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SUMMARY

This study of the relationship between the City of London and the
Crown 1in the reigns of Edward VI and Mary brings together the
results of original research, based principally on the records of
the City Corporation, the City livery companies and the central
government, and the work of other historians of sixteenth
century London, in particular G D Ramsay, S Rappaport, S Brigden,
and I Archer. It examines the interaction between the central and
civic governments in a number of areas of mutual concern:
finance, overseas and internal trade, taxation, war and
rebellion, high politics, patronage and pageantry. In the course
of the study an attempt is made to trace the development of the
City as a financial centre, to explore 1its role in relation to
the royal debt and to analyse the reasons for the withdrawal and
the subsequent restoration of Hanseatic privileges in England.
Other issues used to illustrate the liaison between the state and
the capital in the mid-sixteenth century include the chantry
legislation of 1548, the rebellions of 1549 and 1554, the coups
d’etat of 1549 and 1553, and the pageantry provided by the City
for Edward VI, Mary and Philip II. The conclusion reached is
that, although the Crown had particular need of the capital at
this period, both financially, in relation to taxation and to the
royal debt, and politically, to validate its regime and to
enforce its policies, the relationship was not one-sided. The
City establishment continued to require central government
support to legitimise its rule, to further the trade of its
merchants, to ensure adequate supplies of commodities in the
capital and, most importantly, to retain its liberties and
privileges.

vii



CHAPTER ONE : INTRODUCTION — MID-SIXTEENTH CENTURY LONDON

1. Historiography

Inter nobiles urbes orbis, quas fama celebrat, civitas Londonia,
regni Anglorum sedes, una est quae famam sui latius diffundit,
opes et merces longius transmittit, caput altius extollit
(William FitzStephen, 1174, quoted by J Stow A _Survey of london
ed. C Kingsford Oxford 1908 II 218)

The national pre—em;pence of London has long been recognised.
However, until recently, its historiography has been
surprisingly deficient. Despite the burgeoning of urban studies
in the 1960s and early 1970s, London’s role in the early modern
period remained neglected, mentioned mainly as an exception to
the national rule (1). Although academic contributions were made
on individual aspects of the City’s life and government (2),
students of sixteenth century London were forced to rely largely
on general, and often out—-dated, histories of the capital and its
institutions (3), or to project forward or backward from recent
research on the medieval and seventeenth century City (4). There
was no comprehensive bibliography for early modern London. The
handful of excellent articles on sixteenth century economic and
social history (5) only served to point out the enormous
potential for more substantial study. It seemed that the sheer
volume and complexity of primary sources for london at this

period inhibited researchers.

This situation was to change in the late 1970s and 1980s, which
witnessed a plethora of scholarly activity into Tudor London. In
the second half df the 1970s, the detailed work of G D Ramsay
illuminated the capital’s role in international trade and

politics, as well as examining internal industrial relations (8),



whilst Frank Freeman Foster opened the subject of Elizabethan
civic government to debate (7). Meanwhile, a group of doctorai
scholars entered the field, producing pioneering studies on
London’s social, economic, religious and political development in
the sixteenth century (8). Much of this work was subsequently to
be published (9). It represents, individually and collectively,
an impressive achievement, both in terms of coverage and of
historical scholarship. It has provided a much fuller picture of
the Tudor capital than available previously, despite its tendency
to divorce political from social and economic history and its
preoccupation with the “stability debate” (10). In the 1980s and
1990s, further publications have appeared on various aspects of
London’s social economic and demographic history, notably the
compilation volume edited by Beier and Finlay (11), and Vanessa
Harding’s helpful summary of recent work on the vexed question of

early modern London’s size and population (12).

The richness of its recent historiography should not obscure the
need for further research into Tudor London. The results of this
newly published work provide the opportunity to re-examine
specific aspects of London’s history from a wider perspective
than has been possible in the past and should prove a stimulus to
further study, whilst a number of gaps in the capital’s history
still remain.  This thesis aims to fill one such deficiency,
examining the relationship between the City and the Crown in the
reigns of Edward VI and Mary, and building on the foundations
laid by recent research in the social, economic and political
spheres (13). Although the period is brief, spanning only eleven
years, it deserves detailed treatment. Despite the elements of

continuity present in the reigns of Edward VI and Mary, the



central government, with a boy and then a woman at its head,
presided over substantial changes in economics, politics and
religion, and withstood the threats of two major rebellions and
two coups d’etat. Meanwhile, the capital was undergoing a gradual
transformation into an international financial .centre, whilst
its rulers were attempting to come to terms with the problems of
population growth, vagrancy and poverty, and trade fluctuation
and economic slump. It is hoped that, by examining the
relationship between City and Crown at this period in seve;al
areas of mutual concern - finance, overseas and internal trade,
taxation, high politics, patronage and pageantry — and bringing
together the results of original research and the recent work of
other historians, it will be possible to illuminate the role
played by the capital on the national stage and to assess the
significance of the interaction between the two. In doing so, it
has been necessary to exclude or condense a number of topics,
both in order to keep the project within reasonable bounds and to
avoid duplication. References to the effects of the religious
changes and rebellions have, for example, been kept brief. Nor
has there been any attempt to enter into the stability debate or
the controversy over the economic impact of the coinage
manipulation. Readers are referred to existing scholarship in

such instances.
2. Primary sources

There is an abundance of primary sources, both civic and central,
for a study of the period. The series of minutes (or Repertories)
of the Court of Aldermen, of Journals of the Court of Common

Council and of City Letter Books, which reproduce extracts from
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the Repertories and Journals, are complete. These are
supplemented by a range of livery company account books, whicﬁ
survive for the majority of the Twelve Great Companies and a
number of the lesser ones. The central government records at
the Public Record Office, Chancery lane, include étate papers,
domestic and foreign, Exchequer accounts and Chancery
proceedings. These are amplified by manuscripts at the British
Library and Hatfield House, and a number of contemporary
chronicles (14) and observers® comments, most notably those of
the Imperial and Venetian ambassadors (15). Whilst allowances
must be made Tfor bias and misinformation, these personal
observations help to flesh out the dry bones of the official
records. The survival of a couple of merchants’ account books

(16) provides insight into the activities of two prominent

London traders.

Nevertheless, there remain some surprising gaps in the evidence.
There are no extant civic accounts for the period (17), nor any
records from the City law courts. Those documents which do
survive, moreover, are often frustrating for their omissions and
brevity. The Rebertories and Journals make no mention, for
example, of the company allocations for raising troops against
Wyatt, whifst a number of controversies which were brought before
the Court of Aldermen, such as those concerning company
ordinances, are mentioned on their initial hearing but disappear
from the record before resolution was reached. Motivation and
mood 'are also difficult to discover from formal phrases such as
| "after long debatement” which frequently occur in the official
record. In addition, few livery company minute books or

supplementary records survive to augment the company accounts at



this period.

There are also gaps and omissions in the central government
series, including customs accounts, tellers’ rolls, foreign
accounts and star chamber proceedings. It is difficult, for
example, to be certain whether some of the loans requested by
the Crown from the citizens were, indeed, collected and paid into
the Exchequer because of the absence of tellers’® rolls and views
of account (18). Nor is it possible to calculate the relative
quantities of imports and expérts because of deficiencies in the
mid-Tudor customs records (18). The absence of archival material
of the national Society of Merchant Adventurers also leaves a
serious lacuna in our knowledge of overseas trade and
international relations, only partly filled by the records
surviving from provincial adventurers’ societies (20). The
records of the Hanseatic kontors have suffered a similar fate;
they are widely dispersed and apparently disappointing. The
detailed calendar of relevant material at Cologne (21) has been
used to some advantage in this study. However, no attempt has
been made to exploit original Hanseatic archives, either at
Cologne or elsewhere, through lack of time and opportunity. They

would doubtless repay future examination in spite of their

deficiencies.

Despite shortcomings in the evidence, the historian of mid-
sixteenth century London is in a fortunate position with regard
to both primary and secondary sources. It is the interpretation
of these well-known and frequently cited records, rather than the
discovery of new ones, which continues to pose the challenge to

the scholar.



3. Context: mid-sixteenth century London

Before examining the particular circumstances of the 1540s and
15508 which had a bearing on the relationship between City and
Crown, the study must be placed in context. The section which
follows will therefore attempt to summarise existing knowledge of
the size, population, government and national significance of the

capital which forms the subject of this thesis.

a Size and population

The expansion of London within and beyond the walls is the most
salient feature of the City’s history in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries. The rapidity with which buildings were
shooting up and the speedy increase of population are chronicled
in the literature of the time and in the works of contemporary
historians; they are also delineated in the unrivalled series of
maps (V Pearl London and the Outbreak of the Puritan Revolution
Oxford 1961 9)

To contemporaries, the outstanding features' of mid-sixteenth
century London must have been its rapidly expanding population,
its apparent wealth, founded chiefly on its international trade,
and the opportunities which it therefore offered for personal
advancement. As has been pointed out elsewhere (22), it is no
coincidence that the rags-to-riches legend of Dick Whittington
dates from the sixteenth century. It is certain that large
numbers of provincials made their way to the capital, no doubt
hoping to share in its prosperity and prestige (23). It was this
influx, together with the immigration of a substantial number of
politicai and religious refugees from abroad (24), which were
responsible for the population increase of Tudor London and which
had two major, if contradictory, consequences for the civic

government . On the positive side, the influx provided for the



constant renewal of the pool of talent and resources and
prevented the natural consequences of high mortality and loQ
birth rates. However, the ever—increasing population posed
considerable problems for the City’s rulers, both in ensuring the
continued adequate supply of essential commodities and in
securing the maintenance of order within, and immediately
outside, the city walls, particularly as vagrants and masterless
men formed a significﬁnt proportion of the newcomers. Poverty was
undoubtedly a serious problem in the metropolis, although its
extent and impact is disputed. Indeed, the question of the
maintenance of stability in the capital under these circumstances

has been the subject of much recent research and debate (25).

It is important to provide a geographical definition of sixteenth
ceptury London. In this thesis, the term “London" will be wused
to refer to the City of lLondon rather than to the whole urban
area. The external boundaries of the City had remained static
since the middle ages and included the area immediately outside
the city walls. This was the extent of the jurisdiction of the
Mayor and Aldermen of London. However, their effectiveness as
governors was limited by the continuing presénce within the City
boundaries of liberties exempt from their control, most notably
that of St Martin Le Grand. Henry VIII had deliberately
perpetuated this apparent anomaly after the Reformation,
unwilling to part with the franchises and temporal jurisdictions
of the former religious houses, which had been vested in the

Crown by an Act of 1540, unless the City made it worth his while
to abolish them (26). In the event, the liberties remained ihtact
during the following reigns, and continued to be a source of some

irritation to the City rulers.
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In constrast, the City’s governors and the central governmenf
shared concern over the effects of the growth of the City’s
suburbs (27)., In the late sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries this anxiety was to escalate as the built-up area
expanded and to prompt the Stuart kings to offer the City
Corporation the chance to govern the whole metropolitan area, a
chance which the City, perhaps short-sightedly, declined (28).
How far had this phenomenon occurred by the mid—-sixteenth century
? It is extremely difficult to be precise about the extent of
building and about the number of people living outside the City
boundaries in the 1550s. However, Rappaport is unwise to.rely too
heavily on a contemporary map (Braun and Hogenberg) and evidence
from livery company quarterage lists to conclude that the
populated area outside the City was of little significance in
the 1550s (29). Apart from the dangers inherent in depending on
the accuracy of sixteenth century cartographers and on the
representativeness of lists of subscribing company members, who
by definition did not include non-citizens living in the suburbs,
this would seem to be contradicted by other written evidence. By
the reign of Henry VIII, the City livery companies had begun to
seek powers of search within a two mile radius of the City, a
priQilege which they were granted, over non-Englishmen at least,
by an Act of 1523-4 (30). Contemporary accounts show that the
companies were not alone in their anxiety about the effects of
surburban growth. Stow may have been writing almost fifty years
later (1598) by which time the major expansion which was to
continue throughout the following century was well under way;
however, it is clear from his account that much building in the

suburbs had taken place before this date (31).- Moreover, the



population figures calculated by Finlay and Shearer estimate that
in 1560, only two years into Elizabeth’s reign, at least 27% of
the population of the metropolis lived in the suburbs, of which
two thirds resided north of the river (32). Indeed, whilst the
expansion of Southwark, over the bridge from but not originally
under the control of the City, was the cause of much concern, it
was not the only suburb to feature in the records. Other areas
mentioned include Clerkenwell, Ratcliff and Shoreditch. Many of
these had been populated since the middle ages, but they had
remained outside the City’s jurisdiction and had begun to
accommodate much additional development in the sixteenth qentury
(33). It was in these areas, as well as in the liberties
mentioned above, that a large number of immigrants both from
abroad ("aliens" or "strangers") and native Englishmen who were
not citizens of London ("foreigners”) settled to enjoy the
opportunities of metropolitan life largely free of the burdens

and restrictions imposed on citizens (34).

The problem posed by Southwark, the principal resort for those
fleeing or seeking exemption from the City’s jurisdiction, was
not fully resolved by the City’'s formal acquisition of the
borough' from Edward III. Its political absorption into the City
in 1550, as Bridge Ward Without, on the purchase of the lordships
of the royal manors there, represented a further attempt by the
City Corporation to gain control of this troublesome borough at a
time when suburban development appeared as an increasing threat
to its jdrisdiction. This aim coincided with the King’s advisors®
desire to realise royal assets by the sale of crown lands and
privileges (35). Unlike their seventeenth century successors,

the City’s rulers seized the opportunity to expand in order to



confront the problem rather than merely to conserve their powers
within existing limits (36). Westminster was a city in its owh
right with its own government (the High Steward and Court of
Burgesses) and constitution, while the area between the two
cities on the north bank of the Thames had become largely
infilled by the sixteenth century, comprising a combination of
parishes and inns of court and other 1liberties (37).
Nevertheless, contemporaries would have made a clear distinction
between the two cities, however closely linked. To stress that
Parliament and the Central law courts were technically outside

"London" is more than mere pedantry.

If it is hard to define the precise limits of the mid-sixteenth
century metropolis, it 1is harder still to quantify its
population. However, the recent work of several demographic
historians provides an indication of the relative size of its
resident population at various points in the sixteenth century,
both in the City and in the wider urban area. It is unfortunate
that their figures at times conflate or confuse the two (38).
Nevertheless, they serve as useful guidelines. In 1560, for
example, Finlay and Shearer estimate that there were
approximately 80,000 living in the City ’within and without the
walls', 20,000 in the suburbs north of the river and 10,000 to
the south (i.e. 110,000 in the whole urban area) (39). In 1550
they calculate that the population of the metropolis represented
4% of the total population of England, rising to 4.9% by 1600
(40). However approximate, it is worth bearing these figures in
mind when considering the problems faced and opportunities
offered by the capital during the mid-sixteenth century. Although

the major expansion of the urban area took place after our

10



period, the sheer size of lLondon and its suburbs in comparison
with other provincial cities and their steady growth explain
contemporary fears that "soon London will be all England” (41).
Rappaport provides some indication of the proportion of the
population who were citizens in the 1550s, namely 75% of adult
males (42). Although this figure bears comparison with other
towns (43), it might well be distorted byAthe use of misleading
base statistics (44). Yet, in the absence of firm evidence,

estimates must be used to provide some sense of perspective.
b Civic government

The City’s rulers were confronted by a number of challenges in

the 1540s and 1550s, including population expansion, vagrancy,
rising inflation and the recurrent problem of plague and other
disease. However, the view that London was a city teetering on
the brink of disaster seems to have been largely discredited
(45). The alternative interpretation, of London as an
"essentially stable society" governed by exceptionally
"sensitive” rulers (46), has been widely accepted, alfhough also

subject to revision (47).

Who were London’s rulers ? At the beginning of the sixteenth
century London was governed by a Mayor; Aldermen who represented
the twenty five wards of the City, and who with the Mayor acted
as the executive body for the City, the Court of Aldermen; and a
Court of Common Council, which acted as the legislature.
Elections of both Aldermen and Common Councilmen were made by
the City’s householders acting in Wardmotes, whilst the Mayor was

chosen by Common Hall or Congregation, an electoral body

11



composed, since 1475, of the liverymen, the elite of the livery
companies (48). During the sixteenth century several minor, bui
significant, changes occurred. Firstly, there was the enhancement
of the status of the mayoralty, symbolised by the increasing
tendency to refer to the office holder as Lord ‘Mayor (49).
Secondly, there was an increase in the number of Aldermen from
twenty-five to twenty-six with the acquisition of Bridge Ward
Without in 1550. Meanwhile, the frequency of meetings of the
legislature increased as the demands for resources multiplied,
whilst the burden of civic office grew ever weightier, with the
creation of new posts, such as offices connected with the City
Hospitals. This led to a significant rise in the commitment of
time and money required of incumbents of such posts, which may
explain the apparently increasing reluctance to assume civic
office (50). There are several excellent accounts of the
conétitution and structure of the City Corporation and of its
wards, precincts and parishes from the medievael period (51). The
interlocking relationships between civic, parish, ward and livery
company office have also been examined in some depth. Although
historians disagree about the level of participation of the
general populace in such posts and the extent to which widespread
involvement in local government was a stabilising factor, they

are united in stressing its importance (52).

In terms of administrative function, the City Corporation
fulfilled the role characteristic of contemporary civic
government. Although peculiar in certain of its procedure and
practice (53), it performed the normal civic duties of regulating
the prices of essential commodities; ensuring adequate food

supplies; overseeing the maintenance of the highways, water-
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supply and sanitation within the city; administering justice and
imposing sentence (through the Mayor's and Sheriff’s Courts and
Sessions); maintaining the peace ; governing the city prisons and
compters, hospitals and houses of correction; raising money and
manpower from the inhabitants both on its own behalf and on the
Crown’s; initiating civic projects, such as the conversion of
Bridewell into a house of correction, and maintaining civic
property, including Ibndon Bridge and its large estates. It also
had an important role to play in the guardianship of City orphans
(54) and the oversight of the apprenticeship system. In terms of
functions, the civic authorities did not differ significantly
from thoée of other large provincial cities, such as Exeter and
York (55). However, what placed London’s rulers in an exceptional
position was the size, collective wealth and national importance

of the city which they governed.
¢ Significance

It has been pointed out that "London was almost unique in FEurope
in combining the role of capital city and great port" (56). One
of a number of significant English ports in the middle ages, it
becamebnationally pre-eminent during the sixteenth century as it
began to dominate the English cloth trade (57). Although this
trade was largely concentrated in the hands of the few, mainly
members of the Merchant Adventurers’ Society, their investment in
other ventures, including domestic manufacture and civic
projects, and their willingness to provide financial services to
'the Crown and other individuals helped to spread the benefits of
this wealth (58). The role of London as a financial centre and as

a national focus for international trade forms the subject of
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the following chapters. However, it should be noted in passing
that the national and international significance of the capital

was integrally linked with its predominance in trade and finance.

London’s location, on the Thames, with good access to its
hinterland and within easy reach of the Continent, has always
contributed to its success as a port and a capital (59). Its
proximity to Westrinster, the permanent seat of central
government, Parliament and the Central law courts, enhanced this
position from their settlement there in the middle ages (60).
The presence of these institutions brought to Westminster a large
number of the nobility, officials, churchmen, and individuals,
many of whom were supplied by City merchants or owned property in
the City or just outside (61). On the positive side, the citizens
of lLondon were able to gain relatively easy access to monarch,
Parliament and the law courts. On the negative side, the
topography dictated that the King could not afford to ignore the
dangers of a discontented, disorderly or even hostile city on his

doorstep.

Gronquist, in looking at the relationship between the City and

Crown in the reign of Henry VIII, explained the City’'s pre-
eminence in Tudor England largely by the absence of an
intervening lordship between the City and the Crown, London being
held by its citizens in free burgage tenure from the King. This
had both positive and negative effects as far as the City’s
autonomy was concerned - it entitled the City’s rulers to
approach the Crown directly and to govern independent of a
Jealous overlord, but it enabled the King to make heavy demands

upon the inhabitants and to retain ultimate control (62).
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Whilst this point is perhaps overstressed by Gronquist, it is
important in looking at the relationship between the City and thé
Crown, to recall that it was still basically a feudal one,
despite modifications introduced in the middle ages and embodied
in the 1327 Charter (63). It continued to embody the concept of
good lordship, entitling both parties to have certain
expectations of each other (64). Whilst the capital had much to
benefit from the Crown in terms of privileges and exemptions,
London’s support for the latter, both politically and
financially, was crucial to the Tudor monarchy, a fact that did
not escape John Stow:

[London] only of any place in this realm is able to furnish the
sudden necessity with a strong army. It availeth the prince iIn
Tronage [Tonnage], Poundage and other her customs, much more than
all the rest of the realm. It yieldeth a greater subsidy than any
one part of the realm....It only doth and is able to make the
Prince a ready prest or loan of money. It only is found fit and
able to entertain strangers honourably, and receive the Prince of
the Reaim worthily (Stow Survey IT 2{3-{4}

It was this role that led to the coining of the phrase “our City
and Chamber of London", with which the Crown commonly addressed

the capital at this period (85).

Without the loyalty of its capital city, the monarch could not
govern the realm effectively. Equally, the memory of the
confiscation of its privileges by the Crown (66) was sufficient
to keep the City compliant. As Caroline Barron points out, it
could not afford to forget that ultimately its rights and
privileges stemmed from the King (87). This duality was well
illustrated during Edward VI's reign, when the nation’s rulers’
’ need for London’s support (68) was matched by the King's concern
to bring the City to book : "I was wholly determined to call 1in

their liberties as confiscate and to appoint officers that should
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look to them " (69). This relationship will be explored further

in the body of the thesis.
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CHAPTER TWO : FINANCE

PART ONE : LONDON AS A FINANCIAL CENTRE

1. Introduction

The ceremonial opening of the Royal Exchange by Elizabeth I, in
1571, symbolised the establishment of London as a leading
financial centre and the acknowledgement by the Crown of the
importance of this role. However, the presence of an exchange in
the heart of the City long predates the construction of the
building, as does the close financial liaison between City and
Crown. Indeed, the Crown’s need to harness the financial services
of the City is such a significant feature of their relationship
in the mid-sixteenth century that a chapter will be devoted to
Londoh as a financial centre ; assessing both the development of
its financial services and the involve&ent of Crown and
Corporation in their regulation and exploitation. As a
preliminary, it is necessary mention briefly the nature of
contemporary exchange and financial dealing and to define what

is meant by the term °‘financial centre’ in this context.

The principle and practice of sixteenth century exchange is a
subject well covered by others (1). In their examination, a
distinction is drawn between ‘petty exchange®’ - the substitution
of one kind of currency for another, whether gold for silver or
native for foreign coinage - and ‘merchants’ exchange' or
'exchange by bill’. In England it continued to be illegal to
charge for 'petty exchange’, although currency could be exchanged

on the continent for a fee. Any bullion received was supposed
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to be tuyned over to the mint and all petty exchange transactions
in England were obliged to take place through the Crown
-appointed official known as the royal exchanger (2). The fear of
the drain of precious metals abrocad and of profiteering by
individuals in exchange transactions remained a preoccupation of
central government throughout the Tudor period, Edward VI’s
government, for example, passing an Act and issuing a
proclamation against ‘such practices (3). Far more widespread in
the sixteenth century was °‘merchants’ exchange®, or ’exchange by

bill’, which was used in a variety of financial transactions (4).

In the late middle ages, when the bill of exchange was first
developed, its principal use was for ’real exchange’, the payment
of an agreed sum abroad in foreign currency. However,
increasingly bills also came to be employed in other financial
trahsactions, most notably in money lending and debt repayment.
By disguising loans as exchange transactions, lenders found it
possible to circumvent the usury laws by means of ’dry exchange’
or exchange and re-exchange, a device involving two bills, one
outward and one inward (5). By this means, the borrower had the
use of the original sum during the life of both bills (usually
two months, since London and Antwerp bills were usually of one
month’s duration each); whilst the lender had the chance,
although not the certainty, of making a significant profit
without contravening the usury laws, which forbade or severely
limited the taking of interest. This gain (or loss) was
determined by the difference in the exchange rates at Antwerp
(or London) between the commencement and the expiry of the first
bill. Although profits were not guaranteed, it seems that the

majority of lenders in London benefited financially from ‘dry
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exchange’ throughout this period, since exchange rates were
generally in their favour (8). Nevertheless, the practice was

condemned as usurious by contemporary authors both on account of

the potential for gain and because it effectively concealed a
loan (7). ’'Fictitious exchange’, a form of ’'dry exchange’, was
seen as ’'more pernicious’ still (8), since the bills were not
even sent abroad. Made out in fictitious names, they were

employed only in the évent of litigation.

Various other financial instruments were available to merchants
and dealers in the middle ages and early modern period. These
included the straight-forward bond (sealed and usually guaranteed
by land, goods or personal sureties); the recognisance (a legally
recorded bond); and the bill obligatory (which despite its lack
of seal and legal record, became increasingly popular in
commércial transactions because of its flexible nature and
transferability) (9). By these means, and by exchange by bill,
international deals could be concluded without the need to
transfer bullion, rendered risky both by its illegality and the
danger of piracy and robbery, and credit facilities could be
offered.in defiance of the usury laws. Indeed, commercial credit
became ‘inseparably tied® to foreign exchange throughout this
period (10). Thus any financial centre needed to be able to offer

facilities for both.

What other characteristics might be expected of a sixteenth
’ century financial centre ? Certainly some kind of bourse or
commercial market would be considered essential, where merchants
and traders of any nation, or their agents, could meet to

transact their business, conclude credit deals and arrange for
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foreign exchange. It would also act as the centre for the latest
market and shipping information and facilitate certain additional
financial services, such as insurance broking and the drawing up,
authentication and registration of financial instruments. In the
middle ages such facilities had generally been made available
only during the international fairs or through the services of
the Italian community resident in most large Furopean cities.
However, by the mid-éﬁxteenth century the concept of the bourse,
with a continuous existence between fairs and accessible to
merchants and dealers from all nations, had become well
established (11). Moreover, the success of a sixteenth century
financial centre was directly dependant on its ability to
provide, or to attract from elsewhere, a sufficient number of
credit-worthy lenders, sureties and underwriters for its bourse,
who"could guarantee a solid base of individual and collective
wealth. Both native merchants and aliens would be represented
and, for it to qualify as a truly international market, there
would have to be evidence of widespread dealings abroad, for
example the drawing up of bills of exchange on a number of
different bourses throughout Europe, and the presence of a

significant number of overseas sZents and factors permanently

based there.

2. Antwerp

On all these counts, there is no disputing Antwerp’s role as the
leading international financial centre of mid-sixteenth century
| Europe. To quote G.D. Ramsay, ’in the spring of 1559, the City of
Antwerp to all outward seeming lay at its zenith as the

commercial capital of Christendom®(12). The rise of Antwerp,
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which a century earlier had been a port of little significance
despite the importance of the periodic fairs held there, waé
directly attributable to the liberal attitude of its civic
government, Its rulers welcomed the influx of alien traders,
allowing them to conduct their business freely, with the minimum
of restriction or outside interference, in contrast to the
protectionist stance taken by the authorities in most other
European towns (13), Attracted initially by the four annual
Brabant fairs, outsiders increasingly tended to stay in Antwerp,
trading continuously Dbetween the fairs, a practice not
discouraged by the city’s rulers. Moreover, its geographical
position, although not ideal, did have the merit of good overland
communications with Italy. At a time when sea-routes were subject
to an increasing danger of attack, this certainly had attractions
for Italian merchants wishing to trade with northern Europe.
Moreover, its hinterland was the most densely populated in
Europe, including a number of rich towns and cities. The
preponderance and affluence of outsiders resident in Antwerp was
symbolised by the triumphal arches set up by the stranger
commun?ties during civic processions (14). It is significant that
the .English Merchant Adventurers transferred their base there

in the mid-sixteenth century (15).

By the 1520s, Antwerp had emerged as an international money
market as well as the centre of a ‘’far-reaching traffic in
commodities *(16). It was to the Antwerp Bourse that the leading
European monarchs resorted to raise loans to finance their
increasingly expensive wars, posting their agents there on a
semi—-permanent basis. Stephen Vaughan, William Damsell and Thomas

Gresham, for example, were deployed by the English monarchy, from
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Henry VIII to Elizabeth I, and both Charles V and Francis I and
their successors had agents there (17). However, the mosf
significant presence in Antwerp was that of the great German and
Italian banking houses and their representatives, whose resources
the monarchs came to tap. The Fuggers, Schetz and other. families
and individuals were able to furnish loans, with a specified
redemption date, by means of an institution ’ where money might
be raised- at an appropriate rate of interest- by anyone offering
the requisite credit or security’ (18). The facilities offered by
the Antwerp Bourse were unparalleled anywhere in the world at
that date. Indeed, many came to Antwerp to study the workings of
the Bourse, partly in order to play it effectively and partly to
transport ideas to their own countries. The English were in the

forefront of both these developments (19).
3. London and the London Bourse

Although undoubtedly subservient to its powerful neighbour,
Antwerp, London was arguably developing a more important role as
a money market at this period than has sometimes been allowed.
De Roover, whilst dismissing London as a mere satellite of
Antwerp, points out that the Antwerp exchange rate was guided by
sterling and that London acted as the ‘head of exchange®’ with
Germany throughout this period (20). He also mentions the
inclusion of London in a select contemporary list of places
'where the exchange lieth’ (21). Tawney, although emphasising
that London in the mid-sixteenth century ’possessed neither the
resources nor the organisation of Antwerp and Lyons’ and lacked
an exchange until 1567, admits the gradual emergence of the City

as a financial centre, and its growing role in the European money
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market, whose international character he is anxious to stress

(22).

In the 1540s and 1550s, the London money market was inextricably
linked with Antwerp, to which its important traffic in cloth was
almost exclusively directed and where, as a consequence, the vast
ma jority of London bills of exchange were made payable. It seems
also that the majority of imports to London were negotiated
through Antwerp (23). However, there is evidence that some London
merchants had direct dealings with ports in countries other than
the Low Countries (24) and that some of their bills of exchange
were payable elsewhere than Antwerp (25). Moreover, Sir Thomas
Gresham appears to have been working to free London from total

dependence on Antwerp during his employment as royal agent (26).

His éuccess in this is indicated by the relatively easy

~adjustment of the London Bourse to its split from Antwerp in

Elizabeth’s reign (27).

The significance and antiquity of the London exchange was not

missed by contemporaries. When campaigning for a site on which to

construct a building worthy to house it, the Corporation

appealed to the Merchant Taylors’ Company, as owners of the most

suitable plot, in these terms:

that it did so join upon Lombard Street, whereby the said Bourse
might thereby retain and keep the ancient name of Lombard Street,
for that' the policies that hath been made time out of mind
between merchant and merchant in other foreign regions hath had
relations, to be of as good effect to all respects as the
- policies usually made in Lombard Street was of, whereby it doth
appear that the Bourse of Lombard Street is of longer antiquity
than any other Bourse is known to be of that is within all Europe
(12 January 1564 - C M Clode Early History of the Merchant

Taylors®’® Company 1888 I 397)
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Even if this claim and a similar one, made in 1575 (28), are
dismissed as extravagant, it would be misguided to assume thaf
the London exchange lacked sophistication and organisation before
the construction of the building that came to bear its name. As
with the development of later City institutions, sucﬁ as Lloyd’s
of lLondon and the Stock Exchange, the informal dealings of
individuals became focussed in a particular location, regulated
by custom and accepted usage, well in advance of the drawing up
of formal rules or the incorporation of its governing body. It is
important, therefore, to trace the development of the London
exchange and to examine the various attempts made to house it
before assessing London’s role as a financial centre in the 1540s

and 1550s.

The location of the London Bourse, in the heart of the Lombard
banking community, suggests its medieval and largely Italian
origin (29). From an early date the customary meeting place for
merchants had been Lombard street, where Italian merchants had
resided and offered money lending facilities since the twelfth
century (éO). Its transformation into a ’new style’ bourse — an
exchange regularly attended and participated in by merchants of
nations other than Italian - appears to date from the early
sixteenth century, as with the Antwerp Bourse (31). By the mid-
sixteenth century, the term ’Lombard street’ had become

synonomous with the London exchange (32). By this date, both
native and alien merchants were assembling regularly in Lombard
street to transact business twice a day (33). The increasing
proportion of exchange business undertaken by English merchants

has been noted by Tawney (34).
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The growing importance of the exchange made incongruous the fact
that business negotiations had to take place in the street;

exposed to the elements and to vehicular traffic. The

inconvenience and discomforts of this situation did not escape
contemporaries (35). Indeed, the Court of Aldermen acted in 1527
to prevent the through-flow of traffic during dealing hours in
response to a complaint made by one of their fellow Aldermen
(36). However, to +the Crown it was the unworthiness of this
arrangement, rather than its inconvenience, which made essential
some reform, to enable it to compete with its FEuropean rivals.
As early as 1521, Henry VIII appears to have supported a scheme
to move the exchange to covered premises at Leadenhall, as the
Repertories of the Court of Aldermen record:

At this court Mr York one of the heralds brought in the King’s

letter concerning Leadenhall to be appointed to merchants there
to have their communication as merchants in other countries have

as by the said letter more plainly appeareth. Whereupon it 1is
agreed that divers of every fellowship of merchants shall be sent
for to know their minds. (19 February [1521] - CLRO Rep 5 181)

It is significant that the decision was to await the advice of
representatives of the merchant livery companies. The Court of
Aldermen, although entirely composed of members of the Twelve
Great Companies, was not prepared to act unilaterally on an issue
of such great moment to all its fellow merchants. Unfortunately,
nothing more is known about the scheme, nor about its origins.
Although it is tempting to ascribe it to Crown initiative, based
on Henry's desire to outdo his continental rivals (37), there is
no conclusive evidence for this. The fact that Leadenhall
belonged to the City Corporation (38) might suggest that the plan
for its use as a bourse originated with the City. Yet, if this

were the case, one would expect the Court of Aldermen to have
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responded more positively to the King’s letter.

Nothing more is heard of the enterprise until 1534, when it
appears to have been revived, once more with crown support (39).
Again, the author of the scheme remains anonymous. It is simply
recorded that, on 16 July 1534, a motion was put forward to the
Court of Common Council ’for a Bourse and a place meet and
convenient for merchants to treat of their feat of merchandises
as is accustomed and used in other noble cities in outward parts
beyond the sea’ and that a committee, comprising four Aldermen
and representatives of the Twelve Great Companies, was nominated
to investigate and report on the proposal (40). Meanwhile, a
separate committee appointed by the Court of Aldermen declared
itself in favour of a move to Leadenhall:

The Aldermen and Commoners appointed to certify this court
whether the place called Leadenhall is a convenient place or
bourse for the assembling of merchants to do their feat of
merchandise as they have used afore this time in Lombard street
and this the most part of them have certified this court that the
same place called Leadenhall is a convenient place for this
purpose. (27 August 1534 - Rep 9 72)

However, the committee appointed by Common Council remained
undecided and was given until after Christmas to report back. To
assist them in their deliberations, eight additional Commoners
‘that dwell westward’ in the City were added to their number
(41). Although these men had still to be selected the following
January, it was decided that a vote should be taken in Common
Council. Despite the recommendation of the Court of Aldermen’s
committee and the King’s letters of the previous November, the
- vote proved decisively against the move to Leadenhall (42). The

matter was not allowed to end there. The following April, Henry

VIII again pressed the City for an answer, presumably hoping that
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Common Council would reconsider its earlier views:

By the mouth of Mr Recorder the King'’s pleasure concerning the
new establishing of a Bourse for the assembling of merchants was
declared to the Common Council requiring to know their minds
whether they will assent to have the Bourse translated out of
Lombard Street or no (15 April 1535 - Jo 13 442v)

Opinion was polarised. Two groups, each comprising one Alderman

and eight Commoners, were asked to produce in writing their cases

for and against the scheme (43).

After these opposing ‘books’ had been ‘openly read * in Common
Council two days later, it was decided that they should be
delivered to the Lord Mayor and by him forwarded to the King,

with the further information:

that it is tried by the most voices In the said Common Council
that Lombard Street shall be exercised for the assembly of
merchants as it has been heretofore accustomed and not to
be translated to Leadenhall and the same to be most expedient for
the commonwealth of this city (17 April 1535 - Jo 13 443).

This incident has been treated at some length despite the fact
that it 1lies outside the period under study. It is of some
significance, indicating both the existence of an organised
exchange in the reign of Henry VIII and the importance of its
reputation and tradition to London merchants and to the Crown.
Traditionalism surely must have been at the root of the
opposition to the move. Unlike later attempts to found a new
bourse, in the 1530s there was no problem in the acquisition of
the proposed site; the building was already in the possession of
the Corporation, although there had been earlier disputes about
its farm (44). One can only conclude that it was its distance

from the customary meeting place that made the proposed site

unacceptable. The fact that advice had to be sought from eight
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west Londoners would seem to bear this out, since Leadenhall’s
location to the east of Lombard street would have had thé
greatest impact on their business. Also noteworthy is the direct
intervention of the Crown in the commercial life of the City,
albeit probably more for reasons of prestige than of economics.
The completion of the new Bourse building at Antwerp in 1533 (45)
must have emphasised to Henry the need to see his merchants, and
those from overseas, respectably housed in the heart of his

capital city.

The ©pressing need for a suitable home for the London
Bourse remained. Only two years after the final rejection of the
Leadenhall scheme, a new proposal was put forward. Its promoter
was Richard Gresham, then Lord Mayor of London. Once again it had
royal backing. However, it was to prove equally unsuccessful
desbite attempts to overcome possible objections to the scheme by
siting the proposed bourse building in Lombard street. Why did
the project fail in opposition to the wishes of Crown, Mayor and

Court of Aldermen ?

At first sight, the abortion of the project would seem more
attributable to an inability to acquire land on which to erect a
Bourse than to an objection to the principle of its construction
or a reluctance to contribute towards it, as appears from

Gresham's oft quoted letter to Thomas Cromwell in 1538:

The last year, I showed your good lordship a "platte”, that was
drawn out for them to make a goodly Bourse in “"Lombert”  street
for merchants to repair unto. I do suppose it will cost ii ml 1i
[L2,000] and more which shall be very beautiful [to the city] and
also for the honour of our sovereign [lord the kilng. There 1Is
certain houses In the said [street bellonging to Sir George
Monnocks, and except [wel may purchase them, the said Bourse
cannot be made. Wherefore, it may please your good lordship [to]
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move the kings highness to have his most gracious letters
[di]rected to the said Sir George willing and also [com]manding
him to cause the said houses to be [solld to the mayor and
commonalty of the City of London for such prices as he did
purchase them for.... and that he fault not but to accomplish his
gracious commandment the letter must be sharply made, for he is
of no gentle nature and that he shall give further credence to
the matter, I will deliver the letter and handle him the best I
can. And if I may obtain to have the said houses I doubt not but
to gather one ml 1i [L1,000] toward the building [beflorfe] I
depart out of mine office there shall be no lack of good will in me
(25 July [1538]1- BL Cotton Otho E x 45-45v ; transcribed in Welch
Exchange 13-15 and Burgon Gresham I 31-3)

Here 1is a splendid example of the City Corporation appealing
directly to the Court to add weight to its authority, for Gresham
was not acting solely on his own behalf but with the backing of
the Court of Aldermen. The two letters which the King was
subsequently to send to Sir George Monoux, at the request of the

City, confirm Henry’s continuing support for the project (46).

The * intransigence and ’'no gentle nature’ of Monoux, himself a
member of the Court of Aldermen, were undoubtedly a significant
factor in the failure of the scheme. He had first been approached
on the subject of the proposed land purchase in July 1537. At a
meeting of the Court on 3 July, the Pope’s Head in Lombard street
had been selected as the most suitable site for the proposed
exohaﬁge and in the absence of its owner, representatives were
sent to negotiate with him for its purchase. It 1is interesting
that, by this date, the Court had accepted the need for the
construction of a Bourse as an established fact (47). After
seveyal meetings with Monoux, and some correspondence, the matter
was referred to Fmmanuel Lucar, an influential merchant and
Deputy of the Merchant Adventurers Company, to resolve on his
return from overseas (48). Confident of success, the Court

meanwhile investigated °‘what men of their benevolence will give
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towards the purchasing and building of a bourse’ (49)., However,
it was the continuing failure of negotiations with Monoux which
prompted Gresham a year later, in July 1538, to seek royal
intervention through Thomas Cromwell. Henry VIII's first letter
to Monoux, dated 13 August, requested his conveyahce of the
property to the Corporation ‘freely and frankly or at least with
a reasonable agreement undelayedly ... as they may have cause to
think that ye want nod good affection towards the said City and

also that ye have such good respect to our requisition ’ (50).

Despite the King’s promptings, the Court of Aldermen’s offer of
two hundred pounds or an annuity of ten pounds for the Pope’s
Head, the intervention of Sir Richard Rich, then Chancellor of
the Court of Augmentations, and a further meeting between Gresham
and .the landlord in September, no progress had been made by the
end of the summer (51). Henry VIII therefore wrote again in
November 1538, allowing that Monoux might have been encouraged in
his recalcitrance ’through the evil counsel and dehortation of
certain persons of forward disposition which little regard our
pleasure and your estimation, contrary to our expectations and
less to the furtherance of the commonwealth of that City, have
disturbed the said good purpose to our no liitle marvel’ and
requiring him to conclude the grant without further delay for the
benefit of the commonwealth and ’the beautifying of our city and
chamber of London®’ (52). Fear of royal displeasure finally forced
Monoux into conformity, a gesture acknowledged by the King (53).

However, he did not deliver his ’book of the property’ to Gresham
until the following February (1539), after Gresham had ceased to
be lord Mayor, and continued to uphold his right to rents. In

August, Monoux was still claiming that he had been ‘’unkindly
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handled’ by the Corporation and that the ’said matter for the
Bourse was but a communication and not a full conclusion’;
although indentures for the sale had been drawn up the previous
month (54). They were presumably never signed or sealed since the
Pope’s Head remained in private hands until the 'seventeenth

century (55),.

Thus it appears that Monoux’s unwillingness to sell was in large
part responsible for the failure to implement Gresham’s plan.
However, it was not the sole reason. The apparent reluctance of
the merchants to shift from Lombard street was probably also a
crucial factor. If they had been willing to consider such a move,
there might have been an attempt to find an alternative site in
1538 to overcome the difficulties encountered over the Lombard
street. site. The fact that there was no such attempt suggests
that their conservatism continued to outweigh all other
considerations. Certainly, if the evidence of Henry VIII's second
letter is to be trusted, Monoux was not alone in his opposition
to the scheme (56). The unpopularity of Richard Gresham might
also have been a contributory factor (57); his confidence in
being able to raise the necessary funds might have been misplaced
(58). Thus, although the Crown and a clear majority of the Court
of Aldermen were in favour of the foundation of a building worthy
to house the new-style Bourse by the 1530s, there was not
sufficient support amongst the generality of merchants to
implement the scheme. Indeed, it was another three decades before

the idea was brought to fruition, by Richard Gresham’s son. Why
did Thomas Gresham succeed where_his father had failed ? Had the
merchants and London market become more sophisticated in the

interim ?
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One important point, and one apparently missed both by Welch and
his commentators (59), is that there was an attempt to found an
Exchange in the 1550s: in 1557 a scheme for ‘a bourse to be made
nigh Lombard street’ was proposed to the Court of Aldérmen by the
Merchant Adventurers. The Court lent its support to the plan,
agreeing that they should have ’ free liberty to travail with
whom they will and to take benevolence of all persons that will
willingly bestow anything’ for the making of the said Bourse.
However, the Aldermen were not prepared to adopt the project as
an official civic scheme and offered backing only ’provided that
this house shall not in any wise be chargeable towards the making
of it '(80). No more is heard of the scheme, which presumably
foundered through a lack of ’willing’ contributors (61). Nor is
there any evidence of the Adventurers seeking, or being offered,
royal support for the project. Yet, a meré nine years later, the
Corporation succeeded where the Merchant Adventurers had failed,
in getting the wealthier citizens to dip into their pockets to

finance the purchase of land for the Bourse.

Thomas Gresham’s success in the 1560s was far from guaranteed. At
first the scheme seemed likely to fail, beset by problems similar
to those encountered by his father and the Merchant Adventurers.
Thus, although he secured the Corporation’s support, the refusal
of the Merchant Taylors® Company to part with the site in Lombard
street selected by the committee of the Court of Aldermen placed

the project in jeopardy (62). Similarly, the request for
financial backing from members of the livery companies met with
initial resistance (63). Yet the construction of the exchange

building, completed in 1567 on a site purchased by subscription,
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and its ceremonial royal opening in 1571 béar witness to
Gresham's achievement. This success seems to be attributable to

three factors: Gresham’s offer to pay for the erection of the

building; the Corporation‘’s official backing of the project; and
its acceptance by the majority of City merchants, .despite the

need to move from Lombard street (64).

The first two of these are connected. Gresham’s ‘gentle and
friendly offer’ to furnish the entire cost of the building was
decisive in the Corporation’s adoption of the scheme as a civic
project, despite the proviso that the site be procured at its own
expense (65). The Corporation was,in any event, adept at passing
on the charges of civic enterprises to the livery companies, as
it did in this instance (66). Despite initial reluctance, the
majority of the funds required for the land purchase were raised
(67). Responsibility for the selection of a suitable site was
also left with the Court of Aldermen, which appointed a committee
for the purpose. Although the first suggestion, a plot in Lombard
street, fell through, the second site selected, lying between
Broad street and Cornhill, was accepted as a reasonable
alternative (68). Its proximity to Lombard street and its
availability - the Dean and Chapter of Canterbury in particular
showed a readiness to sell unusual amongst London landowners -
must have weighed heavily with the Court, despite the
complication and expence of compensation for the several owners

and occupiers of houses on the site (89).

However, without a willingness amongst merchants to sever the
Lombard street association with the exchange and their agreement

to contribute financially to the scheme, however reluctantly, it
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might have suffered the same fate as its predecessors. Its
acceptance can only be explained by a change in attitude by thé
generality of merchants, acknowledging at last the need to
provide their bourse with a worthy home. It is apparently not
explained by personal support for Gresham, whoée lack of
popularity in some quarters is demonstrated by the proclamation
against the defacers of his crest and coat of arms on the new
Exchange building C70). It is likely, although difficult to
prove, that an increasing sophistication in the money market
between the 1530s and 1560s, combined with a growing realisation
of the need to split from Antwerp (71), prompted the London
merchants to overcome their traditionalism and reluctance to
contribute towards the costs of a new bourse. Certainly, from
the world of insurance, it is possible to demonstrate a
significant degree of sophistication in the practice of the
London Bourse prior to the 1560s, even if the precise stages in

its development are hard to trace.
4. Insurance

Both the provision and the regulation of marine insurance were
well established in London before the foundation of the Royal
Exchange. The insurance policies originally held among the
Corsini papers, dating from the 1580s (72), make mention of the
practice of ’writing assurance which has used to be made in
Lombard street®’ before the setting up of the Royal Exchange,
according the the ‘custom and usage of the same street’(73). The
wording of the earliest extant insurance policy in England,
dating from 1547 and held among the records of the High Court of

Admiralty (74), confirms that the practice of Lombard street had
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acquired sufficient ’‘certainty and notoriety’ by that date to be
considered as ‘custom and usage’ (75). Indeed, to qualify’ aé
‘custom’, it must have been acknowledged to have existed
continuously from time immemorial (beyond the memory of man) and
thus to predate the sixteenth century (76). Even if the claim
that the ‘ancient custom of merchants in Lombard street® should
be ‘regarded as the foundation of all assurances made throughout
Christendom *’ is dismissed'as extravagant (77), the antiquity of
insurance provision there does not appear to have been disputed:
nor was it confined to marine insurance. In a suit in the High
Court of Admiralty in March 1588 concerning the computation of
the term ’'month’ in a life assurance policy, the custom and usage
of Lombard street was again invoked as justification for the
court’s decision (78). Although this is the earliest reference to
a life assurance policy known in Britain, the substance of the
case intimates that the practice of assuring lives, for short

periods at least, was far from new.

By the mid-sixteenth century, it 1is certain that marine
insurance policies were readily available in Lombard street,
negotiated principally by brokers and sometimes by the merchants
themselves (79), and drawn up by notaries, the premiums varying
according to the risks (80). The insurance market had both a
London and an international dimension. Insurance policies were
underwritten both by London and by overseas merchants
(principally Italians) (81), and were negotiated by London and
alien  br6kers. A statement made by the London brokers in 1575
confirms that, by the 1570s, merchant strangers frequently took
out insurance policies in London and that they could have them

drawn up in one of a number of languages (Italian, Spanish,
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French and Dutch) for the convenience of their ’factors and
friends’ (82). It also draws attention to the apparently commoﬁ
practice of ’'merchant strangers with assurances in England being
otherwise employed’ to enlist the services of notaries in London
to 'receive the same to large sums, which have been honestly and
fully repaid... and also some returns of money when the assurance
hath not taken place’. Whilst it must be conceded that these
methods may not date’from as early as the 1540s, their obvious

sophistication suggests longevity of practice.

This international dimension might seem unremarkable. One would
expect stranger merchants resident in London to insure their
voyages to'and from the capital. However, there is evidence in
the records of the High Court of Admiralty of the negotiation in
London of insurance on voyages between two overseas ports by
étranger merchants by the 1550s. For example, Lewis de Poez, a
Spaniard living in London, in 1555 insured a cargo from Calicut
in the East Indies to Lisbon, Portugal in the name of Anthony de
Salizar of Antwerp (83). Similarly, Robert Ridolphye, a resident
Italian merchant, and his company assured a ship and its freight
from Leghorn, Italy, to Cadiz, Spain, in 1562/3 (84). In 15865,
Pieter de Moucheron of Antwerp insured two ships and one bark and
their contents from Rouen and Haven Grace to the coast of Guinea,
Brasil, Saint Domingo, New Spain and ’other places there about’
and their return (85). It appears in the case of de Moucheron
that he had decided to spread the risk between the London and
Antwerp Bourses. Although the recorded examples are few, it shows
that the London insurance market did have an attraction to
outsiders. Similarly, although insurance was negotiable within

Britain outside the capital in the sixteenth century, the
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availability and relative security of London policies attracted

provincial merchants to Lombard street (86).

Although the existence of marine insurance in lLondon in the
sixteenth century is well established (87), there hﬁs been some
dispute about its sophistication and legal status. Jones claims
that it ’existed only precariously and chaotically’ and Bindoff
that ‘its unsystemafic character is something to wonder at’
(88). Jones adds that since ’‘customs such as these had no
standing at law .... until some statutory authority was given to
such practices the situation could be none other than confused

and irrational, the converse of mercantile requirements’(89).

At first glance, Jones’s argument would seem to be substantiated
by the Privy Council’s repeated efforts in the 1570s (90) to
persuade the Corporation to formalise the regulation of insurance
because of perceived deficiencies :

Forasmuch as great controversies suits doublts questions and
demands have been and are depending remaining growing daily
amongst merchants touching assurances in the Hoyal Exchange
within the City of London for want of good orders to be therefore
prescribed and set down in writing, to bind both the assured and

assurers to stand to and obey the same (29 January 1577 — Letter
Book Y 126)

This initiative resulted, not in a comprehensive code of rules on
the continental model as the Privy Council had hoped (91), but in
the establishment of a body of commissioners which met regularly
to hear and determine insurance cases. These commissioners, who

succeeded the earlier ad hoc bodies appointed to settle
individual disputes, are the ’'the Tudor commissions of marine
insurance’ which, according to Jones, ‘'failed because they

attempted too much with too little authority’(92).

43



However, to concur unreservedly with Jones and Bindoff would bé
to overlook an important point: namely, that the failure to
codify the custom of Lombard street did not mean that it did not
have consistency or legal status, albeit outside thé common law
(93). In this, it did not differ from the practice of other
countries (94) nor from other commercial and maritime matters
covered by the law Mefbhant, itself a form of customary law (95).
Cases concerning insurance could therefore come before the City

courts or the High Court of Admiralty (96).

Because of the loss of the records of the Mayor’s and Sheriff’s
courts fﬁr this period, it is impossible to assess the proportion
of insurance cases which were heard within the City. However,
there 1is evidence of some civic actions, despite the High Court
of Admiralty’s claim to be the principal court for hearing
insurance cases as part of its maritime jurisdiction (97).
Moreover, appeal could be made to the equity jurisdiction of the
Lord Chancellor or Lord Keeper (98) or directly to the Privy
Council (99). Although knowledge of the outcome of these cases is
limited by the sparse survival of relevant records, it is clear
that the High Court of Admiralty and Chancery were prepared to
uphold the validity and binding nature of insurance policies
(100). The customary nature of insurance regulation meant that
many  cases which did reach the law courts were referred to
commissions of civilians ’'forasmuch as the matter... consisteth
and standeth much upon the order and usages of merchants by whom
rather than by course of law it may be sooner ended and
determined’. However, the advantages of this method of

arbitration, in speed of settlement and cost-reduction - *' the

44



eschewing of great costs and charges which would rise and grow’—
were explicit in the wording of the commission directed by the.
Lord High Admiral in 1553 (101). The Lord Chancellor also made
use of this method, as in the case of Lobo versus the Company
of Bonaventurers and Company of Fifteen Assurers (102). These ad
hoc commissions, which were not unlike bankruptcy commissions
(103), were to form a model for the regular insurance commissions
appointed by the City torporation from 1577, although the latter

drew their authority from the Mayor and Aldermen (104).

Not only did insurance policies (105) have legal status in the
sixteenth century - a policy was apparently considered of ‘the
self strength and virtue as if it were made by a public
notary’(106) - they also had a degree of consistency. Their
Italian origin gave them a common format and similar wording,
although allowing room for considerable wvariation of content
(107). There also seems to have becii a system of registration,
although largely informzl, even before the appointment by

Elizabeth 1 of a registrar of assurances, in 1575.

On 21 February 1575, Richard Candeler, citizen and mercer of
London, was granted the office of making and registering all
assurance policies made at the Royal Exchange or elsewhere in the
City of London upon ships and goods entering and leaving the
realm (108). Although the precise nature of the arrangements
governing insurance prior to this grant remain obscure, the
protest made by the London brokers adversely affected by this
grant, make it clear that the Scriveners’ Company played a
significant role in its regulation and correction - ’'But he the

said Richard Candeler being of another company and otherwise
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brought up is not in like manner to be controlled’(109). The
notaries submitted a similar protest to the Lord Mayor and

Aldermen, as did the merchants affected by the grant (110).

These petitions addressed to the Corporation demonstrate that the
existing system for drawing up and registering insurance policies
had considerable advantages because of its relative informality :
namely speed, flexiB.ility and a confidentiality which enabled
merchants to retain their ’trade secrets’. It is worth quoting

from the merchants’ protest:

(1.) The merchants have at this present good choice both of
notaries and brokers which upon a sudden are and have been ready
willing and diligent to serve the merchants turn as well In
making their policies of assurance as In procuring the
subscription of the same and also in making of such intimations
renunciations and other writings as are incident thereunto. By
which speedy dispatch of their divers losses discommodities and
inconveniences which might happen to them are by such means
prevented whereof they have had and daily do have good
experience. ..

(3.) they find now great commodity and surety in dealing with
notaries and brokers known to be skilful secret careful and
diligent in using and doing their offices with expedition...

(4.) another great commodity riseth now to the merchants who
pretending some secret and yet lawful voyage may pass their
writings privately by such notaries as they know may be trusty
and will be secret to them...whereof they shall be deprived Iif
they shall be forced to come to a public office...so that no
merchant can have trade secret but by perusing of such books it
shall be public...

(5.) the credit and fidelity of the broker is occasion of divers
assurances which otherwise would not be made for that divers
merchants not having happen present money... are upon the brokers
credit foreborne...

(8.) all merchants be now at liberty and divers do use for their
case and advantage to pass and make their policies themselves and
procure the same to be subscribed without charge either of notary
or which liberty they would not willingly lose

(BL Lans 113 29)

The Privy Council’s concern for the better ordering of the

insurance industry .predated the grant of the letters patent.
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Although this may have been prompted by requests from potential
office holders for patronage as by desire for reform (111), it
should be seen as part of a series of measures introduced in the
1570s by the central government for the closer control and
regulation of commerce in the City. The government’s concern for
insurance regulation was to lead to the Act of 1601 - ‘*An Act
concerning matters of assurances among merchants’ (112).

It is not surprising that the Corporation objected to the letters
patent of 1575 ‘as a thing contrary to the liberties of this
city’ (113); nor that its implementation was delayed, despite the
concession to the Lord Mayor of London to be amongst those
setting the fees (114) ; nor that many merchants refused to go to
Candeler to have their policies registered (115). It is harder to
understand the Corporation’s failure to act to regulate the
industry itself, particularly when pressed by the Privy Council
on several occasions (116). This can probably be explained by
the rulers' reluctance to intervene in a matter in which the
merchants were likely to be divided or which would interfere with
vested interest or established practice (117). It has been noted
that the reason given for the failure to codify the insurance
regulations was the need to consider the matter thoroughly ‘with
advice’. By their reluctance to act, the patent to Candeler was

imposed upon them (118).

The measures introduced in the 1570s should not distract
. attention from the ready availability of marine insurance on the
London exchange before that date. In terms of insurance
provision alone, claims can surely be put forward for London to

be considered an important financial centre in the mid-sixteenth
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century. The fact that its regulations were not codified, its
legal status has been questioned and its Bourse building not yet
constructed should not blind us to the relative sophistication of

its long established practice.
5. Brokers, Scriveners and Notaries

Brokers

In London, as in Antwerp, the employment of brokers . was
commonplace by the sixteenth century. With the growth of the
insurance industry and exchange business, brokers took on an
increasing important role in the negotiation of financial
transactions, although dealings in cloth and other commodities
were also to remain a significant feature of their business
(119). Stow defined their role:

Now Brokers as are Assistants to the Merchants in buying and
selling, and in their contracts ; concerned also In the writing
of Insurances and Policies, and such like. And therefore formerly
they had their dealings near the Exchange, and were Freemen of
the City. And so much depending upon their Truth and Honesty,
they were sworn, and bound with Sureties in divers and sundry
great Sums of Money for their Honest and True Dealings in their
Faculty. About the Year 1574, there were thirty of thewm in

number, and no more. (Strype’s edition of Stow A Survey of london
1720 vol. 2 242)

The availability and experience of financial brokers in the City
facilitated the workiﬁgs of the Lombard Street exchange. Indeed,
it is likely that there was an increasing degree of
specialisation (120). Certainly the brokers who were dealing in
insurance in Elizabeth's reign included a number of frequently
reoccuring names. Robert Dove, Merchant Taylor, Nicholas

Culverwell, Haberdasher, Hector Nonez and lLewis de Paz,
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strangers, and various members of the Calthrop family (including
Edmund Calthrop, Haberdasher, Anthony Calthrop, Mercer, and Sir

Martin and John Calthrop, Drapers) appear repeatedly in the

documents as insurance brokers or underwriters (121). Indeed, the
broker who negotiated the policy generally acted as chief
underwriter. As Jones suggests, ’it must have something of a
closed society. Indeed, many merchants feared that the brokers
might establish themselves in an impregnable position, possibly
introducing some of the fraudulent devices which permeated

insurance dealings abroad’® (122).

It was such fears which prompted the Corporation to keep a tight
rein on the number and activities of brokers, a policy which has
been contrasted with the much more liberal attitude of the civic
authorities in Antwerp (123). All authorised brokers had to take
an oéth before the Mayor and Aldermen (124), and the Repertories
for this period confirm the Court of Aldermen’s active
involvement in the regulation of the profession (125). Thomas
Bradshawe, broker, was, for example, sent to the pillory for
per jury in 1556, whilst Robert Duckett (or Dockett) was
imprisoned in 1553 fdr 'buying and selling with foreigners’ in

his shop in Bow lane (126).

Ramsay remarks on the persistent efforts of the City authorities
to register and limit the number of authorised brokers in the
1550s and 1560s and cites an order of 1554 by the Court of
Aldermen, requiring each common broker to practice only on oath
| to fulfil certain condition, with a surety of L100 (127).
However, this reference does not relate to a new court order,

but to the enrolment of the recognisance of one particular
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broker, John Hylton, Merchant Taylor (128). If this were recorded
as a precedent, one would expect this fact to be indicated. It ié
more likely to represent the implementation of, existing policy
than the imposition of new rules (128). Indeed, the City’s right
to admit and regulate brokers long predates the sixteenth
century. The first evidence is found in a statute of Edward I's
reign :

there shall be no broker [abrocour] in the City, except those who
are admitted and sworn before the Warden [Gardeyn] or Mayor

[Meyrel and Aldermen (1285 - Statutes of the Realm: vol I Henry I
— Edward TII 1810 102)

The penalties laid down for breaking the statute were
imprisonment and disqualification from the franchise. The
declared aim was to prevent the many foreigners and aliens who
entered the city from setting up as brokers and thereby ’causing
mischief' (130). In the following centuries, a number of further
restrictions were imposed, limiting both the number and
activities of brokers. Foreigners, strangers and denizens were
repeatedly banned from brokerage, although this policy was not

followed consistently (131).

_ In the sixteenth century stranger brokers were still in evidence:
they were regularly asked to appear before or to certify their
names to the Court of Aldermen (132), generally at the same time
as their English counterparts. Gregory Isham used the services of
at least two stranger brokers (133) and, in Elizabeth’s reign, a
stranger, John Combes, was admitted broker at the request of
- Secretary Cecil (134). Although they were appbinted specifically
to serve merchant strangers (135), inevitably there was

resentment of aliens by native brokers. This led the latter to



seek an Act of Parliament and complain to Star Chamber in the

reign of Henry VIII (136), apparently without success.

With regard to the English born brokers, by the sixteenth century
the Twelve Great Companies had acquired the right to nominate
them from their own ranks (137). Those few native brokers whose
company membership can be identified for the mid-sixteenth
century do indeed Belong to one of the merchant companies,
although paucity of evidence limits the significance of these

results.

TABLE 2.1 : SWORN NATIVE BROKERS IDENTIFIED 1547-1558

Broker Ref Company Company Ref
Bradshawe, Thomas Rep 13ii 389v Mercer Boyd Citizens
(15586) Will St Giles
Cripplegate
PCC 70 Harrington
1592
Ducket, Robert Rep 13i 56 Grocer GL Ms 11572A
(1553) Will 1578
Comissary
Reg 16 383v
Gasely, Richard Rep 11 330
(1547)
Green, John Rep 13ii 468
(1557)
Hylton, John Rep 13i 174 Merchant Rep 13i 174
(1554) Taylor
Hyliton, Thomas Isham 164 Merchant Boyd Citizens
Taylor ?
Platt, John Rep 11 330 Mercer Boyd Citizens
(1547) Will PCC 37
Rep 13ii 469 Mellershe 1560
(1557)
* Smith, John Rép 11 330 Merchant Boyd Citizens
(1547) Taylor ? (1559)

The Wardens of the Twelve Great Companies appear to have

accepted civic control over brokers without resentment. They were
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probably reassured by the fact that there was apparently no
suggestion of the brokers leaving their companies to form a
separate fellowship, except perhaps in the late fifteenth century

(138).

Did such restrictions hinder the smooth running of the London
market ? It is interesting to note the comments of the Antwerp
brokers when protesting against the proposed introduction of a
system of nominated sworn insurance brokers at the beginning of
Philip II’s reign:

No-one can dispute, they say, that the liberties granted to the

merchants is the cause of the prosperity of this city
(Quoted Ehrenberg Capital and Finance 236)

However, in London there is no evidence of any serious opposition
to this apparently restrictive policy. Indeed, the protests made
ai the time of Richard Candeler’s patent, in 1575, demonstrate an
inbuilt flexibility in the previous system. The merchants did not
use the opportunity to complain about a lack of choice of brokers
(139). Moreover, it seems that they were able to negotiate their
own insurance policies if so they wished, or increasingly to
employ the servicés of scriveners (140). It may be that a lack
of evidence disguises an unsatisfactory state of affairs in
London, in which excessive restrictions imposed on brokerage
seriously hindered financial and commercial deals. However, there
is no intimation of this in the records which survive regarding
the negotiation of insurance policies (141). Moreover, the credit
.faci]ities which brokers were able to offer could have the effect
of increasing business (142). Brokers were in a good position to
offer credit because of the funds accumulated in the course of

their transactions and from their commission (143). It seems that
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the names of the Aldermen were also invoked as sureties,
sometimes without their permission (144). Nor did the Corporatioh
surrender its role after the 1570s; efforts to keep City brokers
firmly under civic control continued into the Stuart period and
beyond, assisted by city custom and by parliamentéry authority

(145).
Scriveners and notaries

The ready availability of notaries in sixteenth century London,
at least one of whom is known to have been resident in Lombard
street itself (146), also facilitated the speedy drawing up of
insurance policies and other legal documents (147) and their
ready authentication. The notary’s mark or sign gave legal
validity to such instruments (148), and it appears that notaries
provided some form of registration for insurance policies and
other documents:

As touching the keeping of the Register, it 1is known that
policies of assurance intimations and renunciations have been
time out of mind and are at this present kept by notaries of good
experience (amongst other their acts and dealings). And besides
the Scriveners being mere Scriveners of London brought up In
that science are sworn to make their writings duly and justly and

to keep due Registers of the same and also have wardens of their
company to correct their misdoings (if cause be) (BL lans 113

9(ii) 30ff)

In their capacity as agents acting as conveyancers and attestors,
they held a responsible position in society , one which was to
grow in'importance and status as they became financial advisors
and middlemen (149). Loss of reputation or credibility might lead
not just to disciplinary action by the Scriveners' Company, which
was responsible for regulating the profession, but also to legal

action and to financial ruin (150).
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The role of the Scriveners’ Company in the regulation of notariai
practice 1is important. Although there were obviously some
‘unskilled persons’ who ‘being of other companies and having no
like wardens to correct their misdoings’ encroached on the
preserve of the notary (151), all the officially appointed
notaries public practising in London were members of the
Scriveners® Company “or its predecessor, the Company of the
Writers of the Court Letter, until well into the seventeenth
century (152). Indeed, by 1477, the term 'scrivener’ had become
virtually synonomous with that of ‘notary’ (153). It seems that
the Corporation was willing to leave the supervision of the trade

to the company; there is no evidence of conflict over the issue.

The importance of scriveners and notaries in the growth of
Engiish deposit banking in the seventeenth century has long been
acknowledged (154). It is arguable that the significance of their
role in the sixteenth century money - market has been

underestimated.

6. Money lending

Loan capital was readily available in sixteenth century London,
despite the operation of the usury laws, not only from the
Italian bankers resident in the City (155) but also from
individual English merchants and their companies. Although
sixteenth century London could not compete with Antwerp as a
banking centre, since the great German banking houses never
established themselves there (156), it provided an important

venue for loan negotiation. Indeed, there seems to have been no
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shortage of individuals ready to lend their spare capital, both
short and long term, provided that they were assured of a good
return. Distinction should be drawn, however, between those like
Thomas Gresham, Gregory Isham and Otwell Wyllde, Barber Surgeon,
who lent in a ' deliberate and systematic way' and ~those, like

John Isham, who did so occasionally (157).

It has been pointedléut that the native money market, although
becoming increasingly sophisticated and adopting Italian meth&ds
of book-keeping and business voéabulary (158), was ’organised....
to satisfy the credit requirements of private individuals rather
than the Crown’ (158). This is scarcely surprising. The Antwerp
Boursg was exceptional in its role as high financier for the
European monarchy, and had itself, arisen from origins similar to
those of the London money market (160). The absence of large
banking houses in London should not disguise the existence of a
significant quantity of loan and project capital, particularly in
the hands of rich London cloth merchants. The speculation in
former monastic and chantry lands (161) and investment in native
industry and mineral extraction, most notably tin mining (162),
and in overseas explbration (163), should warn against overhasty
dismissal of London’s role as a money market. Attempts to harness
native capital resources to serve the needs of the Crown will be

explored in the following part of the chapter.
7. London as a financial centre
The Corporation’s attitude to the development of the City as a

financial centre was ambiguous. Whilst wishing to protect its

citizens from the malpractice of unscrupulous dealers, by



maintaining and implementing its licensing and regulation of
brokers, it showed a reluctance to interfere directly in thé
regulation of the insurance and money market. However, this
laissez faire stance was to leave the Court of Aldermen open to
central government attack in Elizabeth’s reign; with the
resultant undermining of its supervisory powers. In comparison
with the liberal attitude of the Antwerp civic government,
London’s rulers have been seen as restrictive: yet, it seems that
Elizabeth’s government did not consider them restrictive enough.
The traditional view should perhaps be challenged. The City
Corporation’s unwillingness to force the merchants into a Bourse
before they were ready to accept the move, and its reluctance to
codify the regulations governing the insurance market against the
advice of its participants surely demonstrate a sensitivity in
the financial arena such as found by others in the social and
political spheres (164). This may be explained as much by self-
interest - the involvement of the majority of the rulers in trade

and commerce should not be overlooked — as by consideration for

the common good.

It might seem that Qe have dwelled over-long in speculation on
the importance of London as a financial centre in a thesis which
has a much narrower brief. However, without an attempt to assess
this, it would be difficult to appreciate the importance of the
financial role played by the City in relation to both the Crown
and the nation. It is strange, then, that two studies of the
relationship between the City and Crown in the reign of Henry

VIIT make only scant reference to it (165). Similarly, although
recent works on Tudor London comment on the City’s predominance

in overseas trade and the importance of the cloth trade to
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London’s internal economy (166), there has been a tendency to
underplay, if to not ignore (167), the vital financial services'
provided by the City in a growing and increasingly sophisticated
international money market (168). Without an appreciation of
this, any study of the relationship between thé City and the

Crown must surely start from a weak position.
PART TWO : CROWN AND CITY

The intervention of Henry VIII and Elizabeth I in the
establishment of the London Bourse has already been noted. This
section examines the involvement of the mid-Tudor monarchs in the
development of the City as a financial centre and the ways in

which they exploited its financial services.
1. Crown intervention

Edward VI's government was particularly concerned about the
capital’s economy, monitoring the exchange rate and price
levels in the City and intervening, by means of orders,
prociamations and Acts of Parliament, as it saw necessary.
However, ironically, a regime which was perhaps more in need of
the financial services of the City than any other at this period,
was more notable for its undermining of the London money market

than for assisting in its development.

The most far-reaching central government economic measure, or
more correctly series of measures, which affected the City at
this time was the Great Debasement. The precise effects of this

policy on trade and commerce have been long and fiercely
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debated (169). In particular, the extent to which debasement and
devaluation of the coinage can be held responsible for inflatioﬁ
and for movements in the London-Antwerp exchange rate has been
questioned, as has their effect on the bullion supply and the
export trade. Both historical argument and quanfitative analysis
have been employed to assist in answering these questions : yet
consensus has not been reached. Whilst all agree that the
manipulation of the” coinage, by both Henry VIII and his
successor, had a significant effect on the mid-Tudor economy, the
extent and precise nature of the change remains speculative. This
chapter will be confined to political interpretation of the

matter, examining the issue from contemporary perceptions.

There 1is no doubt that the debasement and devaluation measures
had a major impact on the citizens of London, both merchants and
4retailers. Merchant Adventurers and Staplers commented on the
loss of confidence in sterling currency overseas and its effect
on the exchange rate with Antwerp. Otwell Johnson, for example,
in May 1551, noted the impact of ‘a vehement bruit that this day
our English shillings shall be proclaimed at ixd the piece’
(170); whilst Gresham pointed out, in March 1583, that as a
result of the expected debasement ’which is daily looked for’
‘the fall of the money will be a greatler] loss to the King’s
Majesty than the profit of the ekchange will be’ (171). The
following January, he wrote to the Council:
As the rumours that was served abroad of the valuing of the
French Crown and silver Spanish rialls as also of calling down of
~our base coin was the only occasion of the sudden fall of the
exchange so now upon news that 1s come that your honours never
meant it the exchange Is suddenly start up from xxis viiid to

xxiis 1i1id and I trust now like to rise to xxiiis Iif it please
God to send our ships laden with cloth in safety (SP 69/3 15-15v)



Suspicion also led to a refusal to accept certain English coins,
both abroad and at the ports (172). Whatever the effects of thé
altered specie of the coin on the exchange rate (173), there is
no doubt that rumours of the debasement were sufficient in

themselves to upset the smooth working of the exéhange mechanism.

However, the coinage debasement was not the only factor affecting
the acceptability of sterling on the Antwerp bourse. Political
instability in England, in particular during rebellion, could
interrupt transactions there (174), whilst the retaliatory
seizure of the English merchants®’ goods in Flanders in January
1549 had a similar effect:

I am driven to an urgent perplexity, namely thereunto adjoining
the general restraint or rather arrest at Antwerp of all our
English merchants bodies and goods, which is also chanced this
last week, beginning upon occasion of a stay made by certain our
"English ships in the narrow of xl or 1 ’hewes’ and other ships
bound with herring into France, which Indeed were shortly
released again, but those news go not so soon to the Flemings
ears ...and so our men and goods remain still under
arrest..... This trouble doth vehemently put men in fear for much
greater Inconvenience to come and doth altogether stay my
provision for your great payments at hand, for that almost no man

will give any money out from Flanders until a release be of that
is stayed (Otwell Johnson to John Johnson, 30 January 1549 -~

SP46/6 1)

The response was not unlike the impact of major events on the
international money market today. In addition, rumours concerning
other deals made on the Bourse were sufficient to prejudice
future rates of interest for London-Antwerp deals, on both sides
of the channel (175), whilst carefully aimed hospitality and
gifts could help to restore favourable terms (176). The Bourse
was also affected by the availability of loan capital - there
were periodic shortages, as the great banking houses claimed to

have loaned out the full extent of their financial resources. As
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Gresham explained, in December 1553:

This bourse of Antwerp is so strange that as one day you shall
have money plenty and the next day none. The reason 1s that there

be so many good takers and deliverers so that if one will not
another will.... I bhave talked with the Fucker [Fugger] and

Jaspar Schetz and I find them bare of money for that the FEmperor
doth owe them above iiic thousand pounds, so that with them there
is no good to be done at the present time (SP 69/2 107v-108)
Gresham apparently ’appreciated the fact that the rate of exchange
was governed by the amount and character of the business done’
there (177). Moreover deliberate attempts to manipulate the
market, to create an artificial tightness or ease, were employed

with some success by a number of speculators, most notably Gaspar

Ducci (178).

Nevertheless, at a time when the fineness of the coinage was seen
as essential to its value (179), its restoration was vital for
long-term economic recovery. Mary’s advisors realised this,
putting forward legislation to this effect immediately on her
accession (180). Meanwhile, in Edward’s reign, the government’s
London financial advisors, Yorke, Gresham and lane, were all
involved in attempts to restore the coinage and to increase the
bullion supply (181). Gresham, in particular, was preoccupied
with the effect of the debasement on the London—-Antwerp exchange
rate and was determined to prevent the export, whilst increasing
the import, of bullion (182). Yorke, meanwhile, devised a scheme
to profit from the supply of silver to the mint (183). Both had
some degree of success, despite the occasional need for somewhat
unorthodox methods (184); Gresham, in particular, boasting about
‘his personal success in playing the money market on behalf of the
English crown. However, the effectiveness of Gresham’s role has

been disputed (185).
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On this side of the channel, the repeated attempts to manipulaté
the currency were bound to have a harmful effect on public
confidence, despite governmental warnings against rumour-mongers
(186). This situation was exacerbated by the government’s
mishandling of the coinage manipulation, in particular in issuing
advanced warning to JPs and town governors of the imminent
debasement, in Juli 1551. ‘Although local officials were
instructed to keep the proclamations sealed (187), the news

inevitably leaked out, with predictable results:

Whereas the King very lately by proclamation ordained that the
shilling, after the last day of August next, should be current 9d
and the groat for 3d, he is now advertised by his Privy Council
that his favourable intention in settling so long a day is abused
by covetous people raising prices of victual and other things

[it 1Is proclaimed] that the 1s shall be current for 9d, and the
groat for 3d from this present day (8 July 1551 CPR 1550-3 131)

Edward’s advisers were particularly concerned about the effect of
the debasement on price levels in the City. In August 1551, the
Privy Council admonished the Mayor of London for his slackness in
punishing spreaders of stories concerning the coinage, the
ineffectiveness of this order being confirmed by further offences
(188). Merchants were also accused of deliberately inflating
prices in the capital (189). It is also interesting to note that,
although coinage manipulation had been largely abandoned by
Mary’s reign (190), as late as 1556, the Lord Mayor was

instructed to order the wards to arrest and punish city traders

refusing fo receive testons or other coin for their wares (191).

Loss of confidence in the coinage had am similar effect on the
investment market. Individual borrowers accused lenders of

profiteering (192), whilst creditors feared the declining wvalue
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of their investments, anxious that they should be repaid the full

value of their loan (193). It also affected the London exchange:

such is the continual change of things here [London] nowadays and
the bruit of proclamations for the new valuation of to take
effect by and by and also of gold to be decried is so wonderful
diverse, that few men’s wits or none can assuredly comprehend or
rather compass the well doing of their things (8 July 1551,
Otwell Johnson to John Johnson - SP46/6 181)

The disruption to credit and exchange transactions in London was
exacerbated by the government’s attempts to eradicate private
exchange and to revive the old laws against usury. Following on
from the problems arising from the currency debasement, the
London merchants were incredulous of the government’s actions.
Otwel! Johnson wrote to his brother from London, 12 June 1551:

First concerning gold and the course of the exchange know that
this day at our noon street time was published the enclosed
proclamation for the stay or rather abolishing of the said
- exchange, rechange etc whereby most merchants are brought Iinto a
wonderful perplexity of their trade, and very few or none can

understand the ground of the Council’s meaning therein (SP46/6
159)

The proclamation, issued 10 June 1551, which suspended all
private exchange and rechange transactions, reflected the
government’s fear of the drain of bullion abroad and concern that
the exchange rate was being adversely affected by the ubiquity of
merchants® exchange (194). A clue to its origins lies in the
letter written by Sir Thomas Chamberlain to the Council, 7 June
1551:

Whereby it may well appear that the exchange is but merchants
practice which how little they regard the commonweal for
advancement of their private turn I think the world doth see. A
merchant stranger here did ask me whether the exchange should be
- forbid with England which he said he had [heard] say that your
lordships jointly with the calling down of the money took to be
the remedy for the dearth of things as well within the realm as
also of foreign commodities brought here. (SP68/T 5393)

Once again Edward’s advisers had miscalculated, and the following
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March they were forced to withdraw the measure, acknowledging
'that the mart could not be without exchange’, although.
attributing the blame for the failure to the suspension of links
between the Antwerp and Lyons bourses during the war between the
Emperor and French king rather than to their own bolicy (195). It
is difficult to imagine how the proclamation could have been
enforced in any event: merchants had been dependent private
monetary exchange tfénsactions since the middle ages (198).
Nevertheless, the government continued to advocate programmes to
control the exchange and to restrict the activities of individual
merchants, particularly the Italians who ’'in all times pass to
go to and fro everywhere and for themselves serve all princes at
once ...[and] work what they list and lick the fat even from our

beards’ (197). Its main concern remained to prevent the loss of

bullion abroad.

The revival of the old usury laws, which had preven;ed the
loan of capital for private gain, represented a similar attempt
to turn back the clock. Although they had been relaxed in the
1540s by Henry 'VIII, they were reinstated and fortified by
Edward VI’'s government in 1552 (198), and were to remain in force
until 1571, It is ironic that a government so heavily dependent
on loans should feel moved to pass this legislation, primarily on
religious grounds (199). Mary, who chose to retain her brother's
usury laws, was in fact forced to undermine them by granting
dispensafions to her own creditors (200). Although most of the
London merchants seem to have found their own ways of
'circumventing these restricticns (201), there is evidence that
they did have some effect on dampening the market (202).

Nevertheless, as acknowledged in the preamble of the Elizabethan
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Act, the provisions of the 1552 measure were unenforceable:

which said latter Act hath not done so much good as was hoped it
should, but rather the said vice of usury and specially by way of
sale of wares and shifts in interest, hath much more exceedingly
abounded, to the utter undoing of many Gentlemen, Merchants,
Occupiers and other, and to the importable hurt of the
Commonwealth , as well for that in the said latter Act there is
no provision against such corrupt shifts and sales of wares, as
also for that there is no difference of pain, forfeiture or
punishment upon the greater or lesser exactions and oppressions
by reasons of loans upon usury (13 Elizabeth ¢8 - reproduced in

T&P 1T 160-3)
By the Act of 1571, the Henrician usury laws, which had allowed

the taking of interest of up to 10%, were reinstated and the
hearing and determination of offences was assigned to the
jurisdiction of Justices of the Peace and the Mayors, Sheriffs
and Bailiffs of cities. By these measures it was hoped that the
cases of serious abuse, namely the taking of excessive rates of

interest, would be easier to identify and punish (203).

There was no way in which merchants could be prevented from
borrowing ana lending money for gain, even during the period in
which it was forbidden, 1552 to 1571 (204). Even those not
wishing to take a specific rate of interest, could profit from
money lending by the use of a number of devices, including ‘dry’
or ’'fictitious’ exchange (205). There is evidence, in the records
of Chancery, of cases concerning the taking of interest (208),
although these were in fact brought respectively by a borrower
complaining that his attempts to repay a loan at interest were
refused and a lender who feared the effect of the new usury laws.
Evidence of government prosecutions of offenders, who were
-subject to the penalties of praemunire, would most likely be
found in the records of King’s bench or the assizes. None have

vyet  been discovered for this period although further research
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might reveal the existence of some. Cases might also have been
brought in the ecclesiastical courts, since usury was stili
viewed in some quarters as a sin (207). The paucity of the
evidence should not be taken as proof of the effectiveness of the
legislation. If anything, it indicates an acknowledgment of the
prevalence of the practice rather than its eradication. Without
readily available credit, the wheels of trade and commerce could

not turn; this was bound to make Edward’s pious move an empty

gesture.

Taken together, the interventionist measures of Edward'’'s
government into the financial workings of the City can only be
described as detrimental. The fact that trade and commerce
continued largely uninterrupted despite the restrictions placed
upon them, is surely a tribute to their resilience. The
éovernment’s apparent mishandling of the City’s financial affairs
is rendered more surprising by its need to harness its services

in relation to the royal debt.

In contrast, Mary appears not to have intervened directly in this
way., Apart from attempting to restore the coinage on her
accession to the throne and subsequently (208), a move which was
welcomed by the City’s merchants (209), and her minister’s
attempt to reform the customs, which was less well received
(210), she seems to have adopted a laissez faire policy with
regard ﬁo the City, relying on Gresham to negotiate favourable
exchange rates for her on the continent. It was not until the
| 1570s, 1in the reign of her sister, that the monarchy intervened
in its financial affairs with renewed vigour. The official

opening of the Royal Exchange by Elizabeth I in 1571 was fol lowed
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by a series of central government measures to regulate the City,

in insurance, exchange and rechange and broking (211).
2. The Royal Debt
Public Credit

Despite the development of the native money market, its resources
were not sufficient to meet the heavy demands of the Crown for
loan capital in the mid-sixteenth century. For thirty years, from
1544 to 1574, English monarchs resorted to the great banking
houses based in Antwerp to satisfy their growing need for cash.
Yet the City of London continued to perform several vital
financial services for the Crown, representing a source of ready
money for short-term borrowing, providing personnel with
éxpertise in financial matters and underwriting royal loans on
the continent. Indeed, for the vast majority of this period the
City acted a sole guarantor for Crown borrowing on the Antwerp

exchange.

This close financial liaison between monarch and City merchants
was far from new. Individual Londoners had been called on to lend
money to the Crown from at least the twelfth century (212); and
the syndicates of English merchants which raised funds for Edward
III in the mid-fourteenth century (1343-51) had their head-
quarters' in London and included many prominent Londoners (213).
After the activities of these firms were terminated by plague and
bankruptcy, the Crown continued to borrow from individuals and,
from 1407, from the Merchants of the Staple corporately. However,

the perceived unscrupulousness of the central government in
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dealing with creditors periodically led to reluctance or refusal
to lend (214). Some monarchs were more successful than others at
attracting creditors and allaying their fears, Edward IV being
particularly assiduous in this respect (215). Although monarchs
continued to make extensive use of the credit facilities offered
by the Italian community resident in London throughout the middle
ages, Edward III and his successors made increasing use of native
merchants, who from the fourteenth century became a ’serious
alternative. source of credit for the Crown’ (216). The financial
expertise of individual London merchants was also exploited by
the Crown from an early date. The legendary Richard Whittington,

for example, played a significant part in the securing of public

credit (217).

Developments in the sixteenth century were to accentuate London’s
importance in relation to the rqyal debt, despite the fact that
major loans for a time ceased to be raised in the capital. The
most important of these was the enormous increase in the amounts
required (218) and, in consequence, the Crown’s need to find an

underwriter for its increased borrowing on the continent.

In common with his European contemporaries (219), Henry VIII
adopted an extravagant foreign policy, which involved him in
expensive wars and vastly enhanced bills for mercenaries. This
forced him to look for new expedients to raise ready money,
particularly during the crisis years of 1544 to 1546. A variety
of methods were exploited, including the sale of church lands,
currency debasement and forced loans. However, they all had
negative effects (220). An increasing tendency to resort to the

medieval expedient of public credit was inevitable, particularly
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when the concentration of continental bankers on the Antwerp

Bourse in the sixteenth century made it easier to raise and

spread loans, generally at lower rates of interest than available
elsewhere (221). This practice was to be Tfollowed, with
increasing frequency, by his immediate successors, although some

loans continued to be raised from Italian bankers in London or

through their agents abroad (222).

In order to secure access to these advantageous terms, Henry VIII
had to provide sufficient security to the bankers. The credit-
worthiness of the English crown was hard to prove; nor was it
subject to litigation for debt recovery. Moreover, with the
replacement of the ’floating’ debts of the middle ages by
’funde&’ loans, princes could no longer raise loans without the
éredit of cities, diets or other groups (223). Although it has
been pointed out that practical consequences of this shift, from
fldating to funded debt, must not be exaggerated (224), the need
to find corporate or other substantial guarantors on a regular
basis represents a significant change. From the 1540s, the City
of lLondon corporately bégan to play a crucial role in royal

credit, by underwriting its continental loans on request (225).

This involvement did not occur immediately. The first loan
negotiated by Henry VIII's agent, Stephen Vaughan, with the
Welsers of Augsburg in May 1544, was underwritten by Italian
merchants resident in London (226). The second loan, in August
| 1545, from the Fuggers of Augsburg, was .for the first time
underwritten by the Mayor, Aldermen and Commonalty of London, by

thirteen separate bonds (227). However, Vaughan wrote, in
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February 1545, that only the Fuggers of Augsburg would accept
London as underwriter (228). Nevertheless, the Fuggers, Scheti
and other overseas financial houses soon came to insist on the
City’'s guarantee for all such advances (229), probably because of
the difficulty of finding a reliable alternative (230). The fact
that the English monarch consistently used the City as surety, in
contrast to his Furopean counterparts, who tended to spread their
loans between a variety of guarantors, may well have been an
important contributory factor in the high reputation which

English royal credit gained abroad (231).

With regard to the mechanics of the operation, it 1is worth
pausing to examine the nature of the City’s guarantee to the
continental bankers, an example of which is preserved in the
State Papers (Foreign) in the form of a re-used draft (232). From
fhis, it appears that the Mayor and Commonalty of London bound
themselves to the banking house or individual money lender for
the repayment of full sum of the monarch’s debt, incorporating an
amount for interest, at an agreed place and date. These details
replicated the text of the monarch’s own bonds to the creditor,
issued by the Lord Chancellor under the Great Seal (233). In case
of non-payment by the monarch, the citizens of London became
individually and jointly liable, both in person and in moveable
and immovable goods and possessions held in England and abroad,
to the value of the money owed, with interest, costs, losses and
other expenses (234). It is therefore no surprise to find either

that the Court of Aldermen had to seek the approval of
representatives of the Court of Common Council before sealing
such bonds with the Common Seal (235) or that the Corporation

insisted wupon the Crown'’s counterbond to indemnify the citizens
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against the penalties contained in the City’s bond (236). This
counterbond was held by the Town Clerk for the duration of the

loan (237), after which it was returned, cancelled by cuts and

defacing of the seal, to the Privy Council for storage in the
Treasury of the Exchequer, together with the cancelled royal bond
to the creditor (238). In return, the City’s bond was annulled
and redelivered to the Mayor or Town Clerk and transferred to the

custody of the City Chamberlain (239).

That the central government appreciated the value of this service
provided by the City is evident from the Privy Council’s letters
to the Court of Aldermen in April 1548, ’giving thanks to the
same for such bonds as the City heretofore had sundry times by
their m;ans entered into for the King’s debt’, whist requesting
them to enter into other bonds for his grace (240). Its
importance to Crown finance can be deduced from Appendices 1.1
and 1.2. Edward’s government appears to borrowed over L670,000
(Flemish) in various loans on the continent between 1547 and 1553
(including interest and brokerage charges), all of which were
underwritten by the City, whilst Mary'’s foreign borrowing between

1553 and 1558 amounted to at least 1L800,000 (Flemish) (241).

The advantages to the City are less clear. It is curious that the
City records are silent on the matter until Edward’s reign (242),
the only hint of the negotiations which must have taken place
with the Council before the securing of the loan of August 1545

being the following entry of 28 July 1545:

After the report of Mr Recorder and Sir Ralph Warren knights for
and concerning such weighty affairs touching the King’s Majesty
and this city as they presently this forenoon had moved the

70



King’s most honourable Council of, it was agreed that my Lord
Mayor, Mr Recorder, Mr Warren, Mr Forman, Mr Roche, Mr Dormer, Mr
J Gresham and Mr Jervys Aldermen shall this afternoon at i1 of
the clock repair again unto the said Council for the said matters
(Rep 11 191v)

It is stranger still that nothing is recorded in the Journal of
Common Council since the endorsement of that body would surely
have been necessary for the drawing up of the Fuggers® bond. This
implies that the City rulers avoided consulting the Commoners in
Henry VIII’s reign, p}esumably out of fear that they would be
accused of acting ultra vires by agreeing to the Crown’s request.
This supposition would seem to be confirmed by the fact that in
July 1547, shortly before the first mention of the royal debt
appears in the Repertories, the advice of the Lord Great Master
was sought by the Court of Aldermen ’‘for the making of the
commoners privy unto the bond which the King desireth this City
to enter into for his grace unto the Fokers [Fuggers] that order
éhall be taken for the accomplishment thereof accordingly’® (243).
Certainly the procedure of consulting the commons was a laborious
one, as Gresham was subsequently to indicate : *for every bond
sealing in the City there is above iic [200] burgesses besides

the Mayor and the Aldermen’ (244).

One can only conclude that the City’s rulers considered adopting
the role of underwriter a relatively undemanding way of gaining
the good will of the Crown, without the need to advance the money
themselves or to bear its loss, because of the Crown’'s
counterbond. In this they were fortunate that the English
monarchy, unlike its continental rivals, did not default on its
.debts or obligations during this period (245). In contrast, when
Edward sought to borrow directly from the City in 1549, the Court

of Aldermen expressed some reservation about the loan, demanding
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that ' the declaration of the assurance that the City desires for
the repayment of such money as the King does now require to

borrow from them. Indeed, they insisted certain named Privy

Councillors and royal officials bound themselves to the City
Chamberlain for ’'the repayment of such money as the City at this

time shall lend to the King*® (246).

The City’s role as guarantor of the royal debt on the continent
was not exceptional in a European context (247) and may have been
rendered largely nominal by the Crown’s counterbonds during this
period at least (248). However, it placed London in a unique
position in England vis a vis the Crown, forcing the monarch into
the role of suppliant to the Mayor and Commonalty for each bond
(249). The importance of these loans to the Crown is witnessed by
their frequency and size (250). The Scottish and Frénch wars of
Edward’s reign and the French wars of Mary’s, with their heavy
expenses, particularly on mercenaries, accentuated the need for
Crown borrowing on the continent (251). This dependence left the
Crown wvulnerable, not only in relation to the City and to the
foreign creditors, but also towards Parliament, to which the
monarch had to appeal for subsidies and fifteenths and tenths
(252) for the repayment of the royal debt. It also left the
English monarchy weak in relation to the outside world, as
Elizabeth stressed through Mildmay in 15875, after crown borrowing
on the continent had been suspended in 1574:

A debt begun four years at the least before the death of King
Henry the Eighth, and not cleared until within these two Yyears,
-and all that while running upon Interest, a course able to eat up
not only private men and their patrimonies, but also princes, and
their estates ; but such hath been the care of this time, as Her
Majesty and the State 1is clearly freed from that eating

corrosive, the truth whereof may be testified by the citizens of
London, whose bonds under the common seal of the City of
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assurance of payment being usually given and renewed, and which
hanged so many years to their great danger, and to the peril of
the whole traffic are now all discharged, cancelled and del ivered
into the chamber of London to their own hands. By means whereof
the realm is not only acquitted of this great burthen, and the
merchants free, but also Her Majestyl’s] credit thereby both at
home and abroad greater than any other prince for money, if she
have need, and so in reason it ought to be, for that she hath
kept promise to all men, wherein other princes have often failed
to the hindrance of many (Sir Simonds D’'FEwes The Journals of all
the Parliaments during the Reign of Queen Elizabeth 1682 245-6. I
am grateful to Dr I Archer for this reference)

Financial Expertise

The City's provision of financial expertise for the royal service
was also of particular value to the Crown in this period, both
~ formally through the office of royal agent, a position generally
filled by a notable City merchant (253), and informally through
advice given to the Privy Council by individual merchants or
livery companies. This included market information, concerning
éupply and prices (254), exchange rates and foreign coinage (255)
and shipping information (256). In 1552, in attempting to find a
solution to the problem of the royal debt, Cecil suggested that a
number of London merchants be called before the Council,
presumably to offer their skilled financial advice (257). 1In
addition, individual financiers suggested schemes to the Privy
Council. The most notable of these was that presented in 1550 by
Sir John Yorke, a Londoner who acted as one of the Under
Treasurers of the Royal Mint (Southwark and Tower I). He planned
to settle Edward’'s debts from the profits made out of silver
bullion on the Mint. This scheme, implemented for one year, went
some way towards achieving its objective, but subsequently
lapsed. Nor was it the only plan suggested by Yorke (258). Sir
William Lane, a London merchant, and Sir Roland Haywood were also

involved in supplying financial advice (259), whilst Thomas
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Gresham devised a number of schemes to raise money for the Crown,
including an abortive plan to introduce a lead monopoly in 1552

(260). Thomas Gresham, and a number of other London merchants
including Foxall, Saxey, Judde and Sir John Gresham also played

an important role as ad hoc financial agents for the Crown (261).
However, from Henry VIII’s reign, the key role in international
finance bacame the preserve of the official royal agent on the

.

continent.

When Edward VI ascended to the throne, in January 1547, his
father's royal agent in Antwerp, Stephen Vaughan, had already
retired (262). He was replaced by William Damsell (or Dansell),
who had previously served Henry VIII on a casual basis, from
1543 to 1547 (263). The exact date of his appointment as royal
agent is not known. Certainly he was employed in this position by
AJanuary 1548, when he delivered to the Court of Aldermen two
cancelled bonds for Henry’'s debts (264), whilst Exchequer
accounts indicate that he had been resident in Antwerp as an
agent of the King since at least January 1547 (265). Damsell was
promptly admitted to the freedom of the City by redemption, as a
mercer, for a fee of 16 13s 4d, which would suggest that,
unusually, he was not a Londoner by origin (266). This may
explain his apparent lack of expertise in financial negotiations
on behalf of the English Crown_in Antwerp. In May 1549, the Privy
Council wrote sharply to him, criticising him for failing to
reply to their letters and for his unskillful proceeding:

" the bruit is blown over London of the taking up of bullion for
his Majesty, and of such price that it is great marvel: and as
may be most credibly and certainly judged, ye have hindered the
King’'s Majesty to a wondrous notable sum — as 1Is supposed above

40,00011i; so that except ye have prepared already very much for
his highness, we cannot conjecture how to excuse you: but ye have
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done his majesty marvelous evil service (17 May 1549 SP 68/3 703
- quoted Burgon Gresham I 63-4) :

- Damsell defended himself in a long letter to the Council (267),
in which he explained that he had been assisted in the matter by
one Thomas Gresham and enclosed a copy of his  letter to Sir
Thomas Smith, one of the Council Secretaries, who was a friend of

his. After further complaints from the Privy Council, Damsell

remonstrated:

I am right sure I never offended you; and it seemeth to me that
yYou suppose me a very blunt beast, without reason and discretion
that in so evident a matter I should not know where I have
offended (27 June 1549 - SP68/3 835)

He also pointed out that, unless the Council ‘extend their favour
to him’, Gresham stood to lose three or four hundred pounds in

his bullion transactions on behalf of the government, which ‘will

discourage a great number of other to meddle with the bringing in

of bullion’ (268).

It seems that the Privy Council was unjust to Damsell; Sir
William Paget certainly thought the Councillors’ attitude severe
(269). He had, after all, on the specific instruction of the
Councillors, managéd to negotiate, and prolong, a number of
significant loans on the continent under difficult circumstances.
(270) and had concluded deals for plate, military equipment and
munitions (271). The Council had surely been unreasonable in
expecting him to persuade lenders to accept bell metal, lead or
other commodities instead of interest on their loans, or to agree
to interest rates below the normal rate (272). Moreover, Damsell
‘was anxious to seek advice before acting, approaching the Lord
Protector directly in July 1549 for authorisation to borrow at

13%, since he was unable to procure the 1L100,000 requested below
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that rate (273). Nor was he completely inexperienced when he took
up office in 1547 or 1548 - he had previously assisted Vaughan,

who in his capacity as royal agent had also been reprimanded for

his apparent shortcomings in loan negotiation (274).

Nevertheless, in April 1551, Damsell was ‘’revoked from his
office of agent ', the Lords having ’wrought another way for
satisfaction of the Kfﬁg’s debt by reason of his slackness’(275).
The Council relented and sent a letter to him on 26 April,
allowing him to remain in Flanders, in his capacity as Governor
of the Merchant Adventurers, until he received further order from
them, praising his dealings in plate in September and confirming
his position as royal agent (276). He was still active on Council

business in November 1551 (277).

The following month he was summoned back to answer charges
instigated against him by John Dymock (278). These were concerned
with his Governorship of the Merchant Adventurers (279), rather
than his supposed incompetence as royal agent (280). He delayed
his return until 31 March of the following year, despite a second
summons, and, whilst vawaiting the outcome of the case, was
committed to the custody of Philip Hobby for his intransigence,
‘for that he repaired not hither immediately upon his first
sending for, but delayed until now’ (281). It seems that Hobby
had been temporarily fulfilling Damsell’s role in Flanders. On 15
March, for example, he had been given commission to repay 381,440
.caroline florins to the Fuggers in repayment of the King’s debts
(282). Dymock lost his case and Damsell was granted a passport
in May to travel overseas on the King's business. He resumed his

negotiations for gunpowder, munitions and plate, but was not
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reinstated as royal agent with responsibility for financial
transactions, presumably because of his lack of skill in thié
area (283). Even when in post, Damsell does not seem to have
been in sole charge of loan negotiation : the responsibility was
shared with others such as Dymock, Foxall, Saxey and Yorke, all

London merchants (284).

In contrast, the credentials of his successor, Thomas Gresham,
for financial management were impeccable, and apparent to no-one
more than to himself (285). He was to be a key figure in this
‘period. His father was Sir Richard Gresham, who,l besides his
campaign for a London Bourse, had been active periodically in the
service of the state, although never appointed royal agent (286).
Thomas had also been consulted for financial advice and employed
as a financial agent on an ad hoc basis before being called upon
'to serve as royal agent in Antwerp, in December 1551 or January

1552 (287). In Gresham’s words, after he had been summoned before

the King and Council:

to know.my opinion (as they had many other merchants) what way
with least charge his majesty might grow out of debt. And after
my device was declared, the King’s highness and the Council
required me to take the room in hand, without my suit or labour
for the same (BL Cotton Otho Ex 43; transcribed Burgon Gresham I

66).

With a brief interruption, at the beginning of Mary'’s reigﬁ, when
he was recalled (288), Gresham continued to serve in this role
well into Elizabeth’s reign. It is difficult, from the hyperbole
of Gresham’s dispatches, to deduce the true effectiveness of his

-activities on behalf of the English crown (289). Nor would it be

appropriate to enter into a detailed analysis of Gresham’s

dealings on behalf of the monarchy (290). However, in an age when
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the principal object of those servicing the royal debt was to pay
it off, his success in this is resounding (291). In the course of

these deals, he tried to enhance the credit of the English Crown
abroad, boasting soon after Edward’s death that he had so raised

the King’s credit that he could borrow any sum at Ahtwerp !
wherefore his enemies begin to fear him, for hither his power had
not been known'’ (292), and that in 1555, ’'no Prince living can go
out of his dominions and obtain such credit as [Mary] has’ (293).
Ehrenberg, in his analysis of the Antwerp Bourse concluded that '
allowing for some exaggeration it is certain that under Gresham
the credit of the English Crown was far better than that of the

other princes who borrowed in Antwerp’ (294).

However, Gresham, like his predecessors, Vaughan and Damsell,
could only act with the authority of the Privy Council (295).
Indeed, at the beginning of Mary’s reign he was issued with
specific instructions (296), although Gresham himself drew up a
memorial of his terms for the appointment (297). On more than
one occasion the Councillors acted against his advice or withdrew
support from Gresham’s schemes (298). In August 1552, the
Councillors® insistence on the prolongation of various loans on
the continent against his advice caused Gresham to threaten
resignation to Northumberland as a matter of principle:

In consideration whereof if there be no nother [sic] ways taken
forthwith this is most humbly to beseech your grace that I may be
discharged of this office of agentship for otherwise I see in the
end I shall receive shame and discredit thereby to my utter
undoing for every [sicl, which is the smallest matter of all, so
that the King’s Majesty and credit be not spotted thereby and
‘specially 1n a strange country where at this present his credit
Is better than the Emperors — which I pray to the living God long
to continue - for now the Emperor giveth [16%] and yet no money

to be gotten (BL Cotton Galba Bxii 212v)

No doubt he intended to call the Privy Council’s bluff, which he
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did successfully, only to be dismissed from his post by the
incoming Marian government. This decision was no doubf
attributable to his close association with the Northumberland
regime (299). However, although his appeal to Mary for his
reinstatement (300) had no immediate effect, Gresham’s
acknowledged ability, his extensive and influential contacts
(301), the lobbying of Sir John Leigh (302) and the inadequacies
of his successor (Chrfstopher Dauntsey) combined to persuade the
Crown to reappoint him, in November 1553 (303). Nevertheless, he
continued to need the authorisation of the central government for
all his transactions on the part of the Crown, as he himself
acknowledged (304). It is clear that he had received instructions
and advice not only from the Privy Council collectively, but also
from William Paulet, Marquis of Winchester, as Lord Treasurer,

Sir William Petre and Sir William Cecil, as Principal

‘secretaries, and Lord Paget (305).

According to Gresham, the secret of his success on the Antwerp
Bourse lay in the prompt fulfilment of obligations, sometimes by
resort to his own_credit, the discouragement of bullion export
from England, and his own travails, not least in the acquisition
of bul{ion from abroad for the Royal Mint (306). He also managed
to avoid the receipt of jewels or commodities, such as alum, as
part of the loan negotiations, which his predecessors had often
beenlobliged to accept (307). Gresham aimed to negotiate loans at
the lowest possible rate of interest, to pay them back at their
expiry date and to keep abreast of market intelligence (308). To

achieve this, he drew up a number of devices to manipulate the
exchange rates on the Antwerp Bourse in favour of sterling,

although the extent to which movements in the exchange rate were
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attributable to Gresham has been questioned (309), and learned to
play the exchange with some success (310). It is noticeable that,
under Gresham’s aegis, the royal debt was split between an
increasing number of bankers, thus releasing the Crown from total
dependence on the major lenders, such as the Fuggérs, the Schetz
and Lazarus Tucher, on whom his predecessors had principally
relied (311). This spread of loans also enabled him to fulfil his
principal strategem -"the use of ’Peter’ to pay ‘Paul’. By means
of short-term borrowing and exchange transactions, both through
other continental bankers and the native and Italian merchants in
London (312), he was able largely to avoid the prolongation of
loans at higher rates of interest, although he was forced to seek

extensions on occasion (313).

Gresham was also employed on a variety of other Council business,
chiefly foreign intelligence and munition purchase (314), and, as
an extension of his financial dealings, was sent to Spain in 1554
to obtain and transport bullion negotiated on the Antwerp
Exchange (315). However, he ran into difficulties in this and
incurred the ire. of the Privy Council for his tardiness in
communication, the riskiness of his plan to convey his bullion to
Cadiz for shipment in the sole custody of his servant and the
shortfall, which Gresham attributed to the Spanish bankers, some
of whom ’played bankrupt’, and to natural wastage (316). During
his absence from Antwerp, John Gresham and Nicholas Holborne took

charge of transactions there concerning the royal debt (317).

Gresham may have been primarily a financier and a only
secondarily a Londoner, who fulfilled a crucial role in central

government Tfinance. However, it is clear that he would not have
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gained the necessary experience and expertise without having
served an apprenticeship as a London merchant, as he himself
acknowledged (318). Moreover, although exempt from civic office
because of his governmental duties (319), he continued to
identify himself with the City maintaining a house there, and
with his livery company, the Mercers, showing, by the bequests in
his will, his sense of responsibility to his guild (320). Indeed,
he styled himself ®'Thomas Gresham, Mercer’ in his dispatches from
abroad (321). His offer to furnish the building of the London
Bourse and to leave it jointly to the City Corporation and
Mercers’ company after his death is symptomatic of this civic
loyalty (322). However, in common with his father, he was not
universally popular in London. His use of alien workmen and his
importation of foreign materials for the Royal Exchange caused

resentment among the native workforce (323).

One of Gresham’s chief aims was to transfer responsibility for
the royal debt to London merchants and to decrease England’s

dependence on overseas credit, as he explained in Elizabeth reign:

I would wish that the Q@Qlueenl’s Majesty in this time should not
use any strangers but her own subjects whereby he and all other
princes may see what a prince of power she is... Sir, seeing I am
entered so far with you for the credit of the Qlueenl]’s Majesty
beyond the seas wherein I have travailed this 20 years and by
experience In using our own merchants I found so great honour to
the prince as also great profit to the merchants and to the whole
Realm whatsoever our merchants say to the contrary for when our
owed our own mean merchants 60 or 80 m 1i [L60,000 or L80,000]
then they knew themselves and were daily ready and sure as good
cheer as strangers did which Sir I would wish again Iin this time
of extremity to be used for that I know our merchants be able to
do)if. (Gresham to Sir William Cecil, 14 August 1569 - BL Lans 12
. 18) (324)

As implied, there was some resistance to this move by the London

merchants, who resented Gresham’s interference in their trade and
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particularly with regard to the exchange rate, which determined

their profit.

Reviving and extending the medieval practice of borrowing from
the Staplers (325), in 1552 the Crown raised what was in effect a
forced loan from the Adventurers and Staplers from their cloth
payments in Antwerp, 20s for each cloth, for which they were
promised repayment in London at a subsequent date. The details

were described by Edward VI in his chronicle:

3 October 1552 Because I had a paylment] of L48,000 to be paid in
December and had as yet but L14,000 beyond the sea to pay it
withall, the merchants did give me a loan of L40,000 to be paid
by them the last of december and to be repaid again by me the
last of March. The manner of levying this loan was of[(f] the
cloths after the rate of 20s of[f] a cloth. For they carried out
at this shipping 40,000 broadcloths. This grant was confirmed the
4(th] day of this month by a company assembled of 300 Merchant
Adventurers (Edward VI Chronicle 146-7)

On the grounds that he was confident of a rise in the exchange
rate at Antwerp which would eat into their profits on exchange
into sterling, Gresham apparently persuaded the native
merchants to accept a lower rate than normal in London (326);
thus the Crown not.only had the use of the capital in the short-
term, in order to pay off its own debts abroad, it also profited
in the longer-term from a fixed (and favourable) exchange rate.
It 1is scarcely surprising that the merchants were reluctant to
accept fhis package, including his uncle who * not a little
stormed at him® for attempting to fix the exchange at such a high
rate in Antwerp, since it would have the result of reducing the

Merchant Adventurers® purchasing power there (327).

However, it seems that on subsequent occasions the merchants

managed to obtain a more realistic rate of exchange (328). This,
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combined with his insistence on prompt repayment by the
government, may explain Gresham’s subsequent succeés in obtaining
further ioans from the Merchant Adventurers and Merchants of
the Staple in order to service royal borrowing abroad, not only
ﬁnder Edward VI, but also under his successors, Mary and
Elizabeth (329), despite continued resistance on behalf of some
(330). However, it was not until Elizabeth’'s reign that central
government succeeded in persuading the London merchants, through
the agency of the Corporation, to assume longer—term
responsibility for the royal debf (331). Gresham’s reliance on
the Adventurers, together with his own membership of the
Society, surely explain his willingness to support them in their
battle against the Steelyard and against the new-style
redemptioners in their own ranks in the 1550s (332). In addition
to loans from the merchant associations, there is evidence that
Gresham raised sums on the Lombard stfeet exchange, as well as on

the Antwerp Bourse (333).

Other London merchants had their own links with the Crown and
Privy Council, offering financial services collectively or
individually. Two other freemen of the Mercers’ Company, Francis
Foxall and Henry Saxey, were prominént in this respect (334).
Between October 1548 and June 1549, Foxall was entrusted with
128,846 15s 'for the affairs of His Majesty’s exchanges’(335). In
February 1549, for example, he was given 11,425 for the
settlement of Henry VIII's debts to the Fuggers (336), whilst
127,190 10s was ‘paid and defrayed to diverse merchants as well
'strangers and Englishmen resident within the City of London...by
exchange upon several bills to be repaid in Antwerp in Flemish

money at several rates’ together with an additional L34 10s for
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brokerage (337). Foxall had received 14,721 15s of this money
from three fellow City merchants — Alderman Hynde, John Macheli

and Richard Folkes, Clothworkers — for the purchase of 187 bales

of ’whitehornes fustians’. These had been delivered to William
Damsell by Lazarus Tucher (338). It was common for the Crown to
attempt to make a profit out of the sale of cloths and other
commodities, often received as part of'loan negotiations, by
selling them on to” London merchants (339). In this case
‘rewards’ of L41 15s had to be given to the three merchants in
consideration of their charges and in recompense for the 125
bales ‘'not being of the right making® (340). The following
September, Foxall and Saxey were ordergd to deli§er L10,000, part
of a further loan received from the Fuggers, to Sir Maurice
Dennys 'for the King's affairs’. In October, they delivered
AL8,OOO to Sir Richard Cotton towards ﬁhe military charges at
Boulogne and were ordered to provide payment -for one hundred

workmen at Portsmouth and for a band of German mercenaries (341).

John Dymock, Draper and Merchant Adventurer (342), also acted on
occasion as a crown agent, negotiating money by exchange for the
King;s use and helping to further Anglo Swedish relations (343).
It has been noted that Thomas Gresham and his father were
emﬁloyed in a similar ad hoc capacity: his brother and ﬁncle were
also used in this way (344). Sir John Gresham, for example, was
associated with Sir Ralph Warren, Sir Roland Hill and Sir Andrew
Judde in several projects to assist in paying off the royal debt.
In particular, they weré commissioned for the advantagebus sale
of alum and fustians received by the Crown as part of deals with
the Antwerp bankerg (345). Both Judde and Sir John Gresham lost

money in the collapse of Yorke’s scheme (346). A small number of
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prominent merchants were employed to transport news and transact
business between the City and the Court or had liaisons of their
own with central government (347). This interaction must have

fostered the links between the two.

To the Crown, one of:the most attractive features of the City
continued to be its ability to raise money directly in the form
of loans, subsidies and gifts. It was, after all, a long
standing custom to expect the capital to share with the Crown
some of the fruits of its success:

The City, by the Benefit of its Trade, hath always been very
opulent; and many of its members have arrived to overgrown
Estates; which they have made use of very commendably, either for
the present Supplies and Assistances of their Princes (which they
have often done) or for such other Public Good ... And it hath
been from Time to Time the Practice of Kings of England to borrow
money for their present necessities of the City : and the Custom
of - the City accordingly to supply their Kings (Stow Survey ed.
Strype 1720 I 281-2)

The wider issue of taxation will be discussed in a subsequent
chapter (348). However, it is appropriate here to examine the

loans requested by the monarchy, which in themselves represented

a form of additional taxation.

Edward VI’s Council endeavoured to borrow money from the City
Corporation in July 1549 (349). The Corporation appeared
reluctant to honour this request. It insisted on good security
for the loan, requiring that individual Councillors and officials
be bound to the City Chamberlain for repayment of the debt (350).
At the end of August, agreement still had not been reached and

representatives of the Court of Aldermen were summoned before the

85



Privy Council to answer their request "*for the borrowing of
certain money of this City to the'King’s use’ (351). No more ié
heard of the matter; presumably the Privy Council received a
negative response (352). Mary was more. successful with her
request in 1556 for a loan of 16,000, which was furnished by the
richer inhabitants of the City, namely all those charged at L1100
or over in the last subsidy (353). It is unclear whether the 1556

loan was repaid (354):

However, the most spectacular attempt to raise money in the City
in this period was in 1558. In March that year, Mary sought to
borrow ’out of hand®’ the considerable sum of L100,000 from the
citizens (355). It is likely that her success in 1556 spurred her
on towards this extravagant claim. ’By great labour' on the part
4of the Mayor and Aldermen, this sum was reduced tb 120,000, to
be raised by the ]ivery companies and lent on the security of
mortgaged royal lands (356). Pressure had to be applied on some
of the livery companies. In the Mayor’'s precept to the company
wardens, they were commanded to deliver the full amount of their
allocation to the City Chamber 'as ye tender her highness® favour
and will and eschew her grace’s high indignation and displeasure’
(357), whilst the threat of Quo Warranto proceedings had to be
employed , for example, against the Mercers® company to persuade
its members to pay up the L3,275 assessed on them (358). The
Corporation ifself was somewhat Qoncerned about the .failure of
the Council to give notice of the date for repayment (359). In
the event, the loan was prolonged until April 1559 (380). The
offer of 12% interest and dispensation from the usury laws (361)

was presumably designed to sugar the pill.
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This method of enticement was not new. It had been used the
previous century by the lLancastrians, since, in the words of G L
Harriss, ’weak governments, unable to secure sufficient loans
from their subjects on the plea of obligation, must necessarily
have resorted to offering interest as an inducement’ (362).
However, he continues ’'if this were so, the inducement failed, '
for ascertainably the Tudors secured far more from their loans
than did the Lancastrians’. Yet Harriss fails to notice that the
Tudors attempted the same sort of persuasion, albeit with a

limited degree of success (363).

The unpopularity of this forced loan is evident from the records
of the Mercers’ company (364). There is no reason to believe the
Mercers were alone in their reluctance to contribute: there must
have been considerable apprehension_ about possible default.
‘Although the loan was secured on royal lands, which were to be
mortgaged to named Aldérmen and the Town Clerk, the City
Chamberlain was forced to stand the costs of the ‘’assurance of
land’ (i.e. the mortgage deed) until such time as the money was
repaid in full (365). Moreover, althoughlinterest was offered at
12%, this was ’below the going rate of interest for short-term
ldans, which, according to Ramsay, wés generally 15% or above
(366). In Mary's last Parliament, when the subject of loans was
raised, one of the London MPs complained that, as a result of
such exactions, the City of London ‘was worse in substance ih
those five years by L300,000 than it was at the death of the late

King Edward’® (367).

The liquidity problems of the Crown forced Elizabeth to repeat

and extend her sister’s policy of borrowing directly .from City
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merchants, either through appeals to members of the Society of
Merchant Adventurers or through the agency of the Corporatioﬁ

(368). It is interesting that, in 1562, Elizabeth used the list
of names of those who had contributed over L100 to Mary to

identify suitable contributors for‘a new loan (369), and that
she encountered similar resiétance from the Mercers. In 1562, the
company again objected and sought legal advice. However, they
concluded that ’there-is no remedy to be had® and that they must

pay the L100 ’out of hand’ (370).

In thé period under examination, the Crown appealed not just fo
the Corporation for credit : short-term loans were also sought
directly from individuals or merchant groups. During FEdward’s
Scottish wars, for example money was borrowed by Gregory Raylton,
Treasurer of the North, for the King’s use from.- a number of
merchaﬁts, many of whom can be identified as Londoners,
including. John Smith, Henry Elyot, Sir Hugh Willoughby and
Anthony Burge (371). London merchants were also called on to
advance funds to Sir Richard Cotton, Treasurgr of Boulogne. On
11 May 1550, the Treasurer of the Court of Augmentations was
ordered to pay LS{ZOO to John Fleete, Jerarde Gore, John Harrys
and Justinian Cookes, Merchant Taylors of London, borrowed from
them by Cotton for the King's affairs in Boulogne; and on 14
August 1550, 12,200 was allowed to ’certain mefchant men of
London' fof repayment'of a similar léan (372). In addition, the
instruction to Lord Clynton to obtain L2,700 from the ’merchants
of Boulogne’® for the furniture of wages,-may in fact refer to

London merchants trading with Boulogne (373).

The importance of the London contribution to direct taxation will
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be explored in another chapter. However, it is clear that, in
relation to the royal debt, both in England and abroad, the City '
merchants corporately and individually played a significant and

increasingly visible role.
3. Conclusion

Both Crown and Corporation had an interest in the development and
regulation of the City as a financial centre. Henry VIII's
support for the building of a London Bourse and Elizabeth’s
ratification of its opening demonstrate the interest of the
Tudors in the City. Similarly, the measures introduced in the
1570s to regulate exchange and rechange and insurance indicate
central government concern for the ordering of the financial
market. It 1is ironic that it was a Tudor government which
'reintroduoed strict usury laws, with their dampening effect on
the money market. However, there is no evidence to suggest that
this was their intended effect. Their reintroduction was the
apparentiy the result of religious motives. Similarly, although
the attempt to found a Bourse in Mary’s reign by the Merchant
Adventurers came to nothing, there is no reason to suppose that
the Marian government would not have -lent support to the scheme,

if approached. There is no evidence that the scheme reached this

stage.

Both Edwardian and Marian governments were financially indebted
to the City, in the form of direct loans and underwriting of
‘foreign lending. They both sought the advice of its leading
financiers. The effects of .currency depreciation and the

magnification of the royal debt accentuated the Crown’s need for
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City’'s financial assistance. Moreover, Gresham’s plans made
the monarchy increasingly dependent on its merchants for money '

supplies, This, in turn, was to have an impact on central

government policy, particularly in regard to overseas trade. Tt

is to this subject that the next chapter is devoted.

90



CHAPTER TWO : REFERENCES
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might have the leisure to go about it, and that you will be
a means to Mr Secretary to have his favour therin, I will
not doubt but to make so fair a bourse in London as the
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of Archivists 9 1988 81-3
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and ’‘custom and usage’ see Halsbury’s Laws of England 4th
ed. vol.12 2-32
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94
35
96

97

98
99

100

T&P I 2086.

-See H A L Cockerell and E Green The British Insurance

Business, 1547-1970 1976; Raynes A _History of British
Insurance; Jones °‘Elizabethan Marine Insurance’ 53-66

Jones ‘'Elizabethan Marine Insurance’ 53; Bindoff 'The
Greatness of Antwerp’ 63-4

Jones ’Elizébethan Marine Insurance’ 55
E.g. APC 1571-5 321,337,397; APC 1575-7 43,163,177

Certain experienced merchants, native and stranger, had been
nominated to compile a book of ‘’the ancient orders
heretofore used in Lombard street unto which orders all
other countries heretofore have submitted’. However,
although they ‘very painfully travailed therein and have
already set down many good orders, which not withstanding
are not yet fully finished for that the same are thoroughly
with advice to be considered upon means whereof reformation
of such things are not yet provided for’ — CLRO Letter Book
(henceforth LBk) Y 126

Jones 'Elizabethan Marine Insurance® 65

Halsbury's Iaws vol.12 2

Compare the Antwerp insurance market which operated without
written rules until 1563 — Raynes A History of British
Insurance 35 : '

Halsbury's lLaws vol. 12 37-8

Marsden Select Pleas in the Court of Admiralty II
xv-xvi

HCA24/25/33 William Maynard v John Broke, Draper. Cited
Marsden Select Pleas in the Court of Admiralty II 47.
See also HCA24/27/147,199. The Admiralty Court also seems
to have assumed jurisdiction over life assurance see above

E.g. C3/15/55, C3/200/39

E.g. APC 1571-5 321,337; SP10/4 90,94-95v (cal. no. 45,47);

E.g. HCA24/37/115; HCA24/39/77; C78/20/33

‘Jones quotes these cases. However, he dismisses them as

evidence only of the ‘’partial sanction’ from the courts
which 'did little to give this branch of law merchant any
status comparable with the common law’— Jones ‘Elizabethan
Marine Insurance’ 65. In drawing this conclusion and in
citing the overlapping jurisdictions of the High Court of
Admiralty and other courts as a symptom of the primitive
nature of this area of law, he fails to take the context
into account. The ill-defined boundaries of the High Court
of Admiralty’s jurisdiction were commonly a matter of
dispute during this period; and not just in relation to
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102

103
104

105

106

107
108

109

110

insurance = PRO —introduction to HCA list; Marsden Select
Pleas in the Court of Admiralty II xii- xiii. Examples of

variance between City and Admiralty Court concerning legal
jurisdiction include: Rep 13i 99v,227,232v,237v; Rep 19
498vff .

12 August 1553 - HCA14/13. By this appointment, the
commissioners were endowed with the Lord Admiral’s authority
to call and examine witnesses, to determine the matter
‘according to the laudable usage and custom in this and like
cases heretofore used and observed’ and to discipline
recalcitrant parties or witnesses.

C78/20/33 quoted by Jones ’'Elizabethan Marine Insurance’ 57—
8. In this case the Commissioners were unable to determine
the case because of the delaying tactics of the defendants
and it was referred back to Chancery

E.g. APC 1550-2 51-2; C1/1177 45
LBk Y 126-127
Raynes 1is incorrect in thinking that the term ’‘policy’ was

not in use in sixteenth century England — Raynes A History
of British Insurance 25. See, for example, C3/15/5 which

cites ’'a certain writing called a policy’ drawn up 12 March
1563 .

HCA24/35/283

Cockerell and Green The British Insurance Business 4; Raynes
A History of British Insurance 22

CPR 1572-5 510. Richard Candeler also acted as Thomas
Gresham’s London agent.

Bl. lLans 113 30-33; transcribed in T&P II 246-51. It
continues :and thereby all Notaries, Scriveners, Brokers and
other free of the City of London (unless it please Her
Highness or Her Majesty’s most honorable Council to revoke
the said Patent) are utterly barred from using their faculty
vocation and calling, which ever hitherto they have used
without contradiction.

BL Lans 113 34,29

It is ironic that Candeler’s patent may have been prompted
by the suit of these very merchants, as the preamble
suggests:

At the suit of the principal merchants in England as well
strangers as the Queen’s subjects... for the want of good
registration of assurances among merchants of ships and
goods going into or out of the realm, merchants have been
greatly abused by evil-disposed persons who have assured one
thing in sundry places, so that the ancient custom of
merchants in Lombard street, and now the Hoyal Exchange, has
fallen out of esteem, though hitherto regarded as the
foundation of all assurances made throughout Christendom
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112

113

114

115
116

117

118

119

(21 February 1575: CPR 1572-5 510)

Indeed, they admitted that many of them had ’subscribed
their names upon a certain writing supposing it a thing very
needful that a perfect register should be kept of all such
assurances...made in the Royal Exchange in London’, although
they claimed not to have intended to undermine the previous
system — BL Lans 113 28

Compare Henriques Rodriquez’s petition to the Queen in 1576
for a monopoly of insurance brokerage - Marsden Select
Pleas in the Court of Admiralty II xvi

Statutes of the Realm: Elizabeth I 978-9

The measures introduced by the central government in the
1570s which affected the workings of the City included, in
addition to the patent granted to Candeler, patents to
William Cecil, Lord Burghley, granting him the office of
keeper of the exchange, in March 1575, and a monopoly to
appoint brokers in London and elsewhere, in November 1575 -
C82/1285 & 1295;CPR 1572-5 487-8; CPR 1575-8 2

These patents, farmed out to two City merchants, Wanton and
Calthropp, led to protests from the native, Flemish and
Italian merchants in the City - T&P II 169; GL Ms 21,607

22 March 1575 - LBk X 375v
The text of the patent with the agreed fees for registration

were not entered into the Journal of the Common Council
until July 1576 - Jo 20ii 295-295v

APC 1575-7 177

APC 1571-5 321,337,397

Compére the abandonment of attempts to found a Bourse in the
1530s - see above pp 31-7

The Corsini policies (GL Mss. 22,281-2) prove, from their
endorsements, that at least some of the insurance policies
drawn up in the 1580s were registered by Candeler. ‘In
addition, an instruction from the Corporation to Candeler to
ensure that, from January 1577, all policies included a
clause relating to arbitration by the Commissioners of
Assurances, demonstrates that the text of policies was, at
least nominally, under his control (ILBk Y 127). The
appeal of the Scriveners’ Company to the Court of - Aldermen
against Candeler (186 June 1575 — Rep 18 394) and the
complaints by the Corporation to the Crown (e.g. 22 March
1575 -LBk X 375v) had little effect.

Ramsay The City of London 39. See list of commodities and
commissions in BL Additional manuscript (henceforth Add Ms)
48,019 224 '

Stow makes a distinction between these ’commefoial brokers"
and ’'retailing brokers’, who were small-scale dealers — see
Strype’' edition of Stow Survey 1720 II 242-3. In the middle
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120

121

122

123

124

125

- 126

127

128

129

130

131

132

133

ages, the retailing brokers tended to live on the edges of
the City, for example, Houndsditch and Long Lane see Stow
Survey (ed. Kingsford) I 129, II 28

It 1is interesting to note that the regulations passed in
Edward III's reign acknowledged the need for specialisation.
They forbade the sworn broker to ’® meddle with the brokerage
of any business other than that of which he is sworn a
broker’ — Calendar of Letter Books of the Corporation of the
City of Iondon ed. R R Sharpe 1899-1912 (henceforth Cal IBk)

D 218. This specialisation was probably initially in
individual commodoties

Jones 'Elizabethan Marine Insurance’ 62; Marsden Select
Pleas in the Court of Admiralty II passim. Company
membership from P Boyd’s Index of London Citizens in the
Sixteenth Century (henceforth Boyd's ’'Citizens’)

Jones ’'Elizabethan Marine Insurance’® 63

Ramsay The City of London 10-11,40

For a description of the process see PRO STAC2/30/8

E.g. Rep 11 316v,327,330,330v; Rep 13i 55v,56,57,59;
Rep 13i1i .389v,469,472v

Rep 13ii 3839v; Rep 13i 56

Ramsay The City of lLondon 33-40

Rep 131 174-174v

The similarity of the terms of the 1554 recognisance to the
regulations of 1452 (Cal IBKD 219), for example, is striking

1285 Act - Statutes of the Realm: Henry I — Edward III 1810
102 .

E.g. Cal 1BkK 350-2, Cal LBKL 38,40,162,164,220,233,

See also the ordinance for brokers occupying in London, n.d.
{16th century] - BL Add Ms 48,019 224 cited Ramsay The City
of Iondon 40 and summary of regulations in Henry VIII's
reign in Star Chamber case — STAC2/30/8. The Corporation’s
Jjurisdiction over brokers was confirmed by Act of
Parliament,1697,1700 and 1707, and the freedom requirement
for brokers remained in force until 1854 — I am indebted to
V Aldous of the CLRO for this information.

Stranger brokers were for example admitted by order of the
King - Rep 1 33v,36v,39,42v,43v. See also Rep 4 90v-91; Rep
5 222,224 for lists of brokers for the merchants of Ragusa,
Florence, Venice and Portugal, 1521

E.g. May 1547 Rep 11 327; June 1547 Rep 11 330,330v; June
1553 Rep 13i 57,59; Jan 1557 Rep 13ii 469,472v

Ramsay Isham xviii, 164
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134

135

136

137

138

139

140

141-

142

143

144

145

146

Rep 14 480v

E.g. Anthony Bruskett [of Genoal was admitted as a common
broker ’‘for the merchants of Genoa’® Rep 14 430. He, himself
was described as ’'merchant estranger’ of London - C3/200/39.
See also C3/21/52 concerning Anthony Brusket; and D Jones
'Ludowick Bryskett and his Family’ Thomas lodge and Other
Elizabethans ed. C J Sisson 1933 243-362 concerning his son,

Ludowick.
STAC2/30/8

E.g. Rep 14 321v : precepts to the Great Companies to

certify which of their company they think meet to be City
brokers See also Rep 14 415,420. It seems that this right
predates the sixteenth century. In 1310, for example, the
Vintners’ company elected the brokers for wine — Cal 1Bk D
219

Cal LBk L 233

Cockerell and Green estimate that there were thirty sworn
brokers in 1574 - The British Insurance Business 4. The
brokers themselves claimed a sufficiency in their number
— ‘'the office of the sworn brokers within this City being
many in number’ (T&P II 249) - although allowance must be
made for vested interest

BL Lans 113 no.9i 29; Tawney Wilson 97-100

E.g. C3/15/5 Barne v Ridolphi ; C3/200/39 Watson v De Paz;
SP46/6 122d,127,129. Sometimes it did take several days to
secure signatures from underwriters (HCA24 passim), but
this was only to be expected

BL Lans. 113 9(i) 29 - ‘'the credit and fidelity of the
broker is occasion of divers assurances which otherwise
would not be made for that divers merchants not having
happen [sic] present money .... are upon brokers credit
foreborne’

Fees were laid down and periodically revised by the
Corporation from the Middle Ages — e.g. Cal LBk T 264; Cal
IBKK 352. For list of authorised fees in the sixteenth
century [temp. Elizabeth I] see BL Add. Ms. 48,019

LBk Z 162v

Efforts continued into Stuart period and beyond, assisted by
Parliamentary authority e.g. 21 James I c¢l17. See Tawney
Wilson 98

Humfrey Broke, notary, drew up a document ’‘within the
dwelling house of the same notary set and being in Lombard
street® — HCA24/35/308. Broke is mentioned as master of an
apprentice in F W Steer Scriveners’ Company Common Paper
1357-1628 London Records Society 1968 13
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147

148

143

150

- 1581

152

See BL Lans 113 9(i) 29

For definition of the term ’notary public’ see Halsbury's
Laws of England 4th ed. vol 34 1980 85 and B G C Brooks
‘London Notaries and their History®' (unpublished lecture
delivered at the Society of Genealogists, 22 March 1967) 2

Steer Scriveners' Company Common Paper vii; Tawney Wilson 98

See, for example, the case of Goddard v Bartholomew -
C1/1227/29. Goddard, a stranger, claimed that he had refused
to authenticate a forged document produced by Bartholomew,
who subsequentiy attained his purpose by deceit and
prosecuted Goddard for breach of contract in the King’s
Bench. Since the writing was dated in London a jury of
Londoners was summoned which pronounced in favour of the
plaintiff. Goddard attributed this to prejudice :

[The] said Inquest having nothing before their eyes but
partiality and neighbourhood and favour towards the said
Bartholomew being a citizen ... your said orator being a
stranger, have found the said forged writing to be the deed
of your salid orator

He therefore sought the aid of the Lord Chancellor to
prevent his imprisonment.

BL Lans 113 9(ii) 30ff quoted T&P II 248

The Scriveners’ Company’s predecessor, the Company of the

Writers of the Court Letter in London, was in existence by
1357, when it first appears in the Corporation’s records
(Cal 1Bk G 88). The successor company was not incorporated
until 1617. However, the myth, repeated by Melton (Melton
Sir _Robert Clayton 24, following J J Stocken 'The
Scriveners’ Company’' Notes and Queries 7th ser. 10 1890
464), that the company declined in the sixteenth century
because of the rise of printing, was abolished in 1565
losing 1its members to the Ironmongers’ Company, and was
founded as a new company in 1617 should be discredited.
Evidence from the Scriveners’ Common Paper proves the
continuous existence of the company, and the brokers’
protest 1in 1575 bears witness to its wvitality in trade
regulation. It is - true that the company experienced
difficulty in filling the senior wardenship in 1550s.
However, to equate this with the rise of printing would be

unwise, since the principal documents drawn up and
authenticated by scriveners - conveyances, bonds, contracts,
deeds, policies - continued in manuscript well beyond the

sixteenth century - Steer Scriveners’ Company Common Paper
52-3 et passim. Scriveners also kept writing schools in the
City, although threatened by competition both from other
freemen and from foreigners— Rep 13ii 508v,521v,527v,530,
535v, 541 '

It is notable how the profession tended to descend in
families, a high proportion of new recruits being born of
lLondon freemen - Brooks ‘London Notaries’ 5; Steer
Scriveners'’ Company ~ Common Paper  xiv-xvi. Compare
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recruitment to other trades —Rappaport Worlds Within WOrldé
78

153 Brooks ‘lLondon Notaries’ 2; Steer Scriveners'’ Cbmpggx
Common Paper vii

154 E.g. Melton Sir Robert Clayton 7-10; Tawney Wilson 99-102

155 1JItalian bankers in London continued to represent an
important source of loan capital for private individuals
well into Elizabeth’s reign, when several new
merchant/banking families settled in the capital, for
example, the Cofsinis — see Cox 'The Corsini Letters’.
Bartholomew Campagni continued to offer financial services
to the Crown (e.g. APC 1552-4 351,401-2 and APC 1554-6 36),
although most royal borrowing took place in Antwerp at this
period. In fact, the Italians played a key role in assisting
Crown borrowing on the continent, Campagni, for example,
offering to furnish money from his friends in Antwerp — APC
1552-4 401-2 and see below n222. In 1559, complaints were
still being made about the success of the Italians in London
- e.g. Historical Manuscripts Commission Calendar of
Manuscripts  of the Marquis of Salisbury 1883-1976
(henceforth HMC Salisbury Mss) I 163.

For an analysis of the decline of Italian influence in
London see G D Ramsay °'The Undoing of the Italian Mercantile
Colony 1in Sixteenth Century London’ Textile History and
Economic History: Essays in Honour of Miss Julia De lacy
Mann ed. N B Harte and K G Ponting Manchester 1973 22-49

156 Tawney Wilson 64

157 For details of Thomas Gresham’s lending see, for example,
Gresham’s daybook, 1546-51, at Mercer’s hall ; Ramsay Isham
xviii,xxxix,xl

158 G D Ramsay Thé Woollen Industry 1500-1700 1982 56

159 Outhwaite ’'The Trials of Foreign Borrowing’ 2980. See also
Ashton The Crown and the Money Market 1-30

160 Bindoff ’the Greatness of Antwerp’ 48
161 See cp6 nll

162 Tawney Wilson 55-6; Ramsay The Woollen Industry 57

163 See below p 162

164 E.g. Rappaport Worlds Within Worlds passim and V Pearl
'Change and Stability in Seventeenth Century London’ London
Journal 5 3-34

165 Gronquist 'The Relationship between the City and the Crown,
1509-47' and J Kennedy ’'The City of London and the Crown,
1509-47' Manchester MA 1978

166 E.g. Rappaport Worlds Within Worlds cp4 : B Dietz ’Overseas
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167

168

169

170

171

172

173

174

175

Trade and Metropolitan Growth’ London 1500-1700: the Making
of the Metropolis ed. A L Beier and R Finlay 1986 115-40

E.g. Dietz ’Overseas Trade’ 121; Rappaport Worlds Within
Worlds passim

Gould agrees that ‘the degree of sophistication in the
institutional structure of mid sixteenth century finance’
has not been sufficiently recognised 1n the past - Gould The
Great Debasement 112

See for example J D Gould The Great Debasement: Currency and
the Economy in Mid-Tudor England Oxford 1970; P H Ramsey
(ed.) The Price Revolution in Sixteenth Century Fngland
1971, Tudor Economic Problems 1963; C E Challis The Tudor
Coinage Manchester 1978, 'Currency and the Economy in Mid-
Tudor England ’Economic History Review 2nd ser. 25 1972 313-
22, 'The Debasement of the Coinage, 1542-51 ‘*Economic
History Review 2nd ser. 20 1967 457-66; R B Outhwaite
Inflation in Tudor and Early Stuart England 1969; G Unwin
Studies in Economic History: the Collected Papers of George
Unwin ed. R H Tawney 1966

SP46/6 103. The shilling (or teston) was, indeed, called
down from 12d to 10d that very day - Edward VI Chronicle 62

SP68/11 193, Gresham, in a memorandum to Elizabeth at her
accession, was to attribute the major part of the blame for
the fall of the exchange to the debasement — J W Burgon The
Life and Times of Sir Thomas Gresham 1839 I 484

In 1546, Stephen Vaughan informed the Privy Council that the
new gold coins were not acceptable to the merchants in
Antwerp - see Challis Tudor Coinage 173—-4; in April 1549
Lord St John issued a letter to the customs officers
ordering them to not to refuse the payment of custom from
William Damsell’s agents in testons, despite the fact that
they were due for devaluation in May, ‘wherein you do wrong
now to the party because testons be now current’ - SP46/2 9

See Unwin Studies in Economic History 149-67; Gould The
Great Debasement 87-112; De Roover Gresham on Foreign
Exchange 128; Challis ’Currency and the Economy’ 319-22

For example, it was difficult to get money on the Exchange in
July 1549 because of the news of the rebellions - SP 68/4
1047; and in 1554, on account of Wyati’s rebellion SP69/3
52-4v,62-3v,78-8v. Gresham reported, on 6 February 1554,
that ’the Queen’s Majesty and her city at this instant is
cleann out of credit and all our nation, so that here is no
mrney to be taken up as long as the state remain so'- SP69/3
63v

For example, the Council’s letter to Damsell, 17 May 1549:
But report is made and the bruit is so blown all over London
of the taking up of bullion for His Majesty, and of such

price it is great marvel and as may be most credibly and
certainly judged ye have hindered the King’s Majesty to a
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176

177

178
179
180
181
182
183

184

185

notable sum (SP68/3 703)

Gresham’s letter to the Council concerning Dauntsey's
bargain, 26 November 1553:

Which bargain 1is openly known to all merchants upon the
bourse... so that by this his proceedings he hath been the
very occasion of the raising of the interest.... If this
bargain do take place of Tucker’s you may not look to have
any money upon interest under xiii upon the hundred by the
reason this matter is so spread abroad and advices given
throughout Christendom (SP69/2 65-65v)

and Gresham’s letter to the Council, 20 December 1553 :

I find in divers men’s hands money, as by xI ml & 1 ml
gilders for to be let for a xii month but when we should
come to the price, they were not ashamed to ask xv pler]
cent and then I offered x or xiI pler] cent then they would
burst out and say think ye that we do not know that the
Queen’s Majesty gave Lazarus Tucher xiii pler] cent, and is
our money not as good as his .....as also I know the rich
merchants have consulted together and be agreed Iin the
matter that if they keep up now the price with the Queen of
England, the price will never fall again (SP69/2 107)

BL Cotton Galba Bxiii 184,185,188; Burgon Gresham I 83-4; R
B Outhwaite ’Studies in Elizabethan Finance: Royal
Borrowing and the Sales of Crown Lands, 1572-1603"*
Nottingham PhD 1964 99 '

Buckley ’Sir Thomas Gresham and the Foreign Exchanges’ 595.
The Council also pointed out to Gresham, in June 1558, that
if ‘'you are not greedy of money and so taken that the
Queen’s Majesty hath not so much need but that she might
forbear it' he would be able to drive a better bargain with
the Antwerp bankers - SP69/13 3

Ehrenberg Capital and Finance 245,270-1

Challis The Tudor Coinage 274

H&L II 8-9,51-2
See below n258-60

See De Roover Gresham on Foreign Exchange

Concerning Yorke's scheme see below n258

Gresham was forced to disguise the bullion exported

illegally from Flanders in a number of curious ways. In
December 1553, he was planning to conceal bullion in bags of
pepper, but abandoned the idea in favour of buying 1000

. demi-lances, which 'is better than treasure, which may not

pass without the Emperor’s passport’ -SP69/2 82-83v; quoted
Burgon Gresham I 140-1

For example, Unwin attributes the fall and rise in exchange
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186
187

188

189

190

191

192

193

194
185

196

rate to the alterations in the mint-par and blames Gresham
for deliberately concealing this — 'It is clear that the
broad movements indicated by Gresham can be accounted for by
simple mechanical causes...And we may be quite sure that
Gresham was fully aware of the operation of those
causes’' — Unwin Studies in Economic History 155. Unwin also
accuses Gresham of long term damage to the money market
through ignorance °'In tampering with the foreign exchanges,
whether by temporary suspension or by violent manipulation,
Gresham was unconsciously checking, to a disastrous extent,
the sensitive life and growth of a new agency.... the agency
of - banking and _international credit’ - Unwin Ibid 167;
Buckley describes Gresham’s letters as ’a curious mixture
of sound practical knowledge and unsound or half—correct
theory’® — Buckley ’Sir Thomas Gresham® 595

Challis The Tudor Coinage 173

SP10/13 60-1; Jordan Threshold 459

APC 1550-2 352,355,375. For the general proclamation against
rumour—-mongering about the coinage see H&L I 528-9; Edward
VI Chronicle 73.

E.g. Edward VI Chronicle 129,155; APC 1550-2 272; APC 1552-4
51; Ramsay Isham xxx1 - see also cp4. In November 1552 a
commission was appointed to examine the effects of the fall
of the money after the two proclamations of 1551 - Edward VI

Chronicle 155

Gould The Great Debasement 43; Challis The Tudor Coinage

APC 1554-6 358

For example, William Whalley of Nottinghamshire accused
Richard Eden of London of lending him L180 in silver at a
high rate of interest, in June 1551, in the knowledge that
the coinage would be debased in August, in order to avoid
the loss which would have occurred if he had retained it in
his own hands - C1/1298/4. Ambrose Saunders suggested to
Otwell Johnson, in June 1551, that he should accept one Mr
Spencer’s offer of 100 angels to be repaid ’at a year’s end’

after delivery in L100 in money current at that time - SP
46/6 169
Edward Wylmot wrote to John Johnson, in May 1551, -°'I

friendly desire you to consider this alteration of money and
that I may be paid all the last day of this month or else
take it and pay me at Christmas money current then — SP46/6
104

H&L I 523-4; Edward VI'Chronicle 64; Tawney Wilson 145-6
Edward VI Chronicle 116

Richard Gresham to Cromwell, 1538, ' merchants can no more
be wilhout exchanges and rechanges than the ships in the sea

to be wilthlout water® BL Cotton Otho Ex 45; quoted Tawney
Wilson 72. Cf BL Harl 660 107 - ’the greatest quantity of
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197

198

200

201

202

203

204

wares transported either outward or inward is bought by
money taken up by exchange’: quoted Tawney Wilson 67. In
1560, Gresham, strongly opposed a similar proposal, put
forward by Hussey, to stop the exchange, claiming that it
would not only lead to the drain of bullion abroad, but
would also reduce the customs - Buckley ’Sir Thomas Gresham’
600~1 '

1559, Proposals to Parliament - HMC Salisbury Mss 1 162-4.
Attributed to Cecil - Tawney Wilson 64. Cecil, as Lord
Burghley, was to become Keeper of the Exchange and Rechange
in England in 1575 - CPR 1572-5 487-8. See also CPR_1575-8
2; GL Ms 21607. Certain of the proposals are very similar to
Gresham’'s recommendations to the Queen in the same year -
Burgon Gresham I 483-6. Gresham notes that Mr Secretary
Cecil was ’'most privy unto’ his manipulation of the exchange
- loc. cit, ~

5&6 Edward VI ¢20 - printed in T&P II 142-3. This Act made
the taking of 1interest on loans a criminal offence.
Concerning the operation of the wusury laws see W S
Holdsworth A History of English law 8 100-13 and the
introduction to Tawney Wilson

For Edward VI’'s views on usury see his ’Discourse on Reform’
— BL Cotton Nero C x 113-117: printed in Edward VI Chronicle
165

In 1558, she granted dispensation to the City of London to
receive interest at 12% on its loan to the Crown — CPR 1557-
8 434; English Historical Documents, 1485-1558 V 1012;
Ramsay Isham xlvii,24-5

Ramsay Isham xlvi-xlvii; Tawney Wilson 156

Ramsay The City of london 60. In 1560, Gresham advised Cecil
to revert to the Henrician usury laws. If this were done, he
anticipated that the Queen would have little difficulty in
finding loan capital in England Outhwaite ’Studies in
Elizabethan Government Finance’ 105

See T&P II 163-4 for example of the presentment of a money
lender before the Middlesex Sessions for offences against 13
Elizabeth I ¢8. For further examples of local cases
brought under the Elizabethan usury law see Holdsworth A
History of English Law 8 109 and Tawney Wilson 125

Technically there was a difference between usurious interest
(i.e. providing certain profit) and interest awarded in
compensation for potential loss in venturing risk capital -
Holdsworth A History of English Iaw 8 103; E Kerridge Trade
and Banking in Early Modern England Manchester 1988  34-5.
However, it is difficult to see how this distinction could
have been easily made in practice. Certainly Isham’s
account books show the taking of interest, in apparent
contradiction of the wusury laws. These show reveal the
going rate of interest for short term loans in this period
was approximately 15% — Ramsay Isham xxxix—xl
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217

218

219
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222

See above pp 24-5

C1/1366/43 [c1553-5] & C1/1298/ 4-5 - both quoted by Ramsay
Isham x!1,xliv

Tawney Wilson 160. This area would repay further research
H&L II 8-9, 51-2

The Spanish Ambassador noted the favourable effect on public
opinion of the attempted restoration of the coin by Mary -

CSP Sp 1553 214~15
See below p 159

See nll12. The measures of the 1570s would repay further
investigation. .

For example, Gervase of Cornhill lent money to the wife of
King Stephen in 1141 -E B Fryde and M M Fryde ’Public Credit
with Special Reference to North Western FEurope ...’ The
Cambridge Economic History of Europe III Cambridge 1963 451

Fryde 'Public Credit’ 461-2

Fryde ’'Public Credit’ 462-9

Fryde 'Public Credit’ 470; C Ross Edward IV 1974 353-4
Fryde ’Public Cfedit’ 460

Melton Sir Robert Clayton 17; Barron ’Richard Whittington:
The Man Behind the Myth® 197-248; Burgon Gresham I 54-7

The loans taken out by Furopean monarchs in the early
sixteenth century were proportionally much larger than those
of their medieval counterparts - Fryde *Public Credit*® 440

Bindoff ’'The Greatness of Antwerp’ 64-5; Ehrenberg Capital

and Finance 25-89

W C Richardson ‘Some Financial Expedients of Henry VIII’
Economic History Review 2nd ser. 7 no. 1 1954 33-48;
Ehrenberg Capital and Finance 25-33; Gronquist 'The
Relationship between the City of London and the Crown’ 208-16

Henry VIII had initially made use of the Italian merchants
in London, in particular the Bonvisi and Cavalcanti, but
found that he could borrow to better advantage at Antwerp -
Ehrenberg Capital and Finance 201

The .Italians based in London, including Bartholomew
Compagni, Benedict Spinola and John de Swigo, continued to
play an important, if declining, role in royal negotiations
for loans on the continent and in proferring short-term
loans in England. E.g. E351/10 - L2,000 of the 15,352
borrowed from Compagni was repaid; CPR__ 1547-8 233;
E101/520/14a 116. The role played by the Italians in such
deals should be further investigated
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224

225

226

227

228

229

230

231

232

233

234

235

236

Ehrenberg Capital and Finance 40-1

Fryde ’Public Credit’ .430

W C Richardson Stephen Vaughan : Financial Agent of Henry
VIII Baton Rouge 1953 52-3; Outhwaite ‘The Trials of
Foreign Borrowing®' 289

Richardson Stephen Vaughan 52-3

SP1/202 11,146; SP1/205 189; SP1/206 201v,246-7,248-9. For
copy of City’s’bond,26 August 1545, see SP1/2068 250-2v.
See also Richardson Stephen Vaughan 67

SP1/214 151

E351/9; Ramsay The City of london 51. Outhwaite appears to
be incorrect in supposing that the initial bonds were
underwritten by the Staplers and Adventurers, and only
subsequently by the Corporation — Outhwaite ’Studies in
Elizabethan Finance’ 83. Despite Vaughan'’s initial
suggestion that obligations should be procured from the
Greshams, Sir Ralph Warren and ’other known men’ -  Letters
and Papers, Foreign and Domestic, of the - Reign of Henry
VIII, 1509-47 ed. J S Brewer, J Gairdner and R H
Brodie 1862-1910 (henceforth L&P Henry VIII) xix 1ii cal
no. 764 - they seem in fact to have been guaranteed by the
City corporately from 1545 -see above n227

For example, in August 1545, Christopher Haller had insisted
on a guarantee from three four Italian houses in Antwerp
negotiated through the Italians in London. However, the
Italians in Antwerp refused to be bound - SP1/205 66v,189v;
SP1/206 201; SP1/214 61

Ehrenberg Capital and Finance 253

E.g. SP69/2 70-1 (cal.no. 85)

APC 1552-4 40-1,229. The monarchs bonds to the Fuggers were
modelled on those made by the Emperor — SP1/202 146. It
seems that Petre continued to arrange for bonds to be drawn
up after the receipt of a draft from the agent abroad -
SP69/2 38-9v; SP69/6 15-17v,52-4. The Lord Treasurer was
also involved in the arrangement for continental loans e.g.
SP69/5 80-80v; E101/520/14a

The possessions of the English merchants abroad were
particularly wvulnerable to confiscation - see L Stone
An Elizabethan: Sir Horatio Palavicino Oxford 1956 87-8,91,
a5 - -

E.g. Rep 11 337v, 422; Rep 12i 239; Rep 12ii 323; Rep 13i
157 et passim. See also SP69/3 1v .

E.g. Rep 11 466; Rep 12i 82,99v,243; Rep 12ii 323; Rep 13i
168v
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238

239
240

241

242

243
244

245

246

247

248

249
250

251

252
253

- 254

255

Rep 131 285

Several cancelled counterbonds have survived in PRO class
E34/4

E.g. APC 1547-50 159-60; Rep 12i 250v,253v; Rep 13i 244,246
10 April 1548 - Rep 11 422-422v
Appendix 1.2. For further analysis of Crown finance under

Edward VI and Mary — see F C Dietz Fnglish  Government
Finance, 1485-1558 Urbana, Illinois, 1921 ; Loades The

Reign of Mary Tudor 129-56,232-61; J D Alsop 'The Structure

of Early Tudor Finance c¢1508-58'in Revolution Reassessed ed.
C Coleman and D Starkey Oxford 1986 135-162

The first specific mention of the underwriting of the royal
debt occurs in the City records in July 1547 - Rep 11 338v

Rep 11 337v
SP69/3 1v

Ehrenberg Capital and Finance 252; Blndoff *The Greatness of
Antwerp’ 66-7

3 July 1549 - Rep 12i 99v

Antwerp, Tfor example, often acted as guarantor for public
loans - Ehrenberg Capital and Finance 248-8 et passim

In Elizabeth’s reign, however, the Pallavicini threatened
to prosecute the City in the courts or to seize the goods of
citizens on the continent on the basis of similar bonds from-
the City wunderwriting their loan to the Dutch - Stone

Pallavicino 87-8,91,85-6

Reps passim

See Appendix 1.1-2

Indeed, some of the loans were paid directly to the captains
of . the mercenaries — e.g. APC 1547-50 345,346,355; SP68/3
68; SP69/12 55 -6

Concerning Parliamentary taxation raised durlng thlS period
see below pp 251-61

For the origins of the office and its link with the City see

Burgon Gresham I 54ff

For example, the Mercers and Drapers were consulted

concerning the high price of silks, 1551-2 - Mercers’ acts
of court (henceforth MAC) 1527-60 250,256v— and certain
London merchants were asked to value whale oil taken by a
Frenchman - APC 1552-4 114,120

For example, letters were sent to Judde, Garret, Martin
Bowes, Egerton and Knight, 29 April 1553, to certify
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257

258

259

260

2861

262

263

264
265

266

267

268

269

270
271
272

273

their opinions concerning the valuation of foreign coins -
APC 1552-4 258

E.g. BL Lans 170 142

HMC Salisbury Mss I 99; Jordan Threshold 457

See, for example, Challis The Tudor Coinage 177-8; Edward VI
Chronicle 48-9,54.

Gould The Great Debasement 42-3 ; Outhwaite ’Studies in
Elizabethan Government Finance’ 110; W Jay ’Sir Rowland
Hayward’ Transactions of the london and Middlesex
Archaeological Society VI 1933 515; SP12/105 62-4

Richardson ’'Some Financial Expedients® 47 note 3; F R
Salter Sir Thomas Gresham 1925 59-60,176; Unwin Studies in
Economic History 153. Gresham was indeed involved in the

export and sale of lead on the continent.
See below pp 77-85

In 1546. Vaughan was the first royal agent to serve in
Antwerp on a regular basis, 1538-1546. After 1546, he
continued to serve the Crown, as one of the Under Treasurers
of the Royal Mint, to which office he had been appointed in
1544 - Richardson Stephen Vaughan

E351/9

Rep 11 387v

E351/10

Rep 11 387v, He was subsequently to be excused from the
shrievalty, at the request of Philip and Mary, provided that
he undertook not to occupy any merchandise in the City
thereafter - Rep 13i 1380v; Jo 16 301. Burgon suggests that
he was bred in Oxford Burgon Gresham I 63. He was certainly
an Oxford graduate, as appears from his will, proved in the
Prerogative Court of Canterbury - PRO PROB 11/64 261-2

25 May 1549 - SP68/3 727-733

SP68/3 835 The Council claimed that there was a discrepancy
between Damsell’s and Gresham’s accounts of their bullion
transactions, 3 June 1549 - SP68/3 773

Paget to Smith, 26 June 1549 -SP68/3 831-2; Burgon Gresham
1 64

E.g. APC 1547-50 241,310,426,428; SP68/3 663-5
E.g. APC 1547-560 139,271,426,481; SP68/3 723,727
SP68/3 773~4,785

SP68/4 1047. More usually he sought to know the Protector's
pleasure through Sir Thomas Smith e.g. SP68/3 791-2
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283

284

285

286

287

288

- 289

290

Richardson Stephen Vaughan 4,76 et passim

APC 1550-2 252
APC 1550-2 265,367,370
APC 1550-2 408

APC 1550-2 452; APC 1552-4 9 Burgon Gresham I 65

A position often held in conjunction with that of royal agent
— Ramsay The City of London 47

It concerned the dispute between the Old and New Hanse of
the Adventurers — APC 1552-4 279-81; Bod Rawl C384; Ramsay
The City of lLondon 47-9 & see below pp 126-131

APC 1552-4 S
APC 1550-2 505

" E.g. SP 69/3 52; APC 1550-2 40,115,358,367; Burgon Gresham I

66. Damsell subsequently became Receiver of the Court of
Wards and Liveries — CPR 1549-50 311; APC 1550-2 397. He
received a knighthood and was living in the parish of St
Mary Aldermanbury at the time that he drew up his will, June
1582, which was proved in the Prerogative Court of
Canterbury, 18 August 1582 - PROB 11/64 261-2

See below pp 83—4

Gresham expressed an extremely high opinion of himself
described by Ehrenberg as * a tendency to exaggerated self-
praise’~  Ehrenberg Capital and Finance 275. Unwin went as
far as to accuse Gresham of deliberate fabrication in order
to enhance -the importance of his own role - ‘we cannot
acquit him of deliberately seeking to mislead his
correspondents. He was probably quite aware that he had not
done all that he claimed - Unwin Studies in Economic History
156 : :

Burgon Gresham I 21-2. For his advice concerning exchange
matters see BL Cotton Otho Ex 45

E.g. APC 1550-2 243-5,310-12

In 1553 see below and possibly between March 1556 and March
1558, when his correspondence and loan negotiation seem to
have ceased — Appendix 1.1; Burgon Gresham I 180-1

In 1566, he boasted that in the previous fourteen years

since appointed he had obtained L1,840,000 (Flemish) for the
Crown and repaid nearly all — Ehrenberg Capital and Finance
253

For details see Burgon Gresham I; Buckley ’'Sir Thomas
Gresham'; Unwin Studies in Economic History; SP68&68 passim
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292

293
294
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296

297

298

299
300

301

302

303

304

305

According to Gresham, in 1552, the Crown debt was 160,000
Flemish. It was paid in full by the end of Edward’s reign -
BL Cotton Otho E x 43v; quoted by Ehrenberg Capital and

Finance 253

BL Cotton Otho E x 43v; quoted Ehrenberg Capltal and Finance
253

SP69/7 24

Ehrenberg Capital and Finance 253

Compare Richardson Stephen Vaughan 49

The instructions issued to Gresham in 1553 survive in the
form of a draft revised by Petre — SP69/2 38-39v; Burgon

Gresham I 471

SPe9/2 42ff

For example, Gresham's scheme to receive L12,000 from the
chantry sales to feed into the Antwerp exchange, which was
authorised by the Council in September 1552, was stayed two
months later because not considered sufficiently profitable
- APC 1552-4 123,169; Burgon Gresham I 92-3; Tawney Wilson
84

Burgon Gresham I 114
BL Cotton Otho E x 43-4

He stayed regularly with the Schetz family, was apparently

. friendly with Pruin and certain other overseas merchants

based in Antwerp Gresham I 70. He also entertained the
Fuggers and Schetz - Burgon Gresham I 83-4; Outhwaite
'Studies in Elizabethan Government Finance’® 99

Gresham himself atributed his reinstatement to Leigh -
Burgon Gresham I 122-5

Burgon Gresham I 127-32. He was actively engaged by
December, when reference is made to his factor, John Elliot,
undertaking work on his behalf APC 1552-4 376. The following
March commisioners were appointed to audit his previous
accounts, as he had requested in November 1553 — CPR  1553-4
176; SP69/2 42. Like many of his contemporaries, he had
received a pardon from Mary in October 1553 — CPR 1553-4 440

In November 1553, Gresham requested a new commission to take
money on interest because there was no mention of a sum in
his earlier commission — SP69/2 50. This request, like that
for the proper audit of his accounts from the previous reign
- SP68/2 42 - was no doubt motivated by a desire to protect
himself against accusations of fraud or unilateral action

SP63/4 80-80v; Burgon Gresham I 182-3,485; E101/520/14a

155v. Burgon suggests that he felt he had been mishandied by
the Lord Treasurer - Burgon Gresham I 181
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314
315

316

317
318

319

- 320

321

322

BL Cotton Otho E x 43; Galba B xii 212

Outhwaite 'The Trials of Foreign Borrowing’ 292; Richardson
‘Some Financial Expedients’. Outhwaite points out that after
Gresham ceased to negotiate loans, the practice of receiving
commodities was revived - Outhwaite ’Studies in Elizabethan
Government Finance® 77

On 28 April 1553, Gresham wrote : ’for there 1is never a
bourse but I have a note what money is taken up by exchange,
as well the stranger as the Englishman’ SP68/12 388

See above ni85. See also T&P II 146-9; Ramsay The City of
London 51-2

Gresham claimed to have gained as much L11,421 11s 9d profit
for the Crown in 1557 through ‘diligent travail’ in his
exchange transactions — E364/120 67v :

See Appendix 1.1. Tucher, in particular, Qas known to be an
awkward man to deal with, and certainly struck a hard
bargain - SP69/2 82

See, for example, E351/17 & E101/520/14a for ° exchange and
rechange transactions with native and stranger merchants in
the 1540s and 1550s. Outhwaite assumes that this device -
selling London bills on Antwerp (or visa versa)to individual
merchants in order to get the use of the money in the
interim - was not used by the Crown until the 1560s -
OQuthwaite *Studies in Elizabethan Government Finance’' 94

E.g. E364/120 m68 (records details of certain prolonged
loans). In March 1556, he prolonged the sum of L70,000 for

six months - SP69/8 78-78v - although he had warned the

Council, the previous month, that he could not extend any

more than L40,000 - SP69/8 53

E.g. APC 1554-6 4,116

For details of the setting up of the deal see SP69/3 33v '

Burgon Gresham I 152-6; SP69/4 134-7; SP69/5 21-1v,118-20;
SP89/6 15-16,40-40v,52-4; E364/120 m69

For their declared accounts see E351/19,20,29
SP68/12 327-8

In contrast to his father, Richard, who had served his turn
as Lord Mayor — Burgon Gresham I 23-4° '

Gresham’s will, dated 5 July 1575, was proved in the Court
of Husting - R R Sharpe Calendar of Wills Proved and
Fnrolled in the Court of Husting 1258-1688 II 1890 638-700

SP68 & SP69 passim

R R Sharpe London and the Kingdom 1894 I 502
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324

325

326

327

328

328

330

33t
332

Welch Exchange 19; Sharpe London and the Kingdom I 498-9.
See also above p 40 concerning the defacement of his arms

Quoted by Ehrenberg Capital and Finance 254. Gresham’s
advice to Elizabeth was to °‘come in as small debt as you can

beyond the seas’ and to keep your credit, and specially with
your own merchants’® — Burgon Gresham I 486

See above n214. Vaughan also used this method of borrowing
in Henry VIII’s reign - Richardson Stephen Vaughan 74-5,59 -
although he did encounter problems

Unwin Studies iﬁ Economic History 165-6; Burgon Gresham I
257-61

Gresham to Northumberland, 17 May 1553 - SP10/18/24 - quoted
Ramsay The City of london 52. Gresham did, indeed, -attempt,
in 1552-3, to raise the pound above its quoted rate on the
Antwerp Bourse - Burgon Gresham I 98-39. See Ramsay on the
effects of this scheme The City of london 51-2.° Compare
Unwin’s comment that Gresham ’secured by strong pressure a
series of forced loans from national sources, and that the
first of the series was obtained by violence on grossly
unfavourable terms® — Unwin Studies in Economic History 166

Unwin Studies in Economic History 166. However, 1in October
1555, Gresham boasted that he had made an advantageous
bargain for the Queen with the Merchant Adventurers and
Staplers because the exchange rate had fallen in Antwerp— SP

69/7 75

Edward VI's reign - APC 1552-4 169, 199, 207, 217, 221,

240, 267-8. In October 1552, the Privy Council thanked the
Merchant Adventurers in Antwerp for their good-will to
Gresham - APC 1552-4 153. Mary’s reign — APC 1552-4 240,
2687-8, 275, 278; E364/120. See Appendix 2. For Elizabeth I’s
reign see Outhwaite ’Studies in Elizabethan Government
Finance’ and ’'The Trials of Foreign Borrowing’® 290-1; Ramsay
Isham 1lxix; Stow Survey ed. Strype 1720 I 283. Outhwaite
points out that in 1558 the Merchant Adventurers were asked
to lend money in sterling in lLondon for repayment in
Antwerp, the reverse of Gresham’s normal device -
Outhwaite ’Studies in Elizabethan Government Finance® 90,379

Some continued to refuse or to claim inability to
contribute - ’'some of the Adventurers cannot, and others
will not pay, so there lacks about L3000 which the Deputy-
and generality decided should be taken up for three months
at their own risk by exchange or interest’ - SP69/7 126v

Outhwaite *Studies 1in Elizabethan Government Finance’
See cp3 n36

However, Unwin's theory that Gresham was the driving force
behind both attacks would seem to be overstating the case -
Unwin Studies in Economic History 149,167. The central role
which he attributes to Gresham relies entirely on the
evidence of Gresham's own letters on the matter, ignoring
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343
344
345

346
347
348
349
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- 351

352

the part played by other members of the Society, including
Damsell, Tull and Dymmock, and by the Privy Councillors -
see below 126-31

E364/120 68v. Re exchange and rechange transactions by the
Crown in London see E351/17 and E101/520a/14 and n312 above

Foxall and Saxey were both men of some substance. Foxall,
for example, purchased chantry lands in Warwickshire and the
City of London jointly with Palladaye for L1,522 — CPR 1548-
9 25. Saxey also held chantry property in the City , and was
to receive an annuity from the Crown - CPR 1548-9 130; CPR
1549-51 303 g

E351/17. See also APC 1547-50 227,228,230,235,236,241

APC 1547-50 245

E351/17

E351/14 & 17

E.g. E351/11,14

E351/17

APC 1547-50 325,345,346,35i,355 see also APC 1550-2 57

See T S Willan The Muscovy Merchants of 1555 Manchester 1953
94 and below cp3.'He was assessed in the 1559 London subsidy
at 1120 - GL Ms 2859

APC 1547-50 297,304,308; Ramsay The City of London 1068; APC
1550-2 104 '

E.g. APC 1547-50 10,85,187,275; APC 1550-2 50; E351/10,11,17;
Burgon Gresham I 67 4

E351/10&11. See also Richardson ’*Some Financial Expedients’
45-7 , .

Edward VI Chronicle 54

See below pp 375-6

See cp5

Rep 12i 99-99v

Rep 12i 99v

Rep 12i 135v

Nothing is recorded in the Journals of Common Council, nor
in the Exchequer receipt roll for Michaelmas 1549 -
F401/1187. However, as Outhwaite points out, this series is
unlikely to include the receipt of loans, for which tallies

were not normally issued - *Studies in Elizabethan Finance'’
347-58. Unfortunately the tellers roll (E405) does not
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353

354

355

356

357

358

359

survive for 1549 and the loans book and tellers’ views of
accounts series do not commence until Elizabeth’s reign -
E101/2583ff, E405/425-44 )

Rep 13ii 414,421,426v,525v. This was raised as part of a
national forced loan - APC 1554-6 321,350 etc

Although Schofield follows Dietz in concluding that the loan
was not repaid - R Schofield ’Taxation and the Political
Limits of the Tudor State’ Law and Government under the
Tudors ed. C Cross, D M Loades and J Scarisbrick Cambridge
1988 229 - the Repertories record .the redelivery by the City
of the Queen’s counterbond for the loan, in July 1557, in
relation to the second payment of the subsidy. Although this
might mean that the City had agreed to write off the debt,
there is a possibility that part of the L6,000 was offset
against the subsidy payment — Rep 13ii 52&6v :

It was agreed that William Dumer the Comptroller of the

" Chamber shall deliver into the hands of the officers of the

Exchequer the Queen’s Majesty’s counterbond made to the
Chamberlain of this City for the repayment of the vi mli
[L6,000] lately lent unto the King and Queen’s Majesties and
also Sir Robert Rochester’s acquittance made to the Mayor
and Commonalty and citizens of the said City for the receipt
of the said vi mli [L6,000] of them to the King and Queen’s
Majesties’ uses to the intent that he the said Dumer by
reason of the delivery over of the said bond and acquittance
may go through with his account in the Exchequer for the
receipt of the second payment of the subsidy payable at this
present

Jo 17 60. In some sources (e.g. SP11/12 108) the amount
demanded is recorded as 100,000 marks. See also Rep 14 15v;
Ramsay Isham lxviii-ix, 24; Wriothesley Chronicle IT 140-1;
Sharpe London and the Kingdom I 482. The sum was requested
‘for none other cause but for the surety of them and the
rest of our loving subjects and for their defence from
invasion of all foreign enemies’, the queen trusting that
they ‘will employ yourselves to your uttermost to serve us
herein’. However, the Journal of Common Council records the
raising of a much smaller sum — L18,293 6s 8d - Jo 17 60.
cL18,000 was paid into the Exchequer during the Easter term
- E405/123 15.

Rep 14 15v,17,20,28v,59; Ramsay Isham Ilxviii-ix,24;
Wriothesley II 140-1; Sharpe London and the Kingdom I 482.

Henry VIII had also borrowed money from the livery companies
on the security of mortgaged lands — in 1544 he secured
121,263 6s 8d from members of the Great Companies, according
to Stow — Strype’s edition of Stow Survey 1720 I.281-2

Jo 17 60

Ramsay Isham Ixviii-ix; MAC 1527-60 293, 296; Sharpe London
and the Kingdom I 482

Rep 14 59
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369
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'Ramsay Isham 24. Although not reimbursed in full, a  large

portion of the loan was repaid by Elizabeth - Sharpe London
and the Kingdom I 482 note 4; Rep 14 236v,289

CPR 1557-8 434; Ramsay Isham lxviii-ix,24

G L Harriss 'Aids, lLoans and Benevolences’ Historical
Journal 6 no., 1 1963 18

See also Outhwaite concerning the decline in the credit-
worthiness of the Crown under Elizabeth - ‘Studies in

Elizabethan Finance’® 220-1
MAC 1527-60 292v,293v

Rep 14 28v

Ramsay Isham xxxix—-x1l,lxviii,24. However, Outhwaite concludes
that the normal rate of interest in Elizabeth’s reign was
10% - Outhwaite ’'Studies in Elizabethan Finance’ 214. It is
difficult to believe that Mary would have offered a rate 2%
above the normal rate '

J Strype Life of Sir Thomas Smith London 1698 110 - quoted J
Loach 'Opposition to the Crown in Parliament. 1553-8'°
DPhil Oxford 1974 194 . . ‘

Ramsay Isham 1xix; Outhwaite ’Studies in Elizabethan
Finance® 174-221

E34/4

MAC 1560-95 40v,41v; Ramsay Isham Ixix

29 January 1550 and 5 July 1551- APC 1547-50 375; APC 1550~2
313. The others named, Sir Conrad Penick, Captain Ventura,
Richard Conisby and Michael Haustry, have not been

identified. Note: Willoughby was given an exploration
licence by Edward VI - BL Cotton Faustina Cii no. 26 fo. 110

APC 1550-2 30,103

9 February 1550 — APC 1547-50 389
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CHAPTER THREE : OVERSEAS TRADE

1. Introduction

In the volume and value of its foreign trade, London had
overwhelming superiority over all other English ports ; not only
was London’s foreign trade greater than that of -any other port in
England, it was also greater than that of all the provincial

ports put together (Willan Studies in Elizabethan Foreign Trade
65)

The' importance of overseas trade to London merchants made it a
signifiqant factor in the relationship between City and Crown.
This chapter aims to explore the politics of overseas trade: its

economic effects are mentioned only briefly by way of

introduction.

With regard to politics, there were several matters ~ which
dominated relations between the City merchants and the central
- government in the reigns of Edward and Mary, the most notable of
which was the issue of Hanseatic privileges. The Society of
Merchant Adventurers, whose membership included a majority of
leading London merchants, played a prominent role in the
altercation with the Hanse. It was also involved in other trade
matters. It was at the request of the Society, for example, that
the Privy Council endorsed the English mefchants’ attempt to
revive the English mart at Barrow (Bergen—op-Zoom) to prevent
total dependence on Antwerp. The Society was also forced to seek
the assistance of the Privy Council in settling its own internal
affairs, as division emerged among its members. The City
merchants had much to gain from centfal government support in
. other areas of overseas trade: in the backing of exploratory
expeditions to seek and establish new markets; in the negotiation

of trade agreements, for example with the Emperor of Russia; in
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the enforcement of retribution against foreign pirates and
privateers, particularly during the French wars; and in trade

negotiations with other European nations.

The Crown derived direct financial benefit from ‘the overseas
trade of the City merchants. The introduction of a revised book
of custom rates by Mary’s financial advisers enhanced the wvalue
of this important contribution to royal finances. It was in the
interest of the Crown to foster the trade of London and the
outpofts. However, fhe demands of the Londoners had to be
balanced against wider issues of internal and international
politics. It was for this reason that Mary's government was
' preﬁared to revive the Hanseatic privileges formerly abolished
by her brother, and that the Londoners were forbidden to trade in
Portuguese vdominions. Nevertheless, the dependence of the Crown
on the goodwill of the London merchants, both individually and
collectively, ensured that their interests had to be taken into
account. This chapter aims to explore these issues further and to

demonstrate their part in influencing central government policy.
2. Economic background

It is well established that London’s already predominant sharebin
the nation’s overseas trade increased during the first half of.
the sixteenth century. This growth can be explained principally
by the steady upward treﬁd in the number of woollen cloths
equrted from London, by both native merchants and strangers (1).
This was followed by a dramatié down turn in the cloth tradé in
the mid-century, from 1551 to 1552, the beginnings of which can

be traced back to the middle of the boom year of 1550 (2).
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Despite the severity of this slump, it proved to be temporary.
However, after a brief, and equally dramatic recovery in 1553;

the cloth trade seems to have experienced a gradual downward

trend to the early 1560s, although lack of data makes this
interpretation largely speculative (3). These trends should be
borne in mind when considering the issues and contfdversies
affecting the cloth trade in the 1540s and 1550s. Meanwhile, wool
exports, still significant despite their continuing decline in
relation to cloth exports, fluctuated but remained within a
downward trend (4). With regard to other commodities, it is
necessary to wait for the advent of the port books, in 1565, for
a clear indiéation of the proportion‘of cioth to other exports
.(5). Although it would be unwise to project the port book figures
back to the preceding decades, they confirm the continuing
importance of the cloth trade to London’s economy in the later

sixteenth century.

Although there is an ébundance of literature on London’s export
trade in the mid—-sixteenth century, there is relatively little on
the import side. In Elizabeth’s reign, contemporary lists of
imports demonstrate the wide range of essential and luxury iteﬁs
which entered the country via London (6). Whilst calculations
have been made for 1559/60 of the proportions represented by
different categories of import, there is no comprehensive data
for the two previous reigns. However, the Elizabethan figures may
serve to indicate the composition of import trade in the period
befére, even if they do not take account of changing trends (7).
London’s involvement in the import trade enhanced its position as
the leading port in Britain in the sixteenth century. Although

the import trade was not generally SUbject‘to the same monopolies
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and restrictions as the export trade, it was inevitable that
wealthy cloth expofters, with the necessary funds and confacts;
would play a predominant role in importing goods from Antwerp
and beyond. However, to the annoyance of native London merchants,
much of this trade remained in foreign hands (8). This was to be
a significant factor in the Merchant Adventurers’ attack on
Hanseatic privileges. The abuse of these privileges with regard
to imports was to ~be .a catalyst in the seeking of their

withdrawal (9).
3. Merchant Adventurers
Background

The importance of the London cloth trade in fhe sixteenth century
.explains the pre-eminence of the national Society of Merchant
Advenfurers, which enjoyed a chartered monopoly for the export of
manufactured goods, including finished and partly finished cloths
(10). It also accounts for the predominance of London merchants
within the Society, in particular members of the London Mercers'’
Company. This is reflected by the fact that its early meetings in
London were generally held in Mercers’ hall, and that its early
minutes are contained in the same volume as the Mercers’ own
‘court minutes (11). The domination of the Society by Londoners
made it inevitable that the leading outports; including York,
Newcastle—-upon-Tyne, Exetér and Bristol, would form their own
societies of 'Merchgnt Adventurers (or‘Venturers) in the mid-
| sixteenth century (12). The provincial societies, which achieved
varying; levels of autonomy (13); seem to have benefited from

the support shown by central govermment to their mother

-

124



organisation. It 1is surely no coinéidence, for example, that
Edward VI granted a far-reaching charter to the Bristol Society
in 1552, the same year that he backed the national society

against the Hanse (14).

By the late 1540s the headquarters of the national society had
shifted to Antwerp (15). The chronology of this move cannot be
reconstructed because of the paucity of written evidence.

However, it is clear from the archives of the Newcastle and York
societies, from records of the London Drapers® Company and from
documents placed before the Privy Council that, by Edward VI’s
reign, the Governor and his Assistants in Antwerp were acting as
Society’s chief executive, making decisions on the admission of
new entrants, on policy and on regulatory matters. They were also
entitled to impose certain monetary levies on ‘'all the brethren’

- of the national society (16). Although Ramsay states that, in the
mid-sixteenth century, ’in all matters of import the control lay
at London’, he cites no evidence for this beyond the fact that

from 1552 the Society was authorised to hold meetings in
Guildhall Chapel (17). However, it is clear ffom the letters
received from London by the °‘Fellowship of Merchant Adventurers
of England resident within the City of York®, that the London
branch was subsidiary to the headquarters at Antwerp. ADesoribing‘
itself as the ’'Fellowship of Merchant Adventurers of England
resident in London’, it seems to have been run, in the
Elizabethan period at least, principally by a Deputy Governor

(Thomas FEgerton) and to have been subject to ‘acts of court

passed in Antwerp’, although also entitled to maké its own court

orders (18). Nevertheless, it is undeniable that the national

society’s membership continued to be dominated by London
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merchants, as witnessed by the proportiqn of Londoners amongét
the Adventurers obliged to contribute to Crown loans (18). This
fact had an impact on the central government which, on more than
one occasion, backed the Soc;ety’s governors against internal and

external competition (20). The nature of three such disputes -
the attack of the new hanse on the privileged position of the old
hanse within the society; the iséue of the'Eninsh mart abroad;
and the battle against the Hanseatic League — will be examined

below, for the light which they shed on relations between the

City and the Privy Council.
Internal division

The first of these controversies, which was brought before the
Privy Council in the 1550s, resulted from internal riyalry (21).
According to the complainants, the Society’s membership had
become sub—divided into two groups, the ’new’ and ‘old hanses’
(not to be confused with the Hanseatic merchantsj. It seems that
the privileges of the ’old hanse’, were resented by the members
of the ’'new hanse.’ It is tempting to equate this dispute with
the traditional London/out-port division, assuming that the
complainants were principally, if not exclusively, merchants from
the provincial ports, whilst the ’old hanse’ against which they
complained comprised mainly Londoners. Ramsay, for example,
portrays the victory of ‘old hanse’® in 1555, with the
confirmation of their supposedly restrictive practices, as ' a
symbol of * the quiet appropriation of power by Londoners within
the Company, still in name a national body® (22). Yet, as he
himself acknowledges, one, and possibly both, of the two leading

campaigners for the ’new hanse’ were themselves London merchants
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(23), and, although it is likely that the aggressors included
disgruntled out-port merchants, there is no evidence to prove
" this. The complaint of the ’'new hanse’ to the Lord Chancellor

(24) did not name the complainants, nor did the stated grievances
relate specifically to the out-port merchants, but to all those
who had entered the Society by redemption (i.e. by payment of a
fee).

The defendants attributed the controversy not to provincial
merchants, nor to redemptioners in general, but to those
redemptioners who were °‘clothworkers and of other handicrafts so
brought .up and exercised, and able thereby to live before they
were admitted into the foresaid company of merchants’® (25). The
spectre of ruin and of the loss of privileges hard won by their
ancestors were used by the merchants against these ‘upstart’
craftsmen, who had expanded into the cloth export market during
the boom years before 1551 and challenged the livelihood of the

‘ancient merchants’:

The ancient merchants have not, nor ever had, any other trade to
live, but only the feat of merchandise whereunto every of them
have been bound apprentice by the term of vii years and the least
before he occupied or else he came into the said company by the
freedom of his father claiming the same by descent in
consideration of the charges that his ancestors had before
sustained for the obtaining and maintenance of the said
privileges ... (Bod Rawl C394 143-4)

They even included in this attack those substantial merchants
who, like Rowland Hayward, had entered the Company themselves as
retailers by redemption (26). In doing so, the defendants equated

the controversy with the perennial squabbles between merchants

and craftsmen in the cloth trade (27).

Thomas Gresham endorsed this view, attributing the decline in the
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exchange, in April 1553, to the inexperience of the newcomers
into the Merchant Adventurers’ .Company, who had not been
apprenticed in ’'the art of merchandising’. As remedy, he
suggested that, in the future, none should be made free of the
company except those who had served an apprenticeship of at least
eight years, as he himself had done despite his entitlement to
the freedom by patrimony. He also complained of ’‘the injury done
to the merchant adventurer by the retailer, who ought to occupy

his retail only’ (28). It has, indeed, been argued that Gresham,

himself, fomented the dispute (29).

Yet it appears to have been the ’new hanse’ which commenced the
suit. In 1552, its leaders complained to the Privy Council that
there was a deliberate policy to exclude their sort from
admission to the Society, by the imposition of high entrance
fees and exactions, and from its management, by ensﬁring that
they were under-represented on the governing body at Antwerp
(30). They based their case for reasonable entrance fines for all
on a Statute passed in 1496 (31) which fixed a maximum imposition
of ten marks (L6 13s 4d) on merchants wishing to trade with
foreign markets. Other complaints included the association of the
'old hanse’ with ’the superstitious fraternity of Thomas Becket'’
(the patron saint of the Mercers’ company) and claims of its
manipulation of internal politics:

for to increase their number and superstitious fréternity',...
[they] have continually from time to time admitted of their own
apprentices, chi]dren and friends into their said fellowship...
for the only fine of viis vid Flemish, such a number that they
have always been and continued the greater and more part of the

.said fellowship of Merchant Adventurers; by reason thereof, being

the greater part in number have continually made, and yet daily
make hard and straight by-laws and statutes amongst themselves,

part of which by-laws and statutes are contained in a schedule
hereunto annexed, to the intent thereby to bind and restrain your
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said orators from the liberties which they, by the King’s
majesty’s laws, ’owe’ [ought] to enjoy (Bod Rawl C394 122)

Unless the Lord Chancellor took some order °’that all the said

cruel by-laws and statutes made without any authority'by the said
Merchant Adventurers named of the old hanse may be condemned’ and

that the Company be reunited ‘without any division by name,
liberty or otherwise’, the orators claimed that they would be
‘greatly impoverished and at 1ength shall be enforced to leave

their trade of merchandise to their great loss and

hindrance’® (32).

These charges were.denied by the representatives of the ‘old
hanse’, who would not even admit to such a sub-division or
nomenclature. They did acknowledge a differentiation in levels
of admission fees; however, they claimed that these reflected the
different methods of entry. Those entering by redemption ought,
it was stated, to pay more than those accepted by the_traditionﬁl

methods of admission, namely apprenticeship or patrimony (33).

The chief significance of this dispute to the present study rests
on the involvement of the Privy Council in its settlement. The
Privy Council sided fjrmly with the Governor and Assistants of‘
the Society against the ’‘new hanse’, confirming their authority
and committing their chief opponents, Dymock and Tull, to prison
in 1553 (34). This judgdement was reaéhed despite the Council’s

disapproval of the Governor's behaviour with regard to the trial

(35):

30 Mav (1553). This day the Merchant Adventurers, as well of the
Old as of the New Hanse, were before the Lords and other of the
Kings Majestys Privy Council, and for as much as upon the due
examination of the matter in controversy between them It
appeareth that the New Hanse have, without any just ground or
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occasion, and contrary to their oath and duty, gone about to stir
strife and contention, and as much as in them lieth to subvert
the long continued privileges granted unto the said Fellowship of
Merchants, as well by the Kings Majestys noble progenitors as by
the Princes beyond the seas ; it was therefore ordered by the
Lords and other of the Council that the aforesaid Merchants of
the New Hanse should submit them selves to such orders and sort
of punishment, by penalties or otherwise, as should by the
Governor, Assistants, and residue of the Merchants of the Old

Hanse be thought agreeable to their fault and contempt .....
(APC 1552-4 279-80)

It is almost certain that the Privy Councillors were influenced

in their decision to support the Governor and his associates by

‘&

the need to borrow méney from them to service the King’s debts,
and Gresham’s lobbying to that gffect (36). It was the
substantial members of the Society whose agreement was necessar&
to 'secure the grant of such loans, although recent entrants
(young men) were to be amongst the contributors. This is implicit
in the minutes of a meeting held on 3 October 1552 at Syon, at

which established representatives of the Society were present:

'Upon much communication and treaty with these mlelrchants
und(er]named

Ald[erman] Garret, Emmanuel Lucar, Thoml[as] Greshalm], Richard
Mallory, Lyonell Duckat, Thomlas] Eaton, Jlohn]l Calthropp,
Roglelr Martyn, Phillipp Bolde, Jlohn] Elliott

they agreed for them selves that they would pay in Antwerp by the
end of December of evlerly cloth they had xx.s to [thle discharge
of [thle Kings debt, requiring repayment wlilt(h]lin 1iii months
after [th]e delivery thereof

Itlelm they required that the K[ingls Maljesltys <Agent would
herein help thelml] to forbear so part thereof until the end of
January for that the .. mlerichants should have their pay In
consideration a great plar]t of these cloths belong to yolunlg
meln] which owe much there

Itlelm they required the aid of [thle K[ingls Maljes]ty and his
Council for the redress of certain disorders amongst [thle
colmlpany of Mlelrchalnlts Advelnl]turers whereof [they] were

willed to exhibit a certificate in writing and were plriomised
thereupoln] help (3 October 1552 - SP 10/15 f0.32 )

The collective wealth of the Society’s members made them a

political force to.be reckoned with and their cooperation in
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assuming a significant poftion of the royal debt brought this
into sharp relief. The fact that the leading personnel of the
Society played a prominent~role in civic government would not

have ésoaped the notice of the Privy Couhcil (37). These factors

were probably decisive also in the Privy Council’s support of the

Adventurers® schemes to control the English mart in Mary’s reign.

English Mart

Tﬁroughout the périodA.in question, English overseas trade
remained predominantly directed to the Low Countries, and within
the Low Countries, to Antwerp. However, in the commercial sphere,
as well as in the financial one (38), there were attempts to
release English trade from almost total dependence on the
London-Antwerp axis, which rendered it vulnerable to dutgide
attack .and other interruption.'The danger of this position was
emphasised during the French wars, when the disruption of the
Antwerp mart and closure éf the Lyons exchange had éerious
repercussions for the English merchants, exacerbated by the
privateering which .accompanied the hostilities (39). Serious'
consideration was therefore given to plans to transfer the chief
mart for English goods from the Low Countries to England and to
attract merchants there from the continent. Edward VI appeared
to be personally interested in this proposition, recording in
his chronicle:

It was consulted touching the marts, and it was agreed that it
was most necessary to have a mart in England for the enriching of
the same, to make it the most famous, and to be the less .in other
~ men’s danger, and to make all things better cheap and more
plentiful. The time was thought good to have it now, because of

the wars between the French King and the Emperor. (8 March 1552 -
Edward VI Chronicle 115) '
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He also composed a memorandum on the topic (40). It is
interesting to note that Southampton and Hull were proposed as
locationé for the mart rather than London, although 'London also
was thought no ill place; but it was appointed to begin with the
other two’. The reason given for preferring them to London was
the accessibility of the former to the Italians, the Spaniards
and the French and of the latter to Scandanavian merchants. If
the plans had reached a later stage, it is 1likely that there
would have been a: substantial lobby of London merchants
presenting the case for the capital to act as the mart. This will

remain a matter for speculation, since the idea of establishing‘
the English mart at home was never to reach fruition (41).

Meanwhile, attempts were made to expand the scope of London’s

trade, both within Europe and further afield (42).

Within the Low Countries, the Merchant Advehturers attempted to
maintain markets for their goods in a number of towns, déspite
the fact that an increasing proportion of their trade passed
through Antwerp. As Bindoff states, ’one of the secrets of the
privileged position which the Merchant Adventurers came to enjoy
in the Netherlands was their calculated avoidance of any
commitment to the sole use of one of the towns - Antwerp,
Middleburg and Bergen—op-Zoom—... which was available to them °’
(43). Indeed, in 1547, feeling their presence in Antwerp taken
too much for granted, they resolved to move one of the markets
which had come to be held in Antwerp back to its original
location at Barrow (Bergen—op—-Zoom) (44). In addition to the
~ political and economic reasons for avoiding total dependence on

Antwerp, there were also religious ones. In July 1550, English

merchants had been commanded ® to stay as much as they could
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their vent into Flanders because the Emperor had made many strait
laws against them that professed the gospels’. However, the
following March, the Council realising that the English subjects

'lacking their vent in Flanders might put the realm in danger,
[and that] the Flemings had cloth enough for a year in their

hand’ in the midst of the mid-century slump in the cloth trade,

appealed to the Emperor for remedy (45).

As part of their cam;aign, the English merchants went as far as
to prohibit trade with Antwerp on a number of occasions. In 1547,
as part of their Barrow policy (46), and again, in January 1552,
in retaliation for a tax of 1/2 % exacted from them by the
authorities in Antwerp (47), the Adventurers imposed such a ban
on their meﬁbers. In June 1556, in the light of a further
prohibition, to be enforced within the Society until the
following November, the Adventurers persuaded the Privy Council
to forbid the shipping of cloths to the Low Countries by
strangers (48). The English merchants’ aim in interrupting trade
with Antwerp on this occasion was partly to ’'undo their foreign
rivals’, chiefly the Italian and Hanseaticvmeréhants who dealt in
English cloths (49), and partly to assist in a further attempt to
revive the market at Barrow (50). The Privy Council’s order was
therefore followed by instructions to ensure that all English
cloths and other merchandise were discharged at Barrow during the
markets there. In December 1556, the Lord Treasurer sent a letter
to the officers of all ports in the realm. Ihey were to certify
that members of the Adventurers’ Company were complying with the
_ agreed policy and to take bonds from non-members both to
discharge their goods at Barrow and to bring back, within one

month, certificates of unlading from the ’'Governor of the English
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Nation’ there, or his deputy, to prove their compliance with the
order (51). This was followed by specific orders for the
binding of the Hanseatic, Italian and 'Arogozey’ [ Ragusan]

merchants not to sell any English cloths in Antwerp (52).

Although the Adventurers’ extreme request in January 1557, fhat
the Italians should be prohibited entirely from using the
transcontinental route via Antwerp for trade with England, was
rejected by the Priv& Council (53), the restrictions which the
Council did agree to impose on their trade gave rise to a series
of protests from both the Hanse and the Italians. In the
subsequent dispute, Philip II was to act as intermediary (54).

However, presumably at the continued request of the Adventurers,

the ban on trade with Antwerp was apparently still in force in
1557, at which time the Italians were more successful in their

appeals ‘to the Council. In March that year, they were permitted
to land a number of cloths at Antwerp, with the following
important proviso: that they wefe not sold there but were
transported thence to Italy (55). The controversy was to continue

into Elizabeth’s reign (56).

The altercation between the Merchant Adventurers and Hanseatic
League in the mid-sixteenth centufy was not confined to the
matter of the English mart abroad. The key issue concerned the
continuance of the Hanseatic trading privileges in London, which
directly _affected the City Corporation as well as the Merchant
Adventurers. This important issue will be examined in the next

section.
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4. Merchanté of the Hanse
Since the foundation of the Hanseatic Kontor in London in 1281,

which was located on a site which came to be known as the London

Steelyard, the merchants based there had enjoyed significant
trading privileges, together with the possession of their own
Guildhall and the election of their own AIdefman, who was
confirmed in office by the City Corporation.(57). By a series of
royal “charters, rei;forced by the Treaty of Utrecht of 1474,
these privileges had been confirmed and énhanced. They were to
become a source of grieVance to the increasing number of native
London merchants, particufarly since they fixed rates of custom
lower than those paid by English merchants and allowed direct
purchase of cloths in the City’s chief cloth market, Blackwell
hall, a privilege denied to the English non-free as the preéerve
of citizens. Moréover, it was claimed that the reciprocal
arrangements granted by the Treaty of Utrecht to English:
merchants abroad ‘were never properly implemented (58). The
situation was exacerbated when the scope of the Hanseatic
traffic, which had originally been confined fo thev Baltic, - was
widened to include the Antwerp market énd beyond, directly

challenging the monopoly of the Merchant Adventurers.

Confrontation between the City and the Hanseatic merchan;s had
become inevitable by the mid—sixteenth century (59). Nor were the
Mayor and Aldermen of London alone in their antipathy to this
cuckoo in their nest. In 1551 the Privy Council wrote to the
civic authorities in Hull on compléint of the Merchants of the
Steelyar@ there that. they were being charged above the ‘old

accustomed rate’ for housing their wares. The Mayor and Aldermen
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were instructed to redress the situation until order could be
taken by equity (60). It is significant that these conflicts

came.to a head during the slump years of 1551-2.
Edward VI

In Edward’é reign, the pity Corporation was to enter the fray
first, demanding from the Merchants of the Steelyard an
imposition from which.they claimed immunity, namely grainage on
salt. This demand was to céuse a prolonged controversy,
commencing in 1548 (61). Appeal was made to the ’composition’
dated 20 February 1427 between the Steelyard and éhe City (62).
The Recorder and the rest of the City’s legal counsel were called
in to examine_the case but seemed unable to resolve the dispute,
which was therefore referred ’to the judges’ opinion’ (63).
Meanwhile, the Alderman of the Steelyard delivered -to Gresham and
Amcotes ‘’several bills of such salt as he supposeth them to have
taken for grainage against their privileges’ (64). Unfortunately,
no more is heard of the issue in the records of the Court of
Aldermen for this period. However, the controversy persisted.well

into the reign of Elizabeth (85).

in the 1550s, the emphasis of the conflict shifted from salt to
cloth. The London customs officers seized supposedly illegal
cloths with increasing frequency from members of the Hanse and
pursued ééses against the Steelyard merchants through the courts
(66). In 1552, acting explicitly at the request of the Merchant

Adventurers, the Corporation pushed forward its own campaign,

forbidding the clothworkers of the Steelyard to take their

woollen cloth out of their houses or to put them up for sale
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without the Mayor’s consent as part of a series of measures

designed to tighten up the sale of cloths at Blackwell hall (87).

Up to this point, the attitude of the King and his Privy Council
to the Hanse merchants had been ambivalent. In 1547, Edward VI

had been prepared to reinforce Hanseatic privileges in England,
confirming Henry VIII’'s charter of 1510 (68). However, the
following year the Hanseatic League complained to him of a
restriction on expérts which was adversely affecting the
merchants of the London Steelyard and undermining their
privileges (69). Appeal was made by the Steelyard to the
Emperor, the Burgundian court and the German towns to unite to
seek redress from the English Crown and Parliament, and
complaints were indeed received by the Privy Council from Lubeck
and the King of Denmark (70). Anger was also expressed at the
King of Sweden’s commercial agreement with the English which was
thought to undermine their own (71). Meanwhile, the English
merchants complained about their bad treatment in Danzig, which

the League agreed to address (72).

Nevertheless, the Privy Council continued to redress individual
grievances brought to its notice by Hanseatic merchants. On 6 May
1548, for example, the Council ordered the Mayor and Aldermen of
London to allow Claise Lang, an Easterling, to buy cléths at
Blackwell hall when he wished, notwithstanding the ‘normal
restrictions affecting strangers (73). It also intervened
concerning a case in the High Court of Admiralty against several
Hanseatic merchants, successfully requesting the complainants
(who included Anthony Hussey, Governor of the Merchant

Adventurers) to remit part of the fine imposed by the Court on
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the defendants (74). Méanwhile; in August 1548, the King granted
favours to individual Hanseatic merchants by letters patenf
(75). More significantly, in February 1549 and January 1551, the
Council instructed the customers of London to permit the
merchants of the London Steelyard to ship out cloths and import
Gascon wines at the accustomed rate. However, the 1551 licence

was to expire after six months (78).

<

In December 1551, when the licence had again come up for
renewal, some caution was exhibited. The Clerks of the Chancery
were asked to check the enrolment of letters patent granted to
the Hanse merchants ’for shipping cloths’ the previous January,
and the Alderman and certain other Steelyard merchants were
called before the Privy Council on 28 December to respond to the
~case brought against theﬁ by the Merchant Adventurers (77). Legal
counsel, including the Recorder of london, was called in to
examine the Steelyard’s answer to the Adventurers® complaint and
to report back, making sure ’to keep their conferences
secret’(78). Meanwhile, a serious dispute had arisen between
Baldwin Smith and the Steelyard, on a matter considered by -the
Privy Council to be ’'of great weight and worthy ripe
deliberation’ (79): it was to have consequences for the future of
Hanse privileges in England. It is surely no coincidence that it
occured shortly after the seizure of an English merchant’s goods

in Danzig (80).

Baldwin Smith, citizen and haberdasher of London, acted as
'deputy to the Surveyor General of the King’s Majesty’s customs
and subsidy in his highness’ port of London’ (81). In September

1551, in this capacity, he arrested Adrian Moore of the Steelyard
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and the following month seized some incriminating papers from a
Danzig ship, thus sparking off the controversy which will, fof

convenience, be referred to as "the Cosselor case”, after the

name of one the merchants involved (82). Smith proceeded to
exhibit two informations in the Exchequer against the Alderman
and merchants of the Steelyard (83). In November (1551), the
Cosselor case was referred to an inquisition held at the
Guildhall before the Lord Mayor, as Escheator of London (84). On
28 January 1552, the Lord Treasurer demanded to know whether it
should proqeed to a nisi prius or not. However, the matter was
referred back to the lLord Treasurer and Mr Baker for
consideration and report (85). A month later, the Steelyard’s

privileges were revoked (86).

What was the substance of the Cosselor cﬁse and why was it so
significant in English/Hanse felations? Adrian Cosselor (or
Casselor) was a Hanseatic merchant based in Danzig who employed
Andrew Moore as his London factor (87). The case rested on the
accusation that Andrew Moore had ‘coloured’ (i.e. disguised) the
goods of Cosselor and of another Danzig merchant, Lawrence
Fensell, neither of whom were free of the London Steelyard, to
make it appear that they were thoée of bone fide Steelyard
merchants (principally in the name of one Michael Tymberman), and
thus eligible for reduced rates of custom. The matter came to
light on the death of Andrew Moore in July 1551. Although his
role as Cosselor’s London agent seems to have been assumed by
Michael Tymberman, it was Andrew’s brother, Adrian Moore, who
took over his books and accounts, including his account with
Cosselor. These raised suspicions of colouring, which were

apparently confirmed by the letters seized by Béldwin Smith in
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October 1551. Adrian Moore had ‘unadvisedly mentioned the matter
to a clothworker’s servant®’ and thus it ‘came to the ears ' of

Baldwin Smith, who arrested Moore, and another merchant of 'the
Steelyard ‘at the bourse time in Lombard street®’, with the

) authqrisation of the Privy Council (88). Adrian- Moore appeared
three times before the Council and his confession formed the
basis of the two informations exhibited by Baldwin Smith in the
Exchequer. The first accused the Aldermen and merchants of the
Steelyﬁrd of receiving the goods of Cosselor and Fensell, not
being freemen, and the second concerned the entry of these cloths
under Tymberman’s name in the records (89). The case against the
Steelyard was extended when it was heard at Guildhall to take in
other non-free merchants whose goods were supposedly coloured.
The 1list of the names used to disguise the goods was also

~expanded. Interestingiy, it included the names of two native
merchants (Thomas Sares and Richard Patryck), as well as
Steelyard merchants. The jury, which comprised seventeen London

merchants, found guilty all those accused (90).

The. governors of the Steelyard inevitably denied that such
.colouring had taken place. They further argued that they had
acted vpromptly to investiéate the matter when it had come to
'light, sealing up Moofe’s counting house, examining Tymberman and
others, and referring the case to the magistrates at Danzig.
Moreover, they alleged that they had not been treated Tfairly
under English law. In particular, they claimed that the outcome
of the inquest held at the Guildhall had been pre-judged - the
case was based only on Moore's confession, the jury was biased,
the . Hanse merchants had not been heard and the wording of the

verdict had already been drawn up, only wanting a signature (91).
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For the Hanse, the timing of the case was as unfortunate as its

outcome. Even before this particular controversy had arisen, the

League had felt the need to take precautions against the possible
loss of its privileges in London (92). To be caﬁght abusing the
very liberties which they were attempting to maintain was likely

to prove disastrous, as two of its members observed:

-

We fear that all which cometh unto that reckoning and occupying
that 1is 1In the land [England] is forfeited to the King which
cometh unto certain hundred pounds, If we escape so that we lose
not all our privileges thereby. Now God give us that which
belongeth to salvation. (Orante Van Holtorne to his brother,
Reynolde, 8 October 1551 — SP69/13 49v. My underlining)

Our matter with the English men is every day worser.......I trust
they of Danske [Danzigl] will not forgive Cosselor for here we
stand in great danger of our whole house and thereby we might go
and play with trumpets [TJomorrow they will send for me too [YJ]ou
shall know how I fear [W]e may devise the best for ourselves that
we can but the truth is we know nothing of this before. (John
‘Kynell to Tyves Mayre, 9 October 1551 - SP69/13 50v. My
underlining)

The guilty verdict added weight to the Merchant Adventurers’
appeal to the Council for the revocation of Hanse privileges, as

the Spanish ambassador noted in December 1551:

It seems that the Council are about to abolish all the privileges
of the Steelyard merchants, who from now on are not to be allowed
to freight cloth and other goods according to these privileges.
They are giving as a reason certain abuses and frauds committed
by the merchants... (CSP _Sp 1550-2 425-6)

Indeed, the Privy Council’s order of 24 February 1552, abrogating

the Steelyard’s rights, specifically cites the Exchequer case:

It appeareth also that if the said pretended grants were good by
the laws of the realm, as in deed they be not, yet the same were
made on condition that they should not avow or colour any
- foreign’s goods or merchandises, which conditions the said
Merchants of the Hanse have not observed, as may appear by office
found remaining of record in the King's Majesty’s Exchequer, and
by other sufficient proves [sic] of the same (T&P II 35)
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It was fruitless for the King of Poland‘retrospectively to plead
with Edward VI that, even if any individual subject had offended,
others who were entirely innocent should not be made to suffer on

account of such offence (83).

The diligence of the customs officer, Baldwin Smith, in detecting
and pursuing the Cosselor affair was important (94): he was not,
however, ‘the prime” mover in the campaign against Hanse
privileges. This role was assumed by the Merchant Adventurers,
who, according to‘the Spaniéh Ambassador, were ’'trying to get all
the trade into their own hands’ (95). It has already been noted
that, in December 1551, when the Steelyard’'s licence came up for
renewal, the Adventurers took the opportunity to attack their
rivals (96). Their case against the Steelyard merchants rested on
’ three main grounds: that the privileges which they claimed had no
legal foundation; that, even if fhey were legal, the privileges
should have been restricted to authorised merchants and to goods
produced or sold in the Hanseatic towns and not elsewhere; and
that they should have been reciprocated in the Hanse towns, which

they had not been (97).

On 9 February 1552, the variance between the Adventurers and
Steelyard was examined formally before the Privy Council.
However, the documents produced by the latter were not considered
of sufficient ’fofce’ to uphold their case and decision was
deferred. In the interim, the Recorder of London and ‘other the
Merchant Adventurers’ learned counsel’ were to be granted access
- to the charteré and grants of the Hanse (98). By 24 February the
previous ambivalence of the King and his Council had evaporated :

the privileges of the Merchants of Hanse were revoked (99). The
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Merchant Adventurers, with the support of the Corporation and the
assistance of the City’s legal counsel, had won a significant

victory. The City Corporation’s backing for the Adventurers is

not controversial. Quite apart from its natural affinity to the
Society, the chance to regain an element of control over
Steelyard, which effeétively acted as a liberty within the City,
must have been irresistible. However, the Crown'’'s support in this

requires some examination.

It seemed as if the King ﬁad much to gain financially from the
revocation in terms of increased customs revenue. This factor
might have have weighed heavily with the Privy Council at a time
of severe financial embarrassment (100). However, the fact that
this -action had not been taken long before suggests that
~diplomatic reasons had prevented earlier monarchs from taking
such a bold step. The King’s father had been prepared on occasion
to ignore the rights of the Hanse merchants, for éxample granting
the suit of the Fullers.and Shearmen of London to prevent the
export by the Hanse of ’‘rough and unshorn’ cloths (101). However,
it 1is significant that he had been unwilling to go further than
this, perhaps hoping to avoid the wrath of the Hanseatic League,
which Edward's government did not escape (102). Moreover, the

abrogation of the privileges did not lead to a significant
increase in customs revenue for the Crown. The measure seems to
have had a negative effect, Hanse cloth exports Afalling from
c40,000 cloths in 1550/1 to c14,000 in 1551/2. Gould argues that
this may in part be attributable to the general decline in cloth
exports (103). However, there is evidence of deliberate policy on
the part of the Steelyard fo limit trade. In March 1552, measures

were taken by both the London and Antwerp Kontors to forbid trade
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‘involviﬁg heavy duties, ‘prescribing punishment for those who
broke ranks. In ‘May the Cologne Kontor advised the discontinuance

of all commerce with England (104).

It is more likely that Edward’s government was ihfluenced by the
arguments of the Merchant Adveﬂturers with regard to trade than
by the hope of increased customs revenue from the Steelyard
merchants. Although it was not until the following October (1552)
that evidence can be found bf the Adventurers assisting directly
in the servicing of the royal debt (105), the importance of the
Society’s rdle in trade and commerce must have been self evident.
Their complaints against the Hanse merchants, both in London and
in the Baltic towns, must have had a certain conviction. It was
doubtless more than mere rhetoric that inspired the Privy Council
_.to echo these complaints, claiming that ’their pretended
privileges are grown so prejudicial to the King and his crown, as’
without great hurt thereof and of the whole estate of the realm

the same may not be longer endured’ (108).

The Adventurers® role in influencing the Council is substantiated
by .the comments of Scheyfve, both before and after the

revocation:

It seems that the Council are about to abolish all the privileges
of the Steelyard merchants, who from now on are not to be allowed
to frreight cloth and other goods according to these privileges.
They are giving as a reason certain abuses and frauds committed
by the merchants, and that the Hanse towns are no longer free as
they used to be. It all began with the confiscation of
Englishmen’s goods made in north Germany for similar abuses. The
London merchants, who are trying to get all the trade into their
. own hands, especially now that the Council have need of them, are
" pressing the matter warmly. It is thought the Steelyard merchants
will not come out of it without very heavy expenses at the least.
(27 December 1551 - CSP Sp 1550-2 425-6. My underlining)

The Steelyard merchants have had all their privileges laken away
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by a decree of the Council -; but it seems that the decree was
rendered rather in order to be able to restrict these privileges
than anything else, and the London merchants who urged the
measure wish to prevent the Steelyard merchants from selling or
distributing the goods they buy in England elsewhere than in the

Hanse towns, and also from Iimporting into England any other goods
than those produced in the Hanse towns. They wish to oblige those

merchants who deal outside these limits to pay the same taxes
that non-privileged folk are liable to, or at any rate to obtain
corresponding privileges for the English in the Hanse towns

(30 March 1552 - CSP Sp 1550-2 494. My underlining)

This interpretation seems more feasible than Unwin’s thesis, that
the Adventurers were merely acting as the chosen instrument of
Northumberland and Gresham, who between them were plotting the
downfall of the Hanse as part of a deliberate policy by the
government to force all export trade into English hands (107). In
either case, Edward VI's government had shown solidarity with the
Merchant Adventurers and was prepared to incur the wrath of the
still powerful Hanseatic League in the interest of the native
~merchants. However, sustained political pressure from the
League, and the Emperor on its behalf, did have some effect.
Negotiations continued and the King agreed to the holding of a
summit in England, the delegates for which were due to arrive in
London in July 1553, the month of his death (108). Moreover,
concessions were made in response to Hanseatic requests,
including the rights to export at the old rates of custom goods
loaded before the revocation took effect and to import from
member towns at the said rates until 25 May 1553 (109).
Correspondence and negotiation continued throughout the rest of
the reign (110) and there is evidence that the King would have
been prepared to restore at least part of the Steelyard’s

privileges in the event of the establishment of an English mart

at home (111).

Meanwhile, cases were brought by customs officers against
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Hanseatic merchants in the (Equity) Courts of Chancery and
Exchequer, several of which were dismissed in favour of the
Steelyard on the express instructions of the King and his Council
(112). Leniency was also apparent elsewhere. In October 1552, it

was clear that the restrictions were still ndt being fully

implemented:

for as much as since that time [i.e Februaryl], albeit sentence
were then pronounced against the said merchants, yet remaineth
the same unexecuted, and only the goods of the said merchants and
their traffic stayed, it was therefore this day resolved by their
Lordships that the matter should be heard and proceed in thlel
Exchequer, to thlel end that upon further examination and trial
thereof there such order may be taken in the same as justice and
the King’s Majesty’s laws shall be most agreeable (11 October
1552 - APC 1552-4 141-2),

Although the Council had ordered the London searchers 'to use
expedition in the searching and perusing of Flemish ships’, the
Councillors were anxious that the officials should ‘’behave
themselves as honestly and gently towards the strangers as they
can’ (113). There was some concern about possible retaliations by

the Easterlings on English merchant shipping (114).

Thus it would be incorrect to view the withdrawal of Hanseatic
privileges by Edward VI as either inevitable or irreversible: it
can best be explained by the successful lobbying of the
Adventurers in 1551 and 1552. It is interesting to speculate
whether further campaigning would have been necessary to secure
the continuance of these gains if Edward VI had remained ' longer

on the throne.
- Mary
In the event, the Adventurers’ victory appeared short4lived, with
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the festoration of Hanseatic privileges in November 1553. The
change of monarch led to a reversal of policy in virtually every

aspect of government: this action should perhaps been seen in

this light (115). However, as has been shown, it may not have
been a complete about-turn, if Edward was moving in this
direction himself. Moreover, there may have been oﬁher factors
involved in Mary’s decision. A desire to punish the civic .
authorities for their apparent willingness to support
Northumberland’s puppet queen, a wish to please the Emperor,
Charles V, in whose domains the Hanseatic towns were sited, or
the skilful persuasions of the delegates from those towné, who
visited her in London in August, may have inclined her in fhat
direction (116). It seems, moréover, that certain members of the

Council were prepared to back their case:

We are informed that they [the Ambassadors] will obtain what they
are asking, and that some of the Councillors have given their
opinion in their favour, hoping for a recompense (CSP Sp 1553 203)
It is interesting that the commission of five appointed to

confirm the Hanseatic privileges included Petre{ an acknowleged

friend of the City (117).

The Hanse had not lost the opportunity to show its support for
the new regime. It is almost certain that the Steelyard had
joined with the other merchant strangers in the celebratioqs for
Mary’s entry into London in July, as it was to do again by
providing a pageant before her coronation and on Philip II's
visit to the City in 1554 (118). The Hanseatic Ambassadors also
-played a prominent part in the procession from the Tower to
Westminster the day before the coronation (113). Nevertheless,

the . Ambassadors, who had come over to England in July ‘with a
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brave show and a large company’ and after ‘great preparations’®
made by the London Steelyard (120), were left in some confusion
at first: it was by no means clear that Mary was not intending to‘
continue her brother’s policy. Negotiations took place between
delegates, Privy Council and ménarch from August to October
(121). The outcome proved favourable to the Hanse: on 24 October
1553, the privileges were. restored, as Mary confirmed the
Charters of 1547, 1516, 1499, 1486, 1461 and 1377f In return, the
English gdvernment insisted on the fulfilment of two conditiﬁns:
a limitation on the humber of white cloths to be exported " to
the Netherlands by Steelyard merchants and a guarantee of
reciprocal enjoyment of privileges by the English merchants in

the Hanseatic towns, particularly in Prussia (122).

Two months later, in January 1554, Mary granted a licence to the
Hanseatic merchants to export unprepared cloth for three years
and confirmed that they were exempt from the tunnage and poundage
dues agreéd by Parliament in 1553 (123). They were duly grateful
for these concessions, offering her advice on the " issues which
remained unresolved, including the judicial proceedings against
them and the issue of Blackwell hall cloth market (124). Mary
even went as far, as to write directly to the City Corporation
seeking favours for indiyidual Steelyard merchants; either in

defiance or ignorance of their mutual antipathy (125).

The London merchants were infuriated by these actions, and in
.Jandary 1554, sent a supplication to the Emperor relating the
| wrongs. they had experienced at the hands of his subjects (126).
Nor was the City Corporafion willing to accept this policy

reversal without protest : almost immediately it took out legal
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proceedings against the Hanse merchants (127). A year later,

appeal was made directly to members of the Council for their:

lawful favours towards the City and the English Merchants of the
same for the revocation and stay of the great. and exceeding
liberties and franchises that the merchants of the Steelyard and
all the other merchant strangers do now of late days claim and
usurp within t