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PREFACE

HE scope of this book, which is based on a study of all
the printed and unprinted sources which have been
accessible to me during a ten years’ residence in

London, has been largely determined by a definitely practical
aim. I have sought to provide for students of social and
economic history in general-——and more especially for those
interested in the Livery Companies—an outline of the con-
tinuous organic development of the gilds and companies of
London from the days of Henry Plantagenet to those of
Victoria, such as would serve as a starting-point for more par-
ticular investigations. Whilst not losing sight of individual
peculiarities, I have endeavoured to lay the main stress on
the significance which the gilds and companies as a whole
have had for the constitutional history of the city, and for the
social and economic development of the nation at large.

That an even wider aspect of the subject has not been
neglected will be clear from the title of the opening chapter.
The historical development of English gilds—still more that
of Scottish gilds—cannot be adequately interpreted without
reference to the contemporary development of the gilds in
continental cities. It was indeed in pursuit of this clue that
a young German scholar,” Lujo Brentano, wrote in 1870 the
brilliant essay which, in conjunction with Mr. Toulmin Smith’s
collection of ordinances, may be said to have inaugurated the
scientific study of the English gild. In Professor Gross’s
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Gild Merchant, published in 1890, the note struck is rather
that of contrast than of comparison, but the essential value of
that work—the most scholarly of all contributions to British
gild history—Ilies in the application of a mind fully stored with
the results of continental learning to the interpretation of a
wide range of English records. And in spite of much valuable
work—above all, the work of the late Miss Mary Bateson~—in
the field of British municipal history, it is still to German
scholars that we must turn for the largest.body of suggestive
theory and of scientifically ascertained and interpreted fact.
Three books I would mention to which the serious student
of gild history will find himself impelled continually to return
with increasing profit to himself—Professor Otto Gierke’s Das
deutsche Genossenschaftsrecht, Professor Gustav Schmoller’s
Strassburger Tucher und Webersunft, and Professor E.
Gothein’s Wirthschaftsgeschichte des Schwarzwaldes.

The desirability of providing such a broad historical
approach, as has been here attempted, to the study of the
London gilds was first suggested to me by the invitation in
1905 of the Committee of the Advanced Historical Teaching
Fund to deliver a course of lectures on the subject at the
London School of Economics.

The extent of my debt to the published records and
histories of the companies will sufficiently appear in the
references. 1 am likewise under deep obligations to the
ruling bodies of the Clothworkers’, Drapers’, Leathersellers’,
Cordwainers’, Haberdashers’ and Feltmakers’ Companies for
kind permission to examine their records at first hand, and
to the further courtesy of the Leathersellers’, the Cordwainers’
and the Merchant Tailors’ Companies in connection with the
illustrations.

Through the death of Miss Bateson my book early lost
the keenest and most stimulating of its critics, but it has
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owed a great deal—including all the materials for the account
of the Confederation of Rectors—to some papers of hers
kindly placed at my disposal by her brother, Mr. W, Bateson,
F.R.S, and Mr. W. Page, F.S.A,, the general editor of the
Victoria County Histories.

All writers who enter the great field of London history
must tread in the footsteps and enter into the labours of
Dr. Sharpe. Without his invaluable Calendars of the Wills
envolled in the Court of Husting, and of the Letter Books
of the Corporation, this book could not have been written,
and Dr. Sharpe has at all times been most generous in
placing his’store of unpublished learning at my disposal. To
Professor Charles Gross, of Harvard, and to the Rev. Dr. Cox,
the general editor of this series, I owe a number of valuable .
suggestions ; but I must hasten to add that whatever errors
and heresies are found in this book are exclusively my own.
My chief debt is to my wife, who has given me unstinting
help at every stage of composition and of publication.

G. U.

24, BUCCLEUCH PLACE .
EDINBURGH
November, 1908
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THE GILDS AND COMPANIES
OF LONDON

CHAPTER I

THE PLACE OF THE GILD IN THE HISTORY
OF WESTERN EUROPE

HROUGHOUT Western Europe till the close of the
18th century the control of trade and industry was
largely, in some countries mainly, in the hands of the

gilds. The attempt made by Turgot, in the same month in
which Adam Smith published 7Z/%e Wealth of Nations, to
abolish the privileges of the trade corporations in France, was
one of the chief causes of his downfall. Fifteen years later,
on March 17th, 1791, they were swept away by the Revolution,
and the gilds of Belgium and of Holland shared the same
fate when those countries fell under the rule of France. The
privileged associations of craftsmen and traders of Spain and
Portugal were abolished during the revolutionary period of
1833-40 ; those of Austria and Germany in 1859-60; those
of Italy in 1864. Attempts have been made in Austria and
Germany to replace the old gilds (Ziinfte) by associations
(I/nnungen) under the complete control of the State, but the
new institution, whatever useful purposes it may serve, can
have little or nothing in common with the old. In many
towns of Switzerland the old gilds (Abdayes or Ziinfte) are
still preserved, though they have lost their special privileges.*

* City of London Livery Companies Commission, Rep. 1, vol. v. pp. 365-396,
B
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In England alone of the larger states of Western Europe
there has been no legislative abolition of the gilds, since the
confiscation of their religious endowments at the time of the
Reformation. This is due to the fact that, while the English
gilds (more especially those of London) have attained a much
greater degree of wealth and social consideration than any
continental gilds, their trading monopolies fell much earlier
into desuetude. To this we owe that unique set of survivals,
the Livery Companies of London, whose records and other
antiquities have a value for English social history that can
scarcely be over-estimated.

But the gild is not by any means an institution peculiar
to the civilization of the Western world. Every thoughtful
traveller in China is impressed with the number, strength, and
importance of the gilds which are to be found all over that
vast Empire. In all the crowded and busy cities that float
their wares down the Yang-tse-kiang, and in the remotest
parts of Manchuria, the halls of the gilds are not only as much
renowned for their hospitality as are those of the London
companies ; they still preserve in full activity many of those
economic functions of which the halls of the companies were the
centre in the 15th and 16th centuries. And the Chinese gild
is by no means a mere survival rooted in the soil. Wherever
the ubiquitous Chinaman goes, he takes the gild with him.
The laundry-man of San Francisco, the cabinet-maker of
Melbourne or Sydney, preserves in his native organization a
power of cohesion that enables him to smile at the ineffectual
devices of the Western factory legislator with his notions of
a minimum wage.

In India the trade castes assume all the forms of gild organi-
zation. Not only the wealthy cloth merchant who can afford
to pay from £5 to £50 as an entrance fee, but also the poor
potter or carpenter who has nothing to sell but his labour,
is represented by them. In the Ahmedabad District they
are especially strong. They fix piece-work rates, insist on
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holidays, prohibit overtime, and devote their entrance fees and
fines to feasting and “ friendly benefits.” *

In Turkey, Bulgaria, and Servia most trades are controlled
by Esnafs, which in all probability may claim a continuous
descent from Byzantine gilds. The Mohammedan tradition
indeed traces them back beyond the days of the Prophet
(who was himself a member of the Gild of Merchants), to the
time of Noah, the patron of carpenters and. shipbuilders, and
of Adam, the patron of the bakers. Eve presides over the
washerwomen, Cain over the butchers and the gravediggers,
Elijah over the furriers, Joseph over the watch and clock-
makers, whilst sailors have their choice between the Seven
Sleepers of Ephesus and the prophet Jonah. But what has
more claim on our attention is the fact that the Esnaf, in all
essentials but one, bears the closest resemblance to the
medizval gild of Western Europe. It has a governing body
and officers of its own choice, a common seal and corporate
funds sometimes enriched by endowment, its hierarchy of
grades beginning with apprenticeship, its written and unwritten
code, and its annual festival. The shoemakers of Constanti-
nople have a special privilege of jurisdiction, like that of the
14th-century fishmongers and weavers in London. Some
of the Esnafs have apparently an organization of the younger
members corresponding to the “bachelors,” or “yeomanry,” of
the London company.f The Watermen and the Fellowship
Porters of London, who throughout the 1g9th century still
preserved the essential features of medi®val industrial organi-
zation, have their counterparts in Constantinople.

Without going into further details as to the gilds of the
East, we may, I think, attempt to answer the question what it
is that distinguishes them fundamentally from the gilds of the
West. The likeness is striking enough. The traveller who
walks through the streets of the Montenegrin town has his or

* J. M. Lambert, Zwo Thousand Years of Gild Life, p. 52.
t L. M. J. Garnett, Turkish Life in Town and Couniry.
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her mind inevitably carried back to the London of Chaucer
and Piers Plowman, and the London Lackpenny. Where lies
the difference? In the first place, the gilds of the East are
alive, whilst the gilds of the West are dead. This may not
seem much in itself. We must, therefore, add that the gilds
of the West are dead because they have performed the most
useful of their functions; they have helped to build up a
social structure by which they have been superseded. The
gilds of the East are alive because they have not performed
that function. The gilds of the West expired in giving birth
to progress; the gilds of the East are preserved and fostered
in the interests of order. The Western gilds were a dynamic
force ; the Eastern are a static force.

And yet, after all, this is a very incomplete way of putting
the matter. We can only speak of the Western gild as dead
if we confine the term “gild ” to one particular form of organi-
zation. But if we are dealing with gilds in this strict sénse
of the term, we should not have to get much further than
the end of the 13th century. Every century since then
has seen the rise of different forms of organization to meet
new conditions of social and economic life, In some cases
the new form was gradually assumed by the old organization ;
in other cases both the body and the spirit were new, but
the new was never so new as not to be very really connected
with the old by conscious or unconscious emulation, imitation,
adaptation. In this way the gild became the craft, the craft
became the livery company, and the livery company became
the corporation. At first sight it might seem as if these
were mere changes of form, but a more careful consideration
will show that this was not the case. The change of form
indicates an inward growth, a social expansion of the
deepest significance, both for the economic and the political
development of the nation. In short, the Western gild,
in its various forms and in its subsequent developments,
has been one of the main instruments of what we call
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progress, the progress which distinguishes the West from
the East.

But what meaning are we to attach to that much-abused
word “progress”? Let us take a concrete instance. It
has sometimes been thought that the break-up of the Roman
Empire was a case of sheer retrogression. And at first sight
the loss seems enormous. Out of a weltering chaos of
barbarism and internecine "war, the Romans had built up
a nearly world-wide peace and a strong and unified adminis-
tration ; out of a mass of illogical and conflicting customs
they had created an admirable system of law. They had
worked out a clear and definite idea of the State, and an
equally clear and definite idea of the individual, the like
of which has not again been achieved till very recent years.
Napoleon and William II. look back to Czsarand to Justinian
as their models. Are we to say that all the world has done
and suffered in the interval, the feudal anarchy of the Dark
Age, the motley incongruities of the Middle Age with its
mad saints and heroes, the terrific uprisings of the Reformation
and the Revolution with their wild illusions and their still
more fatal disillusionings—are all these but a painful struggle
to regain what was lost when the Roman Empire fell? Such
a question is its own answer. The truth is that peace, and
security of civil rights, and an administration even stronger,
more able, and less corrupt than the Roman, is not too high
a price to pay for liberty. And if the progress the world
has achieved since that time is to be called by any one name,
that name must be liberty. But a liberty which has to be won
through such long and devious ways is no simple matter.
It is based on deep and elaborate foundations. It is no mere
casting off of fetters. It is the slow putting on of new habits
and capacities, new sympathies, and new insight. It is a
growth, the most gradual and most permanent of all growths,
a psychological growth. In the achievement of progress and
liberty in this sense, the lapse of twenty centuries is but a stage.
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How can we best bring home to ourselves the nature of
the advance which has been made by modern civilization
over the civilization of antiquity ? It is not so much the
result we need to consider as the means by which it has
been secured. Briefly expressed, the difference between the
modern constitutional State and the Roman Empire is that,
whilst the modern State has attained to even more elaborate,
far-reaching, and efficient admiristrative powers, there has
at the same time been secured to the individual a far greater
degree of liberty—not merely of speech, of publication, and
of combination—but of the positive liberty which consists in
equality of opportunity and the carridre onverte aux talents. In
the Roman Empire there was little or no protecting medium
between the all-powerful State and the powerless individual,
and the State by its very weight, even when moved by no
oppressive intentions, crushed all spontaneous initiative out
of the individual. At the present day there exist a great array
of intermediate powers and agencies, offensive and defensive,
which not only prevent the State from oppressing the individual,
but actlially enable individual initiative to gather power about
itself and to bring pressure to bear on the State.

First of all, there is the element of restraint imposed
upon the State by the character of the very agents whom it
is bound to employ, the restraint that lies in the honourable
esprit de corps and sense of social responsibility of the judicial
and administrative functionaries who do its work. Secondly,
there are the independent powers of local government (I am
thinking especially of England) which are safeguarded from
undue interference on the part of the State, and which have
always served as the effectual basis of our parliamentary
liberties. Thirdly, there is the power of and the capacity for
voluntary association, exemplified in the fact that the direction
of the State itself is always in the hands of the representatives
of one of two great voluntary associations known as political
parties. Students of constitutional history know that these
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three factors are each of very slow growth—the history of
England is largely the story of their growth—and that in the
absence of them mere formal stipulations and guarantees can
give little assurance of political liberty. The enormous
difficulties of the situation in Russia at the present moment,
for example, arise from the fact that none of these essential
bases of constitutional freedom can be conceived of as
possessing any very effectual solidity. And it is in the
direction of strengthening these natural pillars of the con-
stitution that the instinct of the Russian reformer is rightly
turned.

There are no doubt many historic reasons to be given
for the constitutional weakness of Russia, but the most
fundamental, perhaps, is to be found in the shortness of its
history as a civilized people. When Russia came into the
European system, the great formative process by which our
Western civilization has been built up was all but accomplished.
In that long and glorious work of social and political con-
struction, which lasted from the 12th to the 17th centuries,
Russia bore no effective part. During those six centuries
Western Europe built up the town, and then on the basis of
the town built up the nation. Without the town there could
not have been the nation as we know it, because it was in the
carlier centuries of town history that the three great essentials
to a free national constitution already spoken of—a sense of
professional responsibility, the experience of self-government,
and a capacity for voluntary association—were painfully
acquired. Russia has no towns in this historic sense of the
word. She has, comparatively speaking, no middle class ; that
is why she has so many Jews. And her working class, such as
it is, is not like our own, a working class inheriting largely the
traditions and capacities of the middle class, but is composed
of transplanted peasants of a social status resembling that of
our own villeins in the days of Wat Tyler. It is for want of
towns, and of those middle and working classes that only
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centuries of free town life can produce, that Russia finds it so
hard to become a free nation.

This brings us to the point at which we were aiming. If
the town may be said to have built up the nation, what built
up the town? If we answer that it was the gild, we must safe-
guard ourselves from the possible consequences of our rashness.
There are many theories of the origin of the town, mostly
German, and every theorist is naturally zealous for the purity
of his doctrine. Let us take shelter behind the wisdom of
Aristotle. Everything, according to that eminent sociologist,
has at least four causes—the material, the efficient, the formal,
and the final cause. If we give the town the benefit of all
four, there is room for a number of theorists to live and let
live. The final cause of the town—the end towards which it
was unconsciously directed—as, according to the theory we
have been setting forth, the free self-governing nation. The
material cause—the stuff out of which the town was made—
differed no doubt in different cases : sometimes it was a village,
sometimes a market at a ford, sometimes a military post, some-
times a deliberately planted colony. The formal cause—the
legal title by virtue of which its special rights were exercised—
this also varied in different cases, but is probably to be sought
for in the creation of a separate and semi-independent juris-
diction within a certain area. As to these causes we need
not seek to dogmatize. What we are concerned with is the
efficient cause or causes—the nature of the social force which,
apart from mere material conditions or constitutional forms,
served to bring it into existence and to make it what it became.
The chief of these efficient causes was, I venture to think, the
spirit of voluntary association, and that spirit found its most
typical and widespread embodiment in the various forms of
the gild.

But it may here be asked, has not a doubt been raised as
to whether the gild itself was a voluntary association? May
it not have been an organ of public administration set up by
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the Crown or by the city, on the authority of the State, to
regulate industry and commerce in accordance with a far-
sighted State policy? No doubt it was, or became, such an
organ, but it was at the same time, and to a still greater extent,
a voluntary organization. The truth is that we cannot under-
stand medizval history without getting rid of some of our
clear-cut modern conceptions. The State, the municipality,
and the individual, as we know them, did not exist in
medizval times. They were each in a condition of becoming.
They were helping each other to grow into their present
definite shapes by constant interaction on each other. Each
needed the counteracting influence of the other as a condition
of healthy growth. If any of the three gained an undue pre-
dominance, it not only weakened the rest but prepared the
way for its own overthrow. In medieval Germany the
municipal element had too much of its own way ; it came to
grief amidst the dynastic struggles of the 17th and 18th
centuries. In the France of Louis XIV. the State crushed
the initiative of the municipality and the individual, and by
checking the flow of vital forces brought on a fit of paralysis.
In the England of the early 19th century the individual
overbore the commonwealth, until the factory inspector and
the school inspector, with the newly created powers of self-
government behind them, redressed the balance. But what
has given the constitutional development of England its

unique character is its exceptional continuity. The action (¢

and reaction which are absolutely necessary to growth have not
taken violent forms. The State, the local community, and the
voluntary association have grown up side by side, each recog-
nizing the other spheres of action, and learning, however un
willingly, to co-operate for the general good.

To speak, therefore, as we did of the nation as having been
built up out of the town, and of the town as having been built
up out of the gild, is clearly a one-sided statement. In all the
intricate processes of social construction, lordship has been

ol
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nearly as important a factor as fellowship. From one point of
view—the legal point of view—it would almost be true to say
that the State built up the town and the town built up the
gild. There have always been forces from above meeting and
co-operating with forces from below. But the forces from
above have been mainly forces-of formulation, whilst the forces
from below have been forces of germination. The forces from
above have been mainly concerned in establishing and main-
taining an equilibrium (which, indeed, is their natural function),
while the forces from below have been more often bent on
disturbing equilibrium in the interests of progress.

Of the evils that follow the ascendency of the former class
of influences, the decline and fall of the Roman Empire afford
the most striking example. The first five centuries of the
Christian era, from Augustus to Justinian, culminating in the
great code which still dominates the legal mind of Europe,
constitute perhaps the greatest period of formulation that
the world has ever seen. But the growth from below had
ceased, and the vital force of the body politic slowly ebbed
away. In the formalism of the Byzantine Empire there is a
something that is almost Chinese, and the likeness would
undoubtedly have become greater if the pressure of outside
barbarism had not destroyed it. If we want to be quite clear
that it was not the forces from above that called into existence
the town and the gild of the Middle Ages, we have only to
observe the influence of the all-powerful state on the similar
institutions of the Roman Empire. Voluntary association and
the forms of local self-government were not wanting in the
earlier days of the Empire, but overwhelming pressure from
above gradually converted them into instruments of extortion
and servitude. The trades and handicrafts which in the
Middle Ages we see emerging by their own free effort from
the bondage of custom, were under the Empire being steadily
forced by deliberate legislation into the position of hereditary
and semi-servile castes. The town which in the Middle Ages
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was the refuge from feudal oppression and the centre of a free
upgrowth of new social forces, was so afflicted in the later
days of the Empire, by the tax-collector and the official task-
master, that its inhabitants had to be prohibited from fleeing
into the country.*

Whence came the great change, the return to the upward
movement, the budding morrow in the midnight of the dark
ages ! Was it due to the infusion of German blood, or to the
infusion of Christian doctrine, or to some other still more
occult cause? To use a convenient formula of M. Maeterlinck,
“We cannot tell” We must leave these questions to the
anthropologist or to the philosopher. Our sympathies may
be on the side of the angels. We may look for the ultimate
solution to the moral nature of man. But the secondary
causes, with which we have to deal, are quite sufficiently
important and quite insufficiently understood to deserve the
fullest investigation. The greatest body of essential truth
yet attained in this field is to be found in the great work
of Professor Gierke, of Berlin, on the development of free ‘
association, with the ideas of which Professor Maitland has done
so much to make us familiar. The early enthusiasts for the
principle of free fellowship as a primary force in social evolu-
tion no doubt left insufficient room for the operation of other
causes, and those other causes, notably the Roman cause and
the Feudal cause, have quite naturally of recent years found
their champions. But the truth remains unshaken that free
fellowship has been the most vitally essential element in social
and political progress since the fall of the Roman Empire.
When this is said, we may go on to admit that the element of

* Cunningham, Essay on Modern Civilization—Ancient Times, pp. 189-190 3
Waltzing, Zes corporations professionnelles ches les Romains, 11. pp. 476-484 ; Fagniez
Documents rel, @ Phistoire de Dindustrie et du commerce en France, 1. Nos. 50,
56, 71. Aninstructive comparison may be made between this aspect of Roman
imperialism and the similar results of Russian policy under Peter and Catherine
(see Sir D. M. Wallace’s Russia, ch. xii.). Mr. A. Stead in his Great Fapan
describes a similar process now at work in that country.
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lordship and of the formulating power from above are of the
greatest possible importance to a sound development of human
liberty. Free fellowship by itself may be an aimless and

~even anarchic social force.* In order to produce steady and

coherent progress the upward thrust of the new life and the
downward pressure of the old formula are both needed. But
the upward thrust must be stronger than the downward
pressure. Lordship is a good servant but a bad master. The
study of medi=val social history is the study of the inter-
action of upward and downward forces in which, as the
upward forces on the whole prevail, the action of the down-
ward forces may be, and often is, of a socially beneficent
character.

This process of interaction can nowhere be studied to
better advantage than in the birth, life, and development of
the gild, and of those kindred organizations which have
succeeded to its functions. We can there watch in all its
successive phases that transformation of social forces into
political forces which is the very essence of what we call
progress. We see class after class constituting itself a social
force by the act of self-organization. Then as the new social
force gains political recognition, the voluntary association
passes wholly or partly into an organ of public administration.
As class power generates class privilege and exclusiveness,
new social forces gather to a head and find expression for
themselves in voluntary associations, which tend in their turn
to be transformed as they are drawn into the vortex of
political activity. This constantly recurring process is to be
seen in the intimate relation of the Gild Merchant to the
earliest constitution of our own townsand of many continental
cities; and in the equally close relation which the craft
organizations in many cases, more often on the continent than
in England, bore to the more developed constitutions of the

* Mr.and Mrs. Webb, in Zndusirial Democracy, chap. 1., give some admirable-
illustrations of this truth,
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towns, just as it is to be seen to-day in the formation of a
Labour Party on a Trade Union basis.

The main interest of the gild (using gild in a very broad
sense so as to cover the whole of our present subject) lies in
its having been an organ of social progress, the progress that
distinguishes the West from the East. The progress of Society,
like the progress of the individual, is a moral fact which cannot
be ultimately derived from any cause outside of itself; but
it rests on psychological conditions. The individual or the
society must first acquire good habits of mind and will, and
then learn to use these habits as an instrument for the achieve-
ment of higher ends, which gradually emerge when the indi-
vidual mind or the social mind has become master of itself.
The fundamental habits of the social will are embodied in the
State. Society at first creates the State as an instrument of
self-preservation and of inward order. But it may go on to
use it as an instrument of self-advancement. There is always,
however, the danger that the instrument may prove stronger
than the user. We know that nine-tenths of mankind are the
creatures of habit, that in nine-tenths of our lives we are the
creatures of habit ourselves, and that salvation depends on
the other tenth. It is not, therefore, in the least surprising that
Society should tend to become the creature of the State, as it
did under the Roman Empire. In the dark ages, the great
instrument which had so long oppressed its maker was
broken, and Society began the slow and painful task of
building up its habits anew. The apparent inconsistencies,
the endless dualism of the medizval mind, are due to the
instinctive efforts of Society to save itself from the domina-
tion of any one set of habits. In the broad features of
Western civilization we see the results of these efforts: the
separation of Church and State, the separation of legislation
from administration, of local government from central govern-
ment, and finally, the recognition by the State of the rival
sovereignty of public opinion. The political liberty of Western
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Europe has been secured by the building up of a system of
voluntary organizations, strong enough to control the State, -
and yet flexible enough to be constantly remoulded by the
free forces of change. It is hardly too much to say that the
foundations of this system were laid in the gild. It was in
the gild that voluntary association first came into a per-
manent relation with political power.



CHAPTER 1II
THE FRITH GILD AND THE CNIHTEN GILD

HE history of the gilds of London finds a natural
beginning in the second half of the 12th century,
From that time onwards the student may have solid
ground under his feet. There is a natural but mistaken
tendency in the human mind to seek simple origins for
complex institutions, and in the twilight of prehistoric times
this tendency finds free play. It is only when this simplicity,
arising from the subjective interpretation of vague and shifting
outlines, is disturbed by the unmistakable diversities of well-
ascertained fact that history, properly speaking, begins. The
gild, when we come to know it in detail, has many aspects,
religious, social, economic, legal, and political, and its main
interest as an institution or species of institutions lies in the
interaction of these various elements, of which now one is
predominant and now another, but of which, even in the
simplest examples, there are always several to be found
coexisting. Before the end of the r12th century all these
aspects of the gild have come clearly to light, and thence-
forward there is at our disposal a constantly increasing volume
of facts about each of them. The subject still has an unity.
Indeed, it now first possesses the true natural unity of life,
unity in diversity.

There were, however, undoubtedly gilds in London before
the 12th century., The English Gild of Knights, which dis-
solved itself in 1125, just as the earliest of the later gilds were

15
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beginning to form, claimed an origin in King Edgar’s reign,
and the Frith gilds of London are known to us through the
Sudicia civitatis Londonie embodied in the laws of Athelstan.
Both, therefore, take us back to about the middle of the 10th
century, and both have been learnedly discussed by English
and continental scholars. The one fact that emerges from the
discussion is that no actual contact can be traced between
these earlier cases of gild organization and the later ones
with which definite history begins. The earlier gilds can,
however, be brought into connection with the later through
their relation to the feudal atmosphere in which both are
enveloped.

The five centuries of Anglo-Saxon history represent a
transition from a tribal to a territorial organization. The
narrower bond of kinship was being gradually replaced by
two wider principles of social union, lordship and fellowship.
Lordship found its expression in feudalism. The transforma-
tion and enlargement of the idea of community by the
principle of fellowship was achieved by such gentle and
imperceptible stages that it is more difficult to realize, but
the most easily recognizable form of it is to be found in the
gild. Lordship and fellowship thus grew up side by side.
But fellowship, having very much larger possibilities, was
slower in developing them. There are thus two periods to
be distinguished in the early history of fellowship, in the first
of which it was overshadowed by the principle of lordship,
whilst in the second it was learning how to displace it. In
the first of these periods the legal forms of feudalism came
to dominate society in almost every aspect, constitutional,
religious, and economic. In the second period the community
is found adopting the forms of feudalism in order that it may
fight lordship with its own weapons. The gild first estab-
lished its authority on a legal footing by assuming the posi-
tion of a collective lordship. Only in that way could it acquire
that power of independent growth which has enabled it, as we
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have seen, to build up the representative machinery of the
modern State and the voluntary agencies which are the life-
blood of modern society. ’

A law of Charlemagne of 779 decrees that no one shall
presume to bind himself by mutual oaths in a gild (ge/donia).
A later decree of 821 warns the lords in Flanders and other
maritime parts to restrain their serfs from sworn con-
federacies on pain of incurring a fine themselves. In 884,
when France was suffering from the incursions of the Norse-
men, the clergy and the local officials (ministri comitis) are
required to instruct the villeins not to form the combina-
tion commonly called a gild (ge/da) against those who rob
them of anything, but to refer their case to that priest who
is the bishop’s representative and to the officials appointed
for this purpose within the district. In each of these cases
there is a clear indication of the spontaneous formation of a
gild from below. Apart from the reference to a mutual oath,
nothing is said of the religious character of these associations,
but in that age the co-operation, official or unofficial, of the
clergy was an almost indispensable element of any popular
organization. We also know that by the middle of the gth
century the clergy of the diocese of Rheims were allowed to
superintend the formation of religious gilds bearing essentially

-the same character as those which, throughout the Middle
Ages, underlay every form of social and economic organization.
It must also be remembered that the bishops were not, at this
time, what in their political aspect they afterwards became
on the continent, a mere part of the framework of feudalism.
They supplied a vital link, not merely between the Church and
the various States then only in the early stages of formation,
but also between an imperial or royal authority of a very
indeterminate character and the growing element of self-
government in the towns. In this intermediate position lay
their opportunity, and from it they drew their real authority,
which was not derived exclusively from Pope, king, or

c
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people, but was itself an important factor in the development
of all three.*

These facts and considerations ought to shed a little light
on the much discussed question of the London Frith gilds of
Zithelstan’s reign (925-40). The existence of Anglo-Saxon
gilds at an earlier period has been inferred from the use of
the word gegildan in the laws of Ine (¢. 690) and of Alfred
(c. 890). Gegildan clearly means a group of persons larger
than the family, who are mutually responsible for the payment
of each other’s fines. “If a man,” says Alfred’s law, “ kinless
of paternal relatives fight and slay a man, and then if he have
maternal relatives, let them pay a third of the wer ,; his gegildan
a third part; for a third part let him flee. If he have no
maternal relatives, let his gegéldan pay half, for half let him
flee ” (i.e. be himself responsible); and the law adds that, if a
man without relatives is killed, half the fine shall be paid to
the king and half to the man’s gegé/dan. Dr. Stubbst trans-
lated gegildan by “gild brethren,” and the passage has been
sometimes held to imply a widespread existence of gilds in
King Alfred’s day. On the other hand, it has been argued
that the word gegildan does not necessarily point to a voluntary
association, and might' be equally used of persons grouped
together in mutual responsibility by the public authorities.
On one point the law leaves us in no doubt. There existed in
England in the gth century groups of persons formed to
supplement the tie of kinship in the matter of mutual re-
sponsibility before the law. :

The indisputable facts about the later London “ Frith Gild ”
cover much more ground than this. An organization had been
set up, including London and the district around it, with the
main object of putting down theft. Its members were dis-
tributed in groups of ten, each with a leader of its own, and
ten of these groups constituted a larger unit, of which the

* L. Brentano, On the History and Development of Gilds, pp. 12-18,
t Select Charters, p. 63.
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ten leaders, presided over by a /Zyndenman, composed the
executive who received the contributions of the members and
administered the common fund. The executive met for
business every month and feasted together, giving the remains
to the poor. When a member died, his gild brethren were
each to give a gesufel loaf for his soul, and to sing or get sung
fifty masses within tkirty days. The duties of members in
regard to the pursuit of thieves were carefully defined. Those
who had horses were to follow the track over the border for
one riding, and those who had no horses were to work for the
absent till their return. Members who had lost property and
could show that it had been stolen, might claim compensation
at a fixed rate (called the ceapgild) from the common fund.
If a thief were caught and hanged, his goods were con-
fiscated, and after the ceapgild had been deducted, half the
surplus was given to his wife, and the other half was divided
between the king and the fellowship.*

So far the facts are beyond dispute, and the question at
issue lies in the interpretation of them. Are they to be taken
as indicating the existence of a voluntary association or a
group of such associations, or is the whole arrangement an
elaborate police organization set up at the dictation of the
authorities? To put the alternatives in this pointed way is at
once to suggest a doubt as to the possibility of either of them.
Could a purely voluntary association have had such im-
portant public functions assigned to it? And, on the other
hand, could a purely police regulation, even in Anglo-Saxon
times, have fixed the number of masses a man should sing for
his gild brother? Let us examine the original document to
see if it really impales us on either horn of this dilemma.

The Fudicia civitatis Londonie (Dooms of the City of

* Thorpe, Ancient Laws and Institutes of England, pp. 97-103 ; Kemble,
Saxons in England, 11, pp. 521~527 ; F. Liebermann, Gesetze der Angelsachsen,
I. pp. 173-83; Gross, Gild AMerchant, 1. pp. 178—181, G. L. Gomme, Z7%e
Govérnance of London, pp. 122-134.

~



20 THE GILDS OF LONDON

London) is embodied amongst the laws of Athelstan as a
supplement to legislation already recommended at four
meetings of the Witan, and finally confirmed by the pledges
of all the representatives, two of whom were apparently from
London. This is stated in the tenth article of the Fudicia,
which, seems to require reading along with the eleventh, as a
sort of displaced preamble to the previous articles.

ART. 10.—[That] all the Witan gave their pledges all together to
the Archbishop at Thunresfeld when Alfeah Stybb and Brithnoth
Oddas son came to meet the assembly by the kings command ; that
each reeve should exact pledges in his own shire ; that they should
all hold the frith as King Athelstan and his Witan had counselled it,
first at Greatanlea, and again at Exeter, and afterwards at Feversham,
and a fourth time at Thunresfeld, before the archbishop, and all
the bishops, and his Witan whom the king himself named who were
thereat: that those dooms should be observed that were fixed
thereat.”

The picture here presented of the action of the Witan is
not that of the organ’'of a fully developed State decreeing laws
with a conviction of its absolute sovereignty. Nor do the
Londoners accept the new law in this sense. ¢ The bishops
and the reeves belonging to London” hold the frith as
required and take the pledges, but the law itself is partly
reformulated, and the machinery for carrying it out entirely
originated by them in consultation with the Londoners. The
result of their deliberations is set forth in Articles 1 and 12
of the Fudicia, the general purport of which has already been
given. They are introduced as follows :—

“ This is the ordinance which the bishops and reeves belonging to
London have ordained and confirmed with pledges among our
¢ frith gegildas’ both nobles and freemen in addition to the dooms
which were fixed at Greatanlea and at Exeter and at Thunresfeld.”

The first article states the law for the punishment of theft,
and whilst it contains several new provisions, designed to meet
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the special needs of London, it is in the main a recapitulation of
the dooms fixed at the national assemblies, since the longest
paragraph of the article concludes with the words, “all as it
was before ordained at Greatanlea, and at Exeter, and at
Thunresfeld.” Articles 2-9 are concerned with measures
for enforcing the law. In substance they are police regulations ;
but they have very largely the form and the spirit of ordinances
passed by a voluntary association, except that they appear to
represent the assent of all responsible householders. The
wording is that of a series of resolutions passed by a large
assembly. Thus Article 2 begins—

“That we have ordained that each of us should contribute four
pence for our common use within twelve months and pay for the
property which should be taken after we had contributed the money ;
and that we should all have the search in common.”

This does not sound like a police regulation dictated from
above. It is the language of a community which is self-
governing upon instinct. The Londoners have no notion of
“slighting the authority of the king or the Witan. They simply
assume a natural right to amplify the law and to arrange for
its particular application to themselves. They do this on their
own initiative under the advice of bishops and reeves, but
they remain open, as they conclude by saying, to further
suggestions—

ArT. 9.—“And let it not be denied nor concealed if our lord
or any of our reeves should suggest to us any addition to the
ordinances of our frith gilds that we will joyfully accept the same as
it becomes us all and may be advantageous to us. But let us trust
in God and our kingly lord if we fulfil all things thus that the
affairs of all folk will be better with respect to theft than they before
were. If however we slacken in the frith and the pledge which we
have given and the king has command of us then may we expect or
well know that these thieves will prevail yet more than they did
before. But let us keep our pledges and the frith as is pleasing to
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our lord; it greatly behoves us that we devise that which he wills
and if he order and instruct us more we shall be humbly ready.”

There is a decided absence of formality in all this. Itis
not a bye-law of a “local authority” framed with a strict
regard for constitutional limitations. And the amendment to
the law subsequently made by the king and recorded in the
twelfth article, is quite as remarkable for the informality of its
procedure as for its humanitarian sentiments. The Witan
of Exeter had declared that no thief should be spared over
twelve years of age if caught stealing over sevenpence. The
London ordinance had mercifully substituted a shilling for
sevenpence. And it would seem that the influence of the
clergy had been successfully used to temper the harshness of
the law still further,

ARrT. 2.—“The king now again has ordained at his Witan a
Witlanburh and has commanded it to be made known to the
Archbishop by Bishop Theodred that it seemed to him too cruel that
so young a man should be killed besides for so little as he has
learned has somewhere been done. He then said that it seemed to.
him and to those who counselled with him that no younger person
should be slain than 15 years except he should make resistance
or flee and would not surrender himself. . . .”*

Now, this want of clear theoretical distinction between the
functions of local and central government does not in the
least imply that those functions had, in fact, no separate
existence. On the contrary, this vagueness of the border-line
between them was the natural condition of growth by mutual
interaction. And precisely the same is true of the distinction
between the sphere of voluntary association and that of public
authority, whether local or central. If here and there the
ordinances of the Frith gilds seem to indicate the activities of
voluntary association, there is no reason for refusing to put

* A translation of the whole text has recently been made more accessible in
Mr. Gomme’s Governance of London.
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this natural interpretation upon them. A document which is
a mixture of national law, local police arrangements on a
partly volunteer basis, and moral exhortation, may, without
too great a strain on its consistency, have also embodied a
record of charitable and religious agencies of a voluntary
character designed to support a public effort for the preservation
of peace and order.

This uncertain position of the Frith gilds, so far from
being anomalous, strikes the very key-note of English gild
history. The gild is constantly crossing, often unconsciously,
the line that separates public functions from private, compul-
sory association from voluntary. In this respect it is a
characteristically English institution, and can claim company
with the Bank of England, the Inns of Court, the Universities,
the political parties, and, indeed, most of the vital organs of
our social and political life.

We hear no more of the London Frith gilds, and cannot
therefore assume that the organization had a continued
existence, or that it exercised any influence on the earliest
constitution of London. But it is worth noting that the
French institution called La Paix, or La Commune de la paiz,
which became very widespread in the course of the following
century, had many points in common with the Frith gild.
The bishops were the initiators of the movement which sprang
out of conditions already described. Each diocese became
the centre of a large association which embraced all classes,
peasant and noble, cleric and layman, town and country. All
members took an oath to pursue the violators of the peace, so
that an armed force existed in each diocese, which the kings,
as they grew more powerful, endeavoured to use for purposes
anything but peaceful. The Paix had also courts of its own
for the settlement of disputes.*

Concerning the English Cnihten Gild of London the one
thing that can be asserted with some degree of confidence is

* Luchaire, Zes Communes Frangaises, p. 39.
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that it had a continuous existence for at least a century. The
story of its origin as preserved amongst the records of Holy
Trinity Priory, which succeeded to the property of the gild, is
as follows :(—

“In the times of King Canute (another version says King
Edgar) there were thirteen knights very well beloved both of King
and Kingdom. These begged of the king a certain piece of land
in the east part of London which the inhabitants had lately forsaken
by reason of the hardship and service they stood charged withal.
The knights suit, for to have this land granted unto them for ever, with
the Liberty of a gild upon it, the king upon this condition granted
namely that every one of them should perform three combats, one
above the ground, and one beneath it and one in the water and
come off with victory, and that also upon a day appointed they
should run at tilt against all comers in the field which is now called
East Smithfield, all which they performed gloriously. The king the
same day named the gild Cnihten gild appointing these boundaries
unto it. First that it should reach from Ealdgate to the place where
the bars now are eastward on both sides of the road. He extended
it another way towards Bishopgate, as far as the house of William
the priest. . . . To the southward the liberties of the gild reached so
far into the water of the Thames as a horseman riding into the river
at a dead low water could dart his spear from him. So that all
East Smithfield with part of the right hand way, which stretcheth by
Doddings Pond into the Thames and also the Hospital of St.
Katherines with the mills (which hospital was founded in the reign
of King Stephen) together with the outer stone wall, and the new
ditch of the Tower, stand and are within the fee aforesaid.” *

The earliest charter, however, in the possession of the gild,
that of Edward the Confessor, which gives them sac and soc
within burh and without over their men, carries back still
further the tradition of their origin by granting them to be
worthy of as good law as they were in King Edgar’s days,

* Dr. Sharpe’s Introduction to his Calendar to Letter Book, C, xvi.—xxvi.,

contains the latest and fullest discussion of the documents, of which the Letter
Book embodies a transcript (pp. 317-225).
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“and in my father's day and Cnut’s.” After this the gild
received a series of charters which prove its continuous exist-
ence until its dissolution in 1125. The fact that the knights™
gild thus held in fee during sucha troubled century the land
commanding the eastern gate of London, taken together with
the further fact that the gild, when it dissolved itself, had
many aldermen within its ranks, has led to the not unnatural
supposition that the gild had some large share in the control
or government of the city. That it had some share is extremely
likely, and in speculations as to the nature of that share, the
meaning of the word “ Cniht ” becomes of vital importance,
especially as that meaning had altered considerably between
the days of the founding of the gild and its dissolution.

Originally it signified “ boy, or servant,” and though in the
10th century it had acquired some of its late meaning, it still
conveyed the sense of a subordinate class. In the feudal
hierarchy, then beginning to be formed, the cnicht was to the
thane what in the later medieval craft the journeyman was
to the fully qualified master. He was part of his lord’s house-
hold, not, indeed, as a mere page or servant, but as an armed
retainer. He received grants of land in reward of faithful
service, and his lord often mentioned him in his will along
with his children,® .

At a time when gilds were formed mainly of merchants
and craftsmen a gild of knights would have a fine sound. But
in a society predominantly feudal as it was in the 11th century,
even in the boroughs, the gild of knights may well have
borne much the same relation to the gild of thanes as the
yeomanry or bachelors of a later London company bore to
the livery. We know that at Cambridge and Exeter there
were gilds whose membership embraced both classes, and
that the knights were expected to bear themselves as junior
members, These gilds had essentially the same social and
religious features as the parish gilds of the 14th century, and

* Gross, Gild Merchant, 1, p. 186.
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differed only in the atmosphere of feudal violence in which
their members lived, their superior social status, and the wider
area from which they were drawn. Professor Maitland
compared the Cambridge Gild of Thanes to a County
Club.

It seems certain that part of the obligation under which
the thanes in a county held their land was the keeping of one
or more knights in the burh for its defence. These knights
by their numbers and the cohesion that comes of a common
life in close contact, may easily have become the strongest
social element in the town—not, however, the highest
element where, as in London, there were burh-thanes to whom
the king addressed his writs. Neither knights nor thanes
were merely professional soldiers. The law that a merchant
might acquire thane-right by faring thrice over sea is well
known. Just at this time the Italian cities were rising to
commercial greatness, and their first social troubles arose
from conflicts between classes resembling the thanes and the
knights of England.

Such are the materials on which we may base speculations
as to the character of the English Gild of Knights in London.
That it had a social and religious element may be regarded as
proved by the fact that in surrendering their land to Holy
Trinity Priory on dissolution the members’ chief motive was
the maintenance of this element. That the grant of the land
outside Aldgate was connected with obligations undertaken
by the gild for the defence of the city is a hypothesis not
unlikely, but not proven.* Corporations of knights connected
with the defence of a city, and holding territory outside it,
were unknown on the continent. If the Cnihten gild
possessed such a function, its constitutional importance would
be great, but that it was ever the actual governing body of
London is extremely improbable.

* This is the hypothesis of the late H. C. Coote, See Zvans. London and Midd,
Arck, Soc., V. pp. 477-493.
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It remains to notice briefly the manner of the gild’s dis-
solution. It was a common thing for a gild to secure spiritual”
benefits by becoming affiliated to a religious house. In 1125
the surviving members of the Cnihten Gild determined to
surrender their land to the newly founded Priory of Holy
Trinity with this object. They assembled in the chapter-
house and offered upon the altar there all their charters.
After which act of consecration they went through the legally
symbolic formality of handing over bodily to the Prior the
church of St. Botolph as being the head of their land.* The
king confirmed the gift, and the Prior “ being admitted as one
of the aldermen of London to govern the land and soke, did
sit in court and rode with the Mayor and his brethren the
aldermen as one of them in scarlet or other livery as they
used ” till the Reformation.}

* Round, Commune of London, p. 104, and Geoffrey de Mandeville,
Appendices on * Gervase of Cornhill” and * Early Administration of London.”
©t Stow’s Survey, pp. 147, 161,



CHAPTER 1II

THE COURTS OF THE BAKERS, FISHMONGERS, AND
WEAVERS

HE central and distinctive feature of the London gild
in its fully developed form of a Livery Company was
a Court. This body, which became known in the
course of the 16th century as the Court of Assistants, was
not merely an executive committee like those to which all
large societies are obliged in practice to entrust the manage-
ment of their affairs. It was not a court merely in name. It
had actual jurisdiction over its members, and even over out-
siders who were engaged in the same trade. By its judg-
ments unruly apprentices were whipped, journeymen on strike
were imprisoned, and masters offending against regulations
were fined. Members were forbidden to carry trade disputes
before any other court, unléss the court of their company had
first been appealed to in vain. This element of trade
autonomy was a recognized part of the civic constitution, and
was supported, if need arose, by the authority of the Lord
Mayor. This implied, of course, that it was exercised in due
subordination to that authority, and that whatever power the
court of a livery company possessed, was implicitly, if not
explicitly, delegated to it by the city.

Yet even this limited degree of self-government requires
to be accounted for, since it was not by any means universal.
Some sort of religious and social organization indeed was

28
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possessed by practically all the leading trades in the larger
towns and cities of the Middle Ages. But such organization
did not carry with it the legal powers of a court. In most
English towns it would seem that the municipal authorities
were careful to keep even the primary jurisdiction in matters
of trade in their own hands, and this was also the case in
many continental cities, such as Nuremberg. Wherever we
find the trade gilds exercising the powers of a court we may
take it for granted that those powers were not won in the
fifst instance without a struggle, and that their success in that
struggle is a result that needs to be explained.

The first element of this explanation lies in the fact that
in several important cases, the control of a trade had been
exercised by its own members before it passed under the
corporate authority of the city, and that this autonomous
control was embodied in a court possessing exclusive rights
of jurisdiction over the trade in question. For two centuries
after the city had achieved a corporate existence these inde-
pendent trade courts continued to exercise their powers, and
they were not finally subordinated to the city’s regulative
authority without a severe conflict that shook the constitution
to its foundations. In several of the greatest crises in the
history of medizval London the power based on the exercise
of separate jurisdiction enabled the members of a single trade
to play a dominating part in city politics; and as it was just
at this period that the courts of the larger livery companies
were taking shape, it can hardly be supposed that the effect of
so striking an example was entirely lost upon them. It is for
this reason that the Weavers’ Court and the Fishmongers’
Hallmote claim so early a consideration in our study of the
development of London gilds.

Of the various elements that went to make up the govern-
ment of London, before the grant of the Mayor and Commune
in 1191, the Folkmoot was the most primitive. It met three
times in the year, at Michaelmas to hear who was sheriff and to

»
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receive his commandments, at Christmas to arrange for the
special watch kept at that time, and at Midsummer to guard
the city from fire. Any Londoner who neglected to attend
the three Folkmoots incurred a fine of forty shillings to the
king. A gathering of the same kind was common in German
cities at this early period. It was known as the wngebotene
Ding (Ding =thing =assembly), or the meeting that must be
attended without summons, and there were generally three in
the year. To the Folkmoot in later days some of the more
solemn and legal functions, such as the proclaiming a man as
an outlaw, continued to be reserved. But as the legal and
administrative business of the city increased and became
specialized, it passed largely into the hands of smaller
assemblies held more frequently. The Hus-Ting (House-
meeting = Hall-moot) met every week for legal and adminis-
trative business, and the same select body of landholders who
pronounced the dooms there, presided in the several wards as
aldermen over the wardmotes which localized the administra-
tion of order, cleanliness, public morality, and just dealing.
Among the duties of the king’s representatives at the
Folkmoot, or ungebotene Ding, was the elementary regulation
of trade. As lord of the market the king claimed not only
tolls on all goods brought for sale into it, but regular dues
from the settled population of craftsmen or traders, and fines
for the use of false weights and measures and the sale of
noxious wares. Thus, at Hameln in the 13th century the
Schultheiss at the three meetings of the Ding admitted new
bakers, butchers, and weavers to the exercise of their callings
on the payment of large entrance fees, and fined those who
had sold bad food since the last meeting.* It was a natural
result of the tendency to specialization that the king’s repre-
sentative should come to meet each trade separately. In
Augsburg the Prafectus had three annual meetings with the
bakers, three with the butchers, and two with the sausage
* F. Keutgen, Urkunden sur stidtischen Verfassungsgeschichte, 149,
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makers.* The same thing happened at London, where there
were special hallmoots for the bakers and for the fishmongers.
There were four principal hallmoots of the bakers, three of
them being held at the time of the three Folkmoots, and
another at Easter to provide for the king’s arrival and that of
the great men of his realm.t The fishmongers were obliged
to attend two Lag-kalmotes, one on St. Martin’s Day, the other
in Lent.}

The next natural step in this process of devolution was
that the king’s representative should appoint deputies, or that
the king or other lord should himself delegate the task of
supervision. At Basel, for instance, the bishop, who was lord
of the town, appointed, in the early part of the 13th century,
separate masters or overseers to each of a number of trades.§
Where the feudal tendency was strong these offices, like that
of the sheriff itself in England under Stephen, would tend to
become hereditary fees. In Paris the lordship over a number
of the chief trades was transmitted as an hereditary right to
the descendants of the royal favourites, who first received the
grants, and in some cases the trade did not buy its liberty till
a late period.|| There is no trace in London of any such com-
plete feudalization of the control over trade and industry.
The sheriffs appointed bailiffs to hold their courts and collect
their tolls, and the control of the bailiff was in time reduced to
a mere formality, by the gradual encroachment of the members
of the trade forming themselves into open or concealed
association for this purpose.

The actual emergence of a gild through this process can
only be traced in a few cases, but the influence of the early
methods of regulation and toll-taking in drawing together the
members of trades and in fostering the spirit of voluntary '

* F. Keutgen, Urkunden, 125.
t Liber Albus, translated by H. T. Riley, p. 310.
Y Zbid., p. 323.

§ F. Keutgen, Aemter und Ziinfte, 158.
[ R. Eberstadt, Magisterium und Fraternitas.
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association must have been universal. There can be little
doubt that this was one of the main causes of that localization

CENTRAL
“PARIS™

% v o e 1292

of trades in streets named after them, which is one of the most

striking features in the early topography of the medizval city.

‘ The most casual observer -wandering through the streets of
D
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Bruges cannot fail to notice what a large number of them still
bear the names of the trades once carried on within them.
Many such names survive even in modern Paris, and when
medizval Paris is reconstructed from a tax roll of the 13th
century, distinct evidence of two successive localizations of
trade can be found—the first in the island Cité between the
cathedral and the palace, and the second caused by a migra-
tion to larger quarters on the northern bank of the Seine.*
In the 12th-century records of Cologne, the position of houses
is indicated with reference to the localities occupied by the
several trades—“amongst the shoemakers,” “amongst the
tailors,” etc.t And if we look up amidst the roar and bustle
of our own Cheapside, the signs of Wood Street, Bread Street,
Friday Street, Milk Street, and Ironmonger Lane carry our
minds back to the stalls and booths of a medizval market.

Early market regulations were chiefly concerned with the
tolls. Only in a few cases was there an attempt at inspection
in the public interest. Foremost amongst these is that of the
baker, who has always worked under the eye of a jealous
public opinion and subjected to a kind of regularized lynch
law. Bakers’ associations were everywhere amongst the first
to be formed, but the vigilance of public regulation held them
in check and prevented their assuming the more autonomous
powers of the fully developed craft-gild. Whilst, therefore, the
bakers afford us the earliest clear evidence of the first stage of
the development of the gild out of the hallmoot, we shall have
to look for illustrations of the later stages in other trades.

An early document gives us the dues originally payable by
the London bakers as the customs of the hallmoot. These
were, a halfpenny or a farthing loaf, whichever he baked, from
every baking, “and all those who baked three times a week or
more, owed a penny a week.” }

* H. Geraud, Paris sous Philigpe le Bel.

t F. Keutgen, demter und Ziinfte, 141.

1 M. Bateson, *“ A London Municipal Collection” in ZEnglish Historical
Review, October, 1902.
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Now, in the year 1155 we learn from the Pipe Roll that the
bakers were paying into the Royal Exchequer £6 a year for
their gild. That it was a large sum for them to pay may be
inferred from the fact that in 1158 they were £4 10s. in
arrears, and that for the next two years they paid apparently
nothing at all and were £16 10s. in debt. Later on we find
the gild struggling back into solvency, and in 1165 it was again
paying £6 a year, and continued to do so regularly till 1178,
after which the gild disappears. What did the bakers get in
return for these large sums? It can scarcely have been the
bare prfvilege of self-government, and it is questionable
whether in the case of the bakers this privilege was to be
bought at all. The only possible equivalent for such a pay-
ment was the removal of the tolls. If the gild had thirty
members paying a penny each in tolls per week, it would make
a slight profit on the transaction. The bakers were in fact
securing for their own trade what the citizens had secured for
London as a whole under Henry 1., but had lost again in the
interval of anarchy—the privilege of farming their own taxes.
When the city regained the farm in 1191, the lesser farm of
the bakers was probably merged in it. Under Edward III. we
find the city bakers paying a toll of a halfpenny a day for each
stand in the market towards the farm of the city,* and a
bezant (2s.) to the sheriff on first entering the trade. The
four meetings of the hallmoot continued to be held—the
account already given of them is derived from an ordinance of
Edward I.—but in course of time their practical functions
were displaced by the Assize of Bread fixed yearly at the
Guildhall, and by the regulation of bakers by the alderman
in the wardmoot. In 1485 the hallmoot has become a solemn
formality. It is the Holymot, the Curia Sancti Motus (Court
of Holy Motion). The bakers are assembled yearly on the
Sunday before the feast of St. Thomas the Apostle, to swear
to things that “in times past have not been observed ” and so

* Plea and Memoranda Rolls at Guildhall, A1 Roll 2 (1327).
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“run into perjury to the great peril of their souls.” * In the
mean time what had become of the bakers’ gild? In the sense
of an association recognized by the king and responsible for .
the payment of a yearly farm to the Exchequer, it had dis-
appeared. But associations of craftsmen have at all times
existed long before they were officially recognized, and have
continued to exist long after that recognition was withdrawn.
It may be taken for granted that the tax-farming operations
had been rendered possible by the earlier formation of a soc1al
and religious fraternity such as we know the bakers to have
possessed in the 15th century. Throughout the 13th and 14th
centuries the existence of the bakers as an organized com-
munity is continually manifested, though the civic authorities
seem to have withheld from it, until 1496, most of the powers
of self-regulation which were usually conferred on a “craft” or
mistery.t” Shortly after that date it succeeded, in advance of
the majority of the crafts, in gaining incorporation as a livery
company.f

The bakers’ gild seems to have openly taken over the most
important functions of their hallmoot—its taxing functions,
and to have held them for a score of years, after which they
passed to the city. The fishmongers, without any public
recognition as a gild, captured their hallmoot by silent per-
meation, and held it for at least a century and-a half. And
the fishmongers’ hallmoot had much fuller powers than that of
the bakers. It was known as the Laghalmote or Leyhalnode,
and in addition to the two yearly meetings on St. Martin’s
Day and in Lent, which all members of the trade must
attend on pain of a fine of 21 pence, its functions comprised

* Harl. MSS. 6811, fo. 121. An entry in Letter Book, H (p. 207 of Dr.
Sharpe’s Calendar) reveals an intermediate stage in the decay of the hallmoot. In
1382 the bakers complained of having to attend twice a year at the Halymotz
held in St. Thomas Acres ; and obtained leave to be exempt from fine if they
attended once.

t Letter Book, L, fo. 122.

1 Zbid., fo. 227b.
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the holding of a court which sat once a week to settle disputes
amongst the London fishmongers, and might go on sitting
,from day to day in cases in which foreign fishmongers were
involved. The fishmongers were not craftsmen like the bakers,
but merchants, and their court was in part a court of the “law
merchant,” Now the “law merchant ” was administered in the
13th century at the Guildhall in the Court of Husting ; yet
any case affecting the fishmongers could be withdrawn from
the: Husting by their bailiff and taken before the hallmoot in
Bridge Street. In short, a séparation of the lesser hallmoot
from the Husting had taken place exactly parallel to the
separation of the larger hallmoot from the Folkmoot. Both
courts were under the nominal presidency of the sheriff, and it
is not clear what motive produced the separation. It may
have taken place when the right kind of law was not to be
had at the Husting. Or the sheriff may, at a time when his
own office was tending to become an hereditary fee, have
created a subtenancy in the fishmongers’ hallmoot. But
whatever the original motive, the ultimate effect was to pave
the way for the fishmongers’ independence. By the end of
Henry IIL’s reign the courts of hallmoot, though nominally
held by the sheriff’s representative, were actually administered
by the fishmongers, who paid two marks g year for the privi-
lege. . This is their own account of the matter—

¢ Also the men of the said trade give unto their Bailiff two marks
per annum . . . the same in farthings, halfpennies, and pennies,
according as their collectors may collect. And they so pay these
two marks, because if anyone belonging to the Hallmote is im-
pleaded in the Husting, it is the duty of the Bailiff to withdraw him
from the Husting into the Hallmoot in Bridge St., that they may
distrain upon their own debtors or do that which justice shall
demand.” *

Now, there can be no doubt that by this time the fish-
mongers were one of the wealthiest and best organized bodies

* Liber Albus, p. 323.
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POWER OF THE FISHMONGERS 3¢
of tradesmen in the city. One of the chief accusations made
by the aldermanic party against Walter Hervey, the popularly
elected Mayor of 1271-2, was that he had received an annual
fee from the community of the fishmongers to support their
causes, whether just or unjust.* A list of eighty-nine of them
paid the enormous sum of five hundred ‘marks in 1290 to
purchase pardon for all illicit transactions, forestalling, and
other trespasses.} The first name in this list was that of
Adam de Fulham, who was afterwards Alderman of Bridge
Ward and became Sheriff in 1298, being at that time in
possession of Botolph’s Quay ;i and the second name was
that of Richard de Chigwell, a leading wool exporter, and
owner of one of the three ships with which the city furnished
Edward I. for his navy. From the time Edward II. ascended
the throne the fishmongers began to play a leading patt in
city politics. Their young men did battle with the armed
retinue of Edward’s foreign favourites in the streets of the
city. When the Londoners received the joyful news of
Isabel’s safe delivery of the young prince who was afterwards
Edward III., and “did little for the greater part of a week but
go in carols throughout the city with great glare of torches
and with trumpets and other minstrelsies,” the fishmongers
determined to celebrate the event with a noble pageant.

“They caused a boat to be fitted out in guise of a great' ship,
with all manner of tackle that belongs to a ship, and it sailed thrgugh
Chepe as far as Westminster, where the Fishmongers came, well
mounted and costumed very richly, and presented the ship to the
Queen. And on the same day the Queen took her departure for
Canterbury on pilgrimage, whereupon the Fishmongers all thus
costumed escorted her through the city.” §

Finally, the growing power of the trade reached its culmina-
tion in the election of Hamo de Chigwell, one of the most

* Chronicles of the Mayors and Skeriffs, translated by H. T. Riley, p. 1757
t+ Calendar of Patent Rolls, 1290, p. 377. al

1 Calendar of Letter Book, B, p. 218.
§ Riley, Memorials of London, p. 106.

¢
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notable Mayors of London, who, by the support of the middle
class, the king’s favour, and his own adroitness, managed to
retain office, with the exception of two brief intervals, from
1318 till the calamitous close of Edward’s reign in 1326.

All this social prestige and political influence had their
economic basis in the enjoyment of a certain degree of
monopoly in what was, after bread, the first necessity of life
in the Middle Ages. Such a monopoly implied not only a
strong organization, but sufficient capital and mercantile ability
to give control of the sources of import. In early times
London fishmongers had estates on the Thames and the Lea,
and owned the small river craft that brought in the fish; later
on they were not only the chief shipowners, but rode out in
companies to bargain for the fish in the Norfolk and Suffolk
ports. The trade therefore included every degree of wealth
from the merchant prince to the costermonger, and class
divisions sprang up inevitably within its ranks. The strongest
body of fishmongers, the well-to-do shopkeepers who had places
in the three authorized fish-markets in Bridge Street, Old Fish
Street and the “Stocks,” insisted on all fish passing through these
markets before it was retailed elsewhere. The poorer dealers,
who made a living by carrying the fish on barrows to the doors
of the craftsmen in the suburbs, wanted to buy their stocks
direct from three large fishmongers who had places on Fish
Wharfi The dispute ran high, and blood had already been
shed in the quarrel, when the free trade party appealed to
Parliament. The king ordered an inquiry, and this, being
held by the mayor Hamo de Chigwell, himself a fishmonger,
declared against the free traders, who appealed against the
decision. Then the king’s justices discover that the whole
power of the monopoly rests on the Hallmoot.

“We understand,” says their new writ, *“that certain ordinances
have lately been made by certain fishmongers of London and con-
firmed by oath amongst themselves, as to the sale of fish, that it shall
be>sold exclusively through their hands at a higher price than it
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otherwise would be . . . and that they hold a certain court amongst
themselves for their own purposes which they call Halimot in which
they have enacted such ordinances as aforesaid and have conspired
to maintain and defend them contrary to the regulations made for
the common good of the city.”

The justices ask by what warrant the fishmongers hold
this illegal assembly. The fishmongers indignantly reply that
no such illegal assembly has been held. The two yearly
courts to which the title of Halimot properly belongs have
been held since time immemorial by the sheriffs or their
bailiffs to regulate the trade and punish offenders, and a
weekly court is also held under the same authority to decide
disputes in the fish-market. All fines inflicted go tq.the
city.

While this cause was still pending, during the famous Zzer
of 1321, Hamo de Chigwell, who had been replaced in the
mayoralty a few months previously by a political opponent,
was suddenly restored to power and the hallmoot was saved.
Edward III. confirmed its powers by a charter of 1363, which
makes no secret of the monopoly conferred thereby on the
fishmongers. During the ten years of continual revolution
which commenced just before the accession of Richard II., the
fishmongers’ privileges were the main question at issue between
the two city parties. In 1379 nearly a third of the aldermen
elected were fishmongers. It was the fishmongers or some of
them who opened the gate to Wat Tyler. The year after
John of Northampton—elected mayor for that very purpose—
got the fish monopoly abolished by Parliament, only to find
himself hurled from power and his policy reversed in 1383
The fishmongers though restored to power did not venture to
re-establish the hallmoot immediately. One of the last acts
of Richard was to bestow on his friends the fishmongers a
new charter with all their original privileges,* but with the

* Liber Custumarum, 1. 385-405; Herbert, Zwelve Great Livery Companies,
11. 118 ; Calendar of Letter Books of Corporation, H, Introduction.
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arrival of Bolingbroke this grant lost its value, and the hallmoot
never regained the exercise of its distinctive immunities.

Though we may not be able to follow in detail the process
by which the fishmongers first acquired their privileges of
jurisdiction’ nor the manner in which they exploited them, the

_general significance of the hallmoot is sufficiently clear. It
was a court of public law transferred into private hands. In
fact if not in form it presented an almost exact parallel to the
private jurisdiction in the hands of lords temporal and spiritual
which constituted so great a part of local government in the
Middle Ages. More than a score of such seignorial immunities
existed in London and were being challenged by the king’s
justices at the same time as the hallmoot. Many of these,
like the “liberties” of St. Martin and of Blackfriars, long
survived the Reformation. On the grounds of this similarity
we may venture to apply to the fishmongers’ hallmoot the ex-
pressive phrase coined by a French historian and to call it a sezg-
neurie collective, a collective lordship. The author of this phrase,
M. Luchaire, points out that the towns themselves first won
the right of self-government under this form. They gained a
collective right of immunity from the public law of the county,
and a collective right of quasi-private jurisdiction within their
own boundaries,

The power of the fishmongers is probably to be explained
by the fact that they had got a good grasp of their special
immunity before the city had thoroughly consolidated its
powers of self-government, and were therefore able to resist
absorption for a long time.

What the fishmongers may be said to have won by stealth,
the weavers secured at an early date by the open grant of
charter. Like the bakers they gained the privilege of farming
their own taxes. But they secured it much earlier (before
1130), and continued to hold it till Tudor times. The position
of the weavers amongst London trades was in this respect
unique, but in the 12th century there were gilds of weavers
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enjoying similar privileges at Lincoln, Oxford, York, Win-
chester, Huntingdon, and Nottingham, as well as a gild of
fullers at Winchester. A century later many of these gilds
are found to be engaged in a struggle with the newly con-
stituted municipal authorities, who refuse them the rights
of freemen. It has been suggested that the weavers were
foreigners. This is not improbable, but the explanation of
the antagonism may be sought on the more general grounds,
already suggested in the case 'of the fishmongers.

The weavers of London gained their first charter from
Henry I. about the same time as the city received its charter.
But, as Dr. Round has conclusively shown, the essential points
of the grant to the citizens, the farm of I.ondon and Middlesex
at £300 and the election of sheriff and justiciar, were lost a
few years later, and not regained till the grant of Mayor and
Commune in 1191, whilst the weavers retained their farm and
the rights of self-government involved in it throughout the
century.* Moreover, the citizens of London to whom Henry I.
made his grant were a community still enveloped in a feudal
atmosphere, a community whose rights and powers were
closely restricted by the privileges of its individual members,
as well as by those of non-members dwelling in its midst.
The charter itself reveals this clearly in its' famous ninth
clause, “ that the churches and barons and citizens may have
and hold quietly and in peace their sokes with all their
customs . . . and that the guest who shall be tarrying in
the sokes shall pay custom to no other than him to whom
such soke shall belong or to his bailiff.”{ And even a century
later we find the king’s sheriff, elected by the citizens, com-
pelled to lie in wait in the highway for debtors or offenders
against the peace, since he may not attach them in the soke of
a baron.f

* J. H. Round, Geoffrey de Mandeville, Appendix. t Liber Albus, p. 115.
$ M. Bateson, ‘A London Mumcnpal Collection,” in Znglish Historical
Review, July, 1902, p. 8.
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Now, the effect of the charter granted to the weavers was
to place them collectively on a level in this matter with the
barons and religious houses that possessed sokes in London.
The grant of a gild gave them a private jurisdiction, a soke,
a collective lordship over their trade. In the great Zlfer of
1321, when the king’s justices were challenging the feudal
immunities held by barons and churches in London, they not
only called in question the fishmongers’ halimot but the
weavers’ gild. The weavers cite their charters conferring a
gild, and say that by virtue of their gild they claim to have
“their court from week to week concerning all matters
touching their gild, . . . and if any one of their gild is impleaded
elsewhere than in their gild, viz. in a plea of debt, contract,
agreement, or small transgression, they ought to claim him
from Court and have him before the Court of their Gild.”
An unfriendly jury of Londoners who have many objections
to raise to the way in which the weavers exercise their powers,
admit the legality of the court itself, and they further find
that since the grant of their first charter the weavers have had
a gild in the city by right of which they have chosen bailiffs
from themselves from year to year.* In the course of an
earlier dispute the weavers were allowed to have the right to
hold a yearly gild in the church of St. Nicholas Hacoun on
St. Edmund’s Day, to which all of the mistery must come on
pain of a fine of threepence.t

In its yearly meeting, its weekly court, and its right of
withdrawing pleas from the sheriff, the weavers’ gild presents
a fairly close likeness to the fishmongers’ halimot. Both are
in effect feudal immunities, but the legal basis in the one case
is entirely different from that in the other. The fishmongers
boldly claim that their halimot is a public court. The weavers
claim a private court by charter. The charter indeed says
nothing of a court. Henry II. grants the weavers their gild
with all the liberties and customs which they had in the days

* Liber Custumarum, I. 420-422. t 26id., 1. 122,
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of his grandfather, and that none shall meddle with their craft
within the city or in Southwark or other places pertaining to
London except through them and unless he belong to their
gild. In return for which they are to pay yearly two marks
of gold (£12); and no one is to do them wrong on these
points on pain of a fine of £10.* This grant of exclusive
control of their trade seems to have implied jurisdiction over
it. In a similar charter which Henry II. gave to the tanners
of Rouen conveying all the customs and rights of their gild,
the concluding words are “that none shall vex nor disturb
them nor implead them concerning their craft except before
me.” T When such an exemption from a local court of first
instance was granted, the recipients of the grant always
appear to have assumed the right to exercise this lower
jurisdiction themselves.

But there was another important difference between the
case of the weavers and that of the fishmongers. The
privileges of the fishmongers grew up out of obscure begin-
nings, and were at their height when they were abolished.
The exceptional position of the weavers, based on explicit -
royal charters and confronted only by a half-formed municipal
government, was strong at first, but became weaker as the city
grew stronger, and was at last so ineffectual as not to be
worth while abolishing. The first weavers were not mere
craftsmen. Their ability to purchase a charter, the amount
of their farm, which was twice that of the bakers, and their °
possession of a court of merchant law, all point to their
having a body of well-to-do traders amongst them. During
the 12th century, however, a body of influential citizens grew
up outside the ranks of the weavers, who were interested in
the cloth trade and had an unchartered gild of their own.
Hence the attempt of the city soon after the grant of the
Mayor and Commune to destroy the privileges of the
weavers. The citizens offered to pay yearly farm of 20

* Liber Custumarum, I. p. 418. t Fagniez, Documents, 115,
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marks in place of the 18 marks paid by the weavers, and
to give a further sum down of 60 marks if the gild were
abolished and not again restored. The offer was accepted ;
yet a few years later the weavers were reinstalled on condition
of paying the higher farm, and in Henry IIL’s reign they
deposited their charter with the Exchequer for safety. A
century of economic development rendered these legal safe-
guards useless. In 1300 most of the weavers were employed
by burrellers and other capitalists engaged in the cloth trade.
They could only retain their gild and their bailiffs by sub-
mitting to an appeal from their court to the mayor and by
allowing the burrellers to assist in revising their ordinances.
The only use of their court was to protect their status as
craftsmen. In 1321 the citizens accused them of passing
ordinances to shorten their hours and raise their wages. In
1335 the city court set aside the exclusive rights of the
weavers by declaring it lawful for all freemen to set up looms
and to sell cloth as long as the king received his yearly farm.*
After that, though the independent position of the weavers was
in form retained, their relative importance steadily declined, till
the introduction of silk-weaving under the Tudors gave their
gild a new lease of life.

* Unwin, /ndustrial Organization, pp. 29, 30.
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CHAPTER 1V
THE ADULTERINE GILDS

HE_gilds for which the weavers and the bakers paid a
yearly farm to the Exchequer of Henry II. were not
the only institutions of that name in the 12th century.

We are confronted-on-the- -very-threshold-of-gild-history, with
the problem “of thie unlicensed or “ adulterine ” gll_‘{‘%_ﬂ The data ™
for ouir ir study of them~are*few and simple. They consist of
eighteen entries in the Pipe Roll of 1179-80 recording fines
inflicted by the king upon as many gilds for having come into
existence without licence. The fines vary in amount from half
a mark (6s. 84.) to 45 marks (£30), and the total is just
under £120, which sum is recorded in subsequent Pipe Rolls
as being still unpaid even in part. The fines seem to have
been given up for a bad debt and the entry consequently
dropped, but it suddenly recurs, perhaps under the stress of
pecuniary embarrassment, towards the end of the reign of John,
long after London had got its Mayor and Commune.

The interest which the entries of 1180 have for the student
of London history is undoubtedly very great. Occurring as
they do only eleven years before the extortion of the Commune,
and presenting, as they also do, unmistakable evidence of a
widespread system of organization among all classes of ‘/
~Londo»nme;§g which is viewed with-suspicion_ by the GovE?H‘ment
they suggest the almost irresistible conclusion that the gilds must
ha&e had some connection with the revolution that happened

47 —



48 THE GILDS OF LONDON

as soon as the pressure of the great administrator’s hand was
removed. Translated and rearranged the entries run :—

The gild of Goldsmiths of which Ralph Flael is alder-
man owes 5 :

The gild of which Goscelm is alderman owes .

The gild of St. Lazarus of which Ralph le Barre is
alderman owes .

The gild of Pepperers of whlch Edward is alderman
owes

The gild of Bridge of whrch Aylwm kae is alder~
man owes .

The gild of Bridge of whxch Peter Fltz Alan is
alderman owes .

The gild of Bridge of whrch Robert de Bosco is
alderman owes .

The gild of which William de Haverhrll is alderman
owes

The gild of strangers of whrch Wamer le Turner is
alderman owes . .

The gild of which Richard Thedr is alderman owes .

The gild of Haliwell of which Henry Fitz Godron is
alderman owes .

The gild of Bridge of which Thomas Cook is alder-
man owes . o

The gild of Bridge of whlch Walter Cuparls alder—
man owes .

The gild of clothworkers ( par arlomm) of Wthh ]ohn
Maur is alderman owes . .

The gild of butchers of which Laferte is alderman
owes .

The gild of which Rochefolet is alderman owes

The gild of which John White is alderman owes

The gild of which Odo Vigil is alderman owes .

45
30

25
16
a5
15
10

10

40
2

20

-

e = ey

marks

shillings
marks

shillings

mark

»

The first comment which this list suggests is the enormous
difference in the amount of the several fines which must have
The gilds
clearly represented some of the poorest as well as some of the

had some reference to the wealth of the offenders.
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richest of the citizens. Not only so, but the cleavage between
the two classes is wide. Eight of the gilds are fined only a
mark each, whilst another eight pay sums varying from 10
marks to 45; and whereas the aldermen of the poorer
gilds bear in several cases plebeian names like Cook and
Cooper, those of the richer gilds have amongst them some of
the leading citizens of the time. William de Haverhill was to
be one of London’s first sheriffs under the new constitution of
1191. He bore a name that takes a distinguished place in the
annals of the city both before and after his time. Aylwin
Finke was one of the king’s minters. He appears on the
Pipe Rolls as paying feudal aids to the king, and there can be
little doubt that he was of the family from which St. Benet
Fink derives its name. The alderman Edward evidently
required no other name, and it is therefore likely that he is
identical with Edward the Reeve who figures prominently in
the Pipe Rolls at this time. Peter Fitz Alan was not impro-
bably a nephew of the famous Gervase of Cornhill, the Justiciar
of whose family Dr. Round has given such an interesting
account. Goscelin appears again in the Pipe Roll of 1191-2
as one of two “ by whose view Holeburn bridge is repaired.”
Whatever uncertainty may exist as to the identification of
individual names, there can be little doubt as to the general
conclusion that the eight gilds with the fines of 10 marks and
upwards represented in their membership the aldermanic class
into whose hands the practical control of the constitution of
1191 fell ; and that the eight gilds which were fined a mark or
less indicate the beginnings of an organization in that larger
mass of citizens who had no effective share in that constitution,
and whose discontent gave the rising of William Fitz Osbert
in 1196 its serious aspect. We can hardly be wrong, there-
fore, either in taking the appearance of the adulterine gilds as
a whole as evidence of the growth of organized civic opinion
that led to the grant of the Commune, or in finding in the .
social cleavage, which is so marked a feature of the gilds in
E
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1180, an explanation of the disturbances that followed so soon
upon the erection of a new form of oligarchic rule with a
popular name.

When we turn from these general considerations to consider
the gilds more particularly, we are at once struck with the fact
that no less than five, three of the wealthier class and two of
the poorer class, bear a common designation as gilds of bridge.
This has been supposed to indicate an element of localization
in the gilds. Now, the bridge no doubt has always been the
centre of London trade and traffic, so that not only the cooks
or the coopers, but the fishmongers, the vintners, or the wool-
mongers, would have been justified in calling their gild after it.
But this is not exactly localization, nor is it very likely that
five trades any more than five localities would adopt or receive
the same name for their association unless for a special reason.
And this special reason existed. Only four years before the
adulterine gilds were fined, the great work of replacing the old
wooden bridge, so often destroyed by assault or fire or flood,
by the stone bridge which became the pride of the Londoner
and one of the marvels of Europe, had been commenced. It
was regarded as a religious work. Peter of St. Mary Cole-
church began it, the Archbishop of Canterbury is said to have
given a thousand marks towards its construction, and the
bridge-chapel wherein masses were daily celebrated was
dedicated to St. Thomas of Canterbury. When it first began
to need repair, Edward I. not only imposed an extra toll
for the purpose, but sent an appeal through the clergy for
the pious aids of the devout. The chapel on the bridge
preserved a list of such benefactors “in a table fair written for
posterity.”

It can scarcely be thought that during the thirty-three
years in which this great undertaking on which the prosperity
of London trade so largely depended was going forward, there
was an entire absence of voluntary organization in its support
Religious associations for this purpose were common in the
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Middle Ages. The repair of bridges and roads was among
the objects of the gild of Holy Cross at Birmingham. At
the very time when London Bridge was building, a special
religious order of Bridge Brothers was spreading over Europe,
and the celebrated bridge of Avignon over the Rhone, four
arches of which are preserved in the modern structure, was
their work.* Although, therefore, we have no more positive
evidence than is contained in their name, it is at least a
plausible hypothesis that the five gilds of bridge were so
called because, amongst their other religious and social objects,
they gave special prominence to the regular contribution of
alms to this common purpose.

But, it may be asked at this_point, are we justified_in
taking-it-for-granted that the adulterine gilds existed mainiy
_or even partly for religious and social purposes.? Only two
of them bear names that suggest a religious dedication, and
four of them bear names of trades. May not the majority
of the eighteen have been the forerunners of the later craft- -
gxld_g a\H\nemdibiqusjratemitie&at all —It is-well- to raise
has been created by a misunderstanding of the royal inquiry
into gilds and crafts in 1389. It is often supposed that of the
two writs which were then issued, one asked for .particulars of
all existing religious gilds, and the other for similar parti-
culars of all craft-gilds. This is quite a mistake. The inquiry
made in the first writ related to gilds and fraternities generally,
and included in its scope the gilds or fraternities connected
with crafts, as the returns extant for London, which include
the certificates of the Drapers’, Cutlers’, Barbers’, Glovers’, and
Whittawyers’ fraternities, sufficiently show ; and the ordinances
of these fraternities differed in no essential respect from those
of the parish gilds. The other writ required the produc-
tion of all royal charters granting special privileges to crafts
and misteries. Very few crafts and misteries possessed such

* J.J. Jusserand, English Wayfaring Life in the Middle Ages, pp. 38-42, 48-49.
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royal charters, as the great majority owed their constitution as
crafts or misteries entirely to the authority deputed to them
by the city.* But in neither case did the “fraternity of the
craft” owe its origin or its constitution to these grants of royal
or civic authority. The fraternities existed before the charters
and the civic ordinances. Indeed, they procured the grant
of them and supplied the social force that made them effective.
The craft or mistery element and the fraternity or gild element
~ became ultimately so intermingled in the livery company that
" the combination of both elements was sometimes expressed
by any one of these terms. Some of the companies, and
these were the earlier cases, were incorporated as gilds or
fraternities, others were incorporated as misteries, whilst in
a few cases the relation between the two elements is made
quite clear by the terms of the charter; but in all cases of
incorporation the fraternity element underlay the mistery
element.

In order to make the interaction of these various factors
clear a separate chapter must be devoted to the discussion
of each. But it is necessary at the outset to emphasize two
points : (1) that in the complex structure of the later livery
company the fraternity or gild element supplied the nucleus
round which the rest was formed ; and (2) that these fraternities
among members of the same trade were of essentially the
same character as other fraternities, such as the parish gilds.

If we may take these points for granted, the difficulties

‘raised about the adulterine gilds largely disappear. They
v were none of them crafts or misteries because they were not
organs of deputed authority. The Crown disowned them.
The municipality did not yet exist. They did not pay like
the weavers’ gild a yearly farm to the Exchequer. The only
remaining sense in which they can have been gilds at all is
as voluntary associations for social and religious purposes.

* The writs are given in Toulmin Smith's Eng/isi Gilds (Early English Text
Society).
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The gild in this sense existed, as we have seen, in the
1oth century, if not earlier, and it continued to exist in the
same sense down to the Reformation. The broad features
of the institution changed remarkably little. We find them
serving as a social bond between the turbulent feudal society
of the Saxon shire, between the knights who were gradually
being withdrawn from feudalism behind the walls of a borough,
and between the Londoners, noble and simple, who were
making a common effort to replace feudalism by a settled
civic security. And we find them, four centuries later, a little
elaborated but essentially the same, providing a social basis
for a clique of wealthy merchants bent on monopoly, for a body
of journeymen plotting to raise their wages, and for a band
of peasants who are being encouraged by their parson to
consult Domesday Book and cast off all servile obligations
to their lord. The oath of initiation, the entrance fee in
money or in kind, the annual feast and mass, the meetings
three or four times a year for gild business, the obligation to
attend all funerals of members, to bear the body if need be
from a distance, and to provide masses for the soul ; the duty
of friendly help in cases of sickness, imprisonment, house-
burning, shipwreck, or robbery, the rules for decent behaviour
at meetings and provisions for settling disputes without
recourse to the law,—all these features have their precedents
in Saxon gilds, and they constitute the essential ordinances
of the fraternity down to the Reformation, and indeed long
after it.

We may assume, therefore, with some confidence that all
the adulterine gilds belonged to this general type. And the
only details we possess of the inner life of a London gild of
this period lend weight to this conclusion. These are contained
in an agreement between the Fraternity of Saddlers and the
canons of St. Martins-lé-Grand, which dates from about the
end of the 12th century. . The saddlers had their shops at that
time, as later, at the north-west corner of Chepe, near the ends
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of Foster Lane and Gutter Lane, close to the site of their
present hall, and they had formed a religious connection with
the neighbouring collegiate church, of a kind that became very
common later between the fraternities of crafts and the various
religious houses. On the feast of St. Martin they attended
mass together and made an offering of alms and tapers. The
funeral obsequies of deceased members were also held in
St. Martin’s church and 84. was paid for tolling of the bell
In consideration of the dues that fell in this and other ways to
the canons, the saddlers were admitted to be partakers of all
benefits with the church of St. Martin’s, both by night and
by day, in masses, psalms, prayers and watches; moreover,
they were all to be separately prayed for by name, on
appointed days during Holy Week, in two masses, one
for the living, the other for the dead. The presiding officer
in the Saddlers’ gild as in the adulterine gilds was called
an alderman, and he was supported by four echevins, who fill
the same place as the four wardens who are met with later.
Of the purely social side of this fraternity the agreement
naturally tells us nothing.*

Now, the Saddlers possessed, during the 14th century, one
of the most powerful organizations in London. They were
one of the half-dozen who secured special privileges by royal
charter, and they were incorporated before the close of the
14th century. And it is a most significant fact that the only
misteries of which we can say the same, 7.c. the Goldsmiths,
the Merchant Tailors, the Skinners, and the Mercers, are all
known to have had strong fraternity organizations early in the
14th century, some of which can be traced back into the 13th
century. With this important evidence of continuity before
our minds, we may turn for a last glance at the adulterine gilds.

Four of the gilds are definitely connected with trades.
The goldsmiths head the list with a fine of 45 marks, and

* V. Herbert, History of Twelve Great Livery Companies, 1. 165 J. W,
Sherwell, History of the Guild of Saddlers.
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the pepperers are assessed at 16 marks, whilst the butchers
and another of the humbler crafts are only fined a mark
apiece, which is the amount likewise paid by Thomas Cook’s
gild and Walter Cooper’s gild. The distance between
merchant and craftsman is here unmistakable. In later times
there is no such yawning gulf dividing the greater from the
lesser companies. It is a mere historical accident that has
placed the Salters or the Clothworkers amongst the greater
companies and the Leathersellers amongst the minor com-
panies. The difference in wealth and power between the
greatest and least of the livery companies in the 15th century
was considerable, but it shaded off into intermediate degrees.
Why should the distinction between rich merchant and poor
craftsman have been most marked when the total wealth of
the city was smallest ?

The answer is that in the 12th and 13th centuries this
distinction was not produced mainly by economic forces, but
was due to the existence of social and political barriers which
were not removed by the new constitution of 1191. On the
contrary, the aldermanic class under a mayor of its own choice
consolidated its power, and the name of commune only served
to stimulate the discontent of the outsiders. This ruling class
was not one of merchants in the modern sense of the word.
That honourable profession had not yet come into existence.
The aldermen were, in the first place, landholders, the thanes
and knights of former days, and this was the basis of their
political privileges. But by the end of the 12th century they
had become also a class of royal officials—the king’s minters,
his chamberlain, his takers of wines, his farmers of taxes.
There was scarcely a mayor, sheriff, or alderman of London
in the 13th century but held at one time or another one or
more of these offices. This official position was the source, -
or at any rate the essential condition, of their mercantile
success. The profits of honest merchandise were small in the
13th century. The Jews, indeed, grew enormously rich by

N
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money-lending, but they were the king’s chattels, and had no
security for life or property. To the Italians who succeeded
them, merchandise and even money-lending were subsidiary
to the farming of taxes and even to the exploitation of real
estate. The aldermen, many of whom were of Jewish, Italian,
or Gascon descent, were in the closest relations with the
foreign financiers, and acquired their wealth by the same
means, except that they had a more solid stake in the country
and controlled the city courts. Their wealth was largely
invested in real property, and they sat in judgment on pleas
concerning land. In times of social disturbance, the popular
party suspended the aldermanic land court and went about
with crowbars reclaiming the aldermanic encroachments.*®

As aldermen the ruling class assessed the king’s taxes,
and they were constantly accused of oppressing the poor and
obtaining exemption for themselves.t As sheriffs and
chamberlains they were the purveyors to the royal household,
and it was said that they paid the king’s debts in bad money
and stockfish. It would be unjust to accept the truth of
these charges as applying to the whole class. But it is at
least clear that the mercantile operations of the aldermen were
closely connected with the exercise of official power.

The two most influential citizens of London at the end of
the 13th century, Henry le Waleys and Gregory ‘Rokesley,
will serve as ready examples. One was the alderman of
Cordwainer Ward and the other of Dowgate, and between
them they held the office of Mayor from 1273 to 1284. Henry
le Waleys held a great number of tenements in the city. He
is found disputing the right to a bakehouse ; administering
the house-property of the Archbishop of Canterbury; acquir-
ing a widow’s land in Boston. When the city sends him in
- 1297 to Scotland to appease the king’s wrath, he gets a grant
of a quay and houses in Berwick which have fallen into the

* Riley, Chronicles of Old London, pp. 59, 164.
t Rot. Hund. for London, gassim.
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king’s hands. He is constantly going to Gascony on the
king’s business, and while there he deals largely in wines on
behalf of the king’s butler.* Rokesley, too, was interested in
land, and held a mortgage over the Bishop of Ely’s property.
Moreover, he was, in conjunction with one Italian, the buyer
of the king’s wines; in conjunction with another, a farmer of
taxes ; whilst with a third he administered the king’s Exchange ;
and at a later date was associated with a fourth in reforming
the coinage (it was he who was accused of paying in bad
pennies and stockfish). At the end of his long official career
we find the king seizing his goods.t

Henry le Waleys and Gregory Rokesley were typical
members of a small class which was almost acquiring the
character of an hereditary caste, based on the descent of landed
property and strengthened by intermarriages. Its hereditary
character is shown by the repetition of the same family names
in the list of sheriffs—the Blunds, the Buckerels, the Basings,
the Aswys, the Cornhills—and the intermarriages are proved
by their wills. This class has left many marks on London
topography, in names like Bassishaw and Farringdon Wards,
Bucklersbury and Cosin Lane, names that have become
rooted in the soil because of its association with them for
generations. How far can we connect this class with any
form of the gild ? :

A large number of its members were probably included
in the wealthier adulterine gilds. The Basings, Blunds, and
Buckerels were not only mayors and sheriffs, but goldsmiths,
z.e. financiers and minters; and though the goldsmith lost
some of his relative predominance, it is not unlikely that the
gild of 1180 was the same fraternity of St. Dunstan which we
find in existence in 1272,} and which supplied a basis for the

* Calendar of Patent Rolls, 1277, p. 242 ; 1280, p. 421 ; 1299, p. 408; and
Calendar of Close Rolls, 1274, pp. 73, 114, 126.

t Calendar of Patent Rolls, 1275-9, pp. 13, 95, 126, 236, 240, 278, 301,
421 ; Calendar of Close Rolls, 1289, pp. 9, 95, 212.

% Sharpe, Calendar of Wills,vol. i. p. 14 n.
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later livery company. The 14th-century fraternity of Pep-
perers, which afterwards became the Grocers’ Company,
cannot claim formal continuity with the Pepperers’ gild of
1180, because its own records contain an account of a distinctly
fresh start made in 1345. Other links between the later
fraternities and the earlier gilds are extremely conjectural.
The fraternities of three crafts that were strongly organized
before the close of the 13th century—the Tailors’ fraternity of
~ St. John the Baptist, the Skinners’ fraternity of Corpus Christi,
and the fraternity of.-the Mercery—had probably been in
existence since the early part of the century, and it is likely
that each of them had members in the aldermanic class.
The early sheriffs and chamberlains dealt largely in skins for
the royal wardrobe ; Serle the Mercer was twice mayor, and
Philip le Taylur was the aldermanic candidate when the
populace elected Walter Hervey in 1271. We might perhaps
be justified, therefore, in assuming that the fraternities
mentioned along with others connected with such flourish-
ing branches of merchandise as the wine and the wool trades,
“ were taking the place of, if they did not actually arise from,
the eight wealthier gilds of 1180. But on the whole we hear
less than we should naturally expect of their influence and
activity.

A possible explanation of this gap in gild history may
be suggested. Amongst the leading citizens of London
there was very little specialization in trade till the 14th
century. Most of the aldermen were woolmongers, vintners,
skinners, and grocers by turns, or carried on all these branches
of commerce at once. The social affinities which found
expression in the gilds of 1180 were of a semi-feudal character.
The political aims which were not improbably the strongest
motive for their formation, found satisfaction in the grant
of Mayor and Commune. After appropriating the new
constitution to its own purposes, the aldermanic class had
less need of minor organizations as long as it held together.
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But the history of oligarchies is always the same. As their
numbers increase their ranks close, and those who are
excluded place themselves at the head of those who have
always been outside, and lead an attack on the citadel of
privilege. This situation had grown up in London during the
first half of the 13th century, and the king fostered the
divisions in the city for his own purposes by coquetting with
the anti-aldermanic party. The national crisis of 1262-3
further complicated matters. The Barons also made bids
for popular support. The aldermen who joined Simon de
Montfort’s party found themselves obliged to lead a mob.
Under the command of a Buckerel, as Marshal, the citizens
marched out to burn manor-houses and pillage fishponds.*
The list of those proscribed as rebels in 1269 shows a strange
mixture. It contains two or three of the oldest names in the
city, and side by side with goldsmiths, mercers, and drapers
there are fishmongers, barbers, butchers, tailors, and armourers.t
It is clear that, from a variety of causes—inward as well as
outward and political as well as economic—the oligarchy is
beginning to break up. And amongst the agencies that are
tending to produce this result there is the struggle of the
organized trades, some of which now emerge into the light of
history for the first time. In 1267, when the embers of the
recent civil war were still smouldering, an armed conflict took
place in the streets of London between some of the goldsmiths’
craft and some of the tailors. The clothworkers and the
cordwainers also joined in the fray on either side. Over
five hundred were said to have been engaged, and many were
wounded and some slain. Geoffrey de Beverley, a clothworker,
and twelve others who had taken part on either side, were
hanged.} The crafts taking part in this struggle were amongst
the very earliest to gain special privileges from the Crown or the
city, but as they had not yet obtained these, their organization

* H. T. Riley, Chronicles of the Mayors and Sheriffs, p. 65.
t fbid., pp. 125-127. t Zbid., p. 104.
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was without any public authority. We may, therefore, as-
sume that the belligerents were members of fraternities, and,
indeed, in three out of the four trades, private associations are
known to have existed before the close of the century. But the
special significance of this incident is that the main issue of city
politics is shifting. For a century it has been chiefly a struggle
between the aldermen and the outsiders, or between two sets
of aldermen inside. Now it is between two sets of crafts.
The meaning of this new phase of civic life must be reserved
for a subsequent chapter.

NOTE.—A mercantile oligarchy such as that above described might not
unnaturally have been expected to find its appropriate legal form in the Gild
Merchant, an institution of all but universal prevalence in English towns at this
time, and for this reason the existence of a Gild Merchant in London was gene-
rally taken for granted by historians until recent years. When, however, the
subject came to be scientifically and exhaustively dealt with by Professor C. Gross
in the Grld Merchant (18g0), it was shown that there was no evidence to
warrant the assumption, as not a single reference to such'an institution had been
found in the records of London. This conclusion remains unshaken, in spite
of the discovery (English Historical Review, April, 1903), by Mr. C. G. Crump,
of a document in which the needed reference is explicitly made. This consists of a
charter granted by the king at Windsor in 1252 to a Florentine merchant, con-
ferring on him and his heirs, all the liberties and free customs of London, among
which are the right to buy and sell as freely as any citizen, and to be in the Gild
Merchant of that city. But as Mr. Crump very justly observes, ‘“a chancery clerk
endeavouring to convert a Florentine merchant into a citizen of London might
well have thought fit to mention a gild merchant as a matter of mere form.”
What, however, is of special interest in this document is that the Florentine
is not to be tallaged at more than one mark of silver. This was a privilege which
many of the aldermanic class had been procuring for themselves individually by
charter. This avoidance of the full incidence of the property tax was one of the
chief grievances of the citizens against the oligarchy as recorded in the Hundred
Rolls. It may be added that the city of London possessed all the rights that
would have been conferred by a grant of gild merchant.



CHAPTER V
THE CRAFTS AND THE CONSTITUTION

N that great development of civic life in which lay the main
contribution of the Middle Ages to the cause of Western
progress, and which reached its culmination about the

middle of the 14th century, the organized power of the
crafts was undoubtedly the most striking feature. From one
end of Western Europe to the other, from Lubeck to Florence,
and from Bristol to Vienna, this new social force was to be
found under every variety of external circumstance, working
out a political revolution, sometimes by a quiet series of com-
promises, but in other cases with a violence that foreshadowed
the worst days of the reign of terror. In many of the largest
cities of Europe—in Paris, in Florence, in Ghent, in Cologne,
in London—and in a great number of smaller ones, the crafts
wielded, for a time at least, the whole power of municipal
government.

In contrast with this period, the centuries that follow down
to the 19th are apt to seem a time of sheer reaction,
both in municipal life and in the organization of trade and
industry. Cities and towns settle down under the rule of
oligarchical councils, and the wealthy companies which have
replaced the crafts are constituted upon the same oligarchical
model. It looks as if the bright promise of municipal
democracy was cruelly cut off when it was on the very verge
of fulfilment, and the best hopes of human progress deferred
for five long centuries. :
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Such a catastrophic view of history is based on a miscon-
ception both of the revolutionary age and of that which-
succeeded it. The forces so noisily at work in the 14th
century were quietly pursuing the same task in the 15th
century—the task of building up an enduring social and
political organization for the middle classes. The 14th
century had been a time of social growth—a growth rapid,
indeed, and luxuriant, but irregular and anarchical, and uncon-
scious of the common principles in which it was rooted. It
was the work of the 15th century to give effect to those
principles, to prune away excrescences, to harmonize con-
flicting tendencies, and to produce a working compromise,
Out of the number of brilliant but ephemeral sketches it had
to make a lasting work of art. In this way the fraternity and
the craft were absorbed into the livery company, but the
process involved no break“with the past, either of the form or
of the spirit. '
It is chiefly around the word “craft” that the misconception
above alluded to is apt to gather. The craftsman is thought
of as a manual worker, and a revolution wrought by the crafts
seems to involve the rise of an extremely democratic form of
government. But the word “craft,” like “art” or “mistery,”
with which it is largely synonymous, had no such limited
meaning in the Middle Ages. It signified a trade or calling
generally, and the typical member of a craft was a well-to-do
shopkeeper, a tradesman. Often, it is true, he had gone
through an apprenticeship to the manual side of his craft, and
this fact was of the greatest importance as it brought manual
labour under the influence of the professional spirit. But the
full master of a craft was from the first always a trader, and
as trade and industry developed and gave more scope for the
\/ ability to organize and direct, and more opportunities for the
+, employment of capital, the master rose in the social scale. He

became a merchant or a manufacturer, and he carried his
Vi craft” organization along with him into what was now an
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upper middle class, leaving the small master of the lower
-middle class to build up a new organization for himself on the
same model, and it is not till comparatively recent times that
‘the manual worker proper—the wage-earner—secured a
permanent professional organization for his own class. In the
Middle Ages the manual worker as such was not an important
factor in social or political development. He fought the battles
of contending factions, and in times of disturbance he might
try to strike a blow for himself, but his desires and his
grievances were not among the forces that moulded social
history.

The story of the relation of the London crafts to the
city constitution opens suddenly in a.- most dramatic fashion.
Shortly before his final struggle with Simon de Montfort,
Henry III. had been bidding for the support of the London
populace by appealing to them in their almost obsolete general
assembly, the Folkmoot, against the authority of the aldermen.
As soon as civil war broke out the barons also made bids for
the adhesion of the Londoners. The path of revolution was
thus made comparatively smooth. For nearly a century the
government of the city had been in the hands qf the aldermen
with the mayor as presiding officer. FitzThomas, the mayor now
elected by the popular party, was enabled by the king’s example
to ignore the aldermen, and to make the Commune a reality,
by submitting all large questions to a general assembly. “In
all he did,” says the aldermanic chronicler, “he acted and
determined through them, saying, ¢Is it your will that so it
should be ?’ and if they answered ‘Ya Ya,’ so it was done.”
A popular organization which may have been helped into
existence by some vague traditions of the old frith gild, though
its spirit and aims were entirely different, was formed to
support the mayor. “The people leagued themselves
together by oath, by the hundred, and by the thousand under
a sort of colour of keeping the peace.” Strong in their sense
of this new union, they went about reclaiming public land



- 64 THE GILDS OF LONDON

which had been encroached upon by the aldermen. The
mounted watch, which represented the feudal traditions of the
ruling class, was swamped by a crowd of armed men on foot
eager to find a pretence for harrying the Jews and other alien
capitalists.

It was in a London thus imbued with the revolutionary
spirit that the crafts first appear. FitzThomas, after a little
temporizing and diplomacy, had decided for the barons, and
the barons in return had offered to extort from the king any
additional liberties which the Londoners might desire. This
great opportunity, says the aldermanic chronicler, was entirely
lost. Instead of strengthening the existing constitution against
the king as the aldermen would have done, the mayor pro-
ceeded to open the floodgates of revolution.

“He had all the populace of the city summoned, telling them
that the men of each craft must make such provisions as should be
to their own advantage and he himself would have the same pro-
claimed throughout the city and strictly observed. Accordingly after
this, from day to day individuals of every craft of themselves made
new statutes and provisions—or rather, what might be styled
abominations—and that solely for their own advantage and to the
intolerable loss of all merchants coming to London and visiting
the fairs of England and the exceeding injury of all persons in the
realm,” *

The mayoralty of FitzThomas ended with the defeat of
Earl Simon three years later, and the regulative powers of the
crafts no doubt disappeared with the revolutionary constitution
of which they formed a part. But in 1271, when Henry III.
was on his death-bed and the future king was in Palestine, the
craftsmen again succeeded in getting a mayor elected to repre-
sent their interests. The aldermen and more discreet men of
the city wished to elect Philip le Taylur, but the populace
made a great tumult in the king’s hall so that the noise
reached his lordship the king in bed, continually crying aloud,

* Liber de Antiquis Legibus, translated by H. T, Riley, pp. 58-60.
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“We are the Commune. We ought to elect the Mayor. We
want Hervey to be Mayor. Hervey is our man.” The
aldermen, to prevent something worse happening, consented
in the end to Hervey’s electian, and contented themselves with
calling him to account-after his term of office_had.expired.
Amongst other charges made against him it was alleged that
he had levied a voluntary contribution on his adherents for the
defence of their interests ; that he had taken a regular yearly
fee from the fishmongers on the understanding that he should
support them in their causes whether just or unjust; that he
had taken bribes from the bakers to connive at short weight ;
that he allowed the brewers to sell ale below the assize; and
that for a great sum of 1 money received from certain trades he
had set a part of the seal of the community which was in his
keeping to new statutes which they had made solely for their
own advantage without the consent of the aldermen. The
ordinances he had made were disallowed, he was degraded
from his aldermanry, and excluded for ever from the councils
of the city.*

These two crises in London history afford us a brief but
vivid glimpse into the working of the forces that were re-
moulding the constitution of the city. It is not merely a case
of a mayor setting up a new kind of craft organization. «It is
still more a case of the craft organizations setting up a new
kind of mayor. FitzThomas and Hervey were not creating a
new social force ; they were merely giving a public sanction to
the exercise of a force already active enough to have placed
them in office. It is necessary, therefore, to distinguish care-
fully two different aspects of the craft: (1) It was one of the
main agencies in the transformation of the civic constitution ;
(2) it exercised a subordinate authority delegated to it by the
constitution.

Nearly everywhere in Western Europe at this time the
social and political life of cities was exhibiting the same form

* Liber de Antiguis Legibus, translated by Riley, pp. 174-175.
F
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of development—in Flanders, along the Rhine, in North and
South Germany, in Italy. A court of magistrates (Aldermen,
Schéffen, Echevins), whose semi-hereditary privileges were
connected with the ownership of land, was being transformed
into a council representative of mercantile interests, and this
council was being invaded by the crafts. Beginning at first
perhaps with some indirect share in electing the council, the
crafts during the first two or three decades of the 14th
century secured in many councils half or more than half of the
representation, and finally, after further struggles, the whole of
it. And in proportion as the crafts gained the predominant
power in the council, the main interest of city politics passed
from the conflict between them and the previously ruling class,
and centred in the party struggles of the crafts themselves.

Throughout the i14th century, then, the crafts furnished
the strongest creative force in city politics—a force which
shaped and reshaped the constitution; a force making
for progress, or at any rate for constant change and move-
ment ; a dynamic force working from below. But in the
ordinances granted to the crafts by the city we naturally see
little or nothing of this. In them the crafts appear as mere
instruments of order and authority, as exercising a static
force directed from above. To realize the other side of their
activity we should require another kind of record that has
seldom been preserved, a full account of election contests and
a report of the debates in the city council. As it is we have
to content ourselves with glimpses vouchsafed us by the
chroniclers in times of crisis and revolution.

At such times the secret of the craft’s political achieve-
ments are revealed. We see it acting as a well-organized
voluntary association, feeting frequently to devise plans of
concerted action, and levying contributions on its members to
furnish a war-chest. Such activity could not be effectual
without permanent organs, and we shall not expect to find
these amongst the official machinery of trade regulation
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sanctioned by the authorities. Whenever a line of policy is
persistently followed by a craft, it proves the existence of a
social bond more intimate, binding, and secret than the one
furnished by the civic ordinances, and the universal form of
establishing such a bond was in the Middle Ages a Fraternity
or Gild. We have already taken a glance at the essential
features of gild organization, and shall consider them in detail
in a later chapter. For a moment we can take the gild for
granted as the living force behind the craft-movement, and
proceed to take a brief survey of that movement in its two
closely related aspects, (1) the growth of the influence of the
crafts on the civic constitution, and (2) the development of the
powers delegated to them for the regulation of trade and
industry.

Between the defeat of the crafts under the leadership of
Walter Hervey and their next decisive advance lies an interval
of fifty years, a time of economic progress and, except for the
last ten years, of comparative political rest in the city. In
order to assuage the violence of faction (which had led to the
hanging of Lawrence Ducket in Bow Church at midnight),
Edward I. had suspended the mayoralty for thirteen years, and
restored the city’s liberties only on condition that the foreigners,
who were the chief victims of every disturbance and who
supplied him.with loans and the city with capital, should enjoy
freedom of trade and security. The anarchy of Edward II.’s
reign left parties in the city once more free to settle accounts
with each other. But parties had in the mean time changed
their character. The struggle was no longer one between the
aldermen and the crafts. The leading crafts had prospered
and had now aldermen in their ranks. The ruling class no
longer identified their economic interests with those of the
foreign capitalist. A new capitalistic interest had grown up
connected with the trades and industries of the city. When,
therefore, the popular mayor reappears, he is no longer
dependent on the support of the irregular Folkmoot or the
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levies of illegal fraternities. Not only has he a new middle
class behind him, but he leads a party of aldermen, and
remoulds the constitution from within. It is instructive to
compare the position of Hervey with that of Richer de
- Reffham (1310-11), who was the next reforming mayor. We
are told that he caused the ancient customs and liberties
recorded in the rolls and books of the city to be examined,
and having gathered the wiser and more powerful citizens
along with the aldermen he had them read in their presence,
and then spoke to this effect, “ Dear fellow citizens, These
are the ancient customs of the city which have been neglected
through frequent changes of mayor and sheriffs. Do you
wish them to be firmly maintained ?” Whereupon all those
present cried “ We do.” Richer de Reffham also went about
as FitzThomas had done reclaiming public land from en-
croachment.* But this time it was not a mob that the mayor
led behind him, but a solemn procession of aldermen clothed
in all the pomp and circumstance of civic authority. We find
the same mayor granting, with the assent of the court of alder-
men, a set of ordinances to the Cappers, which gave them power
to restrict foreign competition, and conferring powers of self-
regulation on a number of other crafts (eg: Turners, Dyers,
Whittawyers, and Ironmongers).t

John de Gisors, his successor, was a mayor of the same
type. When Edward II. fled to the North in his last effort
to save Gaveston, and the city was left to defend itself, the
popular party took the opportunity to demand certain con-
stitutional reforms. No alien was to be admitted to the
freedom, and no public obligations were to be incurred, without
consent of the commonalty, and three of the six keys to the
chest in which the common seal was kept were to be in the
possession of the commonalty. These changes John de Gisors
persuaded a quorum of the aldermen, after some consideration,

* Chronicles of Edward I, and II. (Rolls Series), 1. 175.
t Calendar of Letter Book, D 240 271 ; Riley, Memorials, pp. 78, 85.
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to accept, together with an article by which the commonalty
agreed to give the mayor £40 for his expenses out of a sum of
£43 then in the city treasury.* Here we have the illegal
popular levy of Hervey's case turned into a constitutional
grant, and this precedent was followed in the case of the third
revolutionary mayor of this period, Hamo de Chigwell, a few
years later. All that was needed to complete the parallel was
the demand of the crafts for a share in the constitution, and
this too was not wanting. At the end of the same year (1312),
after Gaveston’s execution and the re-election of Gisors, the
mayor and aldermen received at the Guildhall a deputation of
the good men of the commonalty of every mistery to treat of
certain articles for the commonalty. The deputation asked,
among other things, that “the statutes and ordinances regulat-
ing the various trades and handicrafts be duly enrolled on a
register and that once or twice a year they be read in public
assembly, and copies be delivered to such as desire them” ;
and that “forasmuch as the City ought always to be governed
by the aid of men engaged in trades and handicrafts, and
whereas it was anciently accustomed that no stranger, native
or foreign, whose position and character were unknown, should
be admitted to the freedom of the city until the merchants
and craftsmen, whose business he wished to enter, had pre-
viously certified the Mayor and Aldermen of his condition
and trustworthiness, the whole Commonalty pray that such
observance may be strictly kept for the future as regards the
wholesale trades and the handicrafts (grossiora officia et
operabilia).” t

What came of this meeting is not stated, but party feeling
continued to run high, and there were many cross-currents.
The issue between the commonalty and the remnant of the
oligarchy was confused by the intermingling of other issues,
such as that between the victuallers and the other trades,
and the national cleavage between the king’s party and the

* Calendar of Letter Book, D, 283. t Zbid., E, 13.
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Lancastrians. In 1315 the situation of 1263 and 1270 seems
to be repeated. “The common people and plebeians are
conspiring among themselves and holding clandestine meetings
in private places and have of their own accord without being
summoned thrust themselves into the election of mayor.” *
This time, however, they are on the eve of a decisive advance,
if not of complete victory. In 1319, when the city obtained
a new charter confirming its existing liberties, a number of
articles were added which embodied all the concessions made
to the commonalty of recent years, and others which, if duly
observed, would have revolutionized the government of the
city. These articles, we are told, were obtained much against
the will of the mayor, yet the mayor and aldermen appear as
petitioning the king for them, and they cost the city £1000.}
In one important respect, therefore, the revolution was complete.
The mayor and aldermen have become the instruments (and,
what is more significant, the unwilling instruments) in carrying
out a popular demand.

Some of the more vital articles of this charter, more
especially those which made the office of alderman as well
as that of mayor subject to annual election, and forbade the
holding of either office by the same person two years together,
were not afterwards observed. But there is no doubt that the
provision that most concerns us here became a really operative
part of the constitution. “No man of English birth and
especially no English merchant, who followed any specific
mistery or craft, was to be admitted to the freedom of 'the city
except on the security of six reputable men of that mistery or
craft”$ This article of the city’s charter, in conjunction with
a complementary article which each craft got subsequently
inserted in its own ordinances, that no one should exercise that
craft if he were not free of the city, served not only to give the

* Calendar of Letter Book, D, 25.
t The French Chronicle of London, translated by H. T. Riley, p. 252,
} Liber Custumarum, L. 268,
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crafts as a whole a hold on the constitution, but also to give
each craft the power of drawing all who exercised the trade in
question into the ranks of its organization, and thus placing
them under its control. On this power (which the Germans
call Zunftzwang), all the later political achievements of the
crafts were based. No wonder, then, that the victory of 1319
was felt to open a new era of civic life, and that the feudalism
which had lingered in cities seemed already a thing of the
past. “In this year (1319),” says the chronicler, “swords were
forbidden . . . by reason of which many swords were taken
and hung up beneath Ludgate within and without. At this
time many of the people of the trades of London were arrayed
in livery and a good time was about to begin.” *

* The French Chronicle of London, translated by H. T. Riley, p. 253.



CHAPTER VI
THE GREATER MISTERIES

HE class interest whose growing strength of organization
T produced the political results recorded in the last
chapter, was not a simple or a uniform force. It
was composed of many and divers elements which might be
momentarily united as outsiders in the common object of
securing a share in the constitution, but which would
immediately fall asunder as soon as that object was even
partially secured. Nor was it essentially a democratic force,
though it won its victories in the name of the commonalty
and of the crafts. Such permanent unity as it possessed was
that of a new middle class, which while it attacked the
position of the privileged few was equally concerned in
guarding its own status, and in holding back the encroach-
ments of a still lower class. Itsleaders were wealthy merchants
like Hamo de Chigwell the fishmonger, and its main body
consisted of well-to-do shopkeepers, the masters of the more
prosperous crafts. But these two sections, the wholesale trades
and the handicrafts, the grossiora officia and the operabilia,
did not comprise between them the whole population of the
city. Nominally the operabilia ought to have included all
the working population, but, effectually, the term only covered a
select number of the crafts whosc wealth or efficient organization
ave them political power. The crafts that carried the day
against the aldermanic oligarchy were largely officered and
V controlled by rich traders and employers of poorer craftsmen.
2
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Clear signs of this intermediate position of the crafts are
not wanting from the first. The charters granted by Walter
Hervey are said by the chronicler to be “solely made for the
benefit of the wealthy men of the trades to which they were
granted ; and to the loss and undoing of the poor men of
those trades, as also to the loss and undoing of all the other
citizens and of the whole realm.” And when the charters
were annulled the men of the several trades were said to
be at liberty to follow their crafts “at such hours and such
places as they should think proper, and to carry their wares
to sell within the city and without, wherever they might think
proper.” The charters had evidently aimed at restricting the
operations of the itinerant tradesman, who then as now
supplied a considerable part of the needs of the poorer
population. To put down “ Eveschepings,” street markets
and hawkers, was one of the main objects of the policy of
the crafts throughout the Middle Ages. In part, these street
vendors were from outside districts—Ilike the bakers of
Stratford and the butchers of Stepney—but many of them
were the poorer craftsmen of the city who could not afford
to rent a shop in the main streets, and who therefore had
either to hawk their wares or sell them to the shopkeepers.
To establish themselves as the middlemen between these
poorer craftsmen and the market was the natural aim of the
craftsmen who had shops. The saddlers, who had their shops
round St. Vedast’s, at the end of Foster Lane, employed
lorimers, painters, and joiners who lived around Cripplegate,
and tried to prevent their selling to any one else.* The
fishmongers, who had stalls in the authorized markets, insisted
on the itinerant trader buying his stock through them and
not on Fish Wharf.t In the same way the burillers acted
as middlemen to the weavers, the skinners employed the
tawyers, the cutlers gave out work to the sheathers and
blademakers. And it is noteworthy that most of the

* See below, p. 86. t Sece above, p. 40.
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ordinances actually confirmed by the city down to the end of
Edward II’s reign were not for the regulation of a single
craft, but for settling the relations between two or more crafts
—sometimes fixing the prices at which one craft shall sell its
work to the other. Even when only a single craft is con-
cerned the two classes are discernible within it, as in the
ordinances granted to the brass potters in 1316, when four
dealers and four founders are appointed to make a joint
assay.*

Now, this appearance of a class of middlemen in a number
of separate industries was due to an expansion of the market.
London produced articles of luxury—the wares of the gold-
smith, the skinner, the tailor, the girdler and the saddler, for
sale in all the great fairs of the kingdom. Hence the outcry
of the chronicler against the ordinances granted by Fitz-
Thomas to the crafts, that they would be “to the intolerable
loss of all merchants coming to London and visiting the fairs
of England.” If a body of traders connected with each of the
leading industries of London were to be clothed with special
privileges of search, the monopoly which such powers would
enable them to exercise would seriously restrict the operations
of the class of general merchants to which the foreign traders
and many of the aldermen belonged. Although the aldermen
held a political monopoly which gave them great economic
advantages, their commercial interest, at that time, lay in the
maintenance of a free general trade. But as has been already
explained, there had been a great change in this situation
between the first failure of the craft movement in 1265 and
its first success in 1319. At the later date practically all the
aldermen belonged to one or other of the wealthier crafts or
misteries, and had become interested in some specialized form
of trade. Of these trades some, like those of the mercer, the
grocer, the vintner, and the woolmonger, were merely so many
branches of the general import and export trade which had

* Riley, Memorials, p. 118.
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been carried on by the Aldermen in the 13th century ; whilst
others, like those of the goldsmith, the skinner, the draper, the
tailor, the saddler, and the girdler, represented an increasing
investment of capital in the industries of London, or rather in
trading operations of a national scope based on those
industries.

The subsidy roll of 1319 contains ample evidence of this
change. The amount of taxation at which citizens were
assessed varies from 63d. to £5. Nearly thirty of them are
assessed at sums of £4 and upwards. In half of these cases
the trade of the taxpayer is ascertainable, and this wealthiest
class is found to consist of drapers, mercers, pepperers or grocers,
fishmongers, woolmongers, skinners, and goldsmiths. The class
next below this, containing about a hundred and thirty citizens
who paid £1 and upwards, consisted chiefly of members of
the same trades, along with a few vintners and girdlers and a
saddler. The poorer members of the mercantile crafts and
the wealthier members of the industrial crafts paid sums
varying from 6s. 84. to 13s. 44.; the general body of shop-
keeping craftsmen and retailers paid from 1s. to 5s.; and the
craftsmen without a shop who worked for a middleman paid
63d., 84., 10d.*

These figures sufficiently show how mistaken it would be
to suppose that the members of the various crafts or misteries
were upon anything like a footing of economic or social
equality. And it is clear that what has been described as the
victory of the crafts must not be interpreted as the capture of
the constitution by a class of wage-earning handicraftsmen.
It was in fact the victory, not of one class over another,
but of a new form of social and political organization over an
old one, and one of the main causes of the victory was that
the ruling class had gradually transferred itself from the old
form to the new one. The importance of the victory lay
in the fact that the new form cbntained much more room for

* Subsidy Roll for London, 1319, in Record Office.
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social expansion than the old. It could be adapted to the
several needs of all that widening range of classes which was
growing up within the medi®val city, and it enabled each
class in varying degree to share or to aim at sharing in the
civic ‘constitution. In this sense the fruits of victory were
partly enjoyed even by the humbler craftsman who had
played the part of a henchman in the fray ; but the battle had
been directed by the larger interests of the leading crafts.

Before the middle of the 14th century these had already
begun to form themselves into that select group which
afterwards became known as the Twelve Great Livery
Companies, and from one of which it was customary to select
the Lord Mayor. This distinction between greater and lesser
crafts was common to many of the leading cities of Europe.
In Paris the privileged Corps de Metier were only six in
number ; there were seven A#»# Maggiori in Florence ; and
many German cities divided their Zinfte into two ranks in the
same way. The old oligarchical spirit thus found a new form,
but a form that was much wider and more flexible. In
London, at least, there was no rigid line drawn between the
greater and lesser companies. It was not till the middle of
the 16th century that it was finally decided which were
to be the Twelve, and the rule about the selection of the Lord
Mayor has not been strictly adhered to. It was, moreover,
a common practice for a citizen to get himself transferred from
a lesser company to a greater if he seemed to be on the
high-road to civic honours.*

The occasion of the first appearance of this select group of
crafts was noteworthy in another respect. It marked a fresh
stage in the process we have been tracing by which the crafts

~worked their way into the constitution of the city. By the
charter of 1319 the crafts had been made the main—almost
the exclusive—avenue to citizenship. In 1351 an attempt
was made to give the leading crafts the power to elect the

* Unwin, Zndustrial Organization in the 16th and 17¢h Centuries, p. 74.
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Common Council. The Court of Aldermen was still the body
by which the regular work of civic administration was carried ~
on, but on special occasions, when the assent of the Commonalty
was deemed necessary, a Common Council was summoned
through election in the wards. In 1351 a summons of this
kind was issued to the thirteen chief misteries, in consequence
of which the Grocers, Mercers, and Fishmongers each elected
six members ; the Drapers, Goldsmiths, Woolmongers,
Vintners, Skinners, Saddlers, Tailors, Cordwainers, and
Butchers | each four members; and the Ironmongers two
members} to form a Common Council.* A similar summons
was issued in the following year, but after that the election of
the Common Council reverted to the wards for a quarter of a
century. When, in 1376, the misteries once more assumed
electoral functions, there were some fifty of them in a position
to demand a share in the privilege. During the interval, the
lesser crafts had been building up their fraternity organizations,
modelled largely upon those of the select crafts that had
already attained political influence. A clear understanding
of the constitution of the thirteen misteries of 1351 will,
therefore, supply the clue to the development of the rest.

In the first place, it will be noticed that of the thirteen
misteries above mentioned, eight have been already referred .
to in a previous chapter as possessing fraternity organizations, ~
some of which had been in existence since the end of the
12th century ; and it is extremely probable that the influence
of the other five rested on a similar basis. In the extant
records of the Mercers’, the Goldsmiths’, and the Grocers’
fraternities, which take us back to the first half of the
14th century, we see them acting as powerful voluntary
associations which had come into existence independently of
the civic authorities, and which exercised control over their
several trades largely at their own discretion. The Commons
complained to Parliament in 1363 that merchants called

* Calendar of Letter Book, F, 237, 238.
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Grocers engrossed all manner of vendible goods, “ and those
who have the merchandise raise the price suddenly by a covin
(combination) called a fraternity and by counsel and assent
keep the goods for sale till they are dearer.” * And the poor
commons of the mistery of Goldsmiths sought protection in
1377 from Parliament against the great and rich Goldsmiths
of their Company, who compelled them to seal divers obliga-
tions to the effect that they would not sell to any mercer,
cutler, jeweller, upholder, etc, any of their work except at
treble the price, “and those who refuse are taken and im-
prisoned and in peril of death by grievous menace till
they seal the bond as their poor companions have done
before.” t

Secondly, it is significant that we do not, as a rule, find
these wealthy mercantile bodies coming, like the lesser crafts,
before the Mayor and Aldermen with a petition that they may
be constituted as authorized misteries by the grant of a full set
of ordinances. From the time when the records of the city,
properly speaking, begin, in the reign of Edward I., they
are constantly appearing before the Court of Aldermen as
recognized bodies of traders, whose right to a certain amount
of self-government is taken for granted. Most frequently
these entries are connected with the election by the several
trades of brokers, who are to oversee the bargains made by
their members with foreign merchants. The city records at
the end of the 13th century are full of the acknowledg-
ments of debts owed by IL.ondon merchants to foreigners. It
is quite clear that the mercantile crafts were at that time
largely dependent on foreign capital and upon foreign shipping.
The alien merchant had partners among the city magnates;
he supplied the city trader with goods on credit; and he
advanced the king ready money on the security of the taxes.
He might be unpopular, but he was indispensable. By the
middle of Edward II1.’s reign the situation had greatly changed.

* Rolls of Parliament, 11. 277. t J&id., 111 g,
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The English capitalist was gradually replacing the foreigner.
English grocers farmed the taxes.” English mercers, drapers,
and vintners traded overseas on their own account, and the
fishmongers of London equipped vessels for the royal navy.
The very class of aldermen who used to be hand-in-glove with
the foreigner were now ready to foster the outcry against him
for their own purposes; and at their instigation a Genoese
merchant was, in 1379, stabbed to the heart in front of his
London lodging.

With this change is connected the third source of the
power exercised by the greater crafts. Before the close of the‘t#
14th century, most of them came to hold charters from -
the king, conferring upon them special powers for the regula-"
tion of their several trades, not only in London, but in some’
cases throughout England. These charters were granted to
the Goldsmiths, the Skinners, the Tailors, and the Girdlers in 4
1327, and to the Drapers, the Vintners, and the Fishmongers
in 1363-4. The charter of the Goldsmiths states in its
preamble that—

‘it had been ordained that all who were of the Goldsmiths’ trade
were to sit in their shops in the high street of Cheap, and that
no silver in plate, nor vessel of gold or silver ought to be sold in the
city of London except at our Exchange or in Cheap, among the
Goldsmiths, and that publicly, to the end that the persons of the
said trade might inform themselves whether the seller came lawfully by
such vessel or not. But that now of late merchants as well private
as strangers, do bring from foreign lands into this land counterfeit
sterling whereof the pound is not worth above sixteen shillings
of the right sterling, and of this money none can know the true value
but by melting it down. And also that many of the said trade of
Goldsmiths keep shops in obscure turnings and bylanes of the
streets, and do buy vessels of gold and silver secretly without
enquiring if such vessel were stolen or lawfully come by, and
immediately melting it down do make it into plate and sell it to
merchants trading beyond the sea . . . and make false work of gold
and silver . . , and that the cutlers in their workhouses cover tin
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with silver so subtly and with such sleight that the same cannot be
discerned and severed from the tin.”

And the king proceeds to enact, with the assent of the
Lords Spiritual and Temporal and the Commons—

*“That henceforth no merchant . . . shall bring into this land any
sort of money but only plate of fine silver, ... and that no gold or
silver work wrought by Goldsmiths or any plate of silver be sold to the
merchant to sell again and to be carried out of the kingdom ; but
shall be sold at our Exchange or openly among the Goldsmiths for
private use only, and that none that pretend to be of the same trade
shall keep any shop but in Cheap, that it may be seen that their
work is good and right. And that those of the said trade may by
virtue of these presents elect honest lawful and sufficient men best
skilled in trade to enquire of the matters aforesaid ; and that they so
chosen may upon due consideration of the said craft reform what
defects they shall find therein, and thereupon inflict due punishment
upon the offenders and by the help and assistance of the Mayor and
sheriffs if need be. And that in all trading cities and towns in
England where goldsmiths reside the same ordinance be observed
as in London and that one or two of every such city or town for the
rest of that trade, shall come to London to be ascertained of their
Touch of gold, and to receive the puncheon with the leopard’s head
to mark their work.” *

Although the goldsmiths, owing to their connection with
the coinage and the foreign exchanges, stood a little apart from
other crafts, the leading features of the situation indicated in
their charter were common to most of the greater companies:
(r) Their leading members were rich merchants, their main
body was composed of well-to-do shopkeepers,and they had a
substratum of working craftsmen ; (2) they showed a tendency
to extend their control over other crafts; (3) the powers and
the monopoly conferred on them were national in character;
(4) they brought to the regulation of London trade and
industry an authority derived, not from the Mayor and

* Herbert, Twelve Great Livery Companies, 11. 289,
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Aldermen, but from King and Parliament. = The first three
of these points will be amplified in a later chapter, and it is the
fourth that calls for special notice here.

By virtue of the royal grants, and of the powerful bond of
private association which enabled them to secure and enforce
those grants, the greater companies each exercised a kind of
imperium in imperio within the city. They were never at any
time mere branches of civic administration as the lesser crafts"
tended to be. As a rule no doubt they paid every deference
to the authority of mayor and aldermen, as was natural
enough when they themselves supplied the motive power that
worked the constitution. The true nature of the situation was
revealed when the companies quarrelled amongst themselves,
or split into two factions on some vital issue. Each company
then armed its retainers like the feudal magnates whose great
houses had become their halls, and did battle in the streets of
the city. London medieval history is full of such conflicts.
There was the struggle of the Goldsmiths and the Tailors in
1268 already described, and that of the Skinners and the Fish-
mongers in 1339 ; in each case attended with bloodshed and
followed by executions.* The Pepperers and the Goldsmiths
came to blows in 1378 over the Wycliffe question in St. Paul’s
Churchyard.t In 1440 the Tailors and the Drapers disputed
over the election of Mayor in the Guildhall itself with such
violence that some of the defeated party suffered long im-
prisonment. Most notable of all was the great conflict between
the manufacturing and the victualling crafts, which lasted
through the first ten years of Richard II’s reign, the story of
which will require a chapter to itself. And in both these two
last cases the real cause of the struggle is clearly revealed.
It lay in that exercise of special powers over trade with which
one of the more powerful companies had been invested by the
Crown, and which was disputed by one or more of the others. {

* Riley, Memorials, p. 210. t Zbid., p. 415,

Y Fabyan’s Chronicle for 1440.
G



CHAPTER VII
THE LESSER MISTERIES

HE greater companies cannot, therefore, be considered
as the creatures of the civic constitution, since during
the latter half of the 14th century they made the

constitution the battle-ground of their special interests. And
in this respect they set the tone to the lesser crafts. These
might have to content themselves at the outset with accepting
such ordinances as the Mayor and Aldermen would grant
them, but the natural ambition of each was to become a livery
-company and then a chartered corporation, and in this a
certain number of them were destined to succeed. The spirit
of an institution, like that of an individual person, is to be
measured much less by what it actually is than by what it is
tending to become—by the often silent direction of its aims.
And for this reason it was desirable to approach the study of
the lesser crafts through some general understanding of the
position of the greater crafts.

The best link between the two groups is afforded by
several crafts that lay on the margin and belonged at different
times to both. The Cordwainers, the Saddlers, and the
Girdlers were among the earliest to receive charters of special
privileges and grants of incorporation. The Saddlers and the
Cordwainers were included in the thirteen misteries which
sent members to the Common Council in 1351, but none of
the three was ultimately included in the Twelve Great
Companies. Each of them embraced from the first a mercantile
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element that tended to bring it on a level with the wealthier
crafts, but the industrial element in them remained pre-
dominant, and they were displaced from their leading position
by newer mercantile combinations like the Haberdashers and
the Salters.

Both the Girdlers and the Cordwainers were among the
crafts that received ordinances from Walter Hervey in 1271,
and in these ordinances of the Cordwainers which have been
preserved and are almost the earliest evidences of craft
organization extant, we find all the leading features of that
organization, which a century later had become common to all
the handicrafts of London, already fully developed. There
were two branches of the craft, the cordwainers proper (a/uzariz)
and the workers in “ bazen ” (basanarii), and the worker in each
was confined to his own branch, except that the cordwainer
might use bazen for particular purposes. The cofferers who
worked in cow-hide were forbidden to meddle with either
branch, though both branches might work in cow-hide.
An apprentice to either branch must be admitted before
the Mayor and shown to be of good character; he must
pay 2s. to the city, and 2s. to the poor-box of the craft,
besides 40s. if a cordwainer, or 20s. if a worker in bazen,
as a premium. A stranger who wished to enter the trade
must pay the same fees. The premium was a high one,
and only the sons of well-to-do parents who were going to
be set up in business can have paid it. The majority of
the workers in the trade must never have been regularly
apprenticed at all, and therefore must never have qualified as
masters. This indeed would follow from two other ordinances,
one forbidding a master to have above eight servants and the
other forbidding a servant to have apprentices under him,
whilst a third, which forbids a master to give out work to
servants in their homes, strengthens the supposition. It was
from this body of servants without prospect of a regular
mastership that a class of hawkers would naturally arise.
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Hence we find that the selling of shoes in the streets is for-
bidden elsewhere than in the recognized shoe-market in Cheap
between Cordwainer Street and Soper Lane (see map), as also
the hawking of shoes in the country around London within
twenty leagues. And in some additional ordinances as early
as 1300 the serving men of the cordwainers are forbidden to
form combinations or make agreements to the prejudice of
their masters.

From the very first, then, the trading masters seem to have
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formed a separate class. Their interests were those of traders
rather than those of craftsmen, and their policy was directed
towards controlling the market. The outsider who imported
shoes might do so if he sold his stock wholesale to them, but
he must not sell to the public direct. As between full
members, the craft cherished an ideal of equality. If any
member managed to secure a stock of material from a foreign
merchant, any other member might claim to share the bargain.*

We know, indeed, from the record of the Letter Books that

* Liber Horn, fo. ccexxxixb, Guildhall MS. 108, Vol. I. fo. 393.
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groups of cordwainers were in the constant habit of sharing,
by previous agreement, bargains with various Spanish mer-
chants, and of thus getting credit by joint guarantee. The
joint purchases of leather made by a dozen cordwainers, in
varying groups of from two to seven, over a period of less than
three years (1276-9), amounted to nearly £1000, or about £80
apiece.* So that each of the dozen was on the average
accustomed to lay out an amount equivalent to three or four
hundred pounds, in present values, on leather every year. In
those days of small capital, therefore, he was a trader of very
respectable standing, even though he had to combine with his
fellows to obtain credit. '

On the whole the ordinances of the Cordwainers leave
us with a decided impression that they constituted an
aristocracy in their profession, and were mainly concerned
in keeping the ranks beneath them—the workers in bazen,
the workers in cow-hide, and their own servants—each in its
proper place. In this respect the Saddlers afford an interest-
ing parallel. The Saddlers themselves possessed, as we have
seen, a fraternity of very old standing, and it is the subordinate
branches of their trade, the lorimers, the painters, and the
fusters or joiners, whom we find first applying for ordinances
to the Mayor. The ordinances of the Lorimers, which are
earlier than those of any other craft, except the Cappers,
having been procured in 1269, are tinged with a surviving
element of feudalism.f They are granted by the Mayor and
other Barons of London, and the Lorimers are to do annual
service for them by presenting an “honourable and seemly
bridle and bit ” every Easter. No apprentice is to be taken
for less than ten years, or with less than 30s. premium.
No stranger is to keep house or forge until he has given
half a mark to the Commune of London and 2s5. to
the alms-box of the mistery for the benefit of members
who fall into poverty, and has put himself in frank-pledge

* Letter Book, A, gassim. t Liber Cust., I. 78.
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and sworn to obey the ordinances. In 1283 the Painters,
whose chief occupation was painting saddle-bows, obtained
a similar grant of ordinances,® and the Joiners who made
the saddle-bows were recognized as an independent craft
in 1307.t The Saddlers had been obliged to acquiesce in the
formation of these independent organizations, and to con-
tent themselves with getting provisions inserted to prevent
the crafts working for “false saddlers,” z.e. non-members of
their gild. In 1320 theytook advantage of a period of revolu-
tion to persuade Hamo de Chigwell to burn the Lorimers’
ordinances publicly in Cheap.f But no sooner had Chigwell’s
long mayoralty come to its disastrous end than we find the
joiners, the painters, and the lorimers in iron and copper up in
arms against the saddlers. At the moment when one king
had just been deposed and his boy successor was not yet
safely seated on the throne, London was startled by the
outbreak of a fierce conflict in Cheapside and Wood Street
in which several were slain and many wounded. The allied
crafts declared that the battle had been begun by the saddlers,
who wanted to compel the craftsmen to deal exclusively with
themselves, who already owed the various members of the
four crafts nearly three hundred pounds, and who insulted and
maltreated those who dared to ask for their money. The
saddlers on their part complained that the allied crafts had
come to a joint agreement to stop work simultaneously if
any member of one of them had a dispute with the saddlers,
that the lorimers had made an ordinance out of their own
heads not to receive any outside workmen until he had taken
an oath to conceal their misdeeds, and that the painters and
joiners set every point of their trade at a fixed price by reason
whereof they were making themselves kings of the land.
The allies replied that they had a perfect right to swear in
new-comers to their ordinances. They were freemen of the

* Liber Horn, fo. 341b. + Liber Cust,, 1. So.
$ Liber Cust., Introduction, lix.
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city, householders, and taxpayers; and their crafts had been
recognized by the Mayor and Aldermen. They claim, in short,
to be as “equals and commoners” *on the same footing as
the saddlers, although in order to be a match for them the
four crafts have to act in combination.

The tendency to fall into groups like those already
examined was common to all the industrial crafts. The ™
clothing crafts—the weavers, dyers, fullers, and shearmen—
which came to be headed by the drapers, made one such '
group ; the skinners, whittawyers, and curriers, another ; the
leathersellers, glovers, pursers, and pouchmakers, a third ; the
cutlers, bladesmiths, and sheathers, a fourth. And in all such,
groups one or more of the crafts tended to assume the position
of employers and middlemen to the others. Yet it would be'
a great mistake to conceive of the member of the poorer craft
as bearing the same kind of relation to the member of the
wealthier craft as the modern wage-earner bears to the modern
employer. The full members of the smaller crafts were
generally shopkeepers and small capitalists. The joiner bought
his own wood, the painter his colours, the lorimer his metal.
They dealt in goods and not in labour, and they gave credit.
Their privileges were the same in kind, and as strictly guarded
as those of the greater crafts, and only a select number of
their workmen could enter by the strait gate of apprenticeship.

It is the spread of the craft or mistery type of organization
amongst the small traders of this class that supplies the key to
the social and political development of the city in the 14th
century. With the few exceptions that have been already
indicated the movement did not begin till the accession of
Edward III. A list drawn up in 1328 of twenty-five misteries
authorized to elect officers for their own “government and
instruction ” consists almost entirely of the mercantile crafts,
and of the wealthy manufacturing crafts which had obtained
royal charters or were shortly to do so. Only about half a

* Riley, Memorials, pp. 156-162.
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dozen lesser crafts are included ; Ze. the Cutlers, Cofferers,
Beaders, Hosiers, Fusters, and Painters.* By the end of
Edward IIL’s reign at least thirty-five other’ crafts had
obtained ordinances .and. become recognized as separate
misteries. To the leather crafts were added the Pursers (1327),
the Pouchmakers (1339), the Whittawyers (1344), the Glovers
(1349), and the Leathersellers (1372); to the metalworkers
the Armourers (1322), the Spurriers (1344), the Pewterers
(1348), the Pinners and Cardmakers (1356), the Plumbers
(1365), the Blacksmiths (1372), the Sheathers (1375), and in
1389 the Founders; to the textile crafts the Tapicers (1331),
the Shearmen (1350), the Flemish weavers (1366), and the
Fullers (1376) ; and besides these there were the Hatters (1347),
the Furbishers (1350), and the Upholders (1360), the Surgeons
(1353), and the Farriers (1356), the Waxchandlers (1358), the
Taverners (1370), and the Cooks (1379), the Braelers (1355),
the Verrers (1364), the Bowyers and the Fletchers (1371), the
Scriveners (1373), and a little later the Horners (1391), and
the Coopers (1396).f In 1377 fifty-one misteries took part.in
the election of a Common-Council. - ‘That election- represents
the highest political achievement of the lesser crafts, but_their,
numbers continued to increase. ..In the earliest volume of the._
Brewers' records there is inserted under the date of 1422 a_
list of all the crafts (af;tmmM__z__t_llgn exercnsed in London_to the
numbér of “one.hundred-and_eleven.. And._as._the. Bxﬁ\\gg__‘
used the list as a guide for the letting of their-hall,-it is likely
that all _these crafts._possessed.-some -form . of. orgamzatlon,
though not all had received the self-governing.. powers of a
mistery from the¢ity:

It remains to consider very briefly in what these powers
of self-government consisted. As a rule the ordinances were
drafted by the men of the trade themselves, who presented

e e

* Calendar of Letter Book, E, pp. 232-234.
t Riley, Memorials, passim ; and Calendar of Letter Book, G, pp. 187-188
(Verrers = Glassmakers).
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them for approval, with the request that they might be
permitted to elect overseers or wardens who should be sworn
to see the ordinances enforced. The number so elected was
sometimes as many as twelve and sometimes only two, .but
more often six or four. Apart from technical articles directed
against special abuses or intended to subserve special interests
in particular trades, the ordinances of nearly all the crafts
conform to a common type which may be represented by a
brief #ésumé of the Hatters’ ordinances in 1348. (1) Six
lawful men to be sworn to rule the trade. (2) None but
freemen to make or sell hats. (3) None to be apprenticed
for less than seven years. (4) None to take apprentices but
freemen. (5) Wardens to search as often as need be with
power to take defective hats before Mayor and Aldermen.
(5) No night work. - (6) None of trade to be made free of
city or to be allowed to work if not attested by wardens.
(7) None to receive another’s apprentices or servant if not
properly dismissed, or (8) who is in debt to previous master.
(9) No stranger to sell hats by retail, but only wholesale and
to freemen* The amount of control over their own trade
which the grant of such ordinances conferred upon the members
of a craft was clearly very great. Though they were not
directly constituted as a court for the settlement.of their trade
disputes, as in the case of the weavers and fishmongers, the
Mayor, when appeal was made to him by the men of a trade,
generally called together a jury of the craft to settle the
question. The growth of this autonomy of the craft may be
observed by comparing the Cutlers’ ordinances of 1344 with
those of 1380. In the former a provision was made that-all
those who did not wish to be judged by the wardens were
to present their names to the Mayor and Aldermen in order
to be judged by them, whilst the later ordinances state
emphatically that no one shall be permitted to follow the
trade if he will not stand by the rule of the overseers.t
* Riley, Memorials, p. 239. t Zbid., pp. 217, 438.
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There were three ways in which a craft could turn its
powers of self-government to economic account, (1) by con-
trolling the import and export of wares, (2) by limiting its
own numbers, and (3) by a secret agreement about prices.
The power to seize defective goods could easily be turned
into a weapon against the foreign competitor.* Defective
foreign caps, gloves, and pouches were solemnly consigned to
the flames in Cheap opposite the end of Soper Lane. The
carcases of two bullocks said to have died of disease were
burnt under the nose of the pilloried foreign butcher (a native
of ‘West Ham) in the Stocks Market.t If the foreigner
attempted to sell by retail his goods could be seized without
any pretence of their being defective. In 1298 before there
is any record of ordinances granted to them, the cutlers seized
a hundred and a half of knives belonging to Hugh of Limerick
as being foreign knives.f In 1341 the mercers were empowered
to seize the silk kerchiefs, the Aylsham thread, the linen cloth
exposed for sale by the men of Norfolk.§ And the articles
granted to a craft often included one to the effect that any
wares of that trade must be sold wholesale to freemen, z.e. to
themselves. An ordinance is also sometimes found giving a
craft control of the export trade—as that of the Pewterers in
1348 that “no one shall make privily vessels of lead or of false
alloy for sending out of the city to fairs, etc., but let the things
be shown that be so sent to the wardens before they go out,” ||
and a'similar ordinance of the Cutlers in 1380.% The object
of this oversight was to prevent the growing class of small
masters who had no outlet for sale in the city from producing
for outside markets through the agency of middlemen who
were not of the craft.

The limitation in the number of full freemen in their trade
who alone had the legal right to produce wares on their own

* Riley, Memorials, pp. 249, §29.  t Calendar of Letter Book, E, p. 110.
1 Riley, 39. § Plea and Memoranda Rolls, A3, mz2.
II Riley, p. 243. 9 Riley, p. 441.
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account or to sell them by retail was effected by restricting
the number of apprentices, and by subsequently placing diffi-
culties in the way of an apprentice attaining his freedom. It
has sometimes been assumed that all journeymen or serving-
men had passed through the stage of apprenticeship, but the
language of the ordinances, carefully interpreted, seems to
imply the recognition of a class of workmen who had not been
apprenticed. Evidence of this has already been noticed in
the case of the Cordwainers as early as 1270. The Cutlers’
ordinances of 1380 provide that “no journeyman who is not
free, or who has not been apprenticed in the trade . . . or
otherwise served seven years in the city in such trade shall be
admitted to work . . . if he have not first been tried by the
overseers . . . to ascertain how much he is deserving to take.” *
And the Bladesmiths’ ordinances of 1408 provide that no one
shall teach his journeyman the secrets of his trade as he would
his apprentice.t

But apprenticeship, even when faithfully served, did not
always lead to the enjoyment of the freedom of the city.
Masters often took apprentices without legally registering
them, and when they came out of their time, neglected to
present them for the freedom. The apprentice on completing
his term seems often to have been in debt to-his master, and
it was provided by the Heaumers’ ordinances in 1347 that in
such cases the apprentice shall thenceforth serve no other
person than his master till he has given satisfaction for the
debt.f In 1364 the Commons petitioned the Mayor and
Aldermen that Gild-days might be held once a month at
which persons might be admitted to the freedom after serving
in the same mistery for at least seven years, and on payment
of 60s. or more at the discretion of those present. “For it
were better that those unable to pay this sum should continue
to serve others either as apprentices or hired servants than

* Riley, Memorials, p. 440. t Zbid., p. 566.
Y 26id., p. 236.
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that the number of masters should be unduly increased.” *
Subsequently it became usual in most companies to interpose
a period of three years between the completion of apprentice-
ship and full mastership, and to require the aspirant to prove
that his means were sufficient to enable him to set up for him-
self. In many cases the making of an expensive masterpiece
was required.}

The third use which a craft might make of its powers was
an indirect and illegal one. The members of the craft had no
right to fix the prices of their wares by mutual agreement, and
the wardens could not openly countenance such action. But
if the trade in some other organized capacity contrived to
effect such an agreement, the powers conferred on the craft
could, by the collusion of the wardens, be easily used in
support of it. And as we have seen, it was of the very essence
of a powerful craft that another organization, the fraternity,
lay behind it and was available for any form of common action
that could not be openly avowed. The part played by the
Goldsmiths’ and Grocers’ fraternities in fixing prices has been
already referred to; and a most interesting parallel is forth-
coming in one of the minor crafts. In 1344 a purser lodged
a complaint before the Husting against a number of his fellow-
craftsmen, alleging that they had bound him by oath not to
sell his wares below a certain price, and that when he broke
his oath they summoned him before a Court Christian in the
church of St. Benet Fink as a perjurer.y The oath was
condemned as illegal, and there can be little doubt that it
had been administered in a fraternity. It is to the fraternity,
not merely as supplying the force for the operation of craft
~~machinery but as an independent institution which filled a
large place in the social life of the 14th and 15th centuries
that we must now turn.

* Calendar of Letter Book, G, p. 179 ; cf. p. 211.

t Unwin, Zndustrial Organization in 16tk and 17tk Centuries, pp. 48, 56.

{ Plea and Memoranda Rolls, Guildhall, A4, m7 (Dr. Sharpe’s MS.
Calendar).



CHAPTER VIII
THE FRATERNITIES OF CRAFTS

N dealing with the craft we have very largely taken the
fraternity for granted, for reasons already explained.
The only conceivable cause of the revolution effected

by the crafts was the growth of private associations, and for
such a growth the fraternity under the protection of the Church
was the only practicable form in the Middle Ages. Moreover,
we know that the fraternity had been adapted to various social
and political purposes from the 10th century onwards.

On the other hand, it must be confessed that, with the
exception of the valuable glimpses afforded by the rules of
the Anglo-Saxon gilds, we know very little about the inner
life of the fraternity before the middle of the 14th century,
and that before that date the crafts appear in the records
almost entirely on their secular side. So much indeed is thid
the case that it has been held by eminent authorities that the
earliest trade associations were entirely secular in character,
and there is no positive proof that this view is not correct.
The early records that tell us of the Weavers’ and Bakers’
gilds, and of the Fishmongers’ Halimot, do not speak of any
religious side to those organizations, but there is no reason
why they should do so, as they are concerned with the public
financial obligations of the craftsmen, and not with their
private arrangements. It is quite possible, of course, that
a collective interest might spring up under the pressure of
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common regulation and common burdens without the aid
of a religious motive. But it is difficult to think of such an
interest finding a steady expression, or developing sufficient
public spirit for persistent common action, without all those
aids and sanctions to abiding fellowship which the Church
alone could supply.

This line of reasoning derives additional support from the
account which a recently published Patent Roll gives of the
Weavers’ gild of Lincoln, which, like that of London, received
a charter from Henry II. At the time of the immigration
of Flemish weavers in Edward IIL’s reign, the original
weavers’ gild had fallen into decay, and the farm had not
been paid since 1321, but it was recorded that in the time
of Henry II. there had been more than two hundred wealthy
and influential members, and that no one could exercise the
craft within twelve miles of the city unless he belonged to
the Gild of the Weavers of Lincoln, whick was constituted
in the name of the Holy Cross.* As ncarly all the craft gilds
of which we have any record in England before the 13th
century were weavers’ gilds, constituted, as far as our know-
ledge goes, on the same lines as the weavers of Lincoln, there
is good reason for inferring the existence of a fraternity in
the other cases.

As to the fishmongers, they were the most orthodox of
trades. The monastic chroniclers are strong partisans of their
cause. Their Mayor, Hamo de Chigwell, was discovered, at
a moment of extreme peril, to be in orders, and was taken
under the protection of the bishop ; and a long series of early
wills show them to have been the most munificent donors to
religious objects of all the citizens of London. Half a dozen
riverside churches were endowed and rebuilt by their bequests
for the maintenance of chantries, and the difficulty at a later
date is to decide, not whether they had a fraternity, but
which of several fraternities was most identified with the

* Calendar of Patent Rolls, 1348, p. 120.
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mistery. Moreover, the fishmongers took a leading part at
an early date in the production of pageants—one of the
especial functions of the fraternity.

“In 1293, says Stow, ‘“for victory obtained by Edward I
against the Scots, every citizen, according to their several trade,
made their several show, but especially the Fishmongers which in
a solemn procession passed through the city, having, amongst other
pageants and shows, four sturgeons gilt, carried on four horses;
then four salmons of silver on four horses, and after them six and
forty armed knights riding on horses made like luces of the sea ;
and then one representing St. Magnus, because it was upon St.
Magnus' day.” *

St. Magnus’ was at that time the central church of the
fishmongers, and later on we shall find one of their fraternities
there.

In the case of the other early organizations of traders or
craftsmen in London we hear of the fraternity aspect first.
Leaving the adulterine gilds aside, there is the Saddlers’
fraternity, whose religious compact with St. Martin’s-le-Grand
has been already given; the Goldsmiths’ fraternity of St.
Dunstan, to whose wardens a bequest was made in 1272 for
the maintenance of a chantry ;1 the Tailors’ fraternity of
St. John the Baptist, which, according to Stow (who was a
member of it), received royal confirmation as early as 1300,
and chose a certain Henry de Ryall to go on a vicarious
pilgrimage for all its members in the same year ;i and the
fraternity of the Mercery, which is mentioned in deeds of
the 13th century. The Grocers’ fraternity of St. Anthony,
and the Drapers’ fraternity of St. Mary of Bethlehem, were
in existence before those companies received their charters,
and there is a strong presumption that the same is true of
the Skinners’ fraternity of Corpus Christi. As far as the

* Stow, Swrvey, edit. H. Morley, p. 121,
t Sharpe, Calendar of Wills, 1. 14.
{ Stow, Swrvey, p. 193.
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greater crafts go, then, there is little reason to doubt that the
privileges they procured from the king, and the influence they
acquired in the city, were due to the strength of fraternity
organizations acting in their names.

But what of the lesser crafts which made their first
appearance at the time of FitzThomas and Hervey? We
have only one piece of evidence, but it recurs with cumulative
force in the three sets of ordinances which have been preserved
from that period. The apprentice to a cordwainer, it will be
remembered, had to pay 2s. to the.poor of the craft who had
no means of livelihood.* The stranger who entered the
lorimers’ craft must pay 2s. to the alms-box, which was to
be collected by the wardens of the mistery “for the relief
of the good men of the mistery who were impoverished.”
Now, an alms-box was so much the central feature of the
fraternity that money left to the Goldsmiths’ fraternity was
often said to be bequeathed to the “ Alms of St. Dunstan.”
But in the case of the Painters’ ordinances we are left in no
further doubt. The new-comer is to give to the confrarie of
the mistery 2s. to support the poor of the mistery. Offences
are punished by a fine of half a mark to the city and 2s. to
the confrarie; “and every one who keeps house by himself is
to give each year to the confrarie 8d. in four quarterly
payments, each serving man who takes 18s. or more a year is
to give 44., and each worker by the piece 44., to be collected
by the wardens of the mistery, and spent by them and the
other good men of the mistery in whatever way they deem
best for the honour of God and of the mistery.”} We are
therefore safe in concluding that the Painters’ fraternity of
St. Luke, held in St. Giles’, Cripplegate, the later ordinances of
which have been preserved,§ already existed in 1283 ; that it
procured the grant of the craft ordinances, and that it supplied
the means of maintaining the struggle with the Saddlers in

* Liber Horn, fo. 339b. + Liber Custumarum, I. 79.
1 Liber Horn, fo. 341b. § Add. MSS. in British Museum, 15664, fo. 106.
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1327. But as the lorimers and joiners took an equal part in
that struggle, and as each of them had secured craft ordinances
in face of strong opposition from the Saddlers’ gild, it is a
natural inference that they too were backed by fraternity
organizations.

The later ordinances granted to the crafts by the Mayor
and Aldermen in the reign of Edward III. generally make
no mention of the fraternity aspect of the crafts. When
they do so it is for a special reason. Thus the Braelars’
ordinances in 1355,* and the Verrers’ ordinances in 1364,f
both contain the provision that if a servant who has behaved
himself well should fall into illness or poverty, the mistery will
maintain him ; but this is inserted as a set-off against the next
clause, that a servant who behaves ill shall be punished by the
Mayor. The Whittawyers’ is the only craft that we find
bringing a full set of fraternity ordinances to be sanctioned
by the Mayor and Aldermen, and the reason for their doing so
probably was that they were pieceworkers to the Skinners,
and that unless they got authorization for their fraternity, it
would be liable to denunciation as an unlawful combination. }

It is not always sufficiently realized that the Fraternity
was essentially a secret association, which had every reason
for withdrawing its existence and its regulations as much as
possible from public notice. Even after they attained a fully
authorized position as livery companies, the trade fraternities
were extremely jealous of the secrecy of their proceedings.
Of the wunchartered fraternities we should have known
practically nothing if it had not been for the chance pre-
servation of the fragmentary results of a Government inquiry
provoked by their revolutionary activity, and though the
returns then made give a most valuable picture of the
formal aspect of the fraternities, they show us nothing of

* Riley, Memorials, p. 277.

t Calendar of Letter Book, G, p. 188.
¥ Riley, Memorials, p, 232.
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the constructive or destructive part those organizations were
playing in the social and political development of the
time. Yet there can be no manner of doubt that society
in the 14th and 15th centuries was literally honeycombed
with fraternities in every direction. Kings and princes, barons
and knights, cathedral canons, rectors of churches, curates,
parish clerks, lawyers, wealthy merchants, comfortable shop-
keepers, poor journeymen, peasants, and football players were
bound together for the pursuit of their special class interests
under similar social and religious forms and sanctions. That
of this great mass of social activity we should know so little
is simply due to the secretive nature of the facts. When,
therefore, at the beginning of the 14th century, the records
emerge for our study, we must not assume that they represent
an entirely new social development. The fraternity was far
from being a new thing. Nearly every feature of it was
centuries old. What was new was the almost universal pre-
valence of the institution, and the desire in some cases to keep
a regular record of it.

On the very threshold of the 14th century we meet with
one of the fullest and most interesting sets of fraternity
ordinances in existence—those of the Feste du Pui. The
form of fellowship that bore this name seems to have
originated in Puy in Auvergne, and to have spread through
France and Flanders in cities to which merchants resorted.
Its objects were convivial and musical, and its membership
tended to have an international character. The Feste du Pui
belongs to that period of London history when the city's
import and export trade was largely in the hands of
foreigners, and when many of the ruling class were of foreign
extraction, so that the mayor of Bordeaux in 1275 could
become mayor of London in 1280. And this same mayor,
Henry le Waleys, was a member and benefactor of the Fesze
du Pui, which was founded to the  honour of God, of Madame
Saint Mary and all Saints of both sexes, and to the honour of
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our Lord the King and of all the Barons of the Land, for the
safeguarding of loyal friendship and to the end that the City
of London may be renowned for all good things in all places,
and that good fellowship, peace, honour, gentleness, cheerful
mirth and kindly affection may be duly maintained.” The
special feature of the fraternity was its yearly feast, when a
prince and twelve companions were elected, and a crown was
awarded to the best song, a copy of which was to be attached
to the blazon of the new prince’s arms in the hall. The body
of the hall was to be simply decorated with leaves and rushes,
and upon the seat of the singers alone was cloth of gold to be
bestowed. The old prince accompanied by his companions
was to march through the hall singing and bearing on his
head the crown, and in his hands a gilded cup of wine, which
he was to bestow upon the new prince in sign of their choice.
No gluttony was to be tolerated at the feast. Each com-
panion was to be served with “good bread, good ale, good
wine, and then with potage, and one course of solid meat, and
after that with double roast in a dish, and cheese, and no
more.” After this simple repast the members were to mount
their horses and ride through the city, the poet laureate for
the year riding between the old prince and the new, and
having escorted the new prince to his own house, they were to
dismount and have a dance by way of hearty good-bye, after
which they were to take one drink and depart each to his own
house on foot. Ladies were excluded from the feast in order .
that the companions “might learn to honour, cherish and
commend all ladies as much in their absence as in their
presence.” *

If this were all we knew of the Feste du Pui we might
have felt some scruples at attributing to so light-hearted a
company all the more serious elements of the fraternity
organization, merely because they were known as a confrarie.
And it is a striking proof of the fixity which the conception of

* Liber Custumarum, I. 216-228.
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the fraternity had attained, that we should find every feature
of the religious and social gild represented in the ordinances of
the Feste: the yearly mass in St. Helen’s Priory, the main-
tenance of a light in St. Martin-le-Grand, the common box
with several keys, the provision for poor members, the pay-
ment of a special chaplain to sing masses for the souls of
members deceased, and finally, when funds were forthcoming,
the building of a chapel for this purpose, the Guildhall Chapel
of St. Mary.

On this side, the Feste duw Pui belonged to the same
category as the “Secret Confederation of London Rectors,”
which existed about the same time. But the ordinances drawn
up by the Rectors between 1306 and 1317 exhibit a zealous
pursuit of their professional interests which is entirely wanting
in the Feste ‘ordinances, and which gives them a very close
similarity to the ordinances of a Craft. As, however, the
Rectors’ gild was of a purely voluntary character, it is to
be compared rather with the trade fraternities in their earlier
form, than with the misteries which had become in part the
organs of public authority. Its main objects were to protect
the interests of its members as beneficed clergy against the
dishonesty or negligence of their curates (who also possessed a
gild), against the greed of apparitors, the injustice of Arch-
deacons, the encroachments of the Friars, and the evil effects of
slanderous charges and of their own internal dissensions. In
1317 the confederates numbered twenty-two. Their four
wardens (comservatores) for that year were Thomas of St.
Nicholas Cold Abbey, Nicholas of Grasschurch, John of St.
Nicholas Olave, and John of St. Martin’s Vintry ; their two
chamberlains were John of Mokewell (St. Olave, Silver Street)
and Nicholas of St. Margaret Pattens ; their treasurer, John of
St. Bartholomew the Less, and their Referendarius, John of
St. Edmund Grasschurch.*

¢ The rectors of St. John Zachary, St. Magnus’, St. Mary Somerset, St.
Bride’s, All Hallows-the-Less, St. Peter Wood Street, St. Margaret Moses’, St.

’
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Like most other fraternities they had four ordinary
meetings a year. On Thursday before Christmas they met
at St. Bartholomew-the-Less; on Thursday before Palm
Sunday at St. Olave, Silver Street; on the Thursday before
St. John’s Day at St. Margaret Pattens; and on Thursday
before Michaelmas at St. Andrew, Cornhill. Their proceedings
were strictly private. Any member who revealed their secrets
was liable to be expelled and to be held as a perjurer, since he
had broken the solemn oath administered to him on entering.
The gild had a common box, with various keys, to which each
member contributed a penny a week, and from which the
wardens assisted poor members at their discretion, but what
was left over each year was divided among the members.
There was the usual provision for attendance at the funeral
and for supplying lights, and each rector was to say thirty
masses for the deceased member. On the festival of the Saint
to which each member’s church was dedicated, all the other
members were to attend that church, unless their own festival
were on the same day, and each was to make an offering of
not less than a penny. No chaplain or parish clerk who had
left one of the members on bad terms was to be installed by
one of the others, and the oath tendered to a chaplain on
taking service bound him under conditions as strict-as those
laid upon a journeyman in a craft. In a typical case of the
year 1304, the chaplain was to have 20s. a year and whatever
legacies he could get out of the parishioners, but he was not to
keep back any of the oblations or wax-money. His hours
of attendance were carefully defined. If he happened to be
out of the parish when curfew sounded, he must hasten back
with all speed and sleep there at night. He must not stir up
strife against the rector, and must report all he saw or heard
that might turn to his rector’s disadvantage. It is in the

Michael’s Cornhill, St. Alban’s Wood Street, All Hallows’ Honey Lane,
St. George’s (Eastcheap ?), St. James’ (Garlickhithe?), St. Andrew’s Cornhill,
and St. Michael’s Queenhithe, were the ordinary members.
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dictation of these conditions to their chaplains that the rectors
approached most nearly to the position of the authorized craft.
We find them in 1309 petitioning the “ Official ” or Archdeacon
for authority to impose such conditions by oath, just as we find
the crafts asking the Mayor for authority to coerce their
journeymen. The Confederation of Rectors remained, however,
essentially a voluntary fraternity, and before we leave it, two
important features should be noticed, which are found recurring
in the ordinances of nearly all subsequent fraternities. The
members were not to go to law with each other, but to submit
all disputes to the wardens. And upon all solemn occasions
of meeting they were to be habited in a seemly dress—an
overgarment of white fur and a black undergarment—that
they might be distinguished from non-members, as the sheep
from the goats.*

The list of rectors is dated 1317, and it is in 1319 that we
find the chronicler recording that “at this time many of the
people of the trades of London were arrayed in livery and a
good time was about to begin” Probably only the rich
mercantile crafts are here referred to; since in 1312, when in
celebration of the birth of Edward III, the Mayor was richly
costumed and the Aldermen arrayed in like suits of robes, we
hear only of the Drapers, Mercers, Vintners, and Fishmongers
as being also in costume. It had long been the custom for
the wealthier citizens to wear a special costume on great
occasions. In 1236, when they rode out to meet Henry III.
and Queen Eleanor, they were clothed in “long garments
embroidered about with gold, and silk in divers colours, their
horses finely trapped, to the number of three hundred and
sixty.” In 1300, when Margaret, the child-wife of Edward I.,
was brought to London, six hundred citizens are said to have
ridden “in one livery of red and white, with the cognisances
of their misteries embroidered upon their sleeves.” {

* MS. in Cambridge University Library, gg. 432, fo. 108 ¢/ seg.
t Stow, Swruey, edit. H. Morley, p. 444. These numbers are probably
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Only the ruling class can have afforded to make this
display, and a change from a general livery to special costumes
was an outward symbol of that specialization of trade organi-
zation already referred to. That such special liveries indicated
the existence of as many fraternities there can be little doubt.
In all subsequent cases of trade wearing distinctive liveries,
the other characteristics of the fraternity-—the yearly mass, the
friendly benefits, etc.—are likewise found. Sometimes,
indeed, the word “mistery” is used so as to include the
fraternity element, but this implies that the fraternity has come
to be identified with the trade. This was the case with the
Mercers, whose records begin in 1344, though their fraternity
was, as we have seen, much older. In 1347 an assembly of
all the good people of the Mercery of London made a set of
ordinances “for the cherishing of unity and good love among
them, and for the common profit of the mistery, among which
is one to the effect that all those of the said mistery shall be
clothed of one suit once a year at the feast of Easter . . . and
that no charge be put upon the said clothing beyond the first
cost, except only for the priest and the common servant.” The
mention of the priest confirms the identity of the mistery with
that Fraternity of the Mercery which we know to have been
long in existence.

A clearer case of a fraternity absorbing a mistery is that
of the Grocers’ Company. Within a year of the Mercers’
ordinances, twenty-two pepperers of Soper Lane determined
to found a fraternity in honour of St. Antonin, and the
Grocers’ records open with an account of their procedure.

“Mem. That all the brethren of the fraternity dined the first
time together at the house of the Abbot of Bury on the 12th June,
1345, at which dinner each paid 1z pence, and the whole was
expended and 23 pence besides by the Warden. At which dinner

exaggerated, as the whole of the tax-paying householders at this time numbered
less than a thousand.

* London and Middlesex Arck. Trans., IV. p. 119.
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we had a surcoat to be of one livery, for which each paid his
proportion. The same day after dinner ended, it was decreed by
common consent to take and hire a priest at the Nativity of St. John
next, to come to chant and pray for the members of the said
company and for all Christians, and to maintain the said priest each
one of the fraternity consented to give a penny a week, which
amounts to 45. 44. to pay now for the year.

“Mem. The priest commenced to sing July 3rd, and to receive
each week 154. It was agreed that none should be of the fraternity
if he were not of good condition and of their mistery, that is to say
a pepperer of Soper Lane, or a canvasser of the Ropery, or a spicer
of Cheap, or other man of their mistery wherever he might dwell.” *

A new member was to pay at least 13s. 44., and with
loyal heart, in token of his obedience, to greet all those who
were already members with a kiss.

As might be anticipated from this opening the first
ordinances are entirely those of a fraternity. There is not
a single article, except perhaps that relating to the entrance
fees of apprentices, to which a parallel cannot be found in
the ordinances of fraternities that had no connection with
trade ; although in the provision for the relief of poor
members special mention {s made (as also in the Mercers’
ordinances) of those who have become bankrupt, “by hazard
of the sea or by hazard of dear merchandise.” The cost of
the annual dinner was to be 2s. 64. per head (in the Mercers’
case it was 2s.), and after dinner the retiring wardens signified
their choice of successors in the manner of the Feste du Pui,
by placing garlands on their heads. The members were
exhorted to remember the fraternity in their wills, and in
1350 William de Grantham bequeathed £5 in maintenance
and aid of the fraternity on condition that they kept his
obit. Previous to this, in 1346, Lawrence de Halywell gave
them a chalice with pater of silver weighing 12 ozs.,, and a
vestment, amice, alb, stole, and chasuble, together with the

* Kingdon, Facsimile and Transcript of Grocers' Records, 1. p. 8.
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corporal and a small missal, on condition of their placing
his father on their register to have his soul in the prayers
of those who shall be maintained or assisted by the fraternity.

At first the fraternity was recognized as a distinctly private
association within the mistery. In 1348 it was found that some
members of the mistery who did not belong to the fraternity
had been receiving its livery, and this was forbidden for the
future.* But as the fraternity increased in numbers its
membership came to be identified with that of the mistery
of Grocers. In 1373 the members numbered 124. In 1376
new ordinances, “ for enhancing the honour of God and of
Holy Church and increasing works of charity,” were issued
in the name of the Grocers of London, and the members
were called the “companions of the mistery.”f In 1386
it was ordained by the masters and companions that every
man who keeps a shop of spicery shall be under the govern-"“
ment of the masters, whether he wear the livery or not.}
But by this time the power of the Grocers extended far beyond
the limits of their own trade. In 1376 and 1377 they elected
six members to the Common Council. In 1384 nine aldermen
out of the twenty-six were Grocers. Nicholas Brembre, who
ruled the city with despotic power from 1384 to 1386, being
at the same time one of the king’s chief advisers and financiers,
was a Grocer. Yet at this time, and for long after, the Grocers
possessed no charter from the king, nor had their power been
called into existence by civic authority. It had arisen out of
the expansion of a voluntary association, the Fraternity of
St. Anthony.

The same is true of the Skinners. They had, it is true,
acquired a royal charter in 1327, and had both before and
after that date regulated their trade as a mistery by the
grant of ordinances from the city. But when these powers
and privileges come to be consolidated by incorporation in

* Kingdon, Facsimile and Transcript of Grocers' Records, p. 17.
t Zéid., p. 18. 1 2bid., p. 66.
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1393, the social personality round which they are centred is
the fraternity or gild in honour of Corpus Christi; whose
procession, says Stow, passed once a year “through the
principal streets of the city, wherein was borne more than
one hundred torches of wax, costly garnished, burning light,
and above two hundred clerks and priests, in surplices and
copes, singing. After the which were the sheriffs’ servants,
the clerks of the Compters, chaplains for the sheriffs, the
mayor’s serjeants, the council of the city, the mayor and
aldermen in scarlet, and then the Skinners in their best
liveries.” Stow likewise tells us that the Skinners’ fraternity
was formed out of two brotherhoods of Corpus Christi, one
at St. Mary Spital and the other at St. Mary Bethlem ;* and
possibly these may have represented the two localities in which
the Skinners were chiefly found, ze. the region of St. Mary
Axe, which was once called St. Mary Pellipers after them,
and the neighbourhood of Wallbrook and Budge Row.

There were several fraternities specially connected with
the Drapers in the 14th century. It seems likely that the
drapers’ craft grew out of that of the “bureller,” or cloth-
worker. In 1345 a certain John de Aylesham made a
bequest to the Fraternity of Burellers of Candlewick Street,
along with a similar bequest to the Fraternity of Tailors.t
In 1356 two burellers made bequests to the Fraternity of
the Blessed Virgin Mary of St. Mary Abchurch, and as that
church was in Candlewick Street, this would appear to have
been the Burellers’ gildt From about this time onwards
we hear no more of the burellers’ craft, but in 1361 a draper
mentions the Fraternity of Candlewick Street in his will§
There was also a fraternity of drapers in St. Mary Bow, to
which the famous John of Northampton made a bequest in
1397.] But the gild out of which the Drapers’ Company

* Stow, Survey, edit, H. Morley, p. 232.
+ Sharpe, Calendar of Wills, 1. 483. 3 2bid., 1. 693.
§ Jbid., 11. 30. | 2bid., 1. 333.
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grew was that founded in the Hospital of Our Lady of
Bethlehem, in 1361, by the Drapers of Cornhill and other
good men and women, for the amendment of their lives, in
honour of St. Mary of Bethlehem: “in which most holy
place,” says the preamble to their ordinances, “our Lord
Jesus Christ was born for the salvation of all his people,
and the star appeared to the shepherds, and gave and shewed
light to the three Kings of Cologne, who offered in the said
place of Bethlehem their gifts, to wit, gold and myrrh and
incense.” *

Other_fraternities which are known to have existed in
definite connection with" crafts in the 14th century, are that of
the Glovers, dedicated - to the Assumptxon of Our_Lady,-in
Newchurehhaw (13 3: 54) that of the Cordwainers,-to-which_a
bequestwas made in 1354,} and which is referred to in 1372

as that of St-Mary in-the church of-the Carmelites § that-of
the Brewers, in All Hallows’, London Wall.(1361) ;] that of
the Cutlers in the Charterhouse (1372) ; 1 that of the Painters,
dedicated to St. Luke in St. Giles’, Cripplegate ; ** that of the
Pouchmakers (1380) ;11 that of the Whittawyers or Curriers
in the Carmelites ; the Fraternity of the Barbers,{{ and that of
the Weavers.§§ To these, on rather less direct evidence, may
be added the Girdlers’ fraternity of St. Lawrence, in St.
Lawrence Jewry (1332) ;]| the Salters’ fraternity of Corpus
Christi, in All Hallows’, Bread Street (1349) ; Y7 the Black-
smiths’ fraternity of St. Eloy,*** and the Pewterers’ fraternity.ttt
With the half-dozen already fully dealt with, this accounts for

* Gild Certificate in the Public Record Office.

t+ Lond, and Midd. Arck. Soc. Trans., IV. p. 28.

1 Sharpe, Calendar of Wills, 1. 689. § Joid., 11. 153.

il Z6dd., 11, 26. 9 Gild Certificates of 1389, 215.

** Add. MS. in British Museum.

tt Sharpe, Calendar of Wills, 11. 223 3 and Certificale, 463.

1t S. Young, Barber-Surgeons.

§§ Facsimile of Weavers’ Ancient Book.

W Calendar of Wilts, 1. 383. 09 2id., 1. s47.

*** Lond. and Midd. Arck. Soc. Trans., IV.

tt+ C. Welch, History of Pewterers, vol. 1.
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more than half of the trades which are known to have been
recognized as crafts or misteries by the grant of charters or
ordinances, and there is the strongest presumption that most
of the other crafts had similar fraternity organizations.

It was not merely a matter of sentiment, nor even of the
satisfaction of the social instinct, though both these motives
were strong. There were sound practical reasons of policy for
forming a fraternity. The right of pursuing economic ends by
voluntary association was not recognized in the medizval
city. Association always needed a sanction, and the less an
association of craftsmen could rely on the tacit sanction of the
civic authorities, the more it needed the shelter and the sanc-
tion of the Church, which was rarely refused in some form or
other, even to bodies of rebellious journeymen. We have
already had a case of a craftsman being indicted in a spiritual
court for breach of sworn agreement with his fellows; and the
jealousy with which the State regarded the fraternities is to
some extent explained when we find that fraternities were in
the habit of registering their ordinances in the court of the
Commissary of London, in order to secure their enforcement
by the spiritual arm. The Glovers’ ordinances of 1354 were
registered in this way. Those who broke the rules or got
behind with their quarterage were to be summoned before the
Official (Z.e. a spiritual court), and the fines imposed were to be
divided between the old work of St. Paul’s and the fraternity,
just as the Tailors in 1371 proposed to divide their fines with
the city. Even the Water-bearers of London, the poorest
class of labourers, had the ordinances of their fraternity con-
firmed before the Commissary in Austin Friars in 1496, and
the observance of them enforced by penalties varying from
two pounds of wax to “the great curse.” *

The Janus-like appearance of the gild, as a craft on one
side and as a fraternity on the other, and the difficulty we find
in clearly separating these aspects, were not the result of a mere

* Lond. and Midd, Arch, Soc. Trans., IV. 54.
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confusion in the medieval mind. It was a more or less con-
scious device for securing liberty of action. It was the conse-
quence of that division of authority between Church and
State without which the principle of free voluntary association
would never have grown strong enough to assert its own
rights against either.



CLIANRIVETRERTEX
THE PARISH FRATERNITIES

HEN Chaucer in the Prologue to his Canterbury Tales
speaks of

¢ An Haberdasher and a Carpenter
A Webbe, a Deyer, and a Tapiser,”
as being all

¢ Clothed in oo liveree
Of a solempne and greet fraternitee,”

he has sometimes been supposed to have drawn his burgesses
from a smaller place than London, where several trades were
associated in one gild. But Chaucer was a Londoner born
and bred, and the picture he draws of the five craftsmen and
their ladies could hardly have been realized outside the
capital.
““Well seemed ech of them a fair burgeys,

To sitten in a yeldhall on a deys.

Everich for the wisdom that he can

Was shaply for to ben an alderman.

For catel hadde they y-nogh and rente,

And eek hir wives wolde it wel assente ;

And elles certein were they to blame.

It is ful fair to been yclept ma dame’

And goon to vigilyes al bifore,

And have a mantel royalliche y-bore,”

And, as a matter of fact, the liveried fraternities of London
in Chaucer’s day were not by any means all craft-gilds. The

poet’s five craftsmén may very well have been brethren of one
4 110
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of the local or parish fraternities which began to be founded
before the middle of the 14th century, and which were
established in half the churches of London at the time the
Canterbury Tales were being written.

The fraternity has been aptly described as a co-operative
chantry, and the description applies, as we have already seen,
to the craft-gilds, though it does not express their permanent
essence. It applies still more exactly to the parish fraternities,
which had their origin in chantries, and were so intimately
associated with them that they shared their fate at the Refor-
mation. The part occupied by the chantries, co-operative or
otherwise, in the religious life of the Middle Ages was greater
than can be easily realized. The majority of the persons
ordained, says Bishop Stubbs, speaking of the later Middle
Ages, “ had neither cure of souls nor duty of preaching; their
spiritual work was simply to say masses for the dead.”* Nor
was this less true of an earlier time. Chantries had no doubt
multiplied as wealth increased, and the spirit of association
enabled all classes to share in their foundation, but the
development of parochial life had at the same time been
gradually displacing what had previously been the chaplaincies
and chantries of great magnates. That many of the parish
churches in London had an origin of this kind is clear from
the survival of such names as St. Benet Fink, St. Mary
Woolnoth, St. Margaret Moses, St. Mary Mounthaunt, St.
Benet Sherehog, and St. Martin Orgar.t

Some of the facts recorded about the last-named of these
churches indicate the importance of the chantry element in
the “manorial parish.” Towards the end of the reign of
Henry II. John Bucuinte and Dionysia his wife brought a
suit against the Canons of St. Paul’s before the King’s Justice
for the possession of the churches of St. Martin of Candlewick
Street and St. Botolph, Billingsgate, which they claimed as an

* Stubbs, Constitutional History, 111.4386,
+ Bateson, Medieval England, p. 46.
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inheritance from Orgar, who has given his name to St. Martin’s
Church. The Canons produced a charter which showed that
they held the churches by the gift of Orgar and his sons, and
of Christina the mother of Dionysia ; and John Bucuinte and
his wife thereupon renounced their claim on condition that the
anniversary services for Orgar’s soul were faithfully observed,
and that their own names were added to the list of those for
whom such masses were sung.*

The extension and rebuilding of churches which were con-
stantly going on throughout the 14th and 15th centuries in
London as elsewhere were largely supported by the foundation
of chantries. The feudal magnates who had held the churches
in early days were replaced by wealthy drapers, fishmongers,
vintners, and mercers, who not only acquired their great houses
but adopted their social traditions, and who sought to found
a family in a spiritual sense by making permanent provision
for themselves, their ancestors, and their posterity. Within a
stone’s cast of St. Martin Orgar on either side lay the churches
of St. Lawrence Poultney and St. Michael, Crooked Lane.
The first of these derived its name from Sir John Poultney,
Draper and Mayor of London, who died in 1348. Sir John
dwelt in the great mansion of Cold Harbour, which came into
his hands from those of the Bigods and passed afterwards into
those of the Bohuns, a house in which princes were lodged and
kings feasted, and by his will he left to the Bishop of London
“his finest ring with a red stone called a ruby,” and to the
Earl of Huntingdon “a beautiful ring with two stones called
diamonds,” on condition that they would see after the
establishment of chantries in St. Paul’s, which the Mayor,
Recorder, Sheriffs, Common Pleader, and their servants were
to be rewarded for attending, and the endowment of St.
Lawrence as a collegiate church with a master and seven
chaplains to sing masses for the dead.t

* Ninth Report of Hist. MSS, Com., Pt. L. p. 16
t Sharpe, Calendar of Wills, 1. 609.
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In the same way St. Michael’s, Crooked Lane, was rebuilt
by John Lovekyn, Stockfishmonger, and four times Mayor,
who was buried there in the choir under a fair tomb with the
images of him and his wife in alabaster, was increased with a
new choir and side chapels by Sir William Walworth, Stock-
fishmonger and Mayor, sometime servant to John Lovekyn,
and finally, was endowed as a college for a master and nine
chaplains by Sir William, who was buried there in 1385.%

The College with which Richard Whittington endowed
St. Michael Paternoster Royal, where he was “three times
buried,” and which has given its name to College Hill, included
along with its Master and chaplains an alms-house for twelve
poor men and women under the rule of a tutor, who every day
when they rose from their beds were to kneel upon their
knees and say a Paternoster and an Ave with special and
hearty recommendation of Whittington and his wife to God
and Our Blessed Maiden Mary, and at other times of the day
when they might best have leisure thrice seven Aves fifteen
Paternosters and three Credos. But if prevented by feeble-
ness from carrying out this duty, they were to come together
once in the day at least about Whittington’s tomb, “and they
that can shall say the Psalm De Profundis and they that can
shall say three Psalms, three Aves and one Credo. And after
this done the Tutor or eldest of them shall say openly in
English, ‘God have mercy on our Founders’ souls and on
all Christians” And they that stand about shall answer and
say, ‘Amen.” {

Instances might be multiplied at any length to show how
the great merchants of London bequeathed their wealth in
the spirit of the feudal magnate with a view to securing the
spiritual welfare and permanent commemoration of their
families, The amount bestowed with a direct regard for the -
good of a wider community remained even down to the eve
of the Reformation inconsiderable as compared with the

* Stow, Survey, p. 223. t Strype, Stow, III. 4.
1
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constant stream of bequests great and small for the benefit
of the souls of testators and of their immediate kin. But the
student of medizeval wills finds a more liberal spirit gradually
spreading abroad in the course of the 14th century. In part it
is stimulated by a self-regarding motive. The testator wishes
to have a permanent guarantee that the spiritual benefits he
is paying for will not be withheld through the slackness of his
beneficiaries.

Thus John de Holegh, Hosier, whose many bequests in
1351 were mostly made with a view to his own spiritual
welfare, desired that his testament might remain in the custody
of four honest parishioners of St. Mary Bow, and that a copy
of it might be written in a missal which was to be used at the
high altar in that church, for the purchase of which he left £3.
He left also £3 for an image of the Virgin to be placed in the
choir with a crown on her head and with a copy of his will on
a tablet at her feet.*

Soon after the accession of Edward III, and just at the
time that the majority of the crafts were attaining recognition,
the work of extending the parish churches and of enriching
their services began to be undertaken in a much worthier way
than by the gifts of the dead. The leading parishioners
united in an effort to meet the spiritual needs of the parish,
and invited their poorer neighbours to co-operate with them
by giving small regular contributions.

“ In the tenth year before the great Pestilence,” says one of the
gild certificates of 1389, © Geoffrey Wynchecombe and Roger Compis,
parishioners of the church of Our Lady of Colechurch in London,
seeing that the said church was too small and narrow to receive
the parishioners, of their great goodness and for the easement of
the people added a chapel to the honour of . . . St. Katherine to
the said church, and afterwards the said Geoffrey and others com-
menced of their great devotion a company or fraternity of the people
of the same parish to furnish and sustain five candles to burn in the

* Sharpe, Calendar of Wills, 1. 656.
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said chapel in honour of God, Qur Lady, . . . St. Katherine and all
the saints of paradise, and to find a chaplain to sing in the said
chapel for our Lord the King, our Lady the Queen, their progenitors
and their posterity, and for all those living or dead who are were or
shall be of the said company.” *

“In the 17th year of King Edward the third,” says another
certificate, *“ Ralph Capeleyn, Bailiff, William Double, Fishmonger,
Roger Clonyll, Chandler, Henry Boseworth, Vintner, Stephen Lucas,
Stockfishmonger and others of the better sort of the parish of St.
Magnus near London Bridge . . . commenced and caused to be
sung an anthem of Our Lady called Salve Regina at every Vesper
and ordained candles to burn at the time of the said anthem in
honour and reverence of the five principal joys of Our Lady, and
to excite the people to devotion. . . . Whereupon several other
good people of the same parish seeing the great seemliness of this
service and devotion proffered to be aiders and partners in sustaining
the lights and the anthem, by paying each person every week a
halfpenny and soon after with the people gave to the light and
anthem they commenced to find a chaplain to sing in the said
church for all the benefactors of the light and anthem.”

There had likewise been a fraternity, the certificate proceeds
to say, of St. Thomas the Martyr in the chapel on the bridge,
whose members belonged to St. Magnus parish, but in view
of the fact that the parish church was old and ruinous, besides
being too small, the two fraternities determined to become one,
to have the anthem of St. Thomas after the Salve Regina, and
to devote their united resources to enlarging of St. Magnus’
Church. “So that they have no chattels at present but are in
debt £20 13s. 44. on the above account.”

The Fraternity of St. Giles, which was one of half a dozen
fraternities founded in the church of St. Giles’, Cripplegate,

* It will save further references to state that the materials for the rest of this
chapter are derived from the Gild Certificates of 1389 in the Public Record
Office. In many cases recourse has been had to the originals, but full use has
also been made of the transcript and translation which is to be found in the
Guildhall MS. No. 142; and of Miss Toulmin Smith’s Znuglisk Gilds, which
contains three sets of ordinances.
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had its origin in the building of a chapel as an enlargement of
the church in 1333, by Guy Clerk, citizen of London. In this
chapel of St. Giles’ the members of the fraternity maintained
thirty-one lights (afterwards forty-three) by the weekly payment
of a farthing apiece. In all these cases the regular contribu-
tions were supplemented by gifts and bequests. Each of the
four founders of the Salve Regina at St. Magnus’ remembered
the fraternity in his will, and thus laid the foundation of a
considerable endowment. Such bequests were, however, usually
burdened with the obligation of saying masses for the donor’s
soul. The Fraternity of St. Mary in All Hallows, London Wall,
founded in 1342, had for its principal benefactor a certain
John de Enfield, blader, a parishioner of St. Owen’s, Newgate,
who in 1361 left the gild some property in Smithfield on
condition of their establishing a chantry in St. Owen’s; and
if this condition were not performed, two residentiary canons
of St. Paul’s were authorized to admonish the gild once, twice
and thrice, and then to take possession of the land for the
same purpose. The fraternity, by way of showing their zeal,
made the parson of St. Owen’s an ex-officio brother of their
gild.

Regarded merely as a co-operative chantry for souls, the
fraternity marks a great advance in social development.
Voluntary co-operation for such a purpose is a sign of the
displacement of the tie of kinship by the tie of neighbour-
hood. Something of the same kind had happened in the
ancient city state. The religious bond which originally united
only those of the same kin, was widened as the city expanded
and outgrew this narrow ancestral worship, by the formation
of artificial tribes within which room could be found for all
free sharers in the civic life. The substitution of the parish
gild for the family chantry served the same end, but a still
more beautiful example of this transition is furnished by the
foundation of the Fraternity of all Christian souls in the chapel
of the charnel of St. Paul's churchyard. This chapel had been
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originally endowed by one or more of the great families of the
city for the performance of their chantries, but as, in the
chances and changes of time, the families had died out or had
left the city, the chapel had fallen into decay, its windows were
broken, its very altars full of rubbish and ordure, so that
masses could no longer be sung there. This sad spectacle
met the gaze of all those who came to worship in the cathedral,
and the Archbishop of Canterbury when preaching there seized
on the opportunity to stir up the Christian zeal of his hearers.
He offered a full pardon to all who would share in the work
of repairing the chapel, and of furnishing it with the means of .
renewing its services. The members of the new brotherhood,
who contributed 34. a quarter for this object, would at
the same time be providing for the due performance of their
own obsequies and making a contingent provision for old age
or poverty. But the lesson of the decayed chantries was not
to be lost. Once a year they were to realize for themselves
and to bring home to others the need for the devout fellowship
of all Christian souls. On All Souls’ Day they were to
assemble at Holy Trinity Priory and go in solemn procession
to St. Paul’s, “ with modest steps offering secret orisons as they
passed with a cordial countenance.”

On the chantry side most of the parish fraternities followed
the same course of development, though some had more means
todispose of than others. They began by offering lights, some-
times only a single light, but more often five or even seven, on
their high feast, and two on other feasts to burn on the altar
of their patron saint; but their ambition was always to pay
for a chaplain as soon as they could afford it. In one case,
the Fraternity of St. Katherine in St. Sepulchre, the provision
of a chaplain for daily service by “the poor people of the
parish” seems to have been the sole object. The brethren
met four times a year to collect the priest’s salary, and all
contributed equally. They imposed no oaths, wore no livery,
possessed no chattels,
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The attendance at mass on the feast day of their saint,
and the offering of a penny, a halfpenny, or a farthing,
seems to have been universal. At a member’s funeral,
tapers were provided, generally five, and four torches. If
the member died outside the city within ten miles the body
was met and carried in. All members must attend in
livery at the dirge on the day before and at the mass on
the day of the funeral on pain of a fine, generally a pound
of wax. Thirty masses, and in some cases as many as three
trentals, were commonly paid for out of the common box for
the soul of the deceased member.

Apart from these observances, which were common to
nearly all fraternities, the proportion which religious objects
bore to social or charitable objects varied considerably. Some-
times a religious note is sounded in the preamble to the
ordinances. Thus the brotherhood of the Holy Cross in St.
Lawrence Jewry commence their return with the following
pious invocation :—

¢ In the name of the Holy and Undivided Trinity, the Father, the
Son and the Holy Spirit, Amen. On the Saturday in the Feast of
the Exaltation of the Holy Cross in the year of our Lord 1370 the
Brethren and Sisters in Christ whose names are written in a certain
paper (and may they be written in the Book of Life), by the inspira-
tion of the Holy Spirit by unanimous assent agreed and out of
devotion and reverence and honour to Our Lord Jesus Christ
crucified, and to his Holy Cross on which our same Lord Jesus
Christ was exalted for sinners, nailed by the hands and feet, his side
pierced with a lance, his bleeding body fed with gall, his thirst
assuaged with vinegar, commending his spirit to the Father and so
dying, resolved upon the article written within,”

And one or two at least of the fraternities cherished ideals
of a missionary order. The Gild of Holy Trinity at St.
Botolph, Aldersgate, which began by supplying thirteen tapers
at Easter, went on four years later to establish a chaplain
to celebrate daily at daybreak for the benefit of workmen,
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and the Fraternity of Our Lady in St. Dunstan’s in Tower
Street undertook to provide a similar early mass for the
benefit of the common people. Several fraternities state the
amendment of their members’ lives to be one of their main
objects.

In the majority of cases, however, what may be called the
social and benevolent activities of the gilds receive as much
emphasis as their moral and religious aims. The Gild of Holy
Trinity of Coleman Street puts them first. “This brotherhood
was begun in London of good men of Coleman Street in
nourishing of love and of charity amongst them and in help
to him that falleth in poverty . . . through the hand of God,
and also in other deeds of charity.” The men of Coleman
Street were in humble circumstances. Their quarterly sub-
scription was only 14., and they could only offer 61d. a week
to sick or unfortunate members. As a rule, when the quarter-
age was 34, the fraternity offered 144. a week, which is
equivalent to an offer by a modern Friendly Society of 14s.
a week “sick-pay,” in addition to a funeral benefit, for a
payment of 34. a week. To a non-expert this seems a
generous offer, especially as the conditions are often some-
what loosely stated. The Fraternity of St. Stephen in St.
Sepulchre’s Church ordains that “if any brother or sister fall
into poverty by way of robbery or accident of fire or by any
other misfortune, not through his own fault, and he have not
wherewith to live or help himself he shall every week have
fourteen pence.” And if any member is imprisoned un-
justly, he or she is to have the same and to be visited
weekly by one of the masters. Generally, however, a member
must have paid his subscription seven years before he became
eligible for relief. This was the case in the Fraternity of St.
Mary at All Hallows, London Wall, and in the Fraternity of
St. Augustine in St. Augustine’s, Paul's Gate, though in the
ordinances of the latter the rule is softened by the addition,
“and if any of the company fall into poverty within the seven
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years we will help him to the best of our power by a contribu-
tion from our private purses.” The financial responsibility of
the fraternity was, of course, lessened by the fact that the
“sick benefits” were not supposed to be paid to all sick or
aged members, but only to those who actually needed it.
Nevertheless, it may be doubted whether the common box
can always have been equal to the demands made upon it.
The prosperous fraternity of St. Giles in St. Giles’ stated, when
making its return in 1389, that 1034. a week was paid to poor
members as long as the common box had the means of doing
so, but that for the moment there was only 1544. in the box.

Other assistance of various kinds was offered by different
fraternities to their members. St. Katherine’s fraternity in
St. Botolph’s, Aldersgate, made loans to those in need of
small advances. The Gild of St. Fabian and St. Sebastian in
the same church assisted its young members to find work.
The Fraternity of St. Mary in All Hallows’, London Wall,
offered to give legal or charitable assistance to any member
whose son or daughter had been unjustly treated by the
master to whom he or she had been apprenticed. But the
most universal and perhaps the most valuable of all the social
services rendered by the fraternity to its members, lay in the
settlement of disputes between them without recourse to the
law.

“If any of the brethren,” runs the ordinance of the Gild of the
Assumption in the Church of the Friars Preachers, “be at discord,
which God forbid, then the plaintiff shall make the plaint to the
masters of the Brotherhood, and if the masters cannot agree the
plaintiff should go to two or four of their other brethren, and if all
these cannot make them agree then it shall be well and lawful for
him to go to Common Law, and if the plaintiff act contrary to this
ordinance he shall pay to the box for his trespass two shillings.”

Such being the advantages offered, it remains to consider
briefly the conditions of membership of the fraternity, its inner
life and its methods of self-government. Towards the end of
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the 14th century any citizen wishing to join such a society
would have found one, if not in his own, at any rate in the
next parish, and though most of the gilds were founded in
connection with a parish church, they were not confined to the
residents in the parish. But the entrance fee might prove
prohibitive, although it was never as high in the parish
fraternities as the fee of 20s. demanded by the Mercers or
Drapers. The Gild of St. Katherine in St. Mary Colechurch
levied 13s. 44., that of St. Fabian and St. Sebastian and that
of St. James Garlickhithe 6s. 84., on their new members. The
Gild of St. Magnus left the member to pay according to his
means. “Some give five marks, some forty shillings, some
twenty, some nothing.” In many cases no entrance fee is
referred to, but the assent of all the members was generally
required, and sometimes inquiry was made as to the candi-
date’s character before admission. On being accepted he
took an oath to obey the rules, and was saluted by each
member with a fraternal kiss.

The first obligation of membership, apart from the attend-
ance at funerals, was the observance of the annual feast of
the patron saint. The members attended mass together and
made an offering, after which they had a dinner or a drinking,
or a revel. Those who failed to attend must equally share in
the common expense. At this feast were elected the officers
for the ensuing year, “ four men of the best and most discreet

of their fellowship . . . who for the year following shall have
power and custody over all goods and chattels belonging to
the fraternity . . . and give a reasonable account of all the

profits, gains, mises and expenses thereof” In the Fraternity
of St. Mary at All Hallows’, London Wall, four under-masters
were also chosen to assist the four principal masters and to
be jointly responsible with them. At the yearly feast of St.
Katherine’s gild in St. Mary Colechurch, the ordinances were
expressly rehearsed and read in the English language “so as
to have them in better memory,” and they were then openly
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discussed by the members so that any of them might be
amended, if necessary, by common consent.

In the majority of fraternities a livery appears to have
been worn at the annual feast, at funerals, and on other
solemn or great occasions. The livery was generally made
under the direction of the wardens and paid for by the
members at cost price. If complete it consisted of both hood
and gown, but sometimes the hood was allowed to suffice.
Members were generally forbidden to sell or give away their
livery within two years. Besides the annual feast there were
usually four quarterly meetings for the payment of contri-
butions and the transaction of other business. The Gild of
St. Stephen in St. Sepulchre had a summoner who called the
brethren to meetings, and who received 6d. from the common
box for every day spent on going his rounds. In all
cases a member might be expelled for bad conduct. The
ordinance of St. Stephen’s gild expresses the common usage.

¢ If any one of them be a common brawler or given to quarrel or
be a vagabond or night-wanderer or use dice or brothels or be guilty of
any crime whereby the brethren or sisters may incur scandal . . . he
shall be admonished once, twice or thrice, and if he be delinquent
the fourth time he shall be wholly expelled from the brotherhood.”

As to the property of the fraternities, most of them must
have possessed a stock of wax, levied on the members as fines,
to be made into tapers, and the four torches used at funerals.
Many owned a mass-book, vestment, and chalice for the use of
their chaplain. The Fraternity of Salve Regina in St. Magnus’
had two chalices, one principal vestment and two others, a
white and a blue, besides napkins, towels, and altar furniture.
The missal, vestment, and chalice of St. Katherine’s fraternity
in St. Botolph’s were valued at 10 marks. The common box,
which was a universal feature of the fraternity, seems to have
had often very little in it, if the certificates are to be credited,
but the Fraternity of St. Mary in the Carmelites’ admitted to
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the possession of 100s. But the chief source of income of
the wealthier gilds lay in rents of land bequeathed to them
or purchased by means of bequests, and some device had
to be adopted to evade the laws against the alienation of land
to religious purposes. The land was generally made over to
several trustees on the understanding that they would pay
the rents to the gild. Thus the Fraternity of St. Katherine in
St. Paul’s, after declaring that it holds no property in land,
adds that two of its members have purchased tenements, “to
have to them and their heirs and assigns of the capital heads
of the fee by the services due and accustomed for ever, with
the intention to put them at mortmain for the maintenance of
a chantry priest if they can obtain license from the king.”
And the Gild of St. Fabian and St. Sebastian acknowledges
an arrangement whereby certain tenements are left in the
hands of feoffees, “ until hereafter by license of the king it may
be put at mortmain for the use of the gild, and the feoffees
when it shall please them pay the rent . . . in aid of the
maintenance of the light and for the amendment of vestments
and in other divine works.” In 1370 the Gild of Salve Regina
in St. Magnus’ paid the king £40 for a licence to hold in
mortmain messuages and rents of the yearly value of
414 7s. 64, which they professed they had deferred to enter
or receive until they got the licence, and soon afterwards the
annual value of the property was increased to £24 by further
bequests. The licensing of property in mortmain was
evidently a valuable source of income to the Crown, and one
of the motives of the inquiry into the gilds instituted in 1389
must have been the desire to force more of them to pay for
the licence, as many of them soon afterwards did.

It will be easier to appreciate the force of the more political
motives for the inquiry after a consideration of the events of
the early part of Richard’s reign to be given in the next
chapter. In the mean time the facts may be briefly stated.
In the Parliament of 1389 the Commons had petitioned
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against the wearing of livery given by lords, “and also that no
livery shall be given under colour of gild fraternity or any
other association . . . but that all shall be put down within
ten months after this Parliament. And that if any take livery
contrary to this ordinance he shall be imprisoned for a year
without redemption and besides this the said gilds and
fraternities shall lose their franchises and those gilds and
fraternities which have no franchises shall forfeit £100 to the
king.” Although the king’s assent which would have con-
verted this Bill into an Act was not granted, the threat created
much alarm amongst the members of fraternities, and the
receipt of the royal writ of inquiry made them feel they were
on their trial. Those that possessed no land, gave out no
livery and imposed no oath, made the most of the absence of
these suspected elements, and where these features could not
be denied, it was earnestly insisted that they had no political
significance. The warders of the Gild of St. Bride in St.
Bride's, Fleet Street, nervously admitted that there had been
something in the nature of a livery, but urged that it was “not
out of any wicked intention of maintaining a confederacy. . . .
They had no oaths, congregations, conventions, meetings, or
assemblies.” They had no box and no rents, nothing but
wax made into tapers, and they were 6 marks in arrears
with the salary of their chaplain. Some of their original
members were dead, others had withdrawn, and the remainder,
after they heard the news and the ordinance of the last Parlia-
ment, wholly refused to pay their quarterage, so that unless
the Government did something to reassure them, the gild’s
religious work would cease, “ perchance to the peril of many
souls.” p

It is extremely unlikely that all the parish fraternities were
as innocent of political intentions as they would have had the
Government believe. Although there is no positive proof of
their intervention in politics, it is significant that they were
spreading most rapidly precisely at the time when party



126 THE GILDS OF LONDON

feeling in the city was running highest. Besides the score
whose certificates have come down to us, another fifty are
mentioned in wills, nearly all before the close of the 14th
century ; and the period just before the rising of 1381 saw the
establishment of a great number both in London and in the
country. It is significant that, at the very moment when
the issue was being decided whether the Common Council
should be elected on a basis of localities or of trades, the local
gilds should spread rapidly over the whole city, so as for the
time to rival if not to surpass the trade gilds both in number
and in wealth.



CHAPTER X
THE RULE OF THE MISTERIES, 1376-1384%

HE first ten years of the reign of Richard II. were the
most eventful ten years in the history of London, not
excepting even the first ten years of Richard I., or

the last ten of Henry II1. Revolution was twice followed by
counter-revolution, and then, after a lengthened period of
unrest, the constitution of the city settled down in what proved
to be its final shape. But the records of this time are a
labyrinth to which there is no single clue. The struggle in
London cannot be interpreted simply as the working out of
an issue in municipal development. Intermingled with the
crisis in civic affairs, there was a still more important national
crisis. And the national crisis itself presented no simple
political issue. The ordinary landmarks of constitutional con-
flict had been for the moment swept away by a tumultuous
flood of social and economic discontent, which had long been
angrily chafing the restraining banks of custom and tradition.
And behind all lay the brooding spirit of religious reforma-
tion, which, though it had taken logical shape in the minds
of but a few, had weakened the allegiance of many, and
loosened the hold of authority upon all.

* The main authority for the whole of this chapter is Dr. Sharpe’s recently
published Calendar of Letter Book H, which, with the editor’s valuable introduc-
tion, is the most important contribution to London constitutional history since the

publication of Liber Albus, Liber Custumarum, etc. As the references are so
numerous they are indicated merely by the letter II.
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Of all these mingling elements of revolution, London was
the natural focus. It was at London, in St. Paul’s or at
Lambeth, that Wycliffe and his accusers were brought face
to face, each backed by a noisy mob of citizens, most of whom
knew little and cared less about the real questions at stake.
It was in London, or close outside its walls if the citizens shut
their gates in time, that the factious nobility—in whose eyes
national politics wore the aspect of a family feud—menaced
each other with rival armies of retainers, and sought to over-
bear the deliberations of Parliament. And it was towards
London that the revolted peasants from north and south
directed their march, when they had determined to square
accounts with the lawyers and to make trial of the good will
of the boy-king.

But though the stage is full of notable actions, that draw
away our eyes as they must have drawn the eyes and the
thoughts of contemporaries, our concern is. with the gilds.
And London by this time was full of gilds of the most
diverse kinds; different in origin, in interest, in wealth, in
social status, but all resting on the similar basis of a fraternity
organization. In the mé/é of class and party interests that
ensued, the fraternity was a weapon common to all. It was a
pike to those who fought on foot. But it was a lance to those
who were mounted and wore the armour of privilege. We
have already seen something of the special powers with which
the stronger class interests had armed themselves for the
struggle. The Fishmongers had their Halimot, which placed
them for some purposes outside the ordinary jurisdiction of
the city, and thus gave them a powerful leverage by means
of which they had at times effectively controlled the constitu-
tion. The greater crafts secured a similar leverage by acquir-
ing royal charters. The lesser crafts used the powers of
regulation granted them by the city to exclude competition
and restrict their numbers. There is reason to think that
some of the victualling crafts which were not entrusted with
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powers of self-regulation, exercised a special influence on
some of the parish fraternities. Only the poor journeyman
or small master was reduced to dependence on the single
resource afforded by voluntary association with his mates,
and even this was declared in his case to be illegal
combination.

The impending conflict was not a simple two-sided one.
There were wheels within wheels; secret compacts between
anlikely allies. It will be well, therefore, to glance for a
mement at the various elements of antagonism which we
know to have existed, out of which, by a chemical process not
always traceable, the explosive mixture must have been
compounded.

In the first place, there was the cleavage between the
governing oligarchy and the general mass of the citizens.
The charter of 1319 had provided that the aldermen should
vacate office at the end of the year, and that an entirely fresh
set should be elected. But this rule must have been ignored
almost from the first, and the aldermen were still holding
office for life in 1376. And as the Common Council was only
called when the aldermen thought fit, and was elected by the
wards under the presidency of the aldermen, it furnished no
adequate representation of the will of the citizens.

In the next place, there was the bitter rivalry between
native and foreign merchants. By this time the control of
national finance had passed almost entirely into the hands of
English merchants who were citizens of London. But in the
larger operations of the import and export trade the competi-
tion of Italians was still a serious grievance. In 1383 we
read of an Italian vessel—which had put in with a rich cargo
at Sandwich—being bribed to leave for Flanders by London
traders who had a stock, no longer fresh, of fruits of all kinds,
oil, etc., and did not want its value to be diminished.

Thirdly, there was the opposition of interest between the

importers and the exporters, between the dealers in food and
K
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heavy produce who wished to control the channels of the
city’s supply, and were specially hostile to aliens, and the
manufacturing exporters who wished to keep down the price
of food and raw material, and were, therefore, in favour of free
trade in imports.

Fourthly, there was the conflict between those who had
a large national interest in manufacture and those who had a
small local interest. The drapers wanted to make London
a depdt for all kinds of English cloth, whilst the weavers
wanted to discriminate by special trade-marks against all
cloth not made in London. The drapers were glad of the
influx of Flemish weavers, whose competition the English
weavers in London regarded with bitter hostility.

And lastly, there was the widéning breach in a number of
trades between the master craftsmen and the journeymen,
who were now excluded from the benefits of the craft
organization, and were bent on forming fraternities of their
own.

In the summer of 1376 London was strongly stirred by
the recent revelations of the Good Parliament. Three of its
aldermen had been using their power in the city, and their
influence as Government financiers, to enrich themselves by
dishonest transactions. Richard Lyons and John Peche had
been fined and imprisoned, and had only escaped severer
penalties through the protection of friends at court. Adam
de Bury had fled the country. But the scandal did not stop
here. Peche had been accused of obtaining a monopoly in
sweet wines, and had asserted in- defence that the Mayor and
fifteen aldermen were fully cognisant of his action.* More
than half the aldermanic bench, therefore, were involved in
the imputation of corruption, and the time was clearly come
for the reformers to strike their blow. Their proposal was to
destroy the monopoly of power enjoyed by the Court of
Aldermen by creating an independent Common Council,

* H, iii-v,
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elected not from the wards but from the companies, and by
compelling the aldermen to call it regularly and to act by
its advice. While this measure was being fiercely debated,
the king sent a message threatening to intervene in case of
disturbance. To prevent the suspension of the city’s liberties,
the mayor determined to act on the advice of the reformers—
of whom there were only five among the aldermen—and to
call a large Common Council on the new plan, by election of
the misteries. At the meeting of this assembly on August
1st, in which forty-one crafts were represented, the three
aldermen were discharged from their offices, the new Common
Council was made a regular part of the constitution (it was to
meet twice a quarter and its members were to elect the
Mayor and Sheriffs), and a message was sent to the king
that the constitutional crisis was now at an end. Later in the
year the reformers obtained authority from the Crown for
insisting on the annual election of aldermen, in accordance
with the articles of 1319.*

With these men the reform of the civic constitution was
only a means to an end. It will not be misleading to call them
the party of manufacturing free traders, as long as too much
credit is not given them for purity of doctrine. But it would
be a mistake to regard them as, in practice, an ultra-democratic
party. Undoubtedly they were the party of ideas, the pro-
gressive party. Many of them shared in the anti-clerical
feeling which was then beginning to take a strong root in the
trading classes, and which found political support in the power-
ful but unpopular John of Gaunt. They were the spiritual
ancestors of the Puritans and\the Whigs, democratic more
by theoretical conviction than by social sympathy. By
temperament, indeed, they were aristocrats, but they were
driven by political exigencies and by the logic of their
principles to appeal for popular support, which, as is often
the case with an earnest minority, they might secure and

* H, 35-42.
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utilize for a brief revolutionary period, but could not
permanently retain. Their class interests separated them
from the rank and file of their fellow-citizens. Their leaders
belonged to the wealthy misteries which had procured
exclusive rights by charter from the Crown, and which
jealously guarded their privileges by the exaction of large
entrance fees; so that it was possible for their opponents, as
soon as they came into power again, to pose as the really
democratic party by calling in all the special charters enjoyed
by crafts, and by lowering the financial barriers to citizenship.
The victuallers had not only more command than the
manufacturers over the ordinary sources of popularity—the
love of display and of festive self-indulgence ; they could also
appeal successfully to the lower industrial population, who bore
the employing capitalists no good will.

The leader of the party that had carried through this
revolution, John of Northampton, alderman first of Cordwainer
ward and afterwards of Dowgate, was one of the most
striking personalities in London history.

‘““He was a man,” says the monastic chronicler, who viewed his
doings with no friendly eye, “of unflinching purpose and great
astuteness, elated by his wealth, and so proud that he could neither
get on with his inferiors nor be deterred by the suggestions or
warnings of his superiors from striving to carry out his drastic ideas
to the bitter end,” *

He was a draper, and had his warehouse and dwelling
on the south side of Thames Street in the part then called
the Ropery, between the Steelyard and the church of
All Hallows the Great, most of which is now covered by
Cannon Street Station. Behind his “ Inn with broad gates”
he had a brewhouse and a dyehouse, and owned much
property in the lanes running down to the Thames, as well as
shops in other parts of the city. Later on he acquired the

* Thomas Walsingham, Hustoria, 11. 65.
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manor of Shoreditch from John, Lord Nevill, and entered into
-some of the riverside property of the fallen Richard Lyons.*
Hjs more immediate followers were John More and Richard
Nfrbury, mercers, William Essex, draper, John Willarby,
tailor, and Nicholas Twyford, goldsmith; and he had many
supporters amongst the saddlers, cordwainers, haberdashers,
and in the lesser crafts.

The reformers lost no time in getting to work. They got
a committee appointed with authority to revise the city
ordinances, especially those relating to the sale of victuals, and
the result of their labours—the Jubilee Book, probably so
called from the year of the king’s jubilee, in which it was
compiled—became an object of detestation to the victualling
trades.tf But they soon began to find power slipping from
their grasp, and to realize the truth that those who set up a
new constitution cannot always rely upon it to serve the
purposes for which they designed it. The other party had
no hesitation in appealing to the new constituencies, and had
already set about improving its own organization. The
Fraternity of St. Anthony, which had by this time drawn
within its ranks most of the great importing merchants of
dry goods, assumed its new form as the Grocers’ Company
within a month of Northampton’s revolution; and with the
Grocers were closely allied the Fishmongers, whose unique
and powerful organization had been recently sanctioned by
royal letters patent. These two bodies represented a large
part of the mercantile capital of the city, and, as events
proved, they had influence enough to secure the election of
a majority of aldermen belonging to their party. {

Political ambitions, which destined him to a tragic end,

* Calendar of Patent Rolls, 1384, 462—463, 468, 516, 524, 531, 562, 569, 573,
581 ; 1385, 18, 50, 100,
+ H, 41. :
1 The Rev. A. B. Beaven has contributed a most interesting analysis of the list
of Aldermen for those yearsto the English Historical Review for October, 1907.
4
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were soon to place the leadership of this party in the hands
of Nicholas Brembre, Grocer, but for the moment two more
cautious and fortunate politicians, William Walworth and John
Philipot, were equally prominent in it. The deed that
immortalized Walworth lay still in the future, but Philipot
was soon to win golden opinions from the London populace
by fitting out a victorious fleet against the pirates, which led
nobles to call him in derision the “King of London.”* A
still solider claim to popularity lay in their championship of
the cause of the freemen of London against the foreigner.
This outcry against the alien so often raised in times of
disturbance, united for the moment many interests which had
nothing else in common—the wealthy skinner or vintner, who
wished to prevent the Eastland or the Gascon merchant from
dealing direct with the consumer or with the country trader ;
the native weaver, eager to suppress his Flemish competitor or
to compel him to contribute to his “farm”; the shopkeeping
fishmonger or butcher, whose life was embittered by the
thought of the foreigner from Kent or Norfolk trading as
freely in London market as a citizen who was “at scot and
lot.”

The victuallers, headed by the Fishmongers, had one
supreme object of policy—to control the avenues of the food
supply. Amongst these the foremost in importance was the
Bridge, because it had a permanent depét at the other end of
it. Hence the eagerness of the London victuallers to draw
Southwark under the jurisdiction of the city. Edward III.
at the beginning of his reign had indeed made a grant
of the vill of Southwark to the city; but this was restricted
within very small limits by the existence of other jurisdictions,
foremost among them being that of the King’s Marshal
Whilst John of Northampton’s committee were compiling
the Jubilee Book with a view to ensuring free trade in food,
the other party were drawing up a petition to the Parliament

* Chron. Anglie, p. 121.
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about to assemble asking to have the city’s control of South-
wark renewed and extended.

“ Many bakers and other victuallers and false workers at divers
trades . . . who eschew the punishments of the city, repair to the
vill of Southwark, where the city officials cannot arrest and punish
them because the Court of the Marshalsea will not suffer them to
exercise any jurisdiction there.” *

The Government were not prepared to grant this request.
Indeed, at that very moment they were considering a scheme
for extending the powers of the Marshal so as to act as a
check on the London victuallers.f It had long been made a
matter of complaint by the Commons outside London that
the Mayor, Sheriffs, and Aldermen connived at monoply and
were judges in their own cases; and the Government had
threatened to remove the jurisdiction in such matters into
the more impartial hands of the county justices or of the
Constable of the Tower. Some such measure was recom-
mended by John of Gaunt in the spring of 1377, and may
possibly have been suggested by the city reformers, who were
just beginning to feel themselves overborne by reaction. The
appearance of Wycliffe to answer his accusers, in St. Paul’s, on
February 19th, 1377, was the signal for an outburst of party
feeling in the city which had little relation to the religious
issue, but was more concerned with the price of fish. When
John of Gaunt and Earl Percy the Marshal, who was then in
alliance with him, entered the cathedral as the protectors of
Wycliffe, they had to pass through an angry crowd of orthodox
fishmongers who had just got wind of the threatened Bill; and
an unseemly scuffle was followed by a bitter altercation
between the Bishop of London and the Duke. After the
party had passed into the Lady Chapel the dispute continued,
and when the citizens outside began to hear high words
passing into threats of violence, they could no longer be

* Rolls of Parliament, II. 366. t H, s56.
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restrained from rushing in—one party to protect the Bishop
from the Duke, the other party to rescue Wycliffe from the
Bishop.*

But the news of the proposed Bill had turned the tide of
popular feeling against the reformers. And when next day
a meeting of citizens was suddenly informed that Earl Percy
had commenced the exercise of his jurisdiction by imprisoning
a citizen in his house—probably Northumberland House just
within Aldersgate—a rush was made to the rescue. Percy
was not found at home or it might have fared ill with him,
and the mob poured out of the city to the Savoy, which was
John of Gaunt’s town house. Meanwhile one of John’s
knights hastened to inform his master and Percy, who
happened to be dining in the Vintry, that unless they took
great heed that day would be their last.

* With which words the duke leapt so hastily from his oysters
that he hurt both his legs against the form. Wine was offered, but
he could not drink it for haste and so fled with his fellow Henry
Percy out at a back gate, and entering the Thames never stayed
rowing till they came to Kennington.” {

The Savoy was saved by the intervention of the Bishop, but
the Duke’s friends had to keep within doors, and the arms
of Lancaster, which one of the Duke’s city supporters had
displayed over his shop in Cheapside, were reversed by the
mob.

The elections of new aldermen, carried through a few
weeks later under stress of the civic patriotism thus generated,
gave the victuallers a competent majority, no less than eight
of the new aldermen being fishmongers; and a week after-
wards the mayor, Adam Stable, was removed by royal writ,
and Nicholas Brembre took his place.t On May 27th, 1377,
the counter-revolution was completed by the expulsion from

* Chron. Anglie, pp. 120-121 ; Trevelyan, Zngland in the Age of Wycliffe, p. 45
t Stow, Survey, p. 246. 1 I, 58, 61,
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the Common Council, which then represented fifty-one
misteries, of the five principal supporters of John of
Northampton, who were accused of betraying the secrets
of the Council.* |

Thenceforward, till after the rising of 1381, the victuallers
retained their dominance in the city,} which was closely
connected with the financial aid rendered by the great
merchants of the party to the Government of the young
king. John Philipot, John Hadley, and William Walworth,
who succeeded Brembre in the mayoralty in 1378, 1379, and
1380, were' called to a Council at Westminster in July, 1377,
and Walworth and Philipot along with two fishmonger
aldermen, Carlille and Sibille, were the city’s representatives
in Parliament in the following October. It was the same
group of merchant princes who headed a loan of 410,000
to the king, and when the Commons demanded the appoint-
ment of wardens who should be responsible for the proper
application of supplies, Richard appointed Walworth and
Philipot.f

In return for these important services Brembre’s party
procured from the king the grant of a charter, which gave
to the citizens a monopoly of retail trade by forbidding all
foreigners except the merchants of Acquitaine to traffic
among themselves. This was claimed by the citizens who
were in favour of it as the restoration of an old city custom
which had of late years been infringed by the free trade
policy of Edward III. The charter, which also declared
the citizens free from the Marshal’s jurisdiction, was pro-
claimed through the streets by order of the Mayor, and the
party in power proceeded to carry its principles into effect.

* H, 64. i

t It is true that the other party managed to elect Nicholas Twyford as one of
the Sheriffs in the autumn of 1377, but when in the following March he attempted
to protect one of his party who had been engaged in a second Wycliffe riot, he

was removed from office till he made submission to the mayor.’
1 H, xii-xiv.
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Merchant strangers were informed that they could not
continue to keep house on their own account, but must
take steps to board and lodge with some free hosteler, and
must sell their merchandise within forty days of their arrival ; *
and precept was sent to the eight- mercantile misteries of
Grocers, Mercers, Drapers, Fishmongers, Goldsmiths, Skinners,
Ironmongers, and Vintners to elect searchers who were to see
these orders carried out.t All classes of aliens soon began to
feel the effects of this change of policy. The merchants of
the German Steelyard found the liberties they had enjoyed
for many generations suddenly suspended and themselves
roughly handled, so that letters were received from the head-
quarters of the Hanseatic League in the Baltic threatening
to break off intercourse with England unless better treatment
were accorded to their merchants.}

But the great merchants and the victuallers were not alone
in their hatred of the foreigner. The English weavers had
perhaps the most solid grievance of all. They were the
oldest chartered craft in the city, and though the monopoly
conferred by their charter had long been lost, they still had to
pay their yearly farm to the king, to which the Flemings
and Brabanters whom Edward III had invited over did not
contribute. It was not to the interest of the drapers and
clothworkers of the city to allow the English weavers to
control the aliens, since the latter furnished an important
addition to the supply of labour. Whilst insisting, therefore,
that the aliens should adopt the same rules (as to night work,
etc.) as the native weavers, the authorities had permitted them
to choose bailiffs of their own. The Flemings and Brabanters
belonged to hostile races that could not agree even in exile,
but fell to blows when they met to offer themselves for hire.
Separate churchyards were therefore assigned to them, St.
Lawrence Pountney for the Flemings and St. Mary Somerset
for the Brabanters, and each race was to have its own officers.

* H, xiii, 86. + H, go. 1 H, 101.
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This arrangement was still in force when Brembre took office
as mayor.*

In the summer of 1378, when the anti-alien movement was
at its full height, the English weavers naturally thought the
auspicious moment for action had come. But they could not
hope to achieve anything with divided ranks, and they had a
large number of journeymen amongst them who, if left out of
account, could soon have learnt methods of organization
from the Flemings. They therefore started their campaign
by setting up a fraternity that would include and equally
represent both householders and journeymen, each class
having two of the four wardens assigned to it. Apart from
this unique feature, the new organization has a special interest
as illustrating the relations of the fraternity to the craft. If
its ordinances had not been registered in the Weavers’
Ancient Book we should not have had any evidence to
connect it with the craft, as the weavers are not once
mentioned. The fraternity is said to have been begun
by certain young men and women in the worship of theﬁy
Assumption of our Lady, and the ordinances are in almost,
every point identical with those of a parish gild. But it is
distinctly provided that the members are not to be bound
to a particular parish. They are to hear mass at St.
Lawrence Pountney.or at any other place ordained by the
assent of all the brotherhood, “so that they bind them’
nought to that place.” In this way they obtained the
protection of the Church with the minimum loss of inde-
pendence. But their motive in forming a religious fraternity
was to obtain, not merely protection, but sanction, z.e. coercive
authority. Each brother or sister was to swear to obey the
ordinances, and that if summoned by the wardens defore his
Ordinary or any other judge, he would appear and submit to
judgment.t

* Calendar of Letter Book, G, 16, 157, 175, 204, 214, 235, 255, 265, etc.
t Facsimile of Weavers’ Ancient Book.
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The first annual meeting of the new fraternity was to take
place in the middle of August, 1378, and at the end of July
the free weavers sent a petition to a special Committee ap-
pointed by the Common Council to hear grievances, asking
that the aliens, “ being for the most part exiled from their own
country as notorious malefactors,” should be compelled to
place themselves under the rule of free weavers, who were
to regulate the price of their labour. This request put the
dominant party in a difficulty. They could not refuse to
grant the same “protection” to the weavers which they had
been conferring on the victuallers and the wholesale merchants,
and they were willing enough to annoy the drapers who em-
ployed the aliens, but it was difficult to wipe out all the royal
privileges conferred on the Flemish weavers without some
show of law. They therefore advised the free weavers to
watch the foreigners till they found them guilty of some
default or deceit in trade, which would be a reasonable excuse
for doing what was desired.* With this threat hanging over
them the foreigners thought it best to come to terms, and in
March, 1380, they signed an agreement to join the free
weavers in an annual search and to pay their proportion of
the farm.}

Down to the autumn of 1378 the dominant party in the
city had succeeded in carrying out its policy without a check,
even where large national interests were concerned. But it
had as its opponent the most powerful man in the kingdom,
who had not exhausted all his moves in the game. In
October, 1378, John of Gaunt made an attempt to remove
the national government from the pressure exercised by the
great London merchants, who for the moment had the
populace of the city behind them., A Parliament was held
at Gloucester in which the monopoly granted to the citizens
by the charter of the previous year was withdrawn, the
privileges of the German Hanse were restored, and the

* H, 94-95. + H, 131
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management of the subsidy was taken out of the hands of
Walworth and Philipot. To the majority of city tradesmen,
however, the reversal of Brembre's policy may well have
seemed a less serious blow than the removal of Parliament
from London, and the serious loss of custom involved in the
absence of the great lords who lodged in the city when the
Houses were sitting at Westminster. If this were repeated
in subsequent years, ruin would soon stare hundreds of
London shopkeepers and victuallers in the face. Meetings
were called by the mayor to discuss the best way of prevent-
ing this calamity. It was resolved to make a large present to
the lords with a view to recovering their favour. The mayor
laid down £10, and over £330 was raised by a loan, “and
thanks be to God,” adds the record, “a good accord was
effected between the lords of the realm and the city.” The
next two Parliaments were held at Westminster.*

But this alarm had scarcely subsided before another serious
cause of dissension arose between the Londoners and the
Government. A rumour sprang up that it was intended to
solve the difficulties created by the city’s hostility to foreigners
by making another port the seat of foreign trade. It was said
that a wealthy Genoese merchant then staying in London
had offered to make Southampton the greatest port in
Western Europe, if the king would grant him the use of a
castle there as his dep6ét. The indignation of the extremists.
in the anti-alien party at this prospect passed all bounds, and
the unfortunate Italian was struck down in the open street
before his inn by the hand of an assassin named Kirkeby.
Feeling ran so high in London that it was impossible to bring
the murderer to trial there, and as the Government were
determined he should not escape, the Parliament of 1380, the
Parliament which enacted the fatal Poll-tax, was held at
Northampton. Kirkeby was convicted and executed, says
the chronicler, with all London looking on.t

* H, xv-xvi. t Walsingbam, I. 407.
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The eventful story of the four days of June, 1381, when
the rebels were in London has been admirably told by two
recent historians, and need not be repeated.* But the account
that has been given above of the relation of parties within
London during the six years that preceded the rising, should
help to explain some of the dealings of influential Londoners
with the rebels. Historians have not unnaturally been puzzled
to account for the fact that the aldermen who were afterwards
charged with having sympathetically parleyed with the peasants
and invited them within the walls, and who were in fact re-
sponsible for the gates that were opened to admit them, were
members, not of the reforming party, but of the party of
victuallers whose leader, William Walworth, afterwards aimed
the decisive stroke that put an end to the rising. Now, there
can be little doubt that Walworth himself had no wish to
admit the rebels, but there is such a thing as a man leading
a party that he is unable to control, and the presence of the
rebels offered a temptation to the extremists which they
proved unable to resist. Their party had been dominant in
the city for over four years and, as events proved, its lease of
power was running out. The early triumphs of Brembre's
mayoralty had been reversed. The hated foreigner had been
reinstated in all his privileges and the monopoly of the city
retailer withdrawn ; Parliament had been again removed, and
with it all the season’s trade, to a provincial town ; the one
man who had dared to strike a blow for their liberties had
been hanged as a criminal, and John of Gaunt, the author of
all these calamities, had still the leading influence in the
national councils. If they could use the force of popular
discontent—much of which was already directed against their
great enemy—to strike a decisive blow at the Duke, to settle
old scores with the Marshalsea, to make an end of the
foreigner, and to place their leaders in the position they were

* G. M. Trevelyan, England in the Age of Wycliffe; Oman, The Great
Revolt of 1381,
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naturally qualified to occupy of confidential advisers to the
young king, a little interval of disturbance would be a small
price to pay for so many advantages.

These considerations supply an adequate motive for the
action of Alderman John Horn in advising the peasants on
Blackheath to “come to London since we are all your friends,”
and in giving them a royal standard to march under. They
account for the scarcely concealed satisfaction with which
Alderman Walter Sibille, who was in charge of London
Bridge, looked upon the destruction of the Marshalsea, and
for his replying to the expostulations of the citizens, “ These
men of Kent are our friends and the king’s.” They explain,
too, why the cry of “ To the Savoy” should have been raised
as soon as the rebels had crossed the bridge, and why the
labourers and weavers’ journeymen should have turned to the
loot and slaughter of the aliens; but, above all, they account
for the strange anxiety manifested by a mob of peasants, most
of whom had never seen London before, to find and destroy
the Jubilee Book.*

As far as paying off old scores went, the pilot of the
extremists succeeded. But as a means of furthering their
constructive designs it was a failure. In the autumn following
the rising John of Northampton was elected mayor and re-
mained in office two years. Of the methods by which he
maintained himself in power we have a picture that is start-
lingly modern. It is drawn by no friendly hand, and forms,
indeed, part of an indictment for treason, but the treason of
that day has become the political commonplace of this, so that
with a little necessary modification the charges may be
accepted as true without greatly lowering our opinion of John
of Northampton. In the first place, he was guilty, says the
indictment, of the crime of organizing a party. ’

“When he was mayor he and his friends . . . sought to draw to

* Oman, Z%e Great Revolt, pp. 187-213 ; Trevelyan, pp, 230-8.
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themselves many men of diverse misteries and a great number of the
middle class (mediocrem populum) who were entirely ignorant of good
government, and by a system of public meetings carefully organized
beforehand, they proposed to maintain their false and evil schemes
with a strong hand, under cover of talk about the common good ;
and they were always urging the people to be in readiness to stand
by them.”

On the basis of the party thus formed he had set up a still
more modern organization—a Caucus.

“He caused at diverse times a meeting to be held at the tavern
of John Willingham in the Bowe, of one or two men from each of
twenty misteries, viz., Armourers, Girdlers, Lorimers, Pinners, Wire-
drawers, Cardmakers, Curriers, Horners, Ti