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THE ABBEY OF RURY ST. EDMUNDI IN THE FOURTEENTH CENTURY:

AN ADMINISTRATIVE STUDY

ABSTRACT

4

This study of developments at Bury St. Edmunds o

111lustrates the problems preventine the abbey from attaining
new dimenslong of power, prestige or wealth in the fourteenth
century. Conservative policles were followed in response~.to

economic and social nressures} a dislike of innovation in

‘ninternal financlal ﬁanagement, in estate exploitation and in

B

dealine with tenant discontent was characteristic. Internallyl
thé ahbey's leaders falled to exhibit reforp}ng zeals 1in
reiatlons with the crown and the papacy they’adgpted defenslve
positions in order to maintain secular powers and ecclesiastical
independence. .

Several factors accounted for these developments.
Economic uncertalnties of the period, inelastic sources of
lncbmé, Qnd heavy obligations to 'kine and pope fésglted in
financial 1nstab111ty§ and royal and papal influence ffequently
circumscribed the abbey'§?1ndéﬁendence. The abbot's numeréus

public responsibllities and an ingrown leadérship also

prevented significant reform and contributed to the conservative,

\
L
.

defensive direction of administration in the fourteenth century.

“
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L*Abbave de "Bury St. Edmunds" au 141éme siscle:
Une &tude administrative

) _ . i
L'étude des developpements E'Bury St. Edmunds démontre
les facteurs qul ont empéché l'abtaye d'atteindre Te pouvolr,
le prestice et la richesse au 1llieme sifcle. En réponse aux
pressions economiques et soclales une attitude conservatrice
a eté adontée. TI1 existalt ure aversion de l'innovation dans -
plusieurs domalnes administratifs internes; a l'égard du
pouvolr rovale et celul du pare, les chefs ont adoptée une
attitude défensive afin de conserver leur pouvolr seculaire
et leur indénendance ecclésiastique.
Il y a vlusteurs bribéres qul exnliquent ces développements.
I1 etatt diffictle d'obtenir de l'arcent, et des tres grosses
obligations envers le rol et le pave ont aboutl a une %1tuat1bn
financiere instable. Les tres grandes reéoonsabilités publiques
de 1'abbé et la qualité inférieure des chefs de l'abbaye
ont empéche toute reforme importante et ont aboutl a une

)

attitude conservatlsté et defensive de ltadministration au

]

o

141eme siecle.
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I. INTRODUCTION

"Shrine of the King, Cradle of the Law"

The borough of Bufy St. Edmunds owes its present
,motto, "Shrine-of the King, Cradle of the Law," to the
é&lstence of the abbey within 1ti”§§tes. Today only
the bvare outlines of the cloister and the abbey chufch
remaln where once stood one of the éreétcst abbeys’iﬁ
medigvél England. Endowed from the eleventh century

with extensive civil and edvlesiastical rights, the

- Benedictine abbey of Bury St. Edmunds in the high

Middle Ages s?cceeded in malntalnlnghits position as

a great landholder and as an jnstitution which could

not escape its economic, political or religiouzs function
in reshation to the conditions of medieval soclety.

Sixty mile® north of London in the county of

‘Suffolk lies the shrine of St. Edmund, the martyred

East Anglﬁgn king 8lain by the Danes in 870. By %03
. & group of secuiar clergy wag guarding the bddy of the

&£3int, and there they remained until 1020 when King

"Cnaﬁ;and Bishop Aelfwin of Elmham ir.troduced twenty

(Benedfctlne monks from the nearby houses of Ely ang \fB

St. Benet of Hulme. By 1213 the abbey had grown from
.

™~ .

a small stone building with only twenty monks to a

large complex o{ buildings with nearly sevehty monks,

L

g

\
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The ebbot was a tenant-in-chief of tﬁe crown apd a . N —
feu@al,lord ¥n his own ;1ght1 as the holder of
.franchisal jurisdiction over the Liberty of St.
Edmund, the abbot possessed civll powers equalled by
very few ecclesiastica& Eigures in the kingdon. It
_was oﬁ_Eié high aItar/of the abbey church ln November b
of 1214 that a group _f barons(swore to obtain liberties -
from King John.,andrlk was here that Henry III and
Edward T held parliaments in 1267 and 1296. Like
many other Benedictine houses, the abbey of Bury
possessed extensive holdings which insured ecoﬁomic ¢
power as well. The landed wealth of the abbey brought
‘.- considerable rewards but, also brought with it many %
responsibllities. In size an& influence the azbey's
position in the twelfth ahd thlrteenkh centurféas could

match that of Glastonbury, éeterborough or St. Albans,

-

. { )

and like these abbeys, Bury was never far removed from
the activities of the nation or the king, from
,Canterbury or Rome.. ' . '
The well established c1v11 and ecclesiaetlcal
prlvileges and the advantageous economic trends "of the
late twelfth and thirteenth &Jhturies proV1ded healbhy
atmosphere for Bury §t. Edmunds. Thougq not totally ' ,' Lo
free from'problems and external pressures, the abbey .

flourlshedJin this period.. Capable.ndminlstrators
" .

such as the energetic Abbot Samson (1182-1211) dia

»
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mich to preserve the abbey's privileges and to extend

its resources. But the e&ident vitality of Bury 1nvthe

high Middle Ages could not disguise cumpletely the sléns ﬁ

of the difficulties to come in the later Middle Ages.

‘The increasing centralization of theLEngliéﬁ’governmené,
particularly under Edward I, brought pressures ‘to bear

upon the powers- of the abbots; forever defensiwe of 1its

civil powers and the financial rights such pow:>§ ‘ A
lmpllgd, the abbey found its ﬁositlon challenged in theQ?
later thirteenth éentury. X

The growing burden of taxation and the other

payments to the crown also threatened the economnic

resources of the abbey.. While the expanding economy . .-
of the thirteenth century continued to support the - w
daily needs of the house, the prospect of heavy and A

unaccustomed expenses signalled difficulties, parﬁlculafix ‘ﬁe

e v

if a confluence of unfayvorable economic trcn@s shﬁuld -
affect the abbey'!s-estates, The centralized cﬁaradﬁer
° of the papal bureaucracy was another factor in the '

emergigg difficulties of the abbéy in thei}ater'thlrteenth

century. Although Burg as an exempt abbey had a ‘ o

i special relationship with the papacy, this could be . - - |
as much a source or diffid&ity as a benéfit. The‘financial
' demands qf the’papacy';pcreased in the thirteenth
century{L p;pal income ta;eé'feli'on"tha a%bey wl?h ' .

(. J .1ncreasln‘g- regularity and heavy expenses, a"ssoél'ated )

° -
€ ‘ . . . . . P

.
w :
.
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. with abbatial elections were a new factor with which

”
3

the monastery had\tq\contend - gy

A final challenge in the thlfteenth century

>~ indicated that the abbey's position mlght undergo
change in the next century. Monasticlsm in general

and, Bury in particular had wiltnessed the growth of the

new mendlcant orders with ongideraple misgivings. The

posi endowed wealth and moral ascendency

of the regular orders. Bury's defense of monastic ’
privilege in response to the Franciscan attempts to

% settle in the 'town was, in the end, only partially
;uccessful. These challenges were indicative of the
changed position and 1nf1uenoe of monasticism within .
society. The period of outstanding cultural contribution-
of‘monastlcism to soclety was passing by the end of the

’ thirteenth century} leadership in politios and within

the church had begun to\pass to bishops and the friars;

\
and the economic situation which was\bound to affect

S

Y

¢ any well—endowed institution was beg}nning to‘present w&ﬂﬂ
problems which called for vigorous leadenship and firm .

management on the part of monastic leaders.¥ -

It 18 the purpose of this study to describe and
explaln selected administrative problems at the abbey T\\\\\ _\>
of Bury St. Edmunds in the fourteenth century. Many
of the changes and developments in fourteenth century.

England produced new challenges and problems for the-

N
S, R "
L4 . - -
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regular orders. Some of tﬁese problems were the result
of trends begun in the latter part of the thirteenth
century; others were newer developments which produced
entirely new situations calling for innovative methodsl
of, management. As leaders of one of the most important
Benedictine monasfbrigs in England, the abbota of St.
Edmupds wereAponfronted with economic, poll?lcal and
religious changes which deeply affected both the abbey!'s
position within soclety and the internal stability of the

house, How the abbey's leaders responded to thege new

- demands and the extent to which trends at Bury reflected

the genaral trends of Benedictine monasticlism in this
period will serve a useful purpose in the study of

medieval ecclesiastical history.

Much of the monast)c history of the Middle Ages

A

€ 7t

has been approached from the viewpoint of a criticism

or defense of monasticism as a way of life: of chronicling

f

'laxlty of discipline and explaining reform movements, or

\\\\BT‘merelx.exnlorlng the economic impact of the various

orders.2 These approaches are valid, of course, but

they seem to present only a part1a11§\éiplain§g;and

- ~—

isolated view of monastic developments. The recent H\‘\\\\;

, 3 :
works of David Knowles, however, depend on a balanced,

comprehensive and analytical treatment of trends 1in
monastic history and are of inestimable value in the
field of medieval ecclesiastical history. Studies of

individual monastic houses, studies whilch concentrate



(@

6

on eiaminlng the internal adhlnlstrat;on and the .external
relatibnship of a single ﬁouse within a more mé:rowly
defined period of time, can enlarge the impact of’
David Knowles' works.
Such studies have the advaﬁ}age of allowing héﬁﬁb
. 18olate the most important historical fgptors which
‘affected the fortunes of an individual house. By’ N
focusing on the particular clrcumstances of a slngie'
monastery, and by adopting a toplcal rather than a
chronological approach, the exlﬁce of certain
recurring administrat1§e problem

egomes apparent,

Economlc pressures, the relationship of a mona;tery

. N\\ . ’
to the crown, the postiion of an abbey within the church

and patterns in internal. lesadership are all important
el . )
features in the administration of a medieval abbey. A

detailed analysis of the trends in each of these areas

&t

when applied to a single house can reveal more c}epfly
the nature and scope of the problems which were faceg\
by the administrative officials. ‘

This type of integrated gnalysis of the problems
In‘fhe administration of a single house has not yet
‘been.undertaken on any wide scale, Receqt studies of
1nd1v1dual'abg:ys have tended to emphasize only a single *
factor, such as financlal admlgistratlonmor/pcoﬁomic
dlfficulties.u or have ,outlined chronological develop-
ments.® Both of these approaches have merit, but they

often prevent careful consideration of the variety of

»
'
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(. important administrative problems faced by the monastic
officlals. This present study of Bury St. Edmunds 1is
an aftémpt to present an lntegrafed.and more comprehéh-
slve_an}yfis of the abbey!s problems within the context
of medleﬁhl\society. By concentrating mainly on the
e bt — fourteenth ;:ﬁtgry, such an analysis can also illustrate
the degree to which the anei‘s fortunes were influenced
/// by the particular economic, political and religious
' develobﬁénts of the period.
Certain aspects of the hisgg!§ of the abbey of

Bury Ef. Edmunds have recelved the attentlon of historians.

‘ 6
%\\\\\ , Albert Goodwin's The Abbey of St., Edmundsbury is the only

\
recent hlistory of the abbey, tréating i1ts development

\\\\“ from the foundation to 1539. Though satisfactory in many

\\\}&ngcts, 1t is limited by its chronologlcal approach and

loseg\\qgih of its impact by the fallure to adequately

distlngulshxﬁpe many outside pressures upon the abbey.

In addition to his work, articles "ty H.W.C. Davis,

, . 7
Vivian Galbraith an ose Graham on toplcs concerning .

the early history«of the‘gbbey have proved useful for

>y
background to the devolopmeﬁfa\of the fourteenth
AN

century., Useful also are the various collections of

S

N =~ ’
documents and editorial discussions sertaining to the

[

abbey: D.C, Douglas! Feudal Documents from the Abbey

|
oo . of Bury St, Edmunds, R.H.C. Davis' The Kalendar of Abbot

@

Samson, and Antonia Gransden's edition of The Letter

Book of Willlam of Hoo, Sacrist of Bury St, Edmunds

K
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1280:122518 contain much additipnal background information
and helpful interp;etations of Eource materialekﬁﬁ the
eleventh through bh; tkirteenth centuries, | ’
Although 1ittle attention has beerld directed
specifically to developments at the abbf;‘in the fourteenth
century, two important studies on particular topics have
provided valuable interpretations and information which

I have made use of. l.D. Lobel's The Borough of Bury

St, Edmunds: A Study in the Government and Develovment

9
of a Monastic Town is a detalled and comprehensive

analysis of the political and economic conflicts between
the abbey and the town, an aspect of Bury's history which
had important consegtences for the policles of the
monastic officlals in the fourteenth century. M.R. James!
"On~the Abbey of<St. ﬁdmund at Bury"lgescribes the
abbey's library and architectural hist3}§ from 1ps
foundation through the fourteenth century. Bothbof these

toplcs lie somewhat outside the scope of the present

-
’\8£§S%{\but his research, while rather antiquarian in

-

. nature, has provided additional information useful for

1llustrating some trends in monastic develoﬁment in the
later Middle»Ages. ‘ i

As far as possible, this stui' is _basei upon
primary source material. Unfortunately, I have been
unable to examine orlginal manuscript collections which
would have been particularly valuable for determining

trends on the estates of the abbey. Custumais, rentals,

3
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¢ i
court rolls and manorlal extents pertairning to the abbey
do_exist fo¥ the fourteenth century, and can perhaps . ) N

prov&de the basis for future, more detalled studies of

economié conditions on the lands of the abbey.11 However,

a number of printed sources have been particularly useful;

a full listing appeér° in the bibliography, butja few
~Ne-
comments on the major sources should be made. In addition

to the collections of documents ‘cited above. two sources

.from periodsé earlier than the fourteenth century help to

11luminate the historical background of the abbey. The

- 12
Chronicle of Jocelin of Brakelond, .2dited and translated

by H.E. Butler, covers the'period at the abbey from 1173
to 1203. Desplite his often confused chronology, Jocelin's

chronicle is unusual. Pérsonal, lively, amusing, his

. presentation of the”day to day 1ife in a medleval abbey

can be matched by few monastic writers, and hils description

of the-problems of the abbot and convent has left us a ) r

picture of oﬁé~of Bury's shrewdest, most vigorous and ﬁ

able administrators: -Abbot Samson (1182-1211). Unfortunately,™ . . .
the later works comﬁosed at the abbey lack some of the ? .
de%allé and‘the immediacy which Jocellnvpfov¥ﬁ;d bﬁt

The Chrohlcle of Bury St EqurdsL 1212-17301, recent1¥

-edited and translated by Antonla Gransden, provides much

useful first hand 1nformation on thirteenth century
developments, particularly on taxatlon and relations

with the crown.

The two most valuable collections of material fpr
\ 1

&% —




'particularly the effects of the Black Death of 1348/49

10

the fourteenth century are contalned in Thomas Arnold's
. " by
14 W
Rolls Series edition of Memorials of St. Edmund's Abbey
15
and in The Pinchbeck Register, edited by Francls Hervey.

The Memorials of St., Edmund's Abbey contains a wide

4

variety of source material from earlier periods,. but is

most useful for accounts of relations between the abbey
Zna town in 1327 and 1381, election proceedings in 1302
and 1379, and docgﬁents pertaining to the dispute with the
Bishop of Norwich from 1345 to 1350. John of Gosford's
account of the Feasant's Revolt at Bury will be familiar
to many concerned with fourteenth century soclal history;
less familiar but;equally useful, 1s the "Cronica
Buriensis" which covers the early portion of }he ceptury.
There afe, of coursé} many areas where we lack important

documeritation: the "Cronica Burlensis" breaks off in

13%6, and many internal developments at the abbey, /

can only be the object of our historlcal speculation.

The Pinchbeck Registetr, on the other hand, contains

much useful information on thg financial resources and

"expendltures of the abbey in the first third of the

féurteenth century. Compileé‘at th%rabﬁey c. 1334 by

the monk Walter Pinchbeck, the reglister contains numerous
copies of papal bulls, charters of privileges from the
crown, lists of knights' fees, tenants and tpnements. and
re?ords of manorial customs on some of the abbey lands.

Again we might wish for documentation from the latter

&
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more difficult for Bury St. Edmunds in the fourteenth

o A N
/\) \
part of the fourteenth century: Evidence from the ‘

Pinchbeck Register can do no more than suggest the o0

directlon o? economic changes and managerial techniques
in the early fourteenth century, but additionsl evidegce
from other sources, particﬁlarly the Calendars of the
Close and Patent Rolls,’conflrms that the abbey faced

a, number of serious problems in the later Middle Ages,
New challenges and new demands tﬁreatened both the
abbey's position in thé world and 1ts internal stability.
A vigorous defené% of monastic privilege and skillful
leadershlp were necessary, but that leadership was

often lacking and that defense became increasingly

-

century.

%
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" independence and authority of the abbot as leglslated

-

II. PROBLEMS IN THE INTERNAL ADYINISTRATION OF- THE ]
ABBEY IN THE FOURTEENTH CENTURY ;

- .
-7

An examination of the probléme of 1nternel

administration and the quality of monastic 1life at Buny
St. Edmdnds in the fourteenth century must’ first
consider the nature of abbatial leadershlp, The smooth
functioning aof eny Eenedictine abbey,depen¢ed very
mﬁ%h'on the quallity of the abbot; this was es true lh

the fourteenth century as 1t hadabeen in earlier -,

perlods of Benedictine monasticism. Both the original '

by St. Benedict and the growing sepsratlion of the abbot

from the community of Honks- so characterist}ouof the

later Middle Ages meant that the abbot's Ieederéhlp

was a crlticai factor in malntaining 1nternal stabillty

and coheslion as well as external prestipe and respectability.
In a period when monasticism was Increasingly comfhg :

under attack for the fallure to liye up “td ;t&-&deals R

and when the external demands fron the state and the

L )

" church threatened "its stablllty and existence, vigorous

1eadersh1p. both spiritual and tempordl- was a. necessity.

.

- »

. The theoretical basis for-the quasi-absolute powers
of the abbot had been simply and clearly’ set fort} in the’

Benedictlne_Rule. The 1ldeal eﬁvlsaged by.the order’s ° .
N ) 4 - . R v .

o - wo Ty

O - ' °
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. founder encompassed a unlted community .of monks led by

the spiritual guldance of their abbot, to whom they .

-oggahcaﬁﬁtcte~ebedlg§9e. St. Benedict legislated for

the monks, "In all -things. to‘obey the abbot's'commands,
" ‘even though he himself (which God forbid) should act - .
ofherwise."1 This 1ideal, of course, placéo a great’

deal of responsibility on the abbot. He was glven wlde

powers of punishment which he himself determined: ) A\\\\;;/y

corporal punishment, excommunication and the right to
"use the severing knife," to expel an“unqorthy'ﬁonk.

St. Beneédict naturally assumed that the abbot would

. A

not be a tyrant and carefully explained that the abbot

was responsible not only for his oWn actions but for

4

v the actidns of those under his care as well, According
to the Rule, the abbot also controlled the appointment

t of all officlals. The advice of the community was

-considered, but he was not.bound to act by 1tx

“ Whenever any weighty matters\have to be transacted
in the monastery let the abbot call together all
the community and himgelf propose the rattér for . ..
discussion. After ‘hearing the advice of the brethren‘
let hinm consider it in his own mind, and, then do,
vhat he shall judge most expedien 3

o

was to be more concerned with thesfspiritual ‘oversight of.

his monks than with proﬁiéms'bf tcmporél administfation,

. s

; + % for 1t was a basic requirement of all. within the communlty

»

’

I .
"to become a stranger to thé ways of the world." - The

(. abbot :was the .father of his monks, and he himself wag

\
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‘ pbund to VBllow thejRule along with the rest of the
. , commdnity The difficulties in respect to keeplng an -
"unworldly" agﬁitude. in exerclsing authority, and in
,nemaini & close to the rest of the monks were clearly
evident/at Bury St. Edmunds througHBut the Middle Ages,
v ;B'thez were for the abbots of other Bene@ictine houses,
- The major charge ii the organlization of a Benedictine
“ ./ house from the sixth to the twelfth century was the
gradual isolation of the abbot from the rest of the
community. It is trde Ehat St. Benedict's abbot, by

a0 " virtue of his authority, was, in a sense, separated from

tbe convent, Yet, until the twelfth century, the abbot’
.still participated in the common life to the full extent;
eating and sleeping with the monks and usually in
'constant residence at the abbey.5 As a result of the

v . - feudaliZation of the abbotts position and the separation ‘

.f ‘ 'of the abbot's revenues from those of the convent, the

e and responsibilities thch resulted in an abbot

o maintaining a private household with his own.servants,
T _ thus dfgging him ayay-from close con&gct'with the rest
: P of ‘the monks. -The abbots of Bury were, throughout‘theﬂ
‘ Middle Ages, constantly involved ‘in the’ business of the
’“world travolling about in their cabaoities as tenant??
in-chief of the king. members of Parliament, agents of

the papacy, and manorial édministrators. Thus by the

(.‘ " twelfth century, the f‘ami}y organization described by

{ ‘abbot of a large medieval monastery had his own officials -

~r
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. . ' 8t. Begeé-t-ehhad been replaced by/a \arée organization
-, administered by an absentee or Sbmgtlmes/éutocratic A

. ..
ruler, out of touch with the rest of phq‘qommunity.
Practices such as the abbot dining with selected monks o

or with guests apart from the rest of the community were /w
- N . ! 'f,\

.

sy;ptoma%ic\of such changes in optlook, gnd were Sources
of concern and attemgted reform in the thirteenth and

'4 early fourteenth centuries; but to a large extent the
sépdr;tion of thevabbot from the community and the
autocratic nature_ of hls rule were entrenched features

6

- which presented not a few problems in monastic administration.

There 1is ample evidence to illustrate that'thq

4
F:,{ 9

separation of the abbot from the communlity and the Q@%,
subsequent decline in the common 1ife were fgatures of
Bury's history and that the trend probably became more
,pronounged in the fourteenth centqry. The maintenance of

a separate household and residence within the abbey
precincts for the abbots of Bury was already e;tag}ished

by the .time of Abbot Hugh (1157-1180), and Jocelin de
Brakelohd fully desgribes Abbot Saméon'é adainistration

of his own gousehold and the abbot's frequent absences,

The éo;ment by Jocelin that Abbot Saﬁson was often hY
vhappler away from the convent when he was living on his

own estat957;ev¢als one of the trends 1p monastic leadership
fn the Migdle Ages, The absence bof tbe abbot may, at
iplmes. have been necessary in vigi of the public reSporxsibili‘,tzie:s‘w .

‘ \
( \

and the necessity for administering the abbot's own ,

&l
3 -
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resburces, but it could net fall to result in & sttuation
far different from the one desired by the ordgr's )
founder. o

By the end of the thir{éenth century it 1sygy1dent
that the abbot's household ak% Bury had grown steédily. \
A l1ate thirteenth century docugenﬁidetafling the weekly
expenditures of the convent shéws that pheaabbot was
supporting a number of servants in a@ditlon to his clerical
staff employed to aid(hlm in litigation and other
temporal business.8 The separate household of the
abbot was bdbut on%Lsymptom of the growing,ﬁeparatlon of
the ebbot and community. The tendency for many abbots to
spend time away from the abbey and insteadf§o reside on
their own estates for periods of time 15 also 1lndlcative
of this separation., Abbot Thomas of Totington (1362—1313)

was forced to live on his various manors soon after his

election in an effort to reduce the expenses of his

-+

9

. household,” and both Abbot Richard de Draughton and

William de Bernham were frequently absgnt from the‘abbey

for this reason. Although the kidnapping of the unfortunété\‘

Richard de Draughton in 1328 after the»distugﬁ?nce between
the abbey and the town the year before could hé‘ ly have
been foreseer, his absence from ghe abbey fo:~ a period

of eilght months obviously impalired succgésful administration
and supervision. As David Knowles has pointed out,hthe
profusion of public business consequent upon the abbot's

position and the necessity for administering a separate
w -
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“true spiritugl fathers of their monks,. "

household pléced the abSots of a monas Yy such as Bury
i’a position where continuous and ca;:::I\TéaqFrship as”
ofriglinally 1interided by St. Benedict was dlfflcuié\to
c';ry outs "Few, under such conditions, can have femained
10

A parallel developmenpﬂto absenteeism and separatiop
of the abbot from the communigy waé the tendency for
the‘abbots of Benedictine monasteries to become 1ncreau1nc1y
1ndependent in exercisinz their authority within the abbey.

oy,
It 1s quite ;rue that the Rule provided for the chapter,

or in some cases the senlor pars of the monks, to act as

[}

a consultative body when declsions affecting the a&mlnistra—
tion of the abbey had to be made, But the movement

towards the "democratization" of RBenedictine houses which
had galned strength duping the late twelfth and thlfteenth
centuries had largely finished by the time of the
Benedictine Constitutions of 1336.11 In general, we find
that tﬁe conventual checks exercised by individual

chan%érs were not entirely successful in limiting elther
autocrafic tendencles or pféventinq'mlsmanagement on the
part of the abbot. It was more characyér}stlc in the . ..
period of the thirteenth and fourtecnth centirles to i
find?an abbot beinr guided by his own councll made up /
of his lawyers and a few monks to ald hlm 1n his”ngisidLs.
Abbot Samson had used a "council" consisting of/ﬁnightS/

and cleérks to oversee temporal matters instead of {

consulting with the chapter for all decisions; more

12



‘ ‘ of‘te‘n he decided matters affecting tempbral administration
hy'hims'elf‘. not, however, withou‘t causing some adverse
ceriticlism by his monks.13 In 1232 Pove Gregory IX
attempted to regulate'the monastic handling of\‘ temporal
affairs. The statutes dpawn up in 123 by the papal
visitoré empowered to put into effect Pope Gregory!'s
decrees at Bury St. Edmunds provided for a small number

4‘” " of monks chosen by the abbot to act as e; council on
manorial administration and left only those matters
which concerned "the salvation of souls or the great

utllity» of the church". in the hands of the chapter.lu;

" Although evidence 13 1Wn the exact composition
. . of the abbot's council in the (erteenth century, the

agreg¢ment between

baélc system w(as st1ll maintalned.
the-Duke of Lancaster"s councill and the c cil of
Abbot John de, Brlnv(eley regarding the court-leet.,of
Cowling in Suffolk 1s recorded for 1369; 15 presumably
- the abbpt's ‘staff of clerks and perhaps a feyx monks
! ‘were engaged in the negotiatlons
‘In some respects, the substltutiron of a councll
"'.compovsed of 1awyefs and a few monks was a realistic and
sensible way of administering the abbey's business, for
- 1t would certafnly 1ave been a cu;xberson;e process to
put all technical and temporal matters of administration
‘befpre the entire chapter meetings. But this effort to

(‘ . Increase efficiency and remove temporal affalrs from the

intrusion into religious life undoubtedly resulted in
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1so¥at1ng what might be important decisdons affecting
the whole abbey from the consideration of the monks.

In short, there was 1little recourse to be had by the

"monks in the face of too authoritarian an abbot and

little ground for complaint if an abbot acted independently.
Aé R.H. Snape has 1llustrated:

The only way in which the monastery could thwart

an abbot who ilgrnored the Chapter, or took

possession of the common seal, or refused to

give account of hic administration, was by an

appeallgo the bishop or the visitor of the

Order.

The virtually autonomous pogition of the abbot
wlthin the convent was to some degree mirrored by the
traditionally .autonomous character of Benedictine houses
in England. Unlike many of the other monastlc»orders,
Benedictine monasticlsm had, until 1215, maintained a
relativelynloose d}ganlzation with the dlocesan bilshop
carrying ocut visitations, except in the case of exempt
abbeys who were under the dlirect supervision of the
papacy. Because Bury St. Edmunds W%S an exemptsabbéy,
and had fought long and hard againsg the bishops of
Norwich to maintain that ;rivilege, 1t was therefore
necessary that the uninterrupted and vigorous functioning
of tﬁe General (later Provlggial) Chapters of the Black
Monks should be sustalned. For it was only through the°
effective use of the triennial visitation system devised
by the Chapters that external controls and checks could

counteract any tendencles towards autocracy, lack of

La
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supervision, or fallure to carry out reforms in monastic
discipline and observance. Because the abbots of Bury
were virtually independent wi%hln the convent and because
the exemption from visitation by the dliocesan bishop
guaranteed a minimum of external interference, the abbot
was placed i##'a highly critical position, and the visitors
of the Order were thus the only local and regularly
effcct%ve body which could deal with the pfoblems
arisinévfgom internal organization, lack of conventual
control, or abbatial misrule.

It is thus apparent that the freedom the abbot
enjoyed in the internal administration of the abbey and
the independence the monastery ltself malntained in
relation to outside supervision demanded a man of f}

varied talents to lead 1t. A.K. Reich has justly

comnented that
The efficient abbot had to be--besides a plous
contemplative--a scholar of encyclopedic knowledge,
an able administrator, a dinlomat in dealing with
or for the royal court, a theologian and canonist,

a municipal officer, a judge, an edncator, and a
social worker.l

This was as true for the abbots of Bury as for any other
1mportgnt Benedictine house, but, unfortungteiy. fhis
model of efficiency, wisdom and spiritual leadeisﬁip was
rarely to be found 'n the abbots oi‘ Bury during the

fourteenth cenéury. While the pendency towards the

loosening of dise¢ipline characteristic of the fourtegnth”//

century cannot wholly be attributed to the fallures of

the abbots, they nevertheless bore the main responsibility

2

1

N\
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for the continued observance of monastic discipline and

internal stability of the abbey. In terms of internal

administration and the quality of monastic life at

Bﬁry. we may 2xamine both the evidence for suggestinz

that there were periods of laxity in monastic discipline

at Bury and also evaluate the quality of aﬁbatlal I

leadgrship provided to the abbey throughout the perlod;//
One fundamental cohcept of monasticism--that of

stabilitas loci--was often, durilng the fourteenth century,

\

a difficult one to adhere to. The growth of communities
near abbeys and theJInvolvément of monasteries in
manorial administration did render it difficult for
monks, especially Ehe obedientiaries, to avoid all
contact with the secular world. Used as administrators,
involved in maintalning and exercislﬁg rights over
propexrty and,tenahts. the abbots and monks of Bury did
noﬁ always stay within the confines of the abbey
b;gﬁtﬂcgs. Several cases involving bofh the abbots =

and a number of monke in the first third of the fourteenth

century 1llustrate\¥hi§ point. In 1310 Abbot Thomas of
R

.,

am, "his fellow monk,"

Totington and Reginald de\ﬁ

together with a number of other merni.were accused of

cutting dowr and carrying away grass from = meadow of

one John de éancto Philberto in Lackford and QF\Tmpgunding'
.18

his cattle "without food so that many of them perished.™

Simllar charges against the abbot and monks from Bury

were répeatedﬁa nunber of times during the abbacy of
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Richard de Draughton (1313-1335): enrolled on the Patent
Rolls are six cases between 1314 and 1330 involving Abbot
Riﬁhéfd and his fellow monks in cases of alleged assaults,//
destruction of property and seizure of goods;19 .
Two particularly serious charges reveal the extent

to which the monks, presumably under the ieadership of
Abbot Richard, were willing to go to achieve theigAends.
In 1318 a commission of oyer and terminer was issued to
the Earl of Hereford and three others oé behél{/aﬁ'Jéhn
Buteturte and his wife Katilda, who/ﬁ;§ comnfgingﬁ/?hat ‘
Abbot Richard together with eight monk aﬁd twgi;e others
came to Tivetshale in Norfolk whg;e“&atllda and the )
Bservants of John were then lodééa. The abbot and the monks

maliclously raised a hd; and cry against them,

expelled the saild i'atllda and the servants from

the inn, carried away the goods of the =sald

John, which were with her in the inn, and

assaulted the sald servants. .
Three of the eight monks specifically named in the charges s
and the abbot appear again in a similar case the next
year in Norfolk against the same John de Sancto Fhilbertp
whose property had been aqggcked,ln 1310; assault and the
carrying offuof'goods were\aéaln the charges.21 .

The second serlous case ih 1319 was closer to home and ;
curlously erough finds the forceé of the abbay supported
by some of the towhsmen. Robert de Foxton, a king's
clerk who was on royél business at the time, entered the’
towq/of'Bury for the purpose of stopplng off at his house

there. But Abbot Richard, nine monks, and forty townsmen

*
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‘ allegedly . .
/

~called torether by ringing the bells of the
town of St. Edmunds...plotting the death of the
said Robert de Foxton, cdused the gates of the
“ tovn to be shut, he be¥hz in the town, and
assaulted him, so thaf wlth difficulty he escaped _
- - from their hands and fled to the church of the
abbey, and...the abbot with the rioters surrounded
the church and detained him therein, and further,..
they broke the doors and windows of his house,
broke the glads of_the windows with sStones and
¢ assaulted his men,

Of the nine monks 1isted 1n the charges, six had been
involved in previods cases of assanlt, and one, William

[

de Stowe, later facrist of the abbey, was to be in¥olved
both as an ogaéit of the townsments hostility in 1327 and

in two lgfyé/cases, one of which involved a murder

charge.

/ﬁggtever the Justice of the charges or the provocation
lea&ing to this type of action, it cannot be argued that
the spectacle of the abbot and a select group of monks
ranging as far as Norfolk 1in their attempts to secure.

! propertyland becoming involved in assaunlts was calculated

to gain public support or maintain the prést&ge of the

.

abtey as a religious institution. Abbot Richard de
Draughton may have been a "theologus et optimué can&ﬁts&g."

. 4
ag the author pf the "onnica Buriensis" calls him,2 but -

his actions and the actions of the monks under his care . ~

L,

can hardly lead one to conoclude that his talents as a
gpirltual father 'or as an example of monastic discipline
/‘ were outstanding. It 18 therefore not surprising to find

‘ t.““_ that in 1327, Jus\"t before the outbreak of violence on_the
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part of the tLWnsmen and tenants of the, abbey, thirty-

two of the monks were out in the countryside, "'enjoying
themselves with their friends.'"25 When the riots broke
out, William de Stowe, the sacrist, anc somé of the
vacationing monks sought refuge at St. Benet's of Hulme

in Norf‘olk'.26 The actions of the monks who remalned at

the abbey during the uprising were hardly more pralseworthy;
they we;e accused of imprisoning in the qlosc a group of
townspeople, mainly women and children, who were
worshipplng 1n the abbey church.27 Monastic discipline

anfl observance were severely dicsrupted by the events of

1337, and the kidnapping of Abbot Richard in 1328 and

his sB¥{bsequent absence for eight months further hindered

The charges of monks wandering around the country-
sldeland laxity of discipline in 1327-1328 are paralleled
by far more serious ones twenty years later in a long ¢
drawn-out dispute between Abbot William de Bernham (1335-
1361) and Bishop Bateman of Norwich.2® The initial cause
of the dispute, which lasted from 1345 to 1350, was the

refusal of Bury St. Edmunds to contribute to a clerical

subsidy which had been granted to Bishop Bateman by the

q@ope. The abbey was on legally safe ground in 1ts rcfuséi” .

because the papal bull granting the subsidy speclfically
excepted all exempt abbeys in the dlocese from the payment,
but the bishop used this opportunity to attempt to

challenge the abﬁéy's long established freedom from

L4

~ ~



* and counteractions, the abbey, in the end, successfully
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diocesan contrdl. In the process of challenging the.
exemptlion, Bishop Bateman's speclal ‘commissaries handling
the case leveled serious charges against the abbey and its
abbot. In a letter of'15 July, 1345, Lo sixz rectors of the
dioéese. the bishop!s asents charged the monks of Bury

with wani\;ing around the countryside. resliding on

several manors instead of‘at the convent, committina
adultery, fornlcation, molesting women of the area, and

of simony and usury; they furthermore acéused Abbot William
of complicity in this behayior.29 At issue,'accprding to
Pateman, was whether or not an abbey in such a staﬁa of
discipline could continue to maintain 1its gxempt‘statué.
Abbot William's response to th; chargses and the threatened
take=-over by the bishop was to appeal to both the papacy

and the kinz.Bo‘ Despite all of the bishopt!s efforts

- A/ 1
defendéd 1tself on the lssue of 1ts exempt status,Bf but
the serious charges about the discipline do not appear

-
-

to have been as successfully answered. "

This case calls for closer examination than some
writers have glven 1t. Thomasilrnold uses the charges made
to 1llustrate that the abbey’ had beén turned into "a den

of cowled ruffians” under ‘the leaders.iip of William de
Bernham, who "seems to have been the worst [bﬁoicg] that
the monks ever freely made during the ,whole existence of

the abbey."32 “Albert Goodwin in The Abbey of St, Edmundsburx

substanti- 1ly fclloqs this 1ine, arguing that Abbot ' > g

. P
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’ w1111am was "debased and hypocrltical" in his tolerance

of the monks, those "unblushlng blackguards /who/ divided
thelr time between hiqhway robbery and the systematlc .
33

abduction of women,",‘. To he sure. we cannot wholly
accept the self-serving statements of the Bury chroniclef
when he suggests that the charges and crlmes descrlbed by

the blshop's commlssaries were grossly false, 34 but 4it.1s

"also evident that the abbey's formidable and skillful

opponent ‘1in the case was not.qnmindful of ,the fact that"
the eharges mizht help his ceuse.js As for the "debaSed
and gynocritlcal" Abbot Qilliam, he did not live up to -
his earlier promise. He was hastlly elected ln 1335 because
the monks had feared that the electlon would be reserved
to the papacy;36 at that time he was described as a l
“hgminem rellglosum, generésﬁm, medlocriter literatge, '
secuiarlum tame% neaetterum ignarum."37 He certainly
proved to be a'geop choiee to head an abbey in a period
when 1ts prestLge in the eyeé of the townspeople and
neighbetinﬁ dietrict mustihave seriéusly declined 38 but

some blame £Or the genemal state of laxity in the -perlod

‘-r

‘must also be attached to the fallure of leadership an the .

-

part of his predecessor. Abbot Richard dé Draughton. ‘s
‘€§en under the’ leadershio of a cavable and respected

39
abbot such as John de Brinkeley (1361-1379) 1ife in a

.medleval monastery was not always placid. Perhaps the

tenslons induced by seeing the same faces day after day

and the petty 5quabbles wlthin the communlty were reSponsible



" for the following unusual incident at Bury in 1369:

Whereas lately, as the ¥ing has learned, a
strife arose between Brothers Jchn de Norton, John
de Grafton and William de Blundeston, monks of the
abbey of St. Edmund, by night in the:dormitory of
the abbey while tlie other brcthren slept, and the
- 8ald, John de Grafton, with a. xnife called a 'thwytel,
suddenly struck John de Nortomn to the heart in®
the presence of Willlam but without his consent,
so that he straightway died; and afterwards the
. Abbot and ether nponks, finding the dead body in
~ the dormlitory, totaily ignorant of the deed and
-v- " terrified lest scandal should come on the house,
thinking the crime could be secretly concealed
and, as 1t were, put out of mind, in ignorance aof
the law, buried the body in the cemetery of the
. monks there without view of the coroner or office
of other ministers requlred 1n such a .case; and.
afterwards, when thegeald abbot and convent Iearned
the truth of the matter, the abbot with the assent of
the convent had the sald John de Grafton and
William taken and put thém in prison forte et dure...,
as pertains to him by the rule of the order,-‘to
undergo the punishmcgt for their delict actording ‘
to the said rule, in which prisdn they are detalned; .
the king, in consideration of the innocence of the
sald abbot and convent and of the fact that they
have humbly submitted themselves to the king as
ignorant of the said felony, and w¥lling to .provide
for their excuse for the avoildance of scandals and
damages which night havpen to them and the house,
has pardoned them his sult feor the sald death and..
burlal, and for this that the prior and convent
received the said John and Willlam 4fTter the said
felony. Noreover, considering that the said felony.
was done in hot conflict and not of malice aforethought,
.and that the sald John and Willlam have long sustalned
the peine forte et dure of the imprisonment; as the
king 1s informef, he has pardoned them. in his sult for .
the sai1dq death: o . x

_The attempt at concealing the ¢rime reveals that the

state of dlsqiplineland tbe administration of an abbey

was more than Ju%t an‘iqternal matter, for the news of
such an event could certainly. be broadcast outside of the
abbey fjhthe numerous servants and travelIing monks. It .

is evident that the vublic repute of the abbey was a

LY
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consideration in monastic administration. Thils case ‘

together with the examples drawn from the earlier
péfiod show that St. Benedict's ideal of isolatlon and

1pternal stability was not easily achicved at Bury in

" the fourteenth century.

A final illustiétion of the vproblems within the
abbéy is nrovided by “‘the events surfoundinz the elfction

of John of Timworth and the attemoted intrusion of the
papral proviéor Edmund de Bromfield in 1379:41 Factionalism_
and conflict wiﬁh&n the abbey spilled over into the
public arena, and the result was indeed serious for the ;
abbey., In 1379 John of Timworth, the subprior, was

elected _abbot-by the method of compromise with only °

one ‘dissenting votc;u2 the canonical election thus held,
the consent of the king was sought to allow Timworthw

to proceed to the Curla to obtain his confirmation.

Because the licence to depart was withheld from Timworth,
two monks were sent to Rome with the election documents,
Before they had arrived there, Pope Urban VI had by
provision already apvointed to the abbacy Edmund Bromfieid.
a nmonk of Bury then in Bome serving as the proctor of the
English Benedictines. Bromfleld was apparently a highly
ambitious and litiglous monk.43 one wvhom the abbey had
been glad to be rid of. On his return to England to

clatm lls office, the situation within the abbey grew
serld&s.

1 4

Desplte the fact that this was a clear violation of

‘e - e
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the Statutc_of Provisors and despite t@e repeated warmnlngs
-and protests of the King's Council, seventeen monks
sunported Eromfield and encourégﬁ%ﬁhim to come to 'the
abbey where they asgured hi%é?ﬁgt khe would be accepted
as their prelate. # Bronmfield sent to the convent a
number of papal letters dealing %ith his appointment,
aﬁd when a varty o; his suppogggrs ;mong the monks
attempted to rgad the bulls in éhe chapter, the result
was tumultuous, The prior; John de Cambridge,;whé
supported Timqérth's election, was allegedly threatengd
with knives, and the otﬁ;r monk§ f?ared‘for thelr ].i'ves.u5
Some of the ?C?ks of Bromfield;s %éféy left the?ﬁonastery,
went arqu%& the couﬁgry81de tp c@&rcﬁ%§ wkerelthcy
spread rumors tgsthe people alleg;ggwfhat the ‘prior h%d
wanted to kill thqﬁ. A crowd was led back to tnﬁ,
nonastery by the d;ssident\monks, and in front of the
Kigh alta® in the abbey &hurch, tﬁenpapai bulls weré
pub%%ﬁf} feadﬁ Bromfield was }etched from the Carmelite
h&gse in Ipswichiwh;re he had been fes!dinm until then;

flouriSHlng his papal letters and yelling threats of

A\excommdnicationl he then entered the ahbey and was .

"installed" by one of éhe monks.LL6 Tﬂg%é then follp;ed
a ﬁeriod when ﬁonasti& discipline and observance qust
have been imposeible to pracficdﬁ -Acc§r@1ng go the'.
almoner 5ohn Gosford.eBromfieldxggld his own cougf;

deposed monastic officials withdut the consent of elther

|

Art

the prior or the senior nérs‘of the monks, excommunicated

¥
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two opposing monks, ate and dined contrgry\?o all custom

with the laymen of the town and with a certaln "mulfere o

calefurnia," and fyrannized over the forty-two monks who ' 3. .

had opposed hlm.u7 ‘ ] '
?he’sltuatibn grew more serioué still‘when the . [:\

townsmen entered the fray. Two monks of the éroﬁlsor‘s R f;'

party aroused the lnhabitants ,o{ the town by declarin}f N " —

their fears of retaliation by the Timworth supporters ah&

by implying that Bromfield would be a far more lenient

lorq of the ‘::own.u8 Brawling in the churchyard betwéen

i the two part&es led to a dlrect and final appeal by-%hc ) //

monks supvorting Timworth, and the eventual intervention

of thewroyal government saved the situatibn from

L .
deteriorating any further. 7 Bromfield and twelve of his

Supporters were taken under armed escort to answer charges

before the King's Council, the provisor was sent to

Nottinpham Castle for the next three years, and the twelve
dissident monks were dispersed to other abbeys throughout
. 50
the kinsdom.
The significance of this case for the history of
the abbey lies in the fact that the internal disturbances
3 and disruption of discipline came at a times when discontent

among the townsmen and the tenants was growing. Among.the

L f

laity of the area, those who supported Bronmfield saw anﬂ:_
opportunity to obtaln as abbot one who would be more
favorable to their cause. It 1s therefore not surprising

(
. that in the summer of 1381 when the Peasants' Revolt

¥ -
'

*




‘broke out in t

.1302 to 1389 were selectea from within the monastery and

T 33 .

rea, the prlor, John de Cambridge, was

51

one of those murdered by e rioters. The abbey was

technically 1cader1éss during the riod from 1379 to
1383 when Timuorth was designated "abbot- ct." His

final- confirmation in 1385 brought the'dispute to

e,

~
close, but the factionalism and disruption of monastic '\\\M o

1ife had significantly affected the prestige of the abbey.
It was not until the end of the century that the convent
fully recovered its stabllity, and under the leadership
of William—Crapfleld began a period of reform which
continued into the fifteenth century.

It can be seen from these cases that the monastic
1life and discipline at Bury during the fourteenth century
unherwent perlods of instability, laxity and even

corruption. Cne factor accounting for this was obviously

' the quallity of abbatlal leadérship. It is difficult to

avold the conclusion that most of the abbots lacked the
;eformlng zeal or vigorous leadership which might have - .
reversed the abbey'!s fortunes. All of the abbots from

Y
were not always chosén from the ranks of the more

administratively experienced monks.S2 An ingrown leader-—

ship thus mirht have been one factor contributing to

this lack of energy within the convent. While a leader

chosen from outside the abbey might have experienced

initial difficulties in gaining acceptance by the monks, -

such an abbot might have been able to inject a fresh ,

v
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insight aéd provided a stimulus for reform 1n monastle
discipline. .
. AM"additional problem was the Interference of the
papaé&Jln abbatial appointments., The provision of John
de Brinkeley in 1361 would appear to hgve been a good
cholce;”3 he had an Oxford education, gnd'as president
of the Provinclal Chapter of the ‘English Benedictines
from 1366 to 1375 took an active role in the activities -

of the Blackimonk§ and in natlonal ﬁolitlcs.5u His

tenure at Bury was not‘ﬁEFkhd\by any wldespread, detectable
signs of irstabllity or laxity. On ;%;\bfheé hééd; the
papal interference produced by the appointment of

Bromfield had severely unforﬂunate resu%ts, and the

length of time taken to resolve the case only prolonged

an unstable situation.

Boththe internal administration of an abbey and
the numerous public reévonsibilltles of an abbot demanded .
a person of many tal\pts to successfully nmeet the challenges
of the fourteenth centﬁfy. The frequenu absences of thej
abbot, whether because of ;ffiplal duties svch as
attending Parliament or Convocation or whether b§cause
of a conscioustpollcy oﬁ residing away from the abbey,
tbgethcr with the lack oé igtegrgtion of the abbot's -’
life‘with°that of the convent was another important

factor contrlputihg to the decline of discipline during
the period. As David Kno%lés has polﬁted but;"the constant

entanglement with secular business and intyrigues must have

r2i
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been a permanent influence sapping whatever was left of
the spiritual conception of an abbot's office."55 This
was gertainly true of the aBpots of Bury. ‘

However, important as abbatial leadership was in
maintaining the traditional moﬁastic 1life, 1t is n;cessary
to examine threg other factors which might account for
periods of 1hx1§y in discipline and internal .instabllity.
The first of these is the important question of the
effectiveness and frequency of visitatlion. W.A. Pantin's
extensive work on the functioninez of the Benedictine
Chapteps during the period shows tﬁat the capitular
legislatioﬁ did pro&ide commnon guldelines for monastic
practice, and whille maintaining tﬁe independence of}‘
each house, did serve to rcduce‘their 1nsu1ar1§y.56 The
enforcement of the statutes was left to the visitors from
the order, and these visitations were -'‘particularly
\valuablc in controlling the few but very important

monasteries exenmpt from episcopal Jurisdictlon."57 An

evaluation of the effectiveness of the triennlal
visitations carried out by the delegated representatives
of the Chapter is, unfortunately, difficult to make. Few
gomnerta survive from the fourteenth century,58 and 1t 1is
‘also evident thqt thare wefe perlods when the regular
functioning of both the Chapter meetings and visitation
procedures were interrupted. Untll 1320 the *tings pf
‘"the Chapter in the Province of Canterbury wer lagued by

apathy and poor attendance, and a number of meetings were
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prorogued, thus interrupting any attempts at reform.59
The effects of the Black Death of 1348-49 also prevented
the normal sequence, and from 1346 until 1360 there
were no meetings of the.Proviﬁcial Chaptef; again the
pecstilence of 136§j69 also interrupted the system.60 On
the whole, then, however effective the procedure might
be for an individual visitation, 1t would appear that
capitular visttation %as not frequent enough nor generally
efficlent enough to answer some of the needs of monasticism
in thelfourteenth century.61

There 1s no record of a caplitular visitation being
carried out at Bury St. Edmunds until the end of the
century. Although it 1s certalinly possible and probable
thaé visitations were carried out previously when the
system was in full force, 1t is not until 1390 that we
have any direct evidence of 1its application to Bury. In
that year the prior of Norwich was appolinted to visit
Bury, and in 1393 the abbot of St. Benet's of Hulme
appointed hils prior and\another monk to carry‘out his:
visitation of the abbey.62 bespite the apparent lack
of regular visitation on the capitular level, a lack at
ﬁost crucial ¥imes, there was one instance when the
interfererice of the king did promote some reform through

a siﬁglar.device. Edward III appointed the famous and

capable Abbot Thomas de la Mare of St. Albans to ‘carry

" out an independent visitation of the monastic houses of

royal patronage between 1362 and 1365. Although the

~ \ ¥

T~ .
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visit to Bury was technlcalXy not a formal visitation,
Abbot Thomas was received there, and according to the
St.'Albans chroqicler, he gg;ng?aﬁéd the prior of Bury,
Henry Kirkestede, to remain in office ‘and pursue his
attempted reforms.63

But the relative freedom from external control
enjoyed by the abbey was only one possible factor in
the decline of monastic discipline. A second factor of
importance was the recrultment and'training of the
monks at the abbey. While direct evidence 1is somewhat
scanty on this Dolnﬁ. 1t would seem that, in general,
because the monasterles of the fourteenth cenéurf suffered
from a lack of reforﬁlng zeal and were also competing
with the friars, the attraction of sultable candidates
for the monastlic life was m;fe\limited than in previous
centuries. This trend had probéb{y begun before the
fourteenth century,64 but a growlng}}gck of public
confidence in the monasteries during,ggéﬁfourteenth .

century must have had adverse effects, as J.R.H. loorman

explains: ~N

As long as men bellieved that the vrayers of the
monks were helnineg to save the world, and as long as
they were satisfied that the regulars were vicarlously
relieving them of thelir oblirations to personal
discinline and renunciat{on. 80 long would they
support the monasteries by thelr gifts, and men of
high ideals would be anxious to attach themselves to
some community. But once men lost faith in the
virtue of regular life, financial support would Egnd
to diminish and the stream of postulants dry up. - -

[

- ‘»BoubeEEEMgﬁgggﬂgg;; st11l men who would be attracted

—

to .the monaséic 1ife at Bury, for possibillities of both

~

-~
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LR Y




38

N . r

. intellectual attainment and business administrati?n
existed along with religious devotion as ways ofllxﬁa}é‘
within the cloister. But the abbéy did show some decline

- in Auﬁﬁers during the fourteenth century,6 and 1t 1is
possible that the public reputation of the monks as
shown by thelir behavior under Richard de Draughton,
Willian dé\BgEnham'and in 1379 set 1little in the way of
an example of égéétlcism and unworldliness which might
haVe\gttracted the more spiritually motiféted candidate.67

\\\\\\\\ An abp;ET\wpatever his capabilities, did, after all, have

™ to work with the existing personnel.

A third and final factor of some importance in
explaining the decline in the observance of the common
life and the erosion of some of the earlier ideals was
the practice of the pavacy granting certain privileges to
abbots and individual monks.68 Althourh some of the
personal or spiritual privileges, such as the right to
freely choose a confessor or for plenary ilndulgence at
the hour of death, were ﬁot in themselves objectlonable,
the practice was symptomatic of a deeper problem:

...the fault, where 1t existed, lay in the manner
in which they were solicited, for in many cases
they would seem to have been glven 1n answer to

the unsanctioned initlative of the indévidual /monk/,
implemcnted by his own private funds.® )

0
The abbots of Bury frequently recelved such grants,7 a8
T T dida numbef of monks in the latter part of the fourteenth

century. The prior, Edmund de Brundissh, received an

@

indult from Clement VI in 1345 allowing him to choose his

4
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own confessor at the hour of death, and in 1397 and 1403
tﬁo other monks received this privilege from Pope Boniface

IX.71

But more serious, in view of the commion life, were
papal privileses wgich exegnted monks from certaln canonical
rules: an appointment as a papaf chaplain, for instance,
freed a monk from the regular observance of monastlc life,
Bonlface fk's pontificate saw an increase 1in the number of
such grants,72 and included in a long list of other names
in\1399 appears that of John Haywode, a monk of Bury, i
73 .

receil¥xring a papal chaplaincy "with privileges,"

X
@ ¢

Anvtther practice which increased towards the end

of the .fourteenth century was for a monk to petition for

the right’to a benefice, with or without cure gf souls.
Such an appointrent was generally contrary to the true .
monastic vocation and regoved those who personally gérved
as reslidential vicars or rectors froa the regular monastic
observance. Only rarely did monks actually directly enter
into parish 1life in this fashlon,7u but there are two

such instances involving Bury monks 1n the fourteenth
century. In 1367 the Archbishop of Canterbury appolnted
Edmund de Bokinesham, a monk of Bury who had been serving
as a rector: to the deanery of Bocking under the 1mmedliate
Jusrisdlckian of the Archbishop;?5 and later in the century
another monk, Walter of Totineton, served as the parson of

76 While there are not

Elyngham in the gibcese of Norwich,
a large number ¢f such papal privileges applied to Bury,

the practice can be viewed as one which did, to some degree,
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influence the regular observance and oould subvert the

authority of the abbot at many Benedictine houses in

Vil

The preceding examples of a breakdown in monastic
\

discipline and the problems of internal adminlistration at '

the later Middle Ages.

the abbey should not be taken as a complete picture of

the monastic life at Bury St. Edmunds in the fourteerith

century. Surely the problems and scandals would invite
more comment from- chronlclers and public.officlals than

the more usual and commonplace activities within the.

abbey. The monks of 3ury and_ thelr abbot were, after all,

involved in the day to day administration of their official

-

‘duties and in the. regular practices of the. times. The

obedlentiaries among the monks eontinued to exercise

thelir offices,;and although we have no fourteenth century

Jocelin of Brakelond to vividly illustrate all of their

observances, quarrels and activities, we may presume that
%’ many practices remalned unchanged and that\the'daily 1life

wlithin the convent reflected a certain amount of continuity

with the past. The dlvision betwgen the claustrales and

the obedientiaries may have, as %és true in the late

twelfth and. thirteenth centurles, pfdﬁuced tensiops‘and
factions within the abbey which interfered with the normal‘
monastic l1life. There is some e%idence to suggest that there
was both an element of conservatism among some monks at

-~ [

‘ the abbey and also an active and continuing interest in

‘* writing and education during the fourteenth century. These
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trends, as well as the evidence relating to the perilods
of diminished monastic zeal, need to be’cbnsldéred in

formulating 'a general picture of the quallty of monastié
e

life at the ‘abbey. . N S

4

It has already been noted that in the 1360's, during
the ruie of Abbot John de Brinkeléy, the prtor, Henry

Kirkstede, promoted some reform aqd was encouraged in

78

his efforts by the abbot of St. Albans.. In addition to

this, W.A. Pantin has polnted to the existence of a Bury
bqok‘illustrating a conservative reaction to certain/new
moﬁastic practices in the latter part of the fourteenth -
century.79 A compilation contalning treatises on monastic

history and comments on the legislation of the General

Chapters of the thirteenth century produced by a Bury

{monk ¢c. 1377 shows that one monk at least was opposed to

certain new monastic observances such as meat-eating and
shortened offices. Even at thls late date, the liberalized
‘reforns introduced by the Benédlctine Constitutions of

~ L]

1336 were not universally Qell received. Thé monk'!s
statements ;egarding the growing laxity bf tﬁe thirteenth
and fourteenth centuries may npt @ave been typlcal by

any means of the,reaétion.qf.the entire monastery, but
there‘is additlional eviaénce that the abbey was also engaged
in the production of ;“number of treatises and tracts on
monastic history in an effort to defend mopastic values,

an effort which was Increaéingly undertaken at annumber of

other Benedlctine abbeys in the fourteenth century.so The

£
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. . pioneering work by M.R. James on the library of St.
.o - Edmunds and the more recent work of H.R. Ker show that
N the scriptorium at Bury continued to be an_ active part

Y et ‘

L . Qf the' mopastery during thqugrloé m// S@me of the monks

A L

) ana John‘Tlmworth took an actiVe part mot only in tne'

w 3. . R

T i' J “lntellectual controvcrsies-of the dav (partlcularly over

- _ f51 and a qu of the abbots, esoeclaily Johﬁ de Brinheley

"

w. ' the ‘1ssue 6f mendicancy). ‘but. were 80 intere ted 1n

;malntalnlnp’an intellgctual viﬁor at. the abbey.82 oo

» ’ - - .

- . ' In édﬁition &o thé work dOﬂe ab the monastery ‘1t

. -
N s . IR

K . is also evldent‘tbnt Bury' did °ﬁnport the new movemont
d o v ae, ‘.‘ 3 ¥ .'~ o
toﬂards thé“theologioal traininn of °6180ued monks. énd
'1.> : : } '*"n"’

- in aéa@rdanoe uith Benedhat @{I s, Cbnsticup&ohs sent

. - .
o . " \"“‘l;‘ ERTA "'

. Qy.-‘l v ’_ w . ¢ 8 . e
T et oy at Oxféyu and Cambridgef ? ‘The sacrist's accounts frpm
e ’;1 A , . ’ °

. T the year'1299 show ﬁth éven at this early date. the

’ T, e "ﬂ»

R ;’nabbey sunperted omm of 1ts own funds &t leaskt. two monks.’

.
N ) l

¥

*L.ig “}*:\ Studylh? at Ofox@.- presumably at Glouce ter College

o

3‘ ] PR members ofwthévcommuniﬁy tp stuﬂﬁ at the monadtic colleﬁe°L
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instruct their fellow members and novlces 1n theology. s .

During the latter part of the fourteenth chnthry.,

monks, from. Bury studled at bomh Oxford and Cambrldge

‘-John de Brlnkélcy was -at Oxford by 1350, obtaincd the - . J{

»

dcgree of Bachelor of Canon and Civil Law,. and was only

-ppevented from his 1nception due in 1361- because of hls

v .

provLQion to. the abbacy in that yeqr.87 Henry de hunstantqn.

who was elected ‘avtbot 1n.1361¢but dled Yefore he could.
3 . ‘ » ‘ - ) . . .
take offlice, had 'also teen at Oxford around:the same .

“time and had also advanged:fo the degrec of Bachelor oM .

- +

Canori and Ciéil Laﬁ.88 At-Jeasp one scholar from“Bquyg~

was‘sent'to Cnmbriﬁie in ﬁhe 1360'sﬁ and fﬁfee scholars:
at Oxford Mere supported by the house 1in 1309 20.89 'Tne

'
T

Prlor John Couford. who' wrote the eve-wltness actount ' x o "

of the uprising of 1381. received a «contributiocon frpm the

Provlncial Cnapter for.hls denree of B.D. in 13?5 ?6 90 /'~j

and 1t is possible that he may have resided in a house .
in the suburd of Uxfo.d which ‘was maintalned jolntly

by the abbey of Buny St. ﬁgmunds and Palmesbury.91 The
notorious Edmund Bromfdeld hadlalso received support from
the abbey to. study at Oxf\?&, where he had: incepted in
'theology’in 1373-? Ope.mon& ﬁrom quy, w1lliap Barwe,

who was later sacrlat of the anbey, was a "prior sfudentlum"
at Oxford in 1393 ‘and._ later served as Chancellor of the

. Unlversity from 1#14 until 1418, 93. Both Gloucester | N
‘'Collere at Oxford andnGonyilIe qul at Cambridee continued

to receive students from Bury in the fifteenth centu}i,

v
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and alnumbEr of "books brought bylthe monks from the

9L BN .

B
“

abbey were donated to these colleges.

'<3The involvement of the monks of Bury in tHe intellectual
activiiles et the universities and in their’'literary -
7 ' - /
production “was as much a reflection of the méfgfﬁlg//wf/ .

-

response to changinc 1nte11ectuél/gndfreifgious conditlions

s

worldly affalrs--however scandalous

d " Treprehensible at times--waqaa resvonse to changing

‘ §ociéI4ponditions.gnd economic pressures, That the quality

of monastic 1®fe at Bury evidenced these two trends
sfﬁultangpusly i1s but an indication that the abbey

reflected.the general trend which was so characteristic
of the rerular orders 1in the later l'iddle Ages. The

b

thallenves of the fourteenth century on all fronts--

- s »

. soolal,«economiqxgpolitical and religlous—-demanded both

[ ¢
institutlionad and individual strength and vision: institutional

strensth ﬁo'insure that monasticism served a useful purpose

P

}d the soclety of the fourteenth century, and individual

vlsion,pn the paft of monastic leaders to insure the
maintenance of 3t, Benedlict'!s ideal and internal stability

in the face of a changing world.

"Thé‘basgtyas difficult, and though there were signs

Ty

of vitalitv, onithe whole, the abbots and monks of Bury,

_did not fully meet that chéllenge. ‘But this was as true

‘for any othér great monautery in medieval England as it

was for Bury St. Edmundg and the manifestations of internal

instability coupled with the ﬂinancial and economic problems

«

3
4
. o -
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. reveal the basic insecurity and diffioulty of the
{

4(

~

institution itself. As Vivian Galbraith so accurately

comments,

.++,AS the price of great vossessions the Bury monks
were cumbered with much serving; condemned in practice
to thc9§art of l'artha, though in theory dead to the

) world. .
e < -

An examiﬁétion of the abbey's role in this world, particularly

its economic function and 1ts financial 1n§tab111tyjﬁmaz\\\\
eval

further illustrate the nature of the problems of medi

- 4 -y

monasticism, problems which were not eas;}xtsolved. even

uﬁder the best of conditions.

7
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Footnotes
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‘ 1The Rule of Salnt Brnedict, trans. Erancig/ﬁ. Gasquet
(London, 1925), pp. 20-21.
2Ibtd., pp. 13, S4-55, 59. .

31b1d., p. 15. : T
L

' 5David Knowles, The l!'onactic Order in Enrland

—_I..__-b

(Canbridze, 13%41), pp. 40+=105.

'6Ib1g.. p. #00. Cuthhert BRutler 1in Renedictire
FYonachiscr, (Lon@pfx 1919), pp. 197-1%9, defends the atsolute
autnority of tigewhbbot but does admlt that medieval abbots
did not generally exerclse the versonal rule valued by St.
Benedict.

7Thg_§g*0"1019 of Jocelin.of Prakelond, trans, and

ed. H.E. :utler (London, 1#+S), p« 35. (nereafter cited
as J.R.) -

8%1111aw Duzdale, Morasticon Ar~licerum, ed. J. Camley,
et, al., (6 vols, in 8&; London, 151i7-30), I1I, pn. 158-159,
Jocelin of Srakelord rintes thnt Actot Samson had 26 horses
for his own hovachold and offers further comments on the
large size of the abbdts establishment: J.B., pp. 26, 41-2,

9T9W0“1 nle of S*, TA-yrdts Alray o ed, Thomas Arnold
(3 vols.; Rolls uCTiGS, London, T690=-96), III, p. 37.
(Hereafter cited 80\4.5.8-)

Knowles. Fon&stlc Order, p. 410.

vid Knowles', Tne Melir~ious Orders in Encland
(3 v¢ . Cambridee, 1946-59), II, pp. 253-54.

1Ibid., p. 25b4.

13J.B., 1 25,129: A.E. Levett, Studles in lanorial
History, ed. H.M: Cam, et. al. (Oxford, 1938), pp. 28-9.

1uLevett. p. 15{ Sec also Rose Graham, "A Fapal
Visitation of Bury St. Edmunds and wWestminster in 1234 ,"
E.H.R., XXVII (19i2), pn. 723-39 for a general discussion
on the other reculations regarding alienation of proverty,
financial organization and matters of internal discipline.

15Robert Sorerville, Historv of the Duchy of Lancaster,
Vol. I: 12€5+1(03 (London, 1%53), p. 129.

Ibid., p. 18 ~ - \\\\\\\\\\
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R,H} Snayre, Fnrlish Ymnastic Mirances in the Later
Fiddle Aces (Cambridre, 192¢.), n. 59. Snave also noints out

the disddvantares of the separation of the abtbot and the
convent, 1bid., pp. 2£-9, 53. See also Levett, p. 14 and

J.B., p, 5 for this probdblen.

175 1. Redch, "The Farlianentary Abbots to 1470,"
University of Crlifsrnia Fublicntions in History, XVII,

no. 4 (1930) P. 20y,
18c.p.R. 1307-13, pp. 262-63. & -

Ysee c.F.R. 1313-17, b. 1535 C.P.R. 1717-21. pp. 179,
181, 362-43, Leg; C.-.5. 1321=-2h ) p, 3183 C.i. K., 13:0=43,
pp. L72-73. : :

20c.p.R, 1317-71, pp 179, 181.

1

211pid., pp. 362-63.

221p14., p. L69.

231n 1323 William de Stowe was nentioned alons with
the abbot in an assautt case (C.7.3. 1221-=?24%, p, 313): in
1330 he and VWalter iinchbeck, gquinor of tne Pinchbeor Recister,
were both acquitted of a murder charge (C.r. ﬁ LM 0=st
pp. 472-73.)

2uN.S.E., III, p. 38.

25Ibld.. I, v, xlvii; Ibid., III; p. 39.

261p14., III, . 39. The letter of Abbot Richard to
the abbot of 5t. Benet's thankine hin for taking care of.
the monks 1is in :.5.%., III, p. L1, There had '‘always .been
a close assoclatlon of the two monasteries.

27
Caleniar of Flea and xonorﬁndq Qog 1s Frecerved 1mo;g

. the Archives o1 “r~» Jorroration cr thin CAby of Loraon at tné

Guildr)l, 5n11s Ma=34Y,; A., 13Z23=-t+, ed. A.til. fhomas

(Cambridre, 192 ), v. 35.

- 28Documcnts nertalninz to the case are in }M.S.E., IIT,
pp. 56-72; Year 2oovs of the Relsn ofi’Aneg Tdiard the Third.
Year XX (Fi-"t "~ ~ari), ed. ana trans. L.C. like (lolls Seriles,

London, 190.), ©o. 214-216, 228-232, and the editor's
discussion, pn, Xxvi=-xxix; Select Cages in the Court of
King'ts Pench uncter "~uard 111, vIy ed. G.0. Lavyles (Londont

Selden Society, 1%L5), pp. 40-9; C.F. 3. 1345-1t8, o. 535;
C.P.3. 1348-50,, n, 267; C.P.R. 1350=54, p. 1004 Calendar -

of Fntries An the I'n-al Rec-icters GFlatiAg to Great iritain

and Tivlermagr vl Let “enc, Jol, III: .. 15+2=13.2, eds

W.He Lliss, eo, al,(wondonii..S8.0., 1297), pp. 304-~5, 388,
- A .‘

‘ -
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391-92. (Hereafter cited as C, Pap. L.). Francis Blomefield,
An Essay towards a Topographical History of the County of
Norfolk (11 vols., 2nd¢ed.; London, 1805-10), III, pp. 507-09

dlscusses the case; Dugdale, III, p. 110 refers to the
case though he offers no comment on the discipline problen,

29Le't:t:er in F.S.E., III, p. €6. G.G. Coulton, Five
Centuries of Rellglon (4 vols.; Cambridve, 1923-50), I1I
pp. 249~51. translates the letter and cltes 1t as one more
exanple itn hils catalosue of monastic decadence,.

3O’I‘he case was extremely complicated and involved
the issue of whether the case could be settled in the
papal courts rather than the royal courts. Abbot Willilam
brousht suit in the King's Court in 1346, and Bishop
Bateman was cited for vioclation of Fraemunire and assessed
a fine of £10,000, but he was pardoned by the king and did
not pav. OSee Year Book Ed. JII, Year XX (First Fart),
pp. 214-1¢, 228-32; \King's Bench, Ed. 1II, VI, pp. 48~9;

c.F.1, 13148 -50, ps- ‘207.

- 31”‘ountc-rcu::t1ons by the bishop also 1nvolved both
apreals to the papacy and the king. The final settlement
is noted in C.F.R. 1350~54, o. 100. ,

32M.S.E..‘ I_Il. rp. xiv,X.

33A. Goodwin, The Abbey of St. Edmundsbury (Oxford,

1931), oo 50,

T
%M.S.E.x, III, p. 67. This section of the chronicle
was probably composed at Bury itself, not, as others have
suggested, at St. Heget's of--Hulme. See Antohia Gransden,
"The 'Cronica Burlensis' and the Abbey of G5t. Benet of
Hulme," Bulletin of the Institute of Historiéal “Reésearch,’

XXXVI (1963), pp. 77-82.. = |

35Bishop Bateman was a. skilled diplomat, 1in the
service of Yoth the pove and the king. A.Hamilton Thompson,
The English. Clergy and their Organization in the Later
¥iddle Ages (Oxford, 1947}, p. 46. Arnold sketches his
background, but he lnterprets the bishop's motives in a
different light: "the brave and vigorous blshop, who c .
almed at obtainins a control over the exempt houses for

.the sake of discipline and good morals, far more than at

the taxation of their property." M.S E.. III, p. xi1i.

4

36 .S5.E., TII, p. 47.

371p1d., III, p. 48.

8 t

3 Further evidence of Bernham's unsuitabllity 1is
provided by the fact that during his abbacy an excommunicated

3
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monk of Langley, a Praemonstratensian house in Norfolk,
was received by the abbot (;.3.E., III, pp. 48-56). Also
in 1339 Abbot Willian alons with his chaplain and another
monk were accused of assault (C.P.R. 1338-1:0, p. 364.)

39John de Brinkeley had been provided to the abbey
by the pope and was rresident of the Scenedictine Provincilal
“Chapter. OSee below, p. 34. .

400 p m, 1367=70, p. 186. K.L. Vood-Legh, Studies
in Church Lire in "=-land under Edward IIT (Cambriaze, 1934),
pPpP. 155-56 notes thls case,.

L4

ulSources for the evrnts are contalned in VF.S.E., III,
op. 113-133, written by John Gosford, the alnoner. LRanulf
Higden's rol;rchronicon, ed. J.R. Lumbv (9 vols.; Rolls Geries,
London, i~7§—u , VII pr. 399-L01 mentlons the events, ¢s
does Thowas nalslnrhqn in his Ililstoria irrlicava, ed. ’.T.
Riley (2 vols.; Rolls Scries, London, 1luo3-dir), I, po. 414-18
See also C.C1.R., 1577-01, vo. 1Z2=73, 176, 209, 272, 276,

278; C ;.W. 1577 1, rc. 296, 317, 391, 418, 420; C.Cl.R.
1331-£5, pp. <53-:L, 539-403 C.r.3. 17331-85, pp. 13-14, 218,
300, 5(& 565, 563=Chy CiFPLR. 1335-43, pp. 100-101.,

2
¥.S.E., ITI, p. 114,

431v1a., p. 115; Dugdale, III, p. 110.

uuf,S.E.. ITT, p. 117.
uSIbid., p. 118,

. ué;g;g.. pp. 118-19.
47;9;@.. pp. 119-20.
u8gggii.‘p. 120.
uglﬁl@-. pD. 121-22.

SOIbid., p. 124; C.I.R. 1377-81, vp. 269, 272, 276,
418, 420, Sronfield was eventually relea°ed and in 1385
allowed to leave the kinsrdom. (C.P.R. 13%1-85, p. 583.)

51y 5.E., ITT, p. 127.

52Thow§s of Totington (1302-12), William de Bernhan
(1335-€1) and, John Timwovth (1379-8¢) had all held the office
of subprior 1mmediately before their elections, and Richard
de Draughton (1313-35) had been third prior when chosen
abbot, Thus, none of these abbots had been in the more
imnortant office of sacrist or rrior wwhich might have
provided more administrative experience.

°
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- 53He was provided because Henry de Hunstanton, ' )
who had been elected by the monks in 1361, dled near
Avignon before he had received confirmation, thus the
pore clalmed the ricght to make the provision. Duzdsale,
IIT, p. 110,

N

5 A.B. Emden, A Biorraphienl) dasister of the -
University of Oxford to A.is., 1507 (3 vold,; Cxford,
1957-59), I, p. 207. Le had a cachelor of Canon and

Civil Law derxree. On 2rinkeley's activities as I'recsident
of the Irovincial Chavter and in varliament see

Dozurents Illuntratin. the Activitli-es of the General -
ard Irerineiil 2o e va of tae - Jdsn oo, opnge,
1215-1¢"0, ca. Wid. santin (Cvwen Jocleuy, Bra Lcries,
XLV, XLVII,LTV: 1931-237), II, n. 4 (Hereafter cited as
Chavters) and Vivian Galbraith, "Articles laid before

the Farlianent of 1371," INWU.R., JXXIV (1919), pp. 579-52,

55 IT, p. 307.

Knowles, Relirions Order

56w A. Tantin, "The General and Prqvincial -Chapters
of the Enclish Black Nonks, 1215-1540," TR1.5., 4th ser.,

X {1927), pp. 222ff.
571bid., b. 238. \\\\\\\\\
58114, ., pp. 240-42. \\\\\\\

.

5911v14., p. 211.° Fantin gives a complete list of ~—
meetings, ibid., pp. 249-253.

6OIbic.. p. 215; Chavnters, III, p. 70. °

61Wh11e Pantin says that the individual visitations
were effective, Knowles contends that the general result
was "corrvarative inefficiency." Fantin, "General and
Frovincial Chapters," p. 221} Knowles, "Rellsious Qrders.
IT, p. 205, -

62 e

For 1390 a_certificate survives; again in 1414

there is ‘evidence that the abbot of St. Eenet's visited
the abbey. Chanters, III, pp. 236-37, 233-39.

63Knowles, Relirious Orders, II, vno., 204-05%
Thoras Walsinchanm, Gesta wb-atum ‘onasterii Sanctl
Albani, ed. H.T. Blley (3 vols.; iolls Jer.es, London,
1847-1849), II, p. #06. It also appbears that during
the troubles at the abbey 1in 1379, two monks from Bury
went to 3t, Albans to study and.learn discipline under
the guldance of Thomas de la Mare. (Ibid., II, p. 407.)

i
6 John R.H. !"oorman, Church Life in En-~land in
‘he Thirteenth Century (Cambridse, 19+6), pD. 254.
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Ibid., p. 351.

66Sce below, pp.102-3. FP.G. Node, The TInfluence of
the Black Death on the Inrlicsh I'nnasteries (i'rivele eailticn
distributed by tine University of Chicrco Litaries, 19106),
pp. (1-62 and 70-72 secs serlous effects of the vlague
of 1348-49 on both recruitment and discirline, thoush this
is difficult to prove M Bury St. Edcunde,

7Perhaps the decline in oblatec at mecst monasteries
was a source of further difficulties. lNen who entered
monastic life at the later ages of elgshteen or nineteen
might not have been sufficlently prenared for the monastic
1life. Althousn there 1s little evidence to indicate the
backsround and prrevious trainin. of the mon%s of lury, it
1s/noqo1b1e that the abrey reflected this general trend
See toorman, Church [ife, pp. 261-02,

Two other iniercs ting cases might point to furtner
difficulties in discinline at Bury in the latter port of
the century. In 1321 a monk of Bury was outlawved, and in
1388 a papal licerce was issued to the monk lilcholas
Tinmworth of St. Edmunds to transfer to another Eenedlcetine
monastery "of the like or more ctrict obcervance,"

C.P.R. 1377-81, p. #53; C, lan, L., V, p. 154.

68Knowles. Neli~1ous Orderc, II, pp. 170-74;
W.W. Capes, The IEnrn~lisrn cnvrch ir the Fourteenth and
Fifteenth Centuviers (London, 1%<0), »n., 2G7.

69Knowleu. Relimious Ordero. ITI, p. 171.

70 For exanmple, in 1334 Abbot William de Rernham
recetved the risht to choose his confessor at the hour
of death and in 1345 received an indult granting hinm a
portable altar and the rirht to dispose of his personal
roperty by will. C.iap,L., III, pp. 166, 120, 181.

., ITI, p. 210; 1397 to Willlam Exeter and
nry lethwolde. Ibid., V, pp. 50, 560.

J bid
1n~1403 to~u

72Knowles, Reiisious Orders, II, pp. 171-72.

730.Yan.L., vV, .p. 2 The stsndard fee for such
an indult was 20 grossi. Ibid.,~p. 28.

Parochial Systen

?uEgcrton Beck, "Regulars and

in Medlieval England," Dublin Review, CL:

75Reﬁlstrum S5imonis Lanchanm, ed, A.C. Woo Canterbury
and York Society, L11I, 1%$5C), pp. 112, 146. This
have been the sane deund who received an annuity from
king. See below, n. 77.
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éé>p.n. 130802, p. 180. . -

\ .
77To bensure, these indults ard nriwvileces were
used mainly as fiscal devldes'bv_thg papacy, but they
could have the;c ect of subvertin~ the atbot's authority.
See Williem E. LiﬁtK&Finqnclal Npaimtinrs of the iaracv
with Ingland 1327-153% (Camoridre, ..aso,, 1902), pp. #47-57
for the amounts vraid Ror the indults.
In addition to the cases clted above recarding
papal privileres, there 1s also a curlous case of a monk
of Bury, Edmund de BokenHam, receiving an annulty of £ 30
a year from the kine for gervices rerndered in administering
a manor belonsins to -the alien priory of Toftes. In view
of canonical rules rerardine individual vrorerty of monis,

this 1s interesting, C.1.R. 1390-54, p.~305; C.I.R. 133061

p. 89; C.7.%,,VII, p. 100.)\

78K1rkstede also wrot&yor cauced to be written a
nunber of books for the abbey, See [‘echleval [ihraries

of Grrat Britain, ed. N.R. Ker (2nd ea.; London, 394%),

p. 23*%. R.!. "ho=son, "The Library of Bury 4t. Ednunds
Abbey in the Llcventh ard Tuelfth Centurices," Crecnlirw,
XLVII (1972), ov. (20-21 identifies "Boston of EBury" as™
Henry !'irkestede. N

¢

?QChap ters, I, pp. 22-23. This 1is Bodley IS 2&0

Ker, 1"edieval L'hraries, p, 23 prives the date as 1375

! Eow A. Pantin, The Fn»elich Church 1in the Fourteenth
Century (Ca=bridze, 1955), ro.. 1507f offers an interestine
discussion on this tgend which was larsely n response to
the mendicant orders. It 1s also interestins to note that
"Boston of Bury" (or lHenry . Kirkstede), compiler of an
extensive catalosue of ‘ronmstic litrraries, originally
used a list of Franciscan comxposition out obllterPted
traces 6f that orisin! DSece @MN.A., James, "The List of
Libraries lrefixed to the Catalocue of John uoston and
Kindred Documuents,' in Collectnnea Franciscana, II, ed.
C.L. Kingsford (i'anchester, 1522), p. 3u.

81H.R. James, "Cn the Abbey of S. Edmund at Bury,"
Carmbridee Arntinuarian Snelety, 3vo ser,, XXVIII. (1895);
idem, "sury ot. Lémunds L anusceripte L. H.R., XLI (1926),
pp. 251-2(0; Ker (ed.), iedieval Libraries, pp. 16-22 gilves
a list of Bury booc<s. ) .

82Ker (ed.), -Iefieval Libraries, pp. 231-35 glves
a list of donors of books whicn shows the Alnterest of
these two abbots.

83See Knowles, Relicious Orders, II, vp. 16-28 for
this developrent. See alco :antin, ihe Trelish Church,
pp. 166ff and Hastings Rashdall, The Universities of rurone
in the ¥iddle Apesg, ed, F.N. Fowicke and A.B. Exden

1
.



53

(3 vols.; Oxford, 1936), TIT, pp. 184-190. The Constitutlons
of Pope Benedict XII required that one out of every twenty
monk¥s was to be chosen for study at a university and
the™Frovincial Chapter made a provision for pencions

to be pald to wonks for post rrudvate study. See

Concilia !'acnne Sritonvine eof Hltermine, ed, D, Wilkins

(% vols.; Londgon, 1737), 11, pp. 59i~9C.

The Fanvserinto of TLiqeoln, “ary St, £drund s

and Great oy e Tor o 2o oanc, nmistorical P anutcripts
Commission, fourteentn aenoret, Avrendix, fart VITIT
(London:!i.i".3.0., 1395), p. 123 (liecreafter cited as
Higt, 'vg, Cnen,) P

85hashaall, IIT, p. 18s.

., 86Rushdall's rFexeral bias 1is anti-monastic. See
Pantin, The T~lich Troech, p. 106 for a better assessment
of the i-portance of thls trend to the abbeys. Those
trained in law could also serve the aboey in litiention,
thourh mratters of this kind would usually bte handled
by the menmters of the abbot's council.

87A.B. Emden, A ‘Blo~rannicrl Rasistrr of the University
of Oxford to.A.D. 1500 ( 3 vols.; Oxtord, 1957-55), I, p. 267.

881p1g., II, p. 985.

89A.B. Enden, A Blorrnnhical Re:ister of the University
of Carbridre to 1500 (Cambridre, 1%03), ». 112; list, ..©s,

Cesn., P. 1+,

90Chantcrs, ITII, p. 320

915ee Durdale, TII, p. 120 for the convention

between the two house , dated 1376/ ‘
92Emden. Oxford, I, p. 275; Chqnteis, III, p. 76.
<;>\ 93Chqotern III, pp. 212, 317. Abbot Curtcys

(1429-46) toox an active role, havinz bullt a set of
rooms and a hall at Oxford. Knowles, Relirious Orders,

IT, p. 19.

9u5éﬂ;$, "On the Abbey of S. Edmund," pp. 85-86,
N

95V1v1aﬁ\salbraith, "St. Edmundsbury Chronicle,
1296-1301," E.M.R., LVIII (1943), p. 57.
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TII. PROBLEMS IN THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE ABBEY'S

o

0

ﬁ RESOURCES IN THE POURTEENTH CENTURY

ot !
Wk, r

I, The Fxtent of tlie Abbev's Ranrourges

., An examination of the econémio énd financial
history of Bury St. Edmunds in the oleventh, twelfth
and thirteenth centuries reveals clearly that the abbey
could be counted among the most we;lthy and influential

) of the Benedictine houscs of medleval England. As a
¢ royal foundation, the abbey benefitted ?rom grants of
: land and eccnomic privileges from its earliest history.
By 1086, as recorded in Domesday, the abbey possessed
g _about jwo hundred manors in Suffolk, Norfolk and other
countffZ. and 1its holdiﬁgsawere valued at between £639
and »(655.1 The abbot's franchisal jurisdiction in eight
and one-half hundreds comprising nearly one-half of
Suffolk enabled-the abbey to receive certain revenues
derived from regalian rights: Hidage, Danegeld, rights
of Jurisdioéion.’anq exclusive rights over markets,
falrs and tolls in varilous 19cal§}1e8 within the Liberé}
of St. Edrund were important Boufces of revenue for the
abbey.2 |
Oour clearest indication p} the extent of ‘the
. abbey's holdings and of the administration of these

resources comes mainly from the late twelfth and the

; ' 5k
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thirteenth centuries. Abbot Baldwin's (1065~1097)

"Feudal Book" and the-Xalerinr of Abbot Samson together
with Jocelin of Brakelond's Chr&ﬁgéle 1llustrate the -
extent to which the more able abboﬁ%kand nonastic
officials energetically preserved, récorded and attempted
to expand thg economic resources of the g£bey.3 Although '
there was by no means a constant §uooession.of able
abbots in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, ‘the
econonic trends of this perindwworked to the advantage
of the abbey; by the end of the ihirteen%h century, the
abﬁ@yfs revenues had Ancreagsd at least three times
the valuation of 1086.5

The ;wo mostnimportant gources of information

for the purposes of determining the extent of the T

abbey's holdings and types of revenues are conﬁéined

in .the Pinchbeclk Register, composed ¢. 133% by the
Bury monk Walter Pinchbeck, and The Chronicle of Bury

_ 8t, Fdmunds 2~ , composed at Bury in.the late

6 ¢
thirteenth century. The Pinchback Register reveals
a concern on the part of the abbey in the early fourteenth

century to carefully note all rights due the aery; It
conta;ns many copiés of papal bulls and letters grgntiqg
ecclesiast'cal privileges, charters from the king
regarding liberties within the eight and a half hundreds,
various listings of in%gﬁts'Lfees, and copies of the
Domesd;y entry for the abbéy. But the most important

gection 18 a survey of the tenants of thp abbey in

v




Y

e
’ .
' 56

b

~

*
hE

fSuffolk headed 'De Itinere Salamoniu de’ ROfLY. et Soclorum

~,

suorum Anno regni regis Edwardi £1111 Regls Heneriel

'x1113). Inciplente xv."7 Althodgh the heading states

this to be 1286-87, in fact this has been dated as a
ocopy made in 1280 of the 1279 . Hundred Rollheur§ey.8

’ ‘This docunient 18 important for two reasons: 1) It forms -
:én_}mportant addition to the printed Hundred Roll

survey of 1279, which only 1includes inforration on ; e

Canbridgeshire, Huntingdonshire, Oxfordshire and

parts of Bedfordshire and Buokinghamshire,9 and 2) although .

1t is concerned in detaill omiy with the free tenants of

the abbey, 1t is8 valuable for determining rents, sizes

-or'holdlngs and patterns of land ucage on the'estétes of

. "the abbey in the latter part of the thlrteenth century.,

The portion or this survey printed 1n tho Pinohbegk

Register follows.in general the normai structure qf

the survey for other counties.10 .The survey 18 made

-

according to vills, not manora and lists tire lord of

“the vill, the extent of tho aemésne land (wlth a llstlng

of arable meadow, pasture. woodland and mllls). and a
desoription of the free holding in the vill, oincludlng

names of tenants, size of hqldlngs, rents, and stating

of whon the land 1s held.§‘Thé*one serious area where

the 1279 surveyvbrinted in the register 18 incomplete
18 in dealing with the land of the villein tenants of

the abbey. When infornation is given at all, 1t 1s

42 .
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merely a sunmary statement of how much land 18 held in
villeinage with no indication of either the number of
villein tenants or of the s8ize of thelr 1nd1€1dual J

holdings. Koaninsiy in Studies in tre Agrariaon History

‘of Fngland in the Thigteonth Contury has outlined some

of the difficulties in dealing with the material from
the 1279 Hundred Roll survey, namely the fact ﬁhat the
survey was undertaken with a view to asceiéainlng
tenﬁrial.‘not econoxric, rélatlonships, thus failing
fo show such changes as the comqutation of labor services,
leaseholds, and freeien holding villein land.11 Never-‘
theless, the record can provide us with an initial
polnt‘from which to examine Bury's holdings and revenues
from land in the last quarter of Fﬁe thirteenth century,
~The pecond important source for an estimation of
the resources of ~the abbey in fhe late thirteenth century
18 the record of the val&gzibn made for the Taxation
of Pobe Nicholas IV carried out 1in i291-92. The Chronigle
of Bury St E&mun@s contains a detalled listing of the

assessment made on the tdmporalities and spiritualities
s <k
12 -

of the:convent, “ but makes no mention of the abbot's

gsgﬁfibn; ﬁhg Pinchback Regicter does, however, contain
a descriptlon of the 1292 re-assessuent of the abbot's
revenues rébm both aspiritualities and temporalities.lB“
There are, however, a number of 8serious difflou}tles

in the interpretation of the taxation records; one

historian putg all médieval taxation records "in the

-

N
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realm of make-believe."’! Indeed, they do reveal a
ten&ency'towar@a undervaluation which sqxfrely limits
our abllity to ;ccurately dete;mlne the,h§£31 revenues
of the =2bbey. BRose Graham's importént study of the .

" Taxation of Pbpe Nicholas as abplied to Bury St. Edmundsl5

clearly reveals the disparity between the aszeszed ;alue
and the income receivcd~and/or the actual value of the
uifarlous holdings. She éites two examples from Bury

to prove her point: 1) The 129é re~agssessment of the

" revenues from the abbot's barony totals K£766 13s. 44,

yet for a seven month period in 1279 the royal escheator's

‘o

gccounf showed a total of #£839 73, #d. 2) Spiritualitics

aﬁd temporalities of the sacrist according to the 1291

valuation tbtalled £209 18, 4%d, yet for a six month

'perlod iIn 1299 the sacrist rolls show receipts of

£184 14s. 10;3;d.16 The reasons for the under-assessment

are probably to be found. in the manner in which the

assessuont was o@rﬁied But. Instead of being based on

the manorial account rolls calculated on an average for

a number of years, the assessments were made fron the

extents of the manors; thus the assessments more accurately

refléﬁted the rental which would have been }eceived ir

the manor vere farmed out, despite the facc éhatlin the
thirteenth century most of the lands of the bébgy were.
farmed at a profit by the monastery 1.t:seli‘,'.b’1w7 In_additfdn ;
o the method of assessment,»fv‘shquld also be Agyeq‘%hqé.'

the abbey protested parts oﬁ the 1291 vﬁluatisn'énd_ln :

4y

=
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some cases Bugceeded in obtaining a lower assessnent.

In 1291 the ébbot's portign was orliginally valued at

£1000 wit?]the tenth to be pald emounting to £100; the

protestg of Abbot John de Northwold esucceeded in obtaining

the next year the lower valuatlon of 766 13c. 4&.18 The

cellarer likewise complained over his valuatish. and

the Bufy bhronicler notes”with satisfacgion that the

temporalities of the convent were re-assessed by the

Bishop of w\nchester and the Bishop of Lincoln in 1292.1
Despitgﬂtﬂe d1fficulties presented by the nature

of the evidence from both the 1279 Hundred Roll survey

and the taxation of "1291/92, we can nake some general

statenents about the nature of the revenuee and the

extent of the holdings of Burv St. Edmunds at the end

of the thirteenth century. In the first place, the

amount of land from which the abbey received inconme,

whether in the form of rents, services or produce.was

extensive. The 1279 survey lists only the hpldings of

the abbey in part of §uf{olk (the hundféds of Hartismere,

Babergh. Thedweqtrey. Eﬁihgoe. Black?ourng and Lécké;}dj.

but shows the abbot and convent receiving ronts from

145 vills; of these, the abbot 15 ilsted as the chief

lord of 3% vills znd the abbot and convent or the

* . e 20 9o
~convent alone as the lord of 16 vills. The major

portion of the revenues would be from the actual.rents,
~ N ~ v {

gervices and produce of the ranors }n‘theavilis. but in-
. \' : t P L3}
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"addition the abbot- possessed a network of jealously

T e

guarded manorial and franchisal Juriedictions within

this area which contributed to the total revenues of the -

abdey, ' . :
Py ; %

Theé taxation records of 1291/92 similarly 1llustrate

- the extent of land adminisperad by the abbot and - .

obedientiaties in Suffolk, Norfolk, Essex and other
A% < [

21

counties.”® The abbot's barony included revenues from | o

a,
92 different vills-in Suffolk.(total assossed -value

. . , :
£604 178, 2id)1 10 villages in Norfolk (assegsed value

£103 75.)1 and 2 villgges in ‘the county of Essex (essesced
value £58 98, 12d. ) The amounts ranged considerabdbly
according to the valuation, but some of the more valgable

of the abbot's holdings in Suffolk we;e from manors in, v
Fornham“A%l Saints (£45), Redgrave (41 38, 2d), Chevington
(£40) and Eluzswell (£38 17s) 13d)1 in Norfogk, Tivetshale

(£30 128. 234) and in Essex, Herlgwe (£40 93. 13%d) were

23 -

The holdlngs_of tﬁg“anvent were edually éxtenéive.~

ETﬁ% total aSsessment in 1291/92 of both temporalitics

and ap&ritua}ities belonging -to the convent amouﬁtcd
L .. 2
to £1,0081s. 73%d. The maj:éfﬁbrtlon of the assessed

é#llarer (1292 re-asaeSSment

o .

revenue war 1n’the hands of °t
of temporalities £735 Bd), with income derived from

34 places tn Suffolk, 4 villages in Norfolk, and 12 p1£ces
in other counties, 50 The sacrist and the convent's

chamberlaln also administered and received income from

.
i

+ v
v . [
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numérous holdings in Suffolk and Norfolk. The sacrist's
total assessment of. temporalities amounted to £163 1s. kia
fr;m 16 placee'ln Suffolk and 15 places in Norfolk, and

- the chamberlain's temporal ass®ssmzent ;otalled £123 Lid

" from 15 piac:; in Suffolk and 9 places in qufolk. ‘
Sore qf {he more valuable holdings of the convent were

‘ thé manors of M1ldenhdll (assessed value, £59 14s. 10%&).
_ the cellarer's grsnge in Bgry St. Edhundé (k?O Ls, 84a),
Pakenham (£62 14s. 3d), Rougham (£39 3s. 43d) and the .
sacrist's revenues from fﬁe town of Bury 6(82 58.)27.
Although we cannot take these. figurce as a totally
‘accurate picture of the actual income received on a
\ﬁéarly basis, it is pexhaps possible to make a rough
‘estimate of the revenues of the abbey at the end of the
thirtpenth century. The total assessed value of both
:splrituali*ics end temporalities rorythe abbot and convent
_1n 1292 amounted to £2, 1?& 1hs, 1Li§ Allowing for the
1£act that the assesement represents an undervaluation and
that it ounits gome places for both the abbot and the
oconvent, it would probably be acceptable to estimate the
abbot's revenues at sohewhgre betweeﬁ {766 and 59007per
‘year and those of the convent at somewhere between £1460

. and £1600 per year. These flgu;eg are at best only

’ rough guldelinesufor detefmining the wealth of the abbey.
In working from printed sources pertaining to the abbey .

N
\

we. have no other comparable survey whicﬁimight reveal

. . N
v

)

]



_showing thé expenses of the abbsy

, Monéstig:Fihances in the Loter ¥iddle Ages, there-are .
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further discrepancies in the valuation, although a
charter of division of the abbot's and convent's goods

29 - ) . .
drawn up in 1281 and a late thirteenth century document

30

offer.gome pcints of

‘comparison: As:R.H. Snape has pointed out in English

LY
b

nunerous difficultics 1n attenpting to arrivé at estimates

‘offthe.wealﬁh of the English abbsys in the later Middle

‘Ages;B?— He‘%ossesa no‘fourtaenth century V?lor Feeclesinsticus
‘§hich‘m1gpt ééa?le.ps to rake comparicons, .nor 1n rwany

cases Ho we possess a continuous and complete series of
records wlthfsghgements of actual income. With the :
excgptiqu of some sacrist rolils from the fourteenth
century énd a fittoenﬁn century taxetion roll, such is

the case for Burx/St. Equndsﬁag What we can conclude
with certainty is that the holé;zlgs of the abbey at the
end of the fhirtecnth ;entury were extensive, that fhe
revenues were d;awn from a wide varlefy of\sources. and
thaf the administration of these resources demanded
efficient management in the face of the ecoromic and
goclal changes of the later Middle Ages.

N " ——The_abley of Bury St. Edmunds, like many of the
wealthier enedictine abbeys.33 drew its rocvenues from

a wide varlety of 8sources. Manorlal rights and production
provided the major poff;on of the income, but there

were other equally important financial intcrests helad

by both the abbot and the-obedientiaries, interests which

2
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became increasingly important and 1ncréa81ngly mnore
éifficult“to defend in the fourtcenth centuf;t ~One such
1mportant'80urce of revenue for the abbot arose from his
possession of franchisal Jufisdlction withiﬁ the elght and
a half hpndreds in western Suffolk. Frog pre—Conduest
times, the abbots of Bury held Qertain regalian rights
‘within the Liberty of St. Edrund: hidege, foddercorn,
and wardpenny ucre-ducs leveléd on all socage tenants of
the abbot: In'addltlon the ébbot obtained the right to
levy for his own use the Danegeld within the Liberty. By
royal right the abbots also received the profits of the
hundred courts within the eight and a half hundreds, a
portion of the sheriff{'s aild went to the abbot, and a
common aid was paid to the sbbot by all his tenants, servile
and free.”' Within the Liberty, the abbot, through his
stevard, exercised a neéwork of court jurisdiction which
brought him profits from fines and amercemengs.' That this
was a particularly valuable right which was eagerly defended
as late as the fourteenth cenyury is proved by the number
of patent and close letters issued to the abbot by the
king promising no diminution of these rights held "fronm

time out of mind," and by the minute recording of such

liberties contained in the Pinchbect Hevidter?5 A8
Bertha Putnam haswsuggested, "the profits of justice are
the essential element in the mediaeval system of law.“36

This wasc no less -true for the abbot's interest in maintaining

L
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'sult against the town in 1384 to secure the payment.

N

Jurisdictional rights against all erosion than i1t was for
the secﬁlar franchise holders of the later Middle Ages.
The abbot also recelved income derived from his

position a8 a feudal overlord. Fscheats, wardships and

relief were normally exerciced and collected according

to custom; that the abbot guarded these rights in the
fourteenth ccntur# 18 also evidenced by his vigiiance
in dealing with the interference of the royal escheator
in cases of wardship and eschéats of his own tenants who
were also tenants-in-chief of;the crown.37 The atbot
also from "time out of mind" had the right on his
installation to collect 100 marks-ln lieu of homage fron
the men of the town. This was a payment not always made
with alacrity, as evidenced by Abbot John Timworth's
38
In addition to the”rights f Jurisdiction within
the Liberty of St. Edmunds and the feudal rights held:
by the)abbot. there were several important rights held
by the abbey within the town of Bury St. Edmunds, rights
which were not only vigorously enforced against the towns-
ren but also energetically uphgld against the agents of
the crown;39 Thé most important one from the point of

view of maintaining control over the town and for financlal

/

reasons was the exclusive right of the abbot to hear all

crown pleas (except those touching the kisgif person): and
N , . - 40 )

to the profits from the %gﬁrts. Various royal grants

also insured other financial rewards for the monastery.

»-
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Edward I in 1285 granted to the abbey the rights to the
profits arisinzg from the assize of welights and measures
held in the towm., In 1296 this right was renewed, and

the convent alszo secured the rights to the profits fronm

15
the assize of bread and ale. In 1304 Edward I also

.. allowed murage and pavage dues to he levied by the abbey

on goodRr cdtering the town; this right was renewe n

Y1330 for a period of seven yeeﬁrs.u2 In both #hctances,

ki

the royal actlon in favor of the abbey was fundertsken

"at a period whén there were gserious financlal difficultics

-

at the abbey,

The 1mpo£23nt rights held by the abLot and convent.
over the town of Bury St. Edmunds were not only syxbols
of prestige and used as a means of limiting the poiitical
aspirations of the towﬁsuen, éﬁt they also made up a
valuable part of the total resources of the abdey. During
the late thirteenth and the fourteenth centuries, the o
poilcies of the abbots of Bury and of the tw; mos t
important obedicntiaries polding interests in the town,

the cellarer”and the sacrist, were, on the whole, repressive
&

‘and exacting, as illustrated by the attempts made in 1304-05,

'132? and 1381 by the townsmen to enlarge their own -
o)

b3
political aad eqpnomic"rights. From the point of view

of the abbey, these policles were necessary’in order to
maintain long'establiched privileges which were financlally
rewarding, but which needed to be securely upheld in

s

the face of the pconomic problems and mounting expen@ltures
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i
in the fourteenth century.

Thexextensive holdinge ‘and varied resources of the
abbey, nq@ only in the town but also throughout'Suffolk
and Norfolk, demanded more than adequate leadership on
the part of the abbot and the obedientiaries responsible
for thelr administration. Unfortunately, most of the
evidence of the financial condition of the abbey in the
fourteenth century points to an absence of sound leadership,
development of long-range polléics designed to cope with
a changing econonle and soclal situation, or skillful v
management of rggeipts and exprenditures. Some of the
underlying cavses for the unstable financial situation
of the abbey may be found in an analysis of the econonic
and social trends on the estates of the abbey, secondly
by an examination of the types of expendltures agd-
obligations -which burdened the abhey throughout the -
fourteenth century, and finally by an examination of the
internal organization employed to adminlét?i)the abbeyts
resources. ' f

IT, The Eenno~ic and Snedinl Trends on the ’ -
Estties oi tne isbboy .

v

Any examination of the economic and social trends
on the eséates of the abbey’éf Bury St. Edmunds 1is
sevérely limited by the lack of printed source material
pertaining to the fourteenth centuryl ¥any important

questions regérdlng the pattern of estate management,
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&éi;}zation of land, movement of rents and trends among
both the free and villein tonants of thé.abbey will,
unfortunately, have to be left unanswered; The arguments
and conclusions presented beléw must be regarded at this

point as being speculative and only indicetive of the

" degree to which the trends on the estates of the abbey

conforred to the general pattern, of econonic and social
changea in Ensland in the later “iddle Agesn,

Generslly spealilng, the estates of the abbey were
‘managed in the typically conservative fashiown characteristic
of Benedictine landlords.uu We may exanine economic and
soclal developmentgson the estatecs of the abtey from two
points of vie&: 1) from the standroint of thc abbey ps a
landlord, with the aim of determinlng how changes in the
avallablliity and utilization of iand together with
demographic chanczes affected thc,abbey's resources and
policies, and 2) from the standpoint of the villagers, wlth
the ‘ain of determining how the social and econoric
siltuations faced‘by the free and villein tenants affected

their relntionship to the abbey in t late thirteenth and

fourteenth centuries.

!

A. The Abbey ag:Landlord

Land unage at thn end of the thirteenth
century . )
*

The general pat{i;n of "land hunger" of the thirteenth

‘1

century caused partially by an expanding population and’
< *

characterized by rising land prices, a high proportion of
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land under plough for grain productién.'and a tendency.
t&wards the direct exploltation of the dcmesm,m5 is
evident on the estates of the abbey in the lattcf part

of the thirteenth century.

Although evidence 1s lacking for an accuate
agssesseent of the rising land prices on the estates of the
abbey, there is.evidence of the extent to which the estates
of the abbey were given over to the production of grailn
at the expensexéf sheep farming or cattle grazing.

Examples can be taken from the 1279 ‘survey contained in

the Finchtreck Register, ‘In the fifty villages where the

abbot and/or the convent is listed as thf chief lord, the

13
-€

1

!

L », -
statistics 6 show that on the demcsne land of the abbey

85% of the land 18 listed as arable.and ¢hug presumably ..
under plouch, while 10% of the totsl comprised woodland;
meadow and pasture together amounted to only S5Z of the
total. Land held in villelrage ;eveals an even nmore
striking pattern of utilization: ' 98% of the land is
referred to as either arable, or simply designated "terra,"
with the remaining 27 consisting of meadows, pasture and
woodland. Land held in free tenure reveals a similar

pattern, with over 90% of the land listed as arable.
TN

~

(See Appendix 11 )°
Other evidence which reflects the scarcity of

pasture land can be 1llustrated by the value of arable

land relative to the value of meadow and pasture. Iﬁ

7

general, the levels for England in the thirteenth

v
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century show that arable land was,yalued at anywhere

from 2d to 6d per acre and that neadow land Wés Géiucd
considcrabl& higher at rates from 2s. to Ls. per acre.u7
Manorial extepnts from twelve manors on the estates of the
abbey c. 1300 show that rents for arable land let out
*from thé demnesne avgraged La to 6d per acre, while 184
was the average Zzéue acsigned to-éeadow lzind.48 Althougﬁ
the arca‘of Spfﬂ k was suitable for sheep farming, in
Blackbourne hundred (a hundred w}thin'the Liberty and one
where thé‘abbey had nunerous estatcs)”the total aninal
populgtion in 1283 w?s conslderably lower than one
. might expect ﬁqa‘g'nggion capable of sustaining mixed
f‘m'r.».fLm;.u9 In general, then, the estates of Bury had
a low‘pcrcéntagéjor men who p;;sessed animals.

We can draw threce oconclusions tromvthe‘evidence.

In the first plare, the tendgpcy towarde ‘using the land
for corn productien at the expéhse of. animal husbandry
woul@ suggest that there was an expaﬁdlngspopuiatlon and
therefore sufficient labor to work the estates of the

abbey 1n order to furnish both the necessary provlsions

for the houee and to provide a surplus which could tﬁén

be s0ld for a cash income. Sedondly, it would appear that

land reclamition had gone on 1n the thirteerth century and
that after 1279 there was still roonm for.the abbey to
continue, at least to a small extent;'tha‘reclaiming of
some wasteland and woodlend.51 T‘hirdly.. 1t is also

?

evident that where pasture arnd neadowland were avallable,

L W
N

Tl
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most of 1t w8 under the dlrect control of the abbey;/and
very little ppsture or moadowland ¥as3 directly available‘

to the tenants, ecpecinlly villein tenants, This,CQulp

~ A (R o
Ve - .,({;o- v 07
.

be a source of irvitation 1if chahwing denopraphio.nnd K

4 .
. M 3 s

economic factors resultcd in any larpe °cale chargp*over

N

Q -

on the part of the abbey or on the pqru“o; the tenants ‘L

N . > - . :
from corn procductien to sheep forminr. N
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We do have evidence to conclude tpat\the populatrom -f

)

" expansion characteristioc of tnﬂ thirteenth qontury nns ,*

s

reflccted on the estates of the abbey..;TH .faleiar g&ti’
) :

signs ef population ex pansion—-land hungcr, ﬁn&rea§1ﬁg

i¥

recleration of land, and the prqllfmratlon of‘sm&ll

LIS -~
.

landholders produced by the °ubdivlslons of holdings»-‘

L 0\\0 f,\' “ "\..’

are found on the estates of the gbbey'atutne endfof the

1,

52 )
thirteenth century. From the polnt of view,of ﬁhe"*

-

abbey, this expanding population was bénericial “Tor 1t

- tnsured an ample supply of labor to'wggk the demesno and

“- ~

provided a° source of income from rlsing rentp ‘dhd other::“

~
o %

payments‘legigd on the tenants of the abbei. In'$uch9.

’ r
o »

a situstion, th abbey could rely upon the produce " ..

] #

of the\estatea unde direct cultivation for ‘the provlcions
necessary to. support th 1nhab1tants of the moneetic b
community. - It coﬁld 5130 ch Qg between: the sale of:

.~

extra produce or reliance upon rents for the necessary .
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'rail of these alternatives warq pursued by the abbcy in

fgra}n (oats maltmnbarlcy) -to the abbay on a rota*ing

. . s (£ S C S

o , ,

oash 1nco&~ whlch was aluo needed by t“e abbey. In réc ;

.thé’ xhirteenth century. U Lo
The eystem of fOOd-farmu which pr ovidad the naces”ary

$

y '

LY

_ basis was adepted early ln the abbey's~hlntbry and was

'o

‘Qarriei on the the thlruecnth and fourtccntb centurics

LY

This enablcd the convent nnd the abbot to generaliy meet

the necdg of provision!ny the house. In addltlcn. the

. abbey in the thirtesnth century ddd réry upbn demesne land

under‘dlr;ct cultivation on numcrous othcr estates which

; did ot have to provide the hcekly fa ms to -the abbey. .The

surviving portion of the 1279 hundrea Roll su‘vey shows

- that in fifty vills in Suffolk the dbbey hdd nearly 15,000

v,acres in dcmesne.5u and surviving extents from tw»lve

manors c. 1300 ‘show that in come caces the dewmesne holdings

r

-'pf the abbey amounted to over one-@alf the total land of

, ' 55 «

‘the manbr. 'Hoviever, the abbey did' not rely totally uponn

-

produce from the demesne land for either its provi foning

or caah 1ncomc. The cellarer did buy and Bi}l produce .

56
in Bury St. ndmunds . and rents in the form of aash (which .

may;have concealcd Bome payments for commuted scrvices) or

produce from free tenants anﬂ the sengnorlal dues belonglng

to the abbot or obedlentiaries were importqnt Bources of
revenues. MNills, market rights. tallages and commuteq
paymrents for‘féldosoke, ploughing and mowing also contributed

to the revenues of the gbbey.57 i
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Choners in the Courteenth ceontury :
and thoir e’ eta

What evidence survives tends to cénrirm the view
that the conditions on the estates of the abbey in the , -

fourteenth century presented several problems for the

<

abbey. There i8 evidence to sBucgest that there vas'a

population decline on the estates which soretimes resulted

in the abbey adopting a policy of decreasirg the demesne *
) ‘ .

farming and replaciné traditional structures with
leages, elther from vasfwt holdings or fron the demesne,
Altﬁough 1t 18 quite true that the jronastio patte;2<9f~
managenent tended to retaln denesne farming, a hcqu\‘
derand for'labbr cervices, and rclianc? upon traditional

patterns of cultivation and provisiloning untll very 1atc,58

we can detcct signs of economlc and social changq. These,
changes presented sisrniflcant problems for an- abbey which
was already suffering under the burden of heavy obligations

and showing 8sipns of financial strain. - .

pa)

Decline in population in the
fourtcenth century

‘ Evidence for bopﬁlatioj changes on the. Bury estates

“ in the fourteenth centﬁfy 1s largely indirect. ﬂThere'ax"e
fé[ indtecations of dcclining population in ébe first , .-~
half of:tge fourteenth benturi} ;ﬁough booﬁomic problens '
of the abbey at_thé very end of Ch; thirteenth century
and signs, of tenant discontent_at the beginning 6f the

“-fourteenth century might indicate that the abbey was

[y
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having difficult, 1n 1ntarh1ng tr aditlonal labor ('

’ Q ¢

-

servrces and was perhaps Suffurlnﬂ from a, labor” Bhortage.

’”he population lose on the abbey's eOfates ﬁue to

F -

the Blac! Death of 1348-&9 ‘is dlfficult to detﬂxmlne Y,
with any’ accuracy. though the areas surroupdinp Bury

. St. Edrunds sﬂemed to nave been gseverely affected. As

" a whole. the ueath rﬁpﬁ in all of Eadt Anglia "was well
i - 50 ~
above fhe national avcrave." . That the plague affected

the abbey itselfl is evident f~om a papal bull of 1351

" granting Abbot Wiillam de Bernham permission to ordain
'teﬁ nenks under the statutory age as priests to. J
compensate for the loss of chaplalns pecausc of the plagué.
The death rate at the abbey itself has been fixed as '

high as forty m_onks.61 and additional evidence shows that

the clerical population in the dlocese of Norwich was
e /"N‘

hgyerely affected by thie plaxuer two-thirds of the

Y benefices in the dilocese were vacant in ths period bé tweén

- . 62 . A
“ March, 1349 and Farch, 1350. The jpopulatfon loss among

the clergy in Suffolk was also h;gh. Inétitﬁéions pd

vacant benefices avé}aged only 81'per year in the period ~ te

At

from 1344 to 1348, but from March, 13b8 untll Farchy 1349,
" there were 831 institutions ln Suffolk.63 Adstional ,

evidence shcws that the areas near where the abbcy posédésed

2

., estates were a1°o hit: Hunstanton, Croxton and the hundred

of ~wade in Suffolk all showed, signs of the epidemic
/ ] N

in summcr and fall -of 13“9; the citles of Norwich,

N
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Sudbury and Yarmo;th also rcvealed higﬁ decath reates 15
th; same perlod.va Joessopn concludes phat ﬁo town 1in
East Anglla escoped the ravaces; and although his estimate
that’one%?alf tre population of Eéét Anglia dicd65 may be
‘highly speculntive, 1t would necvertheless seem higﬁiy
" probable that the estatcs of the abbey did suffer a
qugulation loss and that thic loss wmight well have been
sev;rc.’ o | . . s
Althcough the later outbreaks of thc~p1;éue in
'1360-61%61369 end 1375 mgght have been less severe, there

1s evidence that sone dcbopdiutioh 2id occur. A conmrarison

of a‘1358 rnanorial extent of lawetead, a manor which

.;&bclongeq to\Eﬁe abbey, with the 1377 Poll Tax recérds

é

‘

- -
TS

shdwe that of the thirty frce tenmants existing in 1358, only

four appear on the Foll Tax, and of the elevenx"nativl,"

&

only one name appears on the gsecond list: Fouwell concludes

.
_.that the 1361 or 1369 plague might have been gwne reason
= 67 ) \/,/'

for the décline in nucbeys. . /

Desplte the obriocus dangers of relying too heavily
.on the scqnty‘néture of the evidence, 1t would seem

proba%le that the population trends on the estates of -

%

the abbey followed the general pattern of a fourteenth
s .-

. , ‘ 68
century decline characteristic of the rest of England. &x%
o N T , N

To what extent this was due to the periodlic outbursts of

. -~ ¥
the plapue i debatable, but that the demoérgphlc changes

{

did have an effect upon the econamic picture and did
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certalinly result in a sSituation different from the

-

thirteenth cen'tuz"y 1s: clearly evi;lent:. ’ ¢

} > s
] -

 Pattern of .labor services SR

One eiement of this chaneing economic situation wus

the eXtent to which the abbey incisted upon the perfornance -

of traditioril villein services or acdopted policies of
commutingjcrvlces, lightenineg the tenants' burdens, and
P4 .

rd

1e'a‘§aiﬁ'giou,t.d\e'me Sre lend In order' fo attract willing
tenants and to insure a ateady 1ncou.c from the land.
There 1s cvidc;lce\tc.)f the conzutation of sone labor
services as darly as the end of the twplt%h century. By
1182 many of the services owed to the abbey by the ‘
townsmen had been converted inte, monf‘y payments:
"scalsilver" ‘or "sorp°nny.“ a pamcnt et the_ rate of -
14 per cow freeing the tenant fro:r. drivin{f hig cattle.
into the abbot's fold, ahnd “"repsilver,” pas)'z:ent'at the
rate of 14 per terant for reaping senvice;', were early
signs of comzutstion. Abbot Sarson (1182-1213) also
‘converted these two dues into an annual payment of 24s,
to be collecied from the tovmsmcﬁ.ég Oother early

cormuted services were "warpcnny " commitatlon of guard

v oo

' seyvice owed by’ socage vtenrmts: "s hersllvcr.," payment of
14 for every six ‘sheep exenpting the tenant. from driviné
his animals into thé abbot's fold; and "averpenny," for

socage tenants khq owed éarry.ing servlce.7o By the latter

)
n

t

pjrt of thc thirteenth century the ploushing service from

B

~



T Am11lein terants were valued at 1d.

76

« the cellarer_'&s tenants on the denesne of the granre

had been converted into a noney paynment at the rate

of 1d per acre.71 and by 1260 the nowing cervice on

'

eightean acre of the abbot!s meadowlasnd at Brosdreadow

\
owed by the rien of Thedirestrey hundred seens to have

_been at lepast open to commutation at the will of the

72
abbot, Fanorial extﬁnts for twelve menora c, 1300 |
shov that here labor services vere valued 1n noney,

and thus open to commutatlion; at Fornham, ten cottagers
1 w ’ ‘ ’ -

each wléh one acre pa%d 1‘Od aa Itepsllver for reaping
gervice, and at Melford three "works" owed by the
73

Eviderice of comnutution in the fourteenth century
tends to be inconclusive at test. Lacking COntfnuous
cuscturnls, rentals and extents f‘or the estates .'ft is
very dif‘ficul’é to de.\tcr;ninc‘ vhether the abbey followed a
consistent policy of lichteninz servile burdens in
order to endouraze tenants to take up %eant .holdingr;,
or whether labor shortasé€s and the cost of rising wages
for agriculturalt workc_rs forcgd the abbey to re*impose# .
old services end/or créate new services. - —

A partial extent for Palgrafé in 1357 printed in

Titow'e Enrlish-Bural Society 1200-17390 provides an

—— Y

. b
interesting 7emmple.? Here all of the tenements held
by the customary tenants are listed as rendering a ;

certaln amount of noney pe\r“gaﬂ\rﬁas rent, with a precise ;
i 4 (]

Yy
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/
statenent showing what rert of that ameunt is for

commutgd ‘services, Fof exampie, one tenement he]:d by
two tenants comoprising 23 acres, 1 rood and a messuage
1s 1isted as rendering bs. 103d per year, of which 184
are for the comaututlon of seorvices, 75 It would éeem
that here, at any rate, the comnutation of customary
services had been in effect previously and that the
abbey, 'Tfor 1ts own benefit, was allowing or cncouraging
tenants” to sutstitute money payments for labor ducs.
One other plece of evidence drawn from the period
after the Pessants' Revolt also Serves to 1llustrate the
p;f)@;ress of comm}xtatipn angd the substftutlon of money
rents on the Eury estates, The Rickinghall rental of .

1387 shows that though money rents have not taken over

completely, both payments in kind and labor services

l are valued in money and therefore open to cormutation. ~
By 1433 at R;ckinglmalll; services and payrents 1in kind
practically diséppear. and money rents predomlnate.?6

The cormuted services, or services open to ..

comnutation, were most likely undertaizen strictly for
the convenience of‘ the abbot and the obedientiaries on
whose estates they were collected, In “the thirteenth
century 1t '\'oulh seem that the population cond_ithions at
the tire insured a steady supply of labor and that the
’ ) abbey could afford to allow 1ts tenants to pay instead ’
;f performing sServices, There 1s little indication to

" 1
. what degree ths.;ab{;ey was also at this time using hired
‘x/ rf' »

—
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o .
labor to perform services, though 1t would sppear fron

the number«éf small landholders and coxttagera in the’

district in 1279 thet there would be an adequate l=Hor

base from which to recrult workers. 5
The~gyidence of commutetion of lebor scrvacs drawvn

from the fourteenth century 18 admittedldy scanty and

falls to reveal the exictence of ; donsistent trend. But

1t does serve to inllicate that cone Pf the ;onastlc

offlciels adoinisctering the estates at times caw

gommutafzgn &8 an alternative to be employed when

condiéions merited 1t. This evidence of conmutation should

not, horvever, lead ua to the conclusion that commutation

¥a8 by any mcan& videspread on the estates of the abbey

either bﬁforcKRr after the Black Death of 1348-49, On

the contrary, there are strong indlcations that, 1like nany

of the older Rernedictine houses, there was an insistence

on villein servlces which lasted into the latter part of

the fourteenth ccntury.??

Examples of the\types of leibor sexnxlces demanded by

| the abbuy at the end of the thirteenth centuTy and the
~

early fourteenth péntury cre furnished by the description

in the Plnf?;f”k Pr-4star of the anounts of produce,and.m
s 3
labor due from the e¢ighteen ranors which provided the

. 8 s .
weekly food=farms to. the convent.7 The very fact that

N

this description is included in the rezister is telling.
Co&qued c. 1334 by Walter Pinchbeck, a moﬁgbof.the abbey,
\ =

~

t
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the record conteing every indication that thoy abbey was
anxious to kccs a vigilant eye on the rents, dues znd
obligationz of both itz free and villein tenants.79€aThe
uEXBE? Q{'unconmuted‘lubor cervices most frequently .
demanded wérc mowing; harvesting and threshinegg thege

were apportionrd according to the amount of lgnd held

by the tenants. The four customary’tcnants at Berton

oved 81x week works done by hand: each weck wofk congigted
of the tgnant threshing three neasures of COrAIénd one
measure of-barley o;vtwo neasures of ocats ;er woel) in
addition, they owed ploughinz and mowing as team work, |
and the free tenants as wéll as villeins paid 4 s. fér
fold-solie "pro voluntate dominorum;"ao At Pakenhamn,
Rougham and lNewton mowing aﬁa ploughing wer@?required

»

of the customary tenwnts, ecarrying scrvice and weeding |
Hars two other types of lavor services elso perforred on
meny other manoré. °Typica1 burdens Pf viilcgnage ére

also in cvideﬁbcs at Hornlngshcatg.and Werkton ;iceﬁces ‘
were r;quired‘bcfcrc any custonary teénant sold énimals,’"\\ﬁ\
and rellefs.and marriage pgyments were also extracted from

82 A
the tenants. - P

That the abbey did continue, at least perlodipally.
to demand 1a 0oh cervices and had difficulty in doing so, --—
8 11lustrated by two ;xamples from the f;ﬁffeonth
c nfury. A.E. Levett has rcf9rrcd to a manuscript

conkeinting abstracts of court rolls from 1259 to 1365
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relating to Bury St. Edmunds! manor of,Bicéinghall.BB The
cases 1n the.carliér period dealt mexinly with marriaces,
births,_;tc., but the cases in the lster pericd cohccrncd
questions g} villein statug, burdeng of serV1ccs on
villein lands, notices of tenants xho had left the service
of the abbey, and "an unparailelcd group of caces dealins
with folds ’8& These cases night pessibly indicate that
the abbey was 8t11l insisting on traditiorsl rights and
services, paxticuiarly the obligation éf the tenants

to bring their anizals to. the abbot's fold. A parallel

case bointed out by Powell shcwa that-the abbey, even

after the Peasantst Revolt of 1381, was continuing to \\\

\ N \\
insict on the performince of services and on i1ts long-

.standing rights.ss The. narnor of’Little Barton, belonging
to the celiarer of. the abbey, was)helﬁ by Sieropn “
Sh@rdeloﬁ by pér;lce'of fifteen "precariae® to ﬂe i
perforwrad %p the autucn., A series of court rolls fron
1377 to 138LM;how that on the first few rolls, the
service was nct rhndcrcd and that a fine chould be ‘talzen; -
but.in 1383 and 1)8u it is ctated that thebe services had
not been perforged for thirty yéafs, and the cellarcr
distrained Shardelow's chattels and helg/ﬂim to ansver

for twenty~(ight years in arrcars. 394 abbey in this

case was taking steps to enforce igé’rights and insisted ™~
on services even after a long larse. The inconsistency

on the part of the ccllarer must have raised the hackles

of the tenents, but the policy mipht ‘also dndicate 'that
»
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on a lifg lease to

81

&

the abbey had been in aiposition after the Black Death

of 1348-49 where i1t found it inadvisable or unable to

insist upon the sefviceg and because the abbey was in

financial difficulty 1n~the 1380's now {ound it nécessary

to re-impose the service.86 ‘ | ‘ -
From all available evidence, and we need much more -

to be aéﬁe to state this with certainty, it would appear

that the pgii§>‘0¥ the monastery I:garding commutation

and labor';; ‘Lces was falrly typleal of®Benedictine
adginistration. The 8low rate of commut;tion on
ecélesias%ihal eStattes, the necessity for labor to work

the demesne in order to provisiop‘the‘houqé. and the
generally conservative, inflexible tradition of ;étate
management ‘have all received the° attention of historlans.87

and it would seem that the abbey of Bury St. Edmunds was

|

lg:tle different in this respect.: 1

[

Changes in tenurial relationships
and -in land utilization /

There 18 some evidence, howéver, that the abbey did

adopt a policy of farming out some of 1ts demesne land
and leasing out vasant holdings in the fourteenth century

in an attempt to dea ulth labor problems and to meet

. °, 88
leased out. In 1322 the manor of’ Conyngeston §aa given u
: .89

~
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. and the ranors of Berdwell (132%), Watlesfield (1350), and
Herlawe (17387) wucre also let out to farm.go An Qxémination

- of the Falpgrave extent of 1357 shows that the scattered

/parcels of demesne lsad of the ahbcy consinting of 146

T acres a

a

ble and 17 acres meadow and ‘asture Wwere let out
to the nmern\of the vill for £6 bs, 8d.9 Surviving extents

beginnin: 51 aleo chow-that a crstem of leases was

J/

\adOptcd et Hilgc

hall, on= of the more valuable uane;s

)

2
-of the abbcy.9 Th are severmal interesting fenturest \

to the developmedts ax\iildenhzll. The leasing here was

¥

. not, apparently, the Ge=o &

e land, but rather 1t was land
which had'p*cviously = lom¢ to vlllbins and had fallen

into the abbot's hand and was then let out under new

conditiona. Thils mléht indicate bO'h a declire in»
opulation in the latter part of the fburteenth century,

and\lt mirht alco péinf to a éifficulty experienced by

tbe ebbey in findling tenants willing to tekeNthe land
under old Xerms. Secorndly, sore leases were granted ft

\\ ) )
as long a poeriocd us forty ycarg. but mosc ranged ?gpm six ‘

A}

" to ten years, witQ tha chort-term leases belng the most

recent gr“nts. This "ould Lndlcate that the abbot could

e 9
re-negotiate the leZsoq and tltus perh_ps keep up with

1ncreasinoqcosts. inally, the- ;gteL at xhich land was

L

N \be1ng let but show/a very high rate for vjtloin land:

. ‘,@ . John\Kelsynd had o[taincd,a ten year lease ror 22% acres
' . N ‘c{,‘ land which hnad pncee belonzed to five “dlf"t‘erent‘vilIein .
! B N % . -
. : ‘(: i ) T : ‘ ) .
— =& 4 ‘(, N .
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tcnants“at a ro.teé of 3Ils. 1d”per'yéar.' The rent tﬁus
wvorked ocut to about 164 pecr acre, & considerable increase
from the late thirteenth century rents in Mildcnhall.93
It i d1fficult as well to determine the pattern of
rents on.the abﬁny's esintes., The fgct that the abbey ‘
did let éomc ranors out to f‘:ﬁx*m cnd succeeded 1n }r}:;gair)e;‘
out vacnant hBldines mient indlecate that 1t naw a better
chance tc naxirize 1ts%;eturns by obtainlng}hﬁgﬁ rents,

using hired labor to work the demesne, and divesting
»

I

itcelf of the burden of the day to day esduministration of”
the m=nornr. Devclornents at t1ldenhall and in Hauo tesd-

; 3
would tend to confirm thic vicw: In 1358, the eleven.

villein tcﬁénts on one wanor in Haratead paid high rengé
at @bout“8~bd’per acrc,.whlch reprecsented an increase f}om
the 1279 rente for free land at the averare rate of 2-3d
per acree.()yL ﬁy 1388 the nanorial cxtent for Haw§tead
shows few villein tenants left; harvesting was done by
hired labor ot the rate of 3-4d per day.!and the tqﬁal
rents ratd had increased nearly 50% fromn1358.95 Buf
evidence frow Palgrave shows that in 1357 the customary
tehants there were paying~rents, which ingiuded payments
foracimmutcd services, at a rate of abvout 3d pef éére. not
96

[ 4

unlilke the istes pnid by the free tenante there in 1279.
“lAlthough 1t is clear thet the abbey.did let out

sore® land and was ablc to demand high rents in soxe

[y

areas, 1t chould not bs concluded that the general pattern

~
~

v 9 -

e o
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was one of rising rencs on all the estates of the abbey,
nor ghould it be ccnelv®ed that this totzlly resolved the
abbey's fincneinl prebleme in the last quarter of the

fouyéecnth century. George Unwin's article in the -
Suffolir Victori~ CQ;nty idnta~y 15 therefore slightly

misleadling when he piierts the “"the incdome of Bury Abbey

%
doubled durint the fcurTecnth century, and 1t was uainly

\"9? "
derived from rent," Whilc it is5 evidcnt that a larger

proportion of tha abhey!s ircome by the fifteenth .

century was obtalned frem rents, it 18 algo true that the

o,

abbey did retain labor services and 1irdeed insisted upon

o

them throughout the pc;lod: Furthermore, the arsertion

that the incore of thg abboy doudbled during the century

‘régts on a comparison of favley and inatcurate returns

from the taration of 1291 with.a fifteenth century

4 98 -
taxaticn roll.” » I \

In addition to adoptinz a pollcy of létting out

. . ’ ' T

gone of ¢t ranord and fixing Short-term leases on''
o "‘

favorable terrs, there were two otlier mathods of’

desling with econonic’'problemg8 which the abbeykmight have
turned to in the fourteenth century. One wes the
acquisition of additional property which could then

be lef\gut on ter@é advahtngeous‘x; the apEeyz Although,
the Statute of Kﬁgtmgin (1279) had theoretically
forbldden the alienation of land or Trentc to the

Church, 1t could be circurvented by an eccleslastlcél

.
\
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corpotation purchasing a royal licence which would

perrnit the acjuisitien of prorevty. Thus, wllle the

Statute did not prevent the additlicennl acquisition of
property by the Church, if didy; ratn-r effectivelys,

¢ '
place the alicnaticn of land to the Chiurch under virigt

reyel control.99
'\\Qgcencés eraolled on the Patent Nolls chow that
“.' ‘Bury St.\Edmunds vas acqgulirinmg in a pleeemeal fachicn
A #
gone nd&ltioﬁﬁ%\lunds and rents, usuxlly by,purchn®e or
transfer rather than as the rezult of s grant by a
plous donor.loo In the periéd before the Black Dinth
(from 1303 to‘1342) the n bey'obéained fifteen llcences,;01
- plus a gencral licence 15 1313 which ollowed the‘abbe&
to ;btain lavd or rents vp to the énlﬁe of fho a yoar
for the Banefit of the ch--herlain's office.102 During
: thiq rertod, only two of the licences obgaincd shoiw Ehnt ’
the land was given tg the abpcy for plous purpéscsz one
in 1318 with'lanﬁ and rents vaiued at {7 58. 6%d per
year was specific¢ally ¢iven f;r the quntgggpée of the
sacristry, end another 1n 1323 wae glven for "the
nelintehnance of c;rxnin chaplains to celetrate divine
8ervice.."103 The rest of Ehe grants in thlsc period
consisted . mainlﬁ of transfersa of lands and rents of
‘}athér gmall value, though in 1309 lenry.de Lacy, Earl
" of Lincoln, had sold at a low price the manor of East
Bradcnham to the abbey.lou ) . |

! »

N
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v In the period from 1%:t9 to 1392, the abbey

received thirteen liceneces, @ix of which veye)for g

105.
plous purposes. , In one instance (1328/29), action -

-

o5 talien arainit the nbby f&r‘xiolnting ihe statute

: R . 106

and ohteining lqnﬁ.VHlund gt f11 9s. mithoul a licencz,-
'sp . ’ v
Acain, the DOuwl le ygbenuvgxaccrxlbs to. the ablhy from
the lgndn srd r\n*”'dufﬁnr this pczgod-appchr%to te
-4 "
snall, und;&ﬂigxkfrom tbe'muﬁor o(,ththhmil tn =

- c 107
Pnkcnhgm whidﬁ.wns veluﬁﬁ at, {10 108, 104, the lands

were ccqunﬁrcd sarcel Tha renernl Londenoy evrdeﬁved \

.
’

would phu pV\WT to be that the abbey attemn d .
.perioulyully to tuy vp sonme vacant holdines; -but 1t , -
.ahould hot bz concludbd that tho preperty rights thus

¢ obthintd secured any lirre scale source of revenue
R @

\mf" ) .
Eel ffbrﬁphe abbtey. !
5 . PR .
"3ya‘ Anothcr means of deallrng with both®the shortage

of and high price of lnbor Ln tHo chr centh century

might have begn for bha gbwev to )hve reauced the

", y - ~4¢~
o -

ﬁ~~am0unt of arable lqnd dovatvd to crOp pro&untion ang

<5 v . v
‘ L l‘-yt

to havc rnstend turncd to. shcap f«rm&nz on a’ lnrger

a \\ R

- scale.lp ‘Thig wahla,FQVe diverslfied thc sourcps of

v -2 .a B ll’ "
lncom ~aﬁd reduéea the neceq ity pf hirirq as ‘many
’\ 3 '4" - ‘,'. !

&
arricultural work°rs nhnse gd@es w 'e generaily rising

f
\‘-' ..-- XS

.durlng the periodei Qhrumh tho qut Anﬁllan region

’
I /e
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' : grc%ving lmportance of the cloth industry in Sut’folk‘
' and‘the exporting centers o} IpBwich and N&rnioh uoul& '
" Have provided an eqélly accessible market for. wool. 110"
The sparcity of'&lrect evidence again prevents an
easy generalizatlon about ‘the response of the abbey to "g

this possible altern‘tﬁva. - The relatlvely low percentage

- 4 land given over tp pasture and neadow (5%) as
revéaled in the 1279 survey of the abbey 8 estates dpes
inot tell the full story. Ihformatlon from- the lncgﬁggk

. - Bekister shows.that,at-the end of ‘tHe tm\-teenth"‘entury 0
Bn four manors alone ther& was enough pasture for a

111an4 the writer of the "Gesta

tog#i of 2, 000 sheep.
s . Sacristarum” comments that Sacrlst William de Luton (129“—?)
! '8punt ooneiderable energy reetocklng his manors and

'+ greatly 1ncreased thg number of sheey oh theh, 112— Evidence

- ) ;fof a somewhat more dubious nature is contained on the K
Patent Bolis for 132?; here it is allegcd that during

s+ * the outbreak of violence against the abbey and the &
aubeequent rillaging of twenty of .the convent's manors,

"-the rampaglng‘tenanta "cairled_aw§y°a hundred horSQS;
one hundr;d and fwenty éxon. two hundred\cows three .

hundred bullocks, ten thgusagg sheep and three hundfed - ~

swine, worth £6,000. "1;3 That figure cannoﬁ be/totally

) dlsrogarded but it_may. be balanoed against the fact

Sy

that there 1s rio mention of Bury St. Edmunda contained
R
. T 1n Pegalottl's extensive liat of mona)st%riea supplylng

\;ool to Flemish and Itallan nerchants in the early

> a -

’ Y
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fourteenth centurs'.u‘+ In view of tgg .f‘aot that wool
production from nearby abbeys 18 detailed on thls list
‘and that the exporting center ?t‘ Ipswich was nearby, the
omission may indlcate that Bury, unlike other ﬁenedictine
monasterie , had not adopted a conscious policy of “
engaging'’ large scale sheep farming, at least for
purposes of the export trade.115 The absence of direct
evidence should not, of .course, preclude/ the possibility
that the abbey raised more sheep than 1t had in the
thirteenth century, for there was a tendency to lessen
the amoum; of arable demesne under direct cultivation
which might in turn indicate a shift in land utilization,
but on the whole, it would not ‘appear the any large ‘
scale change~-over had been accomplished by the end of
thé fourteenth century.

That the abbey's position in the fourteenth
oentury was made difficult by a dgclining population,
rising labor costs and increased expenditures is |
oclearly evident, It is also clear that the wide variety
of rents, servile dues and other obligations ot the -
tenants tended to be exacted well into the fourteenth
‘century, often w1‘th unfortunate results, The disturbance
at the abbey in 1327*1: only included townsmen opposed
to the abbey's political and economic dominance over the
town, but 1t also included villeins and free tenants

of the surrounding area. The destruction and attacks
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on the twenty manors of the abbey.in 1327 and the
violence of the attack on the abbey in 1381 furnish
additional proof that, like many of its sister houses,
the abbey of Bury St. Edmunds coped with economic
problems by using traditional methods and applying
short-term policles designed only to provide immediate
alleviation for its financial difficulties,
® B. General Trends among the Villagers

4 on the Estates of the Abbey

Examined from the standpoint of the abbey, many
of/these conservative and repressive policies seemed
necessary in an era of social and economic pressures,

J f
But many of the economic and social trends. among the

peasants on the abbey's &states led t:o a situation
where, from the tenants! point of view, some of the
economic obligations and legal d1sabilities ynsisted
upon by the abbey seemed unjust a;xd harshly applied.
Changes in landholding patterns and the rising economic
atatus of sonme tenanlts. bc;th free and villein, resulted
in a oomi:lex and unstable situation on the abbey estates
in the fourteenth century, On the one hand, there were
those tenants, some villeins and a large number of
r?eemen with small hpldings. who were elither ilving

on the edge of subsistence or, 1:; the case of ‘vllleins,

burdened with marks of legal servility and thersfore
unable to dispose of the fruits of their labor as they

)
5



90 ,

wished. On the other hand, there were also those
tenants who were rialng( in the social ‘and econonmic
ladder, Villein tenants in this situation might have
accumulated enough land to be economically on the
level with the larger freeholders, but they were still
legally inferior and retained some marks of personal
gervitude. Some free tenants were also accumulating
land and ;'1sing in the soclal and economic structure.
The Juxtaposition of this new prosperity on the part
of some tenants with a significant number of tenants
who were unable to rise in the social and economic
scale resulted in a situation ‘of instabllity on the
abbey estates. This economic ar{d soclal dislocation
together with the pollcles of the abbey may axplain-

some of the underlying causes for the frequent outbreaks

of hostility against the abbey during the fourteenth

century.

Economic and social trends among 8
villein tenants

Detaiied 1ntoz;xﬁat16n on the proportion of vtll'ein
tenants to free te;aants on the abbey'!s estates and on
_the Gsoeial an;i economic trends among the villein tenants
is8 rather scarce for the fourteenth century. Although
Suffolk had an extraoxrdinarily high proportion of
freemen in 1086, the process of depression into servility
and the rising number of villeins ocouryed in the

. 116
century following the Conquest, Avallable evidence

| \

-

e >
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would tend to indicate that in the thirteenth and
fourteenth centuries, free tenants probably outnumbered
villeins on the abbey estates, but a precise figure is
unobtainable. _

We have already noticed that the villeins or
customary tenants of the abbey owed, even in the latter
part of the fourteenth century, considerable labor
services on the demesne lands and that there were
obj.octlons to the performances of such services, even
after the Peasants' Revolt.ll? Aside from labor services
already noted, the villeins. on the abbey estates were
burdened with obligations to tpe abbot arising from
their personal status:s herlots, tallages, gersun

(marriage payments) are among the most frequently

mentioned obligations. Although there 18 some evidence .

that a more prosperous serf might purchase his freedom,
it would appear that like many ecclesiastical lords,
manumission was not widely practiced by the adbbdots

of Bury St. Ednmnds.uaq ’

Evidence from Palgrave, Mildehhall snd Elmswell
does indicate that some‘vulein tenants of the abbey
were engaged in the pi'ocess of es.tate bulilding by
acquiring vacant h.oldlng;s, but it 18 also evident that
in many cases the abbey retained the servl\le obligations
pertaining to the land thus acquired, and that the
villeins were often paying higher rents for their land

than free tenants in the same ares.}1? although we

&
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have witnessed the process. of commutation of labor
services into money payments, i1t must be remembered
that because these payments were generally at the will
of the abbot, not at the will of thg tenant, the
freedom from labor services thus acquired was not
always permanent. A period of slack demand for services
followed by a period of vigorous administration on
tr@ part olfzgzhe lord, as evidenc;d at Little Barton
in 1383«=84, was thus an additional problem which
worked to the disadvantage of the villein tenant.

(3'1n short, while the conditions of serfdom |
on the estates of the abbey of Bury St. Edmunds may
have been no w&rse than on any other monastic estate
1ntfhe fourteenth centur&. there were several personal
and tenurial disabilities which inhibited their social
and economic advancement. The villein tenants were thus
often placed at the mercy of a cofporate landlord which, .
for its own purposes, sought to restrict their advancement
in order to secure and maintain 1ts own financial and
economlc w;ll-belng.

- -~

Economic and socia; txengs1amogg
free tenants

Soclal and economic trends among the free tenants
on the abbey's estaﬁga during the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries followed 1nfgeneraf/;he pattern of changes
characteristic of the rest of England. The most #8table

aspect from the point of view of peasant oconditions is
% -

14

3

-
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the cﬁaractorlatic process of estate building on the
fart of those tenants who were risingoin the soclal
hierarchy and the ‘increasing atomization of holdings,
a process which 18 largely explained by the population
expansion of the thirteenth century and the pattern of
partfbie inheritance of freehold land.lz1

This_process was especially noticeable in East
Anglia, where small landholders represented a large
percentage of the population. Postan cites figures
from Lincolnshire showing that holdings of under
five acres represented from 70% to 75% of the total
free populatlon there.122 Evidence from the Hundred
Roll survey of 1279 confirms his view that "the population
on some Suffolk manors.-é.g. the abbey of Bury St. - -Edmund's
was little differsnt."*?3 In 1279 the distribution of
the size of holdings among the free tenants of the
abbey in eleven villages shows fhat 70% held ten acres
or less, 18% were in the middle range with holdings
from eleven to twenty-nine acres, and 12% of the
population studied held thirty acres or more.12 (See
Appendix IITI) J.Z. Titow has suggested that ten

acres was8 a necessary subsistence level for a peasant
125

(3%l
L]

household, and although this would depénd upon
many variable factors within a given reglion, this
figure does serve a useful purpose in analyzing
peasant conditions in the later Middle Ages. Taking

his figure of ten acres as a base, the distribution
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of the s1ze of holdings on the Bury estates in 1279
would tend to indicate that there was a wide level of
distress on the part of the peasantry at the end of
the thirteenth century.126 Those on the lowest end
of the scale would be able to hire themselveaxqgt as
agricultural workers on the demesne land of the abbey
or to other more prosperous free tenants, but fha
prevalence of small hol&inge coupled with the other
financial burdens of the fre: tenants on the abbey's
estates must have created a difficult situation for
many of the villagers.lz? )

An examination of further evidence from the late
thirteenth and the fourteenth centuries shows in more
detail the process of estate bullding, atomization of
holdings and sub-letting. An interesting example from
the village of Hawstead shows this process of change
quite clearly.128 In 1086 there wege 30 freemen on
500 acres, with holdings of about 17 acres aplece; there
were also two larger estates consisting of two c;rugates

~and oné carucate each, -and there were also three villeins,
two serfs and twenty-one bordars. By 1279, on 150 acres
of the original 500 acres there were many more freemen,
but the sizes of the holdings varied conslijerably: for
example, there was one {:eeman with 20 aores.‘€4; with
18 acres each, %hree wifh 15 acres, nine with holdings
from 3 to 9 a;;eﬁ. twelve fre; tenante with only 1 or 2

. £
acres, and twelve ﬂnpemen who held only messuages. The

‘y,
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' remainder of the originali 500 acres was now in the
four men who had accumulated holdings and
who had legsed out small parcels from the two largest
landholders of the village, Thomas Fi?z Eustace and
William Talmache, possessors of the two large estates
found in the Domesday survey. The obvious 1inequality
in the 81zes of the holdings among these free tenants
was not unique to Hawstead nor to the fourteenth
century, for evidence from Elmswell, Rickinghall and
. Mildenhall in the later part of the fourteenth ce;tury
, displays a similar trend towards the aggregation of

some holdings and the continued existence of a large

nunber of small landholders.

Evidence of discontent

Not surprisingly, there were signs of discontent
. among both free and villein tenants of the abbe} during
the fourteenth ggntury. The economic inequalities
’ anongst the tenéﬁts were all too visible, and tpe

continuing nds of the abbey during the.period

produced a ation hardly beneficial to either the

tenant livin e edge of subsistence or to those
_tenants attempding to rise in the economic scale but
who wer? prevented from doing 8o by seignorial devices
or marks of tenurial and/or personal servility.13° In

speaking of the Peasants® Revolt of 1381, Powell and .

Q

O Trevelyan concluded that

N
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The abbeys were frequent victims’ of mob violence
during this summer, as the tenure of serfs on the
estates of corporate bodies was generally more
antiquated than the tenufg of serfs on the estates
of ipdividual landlords. 1
This conclusion 18, I think, equally valid for Bury
St.‘Edmunds. but 1t was not only amcng serfs thatx
grievances against the abbey could be found, nor did -
the abbey have to walit until the summer of 1381 to

experience s8igns of peasant discontent or outdbreaks

P

of violence.
Several cases in the first quarter of the

fourteenth .century illustrate the pattern of tenant

discontent and the monastig reaction. In 1304-05

the burgesses of the town were accused by the abbot

of not paying fines and tolls, beating up the servants

of the monastery and impeding the balliffs who were

carrying out there duties. The sixty-two townsme

who complained ébout the abbey's rule lost thelr case

before the royal Juétices and were obliged to pay )

£200 1in damkges in addition to their rines. %" This

was a reflection of the configuing struggle between the

abbey and the town, a struggle which contalned both

economic and political issues, but two further cases

1llustrate that exoressions of discontent were not

confined to the town. In 1306 tenants of the abbey

‘entered the abbot's court house at Henhowe, burned his

mill at Babwell, and "threw down and cut to pleces his

133

gallows at Westle." ~~ A year later we find the abbot

~

A
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) .
complaining that a number of men had ravaged his

maﬁgﬁgat Southrey, in Norfolk, where they mowed

down and carried away his grass from the meadows

134

and pastures.

These actions indicate that the abbey could
be viewedchs an exacting landlord agd as the holder
of exclusive judicial and economic privileges which
could work to the disadvantage of the tenants. The
monastic reaotion to the expreaaicn; ;f discontent )
was hardly more praiseworthy. In addition to court
litigation pursued in order to insure performance
of services and maintenance of right8.135 there were

numerous allegations that t@e abbots and monks, together

with their servants, took it upon themselves to attack ‘
tenants, seize chattels, and carry off produce. 13°
The most serious indication in the first half
o{ the fourteenth century that relations between the
abbey and its tenants were strained was the uprising
of the town in 1327/28.{3?,A1though the 1ssues were
complex and essentially involved long-atandfng political

and economic grievances of the townsmen, 1t should be

emphasized that the uprising did include peasants fron
the nearby areas. The Bury authbor of the “Depraedatio

. -138_ .
Abbatiae Sanoti Edmund1"13 links the events at Bury

with those at Abingdon and St. Albans in the same year
and emphasizes the role of men from London in alding
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P

the revolt.139but he clearly states tﬁat both villein
and free tenants of the apbey took part un&er &;e
leadership and at the persuasion of the townsmen:

Promiserunt etiam quod Smnes de patria, tam

villanl quam 1iberi, qui causam illorum

manutenere-vellent, essent liberi ab omni

theloneo et omnl s=rvitio per totam Anglliam,

virtute cartarum quas penes se dicebant

habere, unde plus quam XxXx mi&&e de patria ad

eorum auxilia concurrebant, )
Despite the characteristic exaggeration and blas, the
account would suggest that the Bituation df the peasants
on the abbey estates was such that 1t could be exploited
by the townsmen and turned 1nt9 a small scale collective
actlion against their corporate landlord. The pillaging
and destruction 4f the goods, houses, livegtock and
land on twenty of the convent's manorslbiin addition to
the attack on the abbey itself clearly shows that the
;bbey's economic and judiclal policlies towards 1its
tenante were regarded as oppressive and exacting.

Although the uprising of 1327/28 was successfully

dispersed with the aid of the king, the years following
witnessed some continued expressions of discontent on
the part of the abbey's tenants. From 1328 to 1381
there are several examples of localized, individual
actions undertaken by men of the Liberty against symbols
of the abbey's oontrola;hich cannot be wholly attributed
to the general lawlessness of the period. For.example,

in 1335 some of the abbot's men were prevented fro

L
working his quarry in Northampton, and in 1341 the abbot
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alleged that.a huge armed force had prevenéed his
bailiffs rrombcarrying out judgments relating to

the assize éf bread and a.lzs.w2 A slmliar incident
occurred in 1360 when a "conspiggcy" of tenants prevented
the hearing of cases in the hundred court in Thedwestrey.luB
The enforcement of the Statute of Laborers in Suffolk
must have also contributed to the discontené in the
areé.luuagd the evidence from the Rickinghall court

rollsius

during this period would also suggest that the
abbey was facing difficulties with 1ts tenants and

therefore‘reacted gengra}ly with repression rather than

leniency.

The events surrounding the Peasarits! Revolt in
Suffolk and the attack on the abbey in 1381 have been
vell explored by both Powell and Lobel,” Cbut 1t 1is
important to place the evehts of 1381 in their proper
historical context. 014 standing conflicts between the
abbey and the town and previous difficulties in landlord-
tenant relations illustrate that the events of that ‘ ¥
year were not, fundamentally, qualitatively differént
from past expressions of discontent. To be sure, the
general causes of the revolt were operative in Sﬁtfolk.
and the leadership of John Wrawe together with the
violence of the collective action provided a different
franmework for the expression of diacontent.nbut the
Efvolt should not be regarded as a totally isolated

or unique event in the history of the abbey. v
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Bury St. Edmunds was in a serious position in
the fourtéenth century. Not only were economic trends
broducing difficulties in estate mandgement and landlord-
tenant relations, but the rising costs-and heavy .
expenditures faced by- the abbey contributed to periods
of financial instabllity,

JITI. The Expenses of the Abbey in
the Fourteenth Century.

Althouéh the abbey of Bury St. Edmunds did have
extensive resources, it is also evident that the *
general economic conditions of the fourteenth oem:ur;sr,%.iu
had deriously affected the financial stability of the
monastery. In addition to the normal running expenses
of a monastery whichigupporced on';he average a total
of nearly two hundred people, there were many otﬁér
demands made upon the resources. The two most important
were the expenses of b;th royal and papal taxation, -
and the heavy expenégs associated with vacancies, While
the normél running expenses of the abbey would not vary
much from year to year, and probably could easily be
foreseen by the abbo;“and obedientiaries, the unpredictable
or unexpected expenses obviously necessitated skillfal .
finanolal management. This 1s even more evident when
one exaﬁiges the gemeral -economic trends of the fourteenth
century. Precisely bggausé thgﬁmonaéterleg ware‘involvpd

in networks of obligationalﬁc_both the royal government
, - ; 1
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and to the papgcy and because they were large landholders,
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they shared all the iroblems of the economio life of
the times. In fact, the economic stabllity of the
possessiénate orﬁers in Enéland in the later Middle
Ages was, on the whole, undermined by both poor™
administration and by the unavoidable vicissitudes of

N

upon tﬁem. We may tﬁ%refore

o

the external demands made
examine the economlc and financial condltion of Bury .
St. Edmunds by analyzing the types of expenditures

which often resulted in perliods of indebtedness or

finaﬁoial 8trailn, and secondly by looking'at the v ;iéﬁ*
policies of financlal administration and management . - e

within the monastery.

The most obvious expenditures of the abbey were
on the members of the monastic community itself. The
populatibn of the monastic community of Bury St. Edmunds

included not only the monks but also the numerous

‘servsnts of the abbot and convent,- The ranks of these

£

were also increased by the presénce of pensioners and
corrodars who lived at the abbey and received varying
dg;;ees gf suppont from the abbey's<revehues., Althdhgpﬂa
it 1s difficult to fix with any certainty the exact
humbers of those 1ivifz at the abbey at any given time,
there 18 some evidence relating to the population of

the community in the thirteenth centdf&. In 1260 there

were 80 monks, 21 ochaplains and 111 servants resi&ént

i
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at the abbey."b7 This number appears’to have remalned
relatively oconstant, for in an account of the weekly
expenditures drawn up in the reign of Edward I, there
are listed again 80 monks, 11 chaplains and 111 aerggnts.lua
The cellarer alons had forty-eight servants, while the
sacrist had twenty;four. all of ;hom were maintained to
some degree out of the funds °f£fhe specifioc obedientliary.
Fourteenth century population trends at the
abbey reflect the general pattern of declining numbers
experienced by the Engligh Benedioctines as a whole. 149
It is8 less clear whether this was'due to a voluntary
and\conscious policy of limiting the number of monastié
reé;uits in an effort to assure sufficiently motivated
candidates and to cut down én expenses, Other factors
may have contributed to the 1loss of numbers at Bury as
well:~compet1t10n from other orders, particularly from
the friars. may have reduced the number of avallable
candidates, and éhe pet¥iodic outbregks of the plague (\
also affected the abbey, Direct evidence on the effects
of the plagues of 1345-&9 and 1361 18 lacking, though

two papal bulls of 1351 and 1366 show that the abbey

n 150
sustained some loss. 5 One writer has suggested that

the abbey say have lost as mardy as forty monks in the
first plague, but this is a highly speoculative figure.151 \\\\\\

Figures from later in the century .show a definite drop
in numbers compared to the thirteenth century: in 1379
there were approximately -fifty-five monks, and 1381 Poll

14 kg
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‘ Tax records show forty-seven mor%ﬁ"at"the abbey. 152

'However. the monastery appears to have regalned some
gtrength later on, for dissolution records show that

e 153
there vere s8ixty-two monks in 1535.

Although the
monastic pop%iitiqn thus shows some decline in the
fourteenth century, and it is probable that the number
of servants folldwed sult, it 18 nevertheless evident
that Bury St., Edmunds supported a large establishment

which needed a constant supply of food, clothing-and

many other neces ¥y provisions, .

The expensgfo’} keeping such an establishment

are difficult to calculate for the fourteenth century.
There i8, however, some evidence from the end of the .
thirteenth century which illustrates the types of )
expenditures which would have remained constant according
to the population. An interesting document drawn up 0
in the reign of Edward I 1tem1ges the weekly domestio
expenaes.nincluding wages to servants, the provisioning
of food, fuel and fodder, and the buying of robes and

" clothing for the monks and their sqrvanéa.15u The total
expenses per year for 80 monks, 111 servants and 11

. chaplains on food, pittances and servants' wages 18
put at £1,L10 1gs. 2d.155
shoes and robes for the household of the abbot ana%monks

When other expeﬁ%ea.for clothing,

(£158 128. 104) are added to the expenses of the .pittancer
and those of the sacrist (£384 14s. 9d), the total .
sxpenditure for the convent comes to £2,017 133.'2d for

P
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156
‘one year.

Although this dooument 48 drawn from an earlier
perlod} it does allow us to make some general'cbservations
on the financial health of fhe ronastery. ’In the first
place, compariqg the figure for per annum expenditures
of £2,017 138, 2d with the 1291 valuation of the
" abbey's resources totéll}ng‘fZ.l?b 148, 11%d.157111ustrate8
that the expenses aré rﬁnning Qggyhclose to the
estimated lncomeaﬂhihethgr or not the valuation figures
represent an under-assessment of the actual income, it
is still apparent that the resources of the abbey on a
per annug basllvﬂoqnot appear to be geared towards
facing unexpected or heavy expenses such as night be
occasioned by an excessive demand for taxation or s
long vacancy. Secondly, from examining the types of
expenditures listed, it 18 readily abpgrent that much
of the income, whether in the form of cagh or provisions
from the farms of the manors, was spent for wages and
the maintenance of the servants and lay personnel at
the abbey. Indeed, 5g?vants were now a ublquitous part
of the monastic scene, The carpenters, stable boys,
cooks, buyers and attendant personnel insured that
repairs were made, ‘livestock #ended, and food cooked
and provided, but 1t also raiseé the question of the
degree to which they were actually necessary. Monasticlsm
had reached a point by the Middle Ages when the monks

no longer performed much of the manual labor, and there-

\\w—d
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fore servants took over these tasks.158 However, when
firancial crises arose, it was rarely'a nonastlc policy h
to attempt to cut expenditures but instead to malntain * 3
their sccustomed standard of 11v1ng.159

These normal running expenses of the abbey must
have remalned fairly constant in the fourteenth century,
varying only according to the number of monks and
servants resident at any one time., It 18 more diff;cult
to form an estimate of the tontal per annum expenses of
the abbey during this period, but the sacrist's registers
of the roﬁrteenth century provide 111ustrht1ve material
on the normal expenses for one obedlentiary.lGO The
sacrist was responsigge for the expenses of the churches
(the abbey church and the parish churches in the town); he
had to provide wine fer celebration of masses, wax for
candles, and expenses for bullding and repalr to the cl
ohurches.161 In addition, he had to pay waées to twenty-
four servants of the churches and wages to his balliffs,
attorneys and rent oollecéors.162 The eacrist was also
responsible for tme distribution of alms and for the
support of the monk schol&rs at Oxfo_rc}.ié3 The surviving
accounts of the sacrists all have ons thingain common:
in every case, expenditurea outdistance incoms. The
account o? John de Snaylwell from September.29; 1299 to
April 4, 1300, i.e. a 8ix and a half month perlod.“ahowﬁ
‘receipts of f184 iks. 10244 and expenses of £203 11s. 234,

while the later acocount of Simon de Langham for a six
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month period in 1357 shows receipts of £212 3s. 4%d and
expenses amounting tof260 16s. 4d.16u 5ohn de Lavenham's
register for the year 1369-70 shows receipts of £387 13s.
74 and expenditures of £402 7s. 2d, and the account
of Sacrist Wllligm Barwe in 1418 shows yearly expenses
of {520 68. 2%d matched against receipts q;,£358 6s. 7d.16
An analysis of the account rolls reveals that rents
remained relatively constant throughout the period as
did expenditures on wages, robes and supplies for the
churches. Spiritual revenues and income from offerings,
on the other hand, show a significant decliqe.téé

One factor which woﬁld"account for the variable
and often heavy expenses of the sacrisés would be those
for bullding and repalr operations. At the end of
the thirteenth century expenses oharged‘to the sacrist
for building and repairs to churches amounted to X20
per year:167th18 would probably be suffioclent inbnormal
times, but the physical damage suffered by the abbey in -
1327 when the rioters entered the 'abbey precincts must
have necessitated' more Fhan ordinéry expenses, John de
Lavenham!s numerous operations for the improvement of
the abbey church led to quite an expense over his
twenty-nine year tenure as sacrist. For the rebullding
of the central towsr of the abbey church he spent a
total of £866 13s. 443 he himelf gave the great bell,

valued at £133.168 Although these expenses were out of

“~
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the ordinary and would have been partially met with

donations, he also undertook the project of repainting
the roof of the nave of the abdbey church at a cost of
£100, painting & canopy over the ghrine of St. Edmund

f
were the reépon81b111w of the sacrist,
projects added heavily to the expenses of the office, and

‘ ‘;5 cost of £12 138. 44, and spent {22 for a soreen

the Lady Chapcl.169 Not all building expenses

1704t these

with the income remaining relatively fixed, they
presented a situation calling for firm financial
managesent.
In addition to the day to day expenses of the

obedientiaries and the adbot, there were other types
of expendituresa.which had to bse met in the fourteenth
century, some of which were the result of the abbey's
particular position as a royal foundation. Because the
king was the patron of the monastery, he olaimed the
right to receive hospitality for himself and the members
of his household, &nd he also possessed and exercised the
right to demmnd corrodies and pensions for his servants
from the abbey.?! "Both of these demands were aifficult
for the abbey to refuse, and both partially explain |
probiems of monastic economy in the later Middle Ages.

“ The burden of hospitality and entertainment
entailed by visits from the king and-from the nobility
had been & problem in monastic expenses in the twelfth

o)
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‘gnd thirteenth centurles,lzzand these :d1d not escape the

notice of the'éérllerrBury chroniclers. Jocelin of
Brakelond complained virulently about King John's visit
to the abbey in 1199, and hls comments reveal an
attitude that might qot have significantly changed

in the fourteenth century:

But King John after his coronation...came
stralghtway to St. Edmund, led thither by devotion
and a vow that he had made, We indeed bellieved
that he would make some great oblation; but he
offered nothing save a single silken cloth which
his servants had borrowed from our Sacrist--
and they have hot yet pald the price. And yet
he received th¥® hospitality of St. Edmund at ‘
great cost to the Abbey, and when he departed -
he gave nothing at all to the honour or advantage
of the Saint save thirteen pence sterling, which 173
he offered at his mass on the day when he left us.

==

To protect the monasteries of England against the
often excessive demands of noble and high ranking visitors
seeking hospltality, the Fi;sf Statute of Westminster
(1275) legislated that only the patron of the monastery
could claim the right of hospitality except in cases
where'the abbot had issued a speclal 1nv1tation.17h The
actual effect of this statute and the subsequent renewals

175was, in fact, negligible for

of suoﬁ legislation
Bury St. Edﬁund;;i These statutes may have brought
relief for many monasteries and do show a ooncern on
the part of the government for the financial well-being
of monastio‘houses.1?6yot the Lvidenoe shows that the
fourteenth century kings of England as patrons of Bury

did not cease tq take advantage of their. privilege.
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. o Klng Edward I wvisited Bury six times between 1295

and 1301; on one occasion in 1294, he gtayed on a manor
>
of the abbot, thus reducing the exiznse to the convent.

177

celved oordially.178

Although his visits appear to have (baen

the visits of Edward II, Edward III and Richaxd II 4¥d
not come at a time fhen the economic condition o (]
abboy was the best, Edward II and his householé spent
Christmas of 1325-26 at the abbey,’ and Edward. III
made several short visits between 1328 and 1363.180 w
have no record of the total expenses associated with
thése'visits. but Simon de Langham’s register does
show that the sacrist dispensed moné& and gifts té the
king's servanta.181 The visit of the young King
° Richard II and his bride Anne for ten days in June, 1383, .
. cost the monagtery a total of 800 marks.182 Coming as
it did at a time of severe flnancl§1 strain for the
abbey, this visit represented a considerable burden
. and was the occasion for a dispute between Abbot John
Timworth and the convent on the issue of who would bear
“the responsibility for the expenses. The abbot wanted
the convent to a&sume the total responsibility because of
his own heavy election expenses at the time, and the

matter was settled when the convent agreed to make a

contribution to the over-all debts.'®3 Altnougn this

Y 18 the oﬁly'direct reference to the actual cost of a
.. vislt by the king and his household, it is-evident that
. the expenses for even a short visit were considerable
o
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and that the abbey had to be prepared for such an event.
Despite what must be regarded as a substantial
expense for the abbot and the convent, there 1is no a2
record of any protest having been re ered with the
king regarding such visits. It woul% to the/abbey's
advantage to maintailn good relations with the klngaw
and indeed, the royal presence was often welcomed. \/In
1331 Edward III's visit colnoclded with his confirmation
of a charter outlini;g the m?nastery's privileges over
the town, and Richard II's visit in 1383 helped to
settle the convent after the disrupting influence of
the provisor Edmund Bromfield. ‘However. there were
other royal claims made upon the revenues of the abbey
which did provoke reaction and protest, namely the right
of the king to ask for corrodies and pensions to reward
his faiyhful servants and retainers.
Monasteries occasionally used the device of
selling ocorrodies or annultieslto persons who would
then give over a lump sum or ;;dbnatlon of land and
receive an annual pension or their living in return.
This type of coriody or pension was a calculated risk
on the part of the abbey; it might or 1t might not
work out to their financial advantage over the long
run. -However, the type of corrody demanded by the
king brought no financial return and in effect increased
the per capita expenses of the monastic community. The

unusually large numbers of corrodars found in English

xS
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abbeys in the fourteenth century was largely due to
the unceasing royal demands.? 5 This trend 1is clearly
evidenced at Bury St. Edmunds, Bet;een 1302 and 1337
there are recorded on the_Close and Patent Rolls
thirteen new corrodies at ;hqfspeciflc réquest of

the king: Edward II alone granted eight different
ones‘betneen 1309 and 1321. ggtween 1383 and 1386

86 We cannot estimate with

Richard II grantedthree.1
certainty the number of corrodarse present at any one
time because the king had a free hand whenever the

abbey was. vacant, and some of the enrollments in the

‘Patent and Close Rolls refer to names of corrodars or

i \

pensioners whose actual appointments were not previously
recorded. The persons receiving'the grants consisted
mainly of the king's clerks, though in one 1nstance

the king's surgeon received a corrody and.in another

187

the king's minstrel was the recipient. The grants

usually consisted of nfood and clothing and other :

necessar1e8.5188

In one case 1t was specified that

the recipieht should "have a fitting chamber to dwell
;1th1n the abbey enolosure.“189 Occasionally the abbey
was also expected to put up with additional grooms and
horses of the appoigtee. By the end of the thirteenth
century it had also becoﬁé customary for the king, upon
the election of a new abbot, to demand a pension for one
of his clerks until a auit&ble benefice in the gift

of the abbot should fall vacant.lgo Ed#ifd II exercised

<
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this right in 1313 after the election.or‘Abbot Richard
de Draughton, as did Edward III in 1336 and Richard II
1n 1383, 191

While the presence of pensioners and corrodars did
intrude on monastic observance and may have bteen one
factor in the decline of monastio dlsclpllne.lgzit is
evident that the abbey objected to their presence more
on grounds of expense than anything else. Protests were
made, but often in vain. In 1303 the abbot and convent
were requested by Edward I to admit Roger dé’Ussher.
together with two horses and two grooms, "to find him
in food and clothing and other necessaries for his life."
The convedt wrote back saying that they were already
burdened with the presence of William de Camera, the
king's serJ;ant. by a similar request. The king
responded by remitting the second horse and groon
demanded. but nevertheless pursued his claim for the
oorrody to be granted. 9? In this case. the unfortunate
Roger was apparently seAt back and forth between Bury
St. Edmunds and Elx until he finally found 'his place'
at Ely.lgu The protest thus had some effect, Another
request by Edward II in 1317 had apparently led to
inaction on the part of the abbot and convent. The
abbot wag ordered to appear  before the king if he could
not grant the corrody, and Chancery was directed to ]
inltiate proceedings against the abbot for poncompllapce.
A more successful protest in 1336 brought a grant by the

\ .
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king that no more corrodies should be asked of the
master and brothers of the Hospiltal of St, Saviour,
a dependeﬁcy of the abbey, because there were insufficlent
funds to support any additienal oqes.lgé

The amounts of money paid by way of support in i
addition to the grants of food and'cIothing varied N
considerdbly. One Christiana de Ros had been granted
an annual penslon of twenty-two shilllings by the
convent at the request of Queen Philippa; and in 1336
Martin de Ixnyng, a king's clerk awalting a benefice,
had a pension of one hundred shillings & year pald out
of the abbot'!'s household. 197 Two other pensions in the
mid-fourteenth century were for five marks and forty
shillings per year respectlvely.198 " Although it could
be argued that these expenses were not -much in terms of
the total revenues, we must also consider the fact that
in any one year there were probably a number of poriodars
and pensioners present. That phe abbey did in fact
protest 1is also evidenc? thgy they were regarded as

uc‘]

}
sources of financial difficulty and annoyance.

] The expenses of running an establishment the
size of BurySf:Edmunds in the fourteenth century
demanded that the abbot and convent ettempt ;o maintaln,
at every point they could, their rights to all sources f%“?
of revenues and that they seek new ways to expand thelr

income., Associated with these efforts, however, came
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the necessary outlay8 to pay for charters from the
9

o -

king, fines for licences to ecquire”land and rents, andg
fees to cover the extensive litigation .entered inte

in the furtherance of these aims. The king coulﬁ/ ;
frequently make the granting of a charter a proﬁftable h
business, In 1281 Abbot John de Northwold and ' the
convent obtalned a charter confirmikg their separation.
of goeds at the enormous price of 1,000 mérks. and in
1349 {300 was pald directly into the king's camera

for the confirmation of a previous charter of 1{;ert1es.199
These charges might geem to be out of proportion to

the actual grants, but the abbey was obviously conscious

of the need to securé and protect their long-established
rights and looked upon the expense as a wise investment‘é%g

for the future.zoo ( 7

Of less expense, but of equal necessity, were the
fines paid to thelking for licences to acquire land
allenated to the monastery. Obtaining the licences
was not always easy, and an_inqulslblgn was made 6& tg;
royal escheator to determine what loss would be
suffered by the king 4s the result of any alienation
of property to the Church., The fines for the licences
repreeente; more than jJust the expenses fr,the
inquisition; they included some coﬁpensatlon. although
in some cases no rines were charged ln order to show

royal good—will towards the Church One common type

or ’1cence was an inclusive one whiph allowed an abbey

8
. Soas
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to acquire new land up to a specifiéd tralue.mIn such
cases, no further f‘lne would be necesssry, although

the abbey would have to walt for the lpquisition to

take place hefore coming into possession of tﬁe property.
For Bury St. Edmunds there is evidence of both types of
licenoes. Edward II in- 1313 granted a licence for the
abbot and convent to acquire in mortmain lands and

rents to the value of 40 per year "for the sustenance

202 fnere 1s no fine

N

recorded for this particular licence nor any subsequent

of the office of the chamberlain.,"

fines until the end of the fourtesnth century, but

between 1380 and 1392, the abbot and convent pald a

total of f62 6s. 84 for_five separate( licences; for one
of these in 1391, they were charged £b0.203

The maintenance of old rights and the pursuit of
new privileges demanded a staff of clerks who could
present -petitl‘ons. request renewals of charters and1
obtain the necessary licences, " But in addltio'n nﬁto
these costs were the expensevs)_ involved in the constant
11tigation which the abbot and convent pursued in the
various royal and papal courts. Pay\!nents'gaq to be
made to attorneys and proctors and their staffs. The .
abﬁot's steward also“spent much- time t‘urfhe.vlng the .
cause of the monastery at no little epxpense “to the
abbot, who was p;und to prov\ide hip w&th ‘four horses
and travelling expenses when he was engaged on the

abbot's busi.nesa.wLF There were .expenses o& presenting

201

\y‘/\'
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titions and obtaining writs from thé kings in 1341 ¢
74 thé\abbot f)ald Los. for the right to try a case of.
asgsault involving his balliffs and the townsmen, and
1n‘1360 he paid 308. to obtain a commission of oyer and
teraniner to 1nvestiigate “trespasses, oppressions,
. _extortlons and excesses" against his servants. The

N 2 constant expenses of pursuing claims and deTending
S‘ights was not unusual. Bury St. Edmunds reflects the
trend c;f mona:Stic business in the‘ later Middle Ages; in
~a period when long-established. rights were belné
threatened, it was only natural that the monasteries
’ should involve themselves in litigation. "Their purse
was long and patience greai:." comnents one hlstorian.206
While 1t could be argued that their purse was not 8o
long, these were neoeasaryhexpenses if the abbey wished
to maintain its position lin the éhanglng worid of‘ the
fourteenth century. ; . . ® .
Thus far we‘ have considered the types of expenditures
which would be fairly constant t::o;n year to year for the

abbeys household expenses of the abbot and convené.
ha;pitality. maintenance of ;;ez;aloners, ‘and payments
to the centrl‘ai gpvernment for the maintenance or
e;fens"lon of rights and privileges. If a careful
adminiatratior; of the revem;éa vere maintained, it
would appe;r ‘that the’normal expénses ocould be met; it
would, of sourse, demand the close aqpounting\'by the

important obedientiaries and the general supervision of

;
&
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the disbursements by the abbot and his advisors. But

it 18 clear that there were periods of great financial
stress ror’Bury St. Edmunds 1in the fourte‘enth century,
and part of the explanation may 11e in. the heoavy, and
not always predictable, demands of the royal government
and thé papacy. The demands of ta;ation. particularly
during the Hundred Years! War, welghed as heavily upon
the clergy as upon the laitynzo?deSpite the attempts of
the oclergy to lighten their burden, t_hey did pay, and
Bury St. Edmunds felt the full effect. | ,

‘Several examples from Bury St. Edmundé illustrate
the fact that the payments of both roya) and papal
taxes during the later Middle Ages were not always
willingly made. Although it can be argued that the
demands made on the clergy by tl(xejcing and the papacy
were, to somﬁ extent, . justified, they were inescapable
and cona;tant. During the reign of Edward I the abbey
had suffered from two bad experlenc.es. In 1294, the
king seized Qne-halt of 'the spiritual and temporal
revenues, and the abbey was forced to contribute
£655 11&.208 In 1297, as the result of olerical
acquiescence tc{ Boniface VIII's Clericis lLaicos, "all
the goods of the abbot and donvent ¢f Bury St. Edmunis
were confiscated and all their manors together with .
St. Edmund's borough.'.'2°9 Although this was only a
temporary measure used to force the church to succumb

to royal demsnds and th’e goods were restored the @sﬁm

s .
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year,21%nhe action did not sit well with the officials .

of the abbey, Despite these extraofdinary actions, it

18 interesting to note that in 1298 the royal request

for a tenth was more willingly granted--the Bury chronicler's
attitude reveals that the clergy was not always unresponsive
to the needs of the kin‘gdom: ’

This grant of the clergy gave rise to comment
among certainspeople because this year they had
contributed voluntarily what anotheyr year they had
refused even under compulsion. o this it may be
answered that on this occasion e war undertaken
18 lawful because 1t is fought for the safety of
the kingdom and common weal, which 18 greatly
darmaged by enemy lncursions, and it 1s even more
lawful to resist by force of arms threats to Q
overthrow the realm in which the property of
everyone is obviously involved, for to covet
other people's possess%gga is quite different
from guarding our own. ’

However, the general attitud® of the endowed
clergy, and of Bury St. Edmunds, during the fourteenth
century was more protective of ‘clerical indepﬂendence and
wealth., ,The taxation occasioned by the Hundred Years!
War together with the demands of the Avignonese papacy
during this period did not grow any less onerous, and
they préaentod several probléms for the abbey. One
problem was that of the assessment and a determination
of what goods were to be taxed. Although it 18 quite
true that assessments of clerical property show an
under-assessment of actual wealth, it should be noted
that thare were protests on the part of the monasteries,
Both the abbot and convent of Bur} protested items in

the valuation of 1291 and succeeded in reducing their
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and £26 128, for spiritualities,”
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.obligations. According to the final valuation, the tenth

payable on the abbot's portion amounted to {76 138, 44
and on the convent's portion £109 16s. 10id for temporalities

12 In terms of the annual

ircome of the abbey, it would appear then that the tenths
would not present a large problem and that the payment

could easily be met., But we must also.consider the fact
that the abbey often had a dual obligation to both pope

and king and that propgrty acquired after the 1291 valuation
was also subject to assessment and taxation.213 Confusion
over what property was subject to royal taxes was also
evident, In 1341 the prior and convent og)ected to
paying the wool tax granted by Parl\lament on the groundg
that their goods were separated from those of the at;bot
and that they had already pald their tenth on their
temporalities annexed to spiritualities which hadm

214
acquired since 1291, 1 The confusion of the collpcto

215171:1: the objection raised illustrates

was understandable,
that the prior and convent were anxious to guard all of
their rights and sa\\v taxation as ‘a necessary but unwelcome
burden. ) ' -
The demands of taxation, whether they were“ grants
made in Convocation or in Parliament, grants by the pope
to t;he king, or papal income taxes were constant
expenditurea;.zmand these fairly regular exactions
should have Yveen fareseenfand planned for by the j

responsible monastic ofricials. Bu)t there ‘wasa an
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additional problem here which sometimea made this
difficult. Although payment of the tenths on the abbot's
portion was excused during a vacancy, the heavy expenses —
for both the abbot and convent which occurred at this
time meant that any demand for a lump sum payment,
whether in the form of a tax or a forced loan, in the
years immediately following a vacancy would be a serious
8train on the resources.. In 1313, just three months
after the restitution of the newly-elected abbott!s
temporalities, Edward II requested the abbot and convent
to lend him 300 marks in ald of the campalan against the .
Scots, and in 1315 they were again requested to lend
£200.217 These demands came at a time when the-abbey was
recovering from vacancy expenses which were 8o great as
to require the abbey to mortgaée 1t£ property.218 Forced
loans or requeats-ror a&vance/payments'of the taxes were
also a soufce of dlfficulty.219 While it 18 true that the
loans to the king were generally repald in the form of
remléslon from the next- tenth, 1t was nevertheless a
practice which could be damaging to the abbvey's financial - _
stability if the occurred at an inconvenient time.

That the endo#ed clergy felt the matter of ronI
taxation on their possessions to be an 1ssue of great
concern 18 demonstrated by their oontinued insistence
on granting subsidies independently in Convocation and
by their reactions to periodic claims of clerical dis-

endowment. One small hint suggests that such a conoern

:g)
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was not far removed from the abbey of .Bury St. Edpunq;</”$§ﬂ-}‘

"A manuseript copy of the articles submitted to the -
Parliamont‘of 1371 by two Austin friars who argued for

clerical disendowment and responsibility in financial
contrlbutipns to thé government has been identified

220 The presence of the

as belonging to Bury St. Edmunds.
copy of the articles at Bur& may indicate that Abbot
Jonhn de Brinkeley, in his capacity as President of the ‘
Benedictine Provincial Chapter, was considering writing '
a reply on behalf of the monastic orders, Whether this
was indeed the case, a8 Vivian‘gglbraith suggests, may
no; be ascertainable, but 1t does indicate thag the
issue of taxation was an important cne for Bury, not
only from the standpoint of financial management but
;lsoh?roﬁ-the~8tandpoint of clerical independence and
monastic survival,
But royal taxation was not the only séurce of
financial difficulty for the abbey, A more serious one,
in some respects, was the burden of payment at the time
of a vacancy in the abbey. Both the convent and the
abbot were charged with payments to either the papacy
or to the king, and 1t 18 precisely at these times that
we find the abbey in its most serious finanoclial position.
/ Prior to 1304, the normal procedure during a
vacancy at Bury St. Edmunds was for fhe king'!s escheator
to take seisin of the abbot's temporalitle; and to

administer the revenues, rendering account to the king
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for the abbot'saﬁ;iéni, The temporalities were then
restored to gﬁé” bbot soon after papal confirmayiqn had
been obtaineéf//:hefe were obvious difficulties assoclated
with this procedure. Unless therc were a carefully drawn -
distinction between the abbot's and convent's revenues, it
was entirely possible for the convent's portion to be
seized along with the portion belonging to the abbot,
resulting in a loss of revenue to the abbey. A further
difficulty was ghe pogsibllity of an extortionate
escheator administering the abbey'’s revenues for his own,
or the.king's benefit, These difficulties had arisen at
Bury St. Edmunds in the past. During the vacancy of 1279,
the king had sejized the convent!s property along with

that of the abgii; in the words of the Bury chronicler,
"such a thing was unheard of before. The convent's ~
property‘could not be wrung from his grasp either by
prayer or prlce.".zz1 In order to guard against.guoh an
occurrence in the future, the abbey in 1281 obtained a
charter from the king detailing the Beparation of
property, but they paid dearly for the privilege: 1,000
marks.zzz The expenses of the charter were probably
justifiable in the eyes of the monastic officials, but
it represented a considerable outlay which could only
have added to the financilal burden of the abbey at the
end of the thirteenth century. However, the charter
did prevent any irregular action during the subsequent

vacancies of the abbgy; the ten-month vacancy from

(33
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‘. November 1, 1301 until August 10, 1302°'was apparently
handled in a normal and acceptable 'f‘ashion.223
This method of administration during a vacancy was

’changed at many Benedictine abbeys in the fourteenth

s century to a system wherebir the prior and ;lvent were

allgwed, in consideration of a f‘lxgd aum.f\the custody -

of the abbot's barony during the vacancy. From the

standpoint of internal administration and managerial
convenience, this was probably a preferable procedure,

The removal of a possibly extortionate escheator was \

beneficial, but the price pald each time was hish.zzu “‘1\
In 1304, the king granted to the prior and convent of

Bury the right to custody of all temporalities of the

abbot ( eicept for profits from knights' fees and 'except
for advowsons); a fine of 1,200 marks was to be paid for
a vacancy of one year or less, and t;n a pro rata basis

for vacancies exceeding one year.225 In comparison with
other monasteries where this system was 1ntx_'oduced'. Bury's
rate of payment was higp: Ramsey abbey paid 600 marks’
for the first thirty months of a vacancy, St. Albans

paid 1,000 marks for the full vacancy, St. Augustine's,
Canterbury, paid only 600 marks outright, and Peterbo?ough
pald only l&cd marks for an entire vacancy.226 When N
exanining the_fin}anc;ql problems of Bury St. Edmunds in
the fourteenth centu;y. it 18 necegsary to bear this

‘ expense in mind, The abbey was vacant s8ix times between

1301.and 1389, and aside from the four and a half year .
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vacancy due to the confus%on over the legality of

Edmund Bromfield's provlgibn between 1379 and 1383, no
vacancy lasted more than ten months.227 Aléhough fron
the managerial polht of view the convent probably felt
more.secure'under this system, it is also evident that
the payments to the king represented .a burden, especially
when the expenses of obtaining papal confirmation for

the election of the abbots of Bury were also extremely
heavy. M

It was, however, possible Tor the abbey to seek

relief from the king when vacancy and confirmation

_expensSes_were excessively burdensome. In 1302'the king

instructed the sheriff of Essex that the newly elected

abbot, Thomas of Totington, was not to be pressed for

the payment of an aid for the marriage of the king's .
daughter. The heavy election expenses were cited as
the reason, and the same reason was given in 1304 when
the king remitted the mutual debts of the. abbey and the
crown.228 The seriou; difficulties, delays and expensges
raised by the confused election of Abbot Johﬂ Timworth
were somewhat relieved when the king in 1380 excused the

abbey from paying 7Q0 of the 1,200 marks due.229* The abbey

also had difficulty in meeting the fixed payment for the

nine-month vacancy lasting from January 1 until October 8,
1389, 1In Ma}l 1389 and again in 1390, a postponement was
seocured, andathe abbey was finally allowed to pay at the ¢
rate of £100 per year.ZBO The problem'of such payments

. -
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‘. was finally solved in 1396 when the abbey secured th; right
to substitute an annual payment of £40 to the king for
_the right to administer the abbot's temporalitles during
a vacancy. Although securing thie right cost the abbot
and convent together £249 38, 44, the relief thus obtained
was well worth the expenae.231
The payments made to the king wers, however, only
one part of the expenses faced by the abbey at the time
of an election. Because the abbey of Bury St. Edmunds

was8 one of the five Benedlctine houses exempt from

episcoﬁal Jurisdiction, the abbot was required to obtain .

his confirmation .of election in person at the papal Curla.123’2
! " There were several heavy expenses associated with this
venture: travelling expenses, living expenses for

himself and his entourage, gratuities, énd p@ymenta for
papal letters were all part of the necessary items., But
“‘the most serious expense was the payment of the papal
service taxes demanded at the time, The "common service"
payment, theoretically amounting to one-third of the

gross income of the abbot was, for Bury St. Edmunds, fixed
at the rate of 2,500 florins (about f416 13s. 4d sterling)
beginning in 1302.233 In addition to the common service

~

{ii taxes, the abbots weré also obliged Lo pay the five

7
"petty service' taxes ( a variable amount calculated gg
dividing one-half of the common service payment by the
number of Cardinals in the papal court for ‘each petty

service) and the "sacra" and the "subdeacon, two lésser



126

payments,th Before the abbot received his bull of

confirmation from the papacy, he was required to take

an oath that he would fulfill the terms of the payment;

usually these payments were to be made in two installments

within fourteen to sixteen months after confirﬁation.
@3Dur1ng the fourteenth century the payments were rarely
made in person at the Curia; instead, the prelate would
employ a proctor, usually drawn from one of the Italian

also be of servicei by furnishing loans to an abbot in

banking firms, to Sl—’:lfill the terms. The bankers "oould
financlal difficulties. In such a case, the prelate would
obtain licence from the pope enadbling him to offé; his
goods and the goo&s of his convent as securlty.235

Evidence from Bury St., Edmunds confirms that the
abbots followed these practices and that the heavy expenses
for papal confirmation were a source of financial aifficulty
for the abﬁey. The election expendes for Thomas of
Totington 1n 1302 came at a time of serious financial
stress.for the abbey. He requested and recelved bermission '
from the pope to contract a loan of 1,250 marks in Juiy.
1302 to meet the expenaes.zjéand again in 1313 Abbot-elect
Richard de Draughton was forced to mortgage his possessions
to the Bardl in order to cover the 3.090 florins demanded
trom him.237 Although in both instances some relief had
been obtained from the king regarding taxation, the total

expenses resulting from the vacancles were considerable:

<
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the éxpenses at the papacy amounted to.about f£500, and
the 1,200 mark fine allowing custody of the abbot'a
barony brought the total obligations of the abbey in
1313 to £1,300. Clearly, these p;yments burdened the

abbey, and they did not become any lighter as the century
Y y :

i I

- progressed.
Abbot William de Bernham's obligation for the comﬁon
service payments was pald in ingtallments in 1336 and 1337
through his proctor Foresius Falconerii, a member éf either)
the Alberti or Bardl banking house, and there 1is evidence
that he.had been requ;red to raige loans in order to meet~
the e%%ensee.238 Although John de. Brinkeley, provided to
the abbey Aﬁguet Lk, 1361, made his obf;gation at the Curia
for the 2,500 florins in September, 1361, no records of
payments have been f‘ound.239 Similarly, no record of either
an obligation or payment 18 found in 1379 when Edmund
Bromfield was provided to the abbey; it is probable that i
he did not pay because of the royal opposition to his
election and because of hls’Impriéonment.zuo This created
a major problem when John Timworth was finally confirmed in
1385, for amounts left unpaié by previous abbots were still
demanded by the papacy. Although Abbot Timworth was S&:
required to go to the Curia to make L.18 obligation 1in
person, it is probable that he was required to pay the
fees for both John de Brinkeley and Edmund Bromfield in

o 24
addition to his own expensessz 1 °

o
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The confusion caused by the eh&%%ion proceedings

~ at the abbey from 1379 to 1385.2§§§?atback on the abbey

%
in 1381, and the royal and papal expenses faced because

of the four and a half yeaf vacanocy Fesulted in severe
economic problems for the abbey in yhe latter part of
the fourteenth cen;pry. It‘is true that the king
remitted 700 of the 1,200 marks due him in 1380, but’
in 1383 "Abbot-elect" Timworth clted current debts of
1,700 marks and succeedéd in persuadinQ,%he'conveqt to
contrlbut.e' £790 98. 94 towards this virid‘eb';.:edness.zug That
the financial difficultiss persisted Qs~g£§ﬁenbed py the
fact that William Cratfield's payments t6 both the” king
and the papacy were delayed. Cratfield's obligatloqwgf
2,500 florins for the common service was made: in June,
1389; 800 florins had been- pald by August, 1389 and a further
payment 25’839 florins was made in October. 1390 still

leavlng'at least 861 florins due the papacy 243 In 1389

the prior and convent did succeed in obtglping a pogt—

°ﬁongment for the 1,200 mark fine "due the king. The grant
. c N J

[ 3 O N
\ ¥ 9 o Vi

was made : ’ . s

in conslderation of their great expense, both in
England and at the Roman court, in prosecuting

the election of Sir John Tymworth, deceaged, a8
abbot, in'saving the king's right, and also the
great expense they will 195&r 1nf¢he present election
of Sir William Cratfield. o

U3

Expenses aasociated with vacancles and elecklons

© were a major cause of financial difficulties at many

abbeys, especlially the exgmpt Benedictine houses, during
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3
the fourteenth century. R.g. Snape had calculated the .

average cost: of confirmation paymenta and expenses at the

211-5

papacy at °£958; this estimate would probably not be

far off{ when applied to :iﬁizry. Theecommon‘ s‘ervice tax
amountgs to f416 13s. 4d, but the additlonal rlve/ petty
services and the "sacra" a}ndﬂ "subdeacon" wﬁﬁ“{h have brought
the total in taxes alone to well over ,{300.2“6 In addition,
there would, of ;aourse. be the travelling and living
expenses, ,plus the varlous fees for lettergh am; licences
obt;alned dt the p;pal court. Evidence from the thi-rt;eeqth
century suggests that the total exp;nses for .the papal
confirmation were commensurate with Snape's figure: in
1257 )zhe total expenses for Abbot Simon de Luton's
confirmation amounted to £2,000, “and in 1279 Abbot John
Northwold's 'exper;ses for his journey 1;;’Ro‘me amounted to
1,675 marks 10s, 9d.2u? It is clee“u- that the expenses in
the fourteenth ‘century did not by any means lessen, and
i:hat the total burden for both the abbot-and the convent u
to the pope and to the king would have am;)unted to at
18ast £1,250 for each election. In some respects, Bury
St. Edmunds was more fortunate that othet abbeys. Unlike
St. Albans, where there were five vacancies within a

fifty year period and where the burdens were “ad.mllar.zua
Bury St. Edmunds was vacant only 8ix times durlng the
oenﬁury. thmxgh a quick sucocegsion of vacancies at the

end of the century cpntributed to the financial instability
after 1379. N
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- Relief, héweverc, was obtalned at‘the end of the
century.- Just as the convent in 1396 had converted its
"custodyupayment to the king into an annual payment of . /\
£1+O. the abbot of Bury, with the help of the king, t:)btaj.ried |
“a similar gr;nt from Pope Boniface IX in 1398. The abbot
.Was.no lo}xger required to* seeok papal confirmation f'or‘
election, and a[n ‘annual payment oi‘ 20 marics payable to
the papal collector in England was substitutad for the

249 n'é’spite the fact

250

.service taxes hitherto collected.
that this pratvilege cost the abbot £756 1s. 334,
relief thus of)tained. together with the relief obtairied

the
on, the part of the convent, was significant and Was one -
contributing factor to the improved financial stability

-

of the abbey in the fifteenth cesfury. s

IV, Factors in Financial FManagement

g
L3

~

The record of financial and economic administration )
at Bury St. Edmunds in the fourteenth century is not
particularly re;ssu;i;g. but it was not, by any means,
unusual. 251 The monasteries of the ”fourteenth century
were viotims- of external circumstances or economioc factors
often beyond thelr control as mup}i as they were victims
of their own mismanaggment and lack of adminlstrative
talent. Certainly, ‘t‘:hese two trends are evident at
Buz:y St. Edmunds, and 1t would be useful at this point
to examine in more detail the underlying causes of

financial distress together with an indication of both

2o
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the policies actually ad&pted and the possibilities open.
tokthe monastic administrators responsible for the
financlal stability.

- One persistent factor accounting for the financial
difficulties was obviously the very heavy vacancy expenses
already noted. Although the incidence of vacancy was -
hardly predictable and therefore presented a factor
beyond monastic control, the exp&nses.asséblatéd with

Ghe,vacancy. heavy though they were, remained largely

the same throughout the period. It might have been advisable

under these conditions for the abbot and the convent to
have establléhed a contingency fund in expectattﬁﬁ of
these expenses. There is little evidence to suggest that
this was done and more compelling evidence to suggest that
insteéd. the vacancy paﬁments were difficult to meet and
thus led to a situation where each abbot began his period
of rule already saddled with financial burdens.

A second factor which was inescapable, and to some
degree uncontrollable, was the general economic treﬁd of
the period. /The abbey faced financlal difficulties from
the rising éost of labor on {ta estates, increasing war ;
taxation, and the necessity of ‘malntaining the monastic{w
household. To some degres, the policies of commutation,
leases, and farming out the demesne landeérefiositive

steps, but they did not deal with thc problem oompletel&.
The abﬁey was still relying on a relatively fixed incone,

‘not an  expanding one, and its policies towards its tenants

¥
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ag a result of this situation did not contribute to
external stabllity. Although spiritual revenues had

never been a very large proportion of the total revenues,

.the drop in offerings and the evident decline in donations

of land and rents to the abbey for pious purposes did
affect the abbey's finances and reflected the declining
prestige of tﬁe monasteries in the later Middle Ages, far
more serious, from the standpoint of solving the problem,
was the characteristic tendency for the abbey not to cut
down on running expenses to any large degree. Although
the monastic population of the house did decline in the

i
fourteenth century, the standard of 1living enjoyed was f

evidently maintained, and the number of servante, corrodars

and pensione;e with thelr atéendant requirements was a
source -of strain., ) q

The third and perhaps most important faotor explaining
the underlying causes of financial difficulties was '
mismanagement stemming from an administrgtive arrangement
unsuitable for dealing with the complexlties’or economioc
pressures aﬁd from a lack of gocd?administrative talent

¥ .
on the part of monastic officlals. The internal arrangement

£+

for the administration of the abbey's finances wag a

~ serious weakness and had been a source of difficulty in

. s
the past. The obedientlary system as it functioned at
Bury St. Edmunds left the receipts, expenditures and

assigned revenues in the hands of each obedientiary, with:
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the cellarer (éndhlater the treasurer) ‘responsible for
most of the unassggned revenue of the convent. During
the late twafth and thirteenth centuries, this decentralized

control of the finances had led to many problems, the

- most noticeable being the ever present possibility of

malfeasarice and/or unchecked actions on the part of one
obedlentiary, which could in turn ;ffect the general
financial condition of the house. Earlier in Bury's

history Abbot Samson (118271211) had made vigorous

attempts to deal with this situation by instituting a
weekly audit of all the expenditures of the monastio
officlals, installing ﬁig own clerk to oversee a particularly

inefficient cellarer and,fegulatlng the contracting of

loans on the part of the obedlentiaries, These steps .

were necessary and effective, but Saméon's high-handed

policy aroused considerable Opposltidn within the cénvent.252

Conventual opposition to financial reform was thus one

~

tendency which was difficult to counteract.

Another problem arising from the departmentalization

. of monastlic finances was the tendency for each monastioc,

official to retain both the deficits and Surpluses in

TN

his own hand.  This could result in a situation where
deficits were carried ;n within edch office, loans were -
_pontracted independently, and no attempt was made ‘to
replenish the empty coffers of one oﬁedlenthry from
either 5 common fund or tﬁe surpluses of another monastic

official. Similarly, surpluses undﬁr such a system- were

- \
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. not applied to a general fund for the house but were
Jealously guarded Sy‘each obedlentiary.zs3
Steps towards correcting the obvious abuses of this
Pecentrallzed arrangement had been underéaken by the - ,
Benedictine chapters and independently by some houses
during the thirteenth century. On a general level, bath
the paPacy and the Benedlictine General Chapters made
serious efforts at solving part of the proﬁlem. In 1222
" the Counclil of Oxford under the leadershlp of Stephen //////’
Langton legislated that the abbots and obedientilaries /
of Benedictine houses should present either bi-annual
or quarterly accounts before a bod& of monks chqsen by
, the conventy the papal visitors at Bury St. Edmunds 'and
Westminéter in 1234 stressed this, and presumably this
yés put into effect at Bury.zsb Useful as this legislation
was in at least auditing receipts and expenditures, it did
~::) not establiéh a central receiving offlice which could also
disburse the required funds to each obedientiary. This
was a ;ater development 1h some English mcnasteries -

" and was largely the result of Archbishop Pechanm's
1njunct}o£§ to thirteen houses requiring them to establish
central treasurles or bursaries for ‘this purpose, This
system had the~double advantage of establishing a rese}ve '

fund for unexpected expenses and insuring adequate control-
"over each obedientiary. Evidence of its suitabllity is I

proved by 1ts successful adoption and application™at .

. . e

Christ Church, Canterbury, and at Glasténbury, Reading
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and Glouoester.255 )
To what extent such a system was applled at Bury

St. Edmunds 18 open to doubt, The abbey was not & .

recipient of Pecham's injunctions, and although there

certainly was a treasurer at the abbey ir the fourteenth

- eentury, it 18 more likely that he fulfilled the role

of looking after. the objects kept in the treasury,
administering the unagsigﬁed reveggs? of the convent, and
auditing the accounts of some obedientiaries. In short,
he would appear to be simply another‘obedlentiary who

could alsqo-act in an independent fashion, not as a central

e

receiving and disbursing agent.

\ This Ppossibility is strengthened by three facts.
In the figst place, the sacrist and the cellg;er. the
two most important obedientiaries, kept separate reocords
of recel&ts and expenditures and each had a staff of
¢lerks and bailiffs to assist in the collection of

“revenues and dues. Although the treasurer might have

audited these accounts, it seems unlikely that he

disbursed revenues to the sacrist and cellarer, who both
followed rather independent lines in the administration

of their~f13hts. Secondly, there is evidence that th~
treasurer did oversee some receipts and expondlpureaz

a n;tation in the Pinchbeck Register itemizes obedientiaries!
allowances for pittances dispensed to tife monks apnd servants
nndbnpeéifically states that each officer is answerable
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256 Findlly, there 18 a

to the treasury for the amount.
surviving &ccount roli)of the "Treasurer or Chamberlain"
dafing from the perlod between 1349 and 1353 which Bhows
yearly receipts of‘£756'198. 8d':n& expenses of fs542

17s. 1%&.257 '

expenditures (e.g., payment of some hospitality expenses.\\\

From the notations of.the types of

gifts, and repaymént of an outstanding loan contracted
by Abbot Richard) it would appear that’this official only
administered those revenues which were not assigned to
any ‘other obedientiary and did not act in the capacity of
a general disdbursing agent. ‘The amdﬁnt of income and
expenses from this account roll also suggests that the
treasury at Bury dfa'not function as a general exchequer

and that most obedientiaries retained an independent

administration of their revenues, It does not appear,

therefore, that the highly centralized system of financial

administration so successful at Christ Church, Canterbury,

or Gloucester made its appearance at Bury St. Edmunds, ~
In the absence of such an arrangement, it then

fell to the abbot as the leader of the community to insure

efficient administration and to‘overage the responsible -

mopastic officlals There was an obvious necessity to

keep the aboot!s revenues separate from those of the

convent, but this fact did not necessarily prevent a

capable abbot from undertaking an ;nergetic role in the

administration of the entire monastery. It could be done:

&
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\wltness Abbot Samson earlier in Bury's, hiatofy. or
Thomas d;(la Mare at St. Albans, or Prior Eastry at
Christ Churchgégut the record of abbatlial leadership
at Bury St. Edmunds in the fourteenth century is not
impressive, to say the least. The weight of custom and -
precedent, unforeseen external pressures, and the
oonstaqt involvemenﬁ of the abbot in business outside
the monaster;yoontrlbutgd a8 much to this fa%lurg as
did the lack of administrative talent or weﬁkneas of
character. Thé result, in any case, was unfortunate,
Thomas of Totington's rule began under the weight of R
suoh heavy expenses that he was obliggd to break up his

gptabllshmant and live for a time on his different

. manors.259 Both Richardndo Draughton (1313-1335) and

William de Bernham (1335-1361) were unsuccessaful in
keeping the abbey free from dissension, attack by the
tenants, or internally stable, and the plcture was not
improved by the confliocts surrounding ;he intrusion of
the provisor Edmund Bromfield and the violenee of the
attack in %381. .

While 1t would ﬁg manifestly false té state that
all of the abbotsaor Bury in the fourteenth century
lacked talent, it would not appear that innovative
leadership, oonstructlée ré-opganizatlon‘ot financial
administration, or effective long-range policies made
thelr appearance. The methods employed for meee;ng
immediate financial difficulties were similarly limited.

H
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Contracting loans, the appropriapion\of churches, selling
annuities and pensions, relying on fixed rents, and
geeking royal aid ﬁbre all practiced, and _these devices
did help to some degree. But the levelipf business
ability was certainly not outstanding, and that deficlency
only compounded the problems which al;eady existed. .,

The financial and economlc probiems of Bury St.

Edmunds 1llustrate well the position of monasticism in

____ facing ocompetition from other forces within the Church

and within the state, 1t needed leadership capable of
dealing with both the spiritual and economic concerns

of the age 1f°1t was to maintain an influential and
beneficial role within society. The underlying w;alth

of Bury St. Edmunds was enough to insure its continued
exlstence, but it could prevent pejther economic ditricggfibs
and strain, nor could it prevent the inatitution from

being threatened Sy other forces within the fourteenth

century.: <f/“\\—~~»~tﬂ
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Risby, Heringwell Werkeéton, Southwolde, Chebenhal, Southeray.
Inghan, Timnorth Elvedene and New Barton.

o

¢ 5u8ee Appendix II,

55L1pson, p. P inyeCoH. s Surfolk, I, p. 642L

J 56The cellarer had rlghts of pre-emption 1n the "town.
-—E& ppo 1014"1050 . . o )

57Income from water mills and windmills is detailed -
in the listing of the rents from the 18 manors which proviaioned
the abbey. Some examples of yearly income from this source
are:- Pakenham, 10 markss Horningeheath, 408.; Risby, 348.:
,ﬂerringwell 208.3 werketone. 5smarks; Southwolde, 208, (PB,
Reg, . I, pp. 340, 3#3-346 Market rights were also, valuable

N
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not only to the abbot and cohvent but also to the burgesses
of Bury St. Edmunds. The abbot, convent and burgesses of
Bury were exeumpt from tolls at all mnarkets and falrs in
England (C,P.R.1330-73%, p. 147.,) The abbot and convent -had
the right to collect tols from markets in Bury, a right
get down in a charter of Henry I (C.P.R, 1381-85, p. 528;)
and in 1330, »ecause of los=sges sustained in the 1327 riots,
the king granted to the abbot and convent the right to hold
an additional weekly market and annual falr in the town of
Melford. (C.Ch.R. 1327-41, pp. 189-190.)

58C,E.H..I. pp. 577-78,5973 Kosminsky, Studies, p. 171
notes the "conservative tradition" of Benedictine management.

59Phllip Zieglgwy, The Black Death, Felican Books
(London, 1970), p. *éa”" ‘

6OC.Pag,L,. III, p. 383; Carson Ritchie, "The Black
Death at St, Edmund's Abbey," Proceedings of the Suffolk
Institute of Archaeology, XXVII (1958), pp. B49-50 prints

another copy of the papal grant.

]

61
Ritchie, p. 50. o
62Augustus Jessopp, "The Black Death in East Anglia,"

in The Conming’ of the Friars and other Historic Essays
(London, 190%,. p. 215, , .

63P.G. Mode, The Influence of the Black Death, p. 13.
This i8 not to say, however, that the death rate among the
.clergy waB examctly proportional to that among the lalty of
the area. i

6uJeasopp. pp. 204, 236 J.C. Russell, British Medieval
Population (Albuque?qua. 1948).tp. 2283 Ziegler, pp. 173=77.

65Jessopp. pp. 204, 206, x“‘“/

66The plague of 1360/61 414 affect the abbey itself,’
in 1366 Pope Urban V permitted Abbot John de Brinkeley to
ordaln monks under the statutory age, "thefe belng a great
lack of prilests by reason of the recent mortality.” Cnlendar

of Entries in the Paval Registers relating to Great Britaln
and Ireland: Fetitions to_ the Pope, Vol, I:s A.D, 1342-3iL19 ,
ed. W.H. Bliss (London, H.M.S.0.1 i896}. p. 513, (Hereafter
cited as C,Pap,Reg, 1 Pet,)

67Edgar Powell, ;ée ngggg in East Anglia 13?1381
(Cambrl‘dge‘. 18 96) e Po . B '

688ee two important articles discussing this .trend: .
M.M. Postan, "The Chronology of Labour Services," T,R.H.S.,
Lkth serles, XX (1937), pp. 169=193 and J, Saltmarsh,

o



"Plague and Economic Declinme in England. in the Later Middle
Ages," The Cambridge Historical Jourpal, VII (1941), pp. 23-41,

69Kalendag of Abbot Samson, pp. 76-77: PB. Reg..I, p.357.
70Kn1egda;; of Abbot Semson, p. Ixxvs PB, Reg,, I, pp.340,

358. Averpenny was paid at the rate of 2d per 30 acres. J.B., p.102,

7lps, Reg,. I, p. 35E.
2
7 Kalendar of Abbot Semson, p. xxxvij; PB, Reg.,.I, p. 340.

73V.C.H.z8uf‘folk. I, p. 641. Ploughing serviace for
one acre was valued at 44, ,

i .
? Titow prints only the partial extent with useful
notes, pp. 161-64, It is from British kuseum Manuscript

Add. 14842.
#375Ib1d.' ppo 162-631

?6The Rickinghall rental is described in V.C.H, :Suffolk,
I, p. 656. This re tal is also from British Museum Manuscript

Add. 14849,

778ee the comments of H.L.-/Glay, "The Commutation of
Villein Services in England before the Black Death," E,H.R.
XXIX (1914), pp. 625-656., Levett's statement that the older
Benedictine houses were '"particularly likely to maintain the
memory of ... archaic personal services and marks of servitude,"

would seem to hold for Bury as well., Levett, Studles, p. 56.
78pB. Reg., I, pp. WO-U9,

791b1.d,. pp. 57-58 where the monk suggests his concern

apd reasons for compiling the register. )
- 80y N : .
Ibid,, p. 1.

BiIbid,. pp. W0-41, 342, 343,

82:[bid.. pp. 344, W6,

83Levett. Studies, p. 81. The manuscript i8 British
Museum Add. 40063,

-

Bu, .
Ibld.. po 81. ¥

8s ~
Powell, The Rlsing in East Anzlia, p. &4,

86Another case from Littlehaw manor, though not in
the hands of the monastery had that time, shows conditions
after the Peasants'! Revolt. In 1385, 15 villeins protested
gervices still owed and wanted freedom from all but 4d/acre

rel‘lt. Ib;g‘. PP 65"660 . N
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7See especlally Gray, "The Commutation of Villein

Services;" Postan in C.E.H., I, pp. 577-78; and Koaminisky,

p. 171. L.F, Rushbrook Willlams in History of the Abbey’

of St, Alban (London, 1917), p. 130 asserts that "religlous

houses were as a rule kindly rather than oppressive landloxrds,"

This, view 18, I think, mistaken; perhaps they were not

"oppressive,” but more generally Yconservative' and unresponsive

to tenants! aspirations. )

88

Dugdale, III, p. 119. ¥

89c.p.R. 1321-24, p. 218.
90

Dugdale, III, pp. 129, 130.
91T1tow, pp. 161-62,

' 92V.C.H.sSuffolk. pp. 556-57. But see R.H. Hilton,
The Decline of Sertdom in Medieval Enzland(Lecndon, 1969),
p. 46 for cautionary statements on over-emphasizing the
trends towards leaseholds, Customary tenure did remain
in many areas until the latter part of the fourteenth century.

93But in 1279 the Mildenhall rents for free tenants
showed conslderable variations in the rents for arable
land:s from 24 to 124 per acre. Thus, the area might have
been one of higher rents. PB, Reg., II, 243-55,

9“v C,H.s Suffolk, I, p. 654 PB. Reg,, II, pp. 162-67,
This might, however, indicate that villeln rents were
normally higher than rents for free land. o

95v C.H.,: Suffolk, I, p. 654.

96T1tow. pp. 161-64; PB, Reg,, II, p. 32. The rents
in 1279 varied from 1%d to 5ad per acre, with most at Ld
per acre.,

97VQCLH', Suffglk » I. P 65“. PR

98Unwin in V,C.H.:Suffolk, I, relies on Cox's figures
in V.C.H.1Suffolk, II, p. 68 from faulty and inaccurate
1291/92 valuation figures which show a total of only
£1,000, and he compares that with a pittancer's register
contalning a fifteenth century taxation roll showing .
£2,030 78. 11%d inoome of obedientiaries and £798 18s. 24
to the abbot.

925ee K.L. Wood=legh, Studies in Church fe 1
England under Edward III (Cambridge, 193%*), pp. 61-75
for a full discussion of this topic. See also T.A. M.
Bishop, "lMonastic Demesnes and the Statute of Mortmain,¥
E.H.BR., XLIX {1934), pp. 303-306 for the operation and

effect of thé Statute. ’

4 -
& .
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. ‘ ' 1ootslood-r..eglrz. p. 71. A licence was also needed for
. -the transfer of land. When the licence records no stated
purpose, Wood—-Legh assumes that the land was acquired by
purchase or was a transfer, rather than the gift of a
< plous donor.

101, cences and 'records of inquisitions for the ° :
period from 1303 through 1342 are in: C.P.R.1301-07, pp. 162,
227, 5313 C.Ch.R,1300-26, pp. 59, 128y C.F.R.1307-13, pp. 153,
526y ¢, C1,R,1313~1b, p. 263 C.P.R,1313-17, pp &2, 296, 305,
381, 632; C.r.R.1317=-21, PpP. 260, 5903 C,P.R.1321-2%, p. 287
C.P.R.1324-27, p. 38: C.P.R.1327-30, pp. 370-711 C.P.,R.1340-473,
PP. 356-57. .

) 102p,r January &, 1313t C.P.R.1307-13. p. 526; :
For November.17, 1313: C.P.R.1313-17, p. 42 and C.C1.R,1313-18,
p. 26. The general grant 18 also noted in Dugdale,III, p. 120.

- 193c.p.n.1317-21, p. 260y C.P.R.1321-24, p. 287.

g 1OL’C.P.R.1307-13. p. 1533 C.Ch.R,1300-26, p. 128
which states that the income was for the éellarer. The
Bury chronicler in M.S.E.,II, pp. 366~67 commants on the
low price for which the manor was sold.

105Lflco.=mcess for the period from 1349 to 1392 are in:

C.P.R,],zzﬁ-go. pp. 401-02, 4823 C,P.R.1354=-98, p. 319
C.P.R.1361-64, pp. 305, 308, L63; C.P.R.1367=70, Pp. 99=-100;
c,P,R,1377-81, p. 440¢ C.P,.R.1381-85, p.8s C.P.R.1388-92,
pp. 379-80% C,P.R.1391-96, pp. 121, 1b5, 147, _

1065.1ect Cases in the Court of King's Bench undep
Edward II, Vol. IV, p. cxXj C!P,R.1322-:} » PP. 370-71. ‘

107

C.P.R, 1361-64, p. 305. (This manor figured in
® . a later case, The abbey sued-Ealph Hemenhale for recovery
in 1383s C.C1.R. 1281-85, p. 3393 PB. Reg,,I, p. 327.)
‘ 108

See Lipson's discussion of enclosures and sheep
farming, pp. 133-3%. A.R.H. Baker, "Evidence in the

tNonarum Inquisitiones! of Contracting Arable Lands in

England during the Early Fourteenth Century," Econ., Hist.

Rev,, XIX (1966), pp. 518=32, does not find a great contraction:
in Suffolk, but ‘he does not examine ecclesiastical estates,

3

1093,A. Pelham, "Fourteenth Century England," Chapter
-V in A% Historical Geosraphy of FEngland before A.D., 1800,
ed. H.C. Darby (Cambridge, 1951), pp. 232-37. But he .
indicates that the quality of the wool grown in the area
was lower than that from Yorkshire and Lincolnshire: Ibid.,
.~ pp. 242-43, H,C. Darby, "The Domesday Geography of Norfolk

and Suffolk," The Geooraphical Journal, LXXXV (1935), p. 443
finds an even distribution of sheep in Suffolk in 1086. He
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gives the i‘ollowing relevant figures for sheep on the

demesne land of the abbey at that time: Mildenhall, 1,000;

Icklingham, 500; Eriswell, 800, Ibid., p. 443. However. 1

.a8 a whole, sheep were i‘ewer in Sutfolk than in ether areas

at the time of the Domresday survey: H.C. Darby, The Domesday

Geography _of Eastern Encland (Cambridge, 1952), p. 204, -
Even in the sixtesnthn century, arable farming was

the maln interest in south-western Suffolk, a region .

capable of sustaining a mixed sheep-corn economys The-Agrarian

History of Englend and Wales: Vol, IV, 1500—16‘4 ed. Joan

Thirsk (Cambridge, 1967), pPp. l&l-—hB. .

-~

110p,A. Pelnam, pp. 244-55; H.L. Gray, "The Production
and Exportation of English Woollens in the Fourteenth
Century," E.H.R., XXXIX (1924), pp. 20-22, 31 discusses

the Suffolk broadcloth industry. -

111PB _Reg,,I, );p. 341-44, The figures are: Berton,
7003 Rougham, 300; Fornham. 2003 and Herringw&ll 800.

112y s ., II, p. 296.

1130.P.R.;327-30. P. 219 (Italics mine.); but the Bury
writer of the '"Depraedatio" does not indicate any such
figure: M.S.E., II, pp. 340-47., Some comparative figures
from other abbeys show that in the early fourteenth century
the Priory of St. Swithint's, Winchester, had 20,000 sheep,
and Peterborough and Crowland each had around 16,300 sheep.

Elleen Power, The Wool Trade in English Mediaeval History

(OXfOI‘d. 1941)0 PP. 34"350

uuPegalottl's list 48 contalined in W. Cunninghanm,
The Crowth of English Indus and Commerce (5th ed.; Cambridge,
1927), pp, 0628-41, ' veo

S

115p4r example, Sibton Abbey (Cistercian) in Suffolk
and Langley (Praemonstratensian) in Norfolk both provided
wool for export. Other Benedictine abbeys of importance
were Crowland, Bamsey and Abingdon. Cunningham, pp. 634,
635, 640. But Pelham concludes that "The Amportance of
the wool trade has been rather over-emphasised at the
expense of arable farming in the fourteenth century," and .
on the role of the monasteries, finds their total contribution
to wool procuction "was much smaller than might be expected."
Pelham, "Fourteenth Century England," pp. 239, 242. Indeed,
Dissolution records for Suffolk have no entries for sheep

farming by the monasteries there. Although Savine warns

against conocluding that 1t was therefore minimal, he does
state that "up to the last the monks tilled almost as much
land as they kept for grazing purposes." Alexander Savine,

Enzlish Monasteries on the Eve of the Dissolutiog (Oxford,
1909), pp. 187, 178,
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1 Aocording to Lipson, the villein population in
Suffolk in 1086 was only 143 of the total. Lipson, p. 3.
Hilton, D2Mine of Serfdom. p. 21 says that there was a

. high proportion (40x) of free tenants in all of East Anglia

in 1086.

117A case from 'a manor in Mildenhall is of interest
in this connecftion. In 15 Edward III (7) some of the
tenants contested thelr villein status. ,The abbotfs
attorney cited customary rights of service and the payment
of tallage and merchet as the determining marks of serfdon.

PB. Regd , I, pp. 321-24,

11814 would appear that Abbot Richard had freed

some gserfs, altholich no indlcatlion of the nurber is glven.
Dugdale, III, p. 118. FPostan, C.E.H., I, p. 614 does not
find many instances of manumission of serfs on the estates
of Winchester. See also E.P. Cheyney, "The Disappearance
of Enzlish Serfdom," E.H.R., XV (1500), pp. 20-37 where

he asserts that manumicsion. played only a small role in
the eventual decline of serfdom, .

119For example, the 1357 extent for Palgrave lists

rents according to the tenement, not according to the
individual tenant; thus, the burdens belonged to the land,
and in zmany cases the original parcel of land was divided
among many customary tenants, Titow, pp. 162-164, 1In
Mildenhall high rents were charged, and in Elmswell by
1357, the holdings became more split up although the
rental still listed the burdens due accordinz to the
original tenement, V.C.H,: Suffolk, I, pp. 65?7, 655.

1ZOSee above, p, BO.

1218 Dodwell, "Holdings and Inheritatize in Medieval
East Anzlia," Econ, Hist, Rev,, 2nd ssr., XX (1967), »p.
53-66 discusses in detail partible inheritance; she stresses
the large number of freeholders and the large number of
small holdings as a consequence, .

12z, E.H,, I, p. 612, °o

1231v1a,, p. 612.
12uSee Appendix III , The figures I have chosen to

‘represent those tenants in the lower, middle and upper

ranges are based parlly on those used by Postan’ 1n C,E.H.,
I, pp. 618+21 and by Titow, pp. 79-89.

125‘1‘160". Pe. 89.
12 6T1tow emphasizes this point, pp. 79-89. Also, -
Pec: .an, C,E.H,, I, p. 622 cites figures showing that on a
sauple of 10% manors, 50% of the population had holdings of

- “\”’~ ~

v
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‘only 10 acres or less. Even If 10 acres 1is a high figure

for subsistence” level, the statistics from the Bury estates
in 1279 show that there were many tenants with less than
5 acres, See Appendix III.

127Add1tLonal burdens of the free tenants on the
abbey's estates consisted of reliefs, amercements levied |,
and collected in the various courts, obligations of fold-
soke, the abbot's common aid, and tolls and market perquisites
of the abbey within the town of Bury.

128y c.H.: Suffolk,I,pp.645-46; PB, Reg., II, pp. 162-67.

129y.c.H.: Suffolk, I, pp. 655, 656, 657.

13OSee R.H. Hilton, "Feasant Movements in England
before 1381," Econ., Hist, Rev,, 2nd ser., II (1949), pp.

117-136; and Hilton, The Decline of Serfdom in Medieval

131E. Powell and G.M. Trevelyan (ed.), The Peasants!

Rising and the Lollards (London, 1899), p. ix.
132y,s.E.,IT, p. xlvi; Lobel, Borough, pp. 137-41,

133¢c.p.R. 1701-07. p. k72,

1% p.R. 1301-07, p. S49.

135por example, in 1314 the abbot was a defendant in
a case involving services on the manor of East Bradenham:
Year Books of ‘Edward II, Vol, XVIII: 8 Edward II, A.D. 1 ,
ed. .W.C. Bolland (London, Selden Socliety:s 1920), pp. 208-09,
In 131% the abbot was egian involved in litigation, claiming

the manor of Monks! Bradfleld: Year Books of Edward II, Vol.
XVIX: 8 Edward II, A.D. L , ed, W.C., Bolland (London,
Selden Society: 19255. PpP. 172~?£.

136See above, pp. 23-25.

13?The most complete discussion of the issues involved
is by Lobel, Borough, pp. 143 ff, For a comparison of the
Bury uprising with those of the same year at Abingdon and
St. Albans, see N.M. Trenholme, "Th2 Risings in the English
Monastic Towns in 1327,% American Historical Review, VI
(1901), pp. 650-70; V.B. Redstone, "Some ilercenaries of
Henry of Lancaster, 1327-1330," 7,R.H.S.,, 3rd ser,, VII
(1913), pp. 151-166 discusses the kidnapping of the abbot.

In addition to the Bury chronicler's description of
the events in M.S.E., III, pp. 38-47, the events are mentioned

in Chronicles of the Reigns of Edward and Fdward II, ed.
William Stubbs (2 vols,; London, Rolls Series, 1582-83), I,

pp. 243-U45, 333-34, 344-L6,

)
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18 ontained in M.S.E., II, pp.’ 327-354.

1390n the aotivity of the London men capturing and

dispatching the abbot see Calendar of Plea and Memoranda
Rolls Preserved anong the Archives of the Corporation of

the City of lLond at the Gulldhall. Rolls Ala-A A.D =
13g3—13§ﬂ. ed, A.H. Thomas iCdmbridge. 19235. P. 73. )
Woy s g, 11, p. 3%.
¥imme author of the "Depraedatio® itemizes the

danmage and estimated the total loss on the manors at
922 58, 1d.. M.S.E.,II, p. 347.

: 1‘*zc P.R.13%=38, p. 2071 C.P.R.13%0-43, pp. 316-17.
I:Rnl 158" 1 p. 476.
1““See B.H. Putnam, Enforcement of the Statutes of

Labourers and Proceedings before the Justices of the Peace

the Fourtee and Fifteenth Cepnturies, ed, B.H. Putnam,
%London. 1938), pp. %52-377 where she prints a Suffolk

roll. Although Futnam mentions no specific cases rei:;gyy’
or.

to the abbot or tenants of Bury, she does indicate that
Suffolk had a large number of proceedings involving

145

1uéEcle;atr Powell, The Rising in East Ancglia (Cambridge,
1896) and his article. "An Account of the Proceedings in

Suffolk during the Peasants' Rising in 1381," T.R.H. S.,

n 8., VIIT (1894), pp. 203-%&9; Lobel, The Borough of Bury
§, Edmupnds, pp. 150ff.

I cannot agree with Charles Oman's analysis, He
suggests that the rising of 138%f at Bury was mainly-an
expression of civic discontent among the burgesses and
states that "manorial grievances had no part in causing
the outburst."” Charles Onan, e Grea evolt of
(0xford, 1906), p. 13. On the other hand, Charles
Petit-Dutaillis in "Causes and General Characteristics of

the Rising of 1381," in Studies and Notes Supplementary
to Stubbs®! Constitutional History, Vol. II, trans, W.T.
Waugh (Nancheéster, 1915), p. 297 specifically cites the
abbot of Bury as pursuing the burden of serfdom on the

abbey's estates, )

Levett, Studies,p. 81. See above, p. 80.

1"7v,c,a,. Suffolk, II, p. 693 D. Knowles and ,
R.N. Hadcock, Medleval Rel us Houses nglan d Wales
(London, 1953), p. 61. g

8puganle, ITT, p. 1173 PB Reg.. I. p. 473.
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149540 J.C. Russell, "The Cleridal Population of

Medieval England," Traditloe, IT (194%), pp. 185-190 for .
a general discussion of trends within the Order.

150 CyPap,L.,III, p. 383 &,P

151R1tcﬁ1e. "The Black Death at{St. Edmund‘'s Abbey,"
p. 50. But his calculation is rather doubtful, being

sPetitions,I, p. 513.

" based on the ratio of chaplains to monks. Using that

basis, the 1361 plague would have then bsen more severe
at the abbdey. : M

1,52The figures for 1379 are my calculation based"
on the number of monks taking sides in the dispute over
Edmund Bromfield. M.S.E.,III, pp. 117, 120. The figures
for 1381 are given in Knowles and Hadcock, p. 61 and
J.C. Russell, "Cerical Population,"p. 189.

1SBKnowles and Hadcock, p. 61.

15“'Document printed in Dugdale, III, pp. 161-62 and Uy
EE__BE_E.. I Pp. 474’?6. '

' 155 o,I, p. 474, The document in Dugdale, III,
PP. 161-62 gives £1,b07 118 124 as the total.
< 1?&‘ »I, pp. B75-76.
1 My total. See above, p. 61.
15BSee Snape, pp. 12-15. However, attempts had
been made in the thirteenth century by both the papacy

and the Benedictine Chapters to limit the number of
servants. Snape, pp. 16-17.

159Hoorman. Church Life, p. 307.

16°These rolls are now at Bury St. Edmunds. The

seven rolls from 1299 to 1538 are described in Hist, Mss,
csan.. Pp. 123-125;3 Lobel in Appendix III 1temizea some

of the receipts and expendltures.
161

..5.1_.&2,5~ o I, b75.

621044, Lobel, Appendix IIT,-

?63P§; Reg, I, 475; Hist, ¥es, Cssp,, p. 123.

16&3135, Mss, Cssp., p. 123. .
1651.‘21.4. . PP. 123~24,

1661p14., pp. 123-24.

N
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167¢B, Reg., I. p. 475, 3
168 : ’
M.R. James, "On the Abbey of S. Edmund at Bury,"
ppo 167“'68. .
6
19104, . po. 133, 143,

1705 &, Prior John Gosford, c. 1380 rebuilt the
infirmary cloister. Ibid., p. 147. See also A.B. Whittinghanm,
"Bury St. Edmunds Abbeys:s The Plan, Design and Developnment
of the Church and Monastic Bulldings,” The Archaeological
Journal, CVII (1951), pp. 168-186 for a complete discussion
of the toplc.

1718uean Wood, English Monasteries and theilr Patrons
in_the Thirtcenth Cepntury (Oxford, 1955) for a general
discussion of rights and privileges of patrons, especially
the king.

1721444, . p. 1027f. \
173; B.. p. 116-117., : -
174

Statutes of the Realm, ed. A. Luders et, al.
(11 vols. in 13; London, 1810-28), I, pp. 26~28..

) 175Renewals in 1315-16 and 1326-27. Ibid., pp. 173,
256.

1?6A3 Wood-Legh, Studles, ppr. 8ff suggests.

177 )
B.C., pp. 37, 133 Cal, Chancery Warrants, 1244-
1326, p. BoO. ,

178The Bury chronicler commented on fhe visit of
May 8, 1300, "Never had he appeared more gracious to the
~~ church and convent," B.C,, p. 156. -

179pugdmle, III. p. 108; C.CL,R.1323-27. pp. 532-35;
C.P,R.1325-22, pp. 200-04, 216.5;52’1'3"‘. 2‘1237‘373‘2.2 9.
1807, 1328, 1331, 1333, 133%, 1338, 1340, 1344,

1354, 1358, and 1363. The dates are taken from close
and patent letters dated at Bury.

181&13;, Mss, Cssn., p. 123.

182Dugda1e. III, p. 112. Higden's Polychronicon.
IX, p. 20 refers to this event as well.

183&&.&-. III, pp. 133-34.

1 For a general discuasion of the types of corrodies
see H.M. Stuckert, Corrodies ip the English Monasteries
(Philadelphia, 1923.

’
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8 .
v 1 SSnape. p. 193 A.M. Reich, "The Parliamentary

Abbots to 1470," p. 312 also cites the fact that Edward )
II ‘tn the space of three months granted a total of 3% ﬁl

corrodies to servants of his father,

86
Corrodies granted at the request of the king
are found .in: C,P.R.1301-07, p. 331 C.C1.R1302-07, p. 104,

£.C1,R,1307-13, pp. 151, 239. 337!.9_2_3g1392:_3. P. 5223

C,Cl.R,1313-18, p. 663 Ca
p. 465 C,C1,R.1318~-23, pp. -11?. 3693 .
p: 212y C,C1,R,1333-37, p. 540. c,P.R. 133“438 pp. 265,

573y C.C1.R.1381-85, p. 386: C.C1.R.1385-89, p. 256.
Four additional corrodies, perhaps of the type sold by the
monastery, are listed in Dugdale, III, p. 119. )

187¢.01.R.1318-23, p. 3693 C.P.R.13%-138, p. 573.
%8¢,01,8,1302-07, p. 10%.
1890,01,3,;3 07-13. p. 239.

19OWood. English Monasterles and their Patrons, p. 114,

C C - » po 3 ‘o '

192, Stuckert, Cortrodies, p. 44 suggests,
193¢, c1,R,1302-07, 'p. 104,
194y 00d, Epglish Monssteries mpd their Patrons, pp.109=

110.
195g31, Chancery Warrants, 1244-31326, p. 465.

1960.1’.3.1 ! ﬂ' !8' p. 2650 I
97Dugdala. I1I, p. 119.

1981p14.

1998.¢., p. 735 PB, Reg., I, p. 321. Other amounts

paid by the abbey for renewale or oconfirmation of chartexs
during the fourteenth century were lower, though still
oonsiderab;e: in 1314, £120 was paid for an inspeximus

c,cg,n,;z 0-26, pp. 272-73)1 1in 1330, £100 for the same

c,gn.n,;zgz 1, p. 181); in 1336, '£30 for the specific
inclusion of the abbot's rights to forfeitures (C,Ch,R.
1327-41,p. 358)s and in 1383, 20 marks was paid for a
confirmation (C.Ch.B.131-1 12. pp. 294=95).

2°°8ee also below, pp. 125, 130 for royal and papal
licences at the erfd of the century which also coat a
considerable amount.
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2°1Wood—Legh. Studies, pp. 6 sscrihes the process.
Bishop, "Monastic Demesnes," asserts that the fines paid
were a kind of tax to restrict additions to monastic demesnes,

p. 306.
2020 p.R, 1307-13, p. 526.

203In 1380, 5 marks (C,F.R -31. B. L4oy; in 1381,
12 marks (C.P.R,1381-85, p. 35; 1n;1391.if 0 (C.P.R.1388~92,
p. 379)s in 1392, £7 138. 4d (C.P. -96, p. 145 1 and

in 1392, 10 marks (Ibid., p. 121).

2045ee H.M. Cam, "The King's Government as Administered

by the Greater Abbots of East Anglia,"” in Liberties d .
Communities in Medieval England (Cambridge, 1§5E5. pp. 190-91.

205c.p.R. 1340-43, pp. 316-17; C.P.R, 1358=61, p. 516.
206

W.W. Capes, The English Church _in the Fourteenth

and Fifteenth Centuries (London, 1920), p. 296.
207At least from the point of view of the number of
times taxes were demanded of them., See J.H. Ramsay, .

A_liistory of the Revenues of the Kings of England, 1066 -
1399 (2 vols,; Oxford, 1925) and James F. Willard,
Parliamentary Taxes on Personal Propexrt 290 ' to .
Cambridyge, Mass., 19%5. / .
208g ¢., p. 124,

2097v44d., p. 139. :

219;9;9.. p. 141,

?1{13;9.. p. 147, )

212Abboto PB, Reg., I.wp. hho, Convent: B,C.,, pPP. 113,105,
ZIBRamsay, II, pp. 63—Fw} Willard, p. 95.

M. pp. 225-26; C.P.R. 1338=40, p. 4993
C-P R -43, p. 300.

21500nfusion offen arose among collectors. Willard,
pPP. 95, 98, 108.

216Por the - topic of oleiical independence see

D.B. Weske, Convocation of the Clergy (London, 1937).
Papal income taxes were not collected from 1336 to 1360

because the clergy was paying subsidies to the English _
crown for the wary it did cause some difficulty when they
were re-imposed, W.E. Lunt, Financial Relations h
g;gch w%;h Epgland 1327-15% (Cambridge, Mass., 1962),

. "'9 - . . )
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217The restitution of temporalities occurred on z :
17 May and the request for_ the loan came on 13 August,
1313. The 1315 request for .a loan also has amother writ
asking the prior and< convent for 500 marks. Parliamentary

Writs and Writs of Military Summons, ed. F. Palgrave
(2 vola. in RL‘London. Record Commission: 1827-3%),II, pp.66,88.

-

218544 below, p. 126.

2190ther instances of loans or advance payments
requested were: 1319, request of a loan from part or all
of the tenth owed (Parl. Writs,II, p. 141); 1338, a chalice
valued at £115 198, 4d was given to the king as a loan
(C,P.R.1338-b0, p, 122); 1347, £40 was lent by the abbot
(C.P.R.1345-048, p. 339)s 1377, a loan of 100 marks was
given (C.P.R.1377-81, p.30)s 1385, loan of 100 marks
(C.P.R.1385-69, p. 4803 and in 1397, a loan of 200 marks
was requested (C.P.R.1396-99, p. 178.) Also, Bury acted
ag a sub-collector on a number of occaslons, and the king
often sought advance payment out of those funds, son®e
of which had to go to the papacy. The abbey could face
difficulties if the sums were not repaid.

220y3vian Galbraith, "Articles Lald before the
Parliament of 1371," E,H.R., XXXIV (1919), pp. 579-82,

\ 221_B_.__c_-. P. 68.

222B.c,. ps 73. This was, in fact, aﬂéznfirmatloﬁ
of an earlier charter. ) .

ZZBSQE Appendix IJfor dates and instances of vacancies,

- 22%4111ans, History of the Abbey of St, Alban,
pp. 136=37 suggests that the heavy price might not really

be worth it; .the monks were guarding against only a
possible loss from the royal custodian whiéh might have

been less than the custody fine paid each time,

22 .
SCIP‘IZI 1!01"02, po 2270 N
226Mode, Black Death, pp. H-35; Williams, History
of’ the Abbe St, Alban, p. 136. : .

227See Appendix I.

228y 5. g, ,IT, P, 323; PB, Reg.,I, pp. 407-08;
gipllxl 1,91-92. po 22 . ’

Zzgcap‘B. 1!22"81,; po u99‘
230¢ p R, 1388-92, pp. 45, 36B.
231¢c.p.R. 1396-99, p. 213 Duédale. III, p. 112.

“
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232The others were: St. Albans, .St. Augustine!s,
Canterbury, Battle, Evesham, Malmesbury, and Westminster.

They each pald a small "“census" in recognition to the -

papacy; for Bury this was one mark. .The decree of 1215
requiring these abbots to go to Rome was first put into
effect in 1257 when Abbot Simon de Luton of Bury received
his oconfirmation there. B.C., pp. 21-22.

233Lunt, Fig,ﬂkel. 1327-15%. pp. 189, 175. This

was a different assessment from the one used for the
tenths, I have used Lunt's figure of six florins to.
he pound as the exchange rate. Ibid,, pp. 238, 305.

R 23uIbid.. pp. 169, 248 The 'sacra" equalled one-
twentieth of the common service, and the "subdeacon"
equalled one-third of the sacra.

2351044, , pp. 177, 2793 195-96; 21k,

236¢ pap.L., I, p. 6025 M.S.E., III, p. 37. Abbot
ThomAs gave the heavy confirmation expenses as his reason
for de¢lining the invitation to attend the installatlion
of the new abbot of St, Benet's, .

-

237Lobel. p. 1435 Dugdale, III, p. 118 notes a loan
of 100 marks from the Bardi. The paymen& of 3,000 fl, in
this case was due to 500 marks private fvice being-
adjdedo uLunt. Fin. I!elo lzzz’liﬂ, po 1?5.

238 : ,
Lunt, Fin, Rel, 1322-153%;‘Append1x. ppr. 812-13,

2% 4.

4o. )
M0rpia, .

zulIgld.; Timwortb'a obligation was mado instead *+

the Bishop of London. ;d,.p, 184,
zuz Eo| III]. pa 13"} Py

CIP B: 1!88"22 p. 11-5.
SS

N

.mpe. p. 104, ‘ .

2u6W1I11am Cratfiel® in 1389/90 paid 89f1 158 34 for
one sérvice payment,125 florins for the sacra, and 421 8s

for the subdeacon., Lunt, Fin, Rel, 1327-153%, p. 2“9.
#78.¢,, p. 22, 70. ~ )

PR
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=

248y1111ams, History of the Abbey of St, Alban,

ppP. 136-37. ~Imr 1302 Abbot John de Maryns of St., Albans?
confirmation expenses. amounted to 1,250 marks. Ibid., p> 139.

2u9C,Pag,L,, V, p. 152.° . ,

250pygaale, III, p. 112, In addition to these two
favorable grants, the abbey was allowed to appropriate the
churches of Herlawe and Thurston in 1398 for the specifioc
purpose of alding the abbot and convent's new yearly
payments to both the king and the pope. C.Pap.L., V, p. 152
C.P.R. 1396-99, p. 406. . . )

251In addition to Snape's discussion, see Edwin
N. Gorsuch, "Mismanagement and Eccleslactical Visitation
,of "English Monasteries in the Early Fourteenth.Century,®

'Txggipio.‘XXVIII (1972), pp. 473-482.
25?gkg.. pp. b7rf.

»

%

) 2534 Abingdon this was the case. See Gabrielle
Lanbrick, "Abingdon Abbey Adminfstration," Journal of A

+ Ecclesiastical Hisbtory, XVII (1966), pp. 176-77. Evidence.
of uncontralled loans and Jjealous obedientiaries before
Samson's efforts 18 noted (and scorred) by Jocelin of
Brakelond. J.B., pp. 1-3. . :

25'R.A.L. Smith, "The Regimen Scaccarii in English
Monasteries," T.R.H.S,, 4th ser., XXIV (1942}, p. 77i
Rose Graham, "A Papal Visitation of Bury St. Pdmunds and

Westminster in 1234," E,H.R.._}XVII (1912), pp. 728-39.

2 " s, , o v N

? g?A.L. Smith, "Regimen Scaccarii," p. 78. ’See also
his article, "The Central Filnancilal System of Christ Churoch,
Canterbury, 1182-1512," E.K.R., LV (19%40), pp. 353-67. .

For Gloucester, see Historia et Cartularium Monasterii
Sancti Petri Gloucestriae, ed. W.H. Hart (3 vols.; London,

Rolls Series, 1863-67), III, pp. 1lvii-1lxvii for the 1301 <
injunctlions and pp. xciii-xcvii for the management of
revenues; it was verydell supervised.'

2585 Reg., I, pp. 338-89: ' '
257H;s§, Mss, C88R,s P. 15

- bl . . '
Zsaxﬁowles. Religious Orders, II, pp. 39-43 givés o

a soodi?lsgussion of the work of Thomas de 1a Mare. 5
259,5.E¢, LI, po 37. e

3

~



.IV. THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE ABBEY TO -
a . THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT

°

-

Thg relationship of the atbey of Bury St. Edmunds
to the centrai go*;ernment. and mére\pa‘rtlcularly the
reiatlonshlp of the abbo.‘rz -fs‘o‘ the klng, was characterized
by bothr interference and protection during the fourﬁeenth
”c;entury:‘ "As a judiclal agent, the abbot exerciagd considerable
responsi‘bility in Suffolk, and as one of the 1m;;'of"tuant :
eé\gleslastlcal lords he‘also had a public role as a member
of Parliament and as a tenant-hztchief of the king. ALl
of ?heee secular 'role; carried ;t;.th them burdens ol service
as well as privileges, and  the demands which were made

~ upon the abbot's, tlnie. enersgy,, and,financial__*resouroes

had serious consequences on the inté?'nal administration

of the monastery. In many ways, the lapses in discipline
_and the decline in the common 1ife within the abbey can
be traced to the fact that.the head of an important art;bey
such. a8 Bury had to recénciie his role as spiritual father,
with that of public servant. In-additlon, the abbey as’
a royal founda tioch \was a(fectedé byo the special relationship
1t had with the king. The rights of patronage exerclsed
by the kings, pe{rticularly righte pertaining to vacanocies,

had important effects upon theor;bnanolal 'stabl}lt'y of the

. abbey, but this ’relationship cc;uld also ’ce a source of

N [ » 7T
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protection for the. monastery. Many og' the long-established
privileges of Bury St. Edmuri;is continued to be exeroised
during the fourteenth century, but the maintenance of

such privileges frequently called for vigorous action

and involvement in external affairs and was often pursued at

the expense of intemal stablility and external prestige.

I, Jurisdictional Rights and Responsibilities s

The abbey of Bury St. Edmunds was, by virtue of its

‘numerous &{\fxoldings in Suffolk, inextricably bound up with

‘th# economic and social trends of the fourteenth century,

and the capaciﬁy of the abbots and lmportant obedientiaries
to deal with prcibléms in economiﬁc ohanges and landlord-
tenant relationships was a orucial factor in the continued
economic success of the abbey. That the difficulties in
this sphere were considerable ~has been pointed out, but
there was another area of secular adminiatratélorg ;hlch was
equally important to the abbey and demanded equal per-
severence, time and energy on the part of the abbey's
offlcials@: In the important network of Jjurisdiection "
maintained by t:l;le abbéy--feuda‘l. manorial, and franchisale-
the abbot, sacrist and cellarer, a\nd the abbottis officials
played signifi?ant roles in the administration of ‘justice
and wo;-ne pgnstentl}" faced with pressures rrq‘in discontented
subjects and from thewci'ov'm., |

‘An examination of some of the trends 1w the -

administration of this Jjurisdictional network'reveals ‘
\
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' . that the abbey continued to regard the judicial rlgkﬁxts and
privileges as lmportant, not only for financial reasons,
but also for reasons of prestige. The gradual -trend
towards the centrarigetion of justice through royal agents
and courts of the king in some cases resulted 1ﬁ conflicts

\with the long-established rights of the abbey. A description

of the Jufclal rights and responsibilities, an éxamination
of their ddministration, and some illustrations of specific
cases entered into by the abbey or 1ts officials affords
us another opportunity to note the unavoidable secular

involvement of this partiocular Benedictine monastery.

A. Description of Judicial Network!
Feudal and manorial Jurisdiction
. As a feudal overlord, the abbot of Bury St. ﬁdmunds
held the normal rights of feudal jurisdiction over all of
his tenants'ﬁélding by kniéht service which he admlnistefed
in his honor court, or the curis gbbatls.z This court
dealt with tenurial relationships and feudal sérvice:
homage, fealty, wardship and knight servlce.: It was -
important in the sense that the abbot was still in the
fourteenth century obllged to render his service to the
e kXing in response to ﬁhe military summons. Although in
this period there was a tendency towafds weakening the
close relationship between the abbot as feudal. overlord
and his knights, the inoreasing division of knights'®
»‘l' ~ fees and the abbot's responsibility to pfovida service
meant that the exercise of these rights had to be maintained.
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_There is, unfortunately, 1ittle evidence during this period

on the functioning of this aspect of the judicial. competgnoe
of the abbot, though 1t is certain that the abbot contir\med
to exercise many normal feudal rights. It is possible, |

as W.0. Ault found for Ramsey Abbey.u that this particular
court declined in/lmportance. though a detailed analysis

,i'xas yet to be made in order to discover a similar trend

for Burym\é. Edmunds.

The abbot also exercised jurisdiction, usually
through his steward, under-steward or bailiffs, over the
unfree tenants of his manors. This seigneurial jurisdiction
compared with that of any other lay landlord. The manor
courts were important net only to the abbot, but also to
the convent, which, through the cellarer, exercised
Jurisdiction over the tenants on its' manors. The cellarer
also administered the manor of Bury xwithin the'ai-ea of
the four crosses.sand his court had the right to hold
the view of frankpledge twioce a year for everyone living

on this fee; he could mske arrests. receive the goods of

oriminals and collect the profits from his coﬁrt;

his uried ion

The most important jurisdiction of th'e abbot of
Bury St. Edmunds was the tranchlse of the Liberty of
St. Edmund arising from the speoifio grant of Juridioal

" and finanotal rights over eight and a.half hundreds in
- western Suffolk., In 1044 Edward the Confessor granted

to the abbey the Liberty of the eight and a half hundreds

-
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which gave the abbot the right. to Zovern all men of the
. Liverty by rights which would normally. pertain to the
orown.7 Most of these fights’were renewed by sSuccessive
English kings, who upheld previous grants but rarely added
new onea.8 The rights of justioce were extensive: the
) 8ix forfeitures of the king, trial of glgas of the crown,
‘1mprisqpment of criminals, fines fronm tléhlnga, goods

of condemned felons, d the important privilege "of

return of writ.

and towthe'inhabitanﬁs of “the abbey lands

immunitles from the cro whic were thenszﬁyh d into
the abbot's rights, The abbot had\thtri to a
amercamenta of his men, even 1f they were given the

king B courts. He also had the right to t forfelture

of tha chattels of condemned felons.9 & right tq the
view of frankﬁledge. the assizes of Pread and ale and of
™ weights and measures. The 1nhab1§ghta of the Liberty
owed no auit to the shire oour/)/instead. the central -
court of ﬁhg;Liberty. the ggzig Sancti Edmundi, which ﬁ%@
at Henhoue. near Bury" every three weeks and was admlnlstere&
by/fhe abbott's steward or under-ateward functioned in this
capgcipy.io In tpe eight and a half hundreds the ab%ot,
;hrough his steward, exercised powers similar to. those
R of a sheriff, the sheriff of Suffolk having no rights
there unless the abbot falled to do justice. Individual

\ R
. ) hundred courts to which all free tenants owed suit were

@
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8t1]11 retained within the Liberty. These were-also

admlnistered by the abbot's officlials, usually the balliffs

* in the Liberty, and were courts for minor orimes, debts

and treSpasses.11

A In addition to the central courts within the Liberty,
the borough-of Bury St. Edmunds was also another enelave
of private Jjurisdiction. M D. Lobel has given a conclse
picture of ?he hold of the abbey over the town in economic
matters and has also poilnted out the extensive judicial \
rights of the abbov and other monastlc’orficials there.12
WIthin the limits of the four crosses marking the boundary
of the town, the abbot had the right to exclude the king's
Justices and to appoint his own justlces, who would exercise
such royal powers as thg right to hold the view of weightq
and measures'dﬁd pleas of the crown in the pprtgg?-moot, '
the court to which the burgesses bwed sult sincé they
oclaimed immunity from sult to the abbotts court.‘13 The
sacrist's balliff, who was also ihe town reeve, presided
over this court, and this control was one ‘of the sources
of burghal srievaqcejagéinst the abﬁey throughout the
period., Within the town the sacrist also cbntgolled the
market courts, and in addition the sacrist was also the
gzghdeacon of the borough and heard ecclesiastloal cases

relating to marriagea and nllls.lu

Two inmportant points reiatlng to this brief survey
of jurisdioctional rights may be noted. In the first place,
the administration of theselrights took time, energy artl
\ ,

% !
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‘'often a considerable amount of daring'(or even extra-legal
activity) on the part of the abbots of Bury St. Edmunds.
Because of“the exlstencerr so many courts and the constant
intrusion of agents of the central governnent, whether .in
royal courts or in speclal commissions of justice, it was

a constant and usual feature of the abbey's history to

be involved in many jurisdictional disputes. These disputes
often turned on issues of guarding privileges for the sake

of principle or for the economic right which the jurisdiction
implied. Indeed, as both W.0. Ault and Bertha Putnam

have éointed out, 1tdwas the profits of jurisdiction, not

the justice 1tself, which were the essential concerns in

this period.15 It 18 therefore not surprising to find t&at
the pursuit of rights was an entrenched feature in the i
external affalrs of the abbey in the later Middle Ages.

_Secondly, as ﬁ.M. Cgm has so effectiQely and frequently

noted.iéthe franchisal jurisdiction of the abbots of .

great occleaiastical*iqﬁprties was a great responsibllity,

In fact,’the r;ghts which the abbot possésaéd aﬁd exercised
within the eight.and a half hundreds were essentially those
of any other chilef vassal of the crown. The great franchises
were, to be sure, "political islands, Whose distinct B
privileges gave them a unique place in royal administration."17
but it is impqrt&nt to stress the fact that these privileges

" involved meny duties. The fallure to do Justice or to

exercise these rights properly could easily lead to the
18

» forfelture of the Liberty. Thus the abbots of Bury were
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placed in a public role which they cogld not avoid:;

any neglect or fallure to.exercise due administrative

13

responsibility and control over their officials would

mean rnot only loss of prestige and privilege, but also
financial losé as well, The burdén of pursuing litigation
in defense of these rights against erosion and against
rivals in the fleld of jJjurisdiction, and the responsibility
of adequately meeting the demands of "public jurisdiction
in privdate hands" can be 1llustrated from several cases

in the fourteenth century.’
\ r . y;
B. Illustrations of the Duties of the Personnel-
within the Franthise

&

The abbot!s role
‘Within the Liberty of St. Edmund the abbot was
ultimately responsible for the due functioning of this

network of jurisdiction. The supervision .of his officials

~

was a major responsibility, as was his continuous regard

_for and defense of the privllegea conferred upon the

Liberty by the crown. Althpugh much of the day to day
business of admlnistration was carried out by the steward,
unde?-steward or balliffs, theré were occasions when the

abbot himself with his\q}torney pursued litigation in

pthe king's oourts and petitioned the orown on matterj/ﬁ)J

relating to the maintenance of his judiclal rights,

' Three examples from the rourtéqn%hzéentury illustraiz

‘thé role of the abbot in this capacity.
In 1303, in response to a petition to the king by

i “
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. Abbot Thomas of Totington, a commission was granted to ——
. 1investigate his complaint that he had been unjustly
deprived of the right to receive the goods of a fugitive
;h:;;?d been indicted for homicide and robbery. The
\petition refers specifically to the anclent charters
-of the king yhlch had granted to the abbot the right »
to receive goods of felons and fugitives within the |
L1berty.19 Although I can f;nd no record of the dispoalt}ga
‘of this particilar case, it 1s significant that Abbot
;R?haa,sought t? guard this right, which was essentially ,
an eocononic one, against any interference.
. The question of the right of the abpots of Bury
to receive forfeitures wlthin the Liberty was, however,
again puxpued by Abbot Richard de Draugﬁ}on and Abbot
Willlam de Bernham. In-1330 Abbot Richard sought an
inspeximus ér a previous charter'and successru}ly
obtained tﬁbm the king the specific incluston of the
right to receive the chattels of condemned telone.2® Deapite
ﬁhia assgrance. intorrerenqe rroﬁ royal sgents still

J \
persisted, for six years later we find that the abbot

\ and conv;nt. *represented th&t they are impeded by certain
of the king's ministers in the;r'receiwiﬁg of ﬁhe.
=, forfeited ;sgu;s."?l In 1336, Abbot William threfore
obtalinead fbr himself and'the convent the q?ntlrmatIBh of

all prefious iiberties.'

‘ ) . with further grant that they shall. have within the ™
. hundreds...as well of the men and tenants of others .

© as of their own, all forfeited 1ssues and other
e ©  forfeltures and all fines whenever andﬂtorzzhatever
’ oause they may ocour in the king's courts. :

4 4

s
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_ here was the right of thé abbot to excﬁﬁkivo Jurisdiction

rights,
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. The continulng 1nterest of the abbots of Bury 1llustrates

o
well the difficulties often faced in exerolsing an

defending long-established and fimancially rewarding

A second instance in 1344 shows that Abbot Willlam
de Bernham, whose aoctivities in other areas were ébncwh;t
dubious, continued his vigilance in seekipg to qaintain
previously held rights and anxiously sought any precedents

' which would be to his advantage. In that 'year, on two

different occasions, he sought ;nd obtained exenpllfloation
of a number of writs, privileges and dispositions of
previous cases whi?h re-affirmed the aﬁﬁot's rights to

the cognizance‘of cértaiﬁ)pleas and to the amerceﬁents
arising théfefro-.23 Abbot William was apparently

desirons of using as precedents a number of deciaiona

which had previously been made in favor of the abbot's
rights of jurisdiction in cases which had been claiped

by justices of the King's Benoh.2* An important consideration
within the borough on all pleas save those touching the
king's person;’ in the petition of 134 the abbot obtained

'a re-affirmation of his rlghts\both,within the Liberty anad

wlfhln the borough, , |

But this vigilance could encourage excessive claims,
In 1345 the franchise of the abﬁbt was taken into the
klng's hands.zs Abbot Hllllam. who at the time was

involved in his dispute with Bishop Bateman, had had

b
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_presentments made against him for treppassesnwhich he
had comﬁltted in the town. The abbdt claimed that hs
was undef no obligation to answer the charges before the
king's justices, asserting that his anclent privileges
gave him full control over tﬁe(£orough and all of its
.inhabltants ar;d claining that no one couid interfere.
The king's attorney claimed that thés was tantam9unt to
saying that the abbot could call the king to plead in the
abbot'!s court within the borough! The ;bbot's propesition
was an "unheard of" extension of prlvflege.\and the
franchise was therefore seized. Although the franchise
- was soon restored, the limitations of power had been
aufficiently\marked, and we find no other abbot suggesting -
sﬁch immunity or extension of rights,
A third and final case during the rule of Abbot
John de Brinkeley shows that confliocts over jurisdiction
ﬁére perhaps increasing as the ﬁse of newer judicial
officials also increased. In proceedinhgs before the
Kingt's Bench, Tr@nity Tern 13%5. the abbot of éury. through
~ his attorney, c;almed the jurisdiction over cases of nine
brewe and bakers who had been indicted before the
keeper.: of the peace for illegal weights and measures;
judgement for the abbot's jurisdiction was finall&.granted

26 Despite the length of time between the original

in 1368,
suit and the final settlement, thg principle was important
enough to pursue and serves as a further 111ustrat16n

of the necessity for the abbots of Buri to be aware of

/"
an; rosion of thei@;€§:29h1831 liberties.

(v
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These examples, few among the many which could be
c1ted,27show that the abbots of Bury had to spend time
and energy in the pursult of privilege. Attention which
might have been more rightly devoted to the internal b
administration of the abbey and th; role of spiritual
leader wes, out of necessity, oftpaniveréed to secular
functions. In addition to this type of activity, the
abbots of gpry were frequently used on special commissiéns
from the government. In 1341 Abbot William, along with
many other abbots and ecclesiastical lords in other
counties, was appointed as a member o; & oommission of
oyer and terminer to investigate conblaints_:egarding
the coliection of the wool subsldy recently granted the
king.?® Agaln in 1372, Abbot John de Brinkelsy was
assoclated with another commission of array anq keepers
of the peéce.z9 Despipe the fact that the steward br
the under-steward mighf have assisted the abbots in these
functions, the abtgo;a of Bury St. Edmunds d1d bear an

ultimate respensibility to the crowncin their seculdr

- capacity.

Other exsonnel in the Libe t )

The day to day business of the administration of
the Liberty of St. Edmund was carried out by the various
. offin&als. who were similar to ?he ;oyal officlals
commonly found 1in the ;hires. It iaaléharaoteristio
of the perlod for the lords of many of the greater lay

and eccleaiastlcal«l;berties to develop a~system qf

—_—
A -
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administration and use of officlals pasrallel to the o
royal administration and officlals existing outside

the francﬁlsoq.Bo Thus within a -liberty the stewards
exercised functlons similar to those d}‘sheriffs in y,

other parts of England, and other responsibilities were

. ¢
delegated to the under-steward, hundred balliffs, coroners,
constables, and, later, the justices of the peace, A

P .
brief indlcation of the officials which can be\fg;nd

. ? <
withiln the Liberty of St. Edmund, together with some

suggestions as to theilr duties, willl further i1llustrate ,°

the complex responsibllities which ultimately pertalned

>4

to the abbdbot. . . B
Since the time of William the Conqeror, the hereditary

stewardship of the Liberty of St. Edmunds was 4in the hdnd?“
g ) .

of the Hastings family, who held the office as a serjeanty
31 ' ’

~ﬁxOm the abbot. Afflfteenth century Bury manuscrlpt

(NP
eited by H.M. Cam, 11lustrates the steward's relationship

7// ,

-gto the abbot:

0

*The abbot of Bury gave out of his revenues
certaln manors to a steward, to support the rights
of his charch and <his franchlise, 80 that he and his
brethrett might quiety praise and gerve God. ... If
any mlsdoers should rebel, the steward‘§hould deal
with them as right and law would, so that the abbot
should in no wise he troubled nor vexed with such °
foreign matters,!'3 S

Though it 1s clear thaf in the fourteenth ééntury the

ebbots\dld‘not regard these matters as iforeign." never-

rtheleéa, the steward, or hiéideputy. certalnly'zglieved
the abbot 6f a great éfal'otJ44;1y administration. .

- Ve

R . .
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The f‘unction“s of the stewards wereh namerous, for
he was essentidlly the connection bet';reen the abbot and
the crown in all in;pozztant administratiyé, Judicial and

financlial matters, He oversaw they work of -the various

a sheriff, went on tourns twice a year tp the different

hundreds. His judlcial dutles consisted of presiding

over ‘the Great: Court at Bury. which corresponded to the
FES

shire court in ath.ar areas and of holding the central
eourt at:‘:Henhow':.3 Just outside Bury. for pleas_ arising

‘within the elght and a half Hundreds. He also acted as

the repregentative of the abbot in other o.oux"ts_ of the

land,, 1.e., in the shire court at Ipswlch. 1n the king's
comrt at Westmlnster. or berore the travelllng Justlces.
His fiscal duties included the ieSponsibll}ty of levying
fines and gmercemerits which woul t,h’éh either be pald to
the kiné or to the Jﬁbo&k‘ln/gl;"way‘. he was the b
#

representative of the aBbot at the L‘xchequer as well

»

It was usual 1n cases where the stewardshlp was a

B hereditary one; as it was at Bury, for the avtual work

‘to be "done by an under-steward who was ap;;\stinted by the

35

fanlly but who took his oath office to the abbot. f JIn

1327, ‘because’Lgurence Hastings was only nine yeg: old,

offictals within the eight and a half hundreds, and, like

R

thefunctions of, the steward were carried out by Ralph de

. Bocking,.a man who retained the important position for

1

a number of years and who exercised a number of other

important functions in 'ﬁuffolk.%u Although ‘in 1335 the

4‘/&,‘.\" -
. . \ 4 \\

)
4

B
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king granted to the still under-aged Laurence Hastings
"és a specilal g;‘ace." ‘the right to the stewé?dship and
the fess therefrom,” we sti1l find Ralph de Bocking |
exercising many of tﬁ\e gctual fulflctions of the atewérgl‘.
His dutles wexle essentielly those of the chief steward,
tpm;gh he received less money for his sezfvices than, the
c?/xef steward did.38 }

‘ ~In this capacity Ra.lph de Bocking exerclsed the .
1mporttmt privilege of the return of* writs the process .
whereby the s@irf of Suffolk transt‘erred fo the steward ..

of the leerty the reSponsiblllty for anawerlng the royal
Lwrits. Although he spems to have curried out this.function . -
responsibly,  for lnsi:ancne 1n‘v handﬂllng inquisitiong. post

:gggtem.<39theree Was one occaslon, at least, ‘when he was

Ica.lled tc; swer before, the Justices of the Bench for his .
fallure tp make the prope;" returns.uo The faflure to
proper return of writs could have sericus consequences
6r_both the abbot éns afhe steward. The sheriff of Suffolk
could receive a writ of non omitta\sulalloiring hiﬂx to'

enter the Liberty when the steward falled to execute a
writ, a8 was €he case in 1359 over a /writ, of replevy.
Becausq the abbot and his ato"waxjé vere ecsentially agents / ~
’ qf fhe~ oyal government in this 'capacity, the re‘peated .
fallure to carry m.}t the . function conld Vea,sflyl lead

to elther increassd royal .lhterventi:qn or the forfeiture

of the Liberty. Both the chief- atéwa-rdo and the under- .

sfeward owed their offices to the abbot of 'Bxiry. tooicJ thelr

. o
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oaths of office to the abbot, and were in.part supported
% ; f .
by him for their duties. It was therefore important for
the abbots to be aware of thelr stewards' actions and

policies, lest thelr failure to exzcute the functions

properly should bring unwanted results. Because the

t‘ranchise was imnportant as a source of financial éain to

the abbey, é‘lt: was vital that the abbots and their officials .

keep the peace, admmlater the law of the land. and thua
be able to retain their Liberty, C T

" In ad,,gltion to the steward and ’che underds'geward
there were other important officials working within tha
Liberty of St, Edmﬁnd. The hundred bailiffs, appointed
by the abbot, executed delegated authority from the steward.
They impanelled juries for the hundred courts, presided

over these courts, acted as distrainors of goods, certified
f -~

inquests to the steward, and also collected fines and

_am’efcemgnts.due the E'xcb;quer and the abbot; for the latter,

the hundred bailiffs had to give thelr accounts to the.
abbot the steward and the corangr ot‘ the Liberty.uu The
office was f.armed out by the abbot, a.nd the hundred
bgilirfs paild a angif;c yearly sum to the abbot for t?xelr
reelfsan arrangement‘which often resulted in the bailiffs
;Etemptins to increase their sources of income at the
expense of the abbot's tena‘ntl;r. Indéed, it wae né)t unusﬁal
‘to find many comp]\.\aints about their behavior from the

L .
resldents of the\ hundreds. 6 In one case at" least a bg.lllfr

. of the a.bbot was lndicted for numerous felonies ’é’othmitced

N




were not unusual.

uJ .
abdbey dormi

A7k

from 1384 %o 1391,“7 Although he obtained a pardon "at

the instance of the prior and convent of Bury," the

actions of such an offlclal who was appointed by the

abbot might further explain some of the periodic antagonism -

and outbreaks of hostllity by the residents of the Liberty
48 .

against the monastsary. In 1396 a bailiff of the abbot,

Robert Bardewell, was assaulted as he was executing the

order of the steward to take a felon to,Jail;ﬁgit would

seem that even at this late date, attacks and other actions

by theotqwhsmen and tenants to inpede the abbot's offilclals

Other off.ichié,ls in the Liverty alded the more

promihent ones in their tasks.” There is evidence that

'the Liberty of St. Edmund, like those of.St. Albans, Ely

and Reading.50had their own coroners whose major responsibility’

was holding inquests into deaths within the eight and a
half hundreds. The abbot and convent had apparently heid ,
and exercised this right withln the borough t‘or some time.
before the middle of the rourteent«h century without the
express ment;io of such right in their charters. — In 1353

they 4id, howgver, petition the crown and obtalned a oharter

with this spdcific grant .o} Pwo examples illustrate the

nornal dutlied of the corohers. In 135® there 18 mention

-

of the abbot}s coroners 1ndict1ng a man for murder ¥ithin

the town.52 d in the 1369 case or manslaughter 1in the

ry, 1t vas charged that the manka. "in - .
Agriorance of the law, burled the body in the oameter /.,

_ without view of the coroner)'>> It ‘s probable that the

(-
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_éoroners within the Liberty carried out other functions
similar to those performed by the _county coi;one;'s. b“%
it 18 not clear whether he was elected at the ;::ourt of
S~ tne Liberty, or whether, as in the Liberty of St. Albans, .
the abbot nominated tﬂe official.su Although no direct .
evidence has come to light regarding the presence of
constables of the hundreds or of the towns, these officlals
e who carried out mainly police and military f‘unctioni are
. found in other liberties and were responsible to the:

55 , L

steward.

C. The Bivais to the Abbot'soPowers.within the I.;iberty

An 1mportant conslderation in the history of the
,franchise of the abbey in the fourteenth century is8 the
degree to which the abbot's powers and privileges remained
sedure ‘and unbreachlable, especially :t‘rém’ the intrusion of
.themking's court:s,~ specle{l commissions, and the newer
officiais of the keepers of tl:xe:pgace and justices *df the’
peacé?s\é It has ,béen noted that the importance[gr}d
functions of the sheriffs did decline during -the foﬁrteentb
centur;r in relation to these other o?_ficlals??in a somewhat
similar fash¥on, cqmbetition I‘ron?' these bfficla}s a196
affected the steward's yf\\mctrions and - the uniq’ue status of
the Literty. In fact, there are indlcations that the
c;ntré.l’ g'overnmen"t was raking sone ‘slgnlficant‘ gains in
aseertzlpg power, part‘icularlgg,_‘}udioial power, within the

-

franohtse of the ab‘oote of Bury.

)
'
t
» - . ‘
A
s
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Thgre are ;ome instances of the-abbots of Bury
proteating both the presence of a;d also the judiclal |
competence of the Court of the King's Bench when it sat "
at Bury. As early as 1314 there 18 a record on the Close
Rolls of an order to the justices of the Bench to permit
Abbot Richard o '

to have cognisance of pleas ‘touching the Liberty
of the town of St. Edmunds, as he asserts that he

* and his predeceéssors ought to have and have hitherto
had such cognisance, so that such pleas ought to )
be pleaded before his ministers of that liberty.5

Later in the century when the Court of the King's Bench*

sat at Bury in 1346, 1352, 1364 and in 1379?9there were
60
protests on the part of thecpbbot. In 1364 the king

had ordered the court to stay 'in East‘Anglia fér the

61and on this océaslon“Abbot John

de Brinkaley protested the court's competence in at least
one case. In 1368 he obtained a favorable judgement oh

the jurisdiction he ¢ 1med.6zand in 1369 won a more

v

general re-affirmation of his long-established rights:

Whereas Henry Grene and Thomas de Ingelby,

4 late justices of the King'!s Bench, held a session
in the borough on things Sertaining to the rights
of the crown and the keeping of the peace in the
county of Suffolk for the more speedy expedition - )
of the business; the king, for his affection to the
glorious martyr...has granted that the abbot and '
convent shall not be prejudicgg in respect of their
said liberty by such session.

#

Fiss Putnam has suggested that the opposition of

. the great liberties such as Bury St. Edmunds wag one
. ractor in brlnging the Court of the Klng]s Bench on’' a.
pefmanent basis bo WQStminBter.éu Yet on the whole. 1t



' Statute of Laborers in t

177 ' .

must be noted that ﬁﬁe conéinued protests of the abbots
of Bury towards other commissions from the crown were
maee after the fact: phat is, the government tended to - -
appeint commlssions firsé and then, upon petition by the
abbot, 1ssue consoling agsuranoes s%ating the appointments *
were not to be considered prejudiclal to the llberties.

fhis tendency ean be noted in a number of 1nstancesg

regarding commissionq of oyer and terminer (in 1305.\1327.
1331.113U1. 1344 and ldter).ésspeclal eommiséiona investigating
assays (in 1329).66an@ commissions for keeplng the peace,

In the latter ipstance. it 18 .interesting to note that, on i\ -
oceasion. the steward or under-steward of the abbot iwas *
associated with commissions of the peaces.in 1329 Ralph
de Bocking, along with two othersv r60e1§ed such a o

i

commission of 5eace within the Liberty, and he also served
as a Jjustice of assize for the—Easte;n courities in 1330.67‘ E
\ *» In one other important area the Liberty of St. |
Edmund .saw the intrusion of the royelﬂrppresentatlvee

and the loss'ofAJudiclalrprofitsu The eqfercementaof the <

¢ period after the Black Death

was usually entrusted 0 men receiving a joint commission

for the peace and rnla%orers. or to those receiving a

special coxmission exclusively for the enforcement of«the\\

Statute.68 Although on twq occasions Ralph de Bocking -

- Was associated with the commissions for Suffolk 69 it 18

significant*that there 18 no record of the abbot of Bury

—— .

petitioning the orown or receifing a gradt ror the rights

\
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. - S . o




P
-~

five abbots dld petition to the crown for the revenues,

3
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- 70
to the profits of the enforcement of the legislation.
Generally, the lords of franchises did not ‘recelve the

penalties collected, although liiss Putnam has found that
71

£
&

and that in some cases, lords of franchlses received

special commissions of justices of laborers to work in

72

their liberties alone. It may have been that the process

'was too complex, or too costly, but 1t 1s perhaps more

probable that, as with other lords, the abbot of Bury
needed that help whigh the crown could supply fop
recovering villeins and securing labor and thus left the
£ask of oonvicting up to the royal agen‘.;s.?3 In view of
the fact that oﬁher ecclesiastical lords had taken the
1n1tiat1ve to apply to the crown for Special prlvileges
in this regard, 1t does seem unusuallthat the abbots of
Bury, usually so desirous of seizing new sources of

income and privilege, falled to do so,

e

II. The Parliamentary Role of the Abbot

;,‘:4‘

) <
Just as the‘apbot of Bury had an important role in
the adminlstratlon of justice and acted as a royal aébng\
within the Liberty, so dld he also play a role in the o ,T‘T\“<¥

national politics through his attendance -at Parliament o

and the Convocatilons of the clergy. During the fourteenth - .
century it 1s true that in general the'nbbots, even the
"parllamentary abbots " were of less importance 1in

government than the bishops. Nevertheless. the abbots



l/
1

» 179
/

. ’ who were summoned ‘to Parliament‘ did join with other

prelates in assertlng clerical’ independence and were

\

oo e e -+ s

a force' to be reckoned with by the king, especially in
» w,
matters of taxation. ~ .

From the point of view of the abbot and the mdnastery,.

the parliamentary role of the abbot was more often regarded ~

as a burden than as a right. The abbots of_Bury regularly

2
1

recelved the summons  to attend Parliament, as they

*
<

regularly recelved writs of military summons froni the
crown. A.M. Belch's analysis of the writs of parliamentary
summonses recelved by the heads of religious houses shows l
z ‘ that the abbots of Bur'y were ‘among tr_;e'moat actively’
involved: from 1295 to 1377, the ﬁabbot of Bury recelved -
more parlliamentary summonses than the abbot of any other.
Benedictine abbey in the nlation.'ﬂf In the reign of Eqward I —
.the abbot rec;ivod eleven smmnoms”e'en.6 onexf more than éith91:
St. Augustine's Canterbury. or Westminster Abbey and )
only one less than the abbot of Evesham,. During Edward II's
reign, “thl&i‘ty_-threeh summonses were received by the abbot,
and in the reign of Edward III, a total of fifty summonses, - 4
one more than Weabminster and five more than St. Albans, o ,
: \were received.75 Parliamantary summonses were not always
) R . 1saued to abbot;s und the buals for the selectlon appeara
to have .been somewhat inconsistent though in 3onoral it
seems that the abbots who owed homge and fealty to the
\\ . . .crown were the ones usually called _to uttenq.76 After 1341
- - ° .- the number of’ parliamentary ‘abbotfa s'tgb‘in,Zed at twenty-



;avold the duty. J.S. Roskell has concluded that "the
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seven, of whom twenty-three were Benedlotines.77

The
abbots of Bury were thus members ‘of an important’element

of the eccleslastical lords.

The difficulties for the abbots thus summoned

were obvious. The financial Burden on the abbot and

his household travelling to'Parllaments or Convocations,
whether to héstmineter or té posts farther afield, and
¢ - LY -

Cétablishing resldence there were an obviodé'drain on

his resources.78 That the attendance at Parliament was

a problem for both.the king and for the abbots is evident
by the crown's attempts to compel‘the~pre1a€es' preseno:;
and the numerous instances where the abbots attempted to

#

attendance of the parlid&entary abbots was evidently
throughoutethe medievéi period even hormally deplorable."79'
Although they were expected to attend in person. proxios
were 1n common use (despite the disapproval of the xing),

and it would seem the exception rather than the'rule for ‘
80

¢

an abbot to attend personally during this period.
Exagples from Bury of -this tendency further illustrate
this point.. At the. Parname)'é'or Carlisle in 1307, Abbot

Thomas sent- two proctorg to represent him, Johnde Everadon,

o ) . 81
‘@& monk 5? %he abbey, and one of his clerks, . The pattern

was repeated a number or times throughout the century, the
most conslstent being the period from 1391 té’ 1397, when
Abbot w1111am gent proctors to each of the five parliaments
held.82 A good example of/xhe»reasons why the abbots of =

S
P
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‘
i

-Bury felt that‘thls was mogs/of an obiligation and burden

than a cherished right is PRovided by the case of John

of Timworth. His difficulties in regard to his election
and the financial drain on his resources, which had begun
even before he was fingl}ly confirmed as abbot, must have
been the occasion for his petition to the crowﬁ to be

relieved of this burden. In 1383 he received the following

ald from the kihg: _
Grant to the abbot of Bury, in consideration
of the long voldance of the abbey, that for three
years after the restitution of temporallties he
shall be excused from atterding Parliament in person,
provided that he appear by sufflcient prgctor at
all Parliaments held’ during that period.

The reluctance of some of the abbots to assume a
parlianentary role was gnderstandablé. In addition to the
financial burden consequent on this position, the
requlrements for attending either Parliament or Convocation
meant an absence from ;he abbey for a period or from
five to glx weeks.gu This could have serious consequences,
leaving the administration of conventual affairs in the
hands of the prior. On one octasion at least, the absence’
of thenibbot'becauae of attendance at Papliament was a
contributing factor in the disturbances at qpe abbey.

In January- 1327 Abbot Richard de Drdughton was attending °

Parliament at Westminster when the townsmen and tensnts

T

aptackedhthe monastery, imprisoned the ﬁrior and thirteen

monks, and forcéd the captured monks to destroy bonds °

held by the abbey.esﬂ The abbot returned to¢ Bury, was

| + 5

3

et e 7
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forced to sign a '"charter" drawn up’by the townsmen and
then returned to Parliament Thcra he obtained the aa;ice‘
of the assembled Tords and declarod the extorted "charter"
null and void.‘86 Support of the abbot's position by
the other prelates and y lords was undoabtedly_helpfu1.87
but the fact that Abbot Ridhard's position as a parliamentary
abbot required his attendance in LoﬁESQ,neceSBarily meant
that less attention was directed towards the peaceful
resolution of the ibngéstanding problems batyeen the
abbey and the town.

The publjic’'role of the abbot of Bury St. Edmunds
was an inherent feature of the history of the abbey.

Because the abbey could be numbered among the most wealthy

of the English ecclesiast~f§1 eatablishments. the abbot

. was necessarily forced to assume a role as a representative

of the endowed“clergy on some/ipportant‘issucs. particularly

on the igsue of olerical taxation. The.abbot of Bury,

]

Aalong with the other parliamentary abbots and membera

of the higher clergy summoped to Parliament would be
inv°1ved in discussions leading to parliamentary grants
which were levied on the tegporalities balonging te the
clergy, and he would also assume a role in the discussions
in Convocations of the Clergy whi;h wera cailed by tne .
Arohbishop of Cante bury. reﬁarding tho taxation of - =
apiritualities.?8 Attendanee at Parliament and at the
indepeﬁ/ant clerical gatherings waa theretore important

no matter how irritating the receipt of a summons "might

—

L A
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. affected the abbey of Bury no less than any other

, responsibllities, contained the possibllity of seriously

183 '

rbe, for the decislions reaéhed in these assemblies did have
a direct bearing upon the fortunes of the abbey,.
Despite the fact that the abbots of Bury frequently

-

gsent proctors or were excused from attending tﬁcse»assémblies;
the 1ssqe§ thus'raisedfpoypelled thelr attention. The
suggestion made 1n the Parllament of 1371 for the gartial
disendowment of clerical prope;ty was of obviouéqéoncern

to Bury_St. Edmunds. Abbot John de Brinkeley, personally -
piescntaon‘that occasglion, caused the proposed articles to

be transcribed at the abbey, apparently with a view ‘
towards writing a responsa on behalf of the Benedict;nes.89
Such an éttackpon cleflcal property and. independence

_ ‘
ecolesiastical establishment. The fact that’ the abbots
of Bury were thus forced ‘to exercise public functions

%g Parliament and that they had to be aware of the many
'challénges to their posit;on reveals once again the‘

many difficulties faéed by the heads of an important

abbey. Imporg?nt as the parllamentary role may have been,

P-4

Lax

as shown particularly in 1371, 1t is only too clear that
this public reaponsibllity. like the other secular . ’
weakeningﬁﬁte abbot's fundamental role as the spiritual- .

leader of e monks of St. Edmunds, *
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. ' IIT, The Abbot as .Tepant-in-Chief and Feudal Overlord

One aspect of the changing relationship of the abbey"
of Bg{f St. Edmunds to the central governuent in the luter
Midh;e Agca i1s that of the feudal relatlonship of the abbot

to the crown. The "decline of feudalism," particularly

<3

the developments under Edward -I; has certainly recéived

Bl

dus attention from hlstor ans, not, Rhowever. without’

3

. ra@ing many ‘questions regerdifgfthe dcfinition of reudalism.?

\ifﬁhsug\iceking to answver the larger question of thae
' ,/M T 7
' degree of thé\éi\}ntegration of feudalilism in general *ﬂe

L4

- can note sone lmportant trends in the relationshhp of. the

abbot\of Bury ;o the crown which illustrate some changes

'0
> in that feudal relattonshlp, particularly 1n regard to
the -question of milltary service. Both ?he»milgtafy
y) relatlonshlp between the abbot as an ecciesigstical tenant-

1n-ch1ef and the crown andﬁalso the relationship between

the abbot as a feudal averlord and his own tenants under-

[+4

‘
> went a discernable tranaformation during the thirteenth
P “

~

and fourteenth centuries, a processg whidéh had sonme siéﬁlflcant

results for both the abbot and the king. . ]
 'The feudalization of the ¥oldings of"the abbey of
Bury St,. Edmunds began soon after the Conquest, as 1t afa

for the other important Benedictine abbeys throughout 7

Engfand The Norman antecodent of a clase but.subordinate

relationship between the ruler and religious institutiona
v 91
. . was &ransferrcd to England byiWilliam I3  his allocat.}on
‘of knlght‘sgrvice_yas the naturalcc#ntinun wa of this

1

“Q

.
.1 /
.
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relationship. The allocation of-a stipulated amount of «

knight service was proportioned inequitably among the

monasteries: twenty-three of the thlrf‘five monasteries
founded before the Conquest were assensed knight service,

v

not on the basis of the extent or value of their lands, .

~

but probably at an anount comparable to‘ the number of
quasil-military retainers in the hou:eholds of the abbots
_ before 1066.°° The aistribution of this burden was
remarkably uneven: the abbots of Bury together with those
of Peterbvorough, Glastonbury and Ely owed a total of two
hun:red knights, more than the total of the remaining
houses aSBessed.93 The abbot of Bury as a tenant-in-chlef
was responsSible for the service of forty knights. The
process of enfeoffument of the forty knights was accomplished
fairly rapidly. By 1086 thirty-six knights had been )
enfeoffed by Abb;ot Baldwin, and by 1135 the process was '
complcted‘, with the abbot then having the service of
fifty-two and three-fourths knights! fees.gu

Many problems arose out of the abbot'!s position as
a military tenant of the crown, both towards the king and
in relation to his own knights. When after the Conquest
many abbots‘ were put on a level with other tenants-in-chief,
they thereby ussur.x}ed a role in goverament, both as feudal i
tenants and as feudal overlords., The difficulties and
burdens consequent on such a position were apparent in
the internal 1ife of the abbey and in the. financial and

administrative responsibilities which this position now

’demanded. -
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The problem of knight service owed to the crown
centered around-the fact that from the middle of lthe
tw’glfth century on, the klngs were forced to rely on
more than-just tenure by military service to supply an
army; 1t"ﬂwa8 thé continued effort of the crown to raise
military ahd financlal support which posed such a prqblem
for t;he tenants-in-chief. The 1imposition of scutages in
the twelfth and early thirteenth centurles could be, tc;

(&
some degree, a profitable business for the abbot. Since

the zbbot of Bury was only answerable to the crown for

t

he stood to make a profit of £12 each time the normal
95

scufage was collected, Henry II's effort to demand the

ervice of forty knights, yet had .enfeoffed fifty-two,

full payment of fifty-two fees faliled, and_ by 1166 the
abbot of St. Edmunds firmly answered to the crown for only
forty knights.96 However, there were problems associated
with the fact that the enfeoffment exceeded the servitium
debitum: Abbot Samson had experienced difficulties in
respect to the collection of the full aﬁount frozfx all
fifty-two fees for scutages, money for castle ward, a,gd'#
for his own aid.97 Another difficulty experienced at this
time was the question of providing service for campalgns
overseas and the necessity for de.vising a system of
rotating service among his %litary fenants.gs

During the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, some
‘ aspects of military sdrvice had changed, but because ‘the

abbots of Bury, along with six -other abbots, regularly
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recelved writs of military Summons from 1244 until 1385.99

there were still important burdens owed to the crown. The
first major change 1llustrating the declining role of

X
the purely iﬁeudal array was the reduction of the sérvitium
) 100

debitum of many religlous houses during Edward I's reign.

The number of knights'! fees owed by the abbot of Bury for
military purposes was reduced to six, although forty
knights' fees was still recognize% by the crown for 101
financial purposes, namely the collectlion of scutages, .

Despite the fact that this reductlon in the servitium

debitum would appear to be benef‘fclal, in many cases the

effect was more profitable to the crown than to the abbot.
The subs ‘tahtlal fines charged by the crown were excegdingly
heavy, and the attempted collection of scutagh\s_ in addlt}on

presentea a major problem for the abbots. of Bury.

By the reign of Edward I 1t was the policy of the
crown to allow the ecclesiastical tenants-in-chief to
102 -
compound for thelr kmnight serylice; this was a fine

asegessed at a fixed rate on the reducedl servitium debitunm,

l.e. 8ix knights' fees for the abbot of Bury. The
advantage to the crown was obvious: a _fine of 600 marks ’
at the rate of 106 marks per fee was charged to Bury

tn 12943%tnis far outwelghed the possible sum of £80
that the king would obtain if 'orilx a socutage on forty

knights* fees weré collected.”“ The rates for the fiﬁes

a'ssessed by the crown ranged from 100 marks per fee in

o 104 i
1294 to 20 marks per fee in 1306 and 1314, For Bury the

-
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amounts due then ranged from a high of 600 marks to a low
of 120 .marks total payment each time a fine was assessed.
Fines were not allowed in all c.ases: 11:1 1311 fines were
oply allowed to those eccleslastical tenants-in-chilef
with leas than one-half a knigﬁt's fee, and in 1327 only
abbots, not bishops, were allowed to compound for thelr
service. 197 In this latter instance, the abbot of Bury

. 106 i
was assessed £120 for his six fees.

— An additional. pc?llcy‘ of the crown, one which ralsed
conslderable opposition and which waé*ifhot always successful\. -
was the imposition of scutages in addition to the fine,
This was a:ss‘es.sed+ on the surplus fees and during the
fourteenth century was collected by speclal commissioners.107
Scutages were usually levied after the ecclesiastical tenant
had made his proffer of service and after the assessment of
the flneg. The scutages of 1300, 1303, 1306, 1311 .and 1327
‘were all levied in addition to the fines, but their payments
were allowed 'to be post;}';oned.108 The scutage levied in
1311 733 pald by the abbot of Bury 1n 1319. 109 X
/ From the abbot's point of view then this relationship
to the crown was a burdensome one. He had the problen
of answering the military summons, providing his service
through eltqher compounding with the king or obtaining
corporal service from his own texmm:s~ or theilr substitutes,
.and somehow collecting enough money to pay the fines and
the additional scutages so often demanded. Two instances

from Bury show one device used by the abbot in fulfilling
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his service and 111 te some of the changes which had

.ooourred in this military relationship to the king. In

1310, summoned to the muster at Berwick for the campalign
against the écots. the abbdbot's represéntctive discharged

the service of six knights' fees due by proffering instead
six "servientes® and three barded horsos.uo The ua§ ¢’>f
servientes, oxxerjeants (two aervi.ente; being the squivalent
of one knight) was common among many of the ecclesiastical
?onnnts-in—ohief and reflects as well the changing

requirenents of - the ormm.lu In this oiu. the king

., remitted the remainder of the g&wioe due from the adbbot,.

However,:-in 1323 Abbot Richard offered two knights, eight
servientes, and twelve bard&d‘horae- in complete fulfillment
br_hla pilitary obligauon.uz These two cases i1llustrate
the important fact éhnt the knights owing service to the
tenants-in~chief were often no 16ngor personally perforning
1t a8 had previously been the ocase. '

This breakdown in the relationship of the tenants-
in-chief to their own military tenants was not an entirely
new faétor. H.M. Chew has ducovdi;od early signs of this
dcnlopleni: at Bury: N

-

The Abbot of St. Edmunds, as early as 1235, professed
complete ignorance ‘of the location of his fifty-two
fees, - His declaration may have been designed to throw
dust in the eyes of the royal offiocials; but the fact

_ that from 1228 onwards he consistently compounded for

" his service suggests that 1t had at least some:
foundation. Evidently he was no,lgnsor able to exact v
oorporal service from his tenants.l1) -

It would seea that at Bury, as at Peterborough ‘nnd at other

N
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abbeys,” " the adbbot would simply hire men, not necessarily

"from his vassals, to fulfill his military obligations to

the king. However, it ahou:}.d be noted that at the beg}nning
of the fourteenth century an gffort was mﬁe at the abdbey
to keep traclf of the imights' fees owed to ého abbot, "me
Pinchbeck Register contalns a complete survey of the .
knights! feea together with notations as to the location
of the texfenents. indications of fnctionaJ‘ fees and the
amounts owed from the kmights for castle unrd.us Drawn
up in 1300 at the order of’ Abbot John de Northwold, the
sarvey was composed, acocording to Walter Pinchbeck, so '
that the abbey would have an easlly accessidble record of
the ancient rights pertalning to the abbot. It 1s possible
that the continuous demands from the crown for fines and
soutages necessitated so complete ac record. It would
ocertainly-be to the abbot's admtage‘ to have a record

in order to allow him to collect from hia ;llilitary tenants
the amounts owing to the- crown to offset the required
paynents for fines; scutages and aids. .

J However modified, the feudal military- obligation of

_ the abbot to the crown still existed in the fourteenth

oentury: the abbots of Bury received writs for service

116 P h
regularly from 1244 to 1385. Unfortunately, because
of the lack of detailed evidence, it is not glear hcw<

often the abbot paid fines or sent a full service contingent
surviving

—

in ;-onpqnlo to the military summons. The

" writs for the discharge of service are those for the years

i

//./-‘\
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u?and the only direoct evidence for the

obligation and payment of fines is for the years 1254
ana 1327.118
orown were apparently fulfilled.

Neverthelail,"otiaer obligations to the .
‘Later in the century
the abdota of Bury were called upon to exerc;ico'their_
In 1377 Abbo;:
John de Brlnkeley received an order

to draw without delay to Walton co. Suffolk there

‘' o abide with his household, men at arms, armed.
men, hobblers and archers 8o long as need be upon
the safe guard of the country, as he and his
predecessors of old time used to do in time of
war with all their retinue and power...119-

‘ Jolm of Timworth received similar orders for coastal defense
“1n 1385 and 1386, but in the former instance (as in 1377)

the abbot petitioned the crown to de alloited to reside

with his array at his manor at Elmswell instead of withe
20 .

drawing closer to the oout.i In addition to this requirement,

the abdbots of Bury were also responsible for providing castle

—— e m

lu'd at Norwich. a service which had been turned into a
‘maney payment in'the twelfth century.'?! The fact that the
abbey kept rocéﬁdz of amounts due rron.tho fifty-two

fees for this obligation would indicate that the 'paynenéa

\ r .,
were i{asuhrly nde.,‘zz Although many feudal incidents

' 414 not apply to churchmen, the scclesiastical tenants-in-

chief were also liable for the normal feudal aids. The
inquisition of 1301-02 taken for the marriage aid for the
Xing’s daughter and the 1%6 inquisition taken for'the
Inighting of King Edward III's ¢ldest son are doth rocord;d

A
A
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/for the military tenants of the abbot; “in these cases

1t woﬁld seen that the orown collected individually from.
‘the under-tenants of the abbot. ’ .
As & tenant-in-chief of ‘the king the abbots of Bury

;

were burdened with numerous roaponslbilities and requlrements.

none of which could easily be avoide& and o.11 or whlch

7
ldonnded .time, energy and expense for their noquitt:ance.

But as a feudal overlord himsélf,  the abbot of Bury could
also oxpeot certaln i'enrdis’ As has alread.y been noted.

' .the strioctly military relationshlp with hu vquals m

ohnnslng. bug:the effort witnessed in 1300 to ascertaln
‘knights! fees and record the obligations of thdse holding
by tniéht servioce does indicate that‘the abbots continued
to regard the normal feudal rishts aa important. Bights.
of ncheats. wvardship, zarriage and rpnera oontinued to.

be oxoroised by the abbot, ortcntinea requiring considerable’

vigilance in oxrder to g\urd against the lnterfenenco pf
the royal esohutor in- calles where a tenant of the sbbot

" ‘was also & tenant of the crown,

' Several cases throughout the fourtéenth century
11lustrate these points. ' In 1308' the royal o.oc)gutbr
was ordered not to hold or "further intermeddle" with the
lands that one Stephon de Brokedissh held of the abbot

" by knight service, bnt to keep in the kingfs hands only

124

those lands held directly of the king. Again in 1330,
lzsin the

1331, 1369 and 1376 similar orders were issued;
two latter cases, the abbot wis protected in his rights of
. Y .

T e -
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s I
. wardship as well, Complications also developed during .
a vacancy in the abby when the king as patron of the abbvey

took custody of the temporalities, including rights to

normal proqedure was for the king to elinquish these >
Xs‘l:eé to the abbot, V

rights when the temporalities were res

b

there were oocaa\rons when the restoration was not immedlately
AN
made and the abbot would have to petition the crown for

the resumption of his rights 2® Fealty and homage. continued.

to be rendered to the abbot by his military tenants, and ”
in addition, the- ,L?habit:apts_ of the town of Bury were
also required to pay 100 marks upon the creatlon of

ev:ery new abbot. The latter payment was apecifically
referred to as an "aoknowledgement 1n lieu of homag; R 127
and the practice w?;uld in some measure seem to mirror

what Sidney Painter styles as the "purely financlal”

r%;aglmshlplzawhioh now ex\sted between tenants-in-cnief

and their tepants holding Yy knight serwioe. (
On the whole 1t would seen that despite the qonsiderable

chanaes m the mi.ntary importance of the foudal relatlonshlp

" to thé crown and with the sub-tenants of the abbot, the

network of obligations and traditional righta were still
considered important, not ‘only by the crown but also by
the ab‘;ot. Whatever the extent of the disintegration

of the ;'ffeudai_system" in purely military terms ' evidenoce
from Bury St. Edmunds does indicate that many outward
symbols uofl the system still reminéd.‘ The fact that

27
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~f1né/:;L1 considerations may\have r;placed the original

purpose of aervlce in no way 1essened the ultimate
respon&Ibilltles and admlnistratlve complexities tncumbent

the abbot of St. Edmunds.-

s,

Iv K 8 P on.

»
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Just as the abbot of St. Edmunds was to some, degree
closely linked to the king as a tenant-in-chlef, the monastery
waahalao linked to the crown in another important relatiénship.
As a royal foundatlon.'the king was the patron of the

abbey, and the rights of patronage exerclised by the crown,
together with the benefits that this relationship.oould

also bring were significant factors in the abbey's histo¥y
in the fourteehth century. Two important aspects to be .
considered in this light are th; degree to whicp the king's
rléhts of patronage interfered with the l1life of the abbey ;‘
and its normal functioning, and secondly..the.degree to:
which the crown'!s rights over the abbey qonflioped with

thog; of the papacy and the effect of this confiiot on

tﬁe monastery. -

The two most 1mpoftant'r1éhts'of the patron of a '
monagtic establishment were: 1) the grént&?g of a llcence for -
and the assent td the election of a new s;lperior, and
2) the right to.the custody of the temporalities of the
house during a vacancy. Both of these were analogous to.
the feudal rights of enfeoffing and acoépting & new tanant's
fealty and to the right of wardship.129 For Bury St. Edmuqﬂs
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‘ the right of the king to oversee, or subtly influence, the

electlon had cau;ed problems in the past. In 1182 Samson
had been eletted at Court under the influence of Henry II,
and in 1213 the canonical election of Abbot Hugh in the
cpapter resulted in a lengthy struggle to gﬁtain King
John's consent, 131 During the thirteenth and fourteenth °
centuries ho!over,.cagea of direct royal interference were
relatively rare. The usual practice was for the royal-
llcence to be granted with Iittle difficulty and for the
assent to the slection to be readily given, -

Two cases from Bury St. Edmunds 1llustrate the role
of the king in the eleotion process during the later Middle

Ages. A contemporary account of the electlon of Abbot
' 132

“Thomas of Totington shows the normal procedure. On the

death of Abboi John de Northwold on 29 October, 1301, the\
monks met in the convenf to select messengers to inform

the king(q; the vncan;y and to obtain the appropriate
licende for the election. Because the king was 1in Scotland

at thé time, av sixteen day's Jourggy from the abbey, the

. three monks bringing news of the vacancy d1d4- not seoure the

133 _ . X
royal licence until November 30. 33 The ocanonical election

was held at‘the<ponvont on January 3, 1302\);ay the new
abbot-eleot. Thomas of Totingbon. was then“required to
personally obtain the king's oonaent and permission to

go to Rome for the papal confirmation. Thomas was egquipped
with horses and provisions .for the journey to Scotland,

and bearing letters from the convent signifying a proper

130

N
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oto Rome and papal confirmation followed. Aftexr Abbot .

j\l\e/cted at the abbey, and the proper licences- and assents

196 "y

1
election. )ached the king on January 30.° 3“ He obtained

King Edward's assent and thé king's promise to notify the s
i)ope of the election and royal consent. 135 The Journey

5
Thomas had obtalned papal iqo\nf.trmtl;m on June 1, 1302,

the king received lptp;:grs from the papacy and then notified -
the tepants ‘of the nen a%bot)l%Thomaa ";ras blessed by the °
Bishop of Albano before: returning to England, and on A t

10, 1302, the t;xpomlltles were restored to the abbey. 137
In this case, the eleot%jj and the custody of the temporalities

h

~

- proceeded normally, but t\_a whole B¢ to@a onsiderable

-gamount of time and involved many neying to

Scotland and then to Rome was aoff ¥nvenlence

&%
patronage. Until 1

attern. gxoept: for the papal

abbey followed a s8ly
. L]
Prinkeley in 1361, which 41d not

provision of John ‘of

meet with any royal resistance, the superlors were all

ere freely grantad by the kins.wa ‘
A second case which 1llustrates the role oft the king .
in the elpgotion process was that of the atfempted provision,
139

of  Edmund Bromfield in 1379. As has already been described,

the disrupcing 1nf1uence of the proc 8 had a severs o
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effect upon the internal stability of the abbey, but the
case/can Also0 be exaﬁ:lned in th;, 1’;ght of lliustratlng the
rights assoclated wi'ch patronage and the use of the. Statute

pf Provlsors. 'I'he papal provision of John of Brinkeley in
1361 had come at a perlod in Ang—lo-—Papal relations when *

the Statute oi‘ cProviéors of 1351 was ‘mﬁ; being widely '
enforced}nolt 18 also probable that Brinkeiey was perfectly .
accéptable to Edward III and thus no objeotlon_waa raised

to the appointment. However, the case of 1379 was deq{.dedly
differeptin scope and makes it clear that the crown was
vlgorolsing its righta to patronaso against the
rights of tpe papacy. The licence for,then a;ectlon pada

been obtained c;n Jan\ié;:'y 6, 1379, the assent to John of
Timworth's canonical .election formally slven. and notification
of the eleotlon and royal assent sent to Pope Urban on
January 28 W1 In this case, the fact that- Abbot-elect
Timworth was not allowed out of ~t:he kingdom but lnstead o‘
had to send deputles to Rome to obtain his pipal confirmationl¥?
was probably an additional factor in the delay and the |
attitude of the papacy. But the direct violation of the
Statute of Prav\_lsor%,and the direot éontrudlotiou’*of the,

royal assent to & canonical election were the determining
factors in the response of the king. _The royal Antervention,
the arrest o; Bromfield and his supporters, and the subdbsequent

neggtimtions between Richard II and the pope concerning the'
rmalities of & new slection all reveal thé rundumental

P
4

des{re of the kins and odunoil to allow o 1nterference or

.
~ z
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)
diminution of royal rights of p&a.tronag;e.ll"3 The case might
have been resolved earlier and more satisfactorily had the
pope negotiated with or ilnformed the royal patron of the

£

appointment, as he often did in the case of the more

publicly important appointments of bis}l;opzlalzm‘but the papal ¢
actlon appeared to be a deflance of one of the most valued
rights assoclated with the patrén;ge of monastlc houses,

In some respeotsy a more important right which pertalned |
to the patron of “an abbey wasa the right of custodj o> the
temporalities during a vacancy.lus Financially rewsrding
to the patron, this aspect of patronage was definitely
exploitive; the abbey suffered serious financial losses
because of the king's demands durlng a ;oldanoe. Until
1304 the king as patron cor;tinued to exercise the right
to the cugtody over the abbey's temporallties by instituting
a royal custodlan to administer the revenuesa for him and
to make a complete accounting upon the installation or the
new abbot. The Letter Patent of 1304 6which allowed the

-

pr‘llor Smd convent, for a fine, to administer the reyenués,
of the abbot'ﬁs barony at least removed the poaaibilfty of )
an extortionate escheator from unduly exploiting the
resources, but the subsequent fines of 1,200 marks per
vacancy wers, as alréady 111ustratcd.' exceedlngly burdensome.
After 1304 the procedure was moﬂiﬂ.ed; the royal escheator
was to "take simple seisin withinw‘!:he abbey gates" to
symbolize the king's lordshlp but would immediately

4
lemm.1 4 Ths king did. however, reserve certain important
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rights to himself despite the general grant to f:he,convent.
Edward I's grant specifically reserved to the crown the
feudal rlghp\ss ‘over knightat! fees, escheats falling ‘duang
'the vacancy and advowsons. These specific reserva}:lona
appear on each order to the escheator for every vacan'cy

at the abbey during the fourteenth century, 1*8 Beglnning
in 1361 a new condition was added: the king élgo retalned

© in his hand the temporalities of lands which had been

I
aoquired after 1301&.1 ?

Cy{{:,‘_ The disadvantages to the abbey under this procedure

wers evident. Coupled with the fact that the monks were
paying a heavy fine for tﬁe right to retain the administration
of most revenues, the kia.ng obtalned the rents and services

of all escheats, wards,hir}s. man:fages and usually raliefs

- which fell during the vacancy--rights which would normally

pertain to the abbot. A4s W.0. Ault has pointed out |

¥  only oonstant and unremlitting vigllance would avail

" to restraln the king, his escheators, keepers, and
othexr ministers from pressing without %gait their
exactions from vacant sees and abbeys,

Por Bury St. Edmunds there are enough instances of
interference/on the part of the royal escheators and

_ 1llustrati of the finanolal loss to the abbot's barony

to cubltunti;tc_ this view. Although the normal procedure
was apparently: for the . king to retain the .renernd rights
only until the restoration of the abbot's temporalities, 3!
there were occasions when the rights were not restored
promptly, if at all, to the ubb.at. An 1interesting

example 18 a case of the rights of wardship which appear

¥

) -
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to have been permanently lost to Abbot John of Brinkeley.
Although his temporalitles were restored on November 12,
1361, the estate of Giles de Neketon, a tenant of th? abbot,

and the wardship over the under-aged daughi:er wefe still
ret,alnad by the king's keeper until at least 136\6315‘23
Letter Close of 1369 to the escheator preventing any'
further intermeddling in this estate was probably the

1
result of a petition by the abdbbot. 53 A similar cage 1is

5l"ancl the léng v ce brought about

recorded for 1363.1
by the Timworth/Bromfield controversy, prowici:d further
oppertunities for the crown to exercise rights over the
feudal inocldents, rights which could otln'xerwise have brought
flm\tnclal rewards to the abbot.IshS While it 1s difficult
to determine preéfsely the full financial effect of such
custody proceedings on the abﬁey. it 18 evident that royal
rights of patronage were especially itfnportant to the orown
in the fourteenth oquury. That ‘the royal actions were
on more than one occasion a ‘cause for concern on the part
of the monastic officials 18 also evident and agam‘ rem‘lnds
us that,the administration of a medieval abbey was never
far removed from the sntanglement of secular affairs.

In addition to these rights whicHlwere retained
during a vacancy, the king also retained the rights to
the advowsons of churches in tl:a glft of the abbot and
oconvent. This was also a particularly wvaluable right for
the king, for like the grants of corrodies, it enabled him

: 156
to provide his olerks and officlals with sultadble livings. 3

, . »
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An analysis of the ¥ing's presentations to benefices in

the gift of the abbot and convent during the fourteenth

century ciearly éhows that the orown continuously exercised

and carefully obsérved rights of patronage in this raspect.
During the vacancy whlch lasted from November 1, 1301

to August 10, 1302, King Edward I presented threp candidates

. 157 .
to churches in the abbey!s gift, and Edward II filled eight

l ' 158
vacant benefices during the voldance ofshe abbey in 1313. 5,

In addition to the presentations made in 1313, Edward II

mé&e flve presentations diggd after the termination of

the vacancy in.the abbey. This arose because the
candidate could not be admitted until it was evident that

the promised benefice was actually vold, but by the time

thfs occurred, - the. original vacancy in the abbey under which
the clalm was exercised was already rllled.16o The expansion
of t}a king's rights was also sxtended to include the

presentation to benefices which had not been exercised by

" his p?hﬁecessgr.161 Edward III made a total of seven

presentation3h§o vacant benefices in the gift of the

abbot and convent in the years 1329, 1331 and 1332 although

thé abbey was not vacant at the tlu‘{%sthis retroactive

type of presentation usually included the statement that c
the.qaugméqd church was "in the king's gift by reason )
of the voldanos of the abbey of St. Edmunds in the late o
reign." Edward III's presentations during the vacancy of

1361 pumbered tmrty-.t?me. with an additional five made

after the yestoration of the tenporulitloa.iéa
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The only elegr case of a direct conflict between the

royal right of presentation and a papal provision ococurred.
~during this period. Pope Innocent VI had provided one
John Parker to the vacant church of Harlow in 1361; the
provision 41d not take ef(fec;t because the king oclaimed the .
a}vowson and successfully presented the living to his
candidate, Willlam-de Molsse, a deacon of St. Martin's

in London.}®* From.the point of view of the abbey, the
effective use of royal rights in present{ng benefices during
a vacancy was probably not a serious prodblems, although
the dual demands of the king and pop§6g.id reduce the nunmber
of. advowsons left, at the free disposal ot‘ the abbot.

The additional claims arising from the king's position
as patron--the demené for corrodies and hospitality at the
abbey's expense-—were.l as :we have seen, often a source of
gerious financial concern for both the abbot: and the’ convent.
However, despite the fact that certain elements of patronage
were financially disadbling, the king's relationship to
the monaater; was not totally one of exploitatloﬁ._ In fact,
a balance between demands on the one hand and protection
and ald from the 'grovm on the other hand Wm often maintained.
Kathleen Wood-Legh has shown that during Edward III's reign.
the ocrowm often granted royal protection and gave royal ald
to a number of monasteries of royel foundation. 6 Although
there 18 no instance of Bury St. Edmunds b&ing put under
direct royal control in an effort to correct financial ’ X

* distress B0 prevalent in this period, the abbey did receive .
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both support and help from the crown. The royal demands

forlhosmtality often colncided wlpt‘:h speclal grants to

the abbey: the king!s presence at the abbey in 1331 helped
to settle fhe outstapding differences between the abbey
and the town and :gs also the occaslon for royal permission
to appropriate two churches.167 Although it (18 often
difficult to distinguish the role of the king as patron of
the abbey from his role as King qf i‘ngland. the royal

\ support given the abbey was signifiocant, especlally in

resolving the ditr;culties at the abbey from 1379 through
1381. The protection of royal rights of patronage against
the papal demands on that occasion served the abbey as

well as the king, and the royal favor shown in 1380, 1389
‘and 1396 over tHe heavy custody flnes%éathe royal grant -
releasing Abbot John of Timworth from attending Parlianent.l
and the permission to appropriate two ghurchea in 13981?:1'9
useful reminders that royal patronage could be beneficial.
Certainly the clalms of patronage were not direocted solely
against the abbsy nor exeroised exclusively as assertlons'
of royal power against the plenitudo potestatis of ‘th-e'q':a.p-.oy.
A8 a royal fagndstlon. Bury St. Edmunds aid have certain
special problems which other monasteries ocould escape,

but it 18 perhaps significant that the special affection
shown to the site of the shrine of the martyred King

Ednund by Ed I was, in some measurd, continued by his

successors in the rguue;th century. ' .
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Fogotnotes

1
I have used W.0. Ault's categories of Jurisdiction.

' See W.0. Auit, va tio E (New Haven,

1923). Pf). 1'8.

2Levett, Studies, p. 118; A. Goodwin, The _Abbey of
St. Edmundsbuyry, p _ ;

JH.M. Chew,

Oxfora, 1932), Chapter IV, pp.
discusses this topic. See below, pp. 189-19&,)

“Ault, Private Jurisdiction, p. 81.

5‘1’he four crosses marked a one mile jradius of the

town and marked the exempt area of eccles tical Jurisdiétion
a8 well as the limits of the abbot's exslusive jurisdiction
within the borough. Thus, this area was an "inner liberty"
within the Liberty of St. Edmund. and it was often “referred

to as the "libertas ville Sanctl Edmundi” or the "libartas

infra guatuor cruces." See M.D. Lobel, "The Ecclesiastical

Banleuca in England," PP. 125, 136.

6For the cellarer's rights see J,B. pp. §01-103 and
the description in Lobel, Borough, pp. 19-26.

7Feuda Documents om_the Abbe B S E 8,

pp. 60-61. ' D

8Ib;g..‘ Pp. 57-69 for early renewals, King Stephen
granted to the abbey the additional hundred of Stow, but
this was not confirmed by Henry IX. Ibid., p. 85.
See alao H W.C. Davis, "The Libertles of Bury St. Edmunds,”

9Th18 right honever, was questionod d disputed in
1303, 1330 and 1336. See below, pp. 165-6§‘

1°c,P=n. 1301-07., p. 367 records a'grant in 1305 for

o

113~

the abbot to move this court to Henhowe from Catteshil where

11: had previously been held. See H.M. Cam, es

E {New York, 1962), pp. 189- .

190 for & deacription of this court,

110an, Liberties and Comuaities. pp. 195-196.

12Lobe1, "The Ecclesiastical Banleuoa in England,"
pp. 129-134.

rovel, Boroush. pp. 106, 119, 114, °
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14

Ibid., pp. 31—-41. 'I'h Letter Book of Willia 00,
Saorist sof Bury S 280~ , ed. Antonla Gransden
Suffolk Records Sooiety.v 1963) contains many documents

illustrating the sacrist‘'s ‘duties a8 archdeacon,

1f’Pu{:nmn. Enforceme th tutes of Labourers,
p. 981 Ault, Private Juzisdiotion eTedlotTon o To6, e

164, 1. Cam, Liberties aud Commpities, pp. 181
Idem, "Shire Officlals: Coroners, Constables, and Balliffs"®
in wmww. Vol. III:
Local A tio stice, ed. J.F. Willard, et al.
Cambridge, Hasa.. 1950), pp. 143-183; Idem, "The Evolution
of the Hedlaeval English Franchise," Speculum, XXXII (1957),

".7Erw1n T. Meyer, "Boroughs,” in The English Government
at Work, III, p. 105.

/8The Statute of Winchester of 1285, cap., Z, gave
franchise holders forty days to answer for felonles and

robberies. BStatutes of the Realm, I, p. 96,
19%.P.B. 1301-07, p. 190 |
20¢ ch,R, 1327=41., p. 181. This cost the abbot X200.
11b1d., p. $58.° ‘
zz_l_t_)_].g.. P. 358. This was at a cost of £30.
23¢,P.R, 1743-45, pp. 218-19; 361-63. _
2"3.3. Cc,Ch.R, 1300-26, rpp. 487-88 for a 1326 case,

25The case is discussed in Selegt Cases in the Court
of King's Bench undexr Edward III, Vold. VI, p. xxix.

265.5. Putnan (ed), mmmmmmmm.
of the Peace, p. 380..

270ther instances of the abbots of Bury petitioning .
the ocrown or receiving grants regarding thelr nonhr grivuagea

éan be found in 6, p. 252;°

.Q&LLJ&IM. p. 611 93 in agdition
to the cuua cited below, pp. 17 1 o

20 PR, 1%0-43, pp. 315-15.

29, PR, 1370574, p. 239
30cam, "Shire Officials,” p. 144,

.1
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Msee cale of Inguisitions Post Mortem, XIV,*p. 1
for a text of the arrangement. ’ »

320an, Liberties and Communities, p. 188.

331n 1306 a commission of oyer and terminsr was )

granted to the abbot to investigate allegations that
certain men of the Liberty had torn down the abbot’s gallows
at Westle and vandalized the court house at Henhowe.

_&.43;_1391_92 p. 472,

HCam, Liberties and Communities, pp. 190-191 gives

a very good desoription of the duties of the steward. No
farm was paid by the abbot at the Exchequer for this fee.
See H.M. Can, Tho Hundred and the Eundred Bolls (London, 1930),
p. 162. In 1292 the only money paid by the abbot's steward
to the Exchequer from the eight and a half hundreds was for
treasure-trove, for some writs and for the amercements of..
some men within the hundreds _who were not the albot's tenants,

In that year £640 was sd to the abbot at the Exchequer.

Ibid., p. 1623 B.C.,

slways the case. In 1290-93 Abbot John
d removed the under-steward. Canm,

36The king held the e ce in wardship at this time.
Cam, "Shire Officials,” p. 145. BRalph de Bocking was at
various-times a justice of asslize, a keeper of the peace,

a justice of labor,and a oolleotor of the ninth, See below,

p. 177. . @
370,2,13F 1334-38, p. 124.. In that year because of the -
voldance of the abbey, the klng held «&he office., D
3889e C e 8it Pog . XIV, p. 148
detailing the arrangements between the ste and the under-

steward. Hastlngs got the feea of, the Great Court. C,P.R,
1327-30, pp. 188-190.

393912&:4%&&%&22&_;““ VIII, for \
10 Edward III where he made the return of writ for the lands
of John Carbonel, H.M. Cam, "Shire Officials," pp. 147-148
cites a manusoript showing a series of thlrty-nine royal
writs and the returns from the sheriff ‘of Suffolk to the

steward of the Liberty for the years 1314 to 1342,
uo ”

Cam, "Shire Officlals;' p, 145,
41N. Neilson. "Tne Court of Common Pleas," in The

Epglish Government at Work, III, p. 265, T
42 &
» P» 620 Willlam Rushbrook was aotxng R

a3 steward at the time of this incldent,

3
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4
3Tha financial gain is 111us€}§§%: by the fact thaﬁr

the abbot received a total of £640 1 92 from fines,

amercements and other perquisi from the Liberty. B.C., p. 114,
See also PB, Reg.,I, pp. 304 for notes of amercements ‘
received from the time of Ki ichard through Edward III. %ﬂ

44893 Cam, "Shire Officials," pp. 179-180 for a
description of the dutlies of the hundred balliffs.

*Scam. Hundred and Hundred Rolls, pp. 93, 142, 146,
She cites-a contract between the abbot and the hundred
balliffs in the reign of Henry VI showing that the frarm for
Risbridge hundred was £6 13s. L4, and for Blackbofirne, £35.

Ibid., p. 146.

uéIbid.. p. 158 where Cam 8says the oomplxlnts were
"mouotonous and interminable,"

,,.La._sm. P. 921 C.CL.R. 1389-92, pp. 246, 415.

8
In addition to the lnstancos cited above, pp. 96-100,
there was a case in 1360 when men from Thedwestrey hundred .
assaulted the abbot'!s balliff, Giles de Neketon, and prevented '1\

hin from holding the hundred court. C.P,R. 1356-61, p. 476.
“9¢,P.R,_1396-99, p. . - ; ,
50cam, "Shire Officials," p. 157; R.F. Hunnlsett,

The Medieval Coroner (Cambridge,.1961), pp. 138, 162-164

discusses the franchisal coroners. .
51%95,3_._1351_-_11_&12. pp. 137-139. Hunnisett, p. 138

states that no apecific mention was needed.

[

5.20.P=8. 12&5&. Po 639' ‘
53¢,p.B. 1367-70, p. 186. S

5ucgu, "Shire O0fficials,”™ p. 137. Hunnisett, pp. 162-16“

. gives no iInformation on the method of choosing the coroners ; .

for Bury St. Edmunds, .’
5sc.n.:§8h1re officials,” p. 169. . \

56Por these developments see particularly artioles by
B.H. Putnam, "Shire Officials:Keepers of the Peace and Justioces
of the Peace," M.M, Taylor, "Justices of Assize,” and -
N. Neilson, "The Court of Common Pleas," all in The English J

Government at Work, 1327-1336, Vol. III,

" 5Ty1111am A. Morris, W
1300 (Manchester, 1927), p. 239ff discusses this trend. ~
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580 CI,R, 1313-18, p. 61. An additional case 18 that
of 1326: C,Ch, R, 1390—g6 pp. 487—88

59Putnam. ed., Proceedings before -the Just;ces _qf the
Peace, pp. 30-32) King's Bench, Edward ;I VI, pp.. %1, vi-

xllx, 140 for the dates. !

.- 6°In 1352 the abbot protested that he had been prevented
from hearing casés of novel dlsselsin and mort d'anoestor.

C.Ch,R, 1#1~ 1#12. p. 125. .

61pytnan, ed., Proceedings before the Justices of the

Pe;ée. p. lxiil. ] )

621144., p. 380.

- 63¢,p.R, 1767-20, p. 273.

6""Putnam\ ed., Proceed 8 before the Justices the
eaQO. PP« 1111-11111.

SCa Chapce 6, p. § C.P.R.
2 - o. p. 1933 C. PE% E%O-%. ) 8 119. 123 cEP,E; ii’i_ 3
1 3' C.P.R » PDb. 21 “19a 253’5“' 361- 3'

SLELBL—IJ—Z—:Q po ullo ' ’
C.P,g. $#327-3Q, p. 355: Taylor, "Justices of Assize,"
P 250. N s y

68Putnam. Epforcement of the Statutes of Labourers,
App., pp. =41 1lists the dates and types of commissions
for Suffolk. SNy

~

9bid.. App.. p. SH. o

Orvia., p. 148,
7W1'1‘hey were the abbots of Fécamp, Ramsey, Reading,

~ Peterborough and Westminster. Ibld., p. 148.

' 7?1914-. App- pp. 139-140; 140, 148.
7345 Putnan augq\?ta.‘gggg.. pp. 222-223.
7uA.M. Reich, "Parliamentary Abbots," pp. '363-65.

7?1915-. pPpP. 363-65. ‘ . N
76I11d., pp. 351-57s H.M. Chew, Egglish Ecoleslastical
8- £. pp. 175-179. «

77Reich, p. 350.
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8 .
7 Especlially when meetings lasted from five Bp 8ix

‘weeks. Knowles, Religious Orders, II, p. 307. - L

79r.S. Roskell, "The Problem of the Attendance of '
the Lords in Medlieval Parliaments," Bulletin of the Institute

of Historical Eesgu' » XXIX (1956), p. 199.

BoIblg,. Py. 1 8, 174, D.B. Weske, ocat the
c;ergx (London, 1937), pp. 80-82 suggests other reasons
bésides financia ones for non-attendancs: boring discussions,
mttera not of dlrect oconcern, eto. .

zm;mm_xue. I, p. 819

azﬂoskell. P. 175, Other instances of the abbots of
Bury being represented by proctors are for 1322 and 1325.

Parliamgentary Writs, II, Part I, pp. 265, 331.
83c,p.R. 1381-85, p. 321.
auKm;wlee w. I, p. 307.
85u,5.8.,11, p. 333.
86112!.9,-. p. 3H.

87In the Convocation at St. Paul's on Feb. 10, 1328
the assembled prelates ceremoniously excommunicated those
who ‘had harmed the monks and churches of St. Edmunds and
Abingdon during the riots of 1327. es. of th
of Edward I and Edwapd II, I, ppi 3+-45.

88yeske, ¢ ..qgmun_g.i_th_e_slem passinp gives a
full discussion of the prelates' roles 1n this matter. .

89v. Galbruith "Articles Lald before the Parlianent
of 1371, " Pp. 582,

9%ee pamaum%y H:M. Chew, Egalish Eoclesiastioal
ante jef, p. 7 and.m.ﬂ_ﬂ.l!l Sidney Painter, Studjes

Ibid., pp. 608, 610-11; Pe
) ovi-ovn. There were at

Bury thirty-rour of these pro-Canqnut "milites."

9xnowles, Monastic Opder, pp. 610-11.

9“Abbot Baldwin's "Feudal Book"” in

s PP. 1-9 shows that

(Baltimore, 1943 » Po 1‘51'!‘.‘
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thirty-slx knights had been enfeoffed. The Red Book of the -~
Excheguer, ed. Hubert Hall (3 vols.; London, Rolls Series,
-1898), I, p.- 394 shows that by 1135 the subinfeudation was

. complete: "Haec est summa militum Eoolesia Sanctl Edmundi,
scllicet, 111 et dimidium et 1111 pars 1 militid; sed
Ecclesia non debet nisi servitum x1 militum."

““95'1'1"131: 1s, at the normal rate of 408. per knight's fee.

’ %Rgg Book of the Exchequer, I; p. 37. Chew, English
Ecclesias e ts-in-Chief, p. 20 gives a table showing
the number of knights the ecclesiastical tenants-in-chief
owed to the crown before the reduced quota. ’

975.8., 28, 66.

98For instance 1n 1197-98 over serving in Normandy.
J.B.s pP. 85-86,

. 99Chew. "The Eccleslastical Tenants-in-Chief and
" Writs of Military Summons," E.H.R., XLI (1926), p. 162.
The other five abbots who "received writs with unbroken
regularity" were those of St. Augustine's, Canterbury,
Evesham, Malmesbury, .Winchcombe and Hyde. They were all
“Benedictine houses. Ibid., p. 163. .

S 10QI.J. Sanders, Feudal Milltary Serwvice 1
(Oxford, 1956) discusses the possible rationale behind the
reduced quota, citing various factors including the opposition
of tenants-in-chief to sending the full service, 1lgnorance
of how much was owed, and the difficulties of keeping track
of the knights! fees. He concludes that the assignment of
the reduced quota was not the result of a consistent policy,
but was rather a "plecemeal growth,” with each lord bargaining
with the crown for the amount due.:Ibid., pp. 68-90.

101y ew, Egglish Egolesiastioal Tenapts-in-Chief, p. 33.

102144., p. 7. :
1031p4d., p. 99. This was remitted, C,CL.B, 1307-13, .

p. 373. o
1% Cnew, Enxlish Ecolesisstical Tenants-in=Chief, p. 70.
105134, pp. 53-5%, 79. 3 :
106 alendar of Memoranda Ro : kxchegue] ...‘_.&.ﬁ
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107¢new, Enslish Ecolesiastioml Tenants-in-Chief, p. 110.
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a

1081114, , p. 107.

1095011 1anentaxy Writs, II. Part I, p. 525.

;‘OIb;g,.II. Part I, p. LOb.
111

Chew, E sh Eccleslast Tenants-1 - ief, p.91.
112Ib;g. » p. 9““ * ‘
11

3mvid.. p. 155.
¥1r4. . p. 155.
115The survey 18 contained in PB, Reg,, I, pp. 271-285. .

uéchew. "Ecclesiastical Témnts-in-Chlef and Writs of
Military Summons," pp. 162-63.

11 -
?.azllnaen&szz.!x&!z. IX, Part I, pp. 404, 631.
achen, Egoleslast Te t8=in- £. p. 99

1190 Cl,R, 1%22-81. P. 37. The 1licence ror@ .abbot
to stay at Elmswell rather than withdraw to Walton is in ’
C.Cl.R, 132&-22. p. 504. The abbot said. that although his
manor in Walton was actually closer to the coast, the roads
were muddy and it would be just as easyf to fulrill his
obligation from Elmswel]..

17u12°£&m._u.8.1_§5 pp. 542, 555-56 C.CL.R, 1385-89,
Pe a
121, : S
B.. . 6 L3
L\.— p 7 ] . ’

<

222._:...5931. I, p. 285.

123The 1301-12 inquisition is oontain;d in Inguisitions
AsSet . : ) A with other Analogous

VOI.DV London, HH. S,0.1 190
complete, The returns for the 1
PPe. ‘&8 55-56 63-64, 67, 70-75, 7

.Q:.QLB.:..BQZ:.I}»' p. 25.

- 125, ( - 7L 2098 C:Cl. R, 1369-7%, p. 60}
&h_laﬂa.liz._ZZ pp. 393-9%. ° . R : :

126366 below, pp: 195-200. ,
127Por example, _491‘2;_13§1_§5 Pp. “86-87.

inquisition are in m

ng 29-31. It 18 not .
80-81.
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.' 12881.:11'1ey Painter, Studies ip the Histo;;z of the Enazlis sh M.
Feudal Barony, p. 1b.

1295 :0an Wood, English Monasteriss 'and thelr Patrons
in _the Thirteenth Century (Oford,. 1955), p. 11.
1305, gy, pp. 11, 15, 16-23. L

1311’4 ‘M.S5,E, ,II, pp. 30-130 contains the account "De
Electiona Hugonls Abbatis" written at the abbey.

132The account "Eleoctio Thomae de Totyngton" is in
M.S.E,, IXI, pp. 299-321. )

1331m14., p. 301.

I%LD.LQ- » Pp. 301-07. : .

135’1‘}19 royal assent 18 1in C.P.R, 1391-92. i). 10.. .
136Papal confirmation is recorded in C.,Pap.L.,I, p.- 601.

137Restoration of temporalities: C.P.R. 1301-07, p.  52.
8 : - .
13 See Appendix I. . '
39 o i ’
See above, pp. 30-33.

000011y Davies g "Me Statute of Provisors of 13s1,"

History, XOXVIII (1953), p. 126, Although in 1361 John de
Brinkeley only gave his fealty "after he had renouncediall

words prejudicial to the king in the popets let;ters.
C.P -64, p. 104,

C,P.B, 1377-81, pp. 296, 317, }

1152%‘ remsons gilven for the prohibition against golng -
to Rome were the perils of war and the fear of Timworth's
being ocaptured and held for ransom, "to the impoverishment -

of his...house.” T,C1.RB, 1377-81, Pe 176.
1”3Dav1es. "The Statute of Provisors," p. 128;

[l

S

.. 5n the difference between appointments of bishops
and the eleotlons of abbota 1n the later mddle Ages Bee

. Later Middle Ages. Way WoKisaok, The Fourtse
ggm&a;_zm (Oxford. 1959), pp. 278-82 deals with the
anti-papal lesishtlon of the period and cites the 1379
Bury case. .

-

\ 9 R
o Buood, Bpilish Nosteries, p. 75 suggests ons reason -
' why 1t was 8o valuable a right: "It was the only oocecasion when
. land granted am ‘in morteain could yield appreciable profits,” .
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c. - ‘ 146 L.P.R, 1301-07, p.227. ‘ ’
1“7Mw pp. 507-08.
ggs;gg.,_lm_ég. pp. 507-083 C,Cl.R. p. 39%;
0= 2169y €.C1,B. 157781, pp. 175-73.

lugc,CI.B, 126Q-§L_b pp. 168-69. hN

150, 0. Ault, "Manors and Temporalities,” in The English
/ Government at Work, p. 11.
-

3 151_1__;9_, pp. 10-11.

1525 oy 60-64, p. 497; C,C1,R. 1364-68, pp. 72-73s
- Fine Rolls, VII, pp. 25%, 328. ] -

153; c1.R, 1369-7%. p. 60.

15 p.R. 1361-64, p. 431.

155E.s. the case of a marrlage rights C.P.R. 1377-81,
pp‘ u230 521’ & »

156 Ann Deeley, "Papal Provision and B.oyal Rights of
Patronage in the Early Fourteenth Century," E.H.R,, XLIII
(1928), p. 508.

157In 1302, C.B.R. 1301-07, pp. 2, 27, 39.

_JM_%Q- pp. 523, 525, 528, 561, zgu 56
g, II, p. 167 g g!;gn ry Ea::_t}&__lz___ljz_. P. 3870

o 159'rhree in 1315 ._5&._1311:.11. pp. 3%, 337, 340y
one in 1317 and one in 1318 C.P.R. 1317-21, pp. 119, 199,

16°Deeley. "Papal Provisions,” pp. 511-12.

6114., p. 517.

“ é 162, p B, 1327-10. Pp. 365, 371, 7M. 36s C.P.B. 1330-%,
, PP 07, 1530 3590

163
"6!"0 PP. 24 25 35, 39- u“ 45, 470
51, 56, 57: 59, 76, 77, ‘78, 80, 8 agu 85 92, 9""’ 6,
99, 100, 105, 127. 228, 136 1“5, 158 160. 177.

8, transcribed Wi1th anno w E. Lunt. ed.
Edglr B. Gravol (Phlladalphil. 1 8)0 p. 299-

‘ ‘ 165§ee below, pp. 222-7 for papal vrwiﬂionso
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166w'ood-Lagh. Studies, pp. 4-7.
167COP‘1!= 1{22" 29. po 5#6.‘ /
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V. BURY ST. EDHUNDS AND THE\CHURCH

I. Tne aela't;onsh;p to the Paggcx -

In many respects the relationship of the abbey or —
Bury St. Edmunds to the papacy in the f‘ourteenth century
was 8imilar to the relationship of the abbey to the crown.
Both interference and protection from the Holy See were
characteristic of the perlod. The srant}ns of papal privileges
and papal support in the promotion of certaln casea were as ,
prevalent as the unremitting imposition o6f financial burdens
and‘ papal interference in such matters as electlons‘ and the
rights of eccleslastical patronage. To some degree, the
relationship reflected the changes and difficulties in
Anglo-Papal relations. The most bn.ot:»,b].e instance of this
aspect was the cont.rov%ray ‘surrounding the provision of
Edmund Bromfield in 1379 annd the subsequent negotiations
between the crown and th: pgpacy regarding a new slection.
On th; whole, devélopxizento in the relations between the
papacy and the abbey serve to 11lustrate both the inoressing
centr;lizatlon and financial demands of the Avlgnonese
papacy and the often dilfficult positloz’a of the abbey in
attempting to resist the demands of not only the king btut

4
also the pope.
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A. The Speclal Relatlonship to the Pai:acyn Ex\émpt Status

<

From the late eleventh century Bury St. Edmunds
was one of the few monasteries in England to have a special ﬂ
relationship to the papacy as a "protected"™ and eventually
"exenpt" abbey. The movement towards the exemption of a
monastery _from the control of the dliocesan bishop in ;both
temporal a;d spiritual affairs had developed in the latter
part of the eleventh oentury.1 By 1065 Bury already had
extensive clivil and ecclesiastical gzmnchiées through royal
grants and had rights within the borough which implied an /
exemption from the bishop'!s powers of excommunication and
interdiction in the town. A short while later Pope Alexander II
took the abbey undér "gpeclal protgction“aand‘suarante.ad
its independence from the Bishopl of Norwich in both temporal
@and §piritual natters. % By 1154 Bury was the only Benadictine

) 3
L housg in England to have its exemption firnly stated; ‘dy

the of King John's reign there were six other monasteries -
whi joined Bury in possesalng thi; unique status, and by

1327 a total of twelve abboyl clainod rights of elither

exemption or protection. The annual census pamnt to the

Papacy as a llgn or exenptlon was oollected from the abbey‘

beginning in 1236. and records of the papal colleotors

lnl England froa 1317 to 13?8. show that the abbots of Bury

reéu]:arly n;do this payment $r .one mark per year in, the

fourteenth century.s. ’ ..
The eéxemption of the abbey from the control of the

-
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Bishop of Nc;rwlc‘n ‘was an 1lmportant privilege which had been

challenged at different periods esrlier in Bury's history.’

That the privilege continued to be important in the fourteenth /

century 1s indicated by the fact that Walter Plfxchbecﬂl_c copied

into h}s register a large r;hmbgr of "papal bulls upholding

these rights.8 The interest and concern“ of the abbey was

well founded. Exemption implled not' only spiritual authority

of fhe abbot within the t‘ovm? where the abbot exercised many

functions normally performed by a bishop, but 11: also freed

the abbey trom 4nny dlocesan financlal burdens, and. ‘most

importantly, freed the abbey from the visitation of the

bishop.9 Although there were certalnly soume dangers in

the latter jprlvllege,m the vigorous defense of the abbey's

rights when th‘ey came under attack by the energetlic Bishop .

Bateman in 1345 Jwas an indication of the importance with

which the monastery regarded 1ts exempt status. .
The role of the papaocy in this case indicates that

protection from the Holy. See for the abbey was not always

immediately forthcoming, especially when 1ss‘ues_ were r\aj.aad

‘which attacked clerical independence, After Biskop Bateman

had recelved papal authority for levying his subsidy within

the dlocese and had met with the abbey's refusal to pay, ‘
he obtained papal support for his cause: Clement VI appointed
the Bishop of Trlieste to aid the Bishop of Norwich'a collection
of the tax.n On July 3. 135, the sub-executor of the

Bishop of Trieste sent s monltion to the abbot of Bury
warning him of excommunication if the payment were not

« M .
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made, and on the same date Bishop Bateman's commissaries
issued instructions to six clerks in the dlocese to
gxamine ‘Bury's oJ:a‘,lms to exempi:ion."“'Z Throughout ;he'
proceedings, Abbot Willfam de Bernham steadfastly refused

to acknowledge Bateman's authority, and when the ‘bishop's Q/
commissaries turned up allegations of moral laxity, the

abbot was cited to appear before the blshop to answer

charges, The abbot refused to obey the citation, and he

then appealed to the Eap‘cy for an invest.iga'tion. 13 At this

point, the abbot also appealed to the kizng for a decision

113 the case, and this ralsed a number of<questions regarding

the proper provenance of the casé. Abbot William sent a o
imight, Richard Freysal, to the king to obtaln from him
letteré upholding the exemption from episcopal ju&iediction.m
Bishop Bateman refused to o'be'y the royal writ ordering h*im -
to desist from further interference ande excommunicated t;ho
abbot's clerk, Richard Preysal.l® At this juncture, the
abbotl and his clerk drought suit in the king's court agalnst

16 The royal justices

the bishop and izis commissaries,
then ordered the imprisonment of the counissaries gfte_rh
the bishop's agents had réferred the case to the Archbishop
of Canterbury, and one of thed commissaries was put into
the abbot's prison. In addition, the Xing's justioes also
ordered the selzure of Bishop Batedan's temporalities until

he had revoked the excomsunication and satisfied the £10,000 4

damages claimed by the abbot.l
_ One of the issues was clearly that of the bishop's



{ attempt fo renove ‘the case to the 'eccl'esiastical courts, ¢ !

. ’I;fxe favorable decision of the king*s court for the abbot

in 1346 rested in part on the violation of Praegunire by ) »
the bishop, and the subsequent appeals of.the bishop 'olaimed .
unwarranted temporal interference in the caavc.ls Although
the First Statute of Pm:munlre was not passed until 1353,
from 1343 onwards [Edward III had been 1ssuing writs of
arrest aga{nst persona who pursued in any court matters
prajudicial to the king or the realm.!® It 1s possible

that Bishop Batemin's refusal to ablide by the decisions

“ of the lay courts and his attempts to seek settlement in
ecolesiasticai courts may have been one ocase which contributed

 the statute in 1353.

The res;; se of the papaocy in this case vwas somewhat

similar, for the papal action was in p{nrt determined by the
fact that the abpbot of Bury had sought help from.the king's
L court. The 1 tial‘ aépeal ;at the adbbot to the pope had
resulted only 1in a delaying aotion, and three papal letters
in the next fe years’ indicate that Clement VI's concern
was primarily the issue of secular »w;eram ecoiesiaatioal
jurisdiction in the mutter.. In a letter of 1349 the pope
ordered the Bishops of Chichester and London to investigate
| the dispute, aﬂ:er reciting the »abbot'a actions in -thc
" C case, demanded that 1f they found the charges to;be ocorrect, ‘
the abbot of Bury and Rlchard Freysal "are to be cited to
appear be'fo L 1:3;9 pop\o within three months to recsive what

! )
: . justice requires for thelr excesses and wickednoug.",zo A
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. second letter in 1350 addressed to the Archbishop of Canterbury
a:nd the ﬁishops of Chichester and Exeter ordered the public
excommunication of those hindering the Bishop of Norwlch, and,
in in 1351 a similar letter was sent which speciflc;uy

»

mentioﬁed Edward III's refusal to allow proceedings in the

Roman Court 21

In thls case: then, the abbey of Bury St. Edmunds found

more effectiv® support from the king than from the pops.
Although the abbdot did receive confirmation of the exempt
status of the monastery, the proceedings illustrate the
Dextent to which Anglo~Papal relations were a factor in the
response obtained fro.m the papacy., The exemp§ status was
not seriously threatened again until thg rfifteenth century
. when Bishop Alnwich attempted to visit the gmbey.zzbut' 1t
is c}ear that desplte papal gna?axiteea /obtained earlier in

her history, the monastery did have to look to the state

as well as to the papacy for the protection of eoclesiastical

P lvfleges.

}" \ -+ .
: B. Papal Provisions . .

-,
B
“

av.siegnd source of ihterfenncg on the part of '‘the
papacy in ti'x;’-affairs of the abbey was obvicusly that of . B
'papal provisions, both in regard to provisions to the

. - abbacy and in regard to the issuing- 1of‘ papal;‘“prbvisiong .

L ;ami expectatives to benefices in the gift of the abbot

[ and convent. In the first sltuation, that of papal inter-

ference in the selestion of an *abbqt. the effects on the

-




/
A

/
221

[ . . J
abbey were serious. An important article by A:H. Sweet _
) ‘ o N ’ b
detalling the relations between the papacy and English

%
religious houses focuses on monastic rights of free e].ec‘&:l.ons.z3

He polnts out that desplte papal guarantees of free elections,

neither secular interference nor papal interference were

totally prevented 11\1 the fourteenth c'éntury.zu The claims
advanced by Successive popes 1ln the fourteenth century
regarding the reservatlon/ of appointments to benefices anclJ
:t:_é blshoprics at‘fec'ted abbeys as well, though to a lesser
dqg-x:ee. and thias process 18 clearly evideﬁced at Bury St.

3

Edg:unds.
Although the election of William de Bernham in 1335

was freely held, the remark by the Bury chronicler that
the abbot was hastily chosen because the monks feared a

reveals a characteristic concern for
monastic 1 ependenca.25 The f}rst instance of a papal

e abbacy ococurred in 1.361..26 In that year

prapal appointm

provision t.:’o
Henry of ‘Hunstanton, canonically elected at Bury, died near
Avignon before recelving his papal‘ confirmation; the -death
of a prelate ‘at or near the curia was grounds for a papal
reservation, and tl?e provision of John de Brlnitoley to the
abbey by Pope Innocent VI was 1md1&teiy mde.27 A8 noted
i:erore. fhis provision was not the occasion for any adverss
reaction on the king's part, nor did it prompt adverse
couments by the monks of the abbey.

However, the provision of Edmund Broutieid to the

abbey in 1379 showed not only papal ihtbrroranoo and. the

b4

.
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applic&tion of the principle that the pope was the "universal
ordinary," but also revealed a vacillating attitude on the
part of the papacy. As in 1345, the papal reaction to the
problems of the abbey was at first indecisive., The actions
.of the Holy See in this case again depended on the state
of Anglo-Papal relations, pi;ticularly with regard to the
enforcemnent of fhe Statute of Provisors.28 It was only
through royal action in the affair that the convent was
able to rid itself of the provisor, and in 1383 the pope

) finally recognized John of Timworth as the legitimate abbot.29
The pope did, however, press for avnew election, and*;he
formal process was repeated in 1384, It 18 worth noting in
this case that the monks of Bury who had initlally gone to -
Rome to promote the cause of Timworth met with considerable
difficulty. Not only did they find Urban VI and the cardinals
contradictory in thelr positions. and advice regarding the
provision, but, according to John of Gosrord;s account, theg

30

remarked about the oupidity of the curia. The worldliness

of the church could be jJust as much an object of attack on
the part of ‘monastic observers as 1t was for the laity.
Monastic reastion to the policies of the Holy See was not
always favorable: the inntanogs of papal interference and -
the fallure to respect the independence of the gbbey were
‘just as much a source of 1rr1tat16n<aa wexre the“-heavy
financial burdens arising out of the abbey's exempt status.
Although momewhat less of a problem, the papal provisions
and expectatives issued to clerks for be)ariooa in the gift
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of t@e abbot and convent were also a source of some difficulty,

The abbot and convent of Bury held the advowson of between

sixty and seventy churches, malnly in the Dlocese of Norwich.31

and the process of choosing candldates to fill the vacant
benefices was open to pressures from both the king and the
pope., Jocelin of Brakelond's descriptlon of Abbot Samson's

difficulties 1n satisfylng the demands made upon him is

o
revealing:

A certain clerk came to him /Samson/ bearing
letters petitioning that he might be granted some
ecolesiastical benefice., A And the Abbot drawing from
his case seven leiters. apostolic with their RQulls
still attached, replied 'Behold these letters apostolic
in which divers Popes ask that ecclesiastical benefices
should be glven to sundry clerks. When I have appeased
them, and then only, I will give you a beneflce: for 32
he who comes first to the mill ought to have first grind.

Monast%c objection to papal provisions were extensive
in tﬁe‘thirteenth century, Matthew Paris consistently
ralled against the usurpation of the rights of ecclesiastical’
p&trons and he includes in hié chronicle a letter of 1244
sent by the abbots of Ensland to Pope Innooent IV saying
that the English Churoh £ »

'...grieves and mourns, and is troubled about the
exactions, oppressions, and manlfold trlbulations
‘whioh have fallen on her heavily. ... For the nobles
and men of rank declage, that 1f churches bestowed
on monasteries by them are conferred on Itallian clerks,
they will have a just right to recall those churches’
and other benefices. into their own possession,'®
/
The issus here was obviously the fear of secular reprisals

o

against_the provision of allen clergy, bqt 1t 18 sisniflcaht v

_ that the monastic protests asalqgg;papal provisions raraL{

succeeded. The only evidence of Bury St,. Edmunds? dlrecﬁ
refusal to.acknowlsdge this papal right comes from the

3
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| thirteenth dentury. In 1289 Ralph Walpole, then Bishop Jf

. Norwich and a papai agent, ordered the abbot and convent
to answer for thelr refusal to granth ohn Powigz a benefice
"according to the ror@ of the provision given to him by
the apostolic aee."y‘ ) It appears-in this oase that the

- abbot and oonvent were mede to grant the request.

Evidence from the fourteenth century does show that
the abbot and convent, though usually not in a position to
‘‘resist papal demands, continued to regard them as a problem, -

Regulations by the state over papal provialons were dﬁsigned '
mainly to defend rights of lay patronage and wers directed
rerticularly againet alien provisors.35 A copy of a 13111&

form used in royal writs directing sheriffs to arrest Py
> provisors and those entering t}}e kingdom with papal documents
pr?Judloial to the king 1s contained in one Bury oqrtulary

ott' the fcurte;xth-;enttiry.Bé The presence at Buryy of this

document, which oontained a specific reference to a oase in

Kent where a papal provisor had intruded into a church in . %

1
3

the gift of an abbey, would indicate that the monmstery was

L4
»
x

consclous of the problem and would want the form of the writ

. tc; assist then 1f need be.

“':T : : An examination of the number and type of. papal provisions
.and expectatives to churches in the gift of the abbot and

. convent shows that Bury St, Edmunds was frequently oalldd

& - _upon %o rill benetioes in this way., Durins the period from

_ 1317 to 1375, a total of forty-eight provlsions or
; . expegtanoles were issued; Pope John XXIT alone 1ssued  eleven : ¢ =
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S
between 1317 and 1333.37and &s t VI issued a total of
fifteen between 1342 and 1%1. Seven of the expectatives

were granted at the request of members of the.royal hbusehold

or to those in thé servlce oﬂcthe king.” At least three
in the-latter part of the oentury appeared on the rolls. c‘wf
petitions on behalf of university clerks (two [from Cambridge
and one from Oxford) ,uoand one was actually granted at the'
request of the abbot of St.nEdmunds._ur‘ In only two’ caseé
do collations Qppear to have t&kgx; place or do?s i1t appear
that an aotual vaoa@cy existed.ug ;Ls latter fact clearly.
indicates that the ezpeotatlves. rwher than the actual

provisions, were the most serious problem for the abbot to
i i @u“

deal w!.th.’+3 &
An,illustration of the type of prbblem which might

. occur-18 provided by a case in 1341. Pope Benedict XIIX

wrote to the Archbishop of Canterbury conoernlr;g one John
de Blakenham who had "procured himself to be presented to
the bishop of Norwich by the abbot of St. Edmunds” forthe
?hurch of Semer ,againsgt the wishes or\g}m pope, who had
alreaci} given the provision to John ;f Ramsoy.lm It 18
possible in this case that the abbot had presented the
beneﬁ.oe to John of Blakenham without remcung a preﬂoualy
18sued papal provisiom in an,t;v}ent thle does not appear .
to be a case of conflict between the papal and royal right
to the presentation of vacant benefices in the abbey’s
girte, The abbot of St. Edmunds m not only oontrontud

with oIerks bearing papal documents demanding fulfillment,

{

.
? -
-
R . -
' \ .
, . . - .

L




< -

J_
.

226 .

but the abbey was also liable to be asked to fill royal

demands during a vacancy as well. Although I have only

. Uncovered one oasenot conflict between royal and papal

claims to a 8peclific benefice in such a situq,tlon.us the °

cognblnation of the twvo forces effectively limited the

number of beneflces which could be freely conferred by
the abbot of St. Edmunds. A

In some respoo‘/;s. the intfr'fqrexice of the papacy in
granting prbvisiona iand expectatives could be regarded as
simply a further indication of an unhealthy extension of
the papal plenitude of power 1in sthe fourteenth cen}:ur}.
To be sure, the practice did, froﬁ t\irie monastic point of
view, indicate a usurpation of privileées and independence, .

Yet the practice did not have entirely negative results.

i

. “\
As we have seen, the cases of papal provisions to the \

abbacy‘ had mixed resultss John de Brlnke]’.:;'\’a appointment

by Innocent VI was a good cholce, while that of Edmund de
Bromfield certainly reflected poor judgment on the part

of Urban VI. In the case of papal provisions and expectatives
to the churches in the gift of the abbot and convent, the
results may, in fact, have been M,t:isr‘au'.st:c:r:r.u6 They

served a definite function 1in secur“lng bensfices_ for "poor

&7

clérks™ and university graduates in need of a living, ’ and

in alnost all cases for Bury the prasenbst:fbns were nade

to Ensllsh clerks, - not aliene.us In the case of university
clerks, the use of ‘papal petitions en?b].ed those who might
not othemae have come to the attention of the ecclesiastical

i
patron to secure a placej 9and in view wpt the faot ‘that the -~
{ -




licences made before the kf\‘r‘x’g. Before 1366 there was no
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_ monasterles dld perhaps make poor. cholces in their selection

of rectors and vicars to serve their churchesso(either
appropriated or in their gift), papal use of the privilege
night not have been as detrimental to either the monastery o

or to the parishoners as it might at first séem.

¢

C. Papal Frivileges and Grants

Appropriations

In additlon to the cases in which the papacy 1ninib1ted
monastic privileges and rlghtis. there were of courég areas
where the papacy could be or'assistanoe to religious houses.
In the appropriation of~-c}ﬁxrches to the abbey the papacy

could exercise-influence and support the application of

legal reason for obtalning papal assent to a royal licence

e
" for appropriation, although there certainly were cases

where papal help was sought in promoting the effort to
apprOprlate.51 In 1366 Pope Urban V annulled all appropriations
not yet _1n effect, and succeeding popes reissued th;s
annulment., In faot, the effect of the papal aotion did not
g;-eatly ?edu;o the wumber of appropriations, but it
significantly increased papal control by rqqulrlng papal
approval for subsequent appropriatlons.sz Both royal'and

papal support for the appropriatlon of churchos to Bury
St. Ednmnda were forthcomins in the fourteenth contury.

In 1313 Clement V issued a papn]:. licence to Abbot

Richard for the appropriation of ;;he church of Harlow in




licence to appropriate in 1398, In May of that|year Pope
. Boniface IX granted permission for the churches

228

the- dlocese of London, to take effect upon the death or

resignation of the incumbent 1‘ecotr.53 The abbey then

,obtained the right to appoint the yicar, and generally

under such an arrangement, the abbey would receive {:he entire
income and pay the vicar a filxed atipend.su ‘ Royal lioe?ées
only, without papal assent, are found for the| appropriagion
to the abbey c:f the churches of Rougham and Thurston in

1330 and for the church"df Foulmere in 1353.55 In the former

case, King Edward IIT issued the grant

_ ese 1n consilderation of the grievous: losses sustalned
by them at the hands of the men of Bury St. Edmunds
/in 1327/ and because, at thé king's regquest, they
have pardoned a ggaat part of the sum recavered by
them as damages., .

Financlal losses, heavy debts, or the poverty of
the religlous house were reasons frequently given for the
éisproprlat{on of c}'mulz'cl'um,'5 7and 1t018 sfgnifi nt that-the
burdens of heavy ;'m'rmenta dur}ng a vacancy and for election -
expenses to both the king and the pope, wWhich had affected '

the 'abbey so severely in the century, figured 1in a- further

of Harlow |
and Thurston to bo appropriated to the abbot's

mentioned that the reason for the appropriation
burden of yearl:,r payments which were now being
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1402, the pope reconfirmed the grant to Abbot Willlam again

b3

LM

ln 1404, 60
Although the abuses produced by the monastlc appropriation

of parish churches were undoubtedly great ahd may have been

a fab?:or influencing anti-~-monastic sentrmen{: in the later

Middle Ages, 1t must be remembered that the ‘financial réwards '

and the freedom from 1‘>;pn1 provisions in such cases were,

from the monastic point of view, important reasons for

desiring sx;ch arrangements.61 In any ca's\e, Bury St; Edmunds

retained only the advowson of nany wmore ci\mrchea than it

possessed fully approﬁrlated ones, and the abbey should

not therefors be considered as a major participint in the

movement town‘?s appropriation'.} .

P ivileges to abbots
In one other 'imporf.’ant respsct the continued exercise

of papal authority affected the abbey of Bury St. Ed@nds.

grants of certain privileges and ijndulta of favor|to
the abbots ‘of many monasteries further bound the heads’ of
,i-eiigious houses to Rome, These privileges often conferred
Lsisns of epiaoopul dignlty on_ the abbots. The right’tq
‘uee the pontificalis (episoopal vestments and insignia) and
) the privilege conferred upon abbots allowing them td perform
acts customarily reserved to bishops- (i1.e., to give o]:em |
benediction in the absence of a-bishop or papal legate; to
confer minor orders; and the right to bless eccles tical’

vestments 'and' ornaments) certainly aroused sonme epijcoi)al
! ) ;
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“thelr rights to the use of the pontificalis (sandals,
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hostility and jealousy, but these privileges did serve

”

to elevate the "abbatial dignity” to the level of that
62

of a bishop. .
Many of these special privileges had been conferred
upon t}xe abbots of St. Edmunds from as early as the
eleventh century. Alexander II, Alexander III and Urban IIX /

all granted or reconfirmed the early abbots of Bury in .

ring, mitre and pastoral staff), and Abbot Samson was’
confirmed in his right of giving solemn eplscopal benediction
within the town of “Bury.63 These rights were subsequently
reconfirmed by Mgrtin V' in the ﬂfﬁeez;th century. ther
facultles granted ineluded the right of the abbots to
give public absolutlon.65 In 1398 Boniface IX, a prolific
‘dlspenser of such privileges, granted to Abbot William '
Crgtfielti a fac}xlty "once oniy" to hear confessions .of
nmonks, grant absolution and enjoin penance, "even in cases
reserved to the apostolic see. w66 The abbots xof Bury also
obtained- the privilege of conferring minor orders on
their monks, ‘and the members of the convent also had the
right to have any bishop admit them to higher. ordera.67
This right- was apparently used regularly, for one Bury ~
mfnuscript contains a list of namss of monks ordained by |
Abbot Richard de Draughton from 1313 to 1316.68 In 1351
and 1366, as & result of the shortages of priests due to
the pestilences, Abbots William de Bernham and John de

Brlnké].ey were given additional licences permitting them

- I. )\ .
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'to/g;epare under-aged monks for ordination 5& any b18h0p.69

//1ﬂe right of the abﬁot to bless eccleslastical vestments
//////// for the abbey and the subject churches had been obtalned
Cin1256.70 1 ‘ o
A number of perggﬁ;1 indults of favor to th; abbots
of Bury were also-1ssued in the fourteenth century. Abbot
Willlam de Bernham recelived fn;m Clement VI tpe right to
dispose of his person;i property by will, permission to
choose his own confessor at tze hour of death, and the
grant for a portable altar; hjlwus also given permission
to dispense an 1llegitimate candidate to enable him to
receive orders and cbtain a bensfice.’’ This latter grant o
enlarged the abbot.of Bury's right to commission for
ordlnation any fit man within the Liberty who wanted to
be a candidate for holy orders.7?
) The significarice of these giants by the papacy was
twofold, In -the first place, the papsl privilegea and
speclal érants to the individual abbots maintalined a link
with Rome. Bury St. Edmunds as an exempt abbey was not
subject to the Bishop of Norwich, and the papal confirmation
of long established rights with respect to both the exempt
ir statﬁb and personal privileges of the abbots served to
’ remind the pope, the abbots of Bury, and perhaps the Bishop
of Norwich, of the special relationshlp of the monastery
to the Holy See. Secondly, by conferring upon the abbots
many ‘rights traditionilly associated with bishops, the

abbatial dignity was raised. As A.H. sweet has commented,
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An abbot or prior privileged to wear episcopal
- vestments showed openly when he made use of the
privilege, that he was one whom the pope delighted
to honor; the members of his convent and the
parishoners of his sudbjeoct churches saw in the
pontificalia evidence that he was a great prelate;
the dignity of an 9§bot seemed akin to that of
the eplscopate. ...
For the mitred abbots of Bury, the prestige thus bestowed
upon them in their ecolesiastical role enhanced that which
they already .had in their secular role. The abbots of
Bury were publicly confirmed as important, not only by
the king but also by the pope, the highest possible
eccleslastical authority.
P ointments bbots as
s 8 tors
\\'gze way in whioch the abbots of Bury continued to be
recognized. as important ecclesiagtical figures by the papacy
‘was through papal appointment of them to serve as judge :
delegates and oconservators of papal privileges. Although
the practice of appointing local judge delegates £o n
hear cases which had been referred to the Holy See for
Judgnent did deolme durlng the fourteenth century, ﬂthere
were numerous instaneu when the abbots of Bury ut on

ecclesiastical ocourts and. received mandates to guarantee

e

4

papal pr v.ilego{l or provisions which affected other uomferiu.”
lInl e case lasting rronA1299‘to 1303/ the abbot
_ of Bury, togsther with the abbots of Waltham and Westminster,
served as conservators of Boniraco VfII's bu conrirnins b
the privileges ot ‘the exempt nomsﬁery of Bt. Ausustine'a.
Canterbury, mlmt the urohbishop's attempts to subject
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churches appropriated to St. Augustine's to his ordinary
Jurisdiction. In 1299 the three abbots received ; nandate
requiring them to make the archbishop appear before the
pope 1in three months if he falled to respect the papal

privileges of the abbey.76 The next year the three abbots

received monitions from Archbishop Winchelsey warnins

them "to b u&re of aoting in a case to which the axemption
does.not apply."’?’. The final constlitution of 1303 settling

questions c(}patr nage and income of churches belonging to
St. Augustine's mentioned that the abbots of Bury, Walthan

4
ster - .

eded the limits of the mandate addressed to

nying ordinary jurilsdiction to the arochbishop,
in churches appropriated to St. Augustinet's

hose also of_which the abbot and convent had

patronage. » o ,
m that phe three abbots, all of whom ware‘heaas
e& subject only to the papacy, had indeed
he monks of St. Augustine's in their bid to

of exempt h
81ded with

remain independent of the archbishop. The case does

11lustrate that relations between.the secular and regular |
clergy were ﬁarticularly important to exempt housesy Bury{a
past experiences with ého Bishop of Norwich might have
served as a useful ramindéf to ihu abbots hearing-the ocase
that monastl independence required constant derensa.

In moat instances when the abbots of St. Edmunds
served as ecclesiastical Jjudges, oonservators of papal
privileges or were dslegated to inquire ahoﬁt'various—
natters for the papacy, they gct;u together with heads
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v of other monaatefies. In 1308 Clement V appointed Abbot
Thomas along with the aébot of St. Albans and fhe prior
of S3t. Mary's, London, to administer the ‘benefices of
seoular oclergy who had gone on a crusade.?g Similar mandates
fequirlng,the abbot and hils fellow conservators to protect
the benefices of clerks who were abSent for purposes of
study were issued by Boniface IX in 1397 and 1&02.80 Many
concurrent mandates addressed t? the abbots of Bury in
the fourteenth century were dire;tives requiring them to
guarantee papal provisions or expectatives to benefices
in the gift of the Bishops of Ely and of Norwich or to
act as general conaeryatora for other a.bbeys.a1 The abbots
weres also used aa(papal_agants and 1nvgstisators in other
types ;f cases as well, In 1353 Inrnocent VI aﬁpolnted
Abbot William de Bernham. the precentor of York and a
canon of Lincoln to carry out an investigation regardlng
an apostate monk uho desired to return to his abbey.sz In .
another case in 1367, the prior and convent of Rochester
requested the pope to appoint the abbot of Bury to aid them e
in thelr efforts to build a new priory at Felixastowe, in |
the dlocese of Norvloh. Abbot John de Brihkeley inveBtigated

the oase, reported to Urban‘v. and the convent of Rochester
83

- was granted the papal lioenca in 1369.

The involvement of the abbots of Bury in thle'typa
of activity further reinforced the tiss with the papmey and '

also served fo indloate the importance of the abbots in”~

eccleslastical mazggra. When acting in this capacity, the i
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abbots of Bury were rarely drawn’lnto direct conf%ict with
the orown. On one occasion in 1328 when the abbots of

St. Edmundé. Westminster and Selby were sltting as an
eccleslastical court in a case regarding property acquired
by the prior of Wenlock, the king issued a writ which
allowed the case to be settled by the judgea.’over the .
objectlona of laymen who had sought a prohlbltion against
.eccleslastiocal Jurlsdlctlon.su In fact.ﬂthg‘abbots of
Bury often recelved help fro ’%he crown in exerocising their

¢

ecclesiastical éuties. The right of the abbot to obtain
from-chancery at his signification the writ of excommupnicato
. capiepdo to provide secular aid in bringlng to justice
obdurate excommunicants within his jurisdiction was an
important one.85 Usually granted only to bishops and
archbls%opy. the abbots of Bury received this right in
1305, 1321, 1325, 1338 and 1353.86 The fact that the abbot
of Bury St. Edmunds was one of the only four abbots accorded
this privllege87is'but a.rurtper lndlcatién of Bury's
importance in both secular and eoolosiasticai affairs,

While in many respects the relationship of the abbey
of Bury St. Edmunds to the papacy in the fourteenth century
wes characterized by interference and the imposition of
financial burdeni;“lt nevertheless did bring some advantages.-
Papdl privileges confirming exemption from the control of ’
the Bishop of Norwich, spiritual privileges and favors
conferred upon the abbots,.and the papal commissions to *
‘the abbots all 1ndicated that the abbey was 8£111 to be :’;*
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' numbered among the most 1mpo£tant‘and prestigious English
monasteries. That the abbots of St. Edmund often found
1t necessary to defend their privileges in tﬁe_facé of

u the expansion of both royal and papal aﬁthority i8 clearly

° evident. But royal and papal support w&re, at times, {

~  equally important and effective in maintaining the independencs,

authority and prestige of the abbeflin the changing

circumstances of the fourteenth century.

b in 14th Ce Monastiocism: The Challe
of the the Be ctl 8 '
. In considering the role of Bury St. Edmunds in the
/' 1ife of the church in the fourteenth century, it 1is
important to examine the position of the monastery in
relation to the other Benedictine houses and tou7rds the
mendicant orders, Benediotine monasticism in the rourﬁb4§$%
century was aeriously threa ed not only by economic and
social changes in the secular'VOrld. but also by intellectual
currents and eontrove;ales rithln the church. The attacks
of the mendicant orders on the pogsessiopati, which in the
fourteenth century w;re mainiy 69nr1ned to the intellectual
arena, A4aia siva an opportunity‘fbr nonast;c response. Bqt
this counter-attack depended in part upon the unity of the
regilar orders. For the English Black Monks. this unity °
was provided by tha triennial ohapter meetings which
-~ implemented reformins legislation designed to atrengthen} 2
) monasticism and which provided a useful forum for the S
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discusslon of matters affect.'mg the order as a whole. Although
the challenge was not completely met, the monks and abbots

of Bury St.@_pdmunds played a role.in these developments.

They experienced first hand the attacks of the friars, and

they were closely involved in the Benediotine résponse.

P Y 3

" A. Relations with the Friars

<

The relations between Bury St. Edmunds and the -
mendicants had been stralned since the thirteenth century.

The first attempt of the Dominicans and Pranciscans to

gsettle in t:hp town in 1238 brought forth,t,lpe characteristic
nonastic response. In this case, thé appiaé,s to the p@g& ’
_legate j.dn England and to Pope Greglry IX favored the monks, ‘
‘and the ,mendicants were prohibited frfom settling in the g
town.88 In 1257 th; Friars Minor repeated their attempps,

and again the monastic reaction was viclent. It was only
after a seven .year struggle, during which both sides armed
themselves with papal bulls and royal writs, that the friars
succe;ded in bringing public pressure to bear on the abbey.
The actlons of the monks in defending their prlv.llegei:: ‘must
have tarnished thelr image m the eyea of the townspeople,

for in 1264 the monks tinally granted tho Pranciscans a

place at Babwell, just outside the town gatea.89 The abbey

had retained 1ts important ecclesiastical privueses

within the town, but the monastic fears were never quita
erased. The douminance of the abbey over the tomapoople.

both economically and spiritually, had obviously been

-
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threatened by this new competing group, and in the

N

subsequent struggles between the abbey and the town, the

friars oonsistently supported the ambitions of the townsmen, ©

The fears Jof‘ the monks were borne out in the events of

1327. The Bury chronicler records with much animosléy“ the L
zi;:‘) s

actiéns of the friars in that year, accusing them of
attempting to regain thelr place within the town and of

. helping the leaders of the revolt to escape.9° Although

thers 1s no indicatlion that the Franciseeghs played a

similar r'ole in the attack on the abbey in t}x)e summer of

1381, 1t would seem unlikely that thecantagc;;u.sm between

the two orders in the town ever completely subsided.>

ﬂ One indication of the coni:tnuing animosity betwesn

the regulars and the mendicants was the proposal for the
partial disendownent of the monastic orders made in the 5
Parliament of i371. Two Austin friars, John Bankyn and

Thomas Ashburne, made the proposal to a parliament already
“a1scontented because of the clerical refusal to grant subsidies
in p;rliamant in 1369,and 1371. The friara argued £Mt the
endowments of the-church should be used "for the good of

D

the kingdom™ and that their possessions ought to be sold ’
for this purpoao.91 This touched a sensitive Qij.saueﬁ. for Q’@
the clerical response to ~taxut1§n rested upon thelr claims

of independence from the dictates of ?:_he .sta,te; to the .
endowed clergy, parliamentary del,nands' upon their weéalth

not only Mtened their irndepe;zdonoa. but also theilr
financial sta‘bil}ty.o Precisely because the economic

& .
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conditions and the declining monastic revenues continued
to put the monasteries in what they regarded as a déngerous

position, the proposals for ﬁisendoﬁment resulted in

increased opposition to those advocating it: Wyclif and

’ the mendicants.

A measure of the monastic response to the propésal
ls found at Bury St. Edmunds. One manuscript with the
text of the 1371 articleg 1g contalned in a fourteenth
century cartulary from the abbey; the text 1s hea&ed.
"Arti;uli maliclose propositli domino regl et toti comnsilio
per. duos fratres Augustlnlos...”92 John de Brinkeley. then
abbot of Bury, was at the time serving as president of

' the Provinclal Chapter of the English Benedictines. As a

learned canonist anq‘a°prelate present at the Parliament
of 1371, it is concelvable that he had the articles
transcribed at the abbey and made avallable in order to
write arreply to them on behalf of the Order.93 The presence
o§§§§fj§;;icles 1: the Bury cartulary, together with the
fact that the monks of Bury prodﬁﬁed a number_pf treatises
upholding the primacy of monasticism and defending momastic
observances, demonstrates rather clearly that anti-mendicant

sentiment was as pervasive in the fourteenth century as 1t

had been at the abbey a century before.
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B. Bury St. Edmunds and the Benedictine Chapters

The role of Abbot John de Brinkeley in the case
of 1371 also 1llustrates the important position which
the head of an abbey such as Bury could assume within the
Benedictine Order 1tself. The cohesiveness of the Benedictines
was never asu great as many oyher religlous orders, but
some unity @Bupplied by the establishment in 1215 of
the General Chapter meetlings for the Northern and Southern
Provinces to carry out reforrfs and papal decrees. The
General Chapters of the thirteenth and 'e;rly fourteenth
centurles were, as we have seen, often poorly attended and
ineffective in many respects, bit the abbots of Bury dia o
play a role 19 then, serving as i;residents in 1218-19, 1250
and 1252.9u After 1336, when the separate chapters were
united into a single body, the triennial meetings of the.
Provincial Chapter were somewhat more effective in unifying
the Order and implementihg Pope Bened-ic‘t XIIts COnstitutions"
and later papal decrees.95 ﬁem were, to be sure, still
problems in the system 1n the fourteenth century: the
attendance of the Jbbots was occasionally poor, and the d
effects of the pestilences prohibited a normal sequencue of
meetings. But the chapter meetings. were nevertheless
important for purposes of communication on matters affecting
the Order as a whole. The 11'nportance of unix}ersity training
of selected monks and the challenges raised by the ‘mendicants
and -later the Lollards must have been some significant 1,33:163

o
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requiring the ‘attention of the chapter meetings.

During the fourteenth and early part of the fifteenth
century, the abbey of Bury did participate in the functioning
of ?he chapters, and members of the abbey contipued to be :
called upon to fill important roles, both as presldents and
as visitors of the Order. Financlal support to cover:the
expenses of the capitular meetings and to support monk- a
gscholars and the proctor of the Benedictines at Roms :as
obtained by levying an income tax dupon the member houses.96
Records from the early fifteenth qentury shoy the annual
contribution f;'om Bury ranged from £4 118 (1414-17) to
£9 118 74 (before 1429), and in 1429 Abbot Willlam Curteys
sought and obtained a reductlon in Bury's anmal contrlbution.gy
In addition .to this financial contribution, the abbots or
thelr proctors would also have to bear persomal expenses
for the maintenance of their households and for travelling
expenses to Northampton, the site of the meetings arte; 1336.

Flnazicial considerations and otﬁer necessary dutiles
of the abbots may have been factors in the declining
attendance of the late thirteenth and early fourteenth
centuriles, a problém which wvas to some deérée svlved by ’

the use of proxies in cases of 1llness or other legitimatée

1 8 - -
excnses.g The abbots of Bury occaslionally took advantage

ofﬁthis device: in 1319 Abbot Richard, oiting 1ll-health,
appointad three monks frqm the abbey .to serve as his
executors at the General Chapter meeting in Oxford.lggand
again in 1340 and 1343 Abbot William de Bernham was excused



. Whilch 4‘;mcmrered several serlous lapses and errors.
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from personally attending the meet&ngs.ioo A memorandum
of Abbot William Cratfield in 1390 1llustrates the kinds

of problems which prevented attendance. He citeci the\\

heévy election expenses due to the recent vacancy and
alleged that difficulties in \recoverlng expenses and
damages from the Peasants' Revolt of 1381 neéessitated hié
presence _at the abbey. He therefore appointgd as his v-
proctor the prior of the abbey, Jol'{n Gosford, to attez}d \
the meeting called for that year.101 i“or the chapter meeting
of 1411 Abbot William again appointed two proctors, William
Barwe, the sacrist, and Robert Wesenham, his chaplain;

‘Cratfield ét the time was serving a term as one of the

presidents, but his 1llness prevented him from attending
102 : : '

&£

in person.
Two abbots of. Bury, John de Brinkeley and William B

Cratfigld served terms as presldents of the Provinclal
Chap;:ers. As presidents they had the responsidbility of
implementing legislation, assigning capitular visitors,

and acting a3 spokesmen for the Benedictine Order in o
England. The presidents delegated some of their responsibilities
to other abbots or important and influential members.of

the Order. During his first term beginning 1in 1366\. 'wlrion‘

he served along sidé the abbots of St~. Mar;'s. York, and

of 8t, Albans, John de Brinkeley !vas _represented by Uthred :

of Boldon in a Visitation of the abbey of Whitty, a visitation
103 Brinkeley

seems to havé undertaken his role as president serlously and
¢ , . - ‘

&
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effectively. He volced his disapproval to the abbot of
Glastonbury over the postponement of the chapter meeting ‘

of 1369, and his role in defending monastic Status against
the mendicant! attacks 1s.also indicative of his concern

for the Benedi‘otine Order. Abbot William Cratfileld also u
served as sole president in 1408 and in 14‘11-;'12 with the
abbot of Westmlnster.los In both instances monastic discipline
and stability’ were matters of concern: a letter of 1408 from
Cratfield to the abbot of St. Augustlne's Canterbury,
directed the ‘abbot to visit Faversham abbey in order to -
see 1f previously detected errors had been corrected, and

in 1412 the two presidents appointed proctors at Rohme to ' —
proceed against theﬁ&ot’of Chester for grave offenses

and dllapidation of the honge.106

As presidents of {:he chapters, visitors to member

housea,m?and representatives of a traditionally prestiglous
abbey, the abbots oi‘!‘; Bury and their 'dept;p;ga' “p‘léyed an
important, if not grf;otge; role in Benedlotine monasticism,
Despite the factﬂt’ha{;;e capitular visitations vere
infrequent and in the later period highly formalized, the
ohapter meetings did serve a .vital function in parlodically
bringing together the heads of religlous houses to deal with
‘ourrent issuea. Just as the problems in the administration
‘of }ndiudual ‘houses demanded vigorous leadership, so too
' did-the challenges to monasticism in the later Middle Ages
d‘emiand unified action and efreotive‘ control on th; part of

the entire Order. That general conditions within the Ordér
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were so often marked by woz‘}gll,iness. corruption, lack of
zeal and ineffective leadership 18 only too evident--at
Bury as at many other establishments. But the criticisms
engendered by these conditions were not left totéll:f
unanswered. Men like Uthred of Boldon from Durham, 108
Abbot Thomas de la Mare of St. Albans, or John of Brinkeley
of’Bury St. Edounds may not have been chara’.cteristic of

the p;riod as a whole, but they serve as reminders to us
that even within an institution beset with significant
problems, w; can find men vigorous and talented enough

to stand above the rest.
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determine the_ collations,

b4c pap,.L,, II, p. 553.
l"58ee above. p. 202.

uéFor this view of papal provisions in general see

McKisack, The Fourteenth Century, pp. 273-74% where she discusses
the hlstoriography ‘of this subject, and the comprehensive work -

by GeoffreyBarraclough, Papal Provisions (Oxford, 1935), especially
pp. 36-37, 173-177.

L"7E F, Jacob, "Petitions for Benefices from English
Universities during the Great Schism," T,R.H.S., 4th ser.,
JXXVII (1945), pp. 41-59 discusses this aspect of provisions,

"’BIn the 1377 return showing aliena holding benefice‘g@
in England, orly one alien 18 listed for the churches in the
glft of Bury St. Edmunds. See Powell and Trevelyan, The Peasant's

Rising and the Lollarxds, p. 61.

ungcq‘b. ‘wpetitions for Benefices," p. 59.

50 ’
Capes, The Enalish Church, p. 279.

SIWOOd-Legh Studies, pp. 129, 133. See also her artlole,
"The Appropriatibn of Parish Churches durlng the Reign of

Edward III," Cambridge H;g'toglg], ournal, III (1929), pp. 15-22,
52Wood-Legh, Studies, p. 133.

53¢.Pap.L,,IT, p.-115.,

Su‘rhompson, English Cle zgx, PP, 117-118 In X.8.E,,IIT,
pp. 79-112 there 18 a collection of documents relating to the
paynent of 20 marks per year by the rector of the.church of
Woolpit to the convent. The church had been appropriated to6
the abbey 1n the 12th century, but in 1325 the inocumbent
rector refused to pay the sum to the convent, and proceedings
were undertaken in the Archbishop of Canterbury!s Court to
enforce the payment. There 18 no other evidence pertaining
elther to the stipends paid by the convent to their vicars
or relating to the “pensions" often pald by rectors to the

monastery.

2:___34._.121.3& p. S46. | | .
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57Th6mpson. English C;ergx' p. 174; Snape, pp. 1“'?-49

suggests that appropriation was a frequent: means of coping’ -

with monastic debts.

58 pap,rL,,V. p. 152.
596, PR, 1396-99, p. 406.

60 ;
C.rap,L,, V, pP. 599, 611,
61‘I"or the view that monastic appropriation of churches

had extremely harmful effects on parish life see R.A.R. Hartridge,

‘A H;sgon of V ages in the Middle Ages (Cambridge, 1930),

pp. 1 127; Capes, The Epglish Chuyrch, p. 296; and Moorman,

C h Life, p. 43 where he states: "There 18 not much doubt

in the minds of modern writers that the system of appropriations
was thoroughly bad. It was obviously unjust that money which

.was pald in tithes by hard-working peasants should go to the

creature comforts of monks or other eccleslastics who did
nothing in return. The system led also to much spiritual
neglect, for the monasteries tended to employ the-cheapest
hierlings who could be found, with results which were often ,
tragic." This view has been modified by Wood-Legh, "The
Aprropriation of Parish Churches," pp. 19-22 where ghe polnts
out that appropriated churches were often served no worse

than churches served by rectors, who wers often absent and
who had hired their own vicars.

W.A. Pantin, The English Church, p. 36, commenting on
the situation of parish churches in general in the 1i4th
century, states that it was a "widespread system of sinecurism,
absenteelsm, and pluralism, with work done by substitutes,"
On pluralism as it pertained to churches in the gift of
S8t. Edmunds, the return of an investigation of pluralists
made in 1366 shows that there were only two pluralists
awaiting benefices in the gift of the abbey. See Registrum
S 8 » Pp. 104, 108; C.J. Godfrey, "Pluralists in

Simonis Lapsham
the Province..of Canter in 1366," The Journal of Ecoclesiastical

History., XI (1960). pp.\R3-40.
628mt. "The Apostolic See," pp. 476-77.

¥ 632&_3280' I, pp. 3"’*0 9, 27-28; JsBey D. 56'
6u8weét. "The Apoitolio See,* p. 480.
651"01- a grant by Pope Alennder III to Abbot Hugh.
PB, Reg,, I, P. 9.

66_(:_,_&3_,_&,_. Vs p. 153. He was also 51ven the right to
absolve monks from a sentence of excommunication,’ Ibid,. pr. 152.
On Pope Boniface's frequency of granting such favors, see
Sweet, "The Apostolic See," p., 479,

67y ¢ H,iSurfolk, II, p. 70.
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, ‘ 68Dugda1e. ITI, p. 118. )
.‘ ’ 69C,Pap,L.. IIT, p. 3831 C.Pap, Reg.: Pet., I.‘ P. 513.
7%, pap,L,, I, p. 337. '

"G Pap.L,,ITF, pp. 166, 180, 181, 269. Clement VI was
“Tather extravagent in his bestowal of such privileges and- in

issuing papal provisions. Mollg;. The Popes at Avignon, p. 38.

72y, c,H, 3 Suffolk, II,.p. 70. .
733weet, "The Apostolic See," p. 481.

7“Pant1n. "The Fourteenth Century,"” in The English bh' ch
an% the Papagy in the Middle Azes, ed. C.H. Lawrence (New York,
1965), pp. 177-178. '

75Papal mandates ‘were issued to see that sentences

imposed by eccleslastical coyrts were carrieéd out; conservators
were appolnted to prevent ap¢eals to the Curia. Jane E.Bsayers.
: ge Delegs \

as a Judge delegate, and e abbots of the exempt monasteries
had frequently been called upon to act in this capaolty in the
thirteenth century. Ibid., D. 123 J.B., P. 33.

76c.ng. L,,I, p. 584.
77Regls Robertl Winchelsey, ed. Bose Graham (Canterbury
and York Society, LII, ;9535. II, pp. 393-94. , 0

786 p T 6 "
C,Pap,L., I, p. 609.

"9c.Pap,L.. II; p. 3. S R
§ 80¢c pap,L., V. pp. 22, 466, 467, 618. :
81

i Instances when the abbot of Bury acted as a conservator
of provisions in the gift of the Bishop of Ely were in 1342,

1346 anda 13%7. C,Pap,L,, III, pp. 61, 227, 261, The abbot was
a conservator of provisions to churches in the gift of the

Bishop of Norwich in 1345,°1353 and 1368, C.Pap.L,,III, pp. 207,
485; C,Pap,L., IV, p. 7%. 3imilar mandates to the abbots of
Bury ordered them to conserve papal provisions to beneflces in
the gift of the Bishop of London, the Archbishop of Canterbury
and the Archbishop of York, and other mandates ordered the .
abbot to protect the 'privileges of Westminster Abbey and St.
g;gans. C.Pap,L,, II, pp. 6, 133 C,Pap,L., III, pp. 319, 325,

' azc'Pﬁg. PR ] IIx. po uaao

S e




251

SBQ,PQE.L.. IV, pp. 36. 79. This was because the priory
of Rochester was not subject to the Bishop of Norwich.

8“0 C -30, p. 391; rl eglster of Writs, ed.
E. de Haas and G.D.G. Hall (London, 1970), p. oxii notes the
consultation writ 1ssued in 1328 to this effect. ’

- 85por diééuesion of the respective rights of the crown
and the church over such cases see: R.C. Fowler, "Secular Aid

117 and W.R. Jones, "The Two Laws in England: The Later Middle

Ages," Journal of Church and State, 2§}11969), pp. 111-131.

) 860.C%,3, 1301-07, p. 3583 Cal, Chancery w%;Egggs, 1244
1326, p. 5263 C,P.Bi 1324-27, p. 202; C.P.R. 1338-40, p. 89;

" C,P.R. 1350~54%, p. ¥70. F. Donald Logan, EB&QQE%%%EQElQE_%EQ
the Secular Arm in Medjeval England (Toronto, 19 s P 17

‘glves a different 118t of dates when this privilege was granted

‘to the abbot of Bury. The privilege was usually given for
the tenure of offide; in 1391 Richard II revoked all grants
to lesser prelates except those.of the Abbot of Westminster

and the Chancellor of Oxford. Ibid.,, pp. 35, 182-83.

871ne oéﬂhr~abbota_were those of St. Albans, Waltham,
and Evesham. .Fowler, "Secular Aid," p. 114, Logan, Excommuplcation;
p. 3% adds the.abbot of Westminster. They were all abbots of

exempt monasteries, ..

88B.C., pp. 9-10. | .

897144+, pp. 22-23, 27-28; M.S.E., II, 263-85. A.G. Little,

Sgugiea in English Franciscan History (Manchester, 1917), pp.
96-98 discusses this case. i} .

9Oy S:E., TI, pp. 335-36, 39, 352. In 1328 the king
1ssued a. letter of protection to the FPranciscans in Bury

for two years: C,P.R, 1327-30, pp. 237, 258.

91y Galbraith, Warticles lald before the Parliament of
1371," pp. 579-82. e

9?Ih;d.. p. 580.°

1v44., p. 580.

%M'o Io PP. 293-%0»

95Pant1n. "General and Provincial Chapters," pp. 214-15;

Knowles, Relizjous Orders, II, pp. 3-6 discusses the work of
the Chapters in carrying .out Benedict!s Constitutions.
C

a e B s ed. Wilkins, II, pp. 585-651 prints
Benediot XII's Constltutions. J

S
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96Pant1n. "General and Provincial Chapters," pp. 235-36.
The English Benedlctines had established a proctor at Rome in

1346. Concilia Magnae Britanniase, ed. Wilkinms, II, p. 732,

97Chapters, III, pp. 152, 157, 166, 179; Pantin, "General
and Provinclal Chapters," pp. 236-38.

98Pant1n. "General and Provincial Chapters,” pp. 219-20,.
99chapters, I, p. 197.

1°°Pant1n,,"cenera1 and Provincial Chapters," pp. 261-62.

101w . hters, ITI, pp. 209-10.

1027y,4,, pp. 212-134 II, p. b.

1031p44., ITI, p. 277.
"10%n4., 111, Dl 72

105¢414,, III, p. 260.

1061p44., III, pp. 92, 93-%.

» 107The abbots of Bury served as vlsitogs in 1338, 1340-473,
1366, 1390 and 1399. g%egte;s. II, pp. 9, 16, 21; Chapters, III,
PP. 55“560 238‘390 2L"8‘- 9-

108, Uthred of Boldon see W.A. Pantin, The Epslish' Church,
pp. 165ff and his article "Two Treatises of Uthred of Boldon on

the Monastic Life,” in Studies in Medieval History presented to
F Mau e- Powicke, ed. R.W. Hunt, et al. (Oxford, 1%555.
pp. 363-85. ., - ~
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VI. CONCLUSION

[

In 1200 Abbot Hugh of Cluny paid a visit to Bury

St. Edmunds. On that occaslon, Jocelin de Brakelond ,noted:

...our Abbot refused to yleld precedence to him

elither in the chapter house or in the procession

on Sunday, but sat and s8tood between the Abbot of

Cluny and the Abbot of Chertsey; whereof divers

persons held divers opinions.
Abbot Samson's refusal to "yleld precedence,” his desire
to -maintain honor and prestige, was in many respects symbolie
of the history of Bury St. Edmunds in the Middle Ages. Asserting
thelir authority and prominence within the convent and maintaining
their independence and freedom in relation to both sécular and
ecclesigstic&l powers, the abbots of Bury sought not only to
defend but also to enlarge the important privileges which had
been conferred upon the abbey from the eleventh century. To .
insure the success of“a medleval abbdbey, monastic\adminlst;ytors
aimed at maintaining vitality and dtgplpline within, securing

L2

eoclesiastlcél'prestige and prominence, lnsuring economic

yeaith and financial stability, and upholding and executing
‘secular privileges and responslbilithés. In the twelfth and

thirteenth centuries the abbots of Bury pursued these aims

and, to a large extent, fulfilled them. “This was_pat accomplished
without difrlculty. nor was 1t done without sacrificing some ‘
of the 1deals of St. Benedict. But external conditions were
favorable until the latter part of the th%rteenth century, and
the leadership was on ghe whole vigorous. and reSpongible;

But the conditions of the fourteenth century were in many

. . 259 E
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ways decldedly différent from those x1n the previous centuries,
and the abbey ot, Bury St:.‘ Edmunds,‘ like ’many other Benedictine
hotises, was challenged and ﬁhreatened ona many sides, . Uncerjta.lnv
economic cohditions--plaguea. -~f‘afn1ne8, d;clining pbpulation—-v &
affected the abbey's estates and thus the economlc survival

of the a:bbey. The resulting soclal tensions and changing

social and econonmic eipectations among both free and unfree .

tenants were llkewlse condltions whlch had to be dealt with

by any Iandholder. and especially by eccleslastical lnstltuplong. .
The urban rlots at‘/‘Ablhgdon. S‘t". Albans and Bury St. Edmunds
in 1327 and the Peasants' Revolt of 1381 1llustrated new
directions in political asplrations and soclal discontent
which the monastic houses did not escapé. In other areas :B‘
well, externa1~ &‘:qnditlons and pregshres upon the abbey were
adverse. .The Hundred Years' Wat occasioléd constant demands

for taxation and frequent demands for muitgry service_ from

ecclesiastical tenants~-in-chief, while the centralized

P

,bureapcrgtlc~Avlgnone§8 papacy left little scope for independent

action: financial demands and the gr,owlné hum‘per of papal

provislans id(ére%slngly 1nt£'uded into the abbey's affalrs, .
ﬁith many secular a eccleaiastlcal prlvf_leges also

coming under attack and as n‘ e object of criticism. sometimes

justified by both lalty and the mendicant orders, the

monastié houses faced a diverse and- complex set of pressures.

Th{sse pre88t1r88 pfroduced signlﬁcant problems for the monks R

of St. Edmunds, but many of these problems were not easily ‘i

golved even under the best of conditions; v;han couibined ;rith ‘

& Z T oa o
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the; lowsr quallty, of leadership evidenced at the abbey in _.-
the fourteenth century, the response of Bury St. Edmunds to
thege problems becomes more understapndablef It might be
sald that the abbey had two) alternatives in the later Middle
Ages. oo;rze possiblé response to the ex;:erml pressures broaught
about by the many chaﬁées of the r'ourteentr:i century was ;6r
the abbey to have ta{:en an aégresslve, 1m§vat1ve stance. By '
vigorously seéking to éxpand her many privileges and by adopting
innovative, ‘perhgpa even radically different meéhogs of

nﬁnggepent. the abbey might have surmounted many of the

difficulties confronting it. This approaél? might have allowed
\\“) )
e the abbey to grow significantly in J.nfluencfe. prestige and

wealth, Dynamic and far-sighted leadershi wogld have been

nhecessary, for many of the problems called for not only 1mmedlgte

solution b}xt thq development of’ long range:poliqies. On the
other hand, the abbey ocould édopé a donservative response,

a response which sought to maintain rather than gxpand privileges
and respons}billties. Consolidatlng. the gglns of the prﬂevloua
centuries, upholding and defending both secular and eccleslastical
prlvilegca.v and retaining traditional methods of economic and -
financial management m‘lgimt also succesafully insure Dtﬁe" ,
contlnued. stability and prominence of the abbey. This response
requlred capabji.e leadership as woll, for derensive monaatic . ”
administrators needed to be equally aware of the possible
ehcroaohmente to their authority and of the diverse preesures

l““q".‘ -

arrectlng religious houaos. i
It 1s not difficult to see that Bury St. Edmunds followed
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? , - .
this second alternative. The characteristic response of

the abbey to most of the prob'iems of the fourteenth century
was conservative and defensive. Rarely did the abbots of
Bury seek the expanbion of 1cng—-estab11§hed rights and
privileges, but rather they usually sought only to malntaln
and defend them. 'I‘h;s was °551;3, tx?ue in the abbey's relations
’with the crown as 1t was in the relations with the papacy:

for the royal and papal governments were, for their ovm;reasons,'
khardly willing to see any derogation of qthelr own 1;>ower or
a’t'z'd{;ority. Stated in the most general terms here perhaps lies
one of the reasaons why tpe& abbey’s leaders did not pursue

a policy of gggresslyely eg:téndlng and expanding their rights,
It was, glven the circumstances of both papal and royal

strength and £mands, simply too difficult, too risky, and
potentially too ciangerous to do s0. Abbot Willlam de Bernhan's
attempi:s to claim immunity from prosecution by the King's ,
Benoh in 1345 were diqmﬁased as "unheard of" pxjetenslons. and a-

the Liberty was taken into the klni'a hands. Refusal to

accede to the demands of royal patrfmaga: however fina;mclally
disabling to the monastery, was as quise as 1t was virtually
impossible; instead, acqtﬁ’escenco .at least brought the

possibility of royal favor in difficult times. Papal prerogatives
and demands as well could not be easlly circumvented. As an ‘
exempt ‘abbeyh under t;he "pfotection" of the papacy, Bury zpigh‘f

' theoretically bé fi-e;a from episcopa¥ interference, but there

, ,\ya&s 1lit$le possibility of escaping the payment of papal '.,‘
tenths’ or the very \hegvy confirmation taxes ievléd by the

3
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Holy See. Without heip from other quarters, the abbey could
not, by itself, resist papal demands:; the pope wa.sl ackngwledged
the universal oydinary by the eccleslastical commulnlty."and

1t was only with royal ald t}:xaé‘ the abbey eventuall} succeeded
in registing Pope Urban VI's provision to Edmund Bromfield.

. Compromise, petitions and leg.al manoeuvres ware the .

methods used in dealing with ki and pope. Not always successful,

but often necessary, these metkg 8 were defensive, not
expansionist in theéir ;ims. Bishop/B/ teman's attack on the
abbey's ex”%mpt status ayhe f‘requent 1ntrusions of royal
'agents within the Liberty of St. Edmund were only two of the
numerous situations which called for this defensive stance.
It was a stance whloh, though neither particularly adventurous
nor risky, at least admitted the possibllity of success. In
the fourteenth century. it was Juat as important, if not more

8o, to conserve and maintain secular and ecclesiastical

privileges rather than to challenge two powerful forces in

an attempt to enlarge privileges which would call for further
defense and to acquire new responsibilities which,m‘ght have

been equally dlt{;'cult to sustain. ,
The conservative, defensive approaoh can also be seen

in the abbey's response to economic-pressures. To be surs,
Judgments here must be made more cautiouslya the evidence is
not. complote -and is only 1ndiont1ve of oartaln trends. But

At would seen that in dénliag with both the 1nterna1 mandgement
of monastic finances and with the exploitatlon of the abbey-

~estates, tha abbey did not pursue innovative or radloany

t
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different policies. ’ fnst;ead. the abbey tended to retain
the traditional, decentralized forms of financlal management
within the house, a system which left the important obedlentiaries

with much independence but which was usually not capable of

sustaining the unavoidable and heavy financial demands of

|
|
|
king and pope. The adoption o{ a centralized exdhequer !
systen handlinguxjeceipts and dig'bursements might not have f’
totally solved the abbey?'s financilal problemg, for Bury's :
special"r;alationship tc; the papacy and the crown subjected ,:
the abbey to some extraordinary demands, but a reorganization :
of the financial system would have left the abbey in a less
vulnerable position and permitted more flexibllity. Why, then,
was a pollcy which worked with some sm;cess at Chript Church,
_Canterbury. and Glastonbury not adopted at Bury? While ‘t’he
answer cannot be f;rml;; stated,;it is perhaps possible to see
here a reflection of the natural consertatism of Benedictine
admoinistrators. a éonsgrvatism whiép was carried over into
other areas as neliv. Shedding a system of management which ‘
had been successful in previous centuries would haye called

for a clear eﬁlmtion of the problems on the part of the
abbots of Bury, and ?:he sﬁrrexlxder of jealously guarded rights
on the part of the most important obedientiaries. Conventual
res}staxic?a to internal éhanée&had been avr_eature of much of
Bury's earller history, and this, combined with the rather

. uninaginative and statip character of abbatlal leadership in

the fourteenth century, resulted in thed maintenance of the
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In many respects, this /,1.8 also the explanation for the
failure to deal adequately \with ‘the larger economic issues
v{rhich<so affected the abbey. in the fourteenth centﬁry. The
compiex nature of thg problems c{x:fmting the abbey in the

~la,t:er Middle Ages 18 nowhere bdetter revealedxthan 1n this area.
The very uncertainty of the economic condltilt;)ns on the abbey
es\tates tended to prevent both a clear dlagnosis of the ;:roblems
and the formulation of suitable long-range policles. Existing
in the midst -of economlc and social changes which wez;e. after
all, only gradually apparent, but vitally important, /the abbey's
leaders could not\always easlly detect ‘thelr importance. Radical

departures from traditional methods bf estate exploitatlon and

talled a~gclear perception

la;xdl'ord-tenant policies would have
of the options open to the %bﬁey and would have involved a
willingness to take ris;i:s. risks which might have brought
incalculable results. Hence the abbey tended to rely on
. proven methods and responded to significant .'soqial and economic
changes wif:h short term policies deslgned only for the.
solution of immediate problems, _ )

mhore are, of course, intications that f.he abbey did
attempt to adai;i: to some of the eco{mmic pressures, but the
avallable evidence suggestag that the measures taken were
neither thorough-going nor radically different. The commutation
of labor services in favor of money rents was employed, but
. the policies here_ were notqalways congistent--a _ract which
probably accounts for much of th; tenant hostility eﬂdenced

during the period. Leaslng out of the demeane ldnd or land-

(™)
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once held by servile tenure was also adopted, but this
depe;lded very much on the availablility of tenants willing.
and able to take the land on terms favofable to the abbey;
and this ‘pollcy too was not undertaken to the total exclusion
of the direct exploitation of the estates. The adoption of
other devices the abbey might have enployed for expanding
her resources 18 less clear, but: on the whole the direction
the abbey took in handling economic and financial problems
was more conservative than innovative, more defensive \than
expansive. 1

In explaining this response of Bury St. Edmunds to .
the conditions of the fourteenth century it 1s necessary to
~exam1ne not only the nature of the external pressurea but also
to evaluate the character of abbatial leadership. The inter-
:elationship between these two aspects was the sing;l.e, most
determining factor in the ab:bey's) position in the fourteenth
century. Without dynamio ieadership‘to respond with -foresight
and strength to Zhe numerbus external pressures, the abbey
could not grow in influence; without responsible leadership,
‘i1t could not sustain its position in medieval soclety. The
abbots of Bury in the fourteenth century did not, by any means,
fail to sustain the abbey's position in many areas, for they
frequently defended wlth vigor established rights and prlvilegea,
but they did not lead the abbey to new dimenslons of seeular
power. ecclesiastical prestige or wealth. The 1nterna1

/
developments at the monastery reflected msn'y of the general

trends of the ‘period: laxity of discipline, perlods Zoﬁ :
) ' f

-
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corruption, decline in the common life, ali'of which indicate
a lack of reforming zeal and a significant lack of even
moderately responsible eaQershlp. These aspects of Bury's
history shouid not blind us to the more positijg signs of
vitality, as in literary production or the abbey's role under
John of Brinkeley in tﬁ defepse against the mendicants, but
the signs of internal difficulties could pot fajl to damage
the abbey's prestige. art of the reason for the apparent lack
of dynamic an& innovati e,leadershﬁp within the monastery lies
in the fact that the numerous public responsibilities of the
abbots of Bury left little time and energy ror 1nternal
supervislon; the separJtion of the abbot from the community
and frequent absences were not entirely matters of individual
inclination, but rathél reflected the abbey's involvement in
soclety. Monastic isoiation belonged to St. Benedict's day,
not td‘the fourteenth century. The extenslve_prlvlleges
conferred. upon the abbots of St. Edmunds brought with them
administratlve demands and public rosppnslﬁﬁiitles which
could not be neglected, and these demanda on the abbot's time
and energy were especlally acute in the fourteenth century.
Given the exte;nal pressures and the complexity of the problems
faced by the abﬁey in this period, 1t 1s therefore not
surprising that the abbots of Bury, on the whole, found it
necessary to sacrifice spiritual leadership within the monastery
to their public roles. ’ ‘

Two other.factbfs influencing the character and direction

of abbatial leadership in the’fourteenth century were also
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'important. Both the<papacy and the crown ciqcumécribed the

é.bbey's independence and freedom #0t only in external affalrs,
but also.tgjﬁome degree 1n the selection of the abbots. The
potential for 1nperrerence was always there, and most notlceably
affected the abbey 1in 1379. But more serious waé the:- fact that
the leadership was ingrown. None of the abbots of the fourteenth
century were from outside the abbey. Chosen from within, and
not}always from the ranks of the administratively experienced °
obedlientiaries, the abbots of Bury, wlth the ‘exception of

John de Brinkeley and William Cratfield, often lacked both

experience and the breadth of vision which was par{icularly

necessary in this difficult period. A fresh insight into the

AN

-

problems of the abbey, one which was not bound by the practices

- of the past, might have given the abbey the necessary dynamlsm

for reform within and aggressive, innovative policles without.
‘ It 1s $lear that the abbey of Bury St. Edmunds in.the.
fourteenth century'did not possesg/this dynamism. The policies.
adopted were soditim;s unwise, often inconsistent, but hagioally
conservative and defensive. Existing in a period of challenge

and ohange. this reSponse was often necessary, for the

‘ .alternatlve ocourses of action were limited and entailed nany

. Fd
risks. The policy was not without success: after all, the.

abbey did maintaln many of the lqu-held and important
ecclésigstical and secular iighta and economic privileges,
In mad& ways'this defensive posture adopéed by the abbey
reflected all too well the position of the Western Church in

. the later Hiddle Ages. Without the vigorous and dynamiq

L
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leadership which might héve been posz;ible and which was so
necessary in the oircumstances of the fourteenth century, the
‘abbey of Bury St. Edmunds, like thevChurch aé a whole, was
inhibited from pursuinz@:?directibns and falled to achleve

new dimensions of power’ influence in medieval soclety.

-l
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APPENDIX I
THE ABBOTS OF BURY ST. EDMUNDS IN THE FOURTEENTH CENTURY

Abbot and previous Date of licence, election’ Length of vacangx2 )
position at Bury : and assent! i \
Thomas of Totington Licence: Nov. 30, 13013 Nov. 1, 1301--Aug. 10, 1302
_ (Subprior) Election: Jan. 3, 1302
Assent: Jan. 30,-1302
Richard Ae Draughtaqn ‘ Licence: Jan. 18, 1313 Jan. 27, 1315--May 17, 1313
(Third prior) Election: ? ]
. R Assent: Mar. 4, 1313 ) ”
William de Bernham Licence: May 15, 1335 , . May 6, 1335--Jan. 22, 1336
(Subprior) Election: May 25, 1335
' & Assent: May 31, 1335 ‘
* Hefry of Hunstanton - Licences Mar.,3, 1361 . Mar. 4, 1361--
_(Monk--at Oxford?) Election: ? :

Assent: Mar. 18, 1361

(Died near Avignon before papal -

confirmation July, 1361)5 .
John_ G rinkeley ' Papal provision: jug. 4, 13616 — --Nov. 12, 1361
(Monk-%#t Oxford?) : ,
IDates are from entries in C.P.R. and C.Cl.R. i ‘ﬁM.S.E., 111, pp. L47-48.
unless otherwise stated. : " 5Dugdale, III, p. 110. )
2From the date of seizure of temporalities to P 6ibid., p. 110. -

the restitution as given in C.P.R. and C.Cl.R.
JM.S.E., II, p. 303
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Abbot and previous

position at Bury

“John Timworth

(Subprior)

.

William Cratfield

~ o

r ..

Date of 4icence, election Length of vacancy

and assent ) :

Licence: Jan. 6, 1379 : Jan. 6, 1379-~June 28, 1385,

Electiont ? A

Assent: Jan. 28, 1379 .

- - (Edmund Bromfield provided Mar.’ 12, 1379)7

New Licence: May 19, 1385

Assent: June 20,-138% '

Licences Jan. 20, 1389 " Jan., 1389--Oct. 8, 1389
. Election: ? . o

(Chamberlain)

»

>

]

Assent: Feb. 1, 1389

’M.S.E., III, p. 115



APPENDIX TIT

LAND USAGE IN THE LIBERTY OF ST. EDMUND: 1279
~ . v,
A, List of the 350 vills in Suffolk belonzipg to "the Abbot

and Convent of Bury St, mg_ug%s as shown in the 1279
Hundred ggl% Survey i | X

)

.

Name _of wvill | | cres demesne Acres in villelnage
1. Redgrave (A) ® * 560 690 )
2. Palegrave (A) /105 . 490 "
3. Brockforth (a) - 186 . .. 120
&, Thweyt (A) a 216 | 80
5. Stoke (A) SR ) o 33
6. Worthan (A) ° 163
7. Wiverston.(A) ‘ ﬂ / ‘ 25
8. Finingham (4) .. c . 50
9, Ricking Superior (A) L - S 170
10. Geselingham (A) - - . A S .
11. Withanm (A) - - 3
© 12. Rickinghall (A) \ o 515 352
13. Chevington (A) ’ 488 - 327
1’-&.‘1 Elmeswell (A) 323 . ' 19'?
15. Boxford (A) : 2
16. Melford (A) 1,237 ° 600 . \
17. Fornham St. Genevieve (A)-. : 16 . ( ™
18. Woolpit (A) “ 119 . 200 )
'19. Fornham All Saints (A) 398 116
20: Little Saxham (A) ’ 107 ‘ .

13

*A denotes that the abbot 18 1isted as the chief lord of t:bée vill,.’
1511 data 1s taken from The Pinchbeck Register, II, pp. 30-282.
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Name‘ of wvill

21.
22,
23.
2,
25.
26.

2?-\

28,

29,

30.
31.
32.
33.
3.

35.
36.
37.

38.
39.

Lo.

ba,.

" n2,
B3,

bl
45,

267

Grgat Saxhanm (A) L66
Hargrave (4) : 177
Great Ashfleld (A) -
Little Ashfield (A)
Hunterston (i) . N
Hildercle (£) ' 512
Conegeston (A) " ° ko7
\Hopeton (A) , ‘ 314
Coleford (A) 323
Inghan (A) ' 411
Thurston (A)
Hunegheton ( A)
Westowe (A)
Cokefield®(A) in free alms 220
(A & c)*‘ 892
Elveden (A & c) 140
Groton (A & C) . 268‘
Fornhan St. Martin (A) ‘
. - e (o)t 210
Dounham (A & C) ‘ 77
Mildenhall (A & C) 1,300
Little Barton (A & C) 353
Jeklingnam (A & O) - . 204
Semer (A &.C) ¢ -+ * 497 -
Whepsbede (C) " ] 591
Monk's Bradﬂeld (C) oo 65‘;}
Berton (C) ' - - 545

Acres in denmesne

Kol

275 .
252
4 3
30
8
676
485

221
300
310
155
10

480
280
155

32

b5
680~
210
40
171
k15

oW

140
13

Ac;es‘ in vil;einaeg

o ,

* Denotes that the abbot and convent are liste‘d together as -the.
chief lord of the will,

s

°+ Denotes that the convent 1s listed as the chlef 1 of t‘he vul. -




% °
Name ,of vill Acres 1in demesne Acr‘fe;s in villeinage
‘1&6. Great Horningsheath‘(C) 383% 100 0
47, Neuton (C) - Vs ‘ 35‘}7 L 228
48. Risby (C) 2k 20 |
L9, Westlée (Sacrist) 180 / )
s, Rougham (C) ) 414
. P (Sadrist) 111 : L
o Total .. __1F,527 5,082~
B Demasne Lagg,_gf the Abbey-in 50 wills 1LSuffolk
_L__a__r;g) o Numbez of acres Per C
Argble.’.«........,'.....\....12.106\‘ 85%
MeadoW s o, feereranrnannnas 377 }
Pasture.........,...:.........1&93 P14
Meadow & PaStUTe. ........l... Ol , &
o W;oﬁ‘land.....4,..4........1.“'55‘ ' __10% v
Total acres in demesne...1%,527 - ~100%
!' 1Q;‘kL§ng;_ﬂ_:n vgj llelnage in 50 v1lls in Suffolk ]
_;g;g_q Number of acres Per Cent’
Arable.'.‘......v..............8.,885 98% @ -~
i, fﬂeado%..\’..i....’...........‘.....35'.f | S ‘
fé'"Past\u;-e.."...§.,.......»..........28 ne P
" Headow & PaB ure.....’...._&.....sv o . /2% .
& Woodland.*....................12?5 ?
| Hfath.....‘@....'.........‘......70 ' : ’ C
'ﬁhrsh [ ] - s oo
* Total acres in vllleinage A\9~082 10(5‘% T ,
‘ ; | N ' - .
\ \ \ \ ; |
- TR N T -
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sp o v , e ©
y .

PEASANT HOLDINGS IN 1279

Distributil of 8ize of free ténants! hol S in 11 vills
in Suffolk as shown by the Hundred Roll survey of 12 .

‘Name of will No. of tenapts No. of tenants No. of tepants’
- wlth 10 acres or with 11-29 - with more
1. Redgrave 7 7 6 2 ‘
2. Pa]:egrave '“ 1. 1 0
3. cThewyt . * 15 . o’ 0
"4, Stoke - 5+ 1 A 1 ﬂ
5. Wortham 5 * o ) 3 :
6. Wiverston T4 ” 2 ’ 0 -
7. Cotton - , 12 Yo, 1 2
8. Rlckinghall 3 3 14,
" 9. Chevington 22« - 9 . I
10. Eluswell 13 s 8 5
11. Whepstede ks ’ 5 i ! -
Total . itz T 36 25 203
Per‘eent " 708 18% 12%  100%

*Of the 11&2 tenants with 10 acres or less, 109 (54% of the
total number of tenants surveyed) had holdings of only 5 :
acres or less. :

{ ’

, \ ’
All daeﬁ\’ from The P;gggbe_‘cl_c,' Register, II, 30-282. ) )
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