional'’ study of the Henrician court. Instead it aims to throw
new light on certain issues and in particular, to discuss the extent to
which the royal progress, jousting and the traditional exchange of New

Year's gifts reflected, and interacted with, court politics.
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CHAPTER 1.

RY VITI'S ITINERARY : POLITICS AND ROYAL PROGREOS.

The fact that the court was itinerant is one of its most striking but
nevertheless consistently underplayed feat;res. Lack of precise
information and the problems of compiling an accurate itinerary has
resulted in misunderstanding and a general underestimation of the subject.
The progress has received more attention in Elizabeth's reign when it

reached 1ts most dramatic expression, leaving an indelible mark upon the

historical imagination. The brilliance of the progress in these years has
tended to obscure the importance and relevance of this spectacle in the
reign of Henry VIII. The progress left a lasting impression upon

contemporaries and was of great political importance. The Great Chronicle

described Henry VI's progress of 1470 as 'more lyker a play than the
shewyng of a Prynce to wynne mennys hertys'. (1)  Throughout this chapter
the emphasis will be on the first twenty years of Henry VIll's reign. A
study of the itinerary outside these years would be fascinating but outside
the scope of this present study.

The progress is recognised as an important instrument of Tudor
government. By visiting the localities a monarch reinforced his authority
and was presented to his subjects against a background of ceremony and
ritualised splendour. It is well known that Henry VII's success in
consolidating the country after his victory at Bosworth was in large part
due to his exhaustive round of progresses., (2) As the king grew older and

the country more stable, Henry VII travelled less far afield. The
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peripatetic court was a feature of medieval life and the ‘saddle Kings' of

the early medieval period, in particular, had continued their relentless

journeys throughout the kingdom. (3) The gradual trend towards a more
settled court was already under way by the reign of Henry VI and Dr. Wolffe
has calculated that the king went on progress for an average of ninety days
a year ‘beyond his normal residences'. (4)

The development of larger and more splendid palaces in and around the

capital reflected the growth of the court as an institution. Larger royal
palaces were symbolic of the strength of the monarchy and further
encouraged a more settled way of life. Edward IV, for example, enlarged

the palace of Eltham and the great hall ‘'set a standard of architectural

magnificence that was not easily to be surpassed' whilst Henry VII's palace
of Richmond symbolised the permanence of the Tudor dynasty. (5) The same

process 1s very much in evidence during Henry VIII's reign, the greatest
royal builder of all time, and the development of Whitehall as a power base

in the 1530s encouraged the further development of the court. Thus in
many senses the link between architecture and politics is fundamental to a
complete understanding of the early Henrician court. (6)

As the court became more settled the progress was increasingly limited
to the summer months. Although the young Prince Henry ascended to a
stable and peaceful throne in 1509, the council still acknowledged the
expediency of the progress and the new king embarked on several long tours
during the early years of his reign. In 1510 the court travelled through
Hampshire and Dorset to Corfe Castle, Southampton and Salisbury. The king
stayed with several courtiers: with William Sandys at The Vyne, with Robert
Knollys, a gentleman usher, at Rotherfield Grey and with Mr., Fowler at

Malshanger. (7) The king's progress concluded at the end of September
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with jousts and tourneys at Woking. (8) In the best of medieval
traditions, the Henrician progress still provided an opportunity for the

redress of grievances. The Great Chronicle suggests that the complaints

recelved by the king while on progress in 1510 directly resulted in the

execution of Empson and Dudley. During this summer,
‘the Kyng Rood In his dysport Into certayn Cuntrees of thys land,
where beffore hym and some of his counsayll many of the commons
shewid grevous byllis and complayntis agayn dudly and Empson.' (9
The following year, 1511, witnessed a very impressive progress. The
year began with the birth of a male heir on the lst January. Henry did
not wait for Katherine to recover from the birth and set out almost

immediately on a pilgrimage to Walsingham to give thanks for a son.

Unfortunately, Prince Henry survived for only seven weeks. (10) In July
the king and queen set out on a splendid progress to the midlands with
visits to Northampton, Leicester, Coventry and Warwick. At Nottingham the

royal couple stayed at the castle, whereas at Leicester they lodged at the

abbey. (11l)

After this ambitious start the king's progresses, though extensive,
took the court less far afield; During Wolsey's ascendancy they were
confined in most years to the home counties and the south-east of England.
The progress represents no homogeneous continuum but reflected the

individual political and social circumstances of each year. Under
Wolsey's guidance the progress became a part of his diplomatic overtures

and included a joint progress with Charles V in 1522, After Charles V's
entry into London the two monarchs travelled to Windsor, having stayed at
Hampton Court, amidst a round of banquets, hunting expeditions and other
celebrations. Henry accompanied the emperor back to Winchester before the

Imperial retinue boarded their ships again at Southampton. (12)

......9_.



The period before 1530 witnessed an uneven series of progresses ranging
from the grand sweep of 1526 to the almost non-existent 'progress' of 1521
when the king alternated throughout the summer between Windsor, Woking and
Guildford, This raises the problem of definition;. what exactly was the
royal progress? The term itself has been used very loosely for the
sixteenth century. At one end of the spectrum the progress describes the
elevated festivities of the Elizabethan aée, whilst under the early Tudors
1t has been less clearly defined. Where did the king's progress finish
and the itinerant court begin? Under Henry VIII the two can be easily
confused and some writers have made no real distinction. Professor
Scarisbrick, for example, describes the court of Henry VIII as

‘essentially itinerant and for months of the year the King and his
household went on progress, circling the capital and moving from

Ampthill to Windsor, Windsor to Woking and so on'. (13)

Whether the king's court was itinerant or on progress depended not only
upon where the king stayed but also on the time of year and its overall
political significance. Henry's frequent visits to Newhall were usually
part of the itinerant court, but his stay there with the French'hostages'in
1519 was part of a grander progress calculated to impress. Contemporaries
used the word progress to denote the king's movements during the summer
months or ‘grass season' and the survival of certain ‘giests' in Henry
VIII's reign make one possible differentiation between the court on
progress and the itinerant.court clearer. (14)

Each June the king's route for the summer was published at court.
These 'glests', as they were called, detailed the king's precise location

for each day and the exact number of miles between each resting-place,

They were the result of considerable thought and calculation and the same

procedure can be traced through to Elizabeth's reign. (15) The 'giests®
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and the king's progress were inseparable to contemporaries,. In August

1521, for example, Thomas Ruthal, bishop of Durham, informed Wolsey of

events at court. The king was due to spend the night at Sir Edward
Darrell's house and to then 'procede in hys progresse accordyng to the
glsts'. (16> It is not clear who was actually responsible for drawing up
the royal 'glests', although the direction was obviously the king's own
decision.  In 1518 the king proclaimed his satisfaction with Wolsey's
'‘glests' for their dual progress to the north of England. (17> This was
an unusual step since the ‘glests' were usually prepared inside the royal
court., Later in the same year, after the king had cancelled his northern
progress, presumably because of the plague and the queen's pregnancy,
Wolsey was again asked to make out the ‘giests' for the ‘kinges surety and
my ladys'. (18)

The king's *‘gilests' were usually prepared at the court and the

description of June 1528 is more representative. Fitzwilliam's letter to

Wolsey reveals the king's interest in his summer progress. It was very
much up to Henry where he went and how long he stayed; but he was also
subjJect to the petitions of those courtiers around him. In this instance
it was Wolsey's interests which were being represented to the king.
Originally Henry had intended to go almost immediately to Ampthill (over
forty miles from London) after a brief sojourn at ‘Honysden, Hartford and
elliswhere', (19) Fitzwilliam, however, had reminded the king that Wolsey
would like to visit him whilst the court resided at Ampthill and this would
be very awkward 'by reason of the terme'. At this Henry changed his mind
- and postponed the court's visit to Ampthill

‘at which tyme, I am sure his highnesse would bee glad to have your
grace there present'. (20)

-..11....



In his letter, Fitzwilliam refers to the 'glests' enclosed. Until now

these have been considered lost, they are, however, calendared in the

Addenda volume of Letters and Papers. (21) These ‘'giests' have no year

included on them but are in Fitzwilliam's hand and begin three days after

his letter. In the event the court moved to Waltham Abbey on 16th June as
pre-arranged but thereafter the 'glests' were thrown into complete disarray

by the sweating sickness.

Few such ‘'giests' actually survive for the early Henrician period and
the 'glests' of 1528 reveal something of the process which established the
king's route. (22) The distance which the court intended to travel each

day varied from five to seventeen miles, the average for thils progress

being nine miles. The designated amount of time for each stay varied from
one night to fifteen days. On the day of the longest travelling distance

the court was due 'to dyne by the weye at a place convenient'. (23) The

'glests’ were only prepared for the king's outward journey and ended at

Ampthill, where the court was to remain 'during the kings pleasure'. When
the king's plans were finalised the actual logistical detail was based upon
local knowledge. The route was largely confined by the need for
substantial accommodation for the rest of the court and surveys were
conducted in this respect. A report on Hertford Castle, for example,
listed the repairs needed before a royal visit but concluded that there was
convenient lodging 'against the tyme that the kyngs pleasure shalbe to
logge there for any season'. (24)

Were 'giests' prepared each year? In 1521 Hall maintains that 'no
great glests' were appointed and an examination of Henry's itinerary proves
his point. (25) The king only used royal accommodation and the

correspondence between the court and Cardinal Wolsey conveys the impression
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that there was no set plan for these summer months. On 24th July, Pace
informed Wolsey that the king intended shortly to leave Windsor for

Easthampstead but in the event the court moved to Woking first. (263 It
ls likely that the king stayed close to the capital whilst Wolsey was
absent 1in France and likewise in 1527 the court remained near to London.
The precision and detail which constituted the king's 'giests’
suggests that the Henrician progress was perhaps more developed than has
hitherto been suggested. The 'glests' were eagerly awaited and their
contents quickly disseminated to the localities. Nobles unconnected with
the intended progress were still appraised of the king's intentions. In

June 1527, for example, Sir Arthur Darcy informed his father of the king's

progress for that year. The court was due to travel through Hampshire to

the bishop of Winchester's palace including a stay at The Vyne, home of

Lord Sandys. (27)

The ‘giests' provide one way of distinguishing between the court on

progress and the normally itinerant court. The main drawback is that
references to the king's 'giests' do not survive for every year. There
is, however, no mention of them outside the summer months. The distance
the court travelled was not necessarily a distinguishing factor, in some
years the king moved out as far as Woodstock and in January 1525 the court
spent some time at Ampthill, forty miles from London. (28) There is no
common model for the king's itinerary, each year was a reflection of the
individual circumstances and the plague, even in a relatively quiet year,
could easily confuse the issue.

Henry rarely stayed for more than a month in one place without some
form of a break. In the first five months of 1520, for example, the court

was mostly based at Greenwich but the stay was broken up with visits to
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Lambeth, Richmond, Windsor, Eltham and Wanstead. (29) Hygliene as well as
boredom were the main reasons for the itinerant court, The concentration

of such a large number of people in such a relatively small area made
hyglene a real problem which in turn provided a breeding ground for
disease.  The squalor behind the magnificence is renowned and the court
was forced to move on so that the palace could be made habitable again.
Before the arrival of Charles V in 1522, ﬁenry proposed to spend his Easter
at Richmond so as to allow Greenwich, where the emperor was to reside for
four nights, to be as clean as possible. In the event, Henry kept to his
word and only stayed at Greenwich for eight days before moving south to
meet the emperor. (30)

The king did not often stay in London for long periods. The

-
-

destruction of a large part of the palace of Westminster by fire in 1512
meant that in effect the king was without a London palace. (31) In 1485

Westminster had been the king's principal residence. In the early years

of Henry VIII's reign the court spent quite a lot of time at Westminster

and in 1012, for example, the king was in residence throughout the month of
February and most of March and November. (32) After 1512 the king did not
stay at Westminster again. Henry stayed at the Tower of London for the

occasional night, as on 23rd February 1510, but these visits were short and
very infrequent. (33) For nine years, therefore, from 1513 until 1522 the
king was without a suitable London residence. In 1509 the king had given
Katherine Baynard's Castle, but he rarely used this residence and his brief
stay in Aprill 10515 was exceptional. (34) Instead Henry preferred to make
use of Lambeth Palace, the home of the archbishop of Canterbury, and he

stayed there whenever business necessitated a visit to the capital.

Lambeth Palace was ideally situated just across the Thames from the palace
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of Westminster. In 1514 the court spent approximately thirty-four days at

Lambeth from 28th January until the 3rd March. This proved, however, to

be an exceptional year and during the parliament of 1515 the court remained
at Greenwich.,  When Henry made his two appearances in star chamber in
October 1519 he lodged at Lambeth Palace and paid a further two visits in

November and December of that year. (35)
The palace of Bridewell was completed in time for Charles V's visit in

1522.  The emperor was lodged at Blackfriars and a special gallery was
built to connect it to Bridewell. Despite spending over sixteen thousand
pounds on the palace, Henry still did not feel inclined to reside for long
periods in London. His stays were confined to ceremonial occasions and
business, for example, the parliament of 1523 and the legatine court of

1529. (36> Instead Henry preferred to hover on the outskirts of what is

now greater London as Table A shows.

TABLE A = Number of nights spent by the king at his favourite palaces.
Greenwich Richmond Windsor Newhall Bridewell Wanstead

1510 134 (37%) 71 (19%)

1515 233 (64%) 45 (12%) 29 (7%)
1519 164 (45%) 64 (17%) 27 (7%)
1520 142 (39%) 14 (4%) 32 (9%) 38 (10%)
1521 122 (33%) 44 (12%). 111 (30%) 15 (4% 3 QA%
1522 87 (24%) 40 (11%) 23 (6% 66 (18%) 7 Q2%
1523 114 (31%) 05 (15%) 49 (14%) 39 (11%)
- 1526 144 (39%) 20 (B%) 37 €(10%)
1529 133 (36%) 18 (5%) 45 (12%) ’ 16 (4%
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Greenwich was without question Henry's favourite residence during the
first half of his reign and 1in 1515 the court spent over two hundred and

thirty-three days at this palace. This was an exceptional year and the
amount of time that Henry spent at Greenwich fluctuated considerably. In
1522 the court spent only elghty-seven days in residence, or twenty-two per
cent of the year. Usually there was a good reason why the king avoided
the palace and in 1522 the plague was par£icu1ar1y bad near Greenwich
throughout the autumn., (37) fhe king spent the majority of the year (on
average sixty-four per cent) at just three palaces. In 1515 the

percentage rose to as much as eighty-three per cent. Af ter Greenwich,
Richmond and Windsor were traditionally the most often frequented by the

king. This changed in 1525, when Wolsey ‘gave' the king his palace of
Hampton Court and Henry's use of Richmond declined (hence the iower figures
in 1526 and 1529). (38) 1In 1520 Wanstead was favoured more than the
traditional residences of Richmond or Windsor and the king spent a total of
thirty-eight nights there. By Henry VIII's reign, therefore, the court
had become more settled around London, particularly during the law term.
This was important as far as state matters were concerned, and although the
king did not spend much time in London, he remained close at hand.

Royal palaces naturally played a fundamental role in shaping the
ltinerant court, although as Table A shows, there were considerable
variations from one year to another. With the acquisition and building of
Whitehall in the 1530s the king's sojourn at Westminster became a more
important part of his itinerary. (39) The palace of Whitehall was large
and provided the king with a magnificent palace at the heart of government.
In other words, Henry's itinerary was largely determined by his residences

and it was only when the court went on progress that this situation

_15_



changed. With the rebullding of Newhall (renamed Beaulieu in 1523) the
king visited Essex more in the 1520s. Henry purchased Newhall from Thomas
Boleyn in 1516 and after subsequent rebuilding the king acquired a palace
which was to come close, in some years, to rivalling even Richmond. The
development of Newhall is one of the most interesting, though largely
ignored, features of Henry's reign during Wolsey's ascendancy. H. M.

Colvin leaves one in no doubt - 'the rebuilding of Newhall was one of Henry

VIII's biggest works'. (40) Judged by Hall 'a costly mancion', the king
spent seventeen thousand pounds on it's construction between March 1517 and
June 1521 - indeed this represents more than the reconstruction of Richmond
by Henry VII. (41) This was reflected by its extensive use in 1522 when
the king spent more time at Newhall than at Richmond and Windsor combined
(forty and twenty-three days respectively). Newhall provided-lhe king
with a palace large enough to accommodate most of the household in comfort,

situated in a good hunting area and yet within a convenient distance of

London (about twenty-seven miles).

It is frequently argued that Henry VIII rarely stayed with his
subjects, preferring insteaa to lodge at one of his numerous manors. By
1547 the number of royal residences had risen to around sixty whereas in
1536 the figure was more like thirty with most of these concentrated in the
south—eaét. In addition the king made use of royal castles and he stayed
at more than ten during the first half of his reign. (42) Despite owning
more property thah any ﬁ;evioﬁs or subsequent monarch, Henry still enjoyed
visits to religious houses (that is, before he dissolved them) and lodging

with courtiers or noblemen. Before 1530, in particular, the evidence of
where the court lodged during the summer progress 1s especially sparse.

The privy seal did not always follow the king and thus an itinerary

-~ {7 -



constructed from grants gives a misleading impression. In March 1523 the
king travelled down to Portsmouth, but the privy seal was left behind at

Richmond. (43) The cofferer's and comptroller's accounts, however, are an
unused source and present a more detailed itinerary. The amount of time
which the king spent with noblemen, courtiers, bishops and at monasteries

fluctuated widely and is summarised in Table B.

BLE B Number of nights spent by the king outside royal palaces.

No. of nights As a % of the year.

1510 08 19%

1511 68 19%

1515 24 7%

1518 58 | 16%

1519 56 15%

1520 51 14% :
- 1521 14 4%

1522 100 27%

1523 14 4%

1525 77 21

1526 113 31%

1529 35 10%

The lowest figures for the years of Wolsey's ascendancy relate to 1521
and 1923, Just fourteen days out of the year (or four per cent). This
also provides some indication as to the amount of.time which the court
spent on progress. 1526 was the highest with a total of one hundred and

thirteen days (or thirty-one per cent) followed closely by 1522 with one

hundred days (twenty-seven per cent). The average was fifteen per cent of
the year,. Accurate figures can really only be obtained for the years
covered by the cofferer's or comptroller's accounts and the remaining years
are, at best, estimates based on the available material. These figures

also include journeys by the king outside of the summer progress but they
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make up a small percentage of the whole.
The most detailed description of an Henriclan progress before 1530 is

provided for the summer of 1526 and suggests some clue as to the nature and
importance of the early Tudor progress. During this summer the king's
Journey encompassed seven counties beginning in Surrey and travelling
through Sussex into Hampshire and then north into Wiltshire, Berkshire,
Buckinghamshire and Bedfordshire. Throuéhout the progress the emphasis
was upon meeting the prominent men of the locality, staying with noblemen
on the way and generally ‘making good cheer'. When the king entered the
county of Sussex in July i526 he was met by a delegation including the earl
of Arundel, Lord La Warre, Lord Dacre of the South and Sir David Owen who

escorted the king to Petworth. (44) Sir David Owen was sheriff and a

prominent courtier, although then in his seventies. He had just retired

as chief carver to the king after the reorganisation of the chamber in the

Eltham Ordinances. (45) Thomas West, Lord La Warre since 1525, was also

close to the king; he was one of the king's sworn servants and had been
deputed in December 1521 to wait on Henry in his privy chamber or wherever
the king might eat. (46) The court initially resided at Petworth, a manor
owned by the earl of Northumberland which nine years later was to become
royal property when the sixth earl sold it to the king. (47> The earl
himself was absent and the king was entertained by Northumberland's

officers, Upon the king's arrival the traditional exchange of gifts was

observed and the officers presented the king with six oxen and four

wethers. wWhen the court moved to Arundel Castle the earl of Arundel

‘providded a right goodly present', but Fitzwilliam was unsure of its exact

content, (48)

The progress was organised around the hunt and it was through this
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medium that the king was entertained and met the prominent men of the

county, liberally rewarding them with the spoils of the day's kill. Henry

VIII has been criticised for his love of hunting. It is well known that
he preferred the pleasures of the chase to the tedium of government, but
the king's prowess did fulfil an important political role. A report by
William Fitzwilliam, treasurer of the royal household, to Cardinal Wolsey

in August 1526 illustrates this process and deserves to be quoted in full

'In likewise hath reasorted and comme to his (the king's) said
presence, sundry gentilmen of the countrey whom his grace hath also

in suche famyllyer and loving maner entertaigned and rewarded, so00

as I suppose verrely that there is not oon gentilman whiche hathe

soo repayred unto his graces presence but that hath had of his Highnes
as well a good worde of his owne mouth spoken, as venyson of his

glift, to their singlier comfort and contentacon.' (49)

It was a great honour for those who were invited to share in the king's

hunt and these men of the shires temporarily became the king's boon

companions. The enthusiasm with which Francis I led his own hunting
expeditions is testament to the importance of this royal pastime throughout

Europe. (50) Henry's success is clearly illustrated by Fitzwilliam's
report. The ritual of the hunt was Henry's own way of communicating with
his subjects and in a form which was pleasant to both. The progress
allowed a wider group of men to take part in the king's sports and as such
is comparable with jousting and the king's other pastimes. Whereas
Jousting was open to a smaller clique based at court a larger segment of
the political nation could participate in the ritual of the hunt

Hunting removed some of the formality of court life. This was
important in that it allowed easier access to the monarch, and this in turn
opened up more opportunities for courtiers to put pressure on the king in
pursuit of grants and rewards, Cardinal Wolsey probably saw the danger of

this and from the king's point of view, too many followers could easily get
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in the way, Courtiers were therefore encouraged to participate in the
ritual of the sport but not necessarily in the actual hunt itself - as
Wolsey made clear in the Eltham Ordinances.

'Whensomever the King's grace hath gone further in walkeing, hunting,
hauking, or other disports, the most parte of the noblemen and
gentlemen of the court have used to passe with his grace, by reason
whereof, not onely the court hath been left disgarnished, but also the
King's said disports, lett, hindered, and impeached'. (51)

In future, only those of the king's choosing were to accompany him. As
Fitzwilliam makes clear, the liberal distribution of venison at the end of
the day was an honourable reward and one which played an important role in

the ‘'wider system of patronage. As numerous examples show, venison was an

integral part of the patronage process and helped to lubricate the

relationship between patron and client. (52)
Wherever the king was expected considerable sums of money were spent
on preparing his accommodation, whether i1t was a royal residence or that of

a courtier. In July 1511, for example, Henry Smith was paid for setting

up 8 new house in Sunninghill Park before the king's arrival on his summer
progress. (53) Royal manors might not be visited by the court for a
considerable time and invariably they were spruced up before a royal visit.
Likewise noblemen spent very large sums before the king's arrival. There
was also the problem of space and the need to accommodate not only one's
own household but also the king's entourage. In 1539, on a subsequent
visit to Wolfhall, Seymour ‘solved this problem by moving hls servants to a
refurbished barn while the king took over the house. (54)
Competition among noblemen was no less intense while the court was on
* progress; what might have been recreation for the king was a deadly

serious business for his subjects. Courtiers vied with one another to put

on the most lavish entertainment for their royal guest and whilst at
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Arundel in August 1526, Lord La Warre declared that he was determined to

make the king 'right greater chere'. (55) The king stayed with him at
Halnaker, near Chichester where La Warre had imparked three hundred acres
in 15617, (56) The court moved on to Downley, another residence of the
earl of Arundel, and subsequently to Warblington, home of the countess of
Salisbury. (07) The king's progress continued successfully at Winchester
where he continued to have ‘righte greate.cheer' with the earl of Arundel,
Lord La Warre, Lord Lisle and the bishop of Winchester. (58) This 1is
important since it shows that after Arundel and La Warre had done their
best to entertain the king they still continued to move with the royal
progress.

The latter part of this progress is less well documented, but it is
clear that the king stayed with the bishop of Salisbury at Ramgbury, Thomas
Lisle at Thruxton, S5ir Henry Norris at Compton, Sir Edward Seymour at
ﬁélfhall, Sir William Compton at Compton Wynyates, Sir Edmund Bray at
Edgecote and Thomas Empson at Easton Neston in September 1526. (59) The
progress effectively ended at the king's manor at Ampthill where the king
resided for sixteen days before making his way back to Greenwich via the
priory of Duns}able.

A visit by the court could be very destructive for a nobleman's manor
and estate. The Eltham Ordinances of January 1526 attempted to prevent
this damage and summarises. the common abuse of property.

‘not only lockes of doores, tables, forms, cupboards, tressells, and
other ymplements of household, be carryded, purloyned, and taken away
by such servants and others as be lodged in the same houses and places;

but also such pleasures and commodieies as they have about their

houses, that is to say, deer, fish ....(is) taken, dispoiled, wasted
and spent'. (6O

In an attempt to rectify the situation Wolsey decreed that gentlemen ushers
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should make notes on the fittings of a manor in advance of the court's

arrival. Each year the king gave 'compensation’ for such acts of

vandalism and general wear and tear as well as other necessaries spent on
the king's journey. The amounts varied from 20s. in 6 = 7 Henry VIII to

£8.2s5.8d, in 13 - 14 Henry VIII. (61) Wolsey's regulations appear to have
been only partially successful, the amount paid out after the progress of
1526 was £8.1s; althouéh it should be re;embered that this progress was
one of the longest of Wolsey's ascendancy. (62)

During Wolsey's ascendancy, the court's visit to Penshurst 1s the most
frequently quoted, not only because of the documentation (a letter from

Richard Pace is calendared in Letters and Papers) but also because of the

subsequent fate of the duke of Buckingham. There can be little doubt as
to the lavish nature of the king's reception. Richard Pace reporting from

Penshurst declared that Buckingham made the king ‘'excellent chere' although

the exact nature of this is not made clear. (63) Dr. Rawcliffe has

calculated from a summary of the duke's household accounts that he spent
one thousand five hundred pounds on the king's visit. (64) Professor
Harris has likewise noticed the very substantial increase in Buckingham's
expenditure but in her analysis interprets this rise in terms of a
‘convergence of factors' including his daughter's dowry and his son's
wedding in 1519, (65) In any case what becomes clear is the sheer effort
and financial strain which.the king's visit imposed - though perhaps Dr.
Rawcliffe exaggerates her financial estimate.

Historians, with the benefit of hindsight, have been quick to point to
the inherent danger of such aristocratic display and interpret this episode

in terms of the duke's eventual destruction. Dr. Rawcliffe believes that

Buckingham's entertainment 'conveyed an exaggerated impression of wealth
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and power' and goes on to call this 'one of a number of ill considered
actions'. (66> More recent scholarship has tended to play down the

significance of the king's visit, Dr. Bernard argues that Buckingham's

fall was very swift and that long term factors do not need consideration.
(67) Likewise Professor Harris ignores the king's visit as a factor in
Buckingham's execution. (68) There is no evidence that Henry VIII was
displeased with Buckingham's lavish enter;ainment, on the contrary,
circumstantial evidence indicates that it was very appropriate for the
occasion,

The 1519 summer progress should be seen in its proper perspective.
The court's sojourn at Penshurst was only one among several such visits to

noblemen, though probably the most elaborate. The presence of the four

i

French 'hostages' at the court throughout 1519 gave aufresh iméetus to the
king's revels. In the words of Hall, Henry ‘'vsed familiarly these four

hostages' and they accompanied the court to Penshurst. (69) The king had
previously stayed with Sir John Ernley, Sir Richard Corvet, Lord Burgavenny

and the duke of Norfolk at Chesworth, near Horsham. (70) The queen was
also involved, she invited Henry and the 'hostages' to her manor of
Havering~at-Bower in Essex where the festivities continued, ‘and for ther
welcomyng she purueyed all thynges in the most liberallest maner'. (71)
This included a 'sumpteous banket' whilst the king entertained his French
guestis in a daily round of hunting and shooting. Thus the royal progress
of 1513 should be seen as another form of display. The climax of the
summer progress came at the king's manor of Newhall where the king put on
an impressive mask costing over two hundred and seven pounds. (72)

What was the political significance of the king's visit? Was it a

sign of favour or an indication that a nobleman/courtier possessed an
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impressive house or that it provided a convenient resting place? In

essence all three factors at some point played a role. The vislit to

Penshurst was a one-off and its political importance has been
exaggerated.In any case, Buckingham's extravagant entertainment did not
save him from the king's wrath in October of the same year. (73)
Buckingham had illegally retained Sir William Bulmer, knight of the body to
the king, and Henry considered this a grievous insult to his honour. He

swore that

'he would none of his servauntes should hang on another mannes
sleue and that he was as wel able to maintain him as the duke of
Buckingham'., (74)
Dr. Rawcliffe, however, suggests that the duke expected far worse, even
death; so perhaps his efforts in the summer were not totally in vain. (75)
The splendour and size of a courtier's house was one of the foremost

considerations which determined the king's ‘'‘giests'. The close proximity

of good hunting grounds was also a crucial factor, Household officlals

were sent into the county of the intended progress to find suitable
accommodation. Leland described Horeham Hall, home of Sir John Cutte and
host to the king in 1522, as a 'very sumptuous house'. (76) The king
visited Elsings, the palatial home of Sir Thomas Lavell, more frequently
than any other residence belonging to a lay subject. Colvin has
established that there was no royal manor at Enfield during the first half
of Henry's reign and instead the king stayed with Lovell whenever he
visited the town. (77) A survey of all the available evidence confirms
this view and there is no mention of a royal manor at Enfield. Foreign
visitors were invariably housed at Sir Thomas Lovell's mansion. In August

1521 the French ‘'hostages' were sent to Elsings, ostensibly to avoid the

plague, and Queen Margaret of Scotland was entertained there in 1516. (78)
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As treasurer of the household, Lovell played an important role in Wolsey's
administration but perhaps it was the splendour of Elsings coupled with

it's convenient location which most attracted the king. The inventory of
1524, produced after Lovell's death in May, is proof of the size of the
mansion and indicates that a special suite of six rooms was reserved for
the king and queen. These included the queen's privy chamber and the
king's withdrawing chamber. (79) Elsings was clearly built with the
intention of entertaining the king and Henry VII visited the mansion in May
1498, (80) This facility made a royal visit less awkward and less
disruptive for the Lovell household. After Lovell's death in 1524, Henry
continued to pay visits to the mansion and its new owner, Lord Ros, who was
granted an earldom by the king in June 1525. i
As Appendix II shows, the king almost invariably stayed with elther a

nobleman or a servant of the crown. Only two of the courtiers were

gentlemen of the privy chamber, Nicholas Carew and Henry Norris, and the

majority were men sworn to the chamber but not in wages. (81)
Nevertheless, they were all held high in the king's favour and he returned
regularly to the same courtiers. Sir Giles Capel of Berwick, in Essex,
entertained the court in 1515, 1519 and 1527. He started giving New
Year's gifts to the king in 1516 and was a regular jouster until 1520.

Giles Capel was not a member of the privy chamber, nor did he hold any paid
position in the chamber. ‘He was, however, clearly in the inner circle at

court and well favoured by the king. Capel is only one of a number of
examples and Henry visited at least twelve men who had joined him in the
" tilt yard. (82) It is significant that Henry paid a visit to Mary Cary

(neé Boleyn) at Buckingham during his progress of 1529.  Her husband,

William, had died in July 1528 and his young son, Henry, had inherited his
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father's estates. (83)
Some progresses, like that of 1526, were dominated by visits to

noblemen, whilst the progress after the Field of Cloth of Gold was
associated with those in the inner court circle. Hunting dominated the
proceedings to the extent 'that the king turned the sport of hunting into a
martyrdom'. (84) Richard Pace could find little othe; newsworthy of
Wolsey's attention, but it is useful to e#amine in detall those who played
host to the king. By 1520 Sir Edward Darrell was fifty-four with a long
career of loyal service to the king and queen; he had served as a knight of
the body to the king early in the reign and since 1517 had held the of fice
of vice-chamberlain to the queen. (85) Henry Norris of Yattendon, was
close to the king, a gentleman of the privy chamber, and was tq achleve
prominence later in the decade as groom of the stool., (86) Less
information survives for Sir Edmund Tamé; who had built a 'fair mansion' at
Fairford and was sworn to the king's service as knight of the body. (87)
The king's visit to Wolfhall in 1520 was hosted by Sir John Seymour also a
knight of the body., (88) John Seymour did not die until 1536 but his son,
Edward, was advancing rapidly in Henry's favour throughout the 1520s.
Edward who was sworn to the household by 1524 and  was one of the rising
young gentlemen of the inner court circle who had featured prominently in
the jousts of December 1524, In 1525 he became master of the horse to the
duke of Richmond. (89) These men all owned impressive houses and it 1is no
coincidence that they all came from the court circle. This also reflected
the nature of this particular progress; it was a relaxed affair which the
king used to unwind after the negotiations and effort of the Field of Cloth

of Gold.

The king also paid frequent visits to courtiers and noblemen to dine
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with them. Whilst the king and queen were staying at Greenwich in January
1519, they visited Charleton on the 25th and dined with the duke of Norfolk
at Lambeth on the following day. (90) The amount of distance covered by
the king should not be underestimated. In December 1918 Henry dined at
Stone Castle, home of Sir Robert Wingfield, on his way from Eltham to
Greenwich. (91) When Charles V visited London in June 1522, the king and
emperor dined with the duke of Suffolk at Southwark and hunted in the
adjacent park. (92)

It was considered a great honour for a courtier or nobleman to be
visited by the king and to entertain him at his house. Some men who the
king stayed with were just courtiers, like Nicholas Carew, whilst others
held important positions in government. The duke of Norfolk was the lord
treasurer, Sir John Ernley was the attorney general and Sir Th;mas Lovell
hadignjoyed a notable career under the Tudors; he was treasurer of the
household under both Henry VII and Henry VIII. Sir Henry Marney was
chancellor ot the duchy of Lancaster and at court was both vice-chamberlain
and captain of the guard. In 1523 he was promoted to lord privy seal and
created Baron Marney six weeks before his death. (893) Sir John Cutte, of
Horeham Hall in Essex, was the under—treasurer of. England. The noblemen
who were honoured by the king's presence were all participants in court
ceremonial and most had strong connections with the court. Lord Sandys,
who was visited by the king at The Vyne in 1526, had been made lord
chamberlain earlier in the same year. Thomas Manners, Lord Ros and earl
of Rutland in 1525, was appointed to act as a cupbearer at court in

- December 1521 and jousted with the king on several occasions during the

1520s. (94) Henry visited Lord Burgavenny at Birling twice in 1513 and

1515 and at Mereworth in 1519. (95) This reflected the king's favour in
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the 1510s. Burgavenny received lodging and daily liveries at the court in
1519, an honour reserved only for those closest to the king. (96) At the

same time Birling was obviously one of the king's favoured manors and
during Burgavenny's period of disgrace in the early 1520s, he was forced to

sell the manor to Henry. (97) Henry continued to visit the manor while
under royal control, as in September 1527, (98) Burgavenny was allowed to

buy back the manor in 1530. (99)

This represents only one of a number of transactions between the king
and his nobility with regard to their property. During Wolsey's
ascendancy the king purchased Newhall from Thomas Boleyn in 1516, Ampthill
in 1524, Hunsdon from the duke of Norfolk in 1525 and Grafton from the
marquis of Dorset in 1526/7. (100 In the case of Grafton it 1s clear
that the process had already begun by 28th May 1525 when Dorset agreed to

grant the king this manor before Christmas. (101) Henry first stayed at

Grafton in September 1526 and repairs had already been carried out before
the king's visit, In February of this year instructions had been sent to
Sir Thomas More, chancellor of the duchy of Lancaster, and to Edmund
Knightly, attorney general, for the repair of the manor. (102) The 1525
agreement was annulled and a new agreement was made on 28th June 1527,
Henry's birthday, and in November 1528. (103) On two occasions the king
bought a manor after paying a visit to the place in the 1520s. Henry was
entertained at Hunsdon by the duke of Norfolk in February 1521 and then
bought the manor from his son. (104) The king also paid a visit to Gir
Thomas Boleyn at Newhall in June 1515 and in the following February the
treasurer of the chamber paid Boleyn one thousand pounds for this manor.
(105) During the second half of Henry's reign Miss Miller has highlighted

a similar process in regard to Lord La Warre in 1538 and Lord Windsor some
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three years later. They offered hospitality to the king and in the words
of one historian, they 'were shortly induced to give up to the king the

very houses in which they had done their best to entertain him', (l06)

Of more interest politically were the king's impromptu visits to
courtiers or noblemen outside of the summer months and, therefore, not
forming part of a larger progress. The king rarely stayed for long and
most of the household was left behind at one of the larger palaces.

During Elizabeth's reign it was common for the queen to visit the house of
a favoured courtier in the spring. (107) Similar examples can be found
under Henry VIII and in such cases it was the owner, rather than the house,
that was more important. On several occasions Nicholas Carew, a member of
the privy chamber, entertained the king at Beddington Place, near Croydoen
and the royal visit in February 1519 has left most documentation, (108)

It is probable that most of the court was left at Greenwich with the privy

seal and that only a small number of boon companions and household officers

attended the king. (109) The young earl of Devonshire accompanied the
king on the five day royal visit and his accounts reveal nightly gambling.
(110) This was the first time that the king had been entertained by one
of his *minions' but Carew's hospitality was no match for Wolsey's
persuasive tongue and he along with the other 'minions' was expelled from
the privy chamber three months later.

Under somewhat different circumstances the king stayed at Beddington
Place in November 1528. Henry had been advised by his councillors, that
if he continued 'to give rein to his passion' it would be better for him to
reside outside London where he would be less open to slander. The king

took thelr advice and moved to a house 'five miles' from where Anne Boleyn

was living. (111> The ambassador's report does not specify where Henry
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stayed but the cofferer's accounts for this year are quite unambiguous.
(112) The king stayed with Nicholas Carew at Beddington Place until Anne

persuaded him to return to London because she wanted a quick divorce.

More perplexing is the king's visit to Quarrendon for two days in May
1921. It is probable that Henry stayed at Sir Robert Lee's mansion, ‘a
goodly house with goodly orchards and a parke' and the only suitable
accommodation in the vicinity. Henry VII had visited the house on several
occasions in 1493 as the guest of Robert's father, Sir Richard Lee. (113)
The king made a deliberate effort to visit Quarrendon and it represented
the court's destination rather than a convenient resting place in a larger
progress. The existence of a 'parke' suggests that hunting was one of the
main attractions. A man named Robert Lee held a position in ghe wafery in
the royal household as early as 1509 and was still in the same position in
1524, (114) Lee was a common name, but if it was the same person it is of
great interest and indicates that a position in the household 'below
stairs' could be of more political significance than historians often
suggest. He started giving New Year's gifts to the king by 15238 at the
latest. Sir Robert Lee was an important man in his county, he appeared on
several commissions of the peace and the king 'pricked' him to be sheriff
in 1522. (115) The distance which the king was prepared to travel implies
that Robert Lee was more important than other evidence would suggest.

Henry rarely stayed for more than a few days with & courtier or a
nobleman, five days was usually the uppermost limit, and the malin reason
was the lack of space. The king and his court resided for longer periods
at ecclesiastical palaces and other religious houses. Monasteries

featured prominently on the king's progress. They were expected to

provide hospitality and during the medieval period religious institutions
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were the only dwellings of sufficient size and prestige to accommodate the
king and his court. It has been said of Henry VI, that his iltinerary was

‘determined by the monastic geography of England'. (116) The financial
crisis of 1433-34 forced the court of Henry VI to spend over four months at
the monastery of Bury St. Edmunds. (117) On occasions Henry V11l was
likewlise forced to take refuge at monasteries but the reason was usually
Henry's fear of the plague. In 1518, for example, the court was forced to
spend more than three weeks at the abbey of Abingdon during the Easter
festivities. Due to a shortage of room and ‘'horsemeat', the king had
wished to return to Greenwich but the presence of the plague, close to
London, prevented this. Instead the king was forced to remain at Abingdon
'though itt schalbe to hys grace payne considerynge the scarsnesse of the
countrye here'. (118)

In more auspicious times the king's stay was more enjoyable and he
frequently returned to some of his favourite monasteries. The Benedictine
abbey of Reading was held high in the king's regard and in 1518, Pace
reported to Wolsey that the abbot 'haith made to the (King's) grace and all
hys seruants goodde chere'. (119) There was also a certain personal
element and several abbots participated in court ceremony. The abbot of
Reading, for example, possessed a house in London and exchanged New Year's
gifts with the king. (120> The court did not stay at the abbey of 5t.
Albans until Wolsey became-abbot in 1521 and thereafter became a frequent
visitor. During the king's progresses further afield he was often
entertained at monasteries. The best example of this was in 1510 when the
court stayed at ten monasteries during the course of the progress,

Certain monasteries were favoured by the king and he paid frequent return

visits, for example, to Woburn abbey and the priory of Dunstable. (121)
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During his progress the king stayed at the homes of courtiers and
noblemen more than has hitherto been suggested. Whilst this did not reach

the same degree as Queen Elizabeth I it was still an important feature of
Henry VII1's progress. Whereas in some years the king did not visit any
noblemen or courtiers, usually when the plague was at its most severe, in
other years Henry stayed with a number of men, who were closely associated
with the court., Although the king acquired more property in the 1530s,
the same process was continued, if not accentuated. (122) The dissolution
of the monasteries was very important in this context. It removed one
source of hospitality but at the same time encouraged a revival of building
amongst courtiers. Dissolved monasteries were bought by leading courtlers
who converted them into impressive residences. Sir Philip Hoby acquired
Bisham Abbey, where the king had stayed on several occasions during his

progresses. Lord William Sandys exchanged some of his own property for

Mottisford Abbey. (123) Monasteries in convenient locations, such as

Dartford, Dunstable, Reading, Rochester, St. Albans and Syon House were
retained by the crown. (124)

The king often stayed at episcopal residences. His use of Lambeth
Palace has already been discussed and there were several other palaces
which the king frequently visited. Bishops owned a number of impressive
palaces and manors. By the late 1520s the archbishop of Canterbury owned
twenty-one houses and it is only in recent years that the splendour of
Otford has been appreciated by architectural historians. (125)  The king
stayed at episcopal palaces because they were large and could accommodate
the court. When the king travelled to Dover in 1520 and 1522 he stayed at
the episcopal palaces of Otford, Charing, Canterbury and Rochester.

Bishops Waltham, owned by Richard Fox, bishop of Winchester, was one of the
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king's favourite residences and he stayed there whenever he travelled down
to Winchester. The king stayed with Wolsey, or at one of his residences,
nearly every year after 1510. The significance of this will be considered

in more detail in Chapter 6.

The reception of the king and his entourage by the host - whether
nobleman, abbot or city corporation - was the occasion for elaborate
ceremony and display. The work of Dr. Holt has illustrated the
significance and impact of the royal entry which she argues was based on
‘clearly established patterns of actions and behaviour'. (126) The
ritual of the medieval royal entry was continued throughout the first half
of Henry QIII'S reign and only the course of the Reformation altered some
of it's religious aspects. (127) Some entries were obviously more
spectacular than others, especially if a political point was being made, as
in York in 1541, but whenever the king entered a town a grand reception was

laid on for the royal party. (128) This elevated the king's journeys to

the south coast, in particular to Dover, é&uthamptcn and Portsmouth, into
grand progresses. Emphasis has been placed on one or two royal entries
during Wolsey's ascendancy, for example, Charles V's entry into London in
1622, where contemporary descriptions are more readily available; but to
ignore Henry's more common entries would be to miss an important point.
The accounts of city corporations in local record offices are an under-used
source and help to place the Henrician progress into its proper context.
(129)

All royal entries were based around a common ritual. The king and
his entourage were received by the mayor and other civic dignitaries

outside the town and the two parties merged to form a procession which

culminated at the cathedral. After making an offering at the church the
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king was escorted to his lodging and the ritualised exchange of glifts took
place. If the entry was of sufficient importance a range of pageantis were

devised: as in Charles V's entry to London, but they were not the exclusive
preserve of state occasions. When the court was received by the city of
Coventry in 1511 the king and queen were entertained by three pageants

‘one at Jordan well, with the 9 orders of Angells. Another at
Broadgate with divers beautifull Damsells. Another at the Cross
Cheeping with a goodly Stage Play, and so passed forth and were
received into the Priory'. (13O

Royal visits to some cities were more frequent than to others but the
preparation was still costly on each occasion. The route for the royal
procession had to be prepared and in 1522 this involved

' thexpens of caryage of sands for the stretes ayents the Emperour
and Kyng coming to the citie. 30s. 7d'. (131)

The same ceremonial welcome was also reserved for other dignitaries when,

for example, Wolsey passed through Canterbury after the Field of Cloth of
Gold in 1520, a canopy was used to escort him through the city. (132)

The ritualised exchange of gifts was a feature of every progress; not
only when visiting courtiers and noblemen, but also when the host was a
city corporation. The size of the gift was frequently a reflection of the
political situation and during the king's visit to York in 1541, for
example, Henry was presented with twenty fat oxen and one hundred fat
mutton. (133) When Katherine of Aragon first visited Canterbury she was
presented with a silver gilt cup and thirteen pounds in new gold nobles.
(134) Gifts were also presented to other important visitors: Wolsey was
given twelvé capons during his visit to Canterbury in 1527 and the king's
servants likewise were rewarded. (135) 1In 1513 whilst on the way to
France, the lord steward, the lord chamberlain and Thomas Boleyn all

received presents while staying at the Checker Inn at Canterbury. (136)
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Disease, or rather Henry's fear of disease, was one of the biggest
influences upon the court's itinerary and the progress, In most years it

was the plague which affected the court, but other diseases could also have
a profound effect. (137) The sweating sickness of 1517 and 1528 was the
most disastrous and the cause of the epidemic has remained a mystery to
doctors and historlsns alike. It struck only five times in England - in
1485, 1508, 1517, 1528 and 1551 - and has-hot reappeared since. Theories
as to its cause have been wide-rangingland include Professor Patrick's
belief that it was not an infectious disease but rather the result of mass
food poisoning by a fungus or some other contamination of cereals! (138)
Current medical opinion suggests that it was probably an influenza virus.
(139)

What is clear, however, is the effect of the sweatiﬁg sickness; during

the autumn of 1517 and summer of 1528 the king made every effort to isolate
himself from his subjects contrary to the very spirit of thefprogress. In
both years the king disbanded his household and fled with a few attendants
from one refuge to another in search of safety. Naturally the ‘'glests®
were completely abandoned and as Hall writes, after the jousts of June
1517,

‘the king appointed his gestes for his pastyme this Sommer, but

sodeinly there came a plague of sickenes, called sw