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CASE STUDY OF HAMPSHIRE 

by Phoebe Hope Merrick 

The purpose of this work has been to examine the ulnage records that have 

survived between 1394 and 1485. The work identiGes the classes of records which 

are available and evaluates them. Having made a general survey of the records, 

those for Hampshire have been considered in more detail. The study shows that 

records survive which give insight into the administration of this early excise duty 

and into the use that was made of the revenue raised. It identiEes uses to which 

these records may be put. It therefore rejects the geneml condemnation of the 

ulnage records which arose 6jom work by Eleanor Carus-Wilson, while accepting 

her conclusion that some of the later Particular records are of little use. The study 

of the records, that show who held the office of ulnager and who were the 

recipients of the money which they collected, are topics which have not been 

systematically examined before. They cast light on sub-sets of society normally too 

insigniGcant to attract attention outside local studies. In addition, an analysis has 

been made of the people who paid ulnage fees and it has been shown that the 

woollen cloth trade was dependent on external Gnancing in addition to internal 

sources of finance. 
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W O O L L E N CLOTH B E T W E E N 1394 A N D 1485, W I T H A CASE 
S T U D Y O F H A M P S H I R E 

Phoebe Menick 

Chapter 1 Introduction and Sources 

The ulnage records^ have been i suspect source ever since Eleanora. Cams-^T^son wrote of 

them that 

The ulnager ... has woven an intricate web, well-oi^ impossible to disentangle; 

ingeniously cooking his accounts, devising new patterns f m m old materials, and leaving 

behind him works of art rather than transcripts of fact.^ 

Her criticism has shaped mainstream thinking by medieval economic historians for most of 

this century. It seems reasonable to reconsider the ulnage records to see \(tether ihey 

contain any material of use, and to address the concerns raised by Carus-Wilson. It will be 

shown that there are other interpretations of the ulnage records, and that they contain much 

of use to a historian of late medieval England. 

This chapter contains an mtroduction to the ulnage, followed by a consideration of the 

historiography. It will show that other researchers in the Held only share Carus-Wilson's 

interpretation of die records to a limited extent and that there are a number of writers who 

have found useful material within the records. The Snal section of the chapter will review 

what original material is available and state briefly the type of information that those sources 

contain. 

1 This \ foid is vanously spdt "aijuage" and 'Sikage". The spdling cunendy adopted by the PRO is 'Silnage" 
and dnat spelling will be used this tiiesis. 

^ E.M. Caius-Wilson "The Aukiage Accounts: A Cdticism" H.R, 1 (1929), reprinted in E.M. Carus-Wlson 
A f f a k W ( L o n d o n , 1967); .279-291, p.29'1. 

Phoebe Menick Chapter 1 
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IiaOMxhicticMi1k)ljie (Jhaayge 

medieval Latin, the temi '^ukiagium'' was used.^ The temi, in En^ish, is loosely used to cover bodi 

the measurement of dolh by the ofEcial ulnager and die subsidy paid on certain types of woollen 

cloth. It will be used here to cover both fimctions, unless it is necessary to distinguish between the 

Ryo. j&st idnqgMs wcK aq^xmrnkd by # # hang as and n&MsuKs" oGkea, 

apqpointmerds vfhich \pere Ibcingrrnaxielby die tbidetaidi cerUiug% TThcse (%GGc%ds seeincMiginaly to 

lurve iMwi the fiuictkin (xf idbcciacyr cloth tx^Gore puodhase foK iDoyal use^ bwt diey (%uiK: to tx: 

ernpicgnxl bgr nierchaiMs to gfve cUshitensikxl to die sizes ()f cloths \yhich tlKgr \pece 

(saosideinyr ibu^ingcKselbogr rtog practkrivas enshuinedin Ursrinthc Siatute of bJcKthampton 

(13281), TBiuclilaid (iov/a standards for kngported cLodh* V\hlK)U{ î thK IcggsLuion \yas directDd at 

inipcMAcdcloth,]* sMK csdkawicc^ KijpE&cbcc, 1x)]providc dmc basB lof idkydinMaKwircnicnt forliomc^ 

produced cloth as w e l l . O n c e measured, cloths that were satisfactory were to be marked as such, 

so that potential purchasers would know that the clolh was of true measure. This service was to be 

carried out without chaige upon the merchant who imported the cloth. Faulty cloths were to be 

forfeh to die CrcmptL Che statute Teas \yordedin sudiaTPay that ^TPOtdd seem that suchtdotba 

could then be valued and sold locally. 

It was in 1350-1 that the requirement for cloths to be measured by the king's ulnager was extended 

toaU ckadbsi&xcsalzTBiM^iierinipcMdkxlcMciiotG Ar-t nf ParHompnt spetiGcal^pHiyvkled for liu: 

ulnagcr to appoint deputies whose actions were his responsibility, but who were also themselves 

ixxpjuxxi to tqihcJd liK; ]bny arui \mere ansvyeiable to it IProvi&KMi ivas rnacb iRac jpiuiGlnryr iuiy 

iikuyrer Tdho laikxl to "xlo bus cdHice TycH 91x1 a fuithcr safegt%uxl 

* The statute reads as follows "all cloths in such places where they shall be put to land, shall be measured by the King's 
vJnagers m the presence of the mayor and bailiffs ... that is to say the length of every cloth of lay, by a line of seven 
yards^ four times measured by the hst, and the breadth of ereiy ray doth siz qLiartzis of measure by the yard; and of 
coloured cloths the length shall be measured by the back, by a line of siz yards and a hal^ four times measured, and 
the breadth siz quarters and an half measured by the yard without derailing the clolhs; and that the mayor iiAiere 
such cloths shall come, shall be ready to make proof what tune they shall be required by the meter, without taking 
any thing of the merchants; and cloths ijdiich be of the said assise, shall be marked by the mayor ... as weH as by the 
ulnagei; and that all the cloths Wiich shall be found defective of the same assise, shall be forfeit to the King, and 
prised at their true value in the presence of the said mayor ... and to remain with the ulnagers by Indenture between 
them, to answer to the King of the said cloths $o forfeit; and that the mayor shall deliver the Indentures of such 
cloth forfeit, every year into the Exchequer, the morrow after the Feast of St Michael, for to chaTge the said ulnagei; 
and at the same time shall the ulnager be put to answer at the Exchequer of the said fbrfeitures." See: JAzZ; 1, 
2 Edw III Stat. Northampt. cap.l4. p.260 

^ These standards were still in operation within E n g ^ d more than 150 years later as the dimensions and methods of 
measuring were continued throu^ into later statutes. 

^ j'&a! 1, 25 Edw III Stat. 3, cap.l. p.314. 

Phoebe Merrick Chapter 1 
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the purchaser of doth had the to re-measure it, before the sale was made, even if it 

bore the ulnager's seal. Any cloth which did not meet the l ^ a l measure was to be f o r f a t 

and delivered to the king's wardrobe. This last provision was different from that of a 

generation before when the value of seized cloth was to be remitted to the Exchequer. A 

provision of (his act removed the need for the ulnager, or his deputies, to work in the 

presence of local officials. 

Within three years there were complaints that the ulnagers were seizing so many cloths that 

their actions were causing serious interference with the trade, and it was decided that the law 

needed to be changed to reduce the number of cloths being seized. Parliament recognised 

that the king benefited from the receipt of forfeited cloths and proposed that he be 

recompensed by a subsidy. In 1353 he was granted a subsidy on each woollen doth for 

sale.^ The basic rate was 4d for a doth of assise^, or 2d for a half doth. Cloths dyed with 

scarlet were to be taxed at 6d. These rates remained t h r o u ^ o u t the life of the ulnage dg^t 

into the eady ei^teenth century, when the tax was abolished.^ Howevei^ it was decreed that 

the ulnager had no judsdiction over doths which were not for sale. Another change b r o u ^ t 

about by the l ^ s l a d o n of 1353 was that in future the ulnager was to measure and mark each 

doth, showing its length, so that it could be sold for a 6 i r pdce. This measurement was no 

longer to be a free service because the u lna^ r was to chaige the seller '/zd for each doth of 

assise and for smaller doths that he measured, but nothing for doths that were less than 

half a doth of assise. Thus the principle of a payment for ulnage was established, making a 

break with the a r rang^en ts that had gone before. This legislation established the "subsidy 

and ulnage" of woollen doths, and provided the outline of the tax throughout its existence 

of more than 350 years. 

The subsidy component of the chaige was the first exdse duty in En^and. Its latter years 

ovedapped the eady years of the imposts called excise, but it was kept separate from them.^° 

It was typical of excise in that it was based on the existence of goods and not their value. 

Thus the ulnage was a speciEc tax, and not as are customs duties. This is the 

normal basis for 

^ j'Ag: 1. 27 Edw III Stat. 1, cap.4, p.330-]. 
^ This sum was not untypicailly a day's wage for a skilled ciaftsman in 1353. Althcrug):i the GAeenth centuiy saw an 

incteasc in aTcrage wage rates, the subsidy on cloth still represented a laige proportion of a day's wages to a working 
man, althoiig^ it was a very smaD proportion of the value of the cloth that was taxed. 

^ J ohn Lister, T h e Eady Yorkshire Woollen Trade', , U Q V (1924), p.zxr? 

Phoebe Menick Chapter 1 



cxdse duty in England. Unlike customs duty which relates to goods crossing a fronber, the 

ulnage zq^plied to all cloths for sale whether they were imported or home-produccd; this is a 

standard feature of an excise dut)\ Because excise duties arc speciGc, based on the volume of 

goods, excise ofEcers have to be much concerned with the measurement of the product, so it 

was appropriate for a we i^ t s and measures ofGcial to be charged with the collection of 

E n g ^ d ' s first excise dut}\ Successful taxes tend to be copied by other governments, which are 

always alert to new ways of raising revenue, but the ulnage does not seem to have been widely 

copied, peAaps because medieval society was not generally ready for this form of taxation. The 

exception was Catalonia, which had a tax on cloth, certainly by 1363." 

The dilemma of whether to control the dimensions of cloth for sale erupted on several 

occasions throughout the latter half of the fburteenlh century and at intervals during the 

Sfteenth century. At this distance it is difEcult to be certain which interests were driving the 

various pieces of leg^lation that came onto the statute book. In particular, were the demands 

that doth be of a standard size a requirement of the purchasers, or were the demands generated 

by elements within the cloth industry who saw standardisation as a way of keeping control of the 

industry and perhaps of driving their competitors out of business? Certainly, the existence of 

standard widths of cloth makes cutting garments much easier to plan, but unless it can be proved 

that the demands came &om tailors, it seems much more likely that these demands arose from 

disputes among the producers of or dealers in cloth. In 1373, standard measure for râ ŝ and 

coloured cloths became the law.^^ In 1376-7, the collection point of the tax was defined in that 

the cloths only became dutiable after they had been fulled. In addition, in that year, Sriseware 

made in Ireland, or in England of Irish wool, was exempted because such cloths were smaller 

than the ray cloths and coloured cloths of statute measure.^'^ The amendments to the law 

suggest that various pressure groups were at work to protect their own trade sectors which had 

" iManuel Riu "The WooDcn Indusuy in Catalonia in the Later Aliddk Ages" in m 
ed. NJ8. HaitcandK.G. Ponting (Pasold Studies in Textile Histoiy 2, 1983), pjD* It 

was known there as the "boUa" and was charged as an excise duty on both home^roduced and imported cloths. As with the 
ulnage, taxed and inspected cloths were sealed with either lead or wax seals. The tax was assessed and collected at specific 
ofGces established (or the purpose, known as tatilas, of which there were twent)-seven scattered throughout Catalonia at die 
leading places of woollen manu6cture. 

Akz&l, 47 Edwin cap.l.p.395. Note: ra\'s^'eKsti^d cloths. 

A considerable body of excise law is taken up with deSnitions that determine when a product becomes liable to excise dut}' and 
when the dut)' becomes payable. 

JZaZL JWm 1, 50 Edw HI cap.7,8, p.398. 

Phoebe Merrick Chapter 1 13 
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of statute rneaGiaoe ]* amendments Ik) die law iniggtsst thu&t yarK)us ixoKwnire groups were a^ 

wodc to protect tbor own trade sectors which had either been overlooked or deliberately overridden 

Irp die uiteresB (ifawiotheKsedcHLis THhese lorkenckrKaits (dso(ica\y atbaatkxa to the fact diatirutnyr 

types of cloth were exempt from ihe ukiage, and act as a remiiLder that any study of the uhiage is a 

study of a specialised sector of the dolh trade. 

The grievances related to malpractice by vendors are much more strai^tfoiward to inteipret. The 

law of 1373^^ required cloths to be of a given length, and clodis that did not conform were liable to 

forfeit It was further al l ied, a fiew years later, that vendors were atten^ting to drcumvent this 

requirement by sewing lenglhs of clolh t(%clher thai, in %gregate, would appear to conform with 

the l ^a l measure. Furthermore it was alleged that ihey connived with the ulnagers \ ^ o sealed ihe 

cloth in such a way as to make the purchaser think he was buying one standard length of dolh.^^ 

This was one of the problems of having standard measure for doth, for people who could not 

conform to it found ways to market their cloths even if it meant deceiving their customers. Other 

abuses were complained of^ v ^ c h , if true, would have been a great nuisance to die customers. For 

example, in 1391 there were complaints in Parliament that Cloths of Guildford were being over-

racked. These clodis were said to be made in Surrey, Sussex and Hampshire, a ld iou^ dodis of 

diat name do not occur in the Hampshire ulnage records. Again it is difGcult to know whether this 

was a major abuse, or an attack by one trade sector igx)n anodier.^^ The practice was to be 

controlled by requirii% die ulnager to measure die dodi after fulling, radier dian before. In 1393/4, 

kerseys and like doths were exempted from the full rate of taxation and their vendors were 

henceforward required to pay subsidy and ulnagp in proportion to the sizes of dodi. This g ^ e 

recognition to the existence of a substantial amount of dodi which was woven to a lesser size than 

that of the broadcloth a l thou^ of similar quality.^' 

" J";*: Rfak 1, 50 Edw III cap.7,8, p.3S)8. 

Legislatian of this type is also a typical ezample of how revenue legislatioii has been amended over tiiiie as anomalies 
surface and have to be resolved. Such difficulties are often b r o u ^ t to official notice by the complaints of the taxed, 

7, 47 Edw III, cap. 1, p395 

RwA? 2, 3 Ric II cap.2, pp. 13-4: The complainl; was worded thus: [that people] "cause subliHy tx) be tacked and 
set: Ijogether with, thread divers pieces of such cloths, and after covin betwixt (hem and the King^s iilnagers, to hid 
and colour the falsity, do procure the said ubiager to put the seal ordained upon the same cloths, to the intent that 
the buyers might believe that such cloths so sealed be suScient doths." 

When a woollen cloth is fulled, it shrinks as the Sbres are felted together. In order to restore it to a useful texture, it 
is then stretched on a rack while it dries. There is an art in knowing how much racking any given doth can 
withstand. If it is not racked sufSciendy, it will be too thick and stiK If it is over-racked, thin patches may develop, 
and the cloth wiD shrink subsequently, even without its being washed. It is always possible that Cloths of Guildford 
were not subject to the ulnage, and hence the requirement to measure them after fulling would not apply as it did to 
cloths which were subject to the ulnage. Of the various complaints about abuses that found their way onto the 
statutes, none ever related to the cloths of East Ang)ia and it is tempting to speculate that perhaps the complaints 
had something to do with their cloth producers trying to impose their standards upon the rest of die industry. 

Jam: Rfa/m 2 ,17 Ric II cap.2, p.88. 
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Despite the legislation of 1350/1 which made the ulnagcf responsible for his actions, his returns 

were submitted to the sheriff, who answered to the Exchequer for the rcvenue.^^ MedicA'al 

sheriffs did not have time to administer the coUection of a minor tax on cloth and by the middle 

of the 1360s, ulnagers were appointed by the king and required to answer to the Exchequer for 

the tax they had gathered.^ A mixture of directly appointed ofEdals and farmers were 

appointed in the years firom the late 1350s to 1394. 1394 saw a major change. A law was passed 

in Parliament stating that ulnagers, amongst others were not to hold of&ce for lifi:, and that such 

ofGces were to "remain in the king's hands under the governance of the Treasurer".-^ Thus the 

practice of fanning the ulnage, or granting the office for long periods of years, was prohibited. 

From 1394 onwards, ulnagers were appointed for each county or major cloth town in England, 

except for the Duchy of Lancaster which was charged with making its own arrangements. The 

ulnage for the counties of the Duchy do not appear in the national returns, nor are the)^ 

mentioned between the years 1394 and 1485, except once in 1394. At the end of the list of 

appointees in 1394 is an item which states that the Duke of Lancaster, or his chancellor, is 

responsible for the collection of the ulnage and subsidy.^ The exclusion of the counties of the 

Duchy win be assumed from this point on and they wiU not be re fo ied to again, even when 

terms implying the whole of England are used. 

Thus the ulnage started fmm the needs for impartial measurement, and was regulated by statute. 

Eventually the punishment of transgressors, by the seizing of offending cloths, became a useful 

source of profit to the king, and a major problem for importers and as a compromise. 

Parliament granted the king a subsidy on cloths for sale in 1353. This did not end the debate 

between those who wanted all cloths to be of standard measure and those who wanted to be 

free to sell cloths of any size, but it reduced the king's vested interest in finding cloths that 

offoided against statute measure. In 1394, there was a major overhaul of ihe s)^stem for 

collecting the subsidy, and the documents used in this study were written firom that date and in a 

form which lasted until 1485. 

See E 359/9. 

^ See, foiexample, E101/344/8 orE 101/687/3. 

-• StaL Pjiol/n 2,17 Ric II cap.5, p.88 

- GzZ XT, UP7-/jPP, pp.122-124 1394 July 20 
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Historiography 

true cdfrrKX# kdstorkad togacs, soKncliblCHians banns iiKwie cxngpnal ccni&ibiUions in die 

\vhak:()tbets]haKn:i%dine<iliK%K v/oik amwi deindcqpedit In tbe caawsiof idie ulnagf;, diere haAnslaeeii 

(3iyrn%dtbinlK5c^ odio hanneiiMuie the soiioce matehal more aninkible arKlirumy ccMrmiemators. TThis 

sectKMisexjato Klendfy diose \yh()t%^me]Tk«iesigpi6caiHt ccmUiUoiUions tottw:(krvek%iment()fcwir 

understanding of 6 e tax and its use as a source of information about the economic Hfe of Gfteenth-

ccntury En^and. In addition, some of die lesser conceins of Csrus-Wilson will be addressed. 

I%K>bahlylbccau5e cf the cautkxoary inotc soimded by (Zaruŝ VMlscM^ die uhiage returns bann: been 

very little tianaczibcd, and die enroled items hardly at all, aldiou^i die writers of the (TawRgy 

jHGfAvy used the uhiage records hi the ear^ry^xus cf die oentuiy/W ScMmwsliBtoruKM have used the 

Hsts lof names, cdzTvlncli \fery fesr Ihasn: Ibeeiijputjished Tins lacJc lof pnibHshuBd transciqptkMi hma 

meant less use of a source of infomoadon about late-medieval town life Aian m i ^ t be esqpecfecL 

Many of the lists have much to offer and their restricted use has left researchers in the period the 

poorer. It wiH be shown in ch^ters 5 and 6 that there are many useful lists of names as well as lists 

that are not illuminating and some of the uses to which the lists can be put will be illustrated. 

The first and major published transcription of lists of names and of ulnage documents was 

undertaken by John Lister and was published in 1924.̂ ^ He tcanscnbed ulnagers' returns for 

Yoitshire between 1378 and 1478. He transcribed aH die documents he found with names of 

ta:q)ayeiB listed. In his introducdon he remarked diat 

When, in the early eighties, I came across [the ulnagers' rolls] in the PRO, I almost had 

presumption c n o u ^ to consider myself their discoverer, or rather the discoverer of there great 

value in r ^a rd to die histoiy of our caHy dodi industry. Since the period of my research these 

Rolls have, however, been udEscd to good effect by Dr Maud Sellers and Mr Heaton. 

Thus it would appear that forty years appeared between Lister's discovery of the rolls and his 

publication of the Yorkshire particulars. Even so his was the first systematic transcription to appear 

in print. 

^ It was fcom the ulnage records that some of the major cloth producing areas of the middle ages were Erst identiGed. 
For examples see VCH Hampshire or Essex. 

^ John Lister, "The Eady Yorkshire Woollen Trade", Jmaw. LXTV (1924). 
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Apart from die obvious advantage to Yorkshire historians of having the names available, one 

beneGt of Lister's work is that it provides a yardstick agiinst ixdiich to compare the 

Hampshire returns. Thus it begins to be possible to establish \(diat is r^jular and i%iiat is 

abnormal. In general, the Yorkshire returns were set out very much in the same way as were 

the Hampshire ones althougjk there are some variations in presentation. Some of the 

Yorkshire returns relating to periods before 1400 showed the subsidy and the ulnage paid by 

each taxpayer, while others were less detailed. At this period, York and the rest of the 

County had separate ulnagers, as was the case with Winchester and Hampshire. The retum 

for York for the year to 29 September 1395 is pardculady valuable because it showed the 

pa]^ents made on each day and thus revealed the pattern of activity t h rou^ou t the year.^ 

As with the Hampshire returns fimm 1467, the returns for die years from 1469 onwards did 

not list the individual payees. One or two names were given for each town and these were 

re-enfbrced with statements such as '^and the other men of the Town of Bamsley". There 

were three returns in diis format, and the totals for named towns were different on each 

return, \(diich suggests that they were based on reality. As with the later Hampshire returns, 

the number of cloths presented for payment was much reduced in this later period compared 

with the numbers of cloths taxed in the 1390s. 

The only other author \ ( t o has edited and published lists of ulnage taxpayers is R A . Pelham 

^ o produced three lists of the names of taxpayers in Warwickshire.^ They were taken 

from the 1397/8 and the 1399/1400 and 1405/6 ulnage particulars. He listed the names of 

the payers and the number of cloths on which they paid, but did not shown the amounts of 

money that each person paid. He used his work to demonstrate the relative importance of 

the diffierent towns in the County for the sale of woollen cloths. Subsequendy, he looked at 

the ulnage accounts for Worcestershire and used the ulnage returns to compare the sales of 

doth from different towns within the County between 1399 and 1405.^ His use of the 

returns from around the turn of the fifteenth century to study the internal distribution of the 

trade is an aspect of their use vdiich can be employed in similar returns for other counties.^ 

Unibitimately none of the Hzmpdiire returns were submitted in this fonnaL 

R.A. Pelham, "The Cloth Markets of Warwickshire during the later Middle Ages" TrawwAenj iW P n w f a k g j ^ ^ 
LXVI, (1950) pp.131-141. 

R.A. Pelham, "The Earliest Aulnage Account: For Worcestershire" o/" 
JixKgy^ XXIX New Series) pp.50-52. 

2) Like use is made of the Hampshire returns and the results presented in chapters 5 and 6 below. 

Phoebe Merrick Chapter 1 



18 

Authors of various volumes of the Victoria County Histories used the ulnage returns to h e ^ ihem 

to establish the extent and location of the woollen industry within their respective counties in the 

late fourteenth and Efteenlh centuries. They have not printed lists of ta:q)ayerS] nor would it have 

been appropriate for them to have done so, but diey have cleady consulted and used those Hsts. 

The section on textiles in the Victoria County History for Hampshire was obviously written with 

reference to the ulnage returns. Some ta]q)aycrs were named and reference is made to the towns 

iniicrc ihc tax was paid. The author of this article, CJH. Vdlacott, was not seeking to draw statistics 

from the returns but found evidence lhat ihe taxpayers were people whose names occurred in other 

contemporary records. For example, in a fiDotnote, it was pointed out lhat ^^IHam Touker, Richaid 

Touker and Nicholas Wise, all of Romsey, were returned as aHens in the year 1439-40, and these are 

all names of men paying the tax on ck)th.^° The article also referred to the incident when two of 

die ulnage seals were destroyed by 6re.^^ 

R. Pearce Chope's study of the ulnager in Devon^^ is in the spirit of studies made for volumes of 

the Victoria County History, He followed t h r o u ^ the history of the ulnagc from its eadiest 

references i h r o u ^ to its discontinuation in 1724, with particular reference to the records of Devon. 

These being most proliHc for the late-fburteenlh and Gfteenlh centuries, as is true elsewhere, the 

main detail is provided for those times and thus can be compared with the detail available for 

Hampshire. He identified many of the Devon ulnagers, and was able to supply additional detail 

about some of them. Furthermore, he supplemented his researches in the state records, at the 

Public Record OfGce, with civic records from Exeter. His Endings were consistent with those of 

Heaton in Yorkshire, and with the records of Hampshire. 

HeAert Heaton, in his account of the Yo&shire woollen industries, used the ulnage returns in his 

woik.^^ From them he was ^ l e to show the amounts of tax paid in each area and hence to show 

die clustering of production within die County. He dien used returns to study die national 

30 Miibnia p.482 n.63. 

ffiobg/ pp.481-484. References are madp therein to documents in the bundles now 
catalogued in the PR.O as E 101/344/10; E 101/344/11; and E 101/344/17. The loss of the seals is referred to 
again in chapter 4 in the section on seals. 

^ R . Pearce Chope, 'TTie Aulnager in Devon'', pp.568-596. This article 
is an excellent introduction to the ulnage records, and it includes a succinct summary of the ulnage legislation. 
Chope has not printed a transcription of the ulnage returns, but has wdtten an interpretation of them. He did not 
use the Fine RoHs, so his idcnti5cation of ulnagers and their appointments is less complete than it m i ^ t have been. 
He used the records to identify the cloth producing centres in Devon, and has drawn attention to the importance of 
Barnstaple as the secondary centre after Exeter. 

Herbert Heaton, (Oxford 1920) pp. 69-71. 
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l/TNlrW TMxdbed f r o m idic I^KtM3uhKretuzas;lie<ioes n o t 

seem to have consulted die Ulnage RoHs. He looked at die records between 1468 and 1478 anH 

used die returns to establish die lank order of importance of die counties of RnglanH in tkie 

production of woollens. These 6gures enabled him to estimate that about 40,000 woollen rlnthc 

were produced in 1470.̂ ^ 

Heatoifs wodc was followed by H.L. Gray, in an article about woollen production in the fourteenth 

century Aiat was published in 1924.^ Gray pointed out that Heaton was die first modem person to 

attempt to make some gpneial quantLGcation of the o u ^ t of woollens. Gray also drew attention to 

die calculations of Lord Cromwell who, in 1433, had aamined die ulnage returns and found diat 

die subsidy and ulnage for diat year amounted to ^ 2 0 10s Id. F rom that Ggure he had calculated 

diat dieie must have been an annual production for sale of 38,426 doihs. The revenue received by 

the Exchequer in 1433 would not have encompassed all die dodis for sale, because the ulnage was 

fmmed at diat time. Thus the money paid in would primarily have been the farm fiM%. Beyond dns 

sum would have been die payments ficom which die farmers would have taken dieir c)q)cnscs and 

proEts, dius CramwclPs Ggure understated production. Gray also ranked the counties of En^and 

far their relative importance in clodi production, and his order, togedier widi diat of Heaton will be 

discussed in Chapter 2. 

The next major article about the ulnage records was that by Carus-Wilsorf^, who made no mention 

of die wodc of eidier Gray or Heaton a l thou^ she had consulted the Yoikshiie returns. She had 

hoped to analyse a series of rolls and hence to make an analysis of taxpayers. She took the returns 

between 1467 and 1478 for Bristol, Wiltshire, Somerset and Dorset. During most of die time in 

question one Richard More was responsible for making returns to die Exchequer.^ She found diat 

More accounted for more or less the same number of dodis each year, or at die same rate for part 

years. She dien compared diese results widi those for 

pp. 84-88. Heaton was using the tecotds then, catalogued as Exchequei Kings Remembmncer Accounts, which 
are now catalogued by the Public Record OBSce as E 101/339 to E 101/347. 

Since this was the number of cloths that was taxed, and only cloths for sale were taxable production must have been 
some^^iat hi^er. 

^ H L Gray, "TTie Production and Exportation of English Woollens in the Fourteenth century", ffwAfKo/ 
iRfMeyXXKIX (1924), pp. 13-35. Gray used ulnage rctucns dated &om 1353 to 1358 which he said were "bound up 
with the customs records" and gave their reference as ''Customs RoH 7". It has not proved possible to identify this 
source. 

37 E.W. Carus-Wilson, "The Aulnage Accounts: A Criticism" Smu 11, I, (1929), reprinted in E.M. Carus-Wilscn 
(London, 1967), pp.279-291. 

He was not ulnager, as stated by Carus-Wlson but approver. This mean: that he appointed the ulnagcrs and they 
were answerable to him, and he to the Exchequer. However this detail does not signr&cantly affect Carus-^Alson's 
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Yorkshire over the same time span and found a similar pattern. She was further alarmed to find 

that More reported no seizures of cloth between 1474 and 1478. When she examined the 

Wiltshire returns further, she found that Richard More tended to use the same names with the 

numbers of cloth attributed to them being repeated from year to year. A similar story emerged 

in Bristol where it was quite apparent that More was not giving a fiiU list of names. He used 21 

names for Bristol, whereas she had found another list, from the first year of Richard Ill's reign, 

with 40 pages of names of payers. In her article she set out, at some length, her case that the 

names submitted on the returns could not have been those of the people who paid the ulnage. 

This article has shaped much of the thinking about the ulnage returns for nearly seventy years, 

and is therefore of fundamental importance. 

Carus-Wilson was justiSed in her disappointment with the records. The statute of 1465^^ which 

laid the administration of the ulnage to a class of ofEcials known as '"keepers of the seals or 

ulnagers" was quite speciEc^^ It stated that the keepers of the cloth seals 

shall account yearly of t h e revenues ... duly showing in the same account the number of all 

the cloths,... sealed by them, with the names of the owners of the same.^ 

Thus it was reasonable to expect to Gnd, from that date, long lists of taxpayers. As will be 

shown in chapter 6, the Hampshire returns for 1466-7 met this requirement, but subsequent 

returns were abbreviated. In a damning criticism of these abbreviated returns, Carus-Wilson 

wrote that they were "second-hand compilations of doubtful veracity, often abbreviated, 

distorted, and repeated again and again", and therefore she concluded that they could not be 

used as a basis for statistics. Instead she used them as "an example of how the medieval ofEcial 

may prove as misleading an authority as the litigant or the chronicler". She pointed out that the 

misleading character of narratives by chroniclers was well understood by historians, and stated 

that these ulnage returns were as unreliable. She castigated the ulnager as "no mere machine 

automatically registering payments; he also was influenced by personal inclinations, love of ease, 

perhaps, or of gain, or by conventions of his day unknown to us.'"^^ 

j\.s evidence of fraudulent practice, Carus-W^on was very critical of the that the ulnage 

returns were sent in on one roll by Richard More who had charge of the ulnage in many 

2, 4 Edw W cap.l, pp.403-406, 

These oKcials w e g kno^-n as "appro\'ea''. 

^ 20, p.l56 1465Jiih- 29. 

EJ\1. Canis^ ikon, "The AuJnage Accounts: A Criticism" Eiw/. 11, 1, (1929), reprinted in EM. Carus-Wikon 
(London, 1%7), pp.290-1. 
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counties of die south and west of En^and, and they were wdtten in one hand. She said of ihpm 

that 

At best, theiefoie, these returns are copies of accounts kep^ more or less thorou^ily, by local 

deputies. At worst they are imitations of old accounts or pure invention Usually they seem to 

be fbimal abstracts or summaries of the originals, prepared with no pretence of tedious addition 

of each individual's true total, and vaiying in form according to the mood of the ulnager or his 

d e d c . ^ 

Carus-Wilson aigued that the returns were so false as to be unusable, ' ^o iks of art rather than 

transcripts of fact""* .̂ The 6cts of her article are not in ccmtention, but there are three parts of her 

aigument which will be addressed immediately. These are the handwriting of the returns, the 

abbreviation of the lists of names and the likelihood that the names d o not represent ta)q)ayers. 

The Grst point to be addressed is that the returns for several counties arc in one hand-writing. This 

seems to be an example of practical administration. Because of the size of the area under his 

administration. More would have needed cledcs to wodc for him H e would not have sent an untidy 

return to the Exchequer;, nor would he have sent his woiting documents. It was therefore 

reasonable to put a cleit to woi t to make a fair copy of the returns which would be sent off to 

London, and why not employ one man to prepare the whole return? It was standard practice in the 

fourteenth and fifteenth centuries to send 6ir copies of documents when returns had to be 

rendered to the Exchequer, or presented to other agencies of central government. Similady, there 

is nothing particulady unexpected in finding that Richard More en^loyed the same cleik to prepare 

the returns each year; the man knew the work and could get on with it. Thus the writing of the 

document does not, in itself contribute to the aigument that the returns were Eraudulent 

The second point was that the lists were incomplete as many names had been omitted. This is true, 

but fraud entails the intention to deceive, and diere does not seem to have been such an intention 

with these returns. Carus-^MIson herself observed that the returns were written in such a way that it 

is apparent that not all the names were included because phrases such as "et sodis suis" are to be 

found by some names. A similar formula was found in the Yorkshire returns for the same period. 

For example the 6rst item in the return for 1471-73 reads "From John Taillour and William Wikes 

and the other men of the town of Doncasteiy for 44'/: saleable cloths there scaled during the time 

aforesaid 16s There was obviously no intention to 

E.M. Carus-Wilson, "The Aukiage Accounts: A Crit-irnRm" Ema Jf.R II, 1, (1929), repontzed in E.M. Carus-Wilson 
(London, 1967),.279-291,p.290 

ibid. p.291. 

4^JohnLisl:er,"rheEailyYoikshi[eWooIlenTiade" LXrV,(1924),p.l03. 
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dkxxare in a retuaa \Prdtea aa llus focma^ a ld iougf i i t did oa* ccai fofm mitb the requifeowaik <)f idie 

statute IbRP. Tube Hampshire fctums for diesMUiKpNEaodTyere ofs ia iUaaforni . \5%iat scans Gkelyis that 

the uLiagers j&nmd sutKnioiagfuU h s t s l a t w e i u i o*K%%ms]nxpiu%aneiU^ ahdi&ug&iiKyTvefesnibaidted for 

liarapalHre in Hk&S/lMW (Z&ms^OMlaoa j&xiad idi&t die ictuzos fcxr I^evcMi arul Cocrondl ai 146rA^) 

ccKUaiaed2XW8ruuiK%%, ahiKyug^ lak* returns Mibst&abal^redkKxxl idaarmoiber. It is &kK)ldBdy that die 

aiulkcKS at the I&RdbeqiM%\mca:r%DtiyyerpLauKxlTBtKaiIcKysli^3 of lauxpaytzs Tn%eserd to diemtqreauj i 

ukiager. The 6,ct that obviously abbreviated lists were accepted, s u ^ e s t s coUusioa between the "kiagpfn 

iuid die EbodieqiKsr ]Petha{Mi, aEMk%Ki<^E(%u#^gatKyrtiK;laxruMa of d i e I&xchfxpicr <3f&cuds for ikcceptoyr 

abtMHrmated returoa^it snxiW ]be oiore ap{MX>pruUe to a^qpLuid the^ iJaUiGririlw&epwag the roachinery o f 

gpyyetoaieat funclioaiag TPeH eaotqgh to gpt in the rcBiros at aH ia the rnidcne c f a ci?a Tvar aod the 

disturbances that accompanied it. 

TThe thiad cznicKKn rna<k Iby C/ani»^X%l&oa w«Ls diat die oames w h i c h \yere Hated TPcre oc* llKWe <)f 

taxpajMMS. Iior exarnpie, she iostaaced ISvo iiK%i to v/hoan jpayuyg idiuyge waa attdbu&ed and slw: 

ccKwaderedthey TPould ac* hjM%;wudidajyg^ She pKxmrkxlcHitliuU Richard Ehitoaid aadJcdaaJPaimaa 

qncK rocrchaots lauyoig ijodhy probably ix* eaqxad^ aund liwMr w e r e inot ijkx&icrs (%qguaaaig its 

production.'*^ Her inference was that clothiers, not merchants, would have financed cloth production 

and therefore been the people to present cloths to the ulnagers and account for the tax. She does not 

argue that the names are fictitious, merely that they are unlikely to be names of taxpayers. It will be 

shown in Chapters 5 and 6 that cloths were financed by a far wider circle of people than clothiers. 

Therefore this argument does not stand. It is unHkely that Bumard and Parman paid tax on the 2085 

cloths which were attributed to them, but there is no reason to think that they did not present cloths for 

payment. 

In summary, what can be said of Carus-Wibon's article is that she drew attention to the fe,ct that many of 

the lists of names in most of the returns which exist for the 1460s and 1470s are incomplete. 

Unfortunately, the vehemence of her castigafion of those returns has led the ulnage returns to be widely 

regarded as valueless, or at best to contain an incomplete record and, hence, the information which they 

contain to be ignored."*® There is much of worth within the records, although they cannot be used to 

The returns from the 1460; and 1470s are the suli^ect of ch^tcr 6 and vnE be discus&ed there. 
7̂ E.M. Carus-^Mlson, 'The A^lnage Accounts: A Criticism'' Econ.. H.R. Ser. II, 1, (1929), reprinted in E.M. Canis-

(London, 1967), pp.285. 
^For<3UKnpk^jRkhard]Hblt saLd'^ven ^hymn^^th^dheKre&unsiuejgaMaaUyiKxjKHMKlto t}einaonMatetniKKb%> 

estimating numbers of cloths". Richard Holt;, 'Gloucester in the century aAer the Black Death 141-159, Richard 
Holt and Gervase Rosser, eds., a RAwlw w /.200-7J0Q (London, 1990), p.l48. 
(MTsee hLuding vnKXe "Iki&Mtunate^^ EJVL raore than qgo, shfnped hen? 
untrustworthy some at least of these lists, and hence the statistics derived from them, actually are." Vanessa A 
JHardKŷ  "Some CXocuo&en&uy ScRuces for ti# ImpcHt andl^u&ntwdion of Foreygn 'TestOes in later IVbxlLeval 
En^and'', Textuk 16 (2), 205-18, (1987) p.205. Finally there is Bddburys summary opf the regard in which 
they were held as follows "But in 1929 Professor Carus-^Mlson showed that tihe accounts of ulnage payment that 
were returned to the Exchequer could be misleading and spurious: misleading because those who presented cloth 
for sealing by the king's ulnagcr and whose names appeared in his accounts, were not necessarily those who made 
cloth or had it: made; and spurious because, in the pehod 1465-78 the accounts were usually nothing but fabrications 
conducted by dishonest or feckless ulnagers 6om previous returns. So shattering was the effect of this exposure of 
the shifts to which Sfteenth-century ulnagers could resort, that the wo& of their fourteenth-century predecessors 
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for a pcnod of no more than Gftccn years do not contain the details which were required by 

Statute docs not make the entire collection of ulnagc records worthless. Even Cams-Wilson 

used them when she wrote the chapter on cloth for the Victoria Count)' History of Wiltshire.''^ 

She used the Ulnage Rolls to see what amounts of money were accounted for at the Exchequer 

annually, and based her estimate of long term changes in the volume of trade in Wiltshire upon 

the 6gures that she found there. 

It was many years after the publication of this condemnatory article by Cams \)(^son before 

work on the ulnage made its way into print, and the major contribution was made by A.R. 

Bridbury, who also worked upon the Wiltshire ulnage returns. H e was more sanguine about the 

returns than Cams-Wilson had been.'^ While taking note of Carus-Wilson's strictures, his 

judgement was that the "flagrant venality of a small group of ulnagers" in the 1460s and 1470s 

should not be allowed to detract &om those records which were not tainted. In particular he 

singed out the records from the 1390s and records from the 1460s other than those of Richard 

More as worthy of consideration. He has warned that these returns need to be used with 

understanding lest they mislead the unwar}^, but he has concluded that time spent on the ulnage 

records is worthwhile because of their importance in showing where the E n ^ h cloth industry 

was located. 

Bridbury refuted the conclusions commonly drawn from Carus-Wilson's woA with an analysis 

based largely on his work on the W^tshire records.'^^ In a detailed description of the earlier 

records, of which seven survive for Wiltshire between 1394 and 1415, he compared the ulnage 

returns with contemporary' civic records of Salisbury, wherein lay the heart of the industry in the 

County at that time. He found that 

Men who were important in the ulnage returns were important also in the civic life of 

Salisbury. As they grew old their children sometimes took their places in the cloth industry', 

and hence in the returns, whilst they themselves mig^t continue to be active in the ser̂ îce of 

the town. And when they died, if death overtook them before retirement, their names 

disappegggd from subsequent returns as promptly as they did &om subsequent recoq^ of 

council meetings and ofGcial business.'^^ 

Canis-Wiison. "The WoollenIndusa}'befbK 1550", K'TZCfAvr, 4,1959, p.l24. 

46A.R.Badbur)', (London, 1982) especiaUypp.47-61. 

'"^A.R.Badbur)', (Boston, 1975),p.33-4. 

Bndbu:)' quoted Salisbur)' Corporadon Records: Ledger A: Domesday Books oF%-i]]s proven and deeds witnessed in the Court 
of the Sub-Dean oF Siuum, passim. He particuWy noted citizens such as Thomas Eyre, John Nedki^ Vi'iUiam Doud)'ng, 
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]Brkibtuy pxanikxi cwAtbaf the letums from th^ (xuiKacjperwod \yere angMturyrlbut copies 

ficKncHie ]reai 1k)iuiothf3^l)utiqpp<%u%xllolx;1iiK(x%n^p3atK)ns odFretuKoa. ] 3 k a l s o ckeiy atkaibcMi 

to tc&nsciqptKMis <3f l&w: 9yarqnKjBdiue]%irdcular retums, which doiiot exhibit iuiy of the 

shortcomings of the latei west country returns. Bndbury further stated that other particular returns 

liave suiimved ibcym die ISSXls and liie 14(Xk mdikji did fwat sniffer foom the j&Hiks esdnhnted try 

More's returns. He had examined returns from the counties of Essex, Suffolk, and Somerset, anri 

found diem satis&ctory. He added die comment that ulnageis &om dns period in other important 

clcdhinwJdryricotaides vfere "inrKwcent of the sidbter&igps that dtslbcr^ed fheindtwc (aflbter recorcb 

and the reputation of die \&diole ciass''.^^ Thus he vouched for the value of diese eadiei records. 

There are two odicr reccat studies Wiich have drawn on the ulnage records, namely diose of 

Vanessa Harding and Derek Kecne. Vanessa Harding studied the ulnage accounts as part of a 

laigcr study of London tradc.^^ She has aq)rcssed forcefully the point of vievr liiatitis r^rettablc 

that the whole class of ulnage accounts have been lajgcly ignored because of problems with west 

country returns in the later fifteenth century and has concluded that they may well contain more of 

interest and value than is generally appreciated. Derek Keene consulted two of the ulnage particular 

returns in his monumental study of Winchester,^ namely those of 1394-5 and 1398-9. Keene said 

of diem that ''diey cannot be dismissed as Ectidous compilatioiis, which some of the Efteenth-

century compilations certainly were." He noted that the "names listed are well-attested in other 

conteo^xiraiy sources^. These Hampshire names and their occurrence in other documents is 

discussed in Ck^tcrs 5 and 6 below. 

In summary this section has shown that most of die woA carried out on (he ulnage records has 

been tooted in local records and been by historians woiting on pardcular counties. Two authors 

have published lists of ulnage payers, and the others have cleady referred to them. The records 

were used in die 5rst quarter of the century as a basis for a study of the clodi trade, and dien Caius 

)̂Ml5on damned them so authoritadvely diat they were little used for many years. 

cannot be made in odiei leading cloth dtie: for lack of parallel civic and ulnage records. See A.R. Bridbuiy 
(Brighton, 1975) p,33iL3. 

A.R. Bddbury EwMomuc GfowfA m (Brighton, 1975) p.33 n.3. He garc the foEowing 
references for these records: Essex:E101/342/9 , 13,14,16; Sufklk: E 101/342/8 , 10; Bristol and Somerset: E 
101/339/2 ,4; E 101/343/28, 30; E 101/344/3; ^ t s h i r e : E 101/345/2, 4. 

"Vanessa Harding, "Some Documentary Sources for the Import and Distribution of Foreign Textiles in Later 
Medieval England'' (1987) pp.205-218. 

Derek Keene, J#m*yiy'M«akya/IPfw/KJ*rpartI[%nchesterSt^ (0zford, 1985)p.309. 
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However, A.R. Bridbury in particular, and others after him, have re-assessed their worth and 

have used some of the documents. They regard them as providing useful additions to the 

knowledge of the cloth industry of their time. Tlie need to use them witli discretion is stressed. 

But is not this true of all source documents? 

Sources 

Very litde locally available material relating direcdy to the ulnage has been identified, and none 

for Hampshire. The source material for a study of the ulnage is to be found primarily in the 

state archives. The ulnage records comprise two Ulnage Rolls, augmented by particular accounts 

and other associated documents. No calendars or transcripts are available for this material 

Addidonal matedal relating to the administration of the ulnage has been enrolled in the Patent 

Rolls, the Fine Rolls and the Qose Rolls. When a study of individuals named in the national 

records is undertaken, their names can often be identified in local material 

It was the returns from the local administrators of the ulnage that were enrolled in the Ulnage 

Rolls. The Ulnage Rolls and their accompanying particular accounts provide the most detailed 

material for the study of the ulnage. These two Ulnage Rolls cover the years from 1394 to 1485, 

which means that there is a series of records lasting for 91 years showing in detail the 

administration of this minor tax in late medieval England. The Ulnage Rolls are augmented by 

Particular returns. These were the detailed submissions of the ulnagers in some of which the 

names of taxpayers can be found. Not all the Particular returns have survived, so they resemble 

a series of snapshots rather than a structured corpus of materiaL The 6rmers of the ulnage were 

not required to submit detailed returns showing who had paid the tax, and the separate 

documents which they returned to the Exchequer mosdy contain the text of the items which 

were enroUed.^^ The documents which relate to Hampshire are described in Appendix 1. 

The sole use of the Fine Rolls in the administration of the ulnage was to record appointments to 

office and most appointments of ofGce to administer the ulnage were enrolled in therein. In 

each volume, the Erst appointment of an ulnager is set out at length showing the terms of 

appointment. Subsequent entries are then abbrc\riated with reference to the first item. The Fine 

Rolls have been searched and ever}' appointment of ulnagcr between 1394 and 1485 has been 

extracted for this thesis. The appointments have been sorted into counties so the outline of the 

Hic Uliuiy llolk iuij [he I (ampshirc p r̂ticuLic rcmnw ,10: dcscnlicd iiv mote detail in Appendix I, 
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ajdministration of each county has been determined. Furthermore it has been possible to 

observe the diange in wording of appointments over the 91 years and thus to see how the 

administration developed. The first of these appointments took place in July 1394, Wien 

ulnggers were appointed for the whole country. On no future occasion was such a 

comprehensive set of appointments made at any one time. This wholesale appointment of 

ulnagers, together with the fact that the Ulnage RoUs start f rom the same date, is the major 

justi6cation for taking the study of the ulnage from 1394.^ 

The primary use of the Patent Rolls in connection with the ulnage was to enrol grants of 

money made by the king. They were also the place where directions about other 

administrative matters in connection with the ulnage were enrolled. For example, in the 

years between 1400 and 1402 there were Eve entries in ^(diich commissioners were appointed 

to enquire into possible or actual wrong-doing in connection with the ulnage.^ Occasionally, 

there were disputes about who should hold ofBce, and the outcome of some of these was 

enrolled in the Patent RoUs.^ Finally, a few entries relate to ulnagers, or their executors, 

who were pardoned their debts or other transgressions arising from their time in ofRce.^ 

Before 1394 grants of office of ulnager had been enrolled on the Patent Rolls, but this 

pmctice ceased then, with a f i ^ exceptions, Wiich may have been enrolled in the Patent 

Rolls in error.'^ Thus the Patent Rolls are usefiil for seeing what transgressions were 

committed by the ulnagers, and for seeing how the income was used by the Crown. 

The first appointment was that of W i l l i a m Elys of Canterbury as ulnager for K e n t It is set out in f u l in the Calendar 

of Fine Rolls and acts as a template for the other appointments of that year. A f t e r Elys's appointment there follows 
a longhst of ulnageis :^)pointed for odier places on 'like'' terms. See pp.122-4 1394 

July 20. 

p.348 1400Augusl:24,p.413 1400 November 4, p.516-7 1401April29, p.520 

1401July5; p.70 1402Marchl . Thesearediscussedonpp.92-3. 

)^See p.459-60 1428 February 4; CW Pag Ro&jikmPT /^^/-7^*fp.97-8 1442 July 
15. See p.80 

See Pat Ro& Jim; M p249 .1455 August 29, p.631 1460 November 11, OzZ PaZ: Ealy 
M(?7^p.461-2 1465 September 23, p.448 1466 February 4; p.282 1471 

November 9; GzZ PaZ Ro& 5 6 / Eak .ZIT p.234 1481 January 1; p.262 1482 February 10. 
These are discussed o n pp.93-4. 

^ Pat H p.42 1396 December 13. ^Qliam Boneface o f Chesterton was appointed king's 
ulnager for Cambridge. The ^^pointment was unusual because it instructed the shedfF of the County and others to 
''compel all people deputed by the said William to execute the o&ce in his stead." This was not a normal clause 6)r 
die appointment of ulnager, nor were the other ulnagers called "king's ulnager" so this may not have been an 
appointment of an ofScial to collect the subsidy. There were three late ^apointments as ulnager enrolled in the 
Patent Rolls. William Sterlyng was appointed "of the subsidy and ulnage of cloths" for Surrey and Sussex in 1462 
September 5. In 1472 March 26 Robert Plomcr was appointed as surveyor o f kingj's castles, lordships, manors and 
lands and the farms of ulnage and receiver of the same for fees as agreed for the counties of Cambridgeshire, 
Huntingdonshire, Hertfordshire, Essex, Suffolk, Norfolk and Norwich. Lord John Neville was appointed ulnager 
for Yorkshire in 1461 July 18. Only Neville had other appointments as ulnager recorded in the Fine RoEs. 
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The itons vdiich rdate to die tdnage in the Close Rolls recoid attachments of the revenue derived 

Aom the ulnage and they are very speciEc. They state who ihe beneSciaries were and Ecom which 

county's ulnage they were to be paid. Thus, widi additional material from ihe Patent Rolls, it is 

possible to follow ihe disbursement of much of ihe inccane f rom die ulnage. There were some 

entries which dealt with malpractice by ulnagers, or allegedly fraudulent sales of cloth, but this type 

of cntiy ceased after 1411. The Close Rolls were not used to enroU appointments. 

The existence of several series of documents relating to a Aicme enables them to be examined for 

consistency. A l lhou^ each may be internally consistent, it is necessary to consider whether ihey 

relate to each other and how complete ihey are. In particular, can the Fine RoHs be used as a basis 

for studying the appointment of ofScials or are its records seriously Sawed in some way? The 

Ulnage RoHs contain the records of returns rendered by ihe ulnagers and are dierefbre likely to be 

die most complete record of servir% ofGcials. They can therefore be taken as the yardstick against 

which olher records could be measured. The Fine Rolls were tested gainst the Ulnage Rolls. A 

san^le of 65 enrolled items selected &om the two Ulnage RoHs was examined, and there was a 91% 

match of names. That is, 59 of the 65 men whose names were on the Ulnagc Rolls were ihe names 

lhat could be e]^)ectcd from the data in the Fine RoUs.̂ ^ The mismatch arises either because men 

to whom ofGce has been granted and aldiou^ iheir grants have been enrolled, they have not taken 

up their office, or because men to whom office has been granted have not had their grants enrolled. 

The match between the Fine Rolls and the Ulnage Rolls is close e n o u ^ to allow the Fine RoHs to 

be used with confidence as a source document for the names of office holders. A complete match 

does not exist, but ihe match is sufGciently accurate to form a basis fcom \(diich conclusions may 

be drawn. 

In order to determine the amount of revenue the directly-employed ulnagers collected, it would be 

necessary to extract the details from the two Ulnage Rolls. They have not been calendared, and this 

task was not attempted. Therefore ihe money collected when there were direcdy en^loyed 

ulnagcrs has not been ascertained. The position when the ulnage was farmed is different. The 

amounts of farm were not included on the Ulnage Rolls, but the amount of farm was stated as part 

of the grant of farm, so they are known from published sources. Because the Fine Rolls have been 

found to be reasonably complete, it is justifiable to calculate the amount of revenue that was due by 

taking the size of each farm and adding them up. This gives a measure of the income during the 

years ^xdien the ulnagc was firmed but not at olher times. It seems 

The selection was made by taking the last entiy on the 6ont of each membrane of the Ulnage RoH This gave a 
random selection of places and an even spread across tiiiie. These names were checked Ic see if they were the 
names that could have been cxpected to make the retrains if the Fine Rolls were accurate and complete. Two items 
contained trivial discrepancies between the Ulnage Rolls and the Fine RoHs but they do not af&ct the validity of the 
Fine Rolls. In addition, six men, whose appointments were not enrolled in the Fine RoHs, had made retums which 
were recorded in the Ulnage RoHs. Four of these six 'missing' men came from the period 1396/7. 
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likely that the farms were paid in fWl, without discount. Certainly this seems to have been 

the case in Hampshire. Therefore it is possible to make a realistic estimate of the size of 

income which the crown expected to receive from the u l n a ^ by adding up ihe amount 

expected from each farm. The income from the ulnage and the uses to which it was put, are 

discussed in chapter 2. 

Thus there are four sources of material in the Public Record OfRce \Hiich between ihem can 

be used to build up a picture of the administration of the ulnage. They exhibit internal 

consistency, and ihey can be cross-referred in such a way as to give confidence in them as a 

reasonably accurate body of source material. There are sufEcient records of the ulnage to 

enable a detailed study to be made of ihe admimstoition of the ulnage. They provide an 

opportunity to examine the administration of an excise duty in fifteenlh-century En^and. 

The lack of sufficient itemised returns prevents a detailed longitudinal study of taxpayers 

being made, nor does iheir absence permit a minute study of the variations in manufacturing 

output. Nonetheless there is sufScient detail to enable long term trends to be considered 

and they allow the distribution of the industry to be observed. They also provide e n o u ^ 

information about the administrators to enable a study to be made of the people involved in 

administering the tax, and the records show what was done with the money once collected. 

Finally, there are some particular returns with names of taxpayers. From these sources some 

conclusions can be drawn about the organisation of the woollen do th trade. 
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Chapter 2 The Revenue 

This chapter is concerned widi the revenue of ihe ulnage. In die 5rst part of the chapter, the 

income from the subsidy and ulnage will be examined. Initially the outline structure of die 

administration will be considered. Then attention will be paid to the amount of money which 

the ulnage provided for die crown, and some attempt made to consider whedier the Sgures are 

compatible with other contemporary sources. An examination will be made of which parts of 

the country were the sources of the revenue, and what changes are apparent over time. This 

wUl be followed by a detailed study of the revenue from Han^shite. In the second part of the 

chapter, the evidence for (he use that was made of the revenue will be examined. It will be 

shown that the money was mosdy used by die king for payments to members of his household 

staff. 

Income 

The most conspicuous 6ict about the ulnage and subsidy on clodi is what a small tax it was. 

Nonedieless it was deemed use&l to hard pressed royal purse-keepers and a continuing efGort 

was made to collect the money. It rarely produced mote than ;g800 in any year between 1394 

and 1485, and often the annual income was nearer ^ 0 0 . This figure can be compared with (he 

annual average of ^24,000 received from (he customs during the 1460s, as it had been in Henry 

VTs reign.^ To a modem mind, the &ct that no e f b r t was ever made to increase the rates of 

duty, or extend the range of cloths included in (he tax net, is quite extraordinary. It is as thoug)i 

an equilibrium had been achieved, which would continue, providing that nothing happened to 

disturb it. Had a push been made (n increase or extend the taj^ parliament m i ^ t have 

wi(hdrawn it altogether. It may also have achieved public acceptance because of the ulnage 

elemen(, or the "weights and measures" aspect, of (he duties of the ulnagers. 

Without making detailed extracts from the Ulnage RoUs, there is no way that (he national 

income from (he ulnage can be determined in (hose years when the ulnage was collected by 

direcdy employed ulnagers. However the ulnage was farmed for about (hree quarters of the 

years under review^ and (he size of the farm fises are shown in the Close Rolls. Therefore it is 

' Charles Ross, iifAwW71'^(London, 1974) p.373. 

^ Appcndii 21 gives a resume of which type of employment oFulnager was common at which times. 
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possible to make reasonable estimates of the income for most of the years in question and it has 

been demonstrated in chapter 1 that the enrolments in the Fine Rolls arc a good source of 

information about the holders of the farms, and by inference, the contracted amounts of farm 

fees are the amounts paid. Farming became commonplace from ] 403. For those years when 

farming was the predominant method of collecting the ulnage, there were no years when the 

total income from farms was below ;(600, and most often the figure was above ;;(700. Thus the 

Exchequer could usually expect revenue in the region of ^^00 per annum from this subsidy. As 

was stated in Chapter 1, Lord Cromwell calculated the income f rom the ulnage in 1433 as ; ^ 2 0 

lOs Id, a sum which was the equivalent of a production for the market of 38,426 cloths."^ While 

considering the small size of the ulnage, it is worth noting that the average size of farm was 

slightly in excess of [̂32-* 

Changes in the size of farms must be taken as indicators of long teem trends, because farms were 

let for several years at a time, which would have meant that the Exchequer would not have been 

affazted by short term changes in levels of production. There were changes but a there was a 

considerable degree of continuity in the farms of individual counties over the years. This 

demonstrates cleady that the ulnage returns were not sensitive to variations in trade, except at 

the macro level, and cannot be i;ised, as are the Customs Egures, to show detailed fluctuations iu 

trade patterns. 

Nonetheless, there were sufficient variations in the farms of the ulnage to make it worth 

following them through and discussiog possible reasons for changes. Until 1394, farming the 

ulnage had been commonplace. Then the work was undertaken by men who were directly 

answerable to the Exchequer, although a number of farms were let in 1399 by Richard II. These 

farmers did not last long as Henry IV reverted to direcdy employed ofGcials. Farming was re-

established as the normal way of administering the tax 6:om 1403, and most of the tax was then 

farmed until 1464-5, when the administration of the ulnage passed to Approvers. Farming was 

re-introduced in 1477/8. 

^ H.L. Gray, "Tlic Producnon and [ixpoitadon oF English WooUcns in the I'ourtccndi ccntucy", Rafiw XXXIX, 
(1924) p.l3 

I tins was derived liy mking rhc Farm For ciich county- For cich year in whici) Emn wai! payaljlc, finding Mic sum oF chosc 
ligiitw, and rlicn calciilxMng rhc arirlimcfit: mean, i.e. a wci^hrcd [r is made oFa Few counlics which were suhsninrially 

rile aver:i)^. and many whicli wen; licltiw. 
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Farming had been completely abandoned in 1394. On no future occasion was so complete a 

break with the past achieved,^ and some farms, at least, can be found in all the years from 1398.'' 

In 1399, twelve farmers were appointed, in June, by Richard 11. These farms had very high rents 

so probably arose from an urgent need for funds by die king.^ None of these specific 

appointments of Richard was renewed by ± e incoming Henry IV, although some pre^'ious 

ulnagers were re-appointed by Heniy. This may be coincidence, but it lends credence to the 

suggestion that there was an overdy political element in the appointments made by Richard II in 

June and July 1399. 

There was a tendency for the income firom 6rms to rise between 1403 and 1456, which suggests 

an overall improvement in the English cloth trade in the 6rst half of the Sfteenth century. In the 

1450s the farm rents reached heights in excess of ](800 for the whole counti]\ However, the 

market seemed unable to sustain farms totalling ;(]800, and the income fell away. The drop in 

farm income came about pardy because the farms were let at lower sums, and partly because 

grants of ofEce of types other than farms were made. In 1479 and 1480 when farming had been 

restored, the farm rents totalled more than ^(800 which was equal to the peak of the 1450s, but 

then dropped by about ^^100. This could be because the fees were set too hig^, or there could 

have been a downturn in trade. A note of caution is needed, because the enrolments of grant 

seem to be incomplete for the 1480s and it would be unwise to draw conclusions about the 

volume of trade on that evidence. It seems likely that some of the farm fees may have been set 

too high when farming was re-introduced. One example that the new fee may have been set too 

high can be seen in Bristol In 1459 the farm for the ulnage of Bristol had been and when 

farming was re-introduced in 1478 the fee was ^64. In 1483, the farm plummeted to Is 8d,^ 

which probably indicated a major reduction in output 

Such then is an outline of the changes in the basic administrative methods used for collecting the 

ulnage in much of the Efteenth centur}'. Except where extracts have been made of material in 

^ In geneaWK 6anea seem to hive been summadly dispossessed, but one, Thomas de BrouneOete, was con îensated^^ He hid 
been granted the 6im of the uloage of Yodc, Northumbedand, Cumbcdaod and Westmoicland at a rent of This fee had 
been Kduced to as a -̂ay of making him a grant of and he was compensated for the loss of this income. Ca! 
% p.528 1394 Nov 25. 

(Tlie Erst tcvccsion to 6miing %-as made in 1398 when John .,^otd of Ipswich was appointed &rmcr of SuRbtk at a cent of [̂54. 
CkZFiwKo&XZ, p.255 1398 Apr 26. 

' Tlie annual 6rm fee was to be paid in two instalments, at I^tichaelmas and Easier. Thus ulnage let to 6tm in June or July would, 
in theon' produce income (or the king in tlie autumn. 

7^J2-Mi$f,pp2]9-20 1459 August26; XXI. 7V7;.;W,p.l55 1478June 5. pJ258 14&3myl9. 
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the Ulnagc Ru]!*, or their associated particular returns, the only figures available are tliose for the 

years in which the ulnage was farmed. ITierc are sufGcient of these to allow much useful 

information to be gleaned. Tlie brief oveniew of the movement of tliese fees provided abo^'c 

will act as a reference point against which a more detailed survey can be undertaken. 

Before considering in detail the changes io the income from the ulnage, the external 6ctors that 

may have affected production levels need to be considered. The re-oiganisation of the ulnage 

administration in 1394 took place against a background of a buoyant cloth trade. Richard n was 

by then an adult and experienced king, who was to lose his throne some Eve years hence. The 

fifteenth centur}^ opened with Henry IV establishing himself on the throne. His son, Henry V, 

succeeded him and then died prematurely, lea^wg an i n f ^ t to succeed him, and the country' to 

sufikr the difSculties of rule by an uneasy alliance of nobles. Henry VTs own rule was subject to 

various limitations, some of which directly affected the ulnage, as will be shown later. In the 

1450s he went mad, and irr 1461 was replaced by Edward IV after a successful rebellion. 

Edward's reign was interrupted around 1470 by insurgeng^, although he regained the throne in 

1471. Such then was the poEtical background against which the ulnage was being collected. 

Whatever the impact of the political factors on the buoyancy of the cloth trade, it was clearly 

bound up with contemporary economic factors. It is generally agreed by historians of the period 

that there was a 'great depression' in the middle of the Efteenth century, although the decades in 

which this is deemed to have had effect vary according to the material studied. That said, all the 

writers on the subject include the 1450s and 1460s in the depression period. There is evidence 

of a time lapse where ulnage farm fees were concerned. They continued to rise in the early 

1450s, presumably based on the successful years of the 1440s, and then dropped sharply when 

farmers realised that the proEtability of their farms was less than they had hoped. 

This drop in ulnage income represents a signiEcant retrenchment in the cloth industq^ What 

caused the drop in income? There were long-running disputes with Duke Philip of Burgundy,^ 

who banned the imports of E n g ^ h cloth at various times in the thirt}^ years from the late 1420s 

as one of the options available to htm to make his displeasure apparent. These bans were not 

wholly effective, but they certainly did nothing to improA'e England's export trade in cloth. The 

end of the war with France and the loss of Gascony in 1453 closed another market, until a 

(roronro,1972) pp.164-6. 
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peacc treaty was signed with France in 1475. As if disputes with two of the country's trading 

partners were not e n o u ^ , there was conflict with the Hanseatic League which reduced trade in a 

third sphere. This dispute was settled by the Treaty of Utrecht in 1474. Jt is noticeable that farm 

fees increased around 1480, which suggests that peacc was beneficial to the cloth trade. 

The other possible cause of wide economic depression was shortage of bullion. The tuUionists' 

argue that trade in general was stultiEed by a shortage of coin. One of the measures taken to 

counter this problem, was a re-coinage instigated by Edward IV in 1465. Unfortunately, the re-

coinage took place at the start of a pedod when the ulnage was no t farmed, so it is not possible 

to see what effect this had on farm fees. There were, however, complaints about the drop in 

ulnage income in the late 1460s and 1470s. 

Another possible way to test the validity of the ulnage Bgures would be to compare them with 

the Ggures for the exports of broadcloths. In an ideal world, the two sets of Ggures should be 

expected to move in the same general direction. The ulnage, when farmed, does not represent 

all the cloths which were produced, because the farmers collected additional money from which 

they paid their expenses and drew their proSts. The level of proEtability is an unknown Ggure 

and was unlikely to be static. Also, the ulnage farms were not a sensitive indicator of the state of 

trade, but were probably based on the state of the market in the years just passed. Table 2-1 

shows, as a graph, the relative number of cloths exported, compared with the number on which 

ulnage farm fees were paid. Only those years when substantial numbers of counties were 

farmed have been included. 
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Table 2-1 Comparison of Ulnage and Export Figures 

The customs figures themselves appear to fall into five phases, an early one up to 1420 with 

exports of cloths around the 30,000 mark, a period of increased trade around the 40,000 mark 

which lasted until about 1435. The next fifteen years, until about 1459, must later have been 

seen as the golden age because exports approached 60,000 cloths a year. After 1450 they 

dropped to around 35,000 which was better than the first twenty years of the century but worse 

than the succeeding thirty years. The 1450s and 1460s were the years when the great depression 

was deemed to be at its worst and relative to the previous fifteen years exports dropped 

substantially. Finally there was an apparently prosperous period from the late 1470s. However 

caution should be exercised in the latter period, as a number o f years have been omitted from 

the chart because the figures are not available. The apparent fluctuations may be the result of 

incomplete data and not of disturbed trade figures, although Margaret Bonney in her study of 

the export figures observed that, by the 1470s, there was a recovery and the numbers of cloths 

being exported had risen in volume. 

Margaret Bonney, "The English Medieval Wool And Cloth Trade: New Approaches For The Local Historian" The Lacal liistoricm 
22,aol(199Z)pp.l8^1. 
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]t would be reasonable to cxpcct the number of cloths presented for ulnage to be above die 

number that were exported, because some cloths would have been sold on the home market. 

The periods when exports of cloth ran well above the income from the ulnage probably indicate 

the period when farming the ulnage was particulady proGtable, because a smaller proportion of 

ulnage income had been remitted to the Exchequer in fees. On this assumption, the Grst 

twenty years of the Sfteenth century were not particularly proGtable nor were those of the 1450s 

and early 1460s. The export Ggures had been buoyant in the 1440s and were well in excess of 

the number of cloths on which farm fees were paid to the Exchequer. These must have been 

the 'golden years' for some of the ulnagers at least. The farm rents taken out in the early 1450s 

probably reflected the state of die market in the late 1440s, by which time the Ggures were out of 

date and the 'time-lapse effecf can be seen in the wa}' the farm fises rose in ihe eady 1450s, only 

to faU away again quite quickly as it became apparent that these increases no longer reflected the 

state of the market The 1450s, 1460s and perhaps die early 1470s saw a sharp drop in the 

number of exported cloths firom the hig^ figures of the 1440s, and by the mid-1460s the ulnage 

farmer's pro6t margins were much lower than diey had been. Edward IV was similarly unluck)% 

in that his perception and that of the men around him had probably been formed by the 

successful years of the 1440s. At some time in the late 1470s there was an increase in the 

numbers of cloths exported, back to Egures comparable widi those of the 1440s, and co-

incidentally this increase coincided widi the return to farming the ulnage. TZhus whatever 

dishonesty can be laid at the doors of the approvers, it must be recognised diat their penod in 

ofEce g^erally coincided with a depressed time for the broadcloth industry. 

Despite the fluctuations in production and export of woollen cloths, and periodic set-backs in 

the industr}% there was still a large volume of international trade in cloth. Dyer^^ has drawn 

attention to the fact that in the Sfteenth centur)", when the overall quantity of commerce tended 

to decline, there was, nevertheless, a hig^ level of E n g ^ h merchant acti^'ity. He attributed this 

paradox to the fact that the English merchants controlled a considerable proportion of the 

export trade, in particular the members of the Merchant Venturers' company who were 

exporting much cloth. He said that the hig^ point of merchant prosperity was 1400 which was a 

boom year which was followed by a decline in merchant wealth in the fifteenth century: and this 

decline was matched by a drop in urban rents. This pattern can be seen in Winchester where 

rents were collapsing in the 1420s and 1430s, and where the production of wooUen cloths had 

dropped substantially by the 1440s. It will be shown later that the largest merchants in 

"ChoftophetDyer, (Cambridge, 1990) p,194, 
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Hampshire in the 1460s were dealing in many fewer cloths than had their predecessors of the 

1390s. Howcv^er it is clear that there were local factors at work in Hampshire. Production fell 

signiGcandy in Winchester and this decline was not offset by the modest rise in production 

elsewhere in the County.'- This change in production will be considered in detail in Chapters 5 

and 6. 

The recession affected London in the mid 1440s and had its repercussions in die provinces. 

Nightingale quotes Colchester as one town which was hit by recession in the 1450s, from which 

it did not recover for the rest of the Sfteenth century ,̂̂ ^ so Winchester was not the only cloth 

town to suffo: severe decline. She points out that, as recession progressively affected the key 

towns of die realm, their hinterlands suffered from the lack of credit which the central towns 

could grant for commercial activity. If she is correct, it is apparent that the Hampshire cloth 

industry was atypical, because the volume of cloths presented to the ulnager rose slightly for the 

County, while being drastically reduced in Winchester. 

One of the uses of die ukiage records is that they provide Ggures which indicate die scale of 

broadcloth production of individual counties. Both HJL Gray and Herbert Heaton used ulnage 

6gures to rank the counties in order of importance. Gray particularly studied the Sgures from 

the earliest returns of the 1350s and 1390s '̂*, from which he produced two separate lists. 

Heaton used Egures from the 1460s^^ to list the counties in order, and these three lists can be 

compared with my own list formed &om the averages for the period between 1394 and 1485.^^ 

There are, of course, problems with comparing these four lists which are shown in Appendix 2. 

For example. Gray combined the Sgures for Wiltshire and Hampshire in die 1350s which has 

the effiKt of making Hampshire appear to be the premier cloth producing century in England in 

It would be interesting but not possible here, to study die degree to which the collapse of Winchester's cloth trade could be 
attributed to the bullion shortage and the inability of the traders of the City to gî -e extended credit. Pamela Niglitingale wrote 
that from tlie 1440s it was capital rather than enterprise that established men as grocers. Perhaps men with sufficient capital 
behind Aem did not see Winchester as a proStable place in wliich to in -̂cst. Pamela Nightingale, MaAW 

(London, 199^.p.477. 

Pamela Nightingale, A. Medieval Mervantik Commmtity, T/x Gmm' Compcnrf cmd the PoBlics and Trade of Lendon 1000-1485 (London, 
1995) p.4g2 

H2. Gtay, "The Production and Exportation of En^ish Woollens in the Fourteenth centurv", Hu/onW BnfW , 
XXXIX, (1924), p34. 

Herbert Heaton, K'w&n I P m r W ( O x f o r d , 1920) p.B5. 

The four lists will be referred to as Gray 1350s, Gray 1390s, Heaton and Merrick. Tlie Merrick list is an a\'crage of the figures 
ftom 1394 to 1485. 
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that dccadc. This conclusion is at ^^ariancc with the results firom the three later studies and 

seems somewhat unlikely. It is very difGcult to establish an accuratc ranking for the counties of 

East A n g ^ because of the continuous, but changing, grouped administration. Bridbury has 

suggested that Gray ignored '^the leading contribution of Norwich to cloth production" and that 

he minimised the output of London.^^ Gray's ranking of Norfolk and Norwich as thirteenth in 

the 1350s is consistent with Heaton's ranking it as fourteenth in the 1460s, and rather throws 

into question my own placing it as eighth. By contrast. Gray put Essex and Hertfordshire at 

eighteenth position in the 1350s, whereas the three later studies make them either sixth or 

seventh, which su^ests that industry increased there in the later part of tbe fourteenth centur^^. 

(It is quite clear from the ulnage Egures that the centre of cloth production lay in Essex and not 

in Hertfordshire.) 

Herbert Heaton^^ analysed the Egures largely fcom the returns rendered for the year 146&-9. He 

found that 5ve counties, namely Suffolk, Somerset, Yorkshire, Gloucestershire and Wiltshire 

accounted for 62% of the total production. His inclusion of Gloucestershire amongst the 

leaders arose because he included Bristol within die O^unty, rather than recognising it as a 

county in its own rig^t. Otherwise his conclusions match those that can be drawn by taking 

average Ggures over the whole period. Heaton observed that "more pieces were made in 

Northampton that in Norfolk" and considered that Norfolk was "quite secondary in the 6eld of 

woollen production". In this, his conclusions are at variance with those of Bridbury. 

The interpretation of the Ggures for London is problematical Gray ranked it as fourth in the 

1350s, whereas the three later comparisons puts it variously between ninth and thirteenth, which 

does not suggest that Gray under-rated London as Bridbury has suggested. Generally, the size 

of farms was steady, so that those few counties whose farms fluctuated widely must have had 

particular local factors at work, or diey were influenced by political rather than economic 

factors.^ ̂  In particular, the farm of London varied considerably so it is possible that political 

AR. Bddbuq'. zAf (Breton, 197^ p.33. At the ask of undue repetition, it must be 
stressed that the u l n ^ Ggures only relate to wooDen cloth and not to worsteds the manufacture of which formed an important 
trade in Norfolk. 

Herbert Heaton, (Oxford, 192Ĉ  pp.84-88. 

A drop in production is easy to engineer, because production simply ceases. A significant increase is much more difGcult. If 
looms were not already extant, they would hâ -e to be purchased, warp prepared and set up, and then thread for weft obtained 
and wo\'cn. Apart from the technical side of these acti\'ities, there %'as also the need to Enance the labour force during 
production and tliat could be a limiting 6ctor. 
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factors may piny at least as important a part as economic ones for that County.^ Gray did not 

use the figures from 1399 in his calculations, but relied on returns, so no distortion was 

introduced by the use of the at)'pica] farm fees of that year. 

There are other differences between Gray's figures of the 1350s and the three later comparisons 

in addition to those already mentioned. It is likely that they arose because there was a shift in the 

location of centres of production between the 1350s and the 1390s. For example, there are 

difGculties in explaining the Egures for Devon and Cornwall (These counties were usually 

paired for ulnage purposes but the major part of the production was in Devon.) Gray in the 

1350s and Merrick rank them as nineteenth and seventeenth respectively, whereas Gray 1390s 

and Heaton in the 1460s put them at eleventh place. The ulnage farm fees of these counties 

were very variable and it is possible there were some signiEcant local factors, perhaps in Exeter, 

which caused these swings in the Ggures. In 1403, the farm fi^ for Devon was (̂̂ 40.̂ ^ This 

figure was replaced in 1405 by one of ^10, which covered the two counties of Devon and 

Cornwall^ This amount remained in force until 1411, when the farm rose to ^(12 for two 

years.^ The administration of the two counties then reverted to a direct ulnager in 14iy^, and 

were not again farmed until 1436.^ At that time the fise was set at a Ettle over In 1458 it 

increased to close on After the period of the approvers, the counties were again 6rmed 

from 1478, but at a new fi^ of Thus the rank position of these two counties is heavily 

dependent on which years were considered and there must have been some powerful local 

factors at work. 

The other county which seems to have been subject to erratic changes in relative importance 

was Gloucestershire. In the 1350s it was ranked eighth, but the inclusion of Bristol meant that 

the Ggure was not strictly comparable with the Gloucestershire of later studies althoug): in the 

1460s the County alone was ninth. The other two comparisons. Grays 1390s and Merdck, place 

it at sixteenth or seventeenth. There seems to have been a change in the volume of the 

^ As win be shown below, some of the gonted by Richaid n in 1399 wem aboi-e (he pievailing for the county. 

RTRaA XH. p.l83 1403 Feb 4. 

^ RoAXnr, / j , pp,9-10 1405 Nov 1. 

^ CaZ iWr XnZ, / jOJ-M p.l95 1411 12 

Gz! XTT/', p.l2 1413 Mar 22 

1436Jun20. 

a; X7X. p.218 1458 Nov 24. 

^ CaZ Am AoAXXZ. p.l55 1478 June 5, 
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production of woollens in the County around 1450. Before that date, the ulnagc fluctuated 

between ^ and then in 1451 it increased to ^12^ and in 1452 it jumped to ITie 

farm then remained at around ^(20 until an approver was appointed in 1466. When farming was 

again introduced in 1478, the farm was set at ^16.^ 

These four lists of the relative importance of the different counties show cleady that the cloth 

trade of Lincolnshire declined after the 1350s, when Gray put it in sixth place. By the 1390s he 

found that it had dropped to 13th, while the other two studies put it around 20th (out of about 

28). The ulnage farm dropped &om about /[13 in the eady part of the Sfteenth century, to about 

^6 at the end of die 1470s.^^ Even so, the County was not administered as a whole until 1454. 

Before that date, Lincoln and its constituent parts were either administered separately or grouped 

in various combinations. This pattern of separation followed by coalescence, together with the 

drop in farm fiK, suggests that there had once been a flourishing industry which could support 

separate ulnagprs, their offices later being amalgamated when the previous arrangements were no 

longer viable. It is probable-that there was also a decline in woollen cloth production in the 

counties of Staffordshire and Nottinghamshire in the Grst half of the Gfteenth century because 

die value of their farms declined. Since the national trend during those years was for a gentle 

rise in average farm fees, a decline in fees can only be indicative of a decline in production, both 

relatively and absolutely. 

Apart &om the increase in Essex and Hertfordshire, referred to above, these lists show that 

there were other shifts of trade in the late fourteenth centur}% For example. Gray placed both 

Somerset and Yorkshire lower in the 1350s than is found in the other three lists. The other 

three put Somerset as the largest producer in the country and Yorkshire about third. Gray's list 

for the 1350s is at \'aiiance with the other three in many respects. This may be because of flaws 

Ca! m r p,194 1451 July 7. 

^ Rw p ^ 5 1452 July 11 

M7f-74fJ,p.l55 1478June5 

Thcii manuBctunng bases wcK not laige to start with: the highest 6nn of any of this group was the ^8 paid for Holland 
lincolnshiiE in 1413. {CaL Fine Rails XR^', 1413-1422, p.8 1413 A lay 9.) By 1444, the fiimi for Boston and Holland had fallen 
to ^ 13s 4d. It is not possible to follow the indK-idual history of Boston, for later in the century the County came under ihe 
aegis of one ulnagpr and tlie 6rm was therefore no longer qieciSc. l^iaigaret Bonney noted diat "Boston was 'mined by the 
coHapsc of the foreign trade in wool' and the ^ne i^ trend of English o\'crseas trade in the later medic\-al period was away from 
the east coast ports in favour of the capital". Howe\-er tlie collapse of the export wool trade would not necessarily bring about 
the collapse of the woollen production industr}'. It may be that die economic stability of the region was undermined by the loss 
of the wool trade so that cloth production could no longer be Gnanced, but the pR-o are not necessarily linked. Alargaret Bonne)' 
"The English mediei'al wool and cloth trade: new approaches for the local historian" Tik 22, no 1 (1992 Feb), 
pJ7. 

Phoebe Aietrick Chapter: 



4() 

in the figures he was using although Bridbury considered Gray's Ggurcs to be reliable. Bridbury 

questioned whether the figures of the 1350s were affected by the closeness of the Black Death at 

the end of the 1340s. If this is the case, the figures were affected differently in different parts of 

the countr)'.^- The variatioa is more likely to arise from a change in the pattern of production 

in woollen cloth manufacture between the 1350s and the 1390s. 

Thus figures are available which enable the reader to establish the relative importance of the 

d i f f a ^ t counties and their changes over time. The same figures have been used to establish a 

framework within which the contribution from individual counties can be considered. Because 

lists have been compiled showing the chief cloth producing counties, it is possible to examine 

the relative status of the more important counties. The Table 2-2 below is an extract &om the 

list of counties using averages of their farms between 1394 and 1485. There are weaknesses in 

the figures. For example, it is assumed that farms are equally pro6lable and that the Ggures are 

not distorted by wide variations in the proEts made by farmers. As has been explained, the list is 

broadly consistent with that of Gray for the 1390s and Heaton for the 1460s but somewhat at 

variance with that of Gray for the 1350s. The list produced below is not sensitive to vacations 

over time as it is compiled from average 6rm fees for the whole period. The medieval practice 

of granting them severally makes the ranking of East Anglian counties particularly difEcult and 

there is a d ^ e e of estimation involved, but the general conclusions are valid. Ranking the 

counties in order of magnitude of woollen cloth production, the chief counties are: 

Bridbug', (Bngt]ton,197^pJ3. Bcidbur) quoted Gov's Ggutes to sl)o% 
that by the end of die fourteenth ccntun" sometliing like ten tliousand bioaddoths ^-ere remaining in England, twice as many as 
at [he beginning of the centur)- despite a reduced population. Howeier, he offered no opinion about which people able to 
aftbrd to buy thege additional expensive cloths. 
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County Average Grant of Farm 

S o m e r s e t E131 1 4 s lOd 

W i l t s h i r e E84 1 9 s 2d 

Y o r k s h i r e E76 4 s 5d 

S u f f o l k >E75 Os Od 

B r i s t o l E61 1 2 s Od 

E s s e x >240 Os Od 

W a r w i c k s h i r e 237 1 7 s 2d 

N o r f o l k 231 1 8 s Od 

London E30 1 6 s 7d 

H a m p s h i r e E30 1 6 s 5d 

Table 2 -2 Chief Cloth Producing Counties as Dctrrmincd by the S ize o f their Farms 1394 - 1485 

Beadag in mind diat the mean of all grants was 4s Od, it is apparent diat the bulk of (he 

woollen cloth trade was bom by seven counties, Somerset, Wiltshire, YoAshire, Sufklk, 

Bristol, Essex and Warwickshire, with fair contributions 6 o m Nor&lk, London and 

Han^shire.^ Over (he 94 years of (his study, (he income &om farms can be estimated at about 

^ 1 5 2 0 . ^ In all there were 54 places, or combinations of places, for which ulnagp 6ucms were 

granted, but most of the income came &om about 15 of them,^ and the 10 places on this list 

contributed over half (he income. 

Of (his sum of ^1 ,000, the farm income from Somerset contributed ^ 2 2 1 or 14% of the total 

and (hat sum was collected in (he 56 years when Somerset was &cmed sepamtely. In addition, 

(here were 16 years when Somerset and Dorset were joindy Gumed, and another (̂[1662 was 

raised. Dorset on its own only accounted for ,^715 over a period of over 50 years, or a tenth 

(he amount of Somerset, so (he joint farm income must have been generated mostly &om 

Somerset. Despite the much greater revenue involved in Somerset, no town in diat County 

ever paid its 

Altogether there were 54 counties and towns for which grants were made, but they were not all mutually exclusive. For 

example, Winchester had a separate grant in the 1390s, but was later combined with Hampshire. 

^ These figures relate only to the income fK)m farming. In addition income was sometimes raised by ulnagers directly answerable 

to the Exchequer. Thus the Hgures will be understated, but the proportions will be generally valid. 

deleted. 
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ulnagc separately to the Exchequer, which suggests a tnuch more diOuse industry than diat of 

Dorset, where Sherhoume was ulnaged separately for some years. 

Wiltshire was the County which paid the next largest average farm. Salisbur)^ was usually 

spedGcally mentioned within the grants for Wiltshire becausc the town had been administered 

separately before 1404. From payments spread over 68 years, the farm of the Wiltshire ulnage 

produced ]^5824 or 11% of the national farm total By comparison, Hampshire's contribution 

over a period of 70 years was ^(2215 or 4%. Bristors farm fees amounted to ;(4257 for the years 

in which it was farmed. These Egures can be combined to build a picture of a h i ^ qualit)' 

woollen cloth trade based on Somerset and Wiltshire, and Bristol, with an ovedap into 

Hampshire. 

There was a centre of activity based in East Anglia. It is not as easy to identi^ the relative 

position of the individual counties as it was with those of the south-west, because the farms were 

usually granted to clusters of counties which rarely lasted for more than 20 years. It would seem 

that die busiest county was probably Suffolk followed by Essex, and then London and Norfolk. 

The difEculties of interpreting the London Ggures have already been outlined. 

Yorkshire was a major centre of the woollen cloth industry, particular around York itself but 

other towns in the County produced signi&cant numbers of cloth. Finally, and on a much 

smaller geographical platform was Warwickshire. Since the County paid /^2307 in 64 years, or an 

a v e r ^ farm of about ^[36 per annum, the density of cloth production in the County must have 

been considerable: it was undoubtedly centred on Coventry. Warwickshire is considerably 

smaller than Hampshire, and yet the average farm was greater by about ,^4 10s Od a year. An 

examination of Particular accounts within the various counties would give an indication of how 

the industry was distributed within each payment area, as will be shown later for Hampshire. 

M F a / w 

This section intends to look at changes in fees and to consider the counties where such 

changes took place. In 1394 farming had ceased, and the Erst subsequent farm was granted in 

1398.^^ In 1399 a number of counties were let to farm by Richard II. The fees were set much 

higher than was found subsequendy. This may have been because they were based on the 

^ G;/ f w f AJ, p.255 1398 Apo] 28. The Ann of SuOblk was granted to ]olin Arnold of Ipswidi, for ten yeaa, at 
a of per annum. 
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incomcs rcceivcJ in the successfu] years of the 1390s, or it may be that these large farm rents 

represented an attempt by Richard II to raise money quickly in ^'iew of the challenge to his 

government: therefore they may represent gifts to the king. There is evidence, partly from the 

ulnage records themselves, that there was a sharp downturn in production between 1399 and 

1403. Thus these h i ^ fees might have been reasonable when granted, but ceased to be \'alid 

within a very short time. Six counties stand out as places where 6 e 1399 farm was signiEcantly 

greater than when the farm was next granted. The figures are shown in the Table 2-3 below. 

County 1399 Farm Fee Next Farm Fee Year Of Next Farm 

S o m e r s e t E220 Os Od E106 1 3 s 4 d 1 4 0 3 

B r i s t o l € 1 3 0 Os Od E51 Os Od 1406 

L o n d o n 2 3 3 6s 8d E24 Os Od 1 4 0 3 

W a r w i c k s h i r e E61 Os Od E32 1 2 s 6d 1408 

G l o u c e s t e r s h i r e E20 Os Od 26 1 3 s 4 d 1406 

D o r s e t - E22 Os Od E14 1 3 s 4 d 1 4 0 5 

Table 2-3 Comparison of Farms in 1399 and those immediately succeeding 

These farms, granted in 1399, hardly lasted any time at aD, even if the farmers ever took up their 

offices. They were granted in June and July, and Richard's reign had ended by 30 September. It 

was not until 1403 that farming again became the normal way of administering the ulnage. It 

was possible to follow throug): the grants of farm fix)m 1403, and hence to study ihe income 

which the Exchequer expected to receive, and the variations. Ha^^ing established a national 

pattern of income, it then becomes apparent which individual counties deviated fixam this 

pattern, and to consider possible explanations. Changes in the amount of revenue brought in by 

farming could have arisen for two reasons. In some cases the number of counties being 6rmed 

was changed, some being farmed and others administered direcdy. In olher cases, the amount 

of farm 6:om individual counties mig^t change. Both factors influenced the amount of income 

from farming in the y@KS under examination. The section that follows examines ihe 

Tlie scltlemcnt of 1403 has been omined. Under tliat tlie 6irm wag set at 15s 6d for tlie Grst year and ^62 diercaAet. 
However die agreement only lasted 2'/: yc&rs. 
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fluctuations of ulnage farm incomc and the reasons for changc.^* Tor convcnicncc, the Ggurcs 

are examined in ten year units, starting from 1403. 

Henr)' TV started to appoint farmers in 1403 when he let 16 appointments to farm. This first 

tranche of farming raised rents of ;(̂ 661 and encompassed the bulk of the industc}'. Ch^er the 

three following years most of the remaining small counties were also let to farm. Bristol seems 

to have been the only substantial cloth producing place which was not included in the changed 

arrangements. The Grst farm for Bristol to be enrolled in the Fiae Rolls was granted in 1406,^^ 

althoug): it is possible that there had been an earlier grant which had not been enrolled. In 1404 

Northamptonshire reverted to direct management causing a drop in the overall national farm 

rent of ^(20.^ A peak of income from fanning was reached in 1412, when it reached the sum of 

^ 2 7 . 

The years between 1413 and 1423 brought in farm income above ;^00. The)^ would have been 

higher but for two places which ceased to be farmed. The Grst of these was Wiltshire, where the 

farm had been ^120^^ until 1413. In 1415, Wiltshire was again let to farm, but at a dramatically 

reduced farm of (̂̂ 80.'*- The Fine RoHs give no indication of what could have brought about this 

apparent reduction in die County's woollen industr) '̂*^ It seems likely that there had been a 

major alteration in the pattern of production in the years between 1408 and 1413. Whether this 

alteration was due to a shift in the t^'pe of cloth being produced, with more non-taxable clodi 

being made, or whether there was an overall drop in production, cannot be determined from die 

ulnage records. Their value lies in their showing that there was a change in output pattern which 

local historians may be able to explain. Despite the interruption caused by events in Wiltshire, 

die farm fees rose to a national total of ^ 1 9 in 1419. In 1423 Holland in Lincolnshire ceased to 

The Ggures used to make the calculations have been taken &om ihe giants of 6nm found in die Calendar of Fine Rolls. An 
assumption has been made that a grant continued to be valid until replaced by another giant. This is probably not correct in all 
cases, but is close enough to give an outline of the income 6om farms. 

CaZ fwf WU, p.lO 1406 Aiay 3. 

^ Xn, p jZ33 140+June 10. Vi/hcn 6aning was Esumed in the County, the Erst 6rm was (CzZ 
Xni. 7 p.224 1412 l̂ lar 12), and it was not until 1483 that tlie &cm ei'cn approachcd ,{20, 

GzZ RK XDT. j, pp.105-6 1408 ^lar 5, 

CjZ f iw ATT'I p . l l l 1415 Nov 8, but sec also p. l l l 1415 june 14, when dircctly appointed ulnagcrs were 
appointed. 

There is no hint that the 6rm rent was reduced as a Bi-our to the (amter, as may have happened in Y orkshire in die 1380s, (CzZ 
UPy-fj%p.528 13941\ov25.) 
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be Farmed,'^ producing a drop of /jB: with other smaller changcs the annual total came down to 

^ 0 8 . 

The decade between 1423 and 1433 saw an overall gentle rise in the amount of farm fees. There 

were minor changes in the total amount of fees. There was also a partial re-organisation of the 

arrangements in East Ang^a. Since 1403 the counties of Norfolk, Suffolk, Essex and 

Hertfordshire, togedier with the town of Norwich, had been administered jointly. Their farm 

rent had risen from ^[133 in 1403'*^ to (̂[140 in 1417.''^ The farm remained at this level until 1425 

when it was let at a fee of ;([128 7s The reason for the drop in fee, was that 6ve places in 

Suffolk, described in the grant as "towns", were to be ulnaged separately.'^ Their farm was let at 

a fee of ;(]12 3s 4<1, so the two grants togedier b r o u ^ t in slightly more income than die single 

grant had done pre^wusly. In other counties, there were a few small rises in the following years, 

including one of in Northamptonshire, from ^4 to nearly Althoug): small in money 

terms, this represented quite a substantial proportional rise. There was a drop of ^^33 in the total 

farm ia 1431 when London reverted to a directly employed ulnager for about eighteen months.^° 

By 1433 the national income &om farming the ulnage was ;(]733, and die following decade saw 

the farm income rise to ^(745. This was a period of considerable stability, when farm incomes 

hardly changed. Apart from an increase in London, the biggest change came about in East 

Anglia. The farm for Suffolk and Essex was increased from ^ 9 4 7s &d to ;(]100 7s 8d, and that 

for the 6ve towns was increased by one mark to ^[14 13s 4d.^^ In 1443, the farm total for the 

whole country dropped slig^dy to ^(743 because Holland ceased to be farmed for a year.^-

1423Jaa25. 

1403 May 12 

*5<:a(R«A,6Xn/;M/j).W2,pp.l54-5 1417Mafl. 

<7 XT/; 7^22-/4^0, p.l 13, 1425 Nov 25. 

^ CaL Fine Kjjfii 1422-1430, p.l14 1426 Mar 7. The 6vc "towns" were Lavenham, Great Waldingfield, Little Waldmgfield, 
Brent Eleigli and Acton. 

'K'(::^f%(BaAxn'';w/j-w;p.394 1421N0V12, G3Zf%fA,&xT/;w?2-wo,pp.i43-4 i4260ct i3 . 

^ fwK pp.6-7 1431 Feb 5, and p.7 1431 Jun 29. The man who had been koner, John Be3&endcn, 
ceased to be 6imef in 1431, and then became directly emplo -̂cd ulnaget foe a few months. A3& XT 7̂, p.6 
1431 Feb 5.). London's ^ -̂ithda -̂al from 6aning does not appear to hâ -e been caused by a drop in taxable output of cloths. 
Tlie implicaticn is that the change came about for other reasons. The ulnager appointed in June 1431, Robert Chan-ngrt-orth, 
subsequently became the 6rmer in 1432 at a 6rm of ](]35. (GiZ Fw( RoA JYT'7, p.7 1431 lune 29, and p.72 1432 
Feb 23.) In 1438, the 6rm (or London was increased to (GzZ F/w p.63 1439 Feb 16.) so the 
industi)- was increasing there in the 1430s. 

s: WZ-WJ, p.l55 1439Dec21;p.64 1439June 16. 

Cai Fiwf RgA %T'77, f4j7 y-WJ, p259 1443 28. 
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It was the dccadc between 1443 and 1453 that saw a dramatic nsc in incomc from ^^743 to 

This was an unsettled dccade, in which the farms of some counties increased dramatically, while 

at the same time those of other counties declined sharply. It was a pedod of polarisation in 

which the successful surged ahead, at the expense of others. Increases were made in the farms 

of Suffolk and Essex, which increased ficom (̂̂ 100 to in Gloucestershire, which increased 

fix)m ^9 to ;(20;^ in Wiltshire which increased from /^80 to and in Somerset, which 

increased fi:om ;(128 to ^159^^. There were also increases in Herefordshire and Worcestershire, 

although neither County was a kuge ulnage payer. Offsetting these increased farms were several 

that diminished. These included Dorset, Northumberland and Hertfordshire. In Dorset the 

farm dropped from (̂̂ 17 to although Sherboume was farmed separately for some years firom 

1440,^^ the farm rent received from there in no way compensated for the drop of ;(14 fixam 

the County. Northumberland was another count}^ which appears to have suSered a collapse of 

industry, albeit from a low tax base. In 1444, its farm dropped f rom 48s 8d to lOs.̂ ^ This was 

the Srst time the farm of cloths in the County had been below ^2.^^ Hertfordshire also dropped 

its fee by a significant per centage &om ,(^413s 4d k) ^(2 13s 4d ia 1448.^ 

The decade &om 1453 to 1463 is one of the most interesting because farm fees increased and 

then plummeted. There was a period of rise to j^807 ia 1455 and 1456, but the increase could 

not be sustained, and the total dropped to ,(^48 in 1457 and dropped again to ;([715 in 1459. By 

1463 the total income fixam farming was reduced to ,(̂ 620. Some of this drop can be accounted 

for because some counties ceased to be farmed. For example, in Surrey and Sussex no farmer 

could be found in 1457 and an ulnager was appointed on terms to be agreed with the treasurer, 

bringing a drop of ;(]20 in overall farm income.^^ A similar state of affairs arose in Warwickshire 

« GzZ H w p.61 1454 Aiar 3. 

54 GzZ R w ik&XZX, p.61 1453 Oct 15. 

CaLFhtc^lisXDC, 1452-14611454 May 9. (took effect 1453 ]une 24). 

^ Gz! p.61 1454 Mar 3. (took effect 1453 .Apr 1). 

14451un20;pp.l55-6 14401an4. 

^ CaZ fcK J, p.307 1444 Nov 10. 

^ The last time the County was mentioned in connection with the ulnage in die Fine RoDs w!ts in 1461, when the 6rm was set at 
12s 8d. It is possible that Northumbedand and the other northern counties, which produced i-er)- little ulnagc rc^-cnue, weic 
administered with Yod:shio:inlater\'cac. (SeeC;ZF/w}(a&XX./.^/-/V7y,p.25 1461 Nov21). 

GzZ 7 4 / J ? , p.106 1448 Nov 9. 

" XZX. p.200 1457 Dec 2 
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in 1461, when there was a drop of neady ^39 in recorded fazm income.^ The ulnage for 

London also contributed towards the drop in farm fises. In 1453 London had been Girmed at 

]g40, but again there was difSculty in Ending a farme]^ a l t h o u ^ by 1459 H u ^ Fylyn^ey had 

agreed to pay ^[27 13s 4d.'^ The most dramatic single cause of the drop in income from 

farming was b r o u ^ t about by a drop in the farm fees of Somerset: in 1458 the fees were set at 

only ,(jlOO, compared with the previous Sgure of ^159.'^ 

During the mid 1460s most counties ceased to be farmed and were administered by approvers'^ 

who were paid by the Exchequer. By 1473 only three counties appear to have been 6rmed, 

bringing in a total revenue of ^ 12s 6d between them"^ Even this 6gure is not certain because 

other arrangements may have been made which are not apparent from the Fine Rolls. During 

the disturbances of 1469 and 1470, several counties were let to farm but these arrangements 

did not survive past 1471. On (he whole the 6irm rents charged in 1470 are consistent with 

those found on either side of the years of the approvers, with the sole exception of Oxford and 

Bedcshire, where the farm was set at (̂̂ 30 in 1470^. It had been ^25 until 1463, and was set at 

^27 in 1478. 

In 1478, Padiament ordered the cessation of the use of approvers, and firming was re-

introduced. In that year twenty grants were made, the fises of which amounted to ^ 3 9 . The 

remaining approvers were replaced in (he following yeai; and the total 6 i m income increased 

to ;(732. Part of (his increase came about because the farm of Yorkshire was increased from 

j(}67 to a Egure which is consistent with the rents payable in the years before 1467. The 

sum due from farm fees appears to have risen above ^800 in 1480 and 1481, after which it 

dropped to ^ 0 1 in 1482, and below ^(700 in the last two years under review. It would be 

unwise to mate much of (he figures from 1482, i^tiien (he nation's administration was in an 

advanced state of decay. Not all counties appear to have had valid arrangements in those years 

p.24 1461 Jun 26. 

In 1457, Peter Bowman wis appointed approver and no kcm fee was received. (CaZ p.l75 1457 
Feb 9. (The role of approvers is outlined in chapter 3) In the kUowing year. Bowman took control as farmer at 13s 4d 
(G;/ Aw p.218 1458 Nov 30.) and in the following year he was replaced by H u ^ F^yngley who agreed 

to pay an additional ,[1. (Ca/ p.219 1459 Mar 12). 

« G:/ p.200 1458 May 15. 

For a descdption of the role of an approver, see pages 71 and 89/90. 

They were Middlesex which was Farmed at Lincolnshire at ̂ [6, Northumberland at IZs 6d. 

':7G,/Bw&,&%X;y^f;-N77,p.276 1470Nov l l . See also p.l40 1464;anl4;andCa/Km,R«/6.XX3; 7'^77-Hgj^pl55 1478 
June 5 

« Gw! p.l56 1478 Nov 24. 
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and the records arc not as clear as earlier. Nonetheless, it is remarkable just how much the 

administration did manage to continue despite the political troubles of the time. It is a sign of 

the strong central administration of late medieval E n g ^ d , that the tax gathering structure largely 

continued despite ci^il war. 

Quite apart from the general trends discussed above, there are three instances where the changes 

in farms were at variance with the general trend. They must reflect profound changes in the 

industry in the counties concerned, and as such are worth mentioning. In the latter part of ihe 

Sfteenth century, in Devon and Cornwall, Northamptonshire and Rutland, and Kent, 

dramatically atypical changes took place in the levels of farm which can only reflect changes in 

the level of production. The 6 rm of Devon and Cornwall was depressed in the middle years of 

the century, when most other places were flourishing, ̂  and then rose again after 1460 to a high 

of ; ^ 0 Is Od in 1483.^^ Before the 1450s Northamptonshire and Rutland had been farmed at 

rents of between ^̂ 5 and ;(]6. This increased to ^(7 6s 8d in 1454,^° and rose to ;(18 6s 8d in 

1478.̂ ^ There seems to haveteen a successful cloth industry there in the 1390s, for the farm fee 

in 1403 was set at ^(20, although the farmer only held ofEce for a f i ^ months. Kent was 

another County that appeared to prosper after 1460. Gray had placed Kent as third in his list of 

importance in the 1350s, whereas 6 e other lists put it at about twelfth. There was an increase in 

the farm of Kent between the mid-1460s and the 1480s, most noticeably in 1462, when it was 

set at j[20^^ as opposed to the ^15 that had prevailed since 1438. There was another change in 

1478y when the farm was increased to ^^26 13s 4d.^^ These three examples were so deSnitely 

against the trend, and so pronounced that they must reflect major changes in die levels of 

production in the counties concerned. It must be left to local historians to ascertain the reasons 

for these fluctuations. 

The Gnal section of the examination of the income of the ulnage will be devoted to a case study 

of Hampshire. Hampshire comes close to the national average in payment of ulnage fi^s so 

there are particular ad\"antages in examining its payment pattern in some detail The evidence 

For eiamplc, the in 1438 was let at ^ 6s 8d.; Gz/I pp.36-7 1438 Feb 20. 

Rg&XXZ. /^7 / . ;W.p .265 m S July 17. 

70 R w p.l03 1454 Dec 30. 

Fimf p.155 1478 lunc 18. 

1462Jan29. 

" pp.155-6 1478 Oct 21. 
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will be drawn from the Particular accounts associated with the Ulnagc Rolls, as well as the 

Ulnage Rolls and the Fine Rolls. By looking at all the material, it becomes possible to compare 

the si%e of farm with the money coUccted by the directly-cmploycd ulnagcrs. Firstly the returns 

for the years from 1394 to 1403 will be exanained, and ihen changes in the amounts of farm fees. 

Finally the period of the approvers will be compared with the later farms. 

All the returns have been examined, so it has been possible to see some of the detailed 

fluctuations of trade, especially in the first decade when all the money collected by the ulnagers 

was accounted for at the Exchequer. This provides a set of details not available at other times. 

The Ggures are not particularly easy to use because the returns are for widely varying lengths of 

time. However they can be used to calculate a nominal monthly rate of income for the period 

from July 1394 to August 1403. The details are set out as a table in Appendix 3. This table 

shows that the most obiwus fact about the Ggures is that, in the 1390s, the ulnage paid in 

Winchester, which included its suburbs and its soke, was about three times as great as that paid 

in ihe rest of the County. 

Nevertheless, within the decade from 1394, the figures for Winchester showed a decline. 

Although they fluctuated, the clear trend was downwards. In the Erst return, the annual rate of 

return was (̂̂ 46 16s 6d, but by the year ending September 1403 it was down to ;(]32 l i s 6d. This 

decline was not as large as that which took place by 1466/7, but it was an omen of worse to 

come. The Count)% outside Winchester, started off the decade with payments that were 

equivalent to an annual rate of ,(̂ 14 18s 2d and then diminished to ^(4 Os 8d in the year to 

November 1403. The County figures were especially liable to fluctuate and it is not possible to 

be sure whether this was as a result of a fundamental flaw in the method of calculating die 

annual rate of return, or whether the County's production was subject to large swings. 

The muddle in the Chancery in October 1399 is discussed in chapter 3, and an examination of 

the returns shows that there were six months when there was no ulnager for the County: 

^ t h o u g h there was an appointee in Winchester. It is probable that the City colorat ion ensured 

that the collection of the revenue continued, because it was the main beneEciary of the income. 

The Count}''s ulnage recommenced at the end of 1399, but at a new low level of an average of 

14 cloths a month.^'^ It can hardly ha-̂ -e been economic to maintain the organisation necessar}^ 

It is templing to wonder whether some of the cloths were not being ulnagcd in the County, but were brought into Winchester 
(or pa -̂ment. 
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to collcct the tax across tlic clotl-i-produciog towns oF Hampshire, cspccially with t)ic ccntrc oF 

the County being administered separately, 'line amalgamation of Cit}' and Count}' for ulnage 

purposes was becoming inescapable. 

In Winchester, a drop in the number of cloths ulnaged occurred in 1396 and then in 1402. In 

Salisbury, Wiltshire, there was a drop in the number of cloths ulnaged after 1400. Bddbur}'̂  has 

suggested that this decline in the number of cloths sealed by the Salisbury ulnager after 1400 

mig):t be because the cloths were being marketed at Westminster Fair rather than being sold in 

Salisbury.^^ However there was no increase in ulnage fees for either London or Middlesex that 

in any way compensates for the drop in ulnage from Wiltshire. It seems that there was a 

decrease in production in both Hampshire and Wiltshire around 1400. 

Winchester and Hampshire were not combined administratively until a grant of farm was made 

in 1404. (The administration of the ulnage in Winchester in the year 1403/4 is not clear from 

the records although it may have been farmed.) The two were administered joindy for the rest 

of the period under discussion. The Erst farm fee for Hampshire and Winchester was set at ^^30, 

which seems reasonable when compared with the combined ulnage income of ,(̂ 36 11 s 8d for 

the year 1402/3. The grants of farm are set out in Table 2-4 below. The increases and decreases 

of f ^ thereafter are largely in line with the national pattern, avoiding the extremes experienced 

by some counties. In particular the County was not the subject of aggressive bidding for the 

farm in the eadv 1450s, as was the case in some counties. 

A.R. (London, 1982) p.7'). 
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Year Of Grant Amount 

6 s d 

1404 30 0 0 

1409 30 0 0 

1413 32 0 0 

1415 32 0 0 

1422 32 0 0 

1431 32 0 0 

1432 32 13 4 

1442 33 6 8 

1462 33 6 8 

1 4 7 0 " 33 6 8 

1478 26 13 4 

1483 26 13 4 

1485 26 13 4 

Table 2-4 Size of Faim Fees paid for the Han^ahire Ulnage, including Wncheskr 

Between the years 1464 and 1478, the Hampshire ulnage was in (he hands of approvers in 

(somniotiTwidi the rest of Ibig^&ncL Tlie ap^rcovtMs Tvere recpaKsxi to sutwiBl dkaaikxi returns, 

a l lhou^ not all the returns were enrolled. It is possible, Aerefbre to con^are ihe income 

collected by the approvers with the farms on either side of this period as is shown in Table 2-5 

below. 

In 1470 Thomas Newby was granted the &rm of Hampshiie theie is no evidence that he took up the 
ofEce. See Ca/ Ro&; %% p.276, 1470 Dec 1. 

No retmn has survived for the year 1469-70 and John. Fadey should have submitted one for the year 1470-71. 
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Dates Period Revenue Annual Rate 

E s d . £ s d . 

1 4 6 6 - 6 7 1 y e a r 30 11 2. 30 11 2. 

1 4 6 7 - 6 9 2 y e a r s 54 7 8 . 27 3 1 0 . 

1 4 6 9 - 7 1 2 y e a r s 45 4 7;^ 22 12 3 ^ 

1 4 7 1 - 7 2 1 y e a r 27 3 1 1 ^ 27 3 1 1 ^ 

1 4 7 2 - 7 3 1 y e a r 28 2 8 . 28 2 8 . 

1 4 7 3 - 7 4 n o r e t u r n 

1 4 7 4 - 7 6 2 y e a r s 54 0 6 ^ 27 0 3W 

1 4 7 6 - 7 8 2 y e a r s 40 10 0 . 20 5 0. 

Table 2-5 T h e I n c o m e From T h e Years OF T h e Approvers 

The farm fees fof Hampshiir, before and after these years, were bigger than the annnmi rate of 

ulnage submitted to the Exchequer by the approver. The approvers were to be remunerated at 

the discretion of the Exchequer and the sums they received were not shown in the ulnage 

records. Farmers were found at the rate of ,(33 6s 8d before this period and at the rate of ^(26 

13s 4d after the period of approvership,^^ either the farmers were operating at a loss, or the 

approvers were extracting some of the payments. Since Richard More was the final approver for 

Hampshire, and then became its farmer, he must have known what the state of the industry was 

in the Count}\ and have decided that the proEts were worthwhile. This suggests that he may 

have been under-pa^'ing the Exchequer while he was approver. 

Thus the study of all the Egures available for Hampshire enables the details of trade Huctuation 

in the first decade to be observed. They reveal that Winchester's trade was in decline by 1400. 

The farm fees more or less follow the national pattern until the 1460s, albeit without the 

excesses experienced by some counties in the eady 1450s. The approvers collected less money 

in each year than the annual fees contracted by the famiers either side of the years of 

approvership. This may be because of the inherent dishonest)- of the approvers, but it may also 

reflect a period when the cloth trade was in the doldrums. The drop in exports in those years 

give at least partial credence to this explanation. 

Tlicre would luir been a problem if the farm of Hampsliirc was set: at Ics; tlian 40 marts, bccausc the cro%Ti was committed to 

pay diat sum to \^'inclicster, for tlie upkeep of its walls, from tlic ulnage mcome. 
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As has been pointed out, the correlation of ulnagc farm rents and the state of an individual 

count)^s woollen cloth trade was not a ver}' close one. Obviously, the (arm fee cannot be greater 

than the income, or the farm would not be taken up, and if much below the income, it is likely 

that there would have been competitive tendering, which would have b r o u ^ t it closer to a 

realistic market price. Inevitably, the fee would be based on historic information and would 

reflect the state of the industry that had just passed, rather than reflecting estimates of future 

trends. Thus the ulnage farm fees should be taken as an indicator of the state of the high-class 

woollen trade in a county along with other information. They are not sufEcient by themselves 

to show the state of the industry:, and probably reflect historic information, but they should not 

l i ^dy be ignored. 

Disbursement 

So far this chapter has been concerned with the gathering of the income from the ulnage. The 

records also show how much of the revenue was spent When the ulnage income was allocated, 

it was usual for the grant to be enrolled in the Patent Rolls or in the Close RoUs, or both, and 

these records provide the information upon which this section is based. Generally, but not 

invariably, grants were recorded in the Patent Rolls,^ and attachments in the Qose Rolls.^^ 

Most of the ulnage revenues were individually assigned to speciEc commitments, and usually to 

speciEc people for stated reasons. The mechanics of collection and payment are not generally 

apparent firom the ulnage records, but it seems that some, but not all, die revenue went to the 

Exchequer for disbursement there. The major exception to this was during the period of the 

approvers, who were charged with collection and payment of the money. This was a system by 

which central government could lose control of the revenue, and it did not last long. 

TTiis part of the chapter is devoted to a consideration of the uses to which the ulnage revenues 

were put. The revenues were individually allocated to meet speciEc commitments, rather than 

the king's income being a ^ e g a t e d and then his commitments met from the global sum.^^ The 

^ For example, Ac gtant to Robert Coton yeady from the ulnage of London was recorded ir die Patent Rolls. fa/. 
p.l08 1399Nor21. 

For example, llie order to die ulnagca of Wil,"shire to pay Gco%c Cliadclyche die sum of 100 marks vcadv (or life is to be found 
indicGaZGkjfRcA.HozM 1 4 ] 4 0 c t l 2 . 

The logic was presumably bâ ;ed on manorial income, in whicli dw incomes fiom specific estate holdings were dedicated to meet 
spcdRc needs. 
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section which Ebllows seeks to describe how the kings allocated their incomc firom the ulnage. 

After a brief section on administrative aspccts of the arrangements, which %-Ul be followed by a 

mention of the correction of errors, the chaptcr wUl examine tlie disbursements of ulnage 

revenue by each king in turn. 

The ulnage revenues were used to meet some of the smaller commitments undertaken by late 

medieval monarchs and their examination shows some of the expenditure necessary for the 

upkeep of the royal households. The Egures also provide an insight into the web of patronage 

by which the nexus of state was maintained. Some putative beneEciaries may have been unpaid, 

or only received their money after further action on their part, but the intention to pay them was 

there, and a study of those intentions will show what sort of commitments the kings regarded as 

appropriate. 

Throughout the period under consideration, most of the payments from the ulnage went to 

royal servants. These servants were not the baronial courtiers but strata below that; those who 

kept the royal household Amctioning in away appropriate for a Efteenth-century monarch. The 

recipients of grants fi:om the ulnage were yeoman and serjeants, not men holding hig^ of&ces of 

state. 

Accounting for the ulnage revenues was one of the duties of the Exchequer cleAs. Part of their 

duties was to gather in the revenue and then see that it was paid to the nominated beneRciary, 

but paid only once. The detailed allocation of income must have caused accounting problems, 

t h o u ^ they would have been well understood as this practice was standard for the royal income. 

Before money could be paid out, it would be necessary to ensure that it had been received, and 

not spent on something else. There would have been a need to keep records to show which 

ulnagers had paid money in, and for what time-period, as well as to maintain records of 

disbursements. In the last section it was shown that the farm of Hampshire in the late 1470s 

was let at 40 marks, aldiough the revenue collected by the approver had apparendy been less 

than this. Presumably the farm could not be let for less, because 40 marks per annum was 

promised to the City of Winchester. Thus, by implication, when farms were being negotiated, 

regard was had for the commitments that they must meet. A detailed study of the expenditure 

of the ulnage revenues for Oxfordshire and Berkshire is to be found in Appendix 4. 
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Needless to say, all did not go without errors and occasional problems, and their rccdGcation can 

be glimpsed in the Close Rolls and the Patent RoHs. Problems arose when payment of a grant 

was laid to a form of revenue collection that no longer existed. For example, in 1394, Henry 

Berkhamsted, king's esquire, surrendered his letters patent which had granted him his wages of 

y/zd a day and 46s 8d annually for his robe, because they were to be paid by the farmer of the 

subsidy of woollen cloths; the grant was no longer valid because "there will be no farmer thereof 

but only approvers and collectors".^ A similar problem arose with the annual grant to the Cit}' 

of Winchester, which foundered because the liability was laid to the farmer of the ulnage, and 

the post no longer existed firom 1394. Therefore, in 1397, the City was granted amended letters 

p a t e n t ^ ^ 

Some grants had to be replaced because of unsatisfactory drafting. The most common fault was 

apportioning only the ulnage, when in fact the revenue from both the ulnage and the subsidy 

would be needed to provide the fiill amount of grant. It seems likely that the tax was known 

familiarly as "the ulnage" and-recipients did not realise that the subsidy provided the major part 

of the revenue. John de Roche [1396]^-, William Bagot [1398]^^ and Henry Berkhamsted 

[1394]^ received grants &om the subsidy alone but these were atypical Grants agaiast the 

ulnage alone are found rig^t up to Richard Ill's reign, when Richard Scopeham, a yeoman of the 

crown, was granted 6d a day from the ulnage of Kent^^ Normally the shortfall was noticed 

soon after the grant was made, probably when fimds were insufEcient to meet the commitment, 

and then new letters patent were issued. For example, William Halyday had obtained new letters 

patent in order to receive his 13s 4d firom the subsidy and ulnage of Kent in 1413.^^ This 

was the whole farm of cloth revenue of Kent; so his grant against the ulnage alone was cleady 

insufScient. In 1439 Walter, Lord Hungerfbrd, had had to obtain replacement letters patent to 

rectify a similar error.^^ Some grants were charged against the revenues of ulnage, subsidy and 

moiety of forfeiture. Others were charged against the ulnage and subsidy and thus had no claim 

on any moiety of forfeiture due to the crown. This latter was an irregular source of funds but its 

W Ckz fazL , RirZr, W / - p . 5 1 4 1394 Nov 14. 

M Gzl f a : m n . p.73 1397 Feb 16. 

»: . By 77, p.9 13% July 8. 

GzZ fazL m Jf, p.427 1398 Sept 20. 

Gz: Pac p.514 1394 Xov 14. 

/W. RoA, 5(6' PI Rfir7//. p.457 1484 Feb 27. 

^ Gz! fa/. K, p.96 1413 Aug28. 

G;/ fa/. . 77* T--?, p.240 1439 Feb 10. 
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inclusion made for a more comprehensive claim on the revenues, l l i e Grst grant: of which 

included a claim on tlie moiet)' of forfeiture was made in 1438 to Thomas Haseley, a clerk of the 

crown of the Chancer)'."^* In 1439, similar pro\Tsion was made for Robert Coton, in lieu of an 

earlier grant made to him by H e n g Other grants followed this all-inclusive form and they 

became common, although not universal, in the years following 1444. 

Thus the ulnage, although a small tax, was not neglected by medie '̂̂ al administrators, who were 

kept busy ensuring that the revenue was received, and then seeing to the payment of the many 

recipients to whom it was granted. They dealt with occasional drafting errors, but on 1±ie whole 

the administration worked reasonably smoothly and it would seem that the people meant to 

beneGt &om the ulnage mostly did so. The uses to which the income was put by each king will 

be discussed below. Since each king had different pressures upon him^ the expenditure wiH be 

considered for each king separately. 

C y 

Apart from the grant to the City of Winchester, most of the grants made by Richard 11 in the last 

years of his reign were to his household staff. The grants made to Henry Berkhamated and John 

de Roche have been referred to above in connection with drafting errors. However, de Roche's 

dif&culties were not over, and the muniEcence of being granted 100 marks a year was somewhat 

overshadowed by the reality. The promised gtant was not paid to him and he therefore sought 

an attachment, which was enrolled in the Qose Rolls in 1397, and backdated to 1394,^ in order 

to obtain the money. He was not alone ia facing this problem. In 1395 Henry Berkhamsted 

had had an attachment enrolled in the Qose Rolls for arrears due from 1 October 1390,̂ ^ as did 

Roger de daryndon, a king's knig)it, who was owed three diffisrent sets of payment.^- The other 

king's knight of those years to beneEt 6:om ihe ulnage was William Bagot, who in 1398 was 

granted ,{^0 a year &om the subsidy of cloth of Warwickshire.^^ The grant had to be re-issued 

because the original was poorly drafted and did not specify where the money was to come fixam. 

Bagot then made doubly sure of his money, because, on the same day as the re-issue, the 

" p.188 1438 1. 

^ GzZ p.241 1439 Feb 16. 

w Gi! O,;; Rzl-yf, p.37 1397 Feb 17. 

" Ra6, Rzr n, / p.346 1395 May 9. 

/JP2-%p.355 1395jufi 16;p.446 1396Jan 14(twodiHereni:attachments). 

w , Ac //, p.427 1398 Sept 20. 
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attachment: was enrolled in die Close RoUs.̂ "* Tliere were only five attachments relating to the 

ulnage to be found in the Close Rolls between 1395 and 1399, and four of them showed 

payment se\^eral years in arrears. No other king served his annuitants so badly. 

The Rolls do not show whether Henry IV honoured the debts of his predecessor. H e 

continued the pattern of using the income from the ulnage pomarily to pay his household. 

Thus, in 1399, the ulnage and subsidy of Oxford and Berkshire were charged with per 

annum to Robert Mode of Oxford, his esquire.^^ Henr)^ IV used the ulnage to provide grants 

for four more men who were speci&cally identiEed as his household retainers.^^ He also made 

various re-arrangements of the source of his grants. He transferred the liability for some grants, 

originally made against other royal income, to the ulnage revenues. For example, in 1403, 

Robert Fauconer was granted 3d a da)̂  Ecom the d o A revenues - ulnage, subsidy and customs of 

York - "because the Sheriff is charged with so much that be cannot pay him".^^ In 1402 George 

Chadelyche's annual grant of-100 marks 6:0m the Exchequer was replaced by a ch^ge on the 

cloth revenues of VMltshire.^^ The payment of Ralph Pope's 6d a day was moved &om 

Exchequer to ulnage at about the same time.^^ Towards the end of Henry IVs reign, two other 

grants were transferred to the ulnage. These were die grants made to two of the king's servants, 

John Arondell^°° and Richard Cressy.^°^ These transfers may have represented administrative 

re-adjustments because there is nothing in the Close Rolls to s u r e s t that the original grants 

were not paid. 

Gkjy p.338 1398 Sept 20. 

" Gz/ Pa: p . l l8 1399Dec 1. 

Gz! Af. A16, BAy 7T/) p.l71 1410 fiiar 3, John Hawkeswell, king's esquiic; p.453 1413 Jan 21, Richaid Cccssy, 
king's esquic, scqeant of die king's halL 

Gzî  Gk/f Ho; 71/. 7402-^, p.60 1403 Apr 8, Richard Clidcrowe king's esquire; Ga! G&j; Hm TT/'i p.267 1412 
5 Ian 18. George Chadelyche. were payments to other people who may have had like status but dicir status was not 
mentioned in the enrolments. 

I" Gz! A& p.265 1 403 Jan 7. 

Gẑ  Pa/. Hmfl / , p.32 1402Jan 13, and replaced GzZ faf. RgA, H m f l / , p j58 1411 Jan 18. 

GaZ PoA , Hm fVOy-7-fOj, p.53 1402 Apr 1. This grant to Ralph Pope as a 'veoman of Ac chamber of die king's son 
the prince.' A pa)-ment to a servant in someone else's liouschold was unusual 

GzZ Piz: Hw/T/. p.327 1403Xov2, and replaced GvZ PazL Hm/T '̂  p.l46 1409Nov 13. 

iM Gz! Par. , Hm /T/j p.453 1413 |an 21. 
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Henry IV made the only grant to a woman who was not a queen that is found between 1394 and 

1446. This grant of ^[20 a year was made to Blanchc Chalouns in 1410.^°- No reason was given 

for this grant in her letters patent, so we cannot determine her role from these records. In 1415 

she obtained an attachment of money through the Oose Rolls with liability backdated to the 

accession of Henr}' 

Henry V did not have the advantage of coming to power as a result of rebellion and therefore 

more obviously inherited his fa&er's commitments to his household staff. He may, of course, 

have retained their sef\'ices too, but the ulnage records do not normally show this. However 

some payments were continued, including that to Blanche Chalouns noted above. Another 

beneSciary whose income was continued by the new king was George Chadelyche, king's 

knig)it He had been granted 100 maits for life on the subsidy and ulnage of Wiltshire in 1402, 

and this was renewed in 1411. His grant was attached in 1412 and the attachment was 

confirmed by Henry V in 14M. (It was confirmed again in 1423, at the beginning of Henry VTs 

reign.^°^ 

Generally, Henry made f i ^ grants &om the subsidy and ulnage, because most of the income 

went to Queen Joan, consort of Henry IV. However, in 1412, the ulnage was used to pay 

compensation to John de Skelton, chivaler, of 100 marks a year for his Scottish prisoner Mordac 

Steward.^°^ Henry V's few household grants were to two serjeants of his cellar, and to his 

minstreL^°^ In 1417 he granted ^^10 a year to his esquire, John Clement, charged to the subsidy 

and ulnage of Surrey and Sussex, which money was available after ihe death of WiUiam Balne 

fac , Ha, H/; 1410Jan 7. 

103 He, 1415 Aiay 26. 

1402Janl3;andC^PatA;&,Hw7T/;fW&/4/.f,p.358 1412Janl8; 
yA)j'.U,p.267 1412Jan 18; K pp.l43W. 1414 Oct 12; and Hw PT. 

p.32 1423 Alar 6. Does the 6ct that Chadelyche and John de Roche were each granled 100 madis as king's kni^t suggest 
that this was the "going rate"? Both k n ^ B were paid from the ulnagc of Wiltshi^, and Henr)' appears to ha\-e adopted the 
scabs of pa)-ment established by Richard II. 

103 , He? p.455 1412 Dec 1. The recompense was [̂51 13s 4<l, which is not 100 marks but 77. 

106 Pa/ p.96 1413 Aug 28, to William Halyday, kiig's ser\'ant, minstcci; GzZ Cikjf Ho; I-'l 
1413-1418, p.l51 1414 Oct 19, to TliomasCaundisshe and Thomas NeAvton, serjeants ofthc king's cellar. 
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who had been i cledc of his kitchen.^"^ In 1417 the annuity which had been granted in 1402 to 

the late Ralph Pope, was transferred to John Broun a "servant of die king's chamber''."" 

Because of the leagdi of Henry VPs reign, it is possible to examine in a more structured way 

the uses to which he put the income from the ulnage. Amongst his household expenditure, he 

made grants to his household sta% as had his predecessors. His gmnts went to both mmn and 

women. The male retainers were sometimes granted income from the ulnage direcdy, and 

sometimes granted the farm of the ulnage. The latter will be discussed in chapter 3. Henry VI 

spent some of the revenue on builders, musicians, and hunting dogs. He made grants to other 

members of the royal family, especially dowager queens, and he continued maHng payments to 

die City of Winchester, and to (he Priory of Witham Chartediouse at Hinton in Somerset. The 

ulnage revenues were occasionally c a u ^ t in a Parliamentary attempt to control royal 

expenditure, and in a similar vein were occasionally granted as a way of rlkrhafgimg royal debt;, 

but these uses were exceptional. 

Dyer described the heavy commitment die maintenance of a large household laid on the royal 

income when he wrote peace as well as war a h i ^ proportion of the lay aristocracy, and 

especially the gentry, received the fees or annuities associated with 'bastard feudalism'"."^ The 

ulnage was one of several sources of income with Wiich the king could reward his retainers. 

That the king's household servants needed the grants made to them was a 6.ct stated 

vociferously by themselves: In 1426 Henry VPs pages and grooms threatened to resign in a 

body because diey were not being paid.^^ Hie ulnage was used by Henry VI to pay a selection 

of yeomen of the crown, esquires for the body, yeomen of the chamber and serjeants at arms. 

Some of die recipients had their posts speciSed in their grants. These include the d e i t of the 

crown of the Chancery, Thomas Haseley, in 1438^^^, cledc of the signet, WiUiam Crosby, 

1 4 4 4 " ^ 

The giant to B&Inc had been cncoHed in the Patent Rolls 1416 Apr 14. and the money was te-allocatcd to Clement 1417 Feb 9. 
Pa/ Ro&O H«, 7 p.9, G:/ P.,: K p.62. 

Ggj! P«)! Ho, K p.l05 1417 Ape 28. 

J^ees paid by a lord to his retainers for prokssional services. Christopher Dyer , 

(Cambridge, 1990) p.46. 

"2 Ralph A. GrifKths, T& M (London, 1981) p.53. 

I" G:;! P*;! f j ) , I/]} p.lgg 1438 Mar 1. 

CW Pa;; Hm p.lgg 1438Marl. 

Phoebe Mendck Chapter 2 



60 

and Master Thomas Lyscux, king's clcrk and keeper of the privy seal, in 1453J''* In 1470 John, 

Bishop of Coventry, was granted ,^96 13s 4d, as keeper of the PriA ŷ Seal, during ofEce.'^^ 'ITiis 

grant was made by Henry VT during his brief restoration, as was the grant of ^(60 to John 

Plummer, knight, as keeper of the Great Wardrobe and must therefore be considered 

abnormaL^^^ 

Apart from payments to his own servants, Henry VI made one grant to a member of his 

mother's household. After her death, her cofferer, Thomas Bateman, was granted ^31 14s a 

year from the revenues of Somerset^ This grant was to replace other grants held joindy by 

Bateman and two other men. The grants made to the other two men had been made by Henr}' 

IV and Henry V, so it is likely that all three were eldedy, and that their grants were being 

transmuted into pensions, for which the ulnage was a suitable source. There is other evidence of 

pensions to eldedy retainers. In 1451 John Banham, late a master-cook of (he household of 

both Henry V and Henry .VI, was granted what must have been a retirement pension.^ In 

1461 this was specifically stated to be "on account of his age and blindness".^ Another case of 

a pension to an aged servitor was that granted to William Pope, in 1444, in compensation for the 

surrender of other grants and "more than 6fty years service to the crown including as bearer of 

the rod to the knights of the Garter".^^ This grant suggests a continuity of service by a man 

who had served Richard II and continued right through into the reign of Henry VI. It gives a 

^impse of continuit}^ to the crown as opposed to service to individual kings. 

One example of an of&cial who beneSted &om the ulnage income, having obviously earned 

recompense, was William Cotom. He had been a clerk of the Great Wardrobe, who was paid 

fi%]m the cloth revenues in 1440. This was a grant for life "in consideration of his having held 

without fee" for seven years "the ofEce of pun^eyor of workmen, carriage and materials required 

CaL Pa. Rnlls, Hen VI, 1452-1461, p.65 1453 Nlar 2; p.l52 1454 Jan 2. This latter grant partly resulted from a re-arrangement 
of finances because some of Lyscux's wages had previously come from the income of die Duchy of Cornwall, and the new 
grant replaced that source of his income. 

"5 fat p ?33 1470 Dec 19. 

Gz; faC , BA, TT''; Ha, M. W7./^77, p.237-8 1471 Feb 16. 

Rolls,HorI'7,W^-y'W/,p299 1439July23, p.364,1439Decl7;C^C&jfJ{«&p.227, 1439Jul23. IFBalemanhad 
served Queen Kathcnnc since her marnage he was probably of adi-anced -̂cars by 1439. 

Cal PiZL , Eak' p.510 1451 Dec 12. 

CaL Pa.'. Rolh, EdwU''. Hen H , 1461-1467, p.78 1461 Dec 10. 

120 PaL Rg/ir, p297 1444 Oct 1. Tlie note in the calendar states that the grantt was 'S-acated bcc*usc 
otlier^Tse in this A-eai''. 
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by the said wardrobe". It was agreed tliat he should be paid the same wages as the Exchequer 

records showed his predecessors to have had.'-' 'llie Close Rolls showed this sum to have been 

6d a day.'^ A ro^'al servant obviously needed a deep purse, or an excellent credit rating, in order 

to hold ofSce at court, if he were expected to serve for years at his own expense. Cotom was 

also granted "of the king's livery of coloured long cloth yearly for the winter and summer 

seasons". He was either an experienced civil servant, or had taken very sound advice in the 

drafting of his letters patent. The charge was laid to the income firom subsidy, ulnage and moiety 

of seizure of cloth revenues from London. By attaching it to all parts of the cloth tax income, 

there was no doubt that there would be snfEcient funds to pay him. Furthermore it was to be 

paid by the hands of "the farmers, approvers or occupiers". This ensured that, whoever was 

administering the tax collection, his claim on the income could not be denied by a legal 

technicality. Apart firom Cotom, who was a clerk of works, various other constructioa workers 

received payment from funds made available by the ulnage. In 1445 William Veysy a brickmaker 

with responsibility for repairs to the king's manors, was granted wages of 6d a day and per 

annum.^^ In the following year Robert Westedey was granted 12d a day.^^ He was described 

as king's serjeant but he was also a mason who was mastermason of the king's works. In 1451 

his grant was extended to include his riding costs when on ofBcial business and a robe of the 

suit of king's gendeman yearly. 

In 1444 the revenues of Bristol were charged with an annual payment of 40 marks to John 

Plummer, clerk of the king's chapel "for the exhibition of eight boys, while he has their 

keeping", and the grant was enrolled in the Patent RoUs. The attachment of this money was 

conGrmed in the Close Rolls two years later.^-^ Whether this charge on the royal income was a 

new innovation, or whether it was a new way of meeting an established liability, is not 

apparent:^-^ Prior to this grant, the revenues of Bristol had been committed elsewhere, and by 

1456 they were allocated to the Treasurer of the Royal household.^^ The details of the 

i:n , Ho; T/T, , p.481 1440 Nov IZ 

p.404 1440Nov 12 

Cd. PaL Rolls, Heit M, 1446-1452, p.365 1445 Jan 12. The attachment is found in QiL Close Rollr;-Hen T-'7, 1441-1447, p.260 
1445 Jan 12. 

1=4 Pat M p.22 1446 Dec 1. 

W M, p600-l 1451 Nov 11. 

7'W6-/'^J2,p.311 1444Nov4; W y - W 7 , p J 4 1 1446Mav30. 

The use of ulnage income to pay a musician was not new as die grant of £20 13s 4d made by Henry V to the minstrel William 
Halyday has already been noted, above. 

PaL , Hw 1/7. p.298 1456 July 21. 
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Treasurer's expenditure were not shown in the Patent or Close Rolls, so it is not apparent 

whether he continued to pay this particular grant. 

Another expenditure of the Rfteenth-century kings of England was on their greyhounds. 

Presumably, when parliament, in 1353, had granted the ulnage revenues to Edward III, they had 

understood the trappings of foyalt)\ and the use of the cloth revenues for the maintenance of a 

pack of dogs would have been regarded as a proper expenditure by a king. The appointment of 

Walter Strykeland in 1431 was fiinded Ecom the ulnage. H e was a king's esquire, who was 

appointed master of the king's dogs "called heirers".^-^ Strykeland was appointed following the 

death of Hugh Malgrave. Since this was the first occasion since 1394 that the revenues of 

Bedford and Buckingham are mentioned, it is not apparent whether they had previously been 

allocated to the expenses of these dogs. How long Strykeland continued in of&ce was no t 

shown in the records. In 1448, the Close Rolls showed speciEc payments for the dogs and their 

handlers, so it was possible to compare the relative costs of the men and animals needed if the 

king was to go hare coursing-in style.^^ Nicholas Redyng, who was ''the yeoman bemer of the 

ofEce of the king's hounds" was paid "4d a day for his wages and 3V4d for the cost of a horse of 

the king in his keeping by reason of that ofGce". The relative costs of horse and man make an 

interesting comparison. Robert Peverell, yeoman bemer and Robert Sand&rd, second yeoman 

bemer were each to receive 2d a day for life as wages as did the two yeoman veautrers^^^, 

William PeUer and John Tanner. Thus the expenses of these fbuu: men were individually 

considered to be less than those of the yeoman bemer's horse. Finally the two grooms "of the 

said ofEce" each received IVzd a day. These men were responsible for 36 running hounds and 

nine gre^tounds whose costs were set at %d each. The wages were probably reasonable by the 

standards of the time and they continued throughout the fifteenth centur]\ 

Thus Henry VI used the ulnage, as had his predecessors, primarily fiar his household expenses. 

In particular, he used the money to reward his upper servants, although some payments were 

made for other reasons. The ulnage could not entirely escape the financial disorder of the later 

Tliis word sounds like "haters" and presumably were used for hare coursing. Some of the dogs wctc greyhounds and others 
were described as running hounds. These may have been die greyhound crosses described in modem times as lurchers. Hare 
coursing might well appeal to a ten-year-old medieval prince, so die maintenance of this expense may not ha\'e been purely for 
shew. 

iw Gi! CW T/7, p.6 1448 Oct 27. 

1)1 Vczutres wcK keepecs of hounds. 
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years of his reign, but mostly it was too small a source of revenue to be signi&candy used as a 

way of paying pressing creditors. 

Finally, the uses Edward IV made of this source of income remain to be considered. Because 

he came to the throne as a result of rebellion and not of inheritance, he was not necessarily 

encumbered widi the debts and promises of his predecessors. For exan^le, during Henry VPs 

eady years it had been necessary to make provision for two dowager queens: Edward IV hcH 

no such commitments. However, he charged the ulnage with a payment of 100s 4d to John 

Banham on account of his age and blindness.^^ This was presumably the same John Banham 

who had been master cook of Henry VTs household in 1444 and had been granted a pension 

from the ulnage income in 1451. Thus, althougjk Edward was not committed to Henry's 

expenses, he did not \*^olly repudiate them where charity was involved. Indeed, there is 

nothing about the sort of grants M(&ich he made that suggKts a change of mnnafrh and he 

continued to use the ulnage for the same type of payments as had Henry VI; iŝ  he was 

primarily using the ulnage as a source of income out of which to make payments to members of 

his household staff. In diis he was behaving in a way that was typical of the nobility around 

him, a l thou^ the ulnage was a particular source of income not available to any but the king 

Christopher Dyer has stated that ''By the reign of Edward IV, 600-800 people were on the pay 

roll of the royal housdiold''^^. He compared the royal household with that of Hairy Percy, 

third earl of Northumbedand, ixiiom he described as being "a politically active magnate". In 

1461 Percy was spending as much as a third or a half of his income, which was about ^3000, 

on fees and annuities to his supporters. He was dispensing individual fees of ^2 to ^10, ^:(tich 

were not large in relation to his own income, but were a wdcome addition for the recipients 

whose normal incomes were less than (̂̂ 40 per annum fcom land. Such payments were also 

large e n o u ^ diat the recipients would not lightly offaid dieir patron. Some of Percy's 

payments were ''fees to the gentry who provided services as administrators and above all as 

lawyers"^^^. 

a / n ' / K p.78 1461 Dec 10. 

^^ChriscophccDyer, (Cambridge, 1990) p.46. 

p.46 
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'ITic Hrst four enrolments conccming the ulnngc were to two yeomen of the crown, an esquire 

descnbcd as his senator and the master of the king's dogsJ^"* A new master of dogs was 

appointed in 1471, when John Audelay, knight, was granted the post.^^^ In 1465 Edward TV 

granted John Allestre, his ser^'itor, a yeoman of his chamber, payment of 4d daily from the 

ulnage receipts of BdstoL^^ He continued to make grants to members of his household, such 

as a annuity to Thomas Garnet, his ser^'itor, in 1466^^^, and several others.^^^ These grants 

were all at ihe sort of rates that had prevailed in Henry VI's reign. 

Edward IV also paid for certain construction work with ulaage mone}% He paid Thomas 

Jurdane, the rough mason of the king's woAs, 6:om the income of Suflblk and Essex^^^ 

Another serjeant with technical responsibility was Richard Garnet, who was pavilioner of the 

king's tents and pavilions in 1464. Gramet's grant included 12d a day for himself and an 

allowance of 4d a day for a groom. Edward IV made one grant to a musician, namely to 

Robert Grene. He had been promised 10 marks a year in 1473 but this had not been paid. In 

1475 he had his grant enroEed in both the Patent Rolls and the Close Rolls. His fi^ of 10 marks 

a year was made a charge upon tiie cloth revenue of Oxford and Berkshire.^'*^ 

In 1461 Edward IV had made of grant of the income from the ulnage and subsidy of Yorkshire 

and the whole income which arose from the sale of seized clodi. The grant was made to John 

f467-f^7,p.47,andp.49 1461 Ncw2(twice)Ri^hBaRon and RichzniCia&)rlh;p.63 1461 
Sept 6, Thomas Garnet; p 1461 July 17, John Wroth. The costs of die pack were exactly as they had been in Heniy VTs 
time. 

Cal Vat. R/sSs, Edw iT-̂  Heti l-l, 1467-1477, p.266 1471 July 5, and p.444 1474June 25. 

Cal M, 746/-7467, p.446 1465 July 11, 

Cj/ Pa: , 5 6 ' l y ; Hm M, -7467, p541 1466 Oct 28. 

These grants include those to Richaid Aspkc, king's secjeant at aons, 12d daily (Gzl fac , E A ' H w T/I, f467-f477, 
p.265 1471 July 27). 

Robert Brent, a yeoman of the crown, 5d a day, Pal , Eak/T/l Hm PT, 7467-/^77, p.329 1472 I\lar 26). 

Thomas Danyell, yeoman of the crown, 6d daily (OZ PaL ,5(6' fT/, M, 7467-7477, p570 1475 Alar 12). 

RjcKSxd Jeny, king's sen-ant, 20 marks per annum, {QJL Pal. Rolls, EA'JT^, Hen 17. RicIII. 1476-148S,p.l35 14?9Jan 24), 

Nicholas Suthwordi, his ser\-ant, 100s, (CaZ Pot , JEiA/fK Ho; %/% B/rni, 7476-74gJ, p.316-7 1482 May 10). 

Thomas L}'e,his seqeant atarms, 12daday, (Cal PaL M. Rirllf, 7476 74&j .̂pp.341-2 1482June29). 

\)i'iIliamDobbynson,ayeomanofthecrown,6daday, 747^ :'4fj^p.346 1483Apr 1). 

"9 (2^ Gkjf JEa!:'/!''. 7467-6f, p.l22 1462July 23. 

CaZ /T-1 7467-6& p,224 1464 Oct 26. 

Ml Pa: , 5 6 /7'-. Hm !'7.7467-7477. p,482 1475 Feb 6; GzZ Gk;, 5 6 , H/', p.342 1475 Feb 8. 
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Neville, l/)rd Montagu, dcscdbcd as "his kinsman"/'*- Kinsman or not, this was a commitment 

of the royal revenue more absolute than anything Henr}' VI had made with the ulnagc revenue. 

After John's death, Edward IV granted his widow, Isabel, 200 marks per annum, to be paid from 

certain specified ulnage income during the minority of George, their son.̂ '*^ Thus the one grant 

of the ulnage income that Edward IV made to a woman was (or the provision of her son. Apart 

from this isolated instance, Edward IV made no grants to women from the ulnage. However he 

maintained the payments to the Prior of the Witham Charterhouse and to the City of 

Winchester. 

Al thou^ , in 1474, Edward IV, granted all the ulnage receipts yearly to John Elryngton, the 

treasurer of the king's household, until the king's debts were paid,̂ '*^ it seems likely that 

Elryngton was responsible for honouring pre-determined commitments and had little choice in 

the disposition of the mone)^. Moreover the approvers continued to be responsible for the 

payments. The ukiage roll records that include the Hampshire ulnage returns for 1474-76 '̂*^ and 

1476-78 show the approver both collecting and paying out the money.^'*^ As had been the case 

when Henry VI's af&irs had been put into the hands of his treasurer, this event was followed by 

an absence of enrolments in the Close RoUs, attaching money to pay grants. Presumably, either 

the treasurer paid the money, or the creditors abandoned hope. 

Richard HI did not reign long enoug^i for it to be possible to see how he planned to use the 

ulnage income. The f^v items which were enrolled during his reign show no departure &:om the 

pattern established by Henry VI and Edward IV. 

A few women are mentioned as recipients of money firom the ulnage, although, prior to 1446, 

only one, Blanche Chalouns, was not a queen. In 1446 Sybil Haukeston was granted ^(20 a 

Gz! Paf. /T'l Him p.l30 1461 July 18. 

GzZ A& . Eak n / ; p J35. 1472 Afar 19. 

iw , 5 6 ' 7T/, Ho, M, p.477-8 1474 Dec 8. 

1̂ 5 E 358/9 mm 49r, 50c 

Two examples of Ae Gnancial problems of the king ite that in 1475, the minstict Robert Grcne had needed to petition twice 
(be ancars due to him, aiid in 1476 John Barker oF London, a goldsmith ^-as promised two single pa\-ments from the ulnagc 
rcceyts, This was because revenue which had been promised had not been delivered to him and in consequence he had been 
unable to ofkr tallies. 
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ycar.̂ "*̂  In the same year John Say and Elizabeth Tilncy the elder, Svhom he will marr)'' were 

granted ;(32 lOs a year in sun.-î  orship.^'''' Say was a king's scrjcant and yeoman of his chamber. 

It is possible that Elizabeth Tilney also ser̂ '̂ ed at court. Certainly Margaret Fastold and Alice 

Bartlot were attendants at court, for their grant of 10 marks per annum in survivorship was "for 

good service to the queen".̂ "^^ The only other non-royal woman mentioned in grants set against 

the ulnage during Henry VI's reign was Alice Passelawe, the wife of John Passelawe, who was 

described as a citizen and grocer of London. She and her husband were jointly granted j(̂ 20 per 

annum in survivorship, but the reason is not stated.^^° 

The olher women who received income from the ulnage were the dowager queens, Joan, widow 

of Henry IV, and Katheriae, widow of Henry V. Henry V had made a substantial charge on the 

ulnage as part of a very large settlement made to Joan, the widowed queen consort of Henry IV 

in 1414.̂ ^^ Similarly, in the early years of the reign of Henry VI, substantial charges were levied 

on the ulnage for the beneSt of Henry V^s widow, Katherine, the Queen Mother.^^^ 

As has been stated, the ulnage was not generally used to source grants to members of the 

nobility, although there were some exceptions. One exception was made by Henry VI in 1443 

when there was a complicated setdement for the bene&t of John, Duke of Somerset which 

included various charge on the ulnage.^^^ There is an obvious reason for the grant of 113 

marks, which was made to Leo, Lord Welles, late lieutenant of Ireland in 1442. These payments, 

to be taken from the uluage income of Yorkshire, were to continue until a debt of '^(^000 and 

more' had been paid.^^ The grant made to James, Ead of D o u g ^ , in 1457 was part of a larger 

settlement made to compensate him for his possessions, which had been conGscated by the 

Scottish king. Recompense to the Douglases was cleady a widely accepted commitment, 

If (2}̂ ; Rgjgr, Him PT, p.440 1446June 1. 

CaL Pat. Rolls, Hen VI, 1446-1452, p.23 1446 Nov 11. 

1̂ 9 fan T/T, p39 1447Feb 1. 

1* f a : W , Ho, p.llO 1432]uly 9. 

is: CaC fa : Har pp.164-6 1414Jan 27. 

T/% p.21 1423 Oc( 23, repeated in 1434. See ako Gz! T'7, p.294 1433 July 
8. 

15̂  Co/ PaC Ho; PT, p.224 1443 Sept 25. Edmund Duke of Somerset became a 6rmer of the ulnage in 1451, but 
this was an unusual way for a Duke to behave. 

CaZ Ao/ir, Hw M, p.lOO 1442 Apr 27, It would ha^t taken mote than 26 years at tliis rate, for ^2000 to liave 
been paid. 
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bccausc in 1462, Edward FV made pfo\"ision for James's brother John, also in part out of die 

ulnagc income.^ 

Al±ough many grants were made for the immediate and obvious beneSt of the royal household, 

there were exceptions. One such payment from the ulnage income was that made to the City of 

^K^chester; this was a commitment made for a period of years and periodically renewed. The 

City Erst received a grant from (he ulnage towards the upkeep of its walls in 1369.^^ This grant 

lasted Eve years as did a similar one in 1389. A fiirthef grant was enrolled in 1393.̂ ^^ This grant 

f ^ e d in 1394, when farming was ended. It was replaced in 1397 when new letters patent were 

issued which overcame this difEcult}' with the money being a cha%e on the ulnage of 

Winchestec^^^ This grant also lasted for Eve years only. The charge on the ulnage may not have 

been renewed, because from time to time, the mayor and corporadon of the City were 

empowered to make other arrangements to raise funds for the upkeep of the walls. 

In 1413, Henry IV granted 40 marks, to Father John Tylle [or Tylee] his confessor.^^ This was 

charged upon the cloth revenues of Hampshire, the 6 r m of which stood at ;;(30. Therefore the 

revenues were not sufEcient to pay Tylle and contribute towards the upkeep of the City walls. 

In 1415, payment of Tylle's grant was accepted as a continuing liability by Henry as it was 

by Henry VI, or rather his guardians, who conErmed the grant to John Tylle.^^" This grant was 

attached in 1427.̂ '̂ ^ In 1441, after Tylle's death, a grant of 40 marks a year for Efty years was 

made to the mayor and commonalty of Winchester.^^ That grant was interesting because it 

speciEcally stated that the City held the farm of the ulnage for Winchester and Hampshire. 

From time to time the grant was renewed, for example, in 1451, it was re-issued for a new period 

pp.105,115,1462Feb 16. (ThcgantwaseoroDedtwice.) 

^ Hilary L. Turner, TOMI D^mas in Ungkmd and Wales (London, 1971) p.183. Turner stated that Winchester had been required to 

keep the walls in repair dunng much of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. 

5̂  Pa: p.332 1393 Aug 18. 

Pac R& n, p.73 1397 Feb 16. — 

* Hilar)' L Tumeq DgSMiZf w Exgikm/ IP'iakt (London, 1971) p.l 83. 

^ Paf. H A p . 4 5 2 1413Jan4. 

CaZ pp.242-3 1415 Nov 24. 

Pdf. , Ho, T - ' 1 7 4 p . Z 2 1422 Dec 15. 

^ Ho, IT, M22.2P, p.298 1427 May 20. 

Ca: Pdt , Ho; M , M j g - W ) , p507 1441 Feb 13. 
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of Sfty The only dme when payment of the grant appeared again to be at ask was in 

1474, when ^20 of the revenues from Hampshire, with many other sources of income, were 

granted to John Elryngton, treasurer of the king's household.^^ The income from Hampshire 

at that time was of the order of ^27 and it is always possible that Elryngton continued to make 

payments to Winchester. 

Another long term commitment honoured by Richard II, and by his successors, was an 

obligation to provide a sum of 50 marks annually to the pdor and convent of the Witham 

CharteAouse in Hialon, Somerset.^'^^ At one s t a ^ the monks were paid by Walter, Lord 

Hungerford who, in 1438, was paid 100 marks, from the ulnagp income, Gar attendance on the 

king's Council but out of v&ich money he also had to pay (he 50 marks to the Pdory.^™ This is 

an atypical use of the uloage moneys. Hungerford had a status above (hat of the household 

servants who were paid by (he ulnagp. Furthermore, the requiremeat that he pay (he monks of 

Hinton suggests that the grant was not solely, if at all, in the nature of a payment for his 

personal bene&t. It is not apparent why one section of (he ulnage income should be dispersed 

in this way as there does not appear to be any other similar application. 

R g / a / 

Mostly the cloth revenues were kept separate from (he overall alanimR of royal financing and 

were granted in a faidy ordedy way, and in a way which suggested that the recipients of grants 

were likely to be paid, even if they had to obtain an attachment of the income and enroll it in 

the Close Rolls. There were a few occasions when the ulnage income was %Ked in the s t r u ^ e 

to meet the king's more pressing debts. In 1456 die Enancial difGculties of Henry VI engulfed 

the ulnage as well as everything else, and the revenues were paid to John Brekenok esquire, die 

treasurer of the household, for the e^^enses thereof It is always possible that he continued 

to pay against the various letters patent, but t h r o u ^ a central accounting point. Certainly, diis 

G,/ 7446-14% p.512 1451 Feb 1. 
% f y ; Hw M) T-WZ f-Wf, pp.447-8 1474 Dcc 8. 

(Zit/ Pi:/ f p p . 1 2 7 - 8 1 461 July 20, (6c example. The reason Foe this commikmcnc vaa explained 
in the lettea paiznt of 1461 July 20. It qroutd appear that the house in Savoy had lent 700 mark: to the house in Someoet, 
Repaying this debt took up nearly all the incomc of the Somcnct house, and they were totally dependent on Ac 50 marks a year 
to live on. Henry VI had borrowed 700 marks and paid the house in Savoy on their behalf. They surrendered their letters 
patent, but without that income "divine service cannot there be maint&inecP'. Therefore their grant income was restored to 
them by Edward IV, in part [rom the ulnage revenues. Richard IH also accepted liability towards this house. The original grant 
had been made by Henry II and had been honoured by most kings since. (Oi/ R* jZt f p.313 1484 Feb 16). 

170 Erst grant to Lord Hungerford was enrolled in 1438. Paf H«n p.l44, 1438 Mai 20. 

The requirement to pay the Priory is apparent from an entry in the Close RoUs. Cd/ (jbje Ro/% Mw p.249, 1444 
N o v 8. 
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diversion of income was not followed by a spate of attachments in the Close Rolls from 

unsadsGed creditors, so the cliances are that they were paid. However, this administration by the 

treasurer is an instance of other difficulties impinging on the ulnage, rather than a problem that 

was intrinsic to the ulnage itself. Another occasion when the ulnage income was used to meet 

the king's debts arose in 1459, when a group, mostly comprising merchants of Bristol, was 

granted re-payment of a loan of ^(2000, partly from ulnage income. 

In conclusion, the most noticeable fact about the ulnage revenue is how small it was. It is ng)itly 

classed as a minor tax in the fifteenth century. Probably because the ulnage was a small tax, it 

seems largely to have escaped the fate which all too often overcame the customs receipts. Thus 

it was not often used as security against royal indebtedness, no r was it used in other financial 

speculation. The occasional spectacular speculations which engulfW the customs are not seen in 

the af&irs of the ulnage. If ulnagers borrowed money in order to become farmers, their affairs 

were petty radier than dramatic. No one person, or s^mdicate, gained control of laige swathes of 

the ulnage, althoug)i the approvers narrowed the administrative base to r ^ o n s of England 

rather than the more normal county level, or pairs of counties. This lack of monopoly holding 

probably arose because the amount of revenue was too insubstantial to attract financiers 

interested iu national control One essential difference between customs and ulnagp was that no 

evidence of malpractice would remain once uncustomed goods had been exported, whereas 

unsealed cloths for sale would be apparent for all to see: ulnage fiaud could most easily be 

committed by sealing cloths that were not entitled to be sealed. 

Despite its smallness in the overall revenues of the nation, the ulnage mattered sufGciendy to 

those who had to pay it that Parliament from time to time refined the law and clariEed liability. 

A study of the income enables the main foci of the broadcloth industry to be established, and 

for changes of focus to be noted. The changes in farm fises give a coarse picture of die change 

in the volume of output which can be related to other economic events of the century. Fine 

distinctions cannot be made and the ulnage farms cannot form the basis a s ^ sensitive measure 

of changes in production, although it allows counties to be compared with each other. There 

were some changes in amounts of farm fee which vary from the normal and may therefore be 

w Cd. Rolls ,Hm 17, 1452-1461, p.511 1459 Aug 26. The cicditocs were John Stourton of Stourton knight, Kdmrd Chok 
king's Serjeant at law, William Can^iiges of Bostol merchant, William Coder of Bristol merchant, Philip Mede of Bristol 
merchant, John Evton of Bristol merchant. 
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driven by changcg in production, and a study of the county or region concerned might show 

more light on such figures. 

The use of the income from the ulnage, which has not been discussed by other historians, 

except g ; ; g i v e s an insight into the household expenditure of the king. It sheds l i ^ t on 

the payments made to his upper servants, and what sort of remuneration was considered 

appropriate. These are the men who were essential to the running of the royal household rather 

than to affairs of state. As such their names rarely appear in history books, and it is only by 

studying the by-ways of (he documents (hat they come into focus. The examination of the 

enrolled items also re^^eals a f i ^ charitable payments to old or disabled retainers. Sometimes the 

money was used to pay members of the royal family, but this was the exception rather than the 

rule. The payments to die Priory of the Witham Charterhouse and to the City of ^ ^ c h e s t e r are 

entirely anomalous and do not form part of ihe normal pattern of ulnage expenditure. The 

money &om the ulnage appears to have been a useful adjunct to hard pressed monarchs, but no 

more than that, and as suclrwas only occasionally swept into grand plans to control royal 

expenditure. 
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Chapter 3 National Administration 

One of the aspects of the ulnage records that has not been addressed elsewhere is the light they 

shed on Efteenth-centur)' administration. This chapter sets out to examine how the ulnage was 

administered by central government. The local ofGcials who were responsible for collecting the 

ulnage always bad to answer to the Exchequer. The detailed control of the administration of the 

ulnage lay with the clerks of central government, in that they undertook the administration in 

connection with the appointments of ofEcials, laid down their duties within the constraints of 

the law, audited their returns and exercised general supervision. 

Types of OfSce 

During the period under review, three diEerent classes of ofEcial were employed to take 

responsibility for the ulnage.^ They were the directly employed uloagers, the farmers and the 

approvers. The directly employed ulnagers were hired by the Exchequer. They were required to 

account for all the money that they collected, and were remunerated "at the discretion" of the 

Exchequer. The farmers contracted for the rig^t to administer the ulnage within their given 

area. They paid an agreed annual sum to the Exchequer, usually in two instalments, but were not 

accountable for the reÂ ênue that they collected. The approvers were required to account for all 

the revenue they collected and were directly employed by the Exchequer where their 

remuneration was decided. There was one major difference in role between the approvers and 

the other two t)'pes of officials. The approvers were required to disburse the money they had 

collected to the appointed recipients, and then include an account of such payments in their 

annual returns to the Exchequer.^ There is some e^'idence that the other types of of&cial 

sometimes paid money directly to the recipients but this was as an administrative convenience, 

rather than being an integral part of their role. Both farmers and approvers were required to 

6nd mainpernors to stand as sureties. This was not normaUy required of directly appointed 

ulnagers. 

' The existence of dw practice raises some unanswered questions about tiie rektionsliips between Edward IV and his Exchequer. 
It sccnw unlikely that the Exchequer would have been sanguine al)out the loss of direct connol of a fundamental rcvtnue task, 
namely tlie payment of grants. Furthermore, the collection and pa -̂ment of mone;' by a s i n ^ oEGdal destroys a basic revenue 
accounting tenet in which assessments, payments and accounting flmctions are kept separate. If a single official was carrying out 
all three roles and then paying tlie money out as well, the scope for central control, or any other external control, was se%'etely 
reduced. It may be that in the difficult years of the 1460s and 1470s, that this scheme was devised as a way of taking pressure off 
the senior oi-il ser\'ants, thus Seeing them to attend to other matters, such as arranging loans for the king, (sec A. Steel, 7% 

(Cambridge, 1954) p.346). 
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'ITic three forms of appoirmnent are similar to tlie three forms of appointment used when 

administering land, and this tax was managed in much the same way as the rest of the royal 

estate, l l i c directly-appointed ulnager was equivalent to the estate manager employed when land 

was held in demesne. By the Sfteenth century, farming, or leasing estates for a fixed rent was 

not uncommon, and by the 1460s the use of approvers was found, certainly in the 

administration of the royal estate. Approvers were directly employed; they were not farming 

their areas of responsibility^ but they tended to have oversight of a substantial area, rather than 

being responsible for singjie estates, as m i ^ t be the case with bailiffs and reeves. For example, 

Nicholas Levendiorpe^ was an expedenced estate manager who was appointed to be approver 

of the ulnage for Yorkshire between 1475 and 1478.^ 

Al thou^ he was not the Erst to use approvers in connection with the ulnage, it seems likely that 

die change to approvers in the 1460s arose ficom Edward IVs desire to make the collection and 

husbanding of royal revenues more efficient He had re-oiganised the royal landed estate and 

replaced farmers with managers who took direct control and he then sought to use a similar 

approach with the ulnage. However, with bis landed estates, Edward IV had his ofEcials report 

directly to his chamber within the royal household."^ The approvers' returns continued to be 

enroHed on the IJlnage Rolls, which suggests that their returns continued to be made to the 

Exchequer; so the parallel is not exact. 

Terms of Appointment 

From 1394 onwards, it was normal for the administrators of the ulnage to have their 

appointments confirmed by letters patent These were drawn up in the Chancery^, and most of 

them were enrolled in ihe Fine Rolls. This was achie\^ed by die enrolment of a bill of die 

treasurer, and most appointments in respect of (he ulnage were made by the treasurer. There 

were a few exceptions, inevitably. For example, between 1417 and 1420 the bills were issued by 

the deputy treasurer,^ and in November 1420 by the treasurer on the advice of the Barons of die 

Exchequer.^ From late 1421 the appointments were again made by the treasurer on his own 

z Chadcs Ross, EiAion/ (London, 1974) p.374. 

^ 1475 Nov July 30. 

^ Chalks Ross, 5 6 W 7%'̂' (London, 1974) p.374. 

^Sec.fbrexample.CaZFmfRaAXTT''', /'^2?,p.278 1419June9. 

CaZfwfEa&Xn'l p.394 1421 Nov 7. 
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autlionty. n i i s pmcdcc condnucd undl 1439 when the first example^ of an appointment being 

made under the priv}' seal oecufced. (1439 was soon aAer Henry VI achieved his majority and 

was personally exercising the royal prerogative.) ITie next time the privy seal was used was in 

early 1442, when it was used '%y the authotit)' of Parliament".^ Some of the appointments in 

1442 were made under the pri-\y seal and others by the treasurer, also acting 'lay the authority of 

Parliament".^ Ch'ert royal interventions, by Henr}"̂  VI, occurred firom time to time but never 

became the normal marmer of appointment. In 1453 the farm of Salisbur}' and Wiltshire was 

granted by the king himself^^° as was a joint grant of \ ^ t s h i r e and Bristol made in 1459.̂ ^ A 

few other grants under the pri^y seal of Henry VI are met with. Neither Edward IV nor Richard 

III participated in the appointment processes to the extent that diey appointed die ofGcials 

directly, whate\^er influence they may have brought to bear behind the scenes. Thus the 

evidence suggests that the control of the administration of this minor tax lay in the hands of the 

treasurer and his civil servants who seem to have controUed it reasonably welL Serious problems 

with the appointment system only arose when Henry VI intervened personally, as will be shown 

later. It may be that the kin^s behaviour gave rise to the Statute determining who might grant 

of&ce, which was passed in 1452. This statute decreed that letters patent for the ulnage could, 

only be made by Bill of ihe Treasurer, and that all others were illegaL^^ 

As has been stated, ulaagers had to be appointed anew for the whole country after the new 

legislation of 1394. Many of them were appointed on 20 July 1394.^^ Appointments were made 

which between them covered the whole country, save only the counties of the Duchy of 

Lancaster which undertook its own administration.^'^ The terms upon which the ulnagers were 

appointed varied with time. The common theme was that the law within which they were to act 

was always recited, and much of this recital was taken up with a listing of which dodis could, or 

W7-W^,p. l55 1439 Dcc. 21. 

^ Ca! fw/eRo&ATT/n, (or example p230 1442Jan 25. 

GzC fwf BaA WJ, (bt exampk pJ259 1443 May 18. 

QiL Fine Rolls Xl'in, 1445-1452, p.l2 1453 June 17, 

W 2 - W \ p . 2 1 9 1459 Aug 26. 

I' 2, 31 Hen VI cap.5. 

CaZ pp,122-4 1394 Ju)̂ ' 20. For example, the appointment of̂ ^MHiam El)? of Canterbui)' staled that 
the king had appointed him "as his ulnager in the County of Kent, to measutc in person or by deputy all cloths and pieces of 
doth for sale in the said Count)' before they are sold or exposed for sale or taken out of the Count)', seal tlie same with the seal 
appointed for ulnage, levy and collect from the seller the monew forthcoming from such ulnagc, and also the subsidy aforesaid, 
in tespect of all cloths and pieces of clolb so measured and scaled". 

Tlie administration of the ulnagp w-ithin the Duchy was undertaken and is rekoed to, albeit bricRy, in the history of the Duchy. 
(SecRobertSomenille I'o/rnwOw (London, 195^ p314,p342) 
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could not be taxed, how it was to be measured, and (he rate of taxation. Nonetheless, pact of 

the grant always described the responsibilities of the appointee, and as is the way of 

ofScialdom, these grants grew longer with dme. That of July 1394 occupies a Etde more than a 

page in the Calendar of Fine RoUs,̂ ^ that of 1438 occt^ies one and a half pages,̂ <^ while that of 

July 1465 occupies more than three pages.^^ The 6rst of these grants recited the law which said 

that all cloths which were taxable had to be taxed before they m i ^ t be offered for sale, or they 

were forfisit to the king. Any sudi cloths were to be taken into the king's hand by the coUectof 

of the subsidy or the ulnager, or their deputies, or by the town or county ofGcials. 

Appointments to the posts of collector of the subsidy and that of ulnager were described 

separately, a l thou^ they were granted together. They were two separate duties, but it was 

administratively convenient &)r one person to undertake both. 

The terms of the appointment continued by err^owering the ulnagpr to take steps ta deal with 

evasion, as well as outlining his responsibility to account at the Exchequer. In the 1390s it was 

not stipulated Wien the account was to be rendered, and die Han^shire and Winch^ter 

accounts are for varying, and difkrent lengths of time. A preventive measure was included in 

the grant and the ulnager was required to "cause proclamadon to be made that no denizen or 

alien expose for sale or take out of the county any cloths or pieces of cloth until the ulnage 

money and subsidy have been paid and die cloths ... have been sealed"^^. Not only were such 

proclamations to be made but the ulnager had to seek out possible transgressions. He had to 

search all houses, shops and other places in the county where such cloths and pieces of 

cloth for sale can be found, take into the king's hand as forfeit all unsealed cloths exposed 

for sale, sell them by indenture by survey of the sheriff of the county, answer at the 

Exchequer for the moneys fbrdicoming, and arrest and commit to prison until Airlher order 

all who are rebellious in the matter.^^ 

This power of search is one of those which gave the ulnager an advantage over the medieval 

customs ofEcer in the pursuit of evasion. The customs ofGcer had one chance, at the port, to 

detect smugged goods before they left the port area. The ulnagpr was empowered to go to 

store 

1394 July 20. 

''Cd/fwKoAATKrj) 1438 Feb 14. 

17 Kw pp.154-7 1465 July 29. 

X I 7^^7-7.;% p.l23, 1394 July 20. 

1) p.l23. 
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houses, manufactuong places or places of sale to see what was stored or under production, in 

order to determine what was taxable or likely to become taxable. . 20 

A major change in the terms of appointment was made in 1403 when Pailiament once more 

declared farming (he ulnage to be lawful. Indeed (he statute went further and stated that (he 

abolition of farming had been to" the great damage of the king yearly". It fiirther stated that 

the said aulnage may be set to ferm according to the discretion of the Treasurer of En^and 

for the time being, and of the Barons of the Exchequer, notwithstanding the said statute 

made to the contrary.^ 

As surety, the &rmers were required to have mainpernors.^ It was customary for AirmerR to 

have two mainpernors, but sometimes larger syndicates ^ v e mainprise. The mainpernors 

acted for all the parties named in a grant. Even if the farm was being granted to more than one 

person, only one set of mainpernors was required. An eady example of (he mainprise in 

connection with the ulnage is to be 6)und in the 1403 appointment of Simon Blakeboume, the 

king's sergeant-at-arms, to the 6irm of the ulnagp of Surrey and Sussex.^^ Blakeboume had two 

mainpernors to act as his guarantors, namely Christopher Tildesley of London, goldsmith, and 

John Stapelton of Sussex. The requirement to End mainprise was laid upon approvers in due 

course. 

Unlike the previous appointments, 6rms were for Sxed periods of time, and Blakeboume's was 

for two years. He agreed to pay 6s 8d per annum, in two instalments. In exchange (he 

king granted him (he revenue fcom the subsidy and ulnage. He also appointed Blakeboume to 

"̂ ^measure, in person or by deputy, all cloths and pieces of cloth for sale in (he said counties 

before (hey are e^^osed for sale". The powers of search and seizure were granted, but (he 

power of arrest was not part of this appointment, nor was the requirement to publicise the law 

by proclamation. I h e other difikrence, in terms of appointment, was that (he value of any clo(h 

seized was to be spli(; so that the ulnager kept half and the other half only was sent to (he king. 

^ A modem example of this pcacdcc can be seen in chc activities oFthe Excise ofRcers who are empowered to search premises 
where they think illicit distilling may be carried on. 

2, (London, 1816) p.l40 

Legally ''mainprise is taking a person into friendly custody by one who gives security that he shall be produced at a certain time 
and place. A person of bail was regarded in a n%ich more serious light. Instead of being in charge of a friend he was liable to 
be put in prison at any time and was always under the eyes of the law/' I-LW. Gidden ed., Zk ^ ^ 

(Southampton, 1926) p.59n.4. 

1403 Oct 14. 
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This innovation remained throughout die period, at least till 1485, but generally it related to 

farmers and not to directl)' employed ulnagers. Thus, when an ulnager was appointed for 

lx:icestcr in December 1404, his terms of appointment were similar to those of William Elys in 

1394.^ He had to remit all tlie value of any seized cloth, he had to make proclamation, and he 

had powers of arrest. The implications of this are that ulnagers were seen as part of the county 

administration, as minor ofEcials answerable to the sheriffs and therefore with some of the 

powers proper to sheriffs' officers, whereas farmers were not part of the county administratioa 

and could not properly be given such power. The differing powers given to the two different 

types of appointee were not co-incidence because other appointments of ulnagers made within a 

year or two, followed the same pattern as these two, according to which type of appointment 

was involved. 

In earlier periods, seized cloth that was forfeit to the king, had literally been sent to the king. 

From 1394, the grants of of&ce instructed that such cloths should be sold and the value 

forwarded. In 1408 an exceptional reversion to the earlier pattern was found in the appointment 

of John Mountagu to the farm of Wiltshire.^ In this grant, which followed a change in the law, 

the ulnager was directed that where cloths were not of standard measure he was "to take the said 

cloths and deliver them to the Wardrobe to the king's use". This was in addition to any unsealed 

cloths offored for sale and liable to forfeiture. These were to be seized and sold in the normal 

way, with the money thus generated to be shared equally between the king and the ulnager. The 

reason for this clause is not apparent, nor does it appear to be repeated in other grants. 

The general change to approvers followed legislation in 1464. The appointment of approvers 

followed concern, which was expressed in Parliament, about the administration of the ulnage. 

Regulations concerning the length, breath and quality of broadcloth were laid down and it was 

decreed that there should be an "adequate staff of ulnagers accounting regularly at the 

Exchequer".-'* The legislation required the Treasurer to appoint ofGcials called "keepers of the 

seals or aulnagers". The word "approver" is not found in the legislation on cloth and the ulnage 

although what happened in practice was that the Treasurer appointed approvers, who appointed 

ulnagers to answer to themselves. Another difference between approvers and farmers is that 

farms were let for Gxed terms of years, whereas the appointment of approvers was "during 

= UP; .W,p. l224 1394Ju!y2U. 

Am: p.103-6 1408 5. 

E f . Jacob, 1399-14W5 (Oxford, 1%1) p.544. 
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pleasure". The grants required die account to be rendered annually, 'lliey did not require tlie 

money to be submitted half yearly as the farmers were required to do, nor did they give any 

indication how the approvers were to be recompensed. The enrolled grant only appears to tell 

half the stor}'.^ The terms must have been satisfactory^, because Edward Langfbrd and John 

Bethom, on die same day, were appointed as approvers in Oxfordshire and Berkshire, and in 

Wiltshire,^ and soon after they were appointed in Hampshire. Initially, the change did not 

seem to be significant. The letters patent appointed them as 

approvers of the subsidy and ulnage of cloths for sale in the Count)' of Southampton and in 

the City, suburbs and soke of Winchester to hold Grorn Michaelmas last during pleasure, 

together with a moiety of the fbrfature of the said cloths for sale, rendering account yeady at 

the Exchequer, as the order of the account requires. And further the king has appointed the 

said Edward and John as ulnagers and collectors.^ 

Yet another difference was that the approvers, besides accounting for the income 6:0m the cloth 

charges, were often responsible for disbursing the money, and some of iheir returns included the 

list of payments as well as summaries of receipts. The returns therefore not only listed where die 

money had come from, but also what had been done with it If there was a surplus at the end of 

the period, then that would be remitted to the Exchequer. The earlier appointments of 

approvers required them to account yeady at the Exchequer, althoug)i during part of the 1470s 

Richard More was submitting returns biennially. After the approvers had been abolished by 

Parliament, in 1478, the ulnage was again farmed. The annual 6 r m fees were paid in two 

instalments to die Exchequer, a l t hou^ die formal returns were sent in annually. 

The change to administration by approvers can be seen clearly in the appointment of John 

Fortho in 1465 to the approvership of London. ^ The appointment has been set out in detail 

in die Fine Rolls, and is a source of detailed information about the role of the approvers in 

respect of the ulnage.^ The terms and conditions laid down show ver)"̂  clearly that the 

25 Chope sa;? that the approyeis •were salaried officiak. He concluded that the co-caue dropped under the appro\-ets because the 
emphasis of their duties was on regulating size and quality of cloth rather than on collection of revenue. See R- Pearce Chope 
"The Aulnagcr in Dci'on" Tnmra&iAf 44 (1912) p.589. 

14641anl4, 

^ Cul Fine Rolls XX, 1461-1471 ,p.l40, 1464 Jan 14. 

W / . W y , p . l 4 0 1464Janl4. 

W / . W / . p p . l M - ? 1465July29. 

/.^/-/'^7/,pp.l54-7, 1465]uly29. 
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]E%cjieqiier oMis Go be ui control of Twiiole ojpeiation. "ITie letters pabant cibai the iiesv 

legislation which had recently been enacted in the Parliament of january 1464. They rehearsed 

the usual requirements relating to the length of cloth, and the prohibition on joining pieces 

together, and then forbade the use of certain types of wool, except in speciGed conditions. 

There was a further minor amendment to the basic conditions of appointment; ix^ch was 

made from 1465. From diat date, ulnagers, of whatever "type' were required to show fhwr 

commission of of&ce "to any person desidng the same t ^ o n the sealing or measuring of any of 

the cloths afbresaid."^^ In 1464 an Act of Parliament was passed which dealt extensively with 

die measurement of clodi and the duties of die ulnagpts.^"* There is reference dierein to (he 

teepers of the seals' and their duties to account annually to die Exchequer. It appears diat the 

teepers of seals' were appointed as approvers and were responsible for the local 

administration of the ulnage. 

Appointments 

The letters patent, (he instruments by v ^ c h an ^pointment to ofEce was made, were drawn up 

in die Chancery. Changes of sovereign, or a major administmtive change involving the 

appointment (or re-appointment) of a substantial number of people, must therefore have been 

a busy time for die Chancery cledcs. J.L. Kirby formed die opinion that Henry IV re-

appointed many of (he ofGcials who had served Richard II, and that dietefote the change of 

king did not bong any great pressure of work to the Exchequer cleits.^^ This was not true of 

the ulnage where every county, or county group, had its ofScers appointed anew, and, because 

of a drafting error, many of them needed two sets of letters patent; in October and then in 

November. Thus ^%iiatever else may have been true, the ulnage generated a substandal amount 

of woA. Kirby rema&ed (hat (he Exchequer was not very busy a l t h o u ^ 

some fisudal revenues and customs collections were paid in, but there had been no special 

grant of taxation ... The whole administration in 6,ct continued as usual apparendy 

unmoved by (he change of king.^ 

This may have been generally (he case but there was a Hurry of acdvity in regard to the ulnage. 

Twenty Gve new ulnagers were appointed in October or November 1399. A ld iou^ sixteen had 

Members of the public can still require Customs and Ezcise oORcers to show their Commissions when they are carrying out dieir 
dudes, particularly in the event oF work which may lead to legal proceedings. 

^ pp403-406 4 Edw cap.l. 

(London, 1970) p.84-5. 

pp.84'5 
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held offlcc under lUchard H, several of them had been appointed for die first time earlier in that 

year. Because the appointments were drawn up by the clerks of the Chancery and not those of 

the Exchequer, it is in Chancer}" where any pressure would have been felt in 1399, with the need 

to appoint ulnagers on two or three occasions during the year. 

Care was needed in the drafting of letters patent in connection with the ulnage, as with other 

matters. The grants were legal documents, so it was important that they were precisely worded 

and the basic duties of the ulnagers were not misquoted. It was important that farmers were 

appointed to administer "die farm of die subsidy and ukiage of cloths for sale ... togedier with a 

moiety of die fbrfiature of the said cloths for sale".^ They would have been unable to fiinctioa 

propedy if they had not been appointed to deal widi the subsidy, the ulnage and the fbrfature of 

clodis. The clerks who drew up the letters patent did not make mistakes relating to the 

fundamental powers of die ofEcial because the form of words was so well used, and was taken 

&om Statute, although other errors occasionally crept in. 

If a clause was omitted, and then found to be needed, it was necessary to surrender die original 

letters patent and for new ones to be issued. John Maunche was involved in just such a case, 

with his partner John Whittokesmede. They had been granted the farm of the County of 

^^tshire on 26 June 1451.^^ Two years later they surrendered their letters patent and new ones 

were granted.^^ Their new letters showed "that divers assignments of pa}'ments to be made 

from die said farm to divers persons have been made by the king and levied upon them". They 

had promised to make such payments as die proEts of the farm permitted, but they argued that 

they could not be held responsible for these liabilities if they were to be subjected to competition 

from competitive tendering, although no one had offered an increment in the farm during the 

last two years.^^ This manoeuvre may have contained a pre-emptive element that did not relate 

to removing over-commitment of the income. The primary intention of Maunche and 

Whittokesmede may have been to preclude a bid from a r iW for the 6rm.^^ 

^ CiiL Fine Bj)lls Xl'71, 1437-1445 pp.35-6 1438 Feb 14, for example. 

p.l93 1450June 26. 

F w XZX, , p.l2 1453 June 17. 

WTut is not apparent is whetlier the payments were to be made out of the farm fee, or whether the king had laid a charge on die 
profits of the farm after the rent liad been paid. The entry in the rolls reads as though that was the case, which would thmugh a 
very dlHcRnt light on tlie role of Ac ulnager. 

Letters patent fbc Thomas Vk'aryn were enrolled in the Fine Rolls on 18 |ul\' 1453 in respcct of VC'iltshiic. It is not obvious 
wliether War) n took up his ofGce, but Maunche and Viliittokesmcde were back with a much h ^ c r bid and this was enrolled in 
tiie.Finc Rolk on 9 A,iay 1454. Fme X K , f-f^2-/46/, p.lO; p.63). 
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O^'ccall there arc about 49 grants which were dearly inoperable although Ac)' were enrolled. 

Most of them were the letters patent of the bids that were o\'crtaken by higher bids when 

farming was competitive. A f ^ were set aside because of drafting errors and one or two 

because of changes of territory; and finally there were the enrolments that duplicated grants 

already recorded. There were 18 grants that were set aside between 1451 and 1455 because they 

were overtaken by higher bids. Apart &om this group, most of the errors, including enrolment 

of bids where competitive tendering was the cause, were clustered around times of change. 

Presumably in more settled times, duplication and misunderstandings were eliminated before the 

letters patent were issued or enrolled. For example, there were three redundant grants ia 1403 

and 1404, when direct ulnagers were beiag replaced by farmers. There was a cluster of seven 

between late 1460 to 1462 when die Chancery cledia were having to deal with the accession of a 

new king. The last cluster of seven is to be found between 1471 and 1472, when again the clerks 

were having to deal with new appointments fbllowiug a very disturbed period of changing 

monarchs. Bearing in mind the smallness of the ulaage and the many other appointments to be 

dealt with, the administration worked surposiug^y well, and was probably controlled by the 

keeping of some sort of register or master list. 

By 1422 annuities were frequendy granted from the ulaage income, and the farmers were being 

indemni6ed firom having to pay the whole farm and the annuit}^ For example, the farm granted 

to William R^'man in respect of Kent contained a clause for "proviso that allowance be made in 

the payment of the farm in respect of any annuities granted or hereafter to be granted from the 

said subsidy and ulnage or from the farm of the same".^^ This clause was one which was inserted 

into many later grants. As is so often the case with legal documents, once a problem has been 

perceived, die solution, or avoiding clause, is inserted into many subsequent documents, and the 

ulnage grants were no exception to this practice. For example, Henr)^ Banaster, in his grant for 

Yorkshire, had a clause making proviso "that he have allowance in respect of any grant or 

annuity made heretofore by the king to any person &om the said farm".'^ His successors 

retained the clause. 

Letters patent were usually issued within months of an ulnager taking up his post, but sometimes 

they were issued a year or more later. There were no cases of them being issued more than a 

GzZ Hw X n / p.432 :422Junc 21. 

p.49 1447July 2 
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few months before they were to take effect. An examination of the appointments for Dorset 

show that of the 33 appointments made relating to Dorset, only 4 were enrolled before the 

official took up his post. Six had letters patent dated the same day as their office commenced, 

leating 23 who were issued with their appointments after the ofEce had become effective. In 

many cases this may have come about because the letters patent were issued as a confirmation of 

an appointment already made and agreed. Of the 23 issued retrospectively, 20 were enrolled 

within three months of the appointment. Thus, in most cases, the appointee was known from 

the commencement of his period of ofEce and could make arrangements to receive the revenues 

and for the measuring and sealing of cloths. This clarity cannot have existed in Dorset and 

Somerset between Michaelmas 1461 and May 1462, for the deEnidve appointment was not 

made until May 1462, although it was backdated to Michaelmas 1461. At this time, the Dorset 

was farmed jointly with Somerset, at an annual fee sli^tly in excess of ^[100. The oSce was 

obviously keenly sought after, for four sets of letters patent were enrolled, and the eadier three 

entries in the Calendar of Fine Rolls have been annotated to the effiazt that the ofEce was not 

taken up.^^ Since the ofEce was in contention, there must have been a problem in administering 

the tax and this must have been a great inconvenience to the merchants. Dorset and Somerset 

were not the only counties where this problem was found at about this time. There were similar 

disputes to be found in Wiltshire. 

The issuing of grants retrospectively raises the question of what was h^pening about cloth sales 

when there was no legally appointed ulnag%. The duties of the ulnager will be discussed in 

detail in Chapter 4, but it should be noted that delays or disputes in the making of appointments 

represented a risk of loss of revenue. Furthermore, there is evidence that, while some of the 

ulnagers were involved in the administration of the ulnage, others took up appointments in a 

situation where it is difficult to see how they could control the operation. One of the 6ctors 

which makes one wonder if there was some sort of continuing bureaucracy in the counties is the 

time lapse between some appointments, or the length of time by which some appointments 

were backdated. One late appointment for which there is no apparent explanation is that of 

John Aylesworth and Richard H i p k ^ s to the farm of Gloucestershire in 1417.'̂ ^ The 

appointment took effect &om Easter 1416, eighteen months previously and the Fine Rolls offer 

no explanation about the administration in the Count}"̂  in the meantime. 

X K 1461 Nov 26; 1461 Dec 3; p.73 1462 Mar 9. 

p.l98. 1417 Nov 3. 
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Quite apart From rctrospcctivc appointnicnts, which were eventually enrolled, it is obvious that 

some officials had been appointed who did not have their appointments enrolled, litis being 

the case, the need for some sort of internal record, kept by the Chancery or Exchequer clerks, 

showing who was appointed for each place would have been important, if the revenue were to 

be secured. Nevertheless, even if there were master lists kept in the Exchequer or in the 

Chancer)', the record keeping was not altogether effective. Occasionally, grants were issued that 

overlapped each other. These were self-monitodng, and the anomalies were rectiGed. There 

was also a need to identify places where no ulnag^ was Rmcdoning, and arrange for 

replacements, although it is possible that such errors were not always rectiSed promptly. It is 

noticeable that the largest paying counties such as Somerset, Wiltshire, or East Ang)ia, do not 

appear on the list of places where the identit)'̂  of the ulnager is not apparent &om the Fine 

Rolls. Surprisingly, on two occasions, Bristol appears not to have a valid ulnager, but in each 

case the next ulnager to be appointed was the one who had previously held ofEce and dierefbre 

it seems safe to assume that the same person had continued throug^i the intervening period. 

One noticeable diff^ence in the appointments of ulnagers from, that of collectors of customs, 

was that the ulnagers were appointed to carr)? out their duties ' In person or by deputy" whereas 

the collector of customs was required to "levy and collect in person".'^^ There are two obvious 

reasons for this. A port is more compact than a count}' and therefore it was physically possible 

for a collector of customs to carry out his duties in person, without undue delay to the shippers 

of die freight. It would have been very onerous if the ulnager had had to attend die sealing of 

every cloth over the county as wide as Hampshire, and delays occasioned by sending for him, 

and awaiting his arrival would have interfiared with the need to attend specific markets. The 

other reason was that there was much more money at stake in the customs duties; and therefore 

the official appointed could more reasonably be expected to devote a major part of his time to 

the job, whereas the ulnagers were handling less revenue, so a lower level of involvement was 

acceptable. There are occasional glimpses of the deputies in the returns for Hampshire which 

will be discussed in Chapter 4. 

Once the approvers were appointed for groups of counties, the need for deputies was 

inescapable. It would seem that Richard More appointed ulnagers, ancwerable to him, in each 

count)' or pair of counties for which he was responsible, as had the government when it had 

Foi example, see the appointment of William Boord to the port of Bristol in 5 No\'ember 1446. X7' 777. /-WJ-
W ? pp60-l). 
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appointed ulnagccH difcctly.'*'' 'llAcrc is cvidcncc from Winchester giving further credence to diis 

conclusion. The town rccords referred to Aree different men as "ulnager" while More was 

approver or farmer. It could be that there was a local weights and measures ofGcial called an 

ukiager, in addition to the royal ulnagcrs, but the references occur in the 1470s and 1480s when 

the approver or farmer was responsible for more than one county. Richard Colnet was 

described as ulnager between 1476 and 1478/^ a time when J o h n Fade was approver for both 

Gloucester and Hampshire. There were references to John Coteler being ulnager in 1471-2, 

1473-4, and 1476-7.^ Roger Wylde was described as ulnager in 1477-8 and 1481-2.'̂ ^ Althougjk 

deputies and chief undedings are g ^ p s e d t h r o u ^ the ulnage records, there is no indication of 

their numbers. 

Thus, despite the fact that the ulnage was a minor tax, it was closely controlled by the 

Exchequer, and it was sufficiently important that it was worth the bother of altering the method 

of administration fi:om time to time. Appointments were made, vacancies were Elled and errors 

corrected. 

Management by the Exchequer 

Even a cursory examination of the records shows that the Exchequer cleits took an interest in 

them and their unifbrmit)^ of format suggests that guidance was given in what would be 

acceptable. That there was a functioning centralised system, at least of sorts, is con&rmed by the 

^ E 358/9 m 51 r. The accounts of seizures attribute them to the various deputies in the counties concerned, such as William 
Neleson, deputy in Berkshire, or John Citor the deputy in die counties of Devon and Cornwall. No seizures were made in 
Hampshire during the time of the approvers. 

i5WSiip.ll98 

^ WS ii items 182-3 ^.591) and 641 (p.89Q. Coteler was one of die twelve men who had joiotiy &mied the ulnagc kiHan^shire 
between 1461 and 1463. (See CaL Fine Ralh XX, 1461-1471 ,-^1A 1462 May 20). He had held other offices in Winchester such 
as Collector, bailiff and Chamberlain, but it is noticeable that he did not become mayor. He paid 4s subsidy in 1464 so was not 
a man of straw. 

^ WS ii, p.l394. Wylde was probably a fuller by trade, and he held various civic offices in Winchester, eventually becoming mayor 
in 1487-8. It is necessarj- to put in a small note of caution. The term 'ulnager' was not only used in connection with the officials 
who collected the subsidy^n cloth. There are several examples of ulnagers whose appointments were enrolled in the Patent 
Rolls and it may be that there were other, lesser, ulnage rs to be found. After 1394 there were a few appointments of ulnagers 
which were enrolled in tlie Patent Rolls. One of them at least was not an ulnager in the sense used in this chapter. Richard 
CHderowe, king's ulnager in London was empowered to measure cloth but had no statutory fees nor did he collect tlie subsidy. 
{QiL Pal Roils, RicII, 1391-1396, p.603 1395 July 6). William Bonefiice in Cambridgeshire {CaL PaL Rolls, Ric II, 1396-1399, p.42 
1396 December 13). and Richard Wadjurton and Mattliew RadclifF for Dorset (Cat PaL Rolls, Ric II, 1396-1399, p.454 1398 
Ko\'eniber 11) were also appointed as ulnagers. It is not clear whether these last two appointments were to include the 
collection of tlie subsidy or whedier their sole (unction was measurement. The implications are that diey were only concerned 
^-idi measurement, but there is alwa)-s doubt about omissions made by tlic editor of a calendar. Tlieir is no doubt about the 
appointment of ilie mayor of Norwich as ulnager since he was ulnager of worsteds. Since these clotlis paid no subsidy, he can 
only hai-c been measuring them. (CaZ Pa: Ba/ir, Hw IK p.l94 1410 May 8). 
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work of Anthony Steel. He examined the receipt rolls For the fifteenth century and writing of 

those for the 1450s he quoted examples of their shortcomings. H e then continued by obscr\'ing 

that "in spite of such aberrations one feels that the machine at that time was still running for the 

most part along more or less familiar lines. This modest conEdence is lost in the ensuing 

decades The Fine Rolls of the 1450s contain more evidence of confusion than do those of 

other decades. The fact that 18 redundant letters patent were enroUed shows that insufGdent 

care was being taken in the preparation of appointments duriag that decade. The government 

attempted to overcome its limitations in the ensuing decades by appointiag the approvers and 

decentralising the detailed administration to them. 

Further evidence of the control maintained by the Exchequer can be seen in the fact that 

of&cials were found who were prepared to administer the ulnage. There is evidence that the 

Exchequer clerks took an active part in persuading men to take the posts, sometimes standing as 

mainpernor for the nominee, and sometimes Ending mainprise in the Exchequer. It is not 

apparent &om the surviving records how the monitoring of posts was carded out. It would be 

necessary to arrange for one, and only one, appointment to each post There were problems 

when duplicate appointments were made, and there would be a loss to the revenue, or 

inconvenience to the taxpayers, if a post was left unEUed. Presumably, somebody must have 

been charged with the responsibility of seeing that an appointment was made to collect the 

ulnage in each county. If a post fell vacant, someone in government service must have had the 

task of undertaking negotiations to Gnd a successor and arrange for a new appointment. What is 

not apparent is whether there was some form of registry in which ofEces and post holders were 

listed, so that vacancies became apparent, or whether the clerks simply relied on their knowledge 

of what appointments were made and relied on their knowledge of these appointments to help 

them identify when and v^ere a new appointment was needed. Not only was it necessary to 

monitor the appointments, but it was also necessar}' to have some arrangement for identifying 

outstanding returns. The ulnage returns do not seem to have shared the problems resulting 

from attempts to raise direct taxes on people's wealth or income. These attempts were often 

frustrated by returns submitted late and often ^ amounts substantially less than had been 

anticipated. The ulnage returns came in reasonably prompdy and in fiiU, particulady Wien tbe)^ 

were farmed.'^^ John Bourchier, who relinquished the ofEce of ulnager in 1459, sought pardon 

Anthony Steel, 7% Baajw o / " U 7 7 - y 4 < 9 , (Cambddge, 1954) p322 

^ They -̂ere genccally enrolled in order, which suggests that they ^tie received in a togical order. There is nothing in the Ulnage 
Rolls that suggests tliat enrolment was delayed pending outstanding returns. 
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in 1460; he did not expect to escape unpunished if he Ailed to deliver prompdy the money he 

o w e d . ^ 

Amongst the other problems that the clerks would have had to manage, was the number of 

appointments that were deady not taken up and for which replacements had to be issued. 

Sometimes this was because the letters patent were the subject of Sawed Hraffing^ and were 

replaced.^ Some of them were replaced by grants to (he same o r other parties who agreed bo 

pay h i ^ e r fees,^ but this leaves some which cannot be explained by any note in the records 

and may be the casualties of double appointments. Hie grant made to John May and Thomas 

Elys in respect of Kent was an admitted duplication. The letters patent, a l t h o i ^ enrolled, were 

cancelled because the farm had been granted elsewhere.^ A gmnt was madA in respect of 

Northamptonshire and followed die next day by one to someone else for Northamptonshire 

and Rutland for a smaller fee. It is not apparent which one was eSecdve.^ There was an 

incident of duplication in respect of Hanq)shire in 1471 when the approvership was granted to 

Vincent Pitdesden, a l thou^ it had already been granted to John Fadey.^ It was Fadey whose 

grant stood. 

Steel examined the principal accounts of state, of which the ulnage records form but a small 

part. He made comparison of the records of Henry IV with those of Edward IV and he was 

not con^limentary to the latter.^ However, it should be noted that; in the case of Hampshire, 

for all their shortcomings, uk i a^ returns were received and enrolled for most years during the 

reign of Edward IV.'^ This was not the case for the years between 1404 and 1422, \%^en it 

seems that returns, other than accounting for cloths seized, were not required. The returns 

rendered by the 

1460Nov 11. 

^ For example CeZ p.l93 1451 June 26 replaced the entry found m p.l2 1453 June 17 which 

was backdated These entnee related to grant* to John Maunche and John Whmteokcsmede in respect of Wiltshire The second grant dealt with the 

RnancW commitments of the farmers. See also 1451 Oct 4 replaced by 1451 Nov 28. Grant to Thomas O^ame in respect of Kent The 

replacement related to the cKectrve start date of the grant. 

^ For example CQI Fim RiiikXDC p. 102-3 1454 Dec 2̂  replaced by p. 103 1454 Dec 19 Grant in respect of Warwickahif* where the Atrm 

was increased Erom ;(}36 19s to ,[38 14s 6d Or see, 1426 May 16 replaced by 1426 July 16. Grant m respect of Bristol where farm was increased 

kom ]([62 13$ 4d to ,{̂ 63 68 8d 

f W . ? * U , p l O 1405 N o ? 6 

^ (J*/ f w JOC 7 ^ 7 - p 24 1461 July 3, to Barnabas BemeweU k r The second grant was enrolled on 1461 July 4 and was to William 

Wake for 13s 4d. 

^ See dlaZ p 17 1471 Ai^ 18, forPittlesden's grant and 1471 July 12 forFatleya. 

^ Anthony Steel, TAf 7 / 7 7 - ( C a m b r i d g e , 1954), p.322 

do Returns are missu^ for Hampshire for the year 1473/4 and for the two years 1480-1482 
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approver llichard More in the late 1460s and the 1470H may no t be particularly illuminating for 

twendcth-centur)' historians; they were certainly not detailed as Parliament had directed, but at 

least More rendered them, thus demonstrating that the Exchequer was exerting some influence. 

The returns would be prepared and sent to the Exchequer annually or biennially where they 

were enrolled on the Ulnage Roll They were also subject to audit and nearly all of them were 

checked by the Exchequer auditors. The returns follow such a set pattern that there must have 

been central guidance on what was required. 

The returns were scrutinised when they reached the Exchequer. The Particular returns of the 

1390s have auditors' marks upon them showing that the number of cloths were checked and 

totals cross checked against the money received.^^ This practice was adopted elsewhere in the 

Exchequer from 1397-8. Steel, writing of the receipt rolls observed that, "In 1397-8 we get the 

Grst appearance of small marginal day totals - roug^ jottings or scdbblings ... These marginal -

and even ultra-marginal - totals are, however, remarkably accurate."^* Not only did the auditor 

aimotate the returns with such-marks as "examina", or show his calculations, he also drew a line 

vertically diroug)i the middle of the text, wilh a cross bar top and bottom to show that he had 

checked i t There were always two auditors, a Baron of the Exchequer and a rlmt. Although 

their names do not appear on the Ulnage RoH before the return of 1428-29, they are found on 

some of the returns 6:om which the roll was compiled, from 1398-99 onwards.^^ 

Both barons and clerks were obviously prof^sional civil servants, usually of long-standing, for 

their names are to be found, repeated over many years.^ Appendix 5 gives a list of Exchequer 

ofEcials whose names are found in connection with the ukiage records, together with a f ^ 

biographical notes about them. These Exchequer officials were men of standing within London 

and came from good families. The implied criticism of their shortcomings in Carus-Wilson's 

essay could be read as suggesting that they were too inept to notice that something was amiss. 

She wrote about the ulnage returns that "the documents now ia our hands cannot be treated as 

strictly 'original' sources, but as compilations, sufBciently accurate pediaps to placate die 

^ For example, there is a set of marks and cakuhdons on the Winchester return oFf̂ iay 1398 to February 1399. E101/344/12 

^ Anthony Steel, (Carnbridge, 1954) p.8. 

* E 101/344/16 for example. 

Biogmphica] details of Exchequer ofBcials canbe found inJ.C. Saint)-, (List and Index Societ)' 18, 1983), 
The PRO has an ai^habetical list of Exchequer ofGcers based on the Plea Rolls, ^ ^ 
&A 7 A Hw I'17.. Neither author nor dale of compilation are stated but it was located in the Round Room. (Shelf 21 Book IB). 

Phoebe Merrick Chapter 3 



87 

medieval Exchequer, though not to satisfy postcrit)'".''^ ITicre is no reason to tliink that the 

auditors did not understand the documents in front of them. 

There were, of course, certain differences in the returns of each of the three types of official, 

which is hardly to be wondered at since the terms of their appointments differed. When the 

ulnagers were directly employed by the Exchequer, they were required to submit detailed or 

particular returns accounting for all monies received. In addition, they submitted summaries, 

which were drafts of the items to be enrolled. Farmers were not required to submit lists of 

names, and, if Hampshire is representative, were not required to submit routine returns between 

1404 and 1421. The approvers were required to submit returns that included lists of names, but 

seem to have struck a compromise with the Exchequer in which they put in returns which listed 

names, but only some of them. The form of returns required for the Ulnage RoH settled down 

into a pattern. First, the ofEcial recited details of his appointment and authority to act and stated 

the period to which the return related. The next section dealt with fbrfatures, and either listed 

the cloths subject to fbrfat or stated that no unsealed clodi had been found. If fbrfisitures had 

been made, half the value of the cloth would be accounted for, as that had to be sent to London. 

The receipt of seals was nexl; in which the number of seals of each kind was set out, and how 

they were come by. For example they mig^t have been received from the previous ofhcials, or 

they might have been in hand because the ofEcial was remaining in ofEce. Finally, there was the 

sum of the receipt of seals, in which it was stated what was to become of them. 

Obviously the primary role of the ulnage officials was to collect the taxes and remit (hem to the 

Exchequer, or to use them to discharge debts at the Exchequer's behest The returns submitted 

by the ulnagers, but not those of the farmers, always stated how much money had been collected 

and how much was being sent to the Exchequer at the same time as the return was submitted. 

There was always a paragraph "summa recepte" in which the total amount of money gathered 

was stated. When the of&cial collecting it was direcdy employed, this Ggure was derived by 

stating the amount of subsidy, the amount of ulnage and the revenue derived from the sale of 

forfeited cloth, if there was any. The money was apparendy sent to the Exchequer as cash, or 

less often, it might be owed to the Exchequer. Sometimes an amount had been retained against 

the payment due to the ulnager fiar his expenses. The accounting for the income was taken ver)' 

seriously. In the Winchester account to 24 October 1397 there was a discrepancy' of a fardiing. 

Cams-Wilson, "The Aulnage Accounts: A Cnticism", [cpnnlcd in E.M, Cams-Wikon. PwA/mir, (London, 
1%7). p.289. 
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This &rthing is duly recorded as a discrepancy and remitted widi all the other money^, which 

was described as ^^61 23d %d. If the money was paid in full, the liability could be discharged 

with the phrase '''Et quietus est". How the money was transported to the Exchequer, and the 

mechanics of presenting it, are not apparent from (he ulnage records. 

Sometimes the money was not taken to London, because it had already been used. In thcf 

situation liability would be discharged agtinst a tally and the tally stocks sent to London. There 

are examples of that ht^pening with the \%^chester ulnagp returns."^ The details are set out in 

Table 3-1 below. Tliey show that sometimes all the money due to the Exchequer had already 

been submitted but sometimes more money was due. Presumably the existence of two or three 

tally sticks showed that die money had been used in two or in three amounts. Because the 

payment of farm fees is not recorded in the ulnage records it is no t possible to tell %tiedier the 

farms were paid in cash, or whether sometimes the money had been disbursed in advance and 

tally sticks sent to the Exchequer. In the later period, Richard More sent tally sticks to the 

Exchequer for the years 1474-76 and 1476-8. 

Date of 

Return 

Sum of 

Receipt 

Amount im 

T«Uly 

No. of Residual 

Amount 

Disposal of Residual Amount 

6 s d . 6 s d . 6 s d . 

1395 Nov 24 63 2 6̂ 4 53 2 6k, 2 10 0 

0 . 

A l l o w e d t o u l n a g e r 

f o r h i s e x p e n s e s 

1399 Feb 7 20 17 7 ^ 17 17 7 y 2 3 0 0 . A l l o w e d t o u l n a g e r 

f o r h i s e x p e n s e s 

1399 Oct 17 28 0 7^ 24 13 i i y 2 3 6 8 . A l l o w e d t o u l n a g e r 

f o r h i s e x p e n s e s 

1402 Jan 13 5 4 2 18 3 2 6 6 . A l l o w e d t o u l n a g e r 

f o r h i s e x p e n s e s 

1403 Sep 29 32 11 IIW 29 3 4. 3 3 8 OW Owed and p a i d 

T^lc 3-lV&ichesteT Returns When Money Had Been Transmitted To The Exchequer By Tally 

Once the ulnage was administered by Azmers, the form of the returns changed because they 

were no longer accompanied by pazticular returns showing all the details of paymait by the 

taj^ayers. The farm fi*s were cleady accounted &)r at (he Exchequer in a way that was quite 

outside the ulnage returns. The Srst return from any farmer of the revenue of Hampshire and 

« E 35g/g m 4. 

The ulnage coU for Richard ITs teign i; catalogued as E 358/8 and that For the GAeenth ccntury to 1485 as E 358/9. 
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Winchester related to the two years ending 2 Februar)' 1417 and was an account of seiyed cloth. 

'Die monc)' accounted For on the Ulnage Roll was 3s, being half the proceeds of a piece of 

forfeited cloth. The return for the eight months to October 1417 similarly only accounted for 

half the income from a seized cloth amounting to 30s. There were no further returns until 1422. 

The implications are that only two seizures were made between 1404 and 1422 in Hampshire, 

and that farmers of the ulnage were not required to render account of other aspects of (heir 

stewardship in those years. 

Farmers were expected to pay half their fees at Easter and half at Michaelmas, so the 

government would be able to expect certain sums of money conaing in at spedEc times. It 

seems likely that most of them were paid reasonably promptly. There were only a few ulnagers 

who were summoned to answer for debt, or whose executors were excused their debts. The 

Ulnage Rolls read as though returns came in in reasonable order, for there were very few of the 

Hampshire ones enroEed out of date sequence."^ One late return, in 1432, covered the last f<^ 

months of the farm held by John Veel and William Wode. Two returns submitted late in the 

1450s were made during the farm that had been granted to Peter Hill, Stephen Ede and John 

Cnston (or Christmas).^' Stephen Ede died in the year 1452-3, and John Christmas during the 

year 1453-4. This left Peter Hill to carry on alone. In this situation it is not entirely surprising 

that there was some difficulty in his rendering returns on time. The Ulnagp Rolls were written 

by copying items onto the roll in the order in which they were received. Therefore, if an item 

were received late, it was enrolled out of date sequence. No spaces were left for items that were 

expected and had not a r r ived .Th is approach made thrifty use of parchment, but would have 

made checking for outstanding returns much more complicated. 

The approvers were required, by law, to render returns. The statute of 1464, which provided for 

the appointment of a new type of ulnagers, namely the approvers, required them to account in 

full for the taxes they collected. Not only had the approvers to submit their accounts regulady 

but preparing these returns was part of the basic duties of the approvers, who could not charge 

thg. Exchequer for their preparation work. The requirement to submit ann^a^ returns was 

worded thus: 

^ The ciceptions were those (be the pcdod (com 29 September 1431 to 24 June 1432, and the two years to 29 September 1456. 

WZ-Wj", p.230 1442Jan 25. 

Since the length oFi mtum would depend partly on detaik of (or&ited clotl\ if any, such a practicc would ha\'e entailed guessing 
how much space would be needed, and cither Icai-ing too muclt, or being cramped. Neither of diese scenarios is apparent on 
Ae rolls. 
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"And that eveiy of die said Keepers ... shall accompt yeady of the revenues of their said 

ofEces in the said Exchequer before the Treasurer of Eng^iaad, and the barons there ..., duly 

showing in the same accompts the number of the clotbs, half cloths, straits and kerseys sealed 

by them, with the names of the owners of the same.^^ 

This is the clause that was honoured in the bre%:h, when full lists of taxpayers were not 

provided. In the case of Hampshire, the returns of 1466/7 appear to contain full lists of those 

\(dio paid the subsidy and ulnagp. Thereafter, there are only abbreviated Ests, which consist of a 

few names followed by "et aliis". 

Thus Carus-Wilson was rig)it when she said that the (^provers did not submit a full list of payers 

of the subsidy and ulnage to the Exchequer. The Hampshire returns between 1467/8 and 

1473/4 come into this category of incomplete returns. Certainly, the run of returns provided by 

the ^provers cannot be used to study the minudae of the cloth trade because of the lack of 

detail which they conWn. That this happened on several returns from die mid 1460s onwards, 

could only have come about if the Exchequer clerks had authorised such abbreviation. One 

^)provef might have tried such an approach, but for them all to submit in that format could 

only have come about by permission. 

The inadequacy of these returns does not necessarily mean that the revenue was not paid to the 

Exchequer. The returns were not the payment dockets and the money may have been paid as 

due. It is true that the approver for Hampshire sent less money to the Exchequer than did the 

farmers either side, so that it would appear that ^^rovership was not an entirely sadsf^ory 

method of collecting the tax. Whether the returns were &audulent is more problematical,^^ 

because to establish fraud means establishing that Richard More's returns were intended to 

deceive. Certainly they were recklessly produced with a disregard for the facts, albeit with the 

^parent connivance of the Exchequer. Cloth producdon does seem to have been in decline for 

some years between 1460 and 1480, but whether it dipped as much as die drop in income 

su^psts is open to quesdon. Therefore More, or the ulnagers who woAed to him, were 

probably defrauding the Crown. 

&a&»2,4EdwIVc.ap.l,p.405. 

72 In modem Customs and Excise law, dure dawcs of tnznsgicssioa aic ircogniscd, caodcssnew, rcckkssncss and fraud. Fraud cnhnis a dcBnile intention to dccavc, 

whereas recklcwness means that return: have been gubmitted with a seoou* dtstegud (or the retyiifcment* of the law, but with no deliberate intention to deceive. 

Ordinaiy mistakes aie classed as cacdessncss, akhoL^ they may also consdtutc an oHencc and be treated as such. See &>f eaample Customs and Excise Management 

Ace 1979j s 169, Section 167. 
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Despite the difficulties of Rfteenth-centui^' England, ccrtainly from 1420 onwards, the ulnngc 

continued to be collected. Officials were appointed to- administer the law and collect the 

subsidy. Furthermore they rendered returns, more or less as required. 'Ihe central government 

remained in control of the administration and the ulnagers, of whatever 'stripe' were answerable 

to the Exchequer. Bearing in mind that the ulnage was a new t}^pe of tax, the first essay in excise 

in England, this was no mean achievement in a politically disturbed centur)% 

Problems 

As is only to be expected, the collection of a tax, even a minor one, wiE not be without 

problems in a ninety year timespan. The Exchequer cled^s had to deal with some overt fraud, 

and some failure to pay by the ulnagers or farmers, for good or bad reasons. Considering that 

the number of people involved was more than a thousand, the number of problems which were 

recorded in the Patent Rolls were very few. Whether that is because there were very few 

problems or whether it is because the Exchequer could not recognise or deal with such 

problems, is a subject that can only be left to the inclination of the reader. From the ulnage 

records there is not sufEcient evidence for a deEnitrve answer to be made. 

In October 1409 a new clause was occasionally inserted in the appointments of farmers, namely 

that if the payments fell into arrears of more than a month, then the 6rmer could be removed 

Eom ofEce.^^ The records searched in connection with this study do not show that this ever 

happened although the insertion of such a clause shows that the Exchequer considered that 

prompt payment was a reasonable requirement. This clause was not generally used, so it may 

have indicated that there were particular misgivings about a particular farmer. In the case of 

Robert Long, to whom this clause applied, he held the farm of Somerset from September 1409 

until November 1413, when he was replaced by William Pays and John Waget, who offered a 

higher farm.^° 

Some ulnagers or farmers failed to pay the ulaage income or the farm fees which they owed. 

The most alarming reason for non-pa)'ment occurred in a fair in Philips Norton, Somerset, 

when Thomas Neuton, esquire, the collector of ulnage of cloths, was the subject of a vicious 

c 
M Ga/ HwRaAxzn, pl65 1409 Oct 27. 

Another change was that, by t^vcmber of 1409, the requirement to seize clotli not of stancWd measure was omiticd from the 
grants. pl65 1409 Nov 17. 
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attack. One of his scnants was killed, and he himsclTwas much injured and his deputies had 

been chased From the fair. Unfortunately tlie date of this attack was not given, although die 

Commission of Oyer and Terminer was issued in 1401 Neuton had no letters patent enrolled 

in the period after July 1394, so it is not possible to gain any idea of the date of the attack from 

that source. 

The only other alleged attacks on an ulnager were those claimed in 1460 by John Bourchier, and 

the validity of the attacks on him are much harder to believe. John Bourchier was the younger 

son of Henry Bourchier, who was appointed treasurer to Henry V I in 1455. Within ten days of 

taking up diat appointment, Henry Bourchier appointed his son, John, as farmer of the ulnage 

of Norfolk, Suffolk and Essex in June 1455.^^ (Henry VI was not the only person whose 

intervention in the administration of the ulnage was partisan.) For whatever reason, the 

appointment of 1455 was not taken up but was replaced by an alternatively worded grant, issued 

in 1457 and backdated, to run for eig^t years firom Michaelmas 1455.^^ The 6rst farm was for a 

total of ;(̂ 161 18s 8d and t h e second one contained an increment of 14$ bringing the to 

;;(162 12s Sd.̂ '* The next farmer, Thomas Ormond, paid nearly (̂̂ 162 so Bourchier seems to 

have been charged a reasonable fee.^^ John Bourchier relinquished die ofEce in 1459, well 

before its term expired. In November 1460 he was pardoned payment of the money he had 

lost, which 'losses were sustained by him through robberies in divers parts of die realm".^^ His 

mainpernors were also excused any liability for the debts that they m i ^ t have incurred. The 

robberies were not speciGed and one wonders why he was so particularly unlucky. No other 

ulnager since Neuton had been so unfortunate. Whether John Bourchier had really been robbed 

seems doubtfiiL It is just as plausible that he was not capable of holding the of&ce to which he 

had been appointed, or that he had misappropriated the money. 

Less dramatic than physical attack was suspicion of fraud. There had clearly been problems in 

Devon, because commissions were appointed on tiicee occasions to enquire "into the 

CaL PaL Rolls, Hen Ti^, 1401-1405, pp.516-7 1401 Ape 29. 

Linda Ckck "Tlie Benefits and Burdens of Office: Henrj'Bouidiier (1408-83) Viscount Boucchier and Ead of Essex, and tiie 
Ticasufeish^ of the Exchequct" in Michacl Hicks ed. /Z* w Laar A W a o / ( O o u c e s t c q 1990) 
p.l26. She described tliis as an appointment to a "lucrative office entitling him to a moiety of the forfeitures arising from his 
surveillance". 

Gz: Rm Rg&XTX, p.lM 1455June 9: p.l74 1457 May 31. 

This suggests the Eum was the subject of compcnti\'e tendccing firom another part)'. 

75 Rw Rg&XTX, p.259 1459 Nov 8. 

76 Gz! Pal , Hw I'7, p.631 1460 Nov 11. 
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concealmeat of certain sums of money due to the king from die ulnage of cloths within die 

County of Devon".^ The commission was to enquire into irregularities in the times of Richard 

II and of Henry IV. Unfortunately, the records do not give any indication of who was being 

accused or what they were alleged to have done. There was a, similar problem in connection 

with the ulnage of Surrey and Sussex, and in 1402 a. commission was appointed to enquire 

about 

certain concealments, oppressions, misprisions, and extortions committed by the collectors 
of the customs and subsidies and iheir controllers and the ulnagers ... by colour of their 
ofEces, and about (he concealment of aH goods late of Richard 11 and others ^x^o lately 
made forfeiture to the king.^ 

With both these af6irs, it is impossible to judge how much substance there was in the 

allegations^ and how much a wide brief was given to the commissioners because a problem was 

suspected but its nature was not well deGned. For example, if there was a downturn in 

production in an area, the ulnagp income would drop even from, an honest ulnager, but this 

In t imate reason mig^t give rise to unfounded allegations of fraud. On the other hand, the 

case prepared agiinst the ofGcials in Surrey and Sussex reads as t h o u ^ various people had 

suf&red considerably at their hands, and not only the king. 

After the cases at the beginning of the century, there were no more examples of problems with 

the ulnage until 1455. In that year Eleanor HuD, the mother of Sir Edward HuU, deceased, was 

pardoned the various moneys he owed.»^ He had served Henry V and Henry VI in various 

capacities, including being Sheriff of Somerset and Dorset, and Sheriff of Devon, as well as 

being ulnager for Somerset between 1443 and 1453.^ Therefore, (he debts arising &om the 

ulnage may not ha,ve been the major part of the outstanding money. 

There were a few debts pardoned in the later years under review. In 1466 Thomas Asby, 

citizen and draper of London, and Maigaret his wik, were pardoned "all offences, trespasses 

and concealments committed by (the late John Maunche) and all debts and accounts due from 

him to the king".^ Margaret had previously been the wife of John Maunche and was the 

executrix of his will. Maunche, who was also a London draper, had bea i the involved in some 

stron^y contested bids for the farm of the ulnage in both Wiltshire and Somerset. That he 

died without 

81 CaZ p.348 1400 Aug 24; p.413 14(X) No? 4; p 520 1401 July 5. 
82 p.TO 1402 Mar 1. 

« p^49,1455 Aug 29. 

84 If Edwaid Hull had seived Henry V, by 1455 his mo^er must have been well advanced m years. 

K C*! E a k . p 4 4 6 1466 Feb 4 
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paying the money he owed on some of them is an ironic twist of fate, 'flien in 1465, William 

Sterling was pardoned for money he owed in conncction with the farm of Surrey and Sussex 

since September 1462.̂ ^ Two further pardons were issued in 1481. ITie Grst of these was to 

Thomas Shire, who had been approver in Nottinghamshire and Derbyshire^- and the other was 

to John Tailor of Exeter, who had been sun^eyor of customs, as weU as '^keeper of the seal for 

the subsidy and ulnage" in Devon.^^ As keeper of the seal, he must have been answerable to 

Richard More who had been approver and then farmer for Devon, along with many other 

counties. This case shows how the deputies of the approvers and large farmers could also be 

held liable for their actions. 

There is a reference to one other case concerning a debt from unpaid ulnage money due to the 

Exchequer. The debt had arisen fiom a case which had been resolved in 1387 when it had been 

ascertained that Henry Colas owed ^(178 8s l i d firom the subsidy of cloths for sale in Kent It 

had been agreed that the debt should be discharged at the rate of 20s a year, and these payments 

were to be a charge on Heru^-^s lands.^ By 1475, only ,(̂ 15 Is 8d remained to be paid, and the 

entry in the Patent Rolls dealt with the grant of the money by the king to one of his servants. 

The severity of this punishment, compared with the ineffective treatment of the transgressors a 

century later, such as John Maunche, is very marked. 

These cases are aU that have been recorded in the Patent Rolls relating to misdeeds in 

connection with the ulnage between 1394 and 1485. There were two cases of assault, and Eve 

cases where officials were excused paying the revenue to the Exchequer, (two being excused 

posthumously), plus one case that had arisen eadier and not been excused. It would not be 

reasonable to think that these were aU the fiauds, and cases of incompetence verging on fiaud, 

that took place during the ninety years under review, but they are the only ones judged serious 

enough to need ofGcial action to be taken. 

GzZ Pat T % p.461-2 1465 Sept 23. He was pardoned his debts, but his appointment had not 
been enioUed. 

GzZ fat H/i EA' IR/rDT, p.234 1481 Jan 1. Shire had been appro\tr between 1471 and 1479, 

Pat . Edk n / ; 5 6 ' K p.261-2 1482 Feb 10. 

Pa/. , E A ' / K Ho, P7, p.505 1475 Mar 14. 
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Timing of Appointments 

Between 1394 and 1485, 1006 men had their appointments to administer the ulnage enrolled in 

the Fine Rolls. The timing of appointments was not evenly spread. Half the enrolled 

appointments were made in the 35 years to 1429 and half were made in the 55 years from 1430 

to 1485. The pattern of appointments is summarised in Table 3-2 below. 

Decade N o % Commonest Type of Official 

1394-99 175 17 Direct employee 

1400-09 156 16 Direct employee until 1403, then 6rmer 

1410-19 104 10 Farmer 

1420-29 74 7 Farmer 

1430-39 80 8 Farmer 

1440-49 70 7 Farmer 

1450-59 136 14 Famier 

1460-69 107 11 Famier until mid decade, then approver 

1470-79 78 8 Approver until 1478, then farmer 

1480-85 27 3 Farmer 

Total 1006 101 

Note: the ye2r of enrolment^ not the year of appointment, is shown. 

Table 3-2 Numbers o f Appointments by decade 

All the ulnagers were appointed, or re-appointed in July 1394. There was never again such a 

complete re-arrangement of the administration of the ulnage. There were, of course, peaks and 

troughs, years in which there were many appointments and years in which there were f i ^ . This 

section seeks to draw attention to some of the factors which influenced the number of 

appointments in any given year. A change of sovereign normally resulted in a flurr}^ of 

appointments, with the notable exception of Richard III, whose attention was attracted 

elsewhere. In addition to this most ob-swus cause, there were a few other peak years, most 

notably 1403 and 1451. 
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'ilicrc was considerable dislocation in 1399, even before Henry IV replaced llichard JJ. In June 

and July, Richard Il's administration started to lease the ulnagc to farmers instead of having 

ulnagers who were directly answerable to the Exchequer for their activities. Eleven 

appointments of farmer were made. Three of these, for the North Riding of Yorkshire, for 

Oxfordshire, and for Essex with Hertfordshire, were for places never again farmed as separate 

entities so useful comparisons with later Sgures are not possible. Of the eig^t farms where 

comparisons can usefully be made &ve of the farms had fees set much higher than any later 

farms. No reason is apparent. Possibly the fee was set close to the total revenue, and due 

allowance for administrative costs not made. Alternatively the Egures may have been set on the 

assumption that production levels were hig^ or even increasing, which was not in fact the case. 

Qoth exports were declining around the turn of the century.^^ Bearing in mind that the 

monarchy was in crisis, it is possible that the fees may have been set high as a form of subsidy, 

either voluntary or forced. Table 3-3 shows how atypical diese grants were. 

County F ^ O f 

Summer 1399 

Next Farm Year Second 

Highest Farm 

For County, 

Year 

€ s d & s d E s d 

Somerset 220 0 0 106 13 4 1403 158 15 2 1454 

Bristol 130 0 0 50 19 8 1406 65 2 0 1461 

Warwickshire'"'' 61 0 0 62 0 0 1403 38 15 0 1460 

London 33 6 8 24 0 0 1403 40 0 0 1439 

Dorset 22 0 0 14 13 4 1405 17 7 8' 1434 

Surrey^ Sussex 14 13 4 17 6 8 1399 21 0 0 1427 

Shropshire "'12 0 0 12 .0 0 1403 13 17 8 1455 

Hereford (city) 6 0 0 2 0 0 1400 2 13 4 1403 

Table 3-3 Farm Fees Set In 1399 Compared With Later Farms 

85 John Munro has pointed out that the exports of broadclotli dropped from "an average of 38,600 pieces in 1390-1400 to one of 
32,900 pieces in 1400-1409"/" Since exports represented a very large proportion of the production of broadcloths, such a 
downturn would haw an adverse effect of the manu&cturing centres of the country. It may be that contetnpocari^jlid not 
recognise the decline in trade as a trend, but peiceiwd it merely as a temporary fluctuation. It is much easier to determine trends 
after an event than durinc it. (See lohn H_A_ Munro GbfA fW GoA/; Tik m )AfO-

(Toronto, 197:^ pp.62-3). 

^ The Ggures (or Warwickshire arc inexplicable. The 6cm for 1399 was j[6l, and that granted in 1403 %-as [̂9 15s B'Ad (or the 6ist 
year and then £62 per annum thereafter. However by 1405 the County had reverted to an ulnager. It was formed again in 1408 
at j[32 12s 9d. It looks as thougli the ;(]62 was over-optimistic and could not be sustained. There may have been an element of 
competitive tenderine; as the office was taken sometimes bv lohn Rav and sometimes bv Roecr Benet at various times between 
1394 and 1408. 

]omdv witli Stiiffotdsliire. 
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' fhc farms let by Richard II were replaced by dirccdy answerable ulnagers. Initially Ilenr}^ IV 

adopted the policy of employing directly answerable ulnagcrs, and as has been said, because of a 

clerica] error, many of die initial grants had to be enrolled twice, in October and November 

1399. This was because the drafting of the October grants was dawed"^^ by the omission of the 

exemption of cheaper cloths. This was one of the very rare administrative errors which are 

apparent in the Calendar of Fine RoUs.̂ ^ 

Henry reverted to farming the ulnage in most counties in 1403. This decision to replace directly 

employed ulnagers with farmers in 1403 b r o u ^ t about another substantial number of 

appointments close together. Farming produced a lower return to the Exchequer but it was, in 

principle a more secure income because the farmers pledged to pay set amounts at 

predetermined times. Rhidian GiifEdis has written of the "collapse of the Exchequer in die 

summer of 1403" without elaborating further.^ A crisis in the Exchequer would makp direct 

control of the ulnage difEcult, and farming would be a way of ensudng receipt of a substantial 

portion of the revenue with iCuch less effort in the centre. It is possible that the Percy rebellion 

of 1403 put additional strains on the Exchequer, leaving it unable to deal with the minutiae 

which it had previously handled, and therefore forcing working practices to change. When the 

ulnage was 6rmed the Exchequer cleiis no longer needed to check itemised returns. They had 

to ensure that the rig^t sum of money was received, or accounted for, at the right time, and that 

suitable returns were submitted but this was a 6 r less onerous task. 

After 1403 the next group of appointments was made in May 1413 on the accession of Henry^ V. 

Presumably because of the difEculties surrounding the accession of Henry VI, and the need to 

establish a suitable method of administering the countr^r while he grew up, there was no 

noticeable grouping of appointments immediately after he came to the throne. New 

appointments were made but spread over a longer period of time than were diose made 

immediately after his father or grandfather had come to the throne. The problems caused by the 

succession of a baby, and the uneasy distribution of the royal prerogative meant that the ulnage 

The authoc had Wed to exempt "cloth of Keoey, Kcndalckith, Fosc of Coventrc, Coggewaie, al other strait cloth, or parcel of 

cloth, and cloth of Wales, whereof the dozen exceeds not the -v-alue of 13s 4d, as in tiie last Padkment it has been ordained". 

See FoK XH, f p p . 3 W 1399 Oct 17. 

^ This process is described by J .L. Kirby who wrote of December 1399 that "while the council was bus)- hearing petitions and 
settling disputes, the Chancer)' was issuing conRonations of all the giants of ofEces and annuities made by Richard II, so that 
their holders could apply to the Exchequer for their kes and pensions". See: J.L Kirby, Ho/Q' (London, 1970) 
pp. 84-5. 

90 Rhidian GdfRths "Prince Henry and Wales 1400-1408" in Micliael Hicks ed. 
(Gloucester, 190(^ p.58. 
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was not immediately dealt with. In fact only seven appointments were made in the last four 

months of 1422, and eight more in 1423.^' 

For no apparent reason of state, there were quite a lot of appointments in 1451 although this 

may have arisen &om the start of the period of competitive bidding for the farms and 

heightened activity in consequence. If (he evidence of the customs records are to be believed, 

the 1440s were proEtable years for the doth industry, and probably (or the ulnagers. Therefore 

by 1451, there was an active market of people anxious to take up the ofSce. 

There were a large number of appointments made in 1461 following the accession of Edward 

IV who came to the throne after the h i ^ ulnage farm rents of the early 1450s had dropped 

substantially. At Grst his appointments were no difkrent in form &om those of the latter years 

of Henry VI. The only diKerence in the early years of Edward IV arose because men were wary 

of farming the ulnage in 1460, after the dramatic drop in proEtability which had occurred in the 

1450s. There were also someliif5culties in obtaining mainpernors after 1460, especially in 1470, 

and the problem was resolved by mainprise being found in the Exchequer. From 1464, the 

farmers were progressively replaced by a smaller number of approvers. The upheavals of 1470 

and 1471 meant a widespread re-appointment of ofEcers, including the appointment of many 

farmers, although these appointments were short-lived. Edward IV, once he had r^ained the 

throne, restored the approvers. These officials were replaced in 1478, when Parliament banned 

approvers, leading to another busy time for appointments. Richard IIFs administration did not 

re-appoint ulnage officials in any significant numbers. 

Apart from the reasons just outlined that produced signiEcant clusters of appointments, there 

were a variety of factors influencing the routine number and timing of appointments. Farms 

were usually issued for a term of years and the expiry of the term meant that a new agreement 

had to be drawn up, either with the current incumbent or with a new one. Incumbents mig)it 

become ill or die and replacements would be needed. These were normal evolutionary changes, 

as are to be expected in any long term organisation. Sometimes drawbacks in the terms of 

appointment made them unacceptable and a replacement grant was issued. The other cause of 

In 1422 appointments wtre made (or Somccet, Bostol, East Anglia, Cambridge and Huntingdonshim, Wiltshire, Herefordshire 
and Hampshire. In 1423, appointments vk-ere made for Holland in Lincotnsliiie Qanuar)), Wotcestechire (February), 
Bedfordshire and Buckinghamshire (May), Derbyshire (|uly), Lindsc)' in Lincolnshire (tuly), Middlesex (Oct). Notdnghamsliire 
(Nov), and Surrey and Sussex (No\^. Thus London, Kent, Yocksliire, Dorset and other counties either did not have 
appointments made or, if made, not enrolled. 
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new appointments was changc in the amount of farm arising f rom a changc in the amount of 

revenue firom the area. 

Grants of office were occasionally relinquished. The grant made in respect of Bristol in July 

1421 was surrendered and replaced by one which paid a significantly higher farm in November 

1421.^- Other reasons might cause them to be surrendered. In the case of Hampshire in 

December 1422, the grant was surrendered because William Wode, one of the two farmers, had 

died. A new grant was issued to his erstwhile parmer, John Veel, who then held office on his 

own.^^ There were occasional other grants where one farmer surrendered his ofSce in favour of 

another. For example, in 1415, Thomas Caundyssh and Thomas Newton, serjeants of the king's 

cellar, and Thomas White, citizen of London, had been granted the farm of Shropshire for 

twenty years '̂̂ , and in 1424 they surrendered this farm in 6vour o f Edmund Morys, on the same 

terms, but back-dated to Michaelmas 1422.^^ There is nothing in the terms of the grant which 

indicates what lay behind this particular change of ofEce holder, although the delay in issuing the 

letters patent was unusually long. 

Occasionally, local government changes would require the issue of new letters patent For 

example, by April 1442, Kingston-upon-HuU had been awarded county status, and therefore 

Robert Waterton, who held the farm for the County of Yorkshire and the City of York, no 

longer held sway in Hul l Waterton received new letters patent which speciEcally included Hull 

in the places for which he held the farm.^ Waterton complained vociferously that he had not 

had notice of the removal of Hull &om Yorkshire. All his fuss did not seem to have beneEted 

him, because, in July 1442, Hug^ Cliderowe was granted the farm of Kingston-upon-HuU, 

retrospectively to April 1442.^^ Howe^^er Hull was administered with the rest of Yorkshire 

probably from 1447. In 1447, Henry Banaster, by bill of die treasurer, was granted, the farm for 

CaL Fine Rolls 1413-1422, pp.393-4 1421 July 20 and Nov 7. The fkst grmt, made to Thomas Stanford and Ralph "̂ SC-llland, 

was (bt a of (̂[54 13s 4<i, whereas the second grant, made to Ralph Weylond and John Fordc, was for ̂ 60. 

M Ca: RgAXI/, p.l6 1422 Dec 8. 

Xn/ ; p . l l l 1415Dec 1, 

M GzZ Z-f22-/4^0. pp.61-2 1424 Feb 21. 

^ GaZ Rw pp.201-2 1442 Apr 20. Watcrton's letters patent include the statement that "he had not notice 
that the king,... lias separated the town of Kingston-upon-HuU, of late pacel of tlie County of York and parcel of tlie 6rm to 
the said Robert; &om the said Count)' of York and had caused it to be incorporated in itself as a County, so that the said Robert 
cannot executc the said letlcc witliin tlie said to^-n, as from of old has customaril)' been done, and ^rt renders )-early as much as 
was accounted for in the Exchequer before the incorporation of die said town." This replacement grant was issued under the 
prKy seal, and dated by authority' of Parliament, instead of the usual issue by "bill of the treasurer". 

M W / . W J . p . 2 0 2 1442July 15. 
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twenty years at an annual fee of 113 marks plus an increment of ^1 6s It is not clear 

whether Banastcr ever took up the post because the grant "was vacated on surrender" in the 

following year. Tor some reason, Henry VI had personally intert'ened ^ d granted the ulnagc of 

Yorkshire, York and PIull to Thomas Clifford knight and Walter Calverlcy esquire at the same 

aggregate of 115 marks.^^ Henr)' Banaster was a king's Serjeant who presumably was 

recompensed in some other way. 

This intervention by Henry VI was typical of his activities, as he was prone to give ofEce to 

personal supplicants in a way that cut across established procedures. Henry VTs profligacy with 

state revenues, making haphazard grants and intervening in the appointments system in ways 

which were not appropriate, caused considerable problems for his administration. Ralph 

GrifGdis has pointed out that "the ready way in which the king responded to petitions 

occasionally led to confusion".™ Griffiths' comments were a general criticism, because Henry's 

behaviour was not restricted to any one part of the administration. The ulnage was not exempt 

from this treatment, and confUcting and confusing grants of farm were issued in that area by the 

king, as the Yorkshire incident shows. 

Thus the timing of signiEcant numbers of appointments of u l a a g ^ were much as might be 

expected. A change of sovereign would need a host of new appointments, but, in addition, 

there were one or t^^o special events that resulted in large scale change. These were particularly 

the change to Armers in 1403, the change to approvers in 1464, and the competitive bidding for 

ofSce at the beginning of the 1450s. 

Length of Appointments 

Whereas the ulnagers mosdy had open-ended appointments, the farmers were usually appointed 

for a 6xed term of years. Indeed, one way of testing to see whether there was some central 

monitoring of appointees is to see whether there were long periods when no ukiager appears to 

M W XT-IZ;, p.49 1447Juh- 2 

w Can! p.78 1448 Feb 9. 

100 Ralph A GdfKths, Tk M (London, 1981), p364 GofBths commented that Henry \ T s 'Tack of fotes^t 
enabled numerous conSkmng ganls to be issued, one gift being supecseded by anodicr, bitter arguments resulted in several parts 
of die counti)'. The warrung signs were (lashing as eady as 1438. At times Hent)' seemed uncertain whether a grant was capable 
of implementation, and a signiGcant number of diem carried die proviso that diey should take effect oiilv if an identical patent 
had not already been issued.... Bungling of this kind - for it can be regarded as no less - sometimes led to vioknce, as one party 
was ejected from land or o(5ce by a ai-al" It is not apparent whether the Yorkshire ulnagc grant of 1448 was one of these 
bungled grants, althougli it is always possil)le. 
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have been in officc. 'ITic abscnce of a tax collcctor was less likely to be brought immediately to 

the notice of the Exchequer tlian was the existence of conflicting parties. It is difficult to know 

which of the government archives would reveal counties without ulnagcrs. ITne Ulnage Rolls 

recorded the return of stewardship by the officials. The Exchequer Memoranda Rolls recorded 

the payments of fees or revenue and the Fine Rolls recorded most of the appointments. None 

of them would have provided a complete list of appointees. The Ulnage Rolls probably 

contained all the items submitted to the Exchequer, but the absence of a return for a particular 

county mig^t mean the absence of an appointee, or it mig^t mean the failure to have submitted a 

return by an of6ce bolder. The Memoranda Rolls would be a Eaidy good source, but when two 

counties were ulnaged as one, the receipt of payment could only be placed in one count/s 

record. For example, John Farle^ '̂s return of mone}', when he was approver for Gloucester and 

Hampshire in 1472/3 was recorded under the Gloucestershire account. The Fine Rolls were 

similarly unsatisfactory, for not all appointments were enrolled therein. 

An analysis of appointments recorded in the Fine Rolls show where there appear to have been 

times when there was no ulnager for a given county. Because not all appointments were 

enrolled, a gap may be indicative of a failure to enrol an appointment rather than an absence of 

any appointment. There were 33 instances where no appointment had been enrolled for at least 

a year after the expic}' of the pre^wus appointment There were three such in the Grst decade of 

the Efteenth centur)% four in the second decade, three in the 1420s, Eve in the 1430s, sex^en in 

the 1440s, six in the 1450s, two in the 1460s and three in the 1470s. Thus the time of greatest 

difficulty was during the adult years of Henry VI. In some cases, the next appointment of 

ofEcial was to the person who already held the office and it is reasonable to assume continuity. 

There were nine appointments where there was continuity of at least one of&ciaL These 

appointments were mosdy made one or two years after the expiry of the previously registered 

letters patent. Of the remaining twent}"-four "missing" appointments, it is not possible to tell 

from the Calendar of Fine Rolls what the omissions represent. It may be that there was no 

functioning ulnager, or it may be that the Exchequer allowed the incumbent to continue, in the 

hopes that something would turn 

There may be occasional transcripdon errors which distort the Ggures, albeit not signiScandy. 

For example, in januar)^ 1404, according to die Calendar of Fine Rolls, Henr}'̂  Somer and John 

Stere were appointed to farm the ulnage of Hampshire and Winchester for one year from 
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Michaclmas 1403.'"' Iio\vc\cr, the return which was enrolled refers to their ha^-ing been 

appointed for seven years, aldiougli they initially put in a return for eighty days to tlie 31 January 

1404.'°- If they were appointed for seven years, Ae fact that they held office for five years 

would be quite normal and unremarkable as a fair number of ofGcials did not complete their 

contracted time. The Ulnage RoU only contains two items for Hampshire between 1404 and 

1415, so it is not possible to refer to that source for clarification. 

The grants made &om the ulnage revenues of Hampshire do no t help to determine what was 

happening in the years for which there was no enrolled ulnager or farmer. In 1397 the mayor 

and commonalty of Winchester had been granted annually for die repair of their Gty walls 

for 6ve years.^c^ This grant does not appear to have been renewed; certainly no renewal is to be 

found in either the Patent Rolls or the Qose Rolls. The next record of the use of die 

Hampshire ulnage was the grant to John TyUe in One must assume that the ulnage was 

being coEected and the money paid into the Exchequer, even though the farmm?: were not 

submitting accounts of their Stewardship. Therefore, a detailed examination of the records &)r 
s 

Hampshire suggest^at the apparent absence of legal ulnagers arises from a typographical error 

the ulnagers claimed to have been appointed for seven years which would mean there was no 

period without ulnagers in Hampshire, and it seems likely that there is an error in the Calendar 

of Fine Rolls. This explanation does not necessarily extend to other counties which appear at 

times not to have had ulnagers. 

There are six instances when no appointment of ulnager was enrolled for more than Efteen 

years after the expiry of the previous appointment These occurred in Staffordshire, Derbyshire, 

Oxford and Berkshire, London, Cambridge and Huntingdonshire and Leicestershire. The 

details are set out in table 3-4 below. It is noticeable that Ê '̂ e out of the six instances occurred in 

the years around the 1450s, and that the next appointment was either for the same or a smaller 

farm or the administration was put into the hands of an approver. In four of the counties, the 

farms were negligible, although the other two were large enough to suggest a reasonable-sized 

trade in the count}'. It is possible that^there were particular difEculties regarding the wodc in 

London, but the explanation for Oxfordshire and Berkshire's apparent unpopularity is not 

. p.232 1404 tan 31. 

E 358/9 m 4v 

103 GzZ faf. jP;. p.73 1397 Feb 16. 

Haz/K p.452 1413 Jan 4. 

Phoebe Merrick Chapter 3 



103 

obvious. Incidentally, it is interesting to sec that l^ondon was placed into tlie hands oF an 

approver as early as 1457. This suggests that that method of administration might have been 

introduced, even without a change of monarch. It is always possible that letters patent may have 

been issued but not enrolled for some of the apparent gaps. It is equally possible that, with the 

small counties, no one could be found to take the posts. If Ending officers had become as 

difGcult as these examples suggest, Edward IVs need to revitalise the administration, by 

introducing approvers, becomes more apparent. This does no t explain why Hertfordshire was 

not mentioned in any grant between 1448 and 1479. In 1448 John. Dyer took the (arm for seven 

years at (̂̂ 2 13s 4<1̂ 05 grant in respect of that Count)^ is found again until 1479 when it was 

granted with other eastern counties to Richard Brond and the component of the farm for Essex 

and Hertfordshire jointly was ^[49 IZs.̂ "̂̂  It is always possible that the County was grouped 

with Essex at an earlier date, but this is not necessarily the case.^°^ Westmoreland and 

Cumberland were not mentioned after 1406, nor Northumberland after 1461, when its last farm 

was enrolled. The amount of revenue involved seems to have been negligible as the farm there 

had dwindled &om its peak of ,[2 8s 6d to a low of 12s 6d^°^, although there must have been 

some commercial production in Northumberland for any facm at all to be promised. 

lis RoA XT/Hf. W p.l06 1448 Nov 9. 

11% Rr/f AoA XXT, - / W , p.181 1479 Aug 5 

'°^Inl44&johnDyeiax)klhe&imofHettf6nkhiref6rsevcn)'cai5at,^ 1448 
Nov 9). N o gtarjt in respect of tiiat County is found again until 1479 when it was granted with other eastern counties to Richard 

Bcond and die componeiit of Ac &an for Essex and Hertfordshire joind)' was ;(]49 12s. (Ca/ K w %X7, J, p.181 

1479 Aug 5). .It is always possible diac the Count)' was grouped with Essex, but this is not necessarily die case. 

109 Hwf p.JZ5 1461 No\' 21. William Grene, a cled: of die Exchequer, and Alan Birde agreed to pay 12:; 

and an increment of 8d for die farm of Northumberland including Newcastle upon T}-ne, and diis farm, the equiWent of the 
subsidy on 38 cloths of assise, was the last mention of Northumberland for at least 25 years. Tliis te\'cl of production suggests 
that there were at most three or four commercial woollen manu6cturea maldng broadclodi in die Count)' at die beginning of 
the 1460s. 
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County Farm Date Of 

Expiiy Of 

Grant 

Dale Of Start Of 

Next Grant 

New Farm Time Lapse 

(\'cais) 

€, s d s d 

S t a f f o r d s h i r e ^ ' ' 2 13 4 1418 1437 1 0 0 19 

Derbysh ire" '" 0 13 4 1439 1453 0 13 4 14 

O x f o r d s h i r e and 

Berkshire^^^ 

24 0 0 1442 1453 24 0 0 11 

London^^'^ 40 0 0 1449 1457 Approver 8 

C a m b r i d g e s h i r e and 

Huntingdonshire^^^ 

1 11 8 1458 1465 Approver 7 

Leices tersh ire '"^' ' 1 13 4 1459 1465 . ^ p r o v e r 6 

Table 3-4 Examples o f Long Periods When no Farmer appears to have been appointed. 

Despite occasional gaps, particularly in some minor cloth counties, there were ulnagers 

appointed in some guise or another for most counties for most of ihe time. Therefore the 

rewards must have been high enough to tempt men to take the posts, even in the smaller paying 

counties. Not only diat, but there was a central administration, in the Exchequer, able and 

willing to organise and maintain the stmcture. 

Remuneration of OfBce Holders 

The evidence for tbe rate at which either ulnagers or farmers were remunerated is slight in the 

extreme. There is nothing in the Fine Rolls, the Close Rolls or the Patent Rolls which gives any 

indication of the remuneration that the Exchequer thought &t. In the ulnage returns, some 

ulnagers refar to their having held back their payments &om the money sent, or not sent, to the 

Exchequer. Apart from these spasmodic references, there is no general guidance in the ulnage 

records. The proSts made by farmers are not evident at all, as there is no mention of them 

anywhere. 

1413 Oct 17: XM, ;4j0-;4j7,p.308 1437 Feb 20. 

IIP Ci! RaA XZT ', /VjO-Mp. l77 1433 Dec 14; G;/: Fmr Ra&XDC p.61 1453Nov i 

/ w ; w . p 2 5 1 , 1435Dec 18; XZX. MJ2-/4<^y,p.lO 1453\iar2 

Xn -: p.63 1439 Feb 16; XZX. p.l75 1457 Feb 9. 

"3 WJ.MJZp 106 1449Feb 17. 

W;.NJ2,p. l06 1449Feb23; XX, y4if / .W/,p. l57 1465Oct2 
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The Hampshire and Winchester returns mention occasional remuneration of ulnagers, and 

diese payments will now be examined. The rate of payments does not seem to be constant, no r 

is it always possible to tell the dmescale to which payment relates. There is some evidence diat 

suggests an ulnager who put in several returns may have been rewarded once and not against 

each return, and that is e3{)licidy stated to be die case when John Balon was rewarded for his 

work as the Hampshire ulnager. (This is die only Hampshire payment which was recorded.) 

The details of die payments are set out in Table 3-5 below. A con^adson of the amount of 

money collected and die recoo^ense does not lead to any standard scale diat can be identi&ed. 

If (here were a scale applied by die Exchequer which took into consideration odier factors Mian 

the revenue collected, it is not apparent. Certainly, on the basis of the Hampshire and 

Winchester Egures, no useful pattern can be determined beyond saying ibaf mosdy the 

remuneration lay between 12% and 20% of the money collected with an aveoge around 15%, 

or three shillings in the pound. It is worth noting that the Hampshire ulnager was 

recompensed at a h i ^ e r rate than most of the Windiester ulnagers. A l d i o i ^ less money was 

collected in Hampshire, it was undoubtedly more expensive to collect dian the revenues of 

cloth in Winchester and its surrounds, because the taxpayers were more widespread. 

Ulnagar Start Date End Data Money 

Collected 

ReooB^ense % 

E s d. E s d. 

Hampshire John Balon^^ 7 Apr 1398 12 Nov 1402 5 10 3. 0 19 3*̂  17.5 

Winchester John Skillyng 20 July 

1394 

24 Nov 1395 63 2 10 0 0. 15.8 

Wincheatec John Fromond 24 Nov 1395 24 Oct 1397 61 1 119* 

Winchester John Dollyng 25 Oct 1397 16 May 1398 20 4 0. 

Winchester 'Nicholas Tanner 2 May 1398 7 Feb 1399 20 17 7;< 3 0 0. 14.3 

Winchester John Stere 7 Feb 1399 17 Oct 1399 28 0 7̂ 1 3 6 8. 11.9 

Winchester Robert Archer 21 Nov 1399 12 Dec 1400 38 5 e , 4 18 109* 12.9 

Winchester John Dollyng 12 Dec 1400 5 Feb 1401 8 15 3\ 

Winchester Robert Archer 5 Feb 1401 1 July 1401 15 1 8*4 2 18 39< 19 3 

Winchester John Dollyng 1 July 1401 3 Oct 1401 3 17 5X 

Winchester Robert Archer 3 Oct 1401 13 Jan 1402 5 4 9)* 2 6 6. 44.3 

Winchester Robert Archer 13 Feb 1402 29 Sep 1402 23 5 Gk 

Winchester Robert Archer 29 Sep 1402 29 Sep 1403 32 11 4:̂  

Table 3-5 Examples of Long Periods When no Farmer appears to have been appointed. 

Even discounting the Snal Winchester Egure, there (^pears to be no set formula for 

reimbursement of ulnagers, and yet there must have been some guiding parameters set within 

the Exchequer. It seems unlikely that the jr2 6s 6d paid to Robert Archer at die beginning of 

The revenue that John Balon collected has been aggre^ted because he served on several occasions. 
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1402 was the reward for the three month period of die return against which it was paid. Archer 

held of&ce for all but e i ^ t months between November 1399 and September 1403. The 6 c t 

that no payments for John DoUyng were recorded, nor any to John Fromond, cannot imply 

that they were not paid for their work. John Fromond was a professional man who became 

Steward of Winchester College^ and would not have taken on die ulnage widiout recompense. 

John DoUyng seems to have been a reserve ulnagei^ Â tdio took die post \idien others were not 

available. Even so, he is not likely to have takei die post without payment. In any case he 

seems an unlikely ulnagsr. He did not hold civic ofGce in Wnchester, and he was pomacily an 

innkeeper, a l thou^ he did deal in clodis, including presenting a number for ulnaging.^ 

The amounts of money collected by the ulnagers was, of course, known at die Exchequer. 

Therefore, when die administration was changed to farming, the people in charge of die 

contracts knew the appropriate charge for each fise &rm. The &rms needed to be as high as 

possible to ensure maximum revenue collection, but not so hig^ diat die post would be 

attractive to no one, or to no one suitable. The combined revenue raised in Hampshire and 

\)%nchester in die year 1402-3 was ^36 l i s &d. The Erst farm was set at ^30 in 1403, which 

would leave die farmer (̂̂ 6 l i s 8d far his e f b r t and e^a i se s . This gave a potential return of 

18% ix^ch was a litde h i ^ e r than the rate apparendy paid by die Exchequer to die uk i ag^ . 

After 10 years, die farm was increased to ^32 at ixdiich it remained until 1432. Ihere is no way 

of knowing whether the increase arose from an i:^tum in trade, or from a desire by die 

Exchequer to cut the pro6t maigins of the farmers. Had they been cut by much, diere would 

have been difEculty in filling die posts, so it is more likely diat it represents an upturn in trade. 

In die 6rst grants of Henry V s reign, diere is evidence that die Exchequer ofBcials suspected 

that they could be getting h i ^ e r farms than were in fict being paid. In die grant made in 1413 

to John Bowere of Boston, in respect of Holland, Lincolnshire, there is a condidonal clause. 

The farm was granted 

widi proviso diat if any other person shall be willing widiout fraud to render more for die 
said 6 r m by Easter next, dien die said John shall render diereafter such larger sum or be 
removed from the fkum at the will of die king,^ 

This clause became quite common in later years. That it took effect can be inferred from die 

number of grants where the fa rmer has agreed to pay a fee widi an increment in addition. Prior 

1:2 WCM, Vol 1, pj]^ 

l a w s up 1216 
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to the 1450s the increments were mosdy small and tlicrc is litde obvious evidence of fierce 

bidding (or officc. Incoming farmers would agree to pay the fee paid by their predecessor 

together with an increment and would then setde down to carr)' out their office. In the cady 

part of the 1450s, many of these increments became much greater than had pre\riously been 

common and the competitive bidding was much Hercer. This 6erce rivalry did much to de-

stabilise the existing pattern of farming the ulnage and to displace a number of established 

farmers. Many of ± e long-term farmers relinquished ofGce in that decade, but some of them 

must have been quite old by then and ready to retire. However the abrasive climate probably 

contributed to the absence long-established farmers of the ulnage ia the next generation. 

Most of the Eercely competitive bidding office took place in the 1450s. It is apparent 

because letters patent were issued to the disputants; these letters were enrolled and then 

overtaken by others. There was one earlier example of the iacrementat process at work, in 

Bristol, in the 1420s. The farm of Bristol was apparendy increasing in value, presumably because 

of an increase in the volume 5f broadclodis produced. In May 1426 John Benet agreed to take 

the farm there at a fi^ of [̂̂ 60 and an increase of 53s 4d. In July he surrendered his letters patent 

to the Chancery for cancellation and was granted new ones with a yearly of (̂̂ 62 13s 4d and 

an increment of 13s 4d.̂ ^^ There is nothing in the calendared records to give any hint of the 

speciEcs which lay behind this last increase but it seems likely that someone else was offering 

more than Benet was currendy paying. In general, t h o u ^ , the system continued to be settled 

during the 1420s and 1430s and some people held ofEce for many years. 

The farm of Somerset, subject of competitive bidding in the 1450s, contains one of the rare 

mistakes found in the records. The clerk who wrote the item amending the error quite 

speciScally stated that the king had been involved in the appointments, and therefore by 

implication blamed him for the fact that the post had been Glled twice. On 16 May 1453, by bill 

of the treasurer, letters patent were issued to William Seingeoige, knight, and John Maunche,^^^ 

draper of London, for seven years, backdated to Easter 1453.^^ Then on 1 June, a fortnight 

later, lo&ers patent were issued to John Gauter, merchant of Somerset, and Willgma Peller, 

CaZ p.l44 1426 Ivlay 16 and July 16. 

This name is -̂aoously sp»el[ "Aiaunche" and "fvtanuclie". 1 have adopted die fbrmec spellii^. 

JYDC , p,10 1453 Mav 16. This grant induded the words "for which answer has been made to the 
king" wliich wiis not a standard phrase, although occasionally (bund. 
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yeoman of Hampshire, and also for the farm of Somerset-^-! iTic two items were enrolled, 

adjaccnt to one anotlier in the Fine Rolls. "̂ ITie entr}' in the Calendar of Fine Rolls, wherein the 

matter was resolved, recited the facts but even in translation the irritation caused to the clerks 

can be sensed.^— The document included the explanation that "althoug^i by other letters patent 

... the king committed the said farm" to Gauter and Peller, Seingeoige and Maunche had offa%d 

to match the payment of ^[129 Is 8d prooaised by Gauter and Peller and hence secured the post. 

Their claim was held to be the stronger claim as their letters patent had been issued first but they 

only secured their claim by matching the farm rent. 

The recompense of the approvers is no more apparent than that of the farmers, for all that they 

were direcdy employed. The only re faa ice to their payment is to be found in the Statute by 

which they were appointed, and this states that they were to be rewarded annually for their work 

and that they may not charge the Exchequer for preparing the requisite retums.^^ Although 

their remuneration was provided for, none of the Hampshire returns from approvers mention 

rewards and therefore there is"no way of knowing what they were paid. 

The proRts of office of ulnagers, farmers or approvers are not apparent from the ulnage records 

in the Public Record OfGice. The only times when the rewards were stated were in some of the 

returns by ulnagers in the Grst decade under re^aew. Even this does not help to determine the 

pro6t which mig)it have been expected from of&ce, because the ulnager had various expenses 

and the information needed to cost these is not available. The fact that, for most of the time, 

suitable office holders were found, means that the rewards must have been viewed as satisfactory 

to a su&cient body of men. 

Geographical basis of Appointments 

One of the duties of the central administration was to decide upon the size of units appropriate 

for the administration of the ulnage. A balance was needed between their being large e n o u ^ to 

be cost effective, but not so large that the ulnager could not control the operation. There was 

also a n e e d ^ have regard to local sensitivities. In 1394, when there was a major re-organisation 

and the operation was taken directly into government control, the basic unit was set at county 

'2' W 2 - W / , p . l O 1453 June 1. 

W2-W7,pp. l2-3 1453July 13. 

J/af. Awk; 2,4 Edw IV cap.l p.405. The clause stated liiat each approver %-as "To be m^-ardcd yeady at his said account (be 
his labour and di%ence in this behalf) at the Recent of the Exchequer by the discretion of the ticasurer and barons without 
pa)-ment of anything in the Exchequer in or for the making of his said account". 
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level. Each county had its own ulnager^\ as did some of the large cloth manu6ctunng towns, 

such as Salisbury and Winchester. The exceptions were Surrey and Sussex which were always 

administered joindy, as were Rutland and Northamptonshire. Conversely, Lincolnshire and 

Yorkshire were initially administered at their sub-division or dding level. 

By 1399, die uneconomic nature of some of these a r r ang^en t s was apparent, and other 

counties were combined. Stafkrdshire was groined with Shropshire brieEy in 1399^ but this 

union did not last. Of a more permanent nature were the unions of Cambridgeshire and 

Huntingdonshire in 1399^^. I h e counties of Bed&rdshire and Buckin^iamshire were joined 

briefly in 1399 and permanendy in 1405.^ Oxfordshire and Bedcshire were joined from 

1403^^ and Devon and Cornwall in 1405^ Cumbedand and Westmoreland were not: 

mentioned in die ulnage records after 1406 and it is possible dia.t they were administered from 

Northumbedand. Generally speaking, the paired counties were amonggt the smaller payers of 

ulnage fees. For example, Devon and Cornwall's &rm in 1405 was set at ^10, compared with 

Somerset's j(̂ 107. The exception was Oxfordshire and Beikshire where the joint farm was set 

at ^20 per annum in 1403. 

A l thou^ amalgamations were often made because counties had too small an industry for a 

separate ulnage to be cost-efkctive, this was not always true. The counties of East Anglia 

formed a notable exception; as diey were usually joined although the combinations vaded over 

time. In 1394 die four counties of Norfolk, Suffolk, Essex and Hertfordshire were ulnaged 

separately. In 1399 the farm k r Essex and Hert&rdshire was set, bdedy, at ^48.^^ In 1403 

the &rm for aU four counties together was ^ 1 3 5 ^ and this rose to ^^140 in 1413.^ Ihere 

followed 

It was essential to extend ulnage control throughout the country, even m counties with little or no commercial woollen cloth production^ otherwise 

the duty could be evaded by selling untaxed cloths in unsupervised areas. In order to protect large sources of excise duty, it is still necessary to put 

resources into controlling small payers, even though the resource is barely cost-effective. This can be seen nowadays with betting shops. Most of 

the revenue comes from the national chains and costs very little to collect Most of the staff cost of collecting this tmz is devoted to ensuring 

compliance by the independent bookmakers who have one or two shops each. 

I3Z Cim! p.305 13M June 23. 

C«Z Rr&XH pp.36-@ 1 3 * Oct 17 

iw pp MOB1399 Oct 17. j o s pp 9-10 1405 No? 1. 

CW IW&XZI p.m 1403 13. 

CaL FmeKnlisXllI, 1405-14-^X p 9 1405 Nov 1. 

u:' W p 301 1399 18 

U;$.7AI.;i:p.l84 14C3M«y]2 

f w &&XZX p.9 1413 m y 26. 
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a complicated dance of grants oF fami to vaf)4ng combinations of countics, or occasionally Rir a 

single county. In the 1450s the fann for the four countics was in excess of ^^162, and in the 

1480s, with Cambridge and Huntingdonshire added on, the farm was charged at slightly above 

^166. '^^ 

The pragmatic approach shown in die grouping of counties is also exhibited in the treatment of 

towns or other infra-county divisions. Initially most of the major cloth towns were ulnaged 

separately, as were the ridings of YoAshire and Lincolnshire. Bnstol town and County were 

taxed separately in the early years. Gradually these divisions were abandoned. The separate 

ulnaging of Oxfbrd^^'* and Exeter^^^, were each relinquished in 1399, Salisbury in 1402'^, and 

Winchester in September 1403.^^^ Conversely, some towns which might have been expected to 

have a separate ulnage never did. Coventry was always taxed with its Count}^, diough it was 

speciHcally named in grants relating to Warwickshire after 1454, when the City achieved county 

status. Neither Norwich nor Newcastle-upon-Tyne were ever administered separately a l thou^ 

each was usually explicitly n&ied in grants of their respective counties. This su^ests that die 

relationship between those towns and their hintedands was so close that it would not have made 

good economic sense to try to disentan^e them. They were probably also mentioned explicidy 

so diat there could be no doubt that die county ulnager's writ ran in the town or city as well as in 

the rest of the county, and the same applied to towns that had once had separate u lnag^ . They 

were usually named speciScally in the grants of ofSce to the relevant county ulnagers. The 

divisions of Yodzshire were no longer ulnaged separately after 1403, although Lincolnshire was 

not administered as one unit until the 1450s. This suggests an excess of local pride, for the 

highest total amount of income firom farm failed to reach ^(12, and that amount was only 

achieved during the years 1419 to 1423, when die farm for Holland was {̂̂ 8. 

The Exchequer was prepared to accept local o f f a s to farm the re^'enues for speciGc towns if 

this did not affect the overall income. Thus Sherboume in Dorset had its own ulnager fix)m 

This is in contrast with the south western counties where the fetms were lower at the end of the period than at the beginning, 
althougii they still paid morPmoney than East Anglia. 

pp:26-8 .1399 Oct 17. 

This was not altogether a happy arrangement for Thomas Wandr)', an Exeter man, was appointed and was blamed for the 
substantial drop in revenue that followed his appointment. This drop was so severe that three separate commissions of enquiy 
v.tre appointed to discover the reasons. It appeared diat he did not bother to collect die tax except in Exeter and thus all die 
clodi produced in the test of Count)' escaped the import. See R. Peaice Chopc "ITie Aukiager in Devon" in /k 

Deien Assodation, 44 (1912) p.581. 

IK G?/ RMf RoAXIi, p.lB2 1402 Dec 26. 
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1440 until 1458. ITiis farm was hcid by Peter Bowman throughout the period at a fee of 

Since ](1 represents tlic ulnagc (although not the subsidy) on sixty clotlis, it seems likely that the 

production in the town was not less than eight)' clotlis a year. Meanwhile, the farm for the rest 

of Dorset was ^ 6s 8d.̂ ^^ The odier long-running separate ulnage within a county was to be 

found in Suffolk. Between 1425 and 1455, five small places in Sufklk accounted separately 

from the rest of the Count)^ for a farm which started at ;ri2 3s 4d and rose to ;(̂ 14 13s 4d, or the 

fees for 720 to 820 cloths.^'*°. This farm was started by two men acting as a partnership, and in 

1432 passed to Thomas Cook. He held it on his own until 1451, when he was joined by 

Thomas Cook the younger, There were a f i ^ other local initiatives, but they were not 

successful and rarely lasted a twelvemonth, even if they were ever taken up. 

The administrative pattern remained stable until the 1460s, a k h o u ^ Somerset and Dorset were 

joined in 1458,̂ ^̂ ^ and Wiltshire was amalgamated briefly with Bristol in The major 

change came about with the appointment of approvers because they normally had the 

management of groups of counties. The first appointments of zqpprovers, in 1464, were for 

single counties or pairs of counties, much as had gone before. It was not until the end of 1467 

that groups of counties became commonplace. In that year Thomas Markham was appointed 

approver for Kent, Surrey and Sussex '̂* ,̂ and Richard More for Oxfordshire and Berkshire, 

Wiltshire, and Bristol.̂ ''̂ ^ Further groups were established in the late 1460s and were re-

established or confirmed in the 1470s. There is a table of the larger groups in Appendix 6. 

Yorkshire was not apparently ever administered as part of a group in this period, although in 

Richard II's reign the four northern counties had been administered together for ulnage 

purposes in 1381.^''^ A few smaller counties appear to have retained their farmers throughout 

JW, / pp.J232-3 1404Jan 31. 

W7-f4!4j',pp.l55-6 1440Jan4; XT/Tn,/W-W2,p..49 1447July 16; p.l07 1449Feb20. 

Tliete had obviously been a catastrophic drop in production in Dorset, because in 1436 the farm for the County, including 
Sheiboumc was set at ̂ 17 7s Bd. 

I''® The places were Lawnliam, Great Waldingfield, Little ^'aldingfield. Brent Ilegli, Acton. 

1" OzZ p. l l4 1426 Mar 7; XM, p.llO 1432 Oct 11; 7/77, W 7 - W J , p.64 1439 Jun 16. 
pJlSO 1443 Dec 3; XPIH, /^J-W2,pJ)43 1431 Oct 21. 

"2 Rw XZX, p a x i 1458 May 15. 

'43G^J%(Ro&X]X. M.f2.Mg),pp.219-20 1459 Aug26. 

144 Bo/^XX, p.JZlO 1467 Nov 22 

145 (2;;̂  XX. , p..201 1467 Dcc 7. 

'4<! John Listcc, 7 % 1 IPoo/k (York, 1924) p.115. 
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and never came under the sway of approvers. For example, Middlesex continued to be farmed 

f b r ^ l p e r a n n u m . ^ ' * ^ -

This re-arrangement of areas was the most radical re-organisation of the ulaage administration 

since the reforms of 1394. It took the administration away f rom a county-based structure to a 

regionally based one. Since the approvers could not possibly have carried out the detailed 

administration, they must have relied on deputies, whom they appointed and for whom they 

were responsible. Regional administration does not sit easily in England and the groupings of 

counties were highly unstable. For example, if we consider the career of Carus-Wilson's 

Richard More, it is possible to see how groups of counties came together and dissolved 

He received seven different letters patent between 1467 and 1485 relating to the ulnage. Every 

one of these was for a different group of places; the Erst four of them were his appointments as 

approver and the subsequent three as farmer. The details are given in Appendix 7. In 1474 he 

was appointed approver for fourteen counties in the south of England and held that ofBce for 

four years.^^ 

Once Parliament had forbidden the office of approver, More lost the responsibility for four of 

these counties, but became farmer for the remaining ten.̂ '*^ H e continued to hold ofEce until 

the reign of Henry VII, although his area of responsibility gradually diminished. In view of the 

strictures that Carus-Wilson placed upon More, it is interesting that, even when the ofBce of 

approver was abolished. More was allowed to farm the ulnage of ten counties. More was not 

the only approver with wide responsibilities who continued as farmer. Some of those with more 

modest spans of control similarly changed role and continued with the woA. For example, 

Thomas Hawkyns, the erstwhile approver for Bedfordshire and Buckingjkamshire, continued as 

the farmer.^^ Similarly, Philip K n i ^ t o n had been the approver for London, and in 1478 was 

appointed to the farm at a fee of ^(26 13s Nicholas Leventhorpe made the same change. 

Gz! Fmf p.259 .1460 Jan 28. Walter Kynton was appointed 6)1: 20 yeas, and the next iccordcd 
appointment was made in October 1484b. Presumably, the County was not placed under an approver because Kynton had a 
\'alid contact and there was no particular need to break it. 

CaL Fine Rolls XXI, 1471-14S5, p.91 1474 Nov 8. The counties were Devon, Cornwall, Somerset, Dorset, Gloucester, 

Herefordshire, Worcestershire, Wiltshire, Hampshire, Sunc}', Sussex:, Oxkrdshiic, Berkshire, and Bristol 

149 (2^ p.l55 1478 Jun 5. The counties were Devon, Cornwall, Somerset; Dorset, Gloucester, 
Wiltshire, Hampshire, Oxfordshire, Berkshire, and Bristol 

p.214 1481 Aug 12 

'51 p.l54 1478 May 9. In 1481 Oct 28 Knighton became 6rmer of London and Middlesex at a fi* 
of ,[17 6s 8d, although this was iiKreased to ;(]27 6s 8d when it was granted to John Spencer on 28 Jan 1483. 
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being appointed farmer of Yorkshire at a farm of ^67/^- Either tlierc was extreme difficult)' in 

finding people to take the respontiibilityror the approvers and llichard More, in particular, were 

not held in such low esteem by his contemporaries as has been the case subsequendy. 

Conclusion 

Widi relatively f i ^ exceptions, it seems likely diat there were ulnagers, at least nominally in CÂ -ety 

part of E n g ^ d , so that e '̂̂ eryone who was liable to pay die cloth tax was enabled to do so 

diroug^out most of die period. It seems likely that some of die ulnagers were not particularly 

energetic in the pursuit of their duties but there was complete coverage. At different times, in 

different places, the local ofEcial m i ^ t be an ulnager reimbursed by the Exchequer; he might be 

a farmer paying an annual fee, or he m i ^ t be an approver, who was also reimbursed at die 

discredon of the Exchequer.^^^ In general, there seems to have been a suf&cient number of men 

coming forward to administer the tax, and sometimes diere were so many applicants that the 

posts in pardcular counties w a e the subject of compedtion. 

The central government ofdcials determined the units of administradon of the ulnage and 

arrange for people to do the work. They appear to have been flexible in diat they allowed 

coundes to be administered joindy where it made good sense to do so, but they would also allow 

towns within a count)^ to be administered separately if a suitable offer was made and it would not 

upset the arrangements for the rest of die county. From the structure of the administradon, it is 

possible to see not only which were the important coundes for the producdon of broadcloth, 

but also which towns were signidcant. 

iKCaZfpK&iAJXIXT, W77-y4fJ,p.l54 1478Mar 10. TtiisappommienrwasmademXicholasLevcndiorpejoindywilhThomas 
Lei'cnAoipe. 

f4<)f-f477,p l56 1465July 29. 

Phoebe Merrick Chapter 3 



Chapter 4 Officials and their Mainpernors 

So far, the ulnage has been considered &om a Jegal point of view and from the point of ^iew of 

the national ofEcials who administered the system. Tt is now neccssary to consider the local 

ofScials who collected the subsidy and measured the cloths, who they were and what the)' did. 

In this chapter the social status and backgrounds of the ulnagers, and of their mainpernors, wiD 

be considered. It will be demonstrated that there was a shift through time in the t}'pe of men 

who became ulnagers away from local merchants to men associated with the court. The length 

of time which men spent in ofEce and the reasons for continuity will be discussed. In the latter 

part of the chapter, the work of the ulnagers will be considered through the means of a case 

study of Hampshire. The status of ulnagprs and their mainpernors will be compared with the 

national proEle, and the reasons for differences discussed. The Hampshire ulnage records will 

be examined for evidence of how the ulnagers carried out their day-to-day duties. Finally, 

revenue Eaud by cloth owneo will be considered and the seizure of cloth will be discussed. The 

u l n a g ^ were men, and diey were aR men, who assessed liability and collected the tax. Without 

them there would have been no royal income from the subsidy and the ulnage on cloth. 

The Statute of Additions, 1413, required those coming before the courts to be identi6ed by their 

"estate, mystery or degree".^ However it did not apply to those seeking office, although 

proportionately more gave their occupation after 1413 than before; but the numbers are so low 

that it is obvious that the act had only a marginal eEect in this sphere. The Act applied to 

mainpernors, however, and therefore much more is known about the mainpernors than would 

probably otherwise be the case. 

The Ulnage Officials 

The appointments of a thousand men were enrolled in the Fine Rolls, appointments which 

empowered them to administer the ulnage between 1394 and 1485. Of the ulnage ofScials, 133 

men were described by refi^ence to their location, 32 by their occupations and 12 by their posts 

in royal ser\'ice. This amounts to 177 references, or 17%, but one or two men occur in two lists. 

For example, John KiagsmiU, who became joint farmer of the ulnage for Oxford and Berkshire 

I Chnscophcr Dyer; w L a & r ( C a m b r i d g e , 1990) p.l5. 
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in 1407, was dcscdbcd as "of Oxford, draper".- AlAough no t all of the appointments were 

taken up, they arc all valid when looking to sec who was considered- suitable to be an ulnager. 

They can be used to show who could bccome an ulnagcr and when. Thus, much can be 

learned by analysing the names and descriptions Found in the Fine RoUs, even without having 

the beneSt of detailed knowledge from other sources. Apart f rom those in Hampshire, ulnagers 

whose appointments were not enrolled are outside the scope of this work. 

D o w / a / y 

Of the 1006 people whose appointments as ulnagers were enrolled, only 133, or 13%, gave their 

domicile. One hundred and three people were referred to by their location in the 6rst 35 years, 

and only two of these gave places outside the county for which they were appointed. In the later 

period 30 men refined to their location, and 11 of these were f rom outside the county to which 

they were being appointed. Thus there is some evidence of a tread away &om the appointment 

of local men. (This trend was accentuated by the appointments for groups of counties which 

become the practice after 1460.) It may be that men &om outside the county had connections 

with the counties where they were appointed. Bearing in mind that many Londoners were often 

Grst generation settlers, they would have had roots elsewhere, and these may have influenced 

men tu their choice of farm. 

In some instances, appointments were made where it is difScult to imagine that the farmers had 

litde, if any, direct involvement in the day-to-day work of the ulaage and such absence may well 

have caused inconvenience to the tax payers. For example, Thomas Knolles a grocer^ and 

Edmund Ekenay a draper, both of London, were jointly granted the farm of the counties of 

Cambridge and Huntingdonshire for ten years 6:om 1445.̂ * In the event, Knolles was replaced 

after a year, and Ekenay was partnered by John Rede, whose domicile is not apparent^ Unless 

they had trading connections in the area, it is a puzzle to understand why two Londoners wanted 

the ofEce, and the f ^ that Knolles dropped out after a year shows that he did not End it 

beneGcial. The farm for the two counties was only ^1 10s Od plus Is increment: Another 

unlikely appointment was that of John Croke, a clerk of the Exc^gquer, as one of two farmers of 

: Gi! X7VT, p.50 1407 May 5. 

^ Knolles was an akkiman of London and a proniincnt: member oF the Grocca' Coinpany. He connibuted a chasuble and 
corpocal of clodi oFgold to enhance the religious obser\'ances of die Company. Sec Pamela N^tingak 

yOOO-7-Wj' (London, 199^p.415. 

^ CaZ Rw XT' T/, jZ- / W . p.307 1445 Feb 8. 

7 W . W Z p . 7 1 446Mar 15. 
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the counucs oF Devon and Cornwall in 1439,'' and it is difficult to imagine how he carried out 

his duties. He and his partner apparently held the office for seventeen years.^ Similady, theirs 

was not a large farm since it was only ^3 6s 8d plus an increment of 1 s. 

There are a few men who probably acted in more than one county, but they held by separate 

appointments, not appointments to groups of counties as happened in the later period. For 

example, Benet Broun was farmer for Kent in 1438 and Benet Broun esquire was farmer of 

Surrey and Sussex in 1446. It is possible that there were two men called Benet Broun who both 

farmed the ulnage, but it seems unlikely, unless they were relatives. 

Because most of the letters patent wherein ulnagers were appointed did not give their 

occupation, there is no way of knowing whether those occupations that were stated are typical 

or not. The 32 whose occupations are given, have been classiEed into trade groups and are 

shown in Table 4-1 below. Of diese 32 men, 22 were speciEcally involved in the cloth industry. 

The list was not made up wholly of fullers or weavers and, it will be seen that d r i e r s form the 

largest group. The chandler and the tavemer were both appointed 6)r Winchester when the 

town council joindy put twelve names forward; so no conclusions can be drawn &om their 

presence. Less easy to explain is the appearance of two fishmongers. Both served in London; 

William Parker, who was a stockfishmonger, ser\red for nearly four years &om July 1394,^ and 

John Prophet, a Gshmonger, served for twelve years from 1413.^ (The average farm of the 

London ulnage was slightly above the national average at ^(33 6s 8d per annum.) 

These snippets of information, which is all that 32 descriptions out of more than a thousand 

appointments can be called, serve to illustrate that the administration of the ulnage was not the 

sole preser\'e of men whose primary actî 'it}^ was in the cloth trade. Whereas those in the 

industry formed the largest group of those named, there were others. The grocer probably dealt 

in dye stuffs and his involvement in the cloth trade can be assumed. The presence of two 

' GzZ Rw p.64 1439 Aug 8. 

' CaL Fine Bulls XIX, 1452-1461, p.173 1450 Oct 18. It is possible that Croke financed die operation and his partner handled the 
day-to-day administaoon. 

^FotdetaibofhisappointmcntssceCa/FoKj^AX}, 1394Ju)y20andp.l65 1395Dcc2 

^ The records suggest that he was ulnagcr for 12 years from 1415. However, Nighdngale says of him Aat he ^-as inArm in 1414, 
ald^ough persuaded to continue in ofGce as cliambedain of tlic Cit)-. See Pamela Nightingale, 

(London, 1995) p.337. His appointment is recorded in CaZ Fwf 
RgAXn/ W;j.N22,p.lO-l 1413 Nov 13. 
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Gshmongcrs ig less easy to explain for dicre was no particular reason for them to know about 

cloth. Howcv'cr, a knowledge of cloth only became important if the ulnagcr took a personal part 

in the assessment of tax, rather than arranging for others to do the work for him. The clerks 

may have been royal ser^-ants, who are discussed below. The term 'clerk' may also hide men 

who would later be called law^^ers. There was an absence of men described as lawyers, althougjh 

the Hampshire records reveal that some ulnagers were such. It would seem lhat where A e 

ukiage attracted business men, it attracted men engaged in trade, rather than those who practised 

law.^° It is of course likely that detailed examination of local records, and of records of Sfteenth-

century London in particular would enable a much more detailed analysis to be made. For 

example Caroline Barron added information about the ulnagers appointed for London in 1439 

when she wrote that the post went to two drapers.^ ̂  These two men were Robert Shirbom and 

John Derby and they had secured the ofEce by increasing substantially the amount of farm from 

6s 8d to ^40.^^ The administration of the ulnage did not attract the great merchants of the 

Gty of London. One or two of the grocers became ulnagers, most notably Thomas KnoUes 

who was joint ulnager for Cambridge and Huntingdon for one year in 1445.^^ A few other 

London tradesmen held ofnce, for example the draper John Gedne)^, who held the farm of 

Middlesex for ten years &om 1443.^^. 

10 Hicks has pointed out tliat lawyca could not be gentlemen under Richard 11, Wiereas "by 1500 many people only marginally 
engaged in legal work adopted die description as a means to Enancial and social advancement"; so it may be that lawyers were 
not attracted to the ulnage, or it may be that people who became ulnagers preferred other self-descriptions than that of lawyer 
where they had any choice. See Michael Hicks ed., am/zk Agtow/u m (Gloucester, 1990) p. 
XXV. 

" Barmn wrote, "The new charter (1438) did not spxxaEcaDy grant die Drapers die ri^t to search for dekctive cloth in the City, 
but the King appointed two Drapers as ulnageis in London. ... Although the ulnagers were concerned with money, and not 
with defects of quality or workmanship, the grant of the office to two Drapers in February 1439 was regarded by their company 
as a considerable 'coup' and was greatly displeasing to the Tailors." Caroline M. Barron "Ralph Holland and the London 
Radicals 1438-1444" in. Richard Holt and Gervase Rosser, ed., AWou/Toaw f 200-̂ ^^00 (London, 1990) p.276. 

i: Arr/If, W J , p.63 1439 Feb 16. 

Ra&XT'77, ^^^7-WJ', p307 1445 Feb 8. 

1'' CaL Fine Roili XT-Tf, 1437-1445, p.259 1443 July 4, Gedncy was a major trader in dyes tuffs, bringing them owrknd from 
Southampton. See Pamela Ni^tingale, yl Co/n/g/fwjfK. Tk Gmznr' foAkr 
7000-W; (London, 1995) p.437. 
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Sector Occupation N u m b e r Year of Appointment 

Cowwfw Chandler 1 1462 

Grocer 1 1445 

Merchant 4 1453,1453,1459,1459 

PaWci Draper 11 1407, 1410, 1413, 1413, 1421, 1425, 1432,1443, 

1443,1445,1453 

Fuller 1 1423 

Mercer 2 1394,1419 

Tailor 4 1472,1483,1483,1483 

Tanner 1 1452 

OA ĝr Clerk 4 1408,1408,1410,1452 

Fishmonger 2 1395,1413 

Tavemer 1 1462 

Total 32 

Table 4-1 Status of Ukiagers 

The evidence is ±a t the ulnagets, while being of substantially higher social status than that of 

artisan, were at best minor gentry or 6ir-sized men in local merchant communities. They were 

certainly not the greatest men in any sphere. For example, the substantial importers t h r o u ^ 

Southampton did not become ulnagers. This Gnding is comparable with the conclusions of Saul 

in his study of fourteenth-century gentry in Gloucestershire^^. H e found that by 1400 major 

shire ofEces were held by rich local gentry. Below them "A hierarchy (was) established between 

the various ofGces. The coroner carried litde esteem; he was on a par.with the assessors and 

collectors of parliamentary subsidies". The ulnage, which he did not discuss, was probably at the 

lower end of this spectrum, but slig^dy aside &om it because of its mercantile and trade 

connections. Nonetheless, as Kowaljski found in her study of Exeter, the ulnagers were not 

insubstantial.^^ She wrote that 

the influence of the Exeter oligarchy was also substantially reinforced by frequent 

appointments to royal offices like controller, customer, havener, and ulnager. The 

appointments, generally a\'ailable only to Rank A members of the oligarchy, endowed their 

'^NigelSaul, (Oxford. 1981) p.l63. 
•i-

Ma:) annc Kowakki, "The Commercial Dominance of a Mcdie\'al P[0\TMcia] Oligarch)-: Exeter in the late fourteenth century' 
in Richard Holt and Gervase Rosser TAf AWotz/TM)/ (London, 1990) p.l94. 
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holders not only with political pull but also with additional opportunities for financial gain 

(cither legal or illegal). 

It will be shown later that this description of the ulnagcrs in Exeter applies equally well to those 

of Winchester. 

These were the marginal "gentry", who took on ofScial posts because they needed the money. 

Dyer compared their Gnancial realities with those of the higher aristocracy and mentioned 

particularly the pressures on them to take posts that would bring in additional money. H e 

referred to agricultural management or legal practice as sources of income suitable for a 

gendeman, but the ulnagp was anodier option, fulfilling the same role of augmenting their 

incomes in a socially acceptable way. He wrote^^ 

Whereas t t e higher aristocracy could easily economise on the cost of meals, or by cutting 

down on their servants and visitors, or abandoning surplus manor houses to 611 into ruin, an 

esquire or gentleman on or a year who was employing only three servants and living 

in one house, and whose meals were devoid of much luxury in the way of wine or spices, had 

litde room for manoeuvre. They must have cut back, or even cut out completely their 

occasional wine-bibbings, and avoided travel where possible, but too many economies of this 

kind mig^t fiarce them to drop out of the aristocrac)% and accept yeoman status. Perhaps the 

answer to the problem of the gentr/s social survival as consumers and in many cases, their 

expansion, lies in their eligibility for sources of income unavailable to the higher anstocracy, 

such as their proSts from direct agdcultural management and earnings from l^a l practice, so 

they did not so often have to make such hard decisions about spending cuts. 

It is quite apparent that some of them, in the Efteenth century, saw the ulnage as one way of 

raising additional income. It is noticeable that there were Ear more men described by social 

status in the later part of the period than the early part. It is difEcult to be sure how much this 

arises firom f^hions in self-description, and how much it arises because the status of the men 

taking of&ce had changed. In any case, the small number of tradesmen whose occupations are 

given makes any comparison unreliable. 

Those ulnagers who described themselves by their social status are listed in Appendix 8. Most 

of the men whose social status is given are described as "esquire". As has already been pointed 

out, some of the esquires may be courtiers. Apart from Edmund, Duke of Somerset, the only 

members of the peerage who farmed the ulnage were found in Yorkshire and this probably says 

'' Chnstophcr m ^ (Cambddge, 1990) p.107-8. 
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more about the politics of the north than about the ulnagc. 'Hie noble ulnagcrs of Yorkshire 

include Ralph, Lord Cromwell/* John, Earl of Shrewsbury'^ and John, Marquis Montagu. 

Montagu, as John Neville, knight, held ofEice in Yorkshire in 1454 for just over a year.^ Plis 

second appointment was in 1461, by which time he was Lord Montagu and referred to as the 

king's kinsman.-^ This appointment which was "for life" lasted for about seven years, when 

Thomas Treygot was appointed approver.— Neville was re-reinstated as farmer in 1470,^ by 

which time be was Marquis Montagu. This appointment was short-lived because in March 1472 

his widow, Isabel, was granted an annuity partly firom the ulnage of Yorkshire.^^ The olher 

conspicuous exception to the ranks of esquires and gentry w h o held ofSce of ulnager was 

Edmund, Duke of Somerset, who was appointed to the farm of Suffolk and Essex in autumn 

1451.^ Apparently he continued to hold ofEce during (he period of his imprisonment for more 

than a year from November 1453, because no other ulnager seems to have been appointed until 

after his death in May 1455.^ 

The mid-1450s saw several farmers of (he ulnage Eom the great families of the land, in a way 

that was not apparent at other times. Apart from Neville and Somerset, John Bourchier, half 

brother of the Duke of Buckingham, succeeded the Duke of Somerset as ulnager of Suffolk and 

Essex, together with the additional County of Norfolk, his Erst appointment being made in 

1455.-^ Richard Roos, knight, was appointed joint ulnager of Northampton and Rutland in 

1454.-* He was a member of one of the great families who allied with Henry VI and ^ o s e 

lands were fbrfidt to Edward 

Gz/ p.104 1455 Aug 5. 

M CaZ A , ; RoA XTX, , p.l04 1455 Aug 5. 

1455July28. 'nieappointmentwasbackdaiEdtol454Augl. 

Ca! fdC p.130 1461 July 18. The use of ihe Patent Rolls for this purpose was unusual at this 

time. 

Gz! R/K p 921 1468 Nov 12. 

2) pJ277 1470Dec 20. 

« 5 / = ' M . W7./77, p.335 1472kiar 19. 

CaL Fine Rulls XJ-'lII. 1445-1452, p.243-4 1451 Dec 18. The appointment was backdated to Michaelmas. 

^ The imprisonment is discussed in Ralph A GrifEths, (London, 1981) pp.721,744-5. 

:^(3i[FpKR«6A]X/'^J2./*;/,p.l04 1455 June 9. 

:« Gz! Hw XZX / W W / , p.l03 1454 Dec 30. 

C_D. Ross, "ITie Reign of Edward fV", S.B. Chrimes et aliis ed.. (Stroud, 199^ p.55. 
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Few men were so dcscfibcd as either gentlemen or esquires in tlie ulnagc rccords before the 

1440s. The increased use of such dcscripdonsen may have come about because those tides were 

applied lower down the social scale than had previously been the case, rather than it being a sign 

that ulnagers were becoming more elevated. 

A number of these men were household servants of the king. It is noticeable that during the 

EAeenth century there was a shift in origins of the ulnagers, as more courtiers were appointed to 

ofSce than had been the case earlier; it is apparent that farming the ulnage was seen as 

worthwhile by the staff of the royal household. Nine of the ulnagers described themselves in a 

way which means that they were royal servants, and it is likely that some of the men described in 

the table above as "esquire", were in royal service. Ralph GrifEths has been very critical of 

Henry VI and his policy of appointing courtiers to local ofEces, when he could have secured the 

loyalty of the provincial gentry through judicious use of patronage.^ One of the outstanding 

features of Henry Vl's court was the large number of men who attended him and his partisan 

treatment of them when it came to dispensing favours.^^ Griffiths wrote that the "golden age of 

the household ofEcial" was not brought to an end before the king's illness in the summer of 

1453. He was considering the whole range of royal patronage and was making a general 

judgement of some of the ills of Henry VI's administration. Henry VI was not unique in this, 

but he was more obviously partisan than other monarchs. There were nine men who were 

specifically described in the Fine RoUs as court of&cials and, as is shown in Appendix 9, ihey 

were appointed at various times, and not all in the reign of Henry VL 

The positions at court held by men who became ulnagers were below the status of nobles, but 

ranked higher than those who did the menial work. Their incomes were not vast but they had 

sufEcient means to persuade the Exchequer that they were financially sound enough to take on 

the office of ulnager. It is also true that royal servants were not paid regularly. In 1449, the men 

of the royal household had petitioned parliament for arrears of wages, overdue by several years 

^ A GBfSths, Tik ^ H m r y (London, 1981) p333. He wrote "The king's promotion to ofGcc oMoyal and 
valued servants knew few bounds. Little account was taken of the nature of the office involved ... To employ loyal men from 
among the counti)' gentry or less in offices in their own localities would fecilitate tlie co-ordination of tlie realm's administration, 
ensure an cffectii-e and resident officialdom, and encourage obedience to instructions - considerations tliat were important to 
the central go^rmfnent and took account of the needs of the locality itself. This presupposed, however, a sophisticated, 
integrated, and well-regulated national administration, and such notions did not receive a high priority from Henry VI or his 
ad\'isets. Rather was the quality of England's go^'cmoc allowed to evoh-c in response to the pn\'ate desires of those closest to 
the king or working in his household as they sought ad\'ancement and empkyment for their dependants, friends, servants and 
connection by e^try a^wlable nieans." 

Ralph A GrifEths, Tk Hmry T'7 (London, 1981) p J33. 
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and amounting to over ^3800.^- They therefore had considerable incentive to find ways of 

augmenting their incomes. These retainers were mostly members of land-owning families, and 

their careers often included sitting in Parliament or holding ofGce as sheriff Initially, Edward 

rV had in his household about 250 to 300 people above the menial status, and this number 

increased during his reign. For example, in 1468 he had 10 kiiightg of the body; ±is number 

rose to 20 in 1471 and had reached about 30 by 1483. The number of esquires similady 

increased during the reign to between 30 and 40.^ That some of them were paid &om the 

ulnage income is not surprising, but it was nowhere near sufEcient to pay more than a &actioa 

of the household staff Even if the whole proceeds of the ulnage had been devoted to these 

retainers, it would have been insufEcient to reward all of them. 

There were other royal servants who were not described as such in their grant of administradoa 

of the ulnage. In particular some of those who described themselves as esquires or yeomen may 

have been attached to the royal household. The list in Appendix 9 only names those who ace 

identiGed in the ulnage recdtds in such a way that their attachment to the court is obvious. 

There are others whose affiliation were as close, but not identiEable Grom the ulnage records. 

One such was Thomas Tresham who was joint ulnager for Northamptonshire and Rudand in 

1455.̂ ^ He had been brought up in the royal household, and had served as sheriff of Cambridge 

A% Myecs, 7% am/ OnAzaw; ^ ( M a n c h e s t c i , 1959) p.7. On page 17, note 1, 
Myea g?vc examples of the wage mtcs involved in die eady part of (be E&ecnth century. He wrote that "the wage of die 
yeomen of the ctown is stated to be 3d a day whensas many recek'ed 6d a day and the daily wage of squires of the body is said to 
be 7'Ad, whereas most received more than this," On page 226 he stated that the Ordinance of 1478 set the wages of the staff at 
different rates from these, as follows: "Every squyer at wages by the day, 6'/2d; euery yoman, asweUe yomen of the comae, 
yomen of die cliambre, and yomen of houshold, at 3d, euerj' day, euery glome at 40s by die yere; euery page at 26s 8d by the 
yere." These rates can be compared with those of the skilled artisans of York. Heather Swanson has estimated that weavers in 
York in 1400 were paid between 6'/2d and 8d a day when in work, and building workers about I'Ad a day less. (Heather 
Swanson, Me£ewlArtisans (Oxford, 1989) p.34.) E J . Jacob quoted average rates for builders such as carpenteis and masons as 
Guctuaiing around 7d a day in die Gftecnth centug. ( E f . Jacob, 7% f ( O i & t d , 1961) p384.) Thus 
the rates paid to royal serv-ants was comparable with that of skilled artisans in the provinces. However the royal servants were 
probably paid for mote days in the year, or at least their wages were owed for mote days in the year, so in principle they could 
expect more income. In addition the royal servants undoubtedly had more benefits in kind than did wearers. 

Thrupp anal;-sed the status of courtiers, and her work shows the sort of salary scales that were common. She quoted examples 
from John of Gaunt's household, but die figures that she gare were valid well into the fifteenth centurv'. She wrote^' "Senior 
posts in all importent departments of estate and household service automatically earned with them titles of gentle rank. ... John 
of Gaunt's butler, master-cook and master carpenter each had the rank of esquire, as did his steward, his seneschal, and 
underscneschal and some of his porters, constables, and wardens of 6cs. Next below die lank of esquire was that of Serjeant, 
traditional at court, or, in die fifteenth century, that of gentleman and gentlewoman ... The salaries paid at court, 6d a day for 
yeomen. Is (or ser]eants and esquires, augmented by miscellaneous kes an j perquisites, probabl)' enabled mere yeomen to live 
and dress as well as or better than many country gentlemen. Favoured esquires with royal appointments m ^ t be granted lifc-
annuities of up to about 40 marks a year." Syhia Thrupp. Tk Mcn&m/ CW o/"Afe&zu/ Lowkw (Chicago, 1948) 
pp..240-1. 

Chades Ross E/61W/T/' (London, 1974) p.323. 

/'^.f2-y'f(;f,p.l03 1454Dec 30. 
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and I lundngdonshifc in 1451-2.^'' Detailed examination of the I lampshirc ulnagcrs has revealed 

that two of the eady appoii:tces, Sir William Sturmy and 1 Tenr}' Somer both had posts at court. 

ITiey are discussed in the section on the Hampshire ulnagcrs, later in this chapter. 

The Fine Rolls enabled nine attendants at court to be identiEed from the wording of their letters 

patent when they were appointed to administer the ulnage. It is likely that there were many 

more of like status. The records of Hampshire alone have shown two more as will be discussed 

later in this chapter, and further examination of suitable records would undoubtedly identify 

others. What is revealed here is a litde of the web of patronage by which the medieval state was 

bound together. The ulnage records also show that towns became less important, and leading 

townsmen were less able, or less willing, to take up ofEces such as ulnager, and they were 

replaced by the gendemen known to the king through his court. The pattern is consistent with 

the studies that show towns in decline in the Efteenth century. 

Mainpernors 

Every farmer had to End mainpernors to stand as surety far him. It was common to provide 

two mainpernors, but occasionally more were named. Most of the mainpernors were described 

by their locaEon and sometimes by their social status as welL Some mainpernors became 

farmers and a f i ^ farmers became mainpernors, so it seems reasonable to assume that 

mainpernors and farmers were social equals, more or less, and likely to know each other, rather 

than mainpernors being found by external parties. It is not obvious how farmers found their 

mainpernors although some sought relations to act for them. The implications are that putative 

farmers asked their fiiends or business associates. There is not sufEcient continuit)^ or repetidon 

of names of mainpernors to suggest that gking mainprise was a marketable commercial 

undertaking, as is currendy undertaken by Guarantee Societies or as a banking service. 

Therefore, if mainprise had been given by men Gcom within the county concerned, it is likely that 

the farmer was a local man. As has been stated, the information pro\rided to meet the Statute of 

Addidons was eomewhat varied. Some people gave their trade, others their social status and 

some their domicile. Others identiEed themselves by their lelaEonships such as "elder" or 

"younger" but this may be pardy to avoid conEision where there was scope for ambiguity. 

Nonetheless, there is sufEcient information to make some attempt at analysis worthwhile. 

^ Ralph A. GaFGths, 7% (London, 1981) p.341. 
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Altogether there were 1143 named mainpernors, though this figure includes each incidence of a 

mainpernor, e\'cn if he was been named more than once. This approach is justified, because 

sometimes farmers who had their letters patent re-enrolled within a vcr)^ short time had different 

mainpernors, which suggests that they had to re-negotiate the arrangements. It is also true that 

men were not always described in the same way. For example Richard Maryot acted on three 

occasions. In 1454 and 1459 he was described as "of London, gentleman", but in 1456 he was 

"of Buckinghamshire, gentleman".^^ These refisrences are summarised in Appendix 10. 

Another example concerns Thomas Norton. This name occurred Eve times between 1406 and 

1420,^ in circumstances where it is not possible to be sure how many men were involved. 

. ^ 

The stated domidle of each mainpernor has been compared with the counties for which they 

gave mainprise. The results are shown in Table 4-2 below. The domicile of the mainpernor will 

provide some evidence to shbw whether an ulnager was likely to be local or n o t In particular it 

can be assumed that a shift towards usiog Londoners as mainpernors suggests a weakening of 

local des.^^ The really striking thing about the Egures is the trend away fixim local or provincial 

mainpernors to London ones. Of (he 28 mainpernors who gave a location in the years between 

1394 and 1399, 43% were local and 46% were provincial, although outside the county involved 

in the grant, and 7%, or two people were Londoners. The London proportion remained 

substantially below 20% until the 1430s and 1440s when it moved to the 30% mark.. In the 

1450s it moved to 37%, and for the last 25 years was well over 40%. Thus the increasing 

dominance of Londoners in the administration of the ulnage becomes apparent 

1454 Dec 2; pp.218-9 1459Jan 24; pp.142-3 1456 Feb 4. 

W0^-/-^y;,p.49 1406 0ct27; 1413June 12; p.l98 I4I8M21I6; pp.^8-9 1419 
Nor22;andp.341 1420 Nov 6. 

In calculating the Ggures, a man was onh' countcd as local if his location was widiin the same county as the aica of farm. Thus a 
Londoner mainprise (or b-iiddkrv was counted as "London non-local". Similaiiy Bnstol was regarded as non-local to 
SomecetL In the case of Lincolnshire, where it was common (or parts of tlie County to be administered separately, the nuances 
haw been discegacded, and any part of Lmcolnshire has been counted as local' to ever)' other part of the County.. In 1399 John 
Codes ton and Thomas Thame bodi described tliemseK-es as 'of London and Essex"" Thev hav-e been counted as both 'local' 
and as "London non-local'. Where Londoner ga\'e mainprise (or London ulnagers, this is counted as local' and not as 
"London non-local'. Thus they were not counted in the 'London' total but in the local total. 
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O r i g i n s o f M a in p e r n o r s 

I 

1 0 0 

80 

60 

4 0 

20 

1 4 7 9 1 4 3 9 145 9 4 1 9 13 99 

D % N o p l a c e 

D% L o n d o n n o n l o c a l 

BB% P r o v i n c i a l n o n l o c a l 

Q % L o c a l 

D e c a d e 

Some: Cakndar of Fine Rolls 

Table 4-2 Origins of Mainpernors (colour) 

Percentages can be misleading because they can relate to two quite different sizes of figures. The 

actual figures are set out in Table 4-3 below. Although the numbers from the 1440s are much 

lower than those for any other whole decade, the table above shows that they are consistent with 

the decades either side of them. The figures were lower in the 1390s because directly employed 

ulnagers did not require mainprise. There is no obvious reason why there were so few 

mainpernors in the 1440s, except that there was no particular event in that decade which resulted 

in a large number of appointments over and above normal replacement. On the other hand, the 

same had been true of the 1430s. 
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Mainpernors 

Decade Local Non-

local 

London 

non local 

No place Total 

1394-1399 12 13 2 1 28 

1400-1409 62 24 17 30 133 

1410-1419 44 65 7 10 126 

1420-1429 40 45 15 3 103 

1430-1439 58 43 35 0 136 

1440-1449 34 22 28 10 94 

1450-1459 48 60 63 1 172 

1460-1469 33 48 72 11 164 

1470-1479 44 26 70 3 143 

1480-1485 15 8 21 0 44 

390 354 330 69 1143 

Table 4-3 Relative Locabon of Mainpernors in Each Decade 

The maiapemofs came Ecom. a wider range of occupatioas than the farmers; some of them were 

workers in metal, which was not the case for any ulnager whose occupation was given. 

Occupations were stated for many more mainpernors than ulnagers, as Table 4-4 below shows. 

Howe\%, when the relative distribution between trade classes is examined, the two groups were 

ver}'̂  similar. Although ±ere was a greater proportion of workers in the clothing industry who 

became ulnagers compared with the proportion who were mainpernors and no metal workers 

became ulnagers, against 7% who were mainpernors, there is a general similarity' of interests; 

this adds w e i ^ t to the hypothesis that mainpernors were found from amongst the farmers' 

existing circles of associates. Most of the men who described themselves as citizens, gave a trade 

description as well, but citizenship places them amongst the senior members of their 

communities. Dyer has commented that "membership of the upper strata of London socicty 

was indicated by such a tide as 'citizen and draper'.''^ The Ggures showing occupation are 

displayed both as a table showing raw Ggures in Table 4-4 below and as percentages in a Table 

4-5, following, so that comparisons can be made. 

ChcKtophcr Dye:, oz (Cambddge, 1990) p.l5. 
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Sector Mainpernors Ulnagers 

Qothing 132 18 

Commerce 54 6 

Food 24 3 

Metal 18 0 

Other 40 5 

TOTAL 268 32 

Soum: Calendar of Fine Rolls 

Table 4-4 Relative Distribution of Trade Sectors for Mainpernors and Ulnagers 

Comparison of Occupations of Mainpersnors and Ulnagcrs 

Clothing Commerce Food Metal 

Trade Group 

Other 

n Mainpernor % 

BUliiager% 

Table 4-5 Comparison of Occupations of Mainpernors and Ulnagers 

Members of the royal household did not, on the whole, act as mainpernors. This suggests that 

as a group they needed to earn their livings and did not feel secure enough to stand guarantor 

even for their friends. In contrast, those Exchequer clerks listed in Appendix 5, were more 

often acting as mainpernors than taking office as ulnagers. It is likely that they were acting in 

their private capacities when they agreed to give mainprise because there were other occasions 

when mainprise said to be "found in the Exchequer""*!. The implications are that they felt 

financially more secure than did many of the royal household. 

This phrase suggests that the Exchequer waived the need for mainprise in practice, and carried its own risk. 
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A number of ulnagcrs and mainpernors were dcscribcd by their social status. There is more 

difference in this area between ulnagers and mainpernors than in the other categories that have 

been renewed. In particular more of the mainpernors than the ulnagers gave descriptions 

suggesting that they did not work for their livings. Of those who described themselves by social 

status, 68% of die mainpernors were described as gendemen, but none of the ulnagers. This 

suggests that "gentleman" was more than a courtesy tide in the Efteenth century, and a 

statement of social standing. This su^esdon is supported by Dyer who wrote that by 1463 an 

"extension of the social vocabulary had produced the word 'gendeman' to describe those of 

some standing who fell below the knights and esquires. Hencefbrdi the 'gentry' or lesser 

aristocracy consisted of three ranks of kn i^ ts , esquires and gendemen".'*^ The description helps 

to place die social standing of those involved with the ulnage. Men who saw themselves as 

gendemen did not become ulnagers. However, esquires felt no such inhibitions. Certainly, 

some esquires were speciGcally servants of the king, and some of the other men ^x^o called 

themselves "esquire" may also have been. Thus esquires seem to be '^^rodcers", unlike 

gendemen who were not. The impHcadon is that those men who described themselves as 

gendemen, as a new social division, were probably less diverse in their income gathering than 

was later to be the case. Half the ulnagers described by social status were "esquires" compared 

with only 10% of the mainpernors. 

Table 4-6 below compares the men who were described by their social status. The mainpernors 

came from a wider social basis, but it is interesdng that more lords and knights were prepared to 

farm the ulnage than were prepared to act as mainpernors. It is also interesting that yeomen fHt 

secure enough to give mainprise, but, with one excepdon, did not take on die ofEce. (They give 

the Impression of being the sort of men who in later generadons became non-commissioned 

officers in the army. They had reasonable incomes and played a necessary part in the machinery 

of societ)^ without taking on the managerial posidons held by ofdcers.) The disdncdons of 

urban status are too few to be significant Reladvely speaking more citizens became ulnagers 

tkan became mainpernors, but the Ggures are so small that it would be unwise ta draw any 6rm 

conclusion firom them. (The presence of one mayor is a chance mendon as a number of the 

other citizens were mayors at various times.) 

- Christopher D)'et, (Cambridge, 199)) p.l5. 
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Group Descripuon MainpemorB UlnageiT) 

% 

County lord 3 i 

knight 6 11 1 

chi\'alcr 2 0 0 

esquire 56 55 / o 

gentleman 370 0 

yeoman 89 1 1 

Sub-total 523 70 

Exchequer 4 2 1 2 

Royal 6 17 1 • 17 

Sub-total 10 19 2 19 

Urban citizen 8 12 1 12 

mayor 1 0 1 

Sub-total 8 13 1 13 

Total 541 102 / W 

Table 4-6 Social status of mainpernors and ulnagers 

The Exchequer of&cials seem to have been of the same social class as many of the ulaagers and 

iheif sureties, the mainpemors. Occasionally, one of them stood as mainpernor for a farmer of 

the ulnage, and from time to time one of them became a farmer in his own As was the 

case elsewhere in royal service, the Exchequer of&cials needed to be proactive on the king's 

behalf in order to keep the machinery of state functioning. Steel dies examples of the 

Exchequer clerks who actively soug)it out loans from their London fdends. When quoting 

examples of loans procured for the king &om private individuals, he mentioned William Kerver, 

who was responsible, on his own or with others, for loans totalling ^ 6 1 8 . Steel described 

Ker\"er as a mercer whom he found in "association with a certain Reginald or Roger Appleton, 

who seems to have been an auditor of the Exchequer". Kerver was also associated with John 

Rogger, variously described as 'of London' and as holder of the ofSce of treasurer's clerk at the 

receipt. It may be that one of the inducements that could be offered to lenders of money to the 

state was prefament for office. It seems that Appletommd Rogger rewarded Ken'^er for the 

loan because Kerver became approver of the lucrative ulnage of Somerset and Dorset between 

1468 and 1470.'^ Steel continued by writing that 

The Exchequer ofRciak ace listed in appendix 5, mth bdcf biographical notes. 

'WGzZRmRo&XX, Wf .Wy,p .210 146gFebl2 
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if die idenddes of Appleton and R o ^ e r &s Exchequer ofEcers can be taken as established, it 

certainly looks as if one function of Edward IV's senior clerks in tha.t department... was to 

persuade their wealthy London friends,... to lend him money, or, quite possibly to join with 

themselves in a, pro6t&ble syndicate for die purpose."*^ 

Roger Appleton audited many of the ulnage returns in a Ufetime's service to the crown between 

1414 and 1467.'^ 

Edward IVs rektionships wilh his Exchequer would repa.y fiifdier study. On die one hand h e 

introduced a. system whereby approvers were appointed, a. system whereby detailed 

&dministra.tion was taken awa.y from die Exchequer. On the odier hand, his senior civil 

servants were arranging loans 6)r him. The approvers seem not only to have collected revenue, 

but also to have disbursed it to the appointed recipients. It seems unlikely (ha,t the Exchequer 

staff would have been enthusiastic about this practice, for separation of receipts, payments and 

accounting are fundamental to revenue management. However, in the context of the 

administrative chaos of the last years of Henry VPs reign, and (he years of Edward IVs reign, it 

may be that this scheme, whereby (he practical administradon of the receipt and payment of the 

revenue was contracted out away from London, was seen as one way of keeping some 

continuity, and of relieving the burden on the Exchequer deiks. 

A close match between ulnagers and mainpernors is more clearly demonstrated when the 

names of the two groups are examined for replication. A total of 151 suroames can be found 

more than once, if both the list of ofScials and the list of mainpernors are considered. Some of 

these duplicated names are obviously of unrelated people, or people who, even if they were 

blood relations, are so distant in place or time that the relationship is untraceable. Others of 

these di^hcated names arise because a man is named more than once, and some of the 

repetitions relate to close kin of those already named. For example, if surnames which start 

with letter M are considered, 31 surnames occur more dian once when both lists are 

considered.^^ TTiere are 96 references to these 31 surnames, and they probably refer to 44 

people. Of the 31 repeated names, 19 of them are found in only one list, but 12 are found in 

both lists. This shows that, 

Anthony Sted, (Cambridge, 1954) p.346 
This may be one man, but it is possible that there were two Appletons, father and son. 
There were 74 names beginning with "M' in the list of ulnagers and 70 maiiyemors, making 144 in all 
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oncc obi'ious co-incidcnccs been eliminated, there is a degree oF kinship between farmers 

and mainpernors, and a number of indi^-iduals who occur more than oncc. 

One probable example of repetition is Richard Maffbn of Shrewsbury', gentleman, who acted as 

mainpernor for Richard BuUesdon, in both 1444 and 1446.'*^ Conversely, the John Manning, 

haberdasher of London, \k^o was a mainpernor in 1471 is unlikely to be the same man as the 

John Manning of Buckinghamshire, gendeman, who had acted for Robert Charyngworth in 

The nine references to John Maunche between 1451 and 1461, bidding for the farms of 

Wiltshire and Somerset, are likely all to be to the John Maunche who in 1453 was described as 

"of London, draper".^ 

Some surnames hint at a more complicated arrangement. In 1461, William Mannyng^am, 

gendeman of London stood as mainpernor for John Mannyngjham who wished to be farmer of 

Wiltshire.^^ It is probabk that John and William were related. John Mannyngham of 

Wrestlingworth Bedfordshire esquire, gave mainprise for John Maunche in Wiltshire in 1454 

and in Somerset in 1461. The ulnagp records do not show whether he was the same John ' 

Mannyngham as had bid for the farm of Wiltshire, or a relation, or whedier the occurrence of 

the name was a co-incidence. 

In the examples discussed above, some cases have been cited where men s o u ^ t ofEce in more 

than one county. This was at '̂picaL Even where ulnagers sought appointment more than once, 

they rarely changed count)', and such change was not ^ u n d before the 1450s. It seems probable 

that there was only one John Bethom who, in 1464, was appointed as joint ulnager in each of 

Hampshire, Oxford and Berkshire, and Wiltshire. There are other examples which are less dear 

cut, of which Peter Bowman is the most dif&cult. The detailed references to this name are 

summarised in Appendix 10, and they illustrate the difSculties that would be encountered if an 

attempt were made to count people rather than the incidence of names. 

"(GzZRwBa&XT-lT. yW/W.pp. .280- l 1444 May 27; XT W, W J - W Z p..50, 1446 Dcc 12 

f /^ / . /^7 / .p . l7 1471Junel3; XT/7. 7 W W 7 , p . 7 2 1431 Sept 1. 

WJ.W2pp. l93-4 1451 June 26; X7X, W^/nkf/.p.lO 1453 May 16; p.l2 1453 June 17; pp.12-3 
1453 July 13; p.62 1453 Nov 3; pp.63-* 1453 Dcc 8; p..63 1454 May 9; XX. p..25 1461 Nov 26; p..26 1461 
Dcc 14. As has already been stated, this name was spck as Manuche and Maunchc in the Calendar of Fine Rolk. 

51 G;ZFw(RaAXIX. p..26 1461 Dcc 14. 
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These examples show that tlicfc was an OA ĉrlap of functions and that tlie men who held office 

could be related to each other or to tlieir-mainpcmorsL 'flicy could move from ulnagc to 

mainprise or the odier way. There was a communit}^ of second-rank merchants and their social 

equivalents on whom the administration of the ulnage was laid, rather in the way in which 

solicitors traditionally acted as town clerks or solicitors act as coroners to this day. The 

"aristocrats" of the merchant class were not involved with the ulnage. For example, the names 

of the big importers through Southampton were not found in the ulnage administration. 

Similarly, a search t h r o u ^ London records did not 6nd the leaders of London merchant societ)^ 

involved. Becoming an ulnager was not an appointment which was s o u ^ t by potential or actual 

Lord Mayors of London, nor the aldermen there. It was the community of merchants in the 

strata below this rank who beneEted &om the ulnage administration. They are men who do not 

attract individual attention in general histories of the Gfteenth century, but who may kature as 

part of the crowd in local or specialised studies. Even the court officials who were involved in 

the ulnage were too junior to be mentioned by name in studies of Edward IVs court.^^ 

It is possible from the records to gain some idea of how long ulnagers held ofEce, and also 

whether they served alone or in partnerships. These issues will be considered next. 

Length of Tenure 

The question of long periods of ofSce holding has been touched upon in the context of 

'missing" ulnagers. The significance of long spells in ofSce can only be judged when a normal or 

customary length has been established. Some farmers were appointed k r long periods, but 

length of appointment and time served in the ofEce do not bear a close relationship. For 

example, of the 30 grants which were apparendy taken up in respect of the ulnage in London, 

eight had no time limit speciGed, seven seem to have lasted for the fWl time, two ran over and 

thirteen were surrendered before the grants had expired. Of the two that ran over, one of them, 

the farm held by Robert Shirbom and John Derby, was enrolled in 1439 and was due to last ten 

years: it appears though to have lasted for 17, which suggests ano±ef grant or an extension was 

granted but not enrolled. London is not unt)^pical in this pattern. 

The average length of tenure for aU appointments, for the whole time period was 3.7 years. The 

counties whose average length of holding exceeded this, tended to be those where the annual 

See for example MyeB, 7% HoAtKAoiW %/̂ Eakwz/ 7% fik OfakaKo; , (ManchcsRr, 1959). 
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farm rents were less than ^[10. In particular, the period before 1403 saw many changes oF oFRce 

holder and few ofHcials held for more than three years. The 1390s were a time when many 

ulnagcrs served for relatively short times, but after 1403 there was a period of stability, which 

was only disrupted by the death of Henr}' IV. Many farmers f ^ e d to complete their contracted 

number of years and many others fWled the renew their contracts which points to the idea that 

the profits of the ulnage were more apparent than real. A fi^v men found it a worthwhile 

occupation, while others were drawn to it without being in a position to administer it proHtably, 

or as proEtably as they had hoped. 

Ninety-three men, or about 9% of all ofEcials, held ofEce for more than ten years, three times 

the overall average. Most long-term appointments arose in the years between 1410 and 1440. 

This was pardy because Henry V does not seem to have been very interested in the ulnage and 

pardy because, during the minodty of Henry VI, the funcdon did not attract much attention; so 

there was no particular impetus to disrupt setded arrangements. Every single county had at least 

one long-serving uinager during the period and some of these served for a very long time, 

although this period of stability was not re-established after the 1450s. The failed experiment of 

appointing approvers was pardy to blame for the amount of change in the last 25 years under 

review. There is a caveat, however, in respect of some appointments, for which it is not possible 

to be certain whether an ofEcial had a long spell in ofGce or whether there was no valid 

appointment for the post in question. Chope has stated that, when John Thorn was appointed 

uinager for Devon in 1435, the ulnage had not been collected for some years pre\4ously.^^ It is 

always possible that there were similar omissions in other counties and that apparently long 

appointments were normal appointments followed by vacancies. 

It is also obvious that not all appointments were enrolled. For example, Thomas Pontesburi and 

Thomas Cees were appointed to administer the ulnage in Dncoln and Keste^^en, Lincolnshire, 

from 1418 for a period of ten years.^ No further enrolment is to be fiDund for either Lincoln or 

Kesteven until June 1437, a period of 19 years. Therefore, either an appointment was made for 

the extra nine years, ocjhe ulnage post was unfilled. The new farmers were John Denton and 

Ralph Hert, who were appointed for seven years.^^ The next enrolled appointment was made 

^ R. Pearce Chope "The Aulnager in Devon" in Transactions of tlx Deton Association 44, (1912) p..583. He sated that tlieie was 
another gap in appointment after 1436, but Ae Fine Rolls show tliat Bematd Brocas and John Ccokc were appointed in 1439, so 
he may not be conect in tlic latter case. 

W U - W Z p . ^ 2 1418Jul20. 

55 CaZ Wj0./W,p.309 1437June 18. 
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14 years later, in 1451, when Ralph Hcrt was appointed to act on his o\vn.^^ In this ease, it 

seems likely that the original grant of ofGce was renewed and that there was so little competition 

for the post that Denton and Hert did not feel the need to safeguard themselves by going to the 

expense of having their indentures enrolled. 

Partnerships 

In three-quarters of cases, the ofEcial who administered the ulnage acted singly. Nearly a quarter 

(23%) of appointments were held by pairs and the remainder (Eve appointments) were in groups 

greater than two. On the whole, there is no clear determining factor which enables a prediction 

to be made about the likelihood of a partnership being the preferred option. There is a tendency 

for counties that had been subdivided for ulnage administration to be more likely to have a 

partnership than not, and this seems to carry more weight than the joint administration of two 

counties. For example, Wiltshire had 13 partnerships out of 32 enrolled appointments. 

Salisbury had been administered separately &om 1394 until 1404. Yorkshire had 9 partnerships 

out of 23 appointments. "Not only had York been administered separately during the Eist 

decade following 1394, but so had the individual Ridings. Devon and Cornwall is an example of 

two counties administered together, but, for a few years, Exeter had been administered 

separately &om the rest of Devon. The two counties had 25 partnerships out of 30 

appointments (83%), which 6ts the generalisation about sub-division of counties better than the 

comment about pairs of counties. Conversely, no towns in Hertfordshire or Somerset were 

mentioned by name and these two counties had the next highest proportions of partnerships 

(59')'i) and 51% respectively^. When pairs of counties are examined, the list of appointments 

shows that Cambridgeshire and Huntingdonshire, Bedfordshire and Buckinghamshire, and 

Surrey and Sussex, althoug^i normally ulnaged together, had very low proportions of 

partnerships. 

Perhaps surprisin^y, there is litde correlation between size of farm and partnerships. For 

example, Somerset, which had the largest average farm, had 51% of its appointments as 

-rparmerships, but Staffordshire, where the average farm was only ;(}1 18s 2d, had 38% of its 

ulnage administered by partners. By contrast Warwickshire, where the average farm was ^(35 17s 

8d, had only four partnerships out of thict}^ appointments. Thus there is no clearly apparent 

reason determining partnerships, although there was a tendency for there to be more 

partnerships in counties where there was a major town with a particular importance for cloth. 

^ F/w p.l94 1451 luly 9. 
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Hampshire in detail 

1 low then docs Hampshire comparc with the national picture? Working Arom the Fine Rolls, it 

has been possible to establish a general picturc of the t}'pc of people who became ulnager and 

how the backgrounds of these people changed with time. By consulting the Fine Rolls and 

other county-speciGc material, it has been possible to draw a more detailed picture of the 

ulnagers who served in Hampshire and of their mainpernors. 

In all, during the period studied, Hampshire was administered for 9 years by ulnagers, for 70 

years by farmers and for 13 years by approvers, these posts being Slled by 43 different men. In 

this the county 6ts the standard proGle and is unremarkable. The type of appointment changed 

firom one to another at the times when such change could be expected. Until 1403 \l(&ichester 

was ulnaged separately. From 1403 until 1463, Hampshire and Winchester were farmed as one. 

In 1463 approvers were appointed and Grom 1467 Hampshire was administered joindy with 

other counties, the years following 1467 being the years of amalgamation into regional 

administration. In this t&ere is again nothing unusual and Hampshire formed part of the 

national trend. In 1484, there was an appointment of a separate farmer for Southampton but no 

return from him was included on the Ulnage Roll, and it is unlikely that he assumed his duties. 

Of the 43 men who had their names enrolled in connection with the administration of the 

ulnage in Hampshire, Wnchester or Southampton, two probably never assumed of&ce. One 

was John Walker who was appointed farmer for Southampton alone in 1484,̂ ^ and the other 

was Vincent Pitdesden, who was appointed approver in 1471.^^ Conversely, two men rendered 

returns who did not have letters patent enrolled granting them authority to assume ofEce. They 

were Nicholas Tanner who submitted the return as ulnager for Winchester for the period 2 May 

1398 to 7 February 1399^^ and Henr)'Joce who was ulnager for the County for one year from 1 

May 1398.^ Thus there was a total of 45 men involved as ofGce holders, and they were 

guaranteed by a total of 41 mainpernors. 

5:7 . / W , p.266 1484 AW 7. 

p.17 1471 AuglS. 

5* UWge Roll E 358/8 m i l . 

'oUWgeRoUESSB/gmB. 
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It is possible to determine where most of the officials and most of their mainpernors lived. Tlic 

men involved with the ulnage in Hampshire were much more locally based than was true of 

many counties. As will be demonstrated later, this came about because of the concern shown by 

the Corporation of the City of Winchester, to which much of the king's income from the ulnage 

was paid. The ulnagers can be sub-divided into four groups. There are those who came from 

Winchester and dealt with the ulnage of Winchester. There are those who came &oca 

Winchester and dealt with the ulnage of the City and the County. There are those who lived 

outside \^%ichester and dealt with the County but not the City, and Gnally there are the men 

who were not from Hampshire at all As will be shown, the mainpernors can be classiGed in the 

same way. 

It is possible to determine the domicile of most of the local ulnagers &om their context even 

when their names cannot be found in contemporary, non-ulnage, records. For example, all 

twelve joint ukiagers of 1462 can be assumed to have been Winchester men. Many of the 

Hampshire men who were ulnagers were the holders of various public offices, either in the City 

or in the County, and the majority were ^^^chester men. Of the 43 men named in 

appointments, 37 lived within Hampshire or held property there. One came from Wiltshire, one 

was possibly from Berkshire, and there are four who have not been tcaced. No Ggures have 

been calculated to analyse the national pattern of domicile of ulnagers because there is 

insufEcient information in the Fine Rolls. The list of Hampshire ulnagers, and their 

mainpernors, is given in A p p e n d i x , ^ 

Hampshire and Winchester were ulnaged separately until 1403. The City was served by seven 

separate ulnagers between 1394 and 1404, namely John Skill}'ng, John Champflour, John 

Fromond, John Dollyng, Nicholas Tanner, John Stere, and Robert Archer. It is possible to trace 

six of these seven men; only John Skillyng's name is not to be found in the published local 

records of the period, but since he was ulnager for Winchester in 1394, it would be very 

surprising if he were not living in the City. _ 

The others emerge as wealthy men, some of them owning property in the Count)" as well as the 

Cit}', and some of them holding other public offices at \%ious times. For example, John 

Champflour held property' in Wnchester, Ropley, Alton and Guildford, and was Sheriff of 

Phoebe Merrick Chapter 4 



137 

Hampshire in 140l-2^'\ He dcscribcd himself as an innkeeper because he owned the inn in 

Winchester calied "le Chekyr"/'- John Fromond li\'cd at Sparsholt, although he owned land in 

^'adous parts of the C o u n t ) ' . H e was Steward of Winchester College and bailiff of several 

episcopal manors.̂ "^ John Stere served as MP for the City: he was also clerk of the City and 

supervisor of work on the cit)' walls.''^ Robert Archer was variously described as a merchant, a 

-^dntner, and a butcher: he was a bailiff of Winchester, MP for Winchester and a member of the 

City corporation.^'' Nicholas Tanner, whose appointment was no t enrolled, was a vintner, and a 

wool dealer, who also served as the city's MP: at one stage he was supervisor of King's Mill''^ 

Finally, there was John DoUyng, who held no civic ofGce: he was an innkeeper and in 1394 paid 

the subsidy and ulnage of forty cloths, so was cleady a wealthy man.^ Thus the men who 

became ulnager for the City in the years between 1394 and 1404, were all men of substance, and 

some of them very wealdiy. They are characterised by the diversity of their interests. Some of 

them held land, and some of them had business interests, while several of ihem had both. In 

addition, most of them found time to hold a variety of public ofEces. 

The County ulnagers, who were contemporary with these men, were also men of substance, 

who held other pubEc ofEces. N o town other than Winchester produced a signiGcant number 

of ulnagers. Two officials had roots in Alton, and a third lived nearby, but nowhere else 

produced even two. One prominent Altonian who became an ulnager was William Sturmy, 

often called Sir William Sturmy."^^ He is an example of a court official who beneSted from the 

ulnage. His main home was in the Alton area, but he also owned property in Winchester.™ 

Sturmy was steward of Southampton on behalf of Queen Joan, who held the town as part of her 

dowry.^^ John Balon, who held the ofSce of ulnager for Hampshire in the 1390s and early 

M WSup.1189. 

"\X/SiiIiEm69,p.500. 

WCM passim. 

WS ii p.1236. There was another John Ftomond, a weaver in \^%chester, who is (bund in the records between 1409 and 1429, 

but It seems unlikely that weawr Fromond was the ulnager in 1395. 

"WSiip.1357. 

««WSiip.ll48. 

MWSiip.1364. 

«=WSiip.l216. 
He was ulnager (orHampshire kr eighteen mondis between 1395 and 1397. His appointment was enrolled in the Rne Rolls on 
22 Nov 1395. 7j^/-Uf;i.p.l65.) 

This may also be die William .Sturmy or Estucmy .described ax chivakr, who represented Wiltshire in Parliament on at least three 
occasions between 1389 and 1401. Sccv4 6 / /Ar 
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1400s, also came from the Alton area. I fc was probably the son oFJohn Kalon of 1 Tawklcy From 

whom he inherited lands in Hawklcy and Newton Valencc/- He rented some propcrt}' in 

Winchester, but only incidentally as he did not become prominent thcre7^ The other two early 

County ulnagers were Henr)' Joce and John Wallop. I leni}' Joce, who was bailiff of Andover, 

was ulnager for the County between May 1398 and May 1399, although no letters patent were 

enrolled.^'* John Wallop, who described himself as "of Over Wallop" likewise came from 

within the Count}'. He was Counter ulnager between 1394 and 1395.^^ 

From 1403, the County and Gty were famied joindy, usually by partnerships. One of the Grst 

farmers was Henry Somer, who was ulnager in 1404.^^ He usually lived in London,^ although 

he had connections with Hampshire. He married the daughter of Made le Faire, the prominent 

citizen of Winchester from whom he had b o u ^ t property in Winchester as well as the manor of 

Freefblk.^^ Somer, like William Sturmy, was associated with the court, being a representative of 

the king's chief buder. It may be that other courtiers who took on ulnage 6rms were attracted 

to counties where they had connections, as has been shown widi Sturmy and Somer. 

Apart from Somer, nearly all the farmers of die ulnage between 1403 and the mid-1460s were 

prominent citizens of Winchester. They owned substantial properties, mostly in the City, and 

m ^ 7 Transcobcd by Canon FJH. Maoky. 
/f:)/ -f; pp.177-264. 

Item 160, p.566. 

Ulnage Roll E 358/8 m 8. The descr^tion of him as BaiHff is given in WCM 2451. 

pp.122-4 1394 July 20. 

Rw p232 1404 Jan 31. He held oEGce joindy widi John Steie, and their appointment was backdated 
to 29 September 1403. At a date which is not clear, but may be in the r^nal year 1406/7, John Medawc their deputy , 
submitted an account for cloth which they had seized. It was very uncommon &ir a deputy to submit a ictum. Ulnage RoH E 
358/9 m 8v. 

7:WSiip.l352 

The biograplucal note about him in WS ii, p.1352 reads "Also held manor of Fieefolk, Hants, puchased from Mark le Fayte 
(MCH Hants iv, p.28^ and lands in Middlesex, London and possibly ako in Cambridgeshire and Staftbrdshiic Gkc 

p; Mf j-fC, p.61-2, Ob;: Hm K ppJW-ll, 378,384,386. 389.) Married by 1414 (Co/ ObA Hw % 
1413-n, p.179-80.) Catherine daughter of Mark le Faire. Normally liwd in London (Somer Accounts) A roVtl servant and 
repicsentati\'e of the king's chief buder̂  1393-4 (Gz( PaC RaA, pp.J216, 476, 667); collector of customs at 
So ton 1398 and in London 1399-1400 and fermei of ulnagc in Hants and Winchester 1404 (when one of his pledges was Mark 
k FaiR) And of subsidy of wool in London 1405 (G;Z F/w XZ, p.230; XZT. pp.5, 88, 332; Xm,. 

pp.11,13); chanccDor of the Exchequer and warden of the exchange and mint in tlie Tower of London 1410-11 to c 
1439 Pat Ho, 77/ MOg-U, pp.205,273,284, 353; GzZ Pal J&,&. T/7. p.418); AfP for Middlesex, 1406-
7, JP (b: Middlesex at various times 1413-44, possibly JP for CambddgeshtK 1430 and 1442-5 p.282, 
389; Gz/ Pâ  p.421; GzZ Pa: Ro&. K p.455; Pat Hw 1-7. p666; 
Ca! Pdf. Rg&. Hm T/7. pp.614, 620; Pot RaA. Ho; T/ f,. jg-W;, p.586; GiZ Pa/. Hw P?.. 
pp.468,474), His deatli may be anticipated 1446 and his executors arc mentioned 1454. (Gi! JZr/; 17, /-W/-7, p.364; 
GzZ Hm yi , p.493)''. 
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they were prominent in business and in the go\'emancc of die Cit)'. For example, Mark le Fairc, 

who was described variously as a merchant or a vintner, owned substantial property outside die 

Cit}'. Apart from farming the ulnage, he took various offices in the Cit)', rising to serv'e both as 

MP and as mayor/^ In 1390 he had been constable of the staple.^ John Merlawe, Faire's 

partner as ulnager was Bailiff of Winchester.^^ Medawe had been deputy ulnager to Henry 

Somer and John Stere. He and Faire jointly farmed (he ulnage between 1408 and 1413, and 

Medawe continued to be involved in the ulnage, as the attorney of Thomas Smale and ^Xî lliam 

Wode.^^ It is noticeable that, whereas some of the eadier ulnagers owned substantial property 

outside the Gty, the people holding ofEce in later years became increasingjly reliant on the City 

and its suburbs for their wealth and income. 

There is a problem with the identiHcadon of both William Gervays and John Arnold, who were 

joint ulnagers in 1413. In both cases, contemporary records show two men of that name, one of 

whom seems too old to hold the ofGce and the other too young. The Gervays family held lands 

in Ha t t i n^y and Medstead.^ The younger Gervays was bailiff of the Soke fixam 1429.^ The 

younger John Arnold was described as a clerk and while the older one had served as the bailiff 

of the Soke and held property at Barton.^^ Gervays was the only ulnager afia: 1403, apart from 

Made le Faire, whom the printed records show as owning property outside die area of 

Winchester in the sixty years to 1463. The ulnagers' interests were all based in Winchester or its 

suburbs and Soke. This is undoubtedly an indication of the narrowing of fiocus of Winchester. 

A brief review of the ulnagers of Hampshire firom 1415 to 1461 will show that they were men of 

signiEcance in Winchester. For example, Thomas Smale was a butcher, who became the master 

of butchers in Winchester. He held various civic ofEces including that of mayor, and served as 

In this he was t)'pical of the ulnagers. He was a prominent local business man who also 

played a leading part in civic affairs. Smale farmed the ulnage joindy with William Wode, who 

"WSnp.1228. 

w C 67 m 3 

" WOvI 1159p.l019. 

Ulnage Roll E 358/9 m 8v. 

w WOvl 16637, p.SlB. 

WS u p.l 148-9.972, etaB. 

KWSup.1349. 
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was an attorney. Wodc, who was ai^o Rccordcr oF Winchester, scr\'^cd as for the Cit}'.''̂  I-Tis 

property included large gardens in Colebrook StrceL^^ Wode then farmed the ulnagc with John 

Veel, a merchant based in Winchester, who found time to undertake various cinc officcs 

including the mayoralt}'.^^ 

In 1432 Wode and Veel were followed by Walter Hore and John Writher. Walter Hore was a 

dyer, who held various ci\ic ofEces as well as that of mayor.^ John Wdther was probably a 

merchant because he b r o u ^ t icon, oil and woad from Southampton. He held a variety of civic 

offices which included serving as mayor and as MP. Amongst his property holdings he rented 

the inn known as "Le Sterre" in the High Street.^^ 

In 1442 Writher and Hore were replaced by Hill, Ede and Christmas, of whom the Erst two 

were Winchester men. Stephen Ede was a fuller, who broug)it a wide range of goods from 

Southampton such as oil, woad, alum white soap and linen cloth. He also took his turn as 

mayor.^' Peter Hill served as ulnager for 20 years firom 1442. He was a fiiUer, allhougjk it is 

obvious that he was also involved with dyeing, as well as undertaking civic of&ce including that 

of mayor.^^ He does not seem to have been as prominent in die government of Winchester as 

some other ulnagers, but it may be that years of being ulnager on his own absorbed the pool of 

time he had to give to pubEc ofEce. 

The impression received is of a well-to-do trading community, its members successful in their 

businesses and wealthy enough to hold reasonable amounts of propert}-^ within the Gty; but after 

the early years, not having sufficient money, or sufEcient perspective, to invest in land outside 

the ambit of the City. They devoted surplus energies over and above what they needed for their 

core businesses, to the adminis^tion of the City and iheir trade guilds. Being in the cloth trade 

does not appear to have been a requisite of farmers of the Hampshire or Winchester, ulnage. 

Three of the farmers were in the cloth trade, Hore, Ede and HiH, but others were not primarily 

»^WSap.l388. 

MWSuItem 523p.g39. 

MWSii Item 416 p.750. 

WSup.1392 

»WSup. l222 

MWSup.1261. 
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SO engaged. 'ITncir position in tlic ciAic hierarchy seems to have been more relevant than their 

trade. 

ITie ofGcials who lived in the Count)^, but outside Winchester, are those &om the later part of 

the 1460s and aAer. The first of these was John Hamond, who was the lessee of the manor of 

South Wells to the south of Romsey.̂ "* One of his mainpernors was Henry Burgeys, also o f 

South Wells. Although Romsey was ihe second most important cloth town in the County, and 

ahead of Southampton in volume of output, it produced no uloager, for Hamond was not a 

Romsonian. (Romsey was cleady a manufacturing town rather than a mercantile centre.) 

Rather, Hamond had strong links with Winchester, and like many others, with property 

elsewhere was well integrated into the local Gnancial structure: at various times he had been a 

Justice of the Peace, mayor and MP for Winchester. His partner, Burrell was probably a fuller of 

Winchester, and had served the Cit}'̂  as mayor. He subsequently acted as collector of the ulnage 

when John Fadey was approver in 1469/70.^^ Another man from outside Winchester was 

Thomas Newby who had cormections in the Alton area. His two mainpernors were John 

Hulyn of Alton, gentleman, and William Hoggeham of Lasham, g^deman.^^ 

One man who was from within the County, but not part of the group that controlled 

Winchester, was John Walker, a prominent inhabitant of Southampton. His bid was &)r the 

farm of Southampton only and was backed by Richard Walker, grocer of London, and by 

Anthony Spynell of Southampton, merchant, and one of the Italians who were so important to 

the town.^^ Walker was mayor of Southampton between 1473 and 1483,^^ and be was one of 

the protagonists in the internecine disputes that were such a fixture of Southampton in the later 

Efteenth century.^ His bid may have had more to do with local politics than with the ulnage 

and he never took up the of&ce. The bid can hardly have been, motivated by desire for proEt 

MHicks, "Romsey and Richani HT' in (2^6 Loa/HuAg' Afiowylu&r 7 (Apol 1983) pp.151-3. Hicks e^laioed (hat 
Hamond was the brother -in-law of Thomas Greenfield from whom he leased the manor. Hamond was a lawyer and recorder 
of VCindiester from 1467. He was appointed a joint approver of die ulnage witli Edward=Langford, on 14 Ian 1464. 

M?c;siip.ll79. 

The absence of published medim-al lecoids for Alton is a great handicap in studying Hampshire in the Gfteenth centuiy. Newby 
was appointed Emner on 1 Dec 1470. It seems timt he never took up his appointment because no return %'as rendered by him, 
and John Fadey submitted one for the period when Newby might have acted. 

CdZ Rw XX7. p..266 1484 Aiar 7. 

Giddened., (Southampton, 1928) p.61. 

** Alwyn A. Ruddock, w (Southampton, 1951) p.] 69. 
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bccausc Southampton was not vcf)' important to the ulnagc For example in 1466/7, only 19s 

9%d subsidy and ulnagc were paid in the town.™ 

Thus most of the officials were men of Winchester, althougli a few others lived elsewhere in the 

Count}'. Of the non-Hampshire men, all that can be said of John Cdston (or Christmas) was 

that he did not come from Winchester, because the two men he ser\^ed with, Stephen Ede and 

Peter Hill, were always described as "of \Xi%ichester" whereas he was n o t It is possible that he 

lived in L o n d o n . J o h n Hall was a leading citizen of Salisbur}% who f(%itures prominendy in the 

annals of that City.^^- Richard More may have lived in Berkshire. The Brokage Records show 

that he had his sen'^ant convey goods for him &om Southampton to "BurGeld", which is 

presumably Burg^Eeld in Berkshire.^°^ Unfortunately, there is no trace in the Hampshire 

records of John Fadey,i°^ Edward Langfbrd, John Berthom^°^ and Vincent Pitdesden.^°^ Most 

of these men took up ofEce in or after 1464. The link with Winchester was broken in that year 

and not re-established in the years to 1485, with the exception of Robert Burrell and John 

Hamond, who held ofSce for a year in 1467/8. 

When the affiliations of the ulnagers for the whole country were being considered, it was shown 

that the mainpernors were men likely to be known to the men they were guaranteeing. I t 

seemed likely that, if a man found mainprise from the county for which he s o u ^ t o&ce, he 

probably had close ties with that count}\ This can be demonstrated to be true of Hampshire, 

where the ulnagers were more closely linked with the County than was generally true. In the 

same way, it can be shown that there were more mainpernors whose domicile was Hampshire 

than is true nationally. The Ggures are shown as per centages in the Table 4-7 below. 

iWE 101/344/17 m 18 

Thcii: appointment was enmUed in the Rne Rolls on 25 Jan 1442, and Christmas ser '̂cd until his deatli in 1455-6. He mzy have 
had Hampsliire connections as Christmas is a surname regularly found in the County. (CaZ Fine Rolis XJ'II, 1437-1445, p.230.) 

i":-John Hall was Eaoner between 1482 and 1485 and his appointment was enrolled in the Fine Rolls on 9 Dec 1483. (GzZ 
RaAXXZ, y^//-/W,p..266.) 

K.E. Ste\'ens and T.E. Olding eds, ^ / - f azi/ 7 J27-f (Southampton, 1985) pp.104 and 107. The 
fact that one of Richard Mote's mainpemots was also called Richard More, a merchant of Bristol, means that it cannot be 
assumed that this Richard More also lived in Bristol as there were clearly two men of the same name about at the same time. 

may come from Gloucestershire sincc that is the Count)' which he Grst administered jointh- with Hampshire. His 
appointments as appro\-er%'ercenrolkd 27Jan 1468 and 12Jul\ 1471. GaZ W/-y'/7/.p..201,' XXI. 
p.l6. 

Langfbrd and Berthom were joindy appointed to be approvers in 14Jan 1464. F/m Ra&XX, fV6f-/-f7f,p.l40. 

Pittlesden's appointment was dated 18 Aug 1471 and was tccorded in die Fine Rolls as not ha\'ing been taken up. Rf/f 
R0&XX7,/V7/./W,p.l7.) 
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Place Same County Diflcrcnt County London Not Known 

National figures % 34 31 29 6 

Hampshire figures % 43 29 24 5 

Table 4-7 Comparison o f Domicile o f Mainpernors % 

Thus more men came from Hampshire than from any other single place. If the mainprise of the 

non-Hampshire ulnagers is discounted, then the self-reliance of the Oaunty is even more 

striking. Of the 26 mainpernors who underwrote Hampshire-based ulnagers, 18 of them lived 

within the County; 6ve came from London and there were three others. Winchester declined in 

importance during the Sfteenth centur}% °̂̂  but there were still men of sufEcient standing within 

the County who were able and willing to back their associates in the matter of taking up the 

administration of the ulnage. More of Hampshire's mainpernors were Hampshire men than was 

true of the national average even when the effect of outside ulaagers is included. The County 

was therefore able to keep control of the administration of the ulnage to a greater degree than 

was apparent nationally. Thus not only were most Hampshire ulnagers local men, but their 

appointments were under-written by Hampshire men, a d ^ e e of local involvement well above 

the national average. 

Reference has been made throughout this section to the involvement of the Corporation of the 

Qty of Winchester in the administration of the ulnage. There is a surprisingjly substantial body 

of e\'idence to support this claim. The explanation for the cit}^s continuing interest is that, for 

the most part, an annual sum of fbrt):̂  marks was allowed them, provided that the money was 

spent on the upkeep of the Cit}'̂  walls. Since forty marks made up the majority of the revenue 

collected, there was additional reason for the interest of the Cit)'̂  fathers. 

This interest was clearly demonstrated during the appointment of Peter Hill, and Stephen Ede 

of Winchester jointly with John Chdstmas. Their letters patent were granted in 1442.^°^ 

According to the text of those letters the appointment h ^ been made 

pursuant to a petition of the king's lieges the mayor, bailiffs and commonalty of the City of 

Winchester, showing that the subsidy and ulnage of woollen cloths made for sale within the 

This be discussed in Chapters 5 and 6, particularly [he latter. 

RoAXT'T/, / W W J , p . 2 3 0 1442Jan25. 
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said City have been committed, for a yearly farm of 49 marks, to certain persons who dwell 

far from the Cit}̂ , so tliat dicrcby many injuries and vexations have unjusdy befallen the said 

lieges, to their no small loss and gric\'ancc, and that yet greater losses are like to befall them 

hereafter unless a speedy remedy be applied by the king. 

It was not stated who the certain persons were, and any letters patent issued to them were never 

enrolled. This incident not only showed the active pardcipation of die City of Winchester in the 

appointment of ulnagers, but it also gave a glimpse of the negotiadons that took place before 

letters patent were issued. In order to secure their posidon, the local men agreed to increase die 

farm of 49 madcs by an extra mark. The farm was granted for 50 years, so the Winchester 

authoddes were making a very strong bid to shut out other people. The letters patent omitted 

the clause allowing for other pardes to make a higgler bid for the farm, which the incumbents 

would have had to match if they wished to retain the o&ce. 

There were other instances in which the hand of the corporadon may reasonably be suspected. 

For example, they may have put pressure on John Champflour to withdraw from ofSce. On 24 

November 1395 John Champflour was appointed ulnager for Winchester and his appointment 

was duly enrolled amongst the Fine RoUs. He rendered no returns and on 29 January 1396, his 

statement that he had surrendered his letters patent to John Fromond was duly enrolled in the 

Ulnage Rolls. The next Ulnage Roll entry for Winchester covered the period firom 24 

November 1395 undl 24 October 1397, and was submitted by John Fromond. According to the 

introducdon to this item, Fromond's letters patent were granted on 29 January 1396 and were 

enrolled in the Memoranda Rolls.^^ The quesdon arises why did this switch of ulnager take 

place? Looking at the biographical notes of the two men, both were wealthy and important 

However Champflour was primarily a County man,"° while Fromond's power base was within 

Winchester. The Winchester Corporadon may have resented an outsider ha^^ing such influence 

within die City and exerted pressure to have him removed. Unfortunately, the ofdcial records 

do not show the terms on which the change was made. 

Another example of die involvement of die Corporadon can be seen in the appointment of 

Thomas Smale and William Wode to be farmers in 1415.̂ ^^ In the appointment, Thomas 

Letters patent u-ere seen as giants speciGc to die recipient, and could not be used as negotiable instruments. 

"0 There is little about Cliampflour in WS ii, but his name is to he found manv times in tlic WCM. He was Sheriff of Hampshire 
m1401-2 

y .^u.wzp.110 1413 Apr 24. 
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Smalc was dcscribcd as mayor oC Winchester,"- whDc William Wodc had been Recorder oF the 

City and an Ml\"^ It is possible that they may have taken the ofGce of ulnager as part oF their 

ofGcial duties, or as a perquisite of office. Another unusual appointment was made in 1432 

when John Writher and Walter Hore, both Winchester men of some importance, were awarded 

the farm, but no mainpernors were required. 

The most desperate bid by the Corporation to retain control arose in 1461, when twelve 

members of the council jointly took the farm. This concern must be what lies behind the 

extraordinary (retrospective) appointment of twelve joint ulnagers in 1462. Presumably, the City 

council could not End a suitable man or men to take the post, so in desperation (he council 

assumed the responsibility^. As will be discussed in chapter 6, there was a lack of vitality in the 

economy of Winchester by the 1460s and this sluggishness had spilt over into public lifi:. Fewer 

people held ofEce in this period, and they held f i^e r of&ces each. The City was being run by a 

smaller group of people than had been the case formerly.^ '̂̂  The City could not bear to let the 

collection of ulnage pass outTif its hands, since much of the revenue was returned to its coffers, 

but no one could be &)und to be responsible for it. The &rm was for 50 mgrks a year and. it was 

made with 

proviso that the farmers have allowance in their said farm in respect of the 40 marks a year, 

from the issues of the ulnage and subsidy of cloths ... granted for a certain term to the mayor, 

bailiffs and commonalt)'^ of Winchester as a corporate body by Henry 

The return for the ofSce of this syndicate was enrolled in 1466, by which time two of the twelve 

were dead. 

There is nothing in the Fine Rolls to suggest that any other City authority kept such a tig^t 

control on the ulnage as was the case with W%ichester. That is not to say that various Cityr 

authorities were not exerting influence on the appointments, but none other weK so blatant. 

This may be partly because no other Cit)' was granted an income from the revenue and therefore 

":Vi'Sup.lW9 

"3WSup.l3B8 

Jennifer Kermode has observed that the practice oFcompounding to ai'oid civic ofSce was widespread in Winchester by 1420. 
She ako obsen-ed that in YoA there was a narrowing of the number of people who held cii-ic ofGce during the Gfteenth 
century. She attributed this to the wealthy men of the town deliberately excluding lesser folk and administering the City for rlieir 
o^vnbcncGt. See jennikrl. Kcrmode "UrbajiDcclineP The Fliglit From OfBce In Late Medic\'alYod{" Z^'Ser. 
XXX\X1982) pp.179-198. 

CaZ Rw p.74 1 462 May 20. The Corporation %'ent to tlie trouble of protecting their grant by paying 4 
marks into the lianaper for an inspcximus and confirmation, enroUcd in tlie Patent Rolls 16 Feb 1461. 
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they did not have the same incentive to keep a tight control. It is in this rcspect that Hampshire 

ceases to be t}'pical of other places in the administration of the ulnage. 

Information about commercial activity can be found for 28 of the 43 Hampshire and 

Winchester ulnagers, but some fall into more than one categor)^ This is not so very surprising, 

as many people have more than one way of earning their living during their adult lives. At least 

Eve men were merchants, one was a grocer and another a chandler. There were two butchers, 

two vintners and three innkeepers. There was one attorney. There were six: men who were 

dealing in cloth, and six who were trading in woad. Three men were fullers and one was a dyer. 

It is noticeable how few working clodi producers became ulnagers. To re-iterate, there were 

three fullers and a dyer out of the 28, and no weavers at alL By the Sfteenth century, weaving 

was generally a low status occupation in Winchester and few wea.vers were wealthy. The men 

who were substantial enough to become ulnagers were mainly merchants, not manufacturers. 

Some of the merchants in this list were dealing with substantial quantities of wine or of woad, 

both expensive commodities. 

Despite the Egures given above, the Hampshire list reflects a greater association with the cloth 

trade than is found nationally. This probably results firom the absence of outsiders using the 

administration of the tax as an investment opportunity^ The City of Winchester authorities kept 

sufEcient control over the administration to prevent this happening in Hampshire. Since the 

City was in decline during the Efteenth centur}^, this was a remarkable achievement. There was a 

general absence of courtiers in the middle period when Henry VI's household servants were 

found 6rming the ulnage, although there had been two men of court at the begioning of the 

century. There was also an absence of farmers who were described by their social status rather 

than by their occupation. The men who were described as "esquire" or ''gendeman" were not a 

feature of this list. Apart from one or two early Hampshire ulnagers, the ulnagers almost all 

came ficom within the trading community", mostly of ^^ches t e r , and from men who were active 

in ci\"ic affairs .within that City. _ 

Length of Tenure 

The average length of tenure of ulnage ofScials in \)(^chester and Hampshire ofSdals was 3.2 

years, or half a year shorter than the national average of 3.7 years.. There was an unsetded 

The icmm is entoDed in E 358/9 m 26v. 
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period before 1401 which substunbaliy brought down die average, cspeciaDy as there were two 

series of appointments, Cit)' and Count}', sc\'cral of which lasted only a short time. From 

examination of the Fine Rolls, two appointments made before 1404 appear to exceed the 

average. One of these is the appointment of ) X ^ a m Stumiy for the County made in 1395.^^^ 

When the returns are examined, however, it can be seen that another ulnager, Henry Joce, 

ofEciated for a year, and Sturm/s pedod in ofRce did not exceed die average. The ulnager who 

exceeded the average was John Balon. He held ofSce on several occasions,^!^ although not all 

of them were supported by enrolled letters patent, and joindy they came to more dian Eve years 

in office. 

In the years between 1404 and 1431, there was a series of medium term periods of ofEce. Henry 

Somer and John Stere sensed for five years &om 1404,^^^ and they were fbUov^ed by Mark le 

Faire and John Medawe who served for four and a half years, until the death of Henry 

The next medium-term appointment was of Thomas Smale and William Wode served for seven 

and a half years fcom 1415.*^^ They were replaced by John Veel and William Wode whose 

partnership lasted Gor e i ^ t years and was ended by Wode's deatb.^^ After a short spell by Veel 

on his own, Walter Hore and John Wrilher held the farm for dose on ten years until 1442.^^ 

Writher and Hore were followed by Peter HjtU who remained in ofSce for nearly twenty years, 

aided, until their respective deaths by John Christrnas and Stephen Ede.^^ After that, there 

followed a string of appointments, Grst of farmers and then of approvers, none of which were 

held for long, until Richard More became first the approver and later the farmer, serving in all 

for e i ^ t years from 1474.^-^ Had it not been for the length of time which Hill held ofSce, the 

ii: XI, 7 - / p . l 6 5 1393 Nov 22. 

The Uloage RoBs show him submitting returns Gar 7 May 1397 to 7 Apr 1398 (E 358/8 m 5r), 7 Apr 1398 to 1 Alay 1398 (E 
358/8 m 8r); 17 Oct 1399 to 26 Jan 1401 (E 358/8 m, llr); 26 Jan 1401 to 14 Nov 1401 (E 358/8 m 12r); 14 Nov 1401 to 12 
Nov 1402 ^ 358/9 m 2r); 14 Nov 1402 to 12 Nov 1403 ^ 358/9 m 3r); and 12 Nov 1403 to 26 Jan 1404 (E 58/9 m 4r). His 
appointments before October 1399 were not enrolled in the Fine RoDs. 

RoA UPP-fW. P..232 1404 Jan 31. 

Ain, y^0;-MU,p.l38 1409Janl6. 

i:' x n / ; /-^/.;-W2,p.llO 1415 Apr 24. 

1= XT/'; p.l6 1422 Dec 8. 

W0.W7,p.73 1432Jun22 

Gi! RwBa&XT ?/. / W / W , p230 1442Jan 25. 

CaZ fwf %X7, p.91 1474 Nov 8, and p.l55 1478 lune 5. Pie was also appointed koncr on 10 Feb 1485. 
(p293) 
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average spell of ofEcc holding in I lampshirc would have been substantially below the national 

average, mosdy becausc of the unsettled period before 1401. 

There is no definite information about the day-to-day administration of the ulnage, but the 

requirements of the work would impose certain constraints. The ulnagers needed to arrange for 

the cloths to be inspected and measured. They had to arrange for their deputies to have access 

to the seals as required, but for the seals to be kept safely when not in use. They also had to 

ensure that their deputies had a suitable supply of wax or lead discs for imponting. Their 

deputies would have needed to be paid. The money paid by the tax payers had to be received, 

and safi%uarded until disposed of For their own purposes, they probably needed proper 

records to be kept, especially when they worked through deputies. It was necessary to arrange 

for returns to be made to the Exchequer in a suitable format, and for the revenue or farm rent 

to be paid or accounted for. In order to protect their own income, if they were farmers, as well 

as to comply with the law, they may have arranged for inspections of places where broadcloths 

mig^t be found, to deter evasion of the tax. 

The returns provide a glimpse of the personality of the ulnagers. John Balon appears to have 

been ver)^ precise. For example, his particular account for the year 1403/4, showed the details of 

the cloths which had been taxed. They were described as cloths of assise, straits and kerseys, as 

appropriate.^^^ By comparison, Robert Archer, the Cit}'̂  ulnager for the year 1402/3, submitted 

his return showing only the units of cloth of assise, without showing what cloths were actually 

presented to him.^^^ Yet it is obvious that smaller cloths were being presented to him from the 

number of half cloths recorded in the Particular account. 

There is some evidence that the king's ulnagers were not the only people who searched doth. 

Mary Hulton has drawn attention to the fact that, in Coventry at the beginning of the sixteenth 

centur)^, only sealed cloth might be offered for sale.^-^ However, it is not clear whether this 

regulation included ulnaged cloths, where appropriate, or whether it only applied to cloths 

inspected and sealed by Coventg^s own cloth searchers. In Coventry, searchers were paid a 

penny for each cloth searched, compared with the ulnagcr's half penny. Hulton does not say 

E 101/344/9 

101/344/17 

Tir7«afCa«r«/^B/iyf(Co\,'ent[)\1995) p.32 
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whether the local searchcrs also actcd as deputies for the Farmers of the ulnagc, or whether they 

were a second set of inspectors. 

It is not apparent whether the owners of cloth to be ulnaged came to the ulnagers or whether 

the ulnagers went to them. The absence of references to "ulnagers' halls" and the like in civic 

records indicates that the ulnagers went to the tax payers rather than vice versa. Since oAer 

inspectors had a requirement to inspect cloths at manufacturers' premises, the requirement to 

have the ulnager visit as well would not be considered unusuaL^^^ On a more positive note, 

Bridbury found a regulation in Salisbury dating &om 1418 that required the deputy ulnagers to 

visit houses every Monday in order to seal doth.^^ Chope formed the opinion that in Devon in 

the year 1395/6, the ulnager "conGned his attention to the chief fairs". His explanation for 

this was that 6 e ulnager 

was required to make proclamation, prohibiting all purchase and sale of cloth that had not 

paid the subsidy... It may be assumed that he required the cloths to be broug)it to the fairs to 

be measured and sealed. " 

In the foEowing year, the Devon ulnager changed his tactics, visiting villages and outlying 

districts as well as attending at fairs. This resulted in far more names of people who paid the 

ulnage but no increase in revenue. Thus it seems that ulnagers visited the tax payers, rather than 

having cloth b r o u ^ t to them. 

Wherever the work was done, the men measuring the cloth had to be equipped with suitable 

measuring equipment. The measuring standard seems to have been a line. The statute of 

Northampton, for example, required that ê '̂ er)'̂  cloth of ray should be measured ' t y a line of 

seven yards, four times measured by the list".^^^ By 1440, some sharp practice had become 

See Heather Swanson, hUdievalArdsmis (Oxford, 1989) p.116. Swanson observed of the late-fifteentii and sixteenth centuries, 
that the searchers "had extensive powers to enter povate premises to examine goods whenever diey chose to do so. ... 
Mercantile authodty was likewise asserted owr the Coventry weavers and fuUecs' craft in an ordinance of 1518 which made 
provision for two weavers and two fiiUers to search the work of the craft". 

See also Herbert Heaton, The Yorksljm Woolkn and Worsted Industries (Oxford, 1920) p.41. Heaton found that in nearly ever}-
York guild, a weekly inspection or "search" was made of every weaver's workroom or shop to inspect the work in hand. 

Another example is to be found in Mary Hulton, Urban Weaters OfhkdieialEngland, unpublished PhD thesis (Birmingham, 1990) 
para.3.26 quoting CA. Ivlarkliam, ed., Northampton Borvueh Rccords 1, (Northampton, 1898) p.331 f83b. Hulton wrote that in 
1511, in Northampton, a local ordinance was made which stated that all seaichecs "shall see evciy cloth drawn over the beam 

removed from the loom in such a way that it could be examined) ere it pass ihc wcaitr's house", 

Bridbury, (London, 1982) p.75. 

R. Peaice Chope "The Auloager in Devon" in Tmrnfaaw/zr ̂ 4 4 (Devon, 1912) p.578. 

Stat. Realm 1, p.260, 2 Edw III Stat. Northampt. c.l4. 
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common, cspccia]ly in ] x)ndon. Complaint was not made against the ulnagcrs, but they were 

seen as providing the remedy. Each ulnagcr, at his own expense, was to buy 

a line made of silk or of tlircad,... scaled at both ends, after the advice of tlic Barons of the 

Exchequer; ... [the line to be] in length twelve yards and twelve inches, and the said line 

signed at every yard an inch, and at the end of the half-yard half an inch, the quarter of a yard 

a quarter of an inch, to measure a whole cloth or a dozen broad or strai^t, measuring for the 

dozen of cloth watered twelve yards and twelve inches, and of dry cloth unwatered fourteen 

yards and fourteen inches; so measuring the length till the end of the cloth.^^^ 

Unfortunately, the pace of these measuong lines is not given, nor is it possible to say how many 

were needed in Hampshire. 

The records give no indication about the steps the ulnagers took to manage the money they 

collected. They would have needed to keep it safely and in due course arrange for payments to 

be seat to London. They would presumably have required records to be compiled, not only as 

good business practice but also to enable them to check on their deputies. They were also 

required to submit returns to the Exchequer and it would be necessary to arrange 6ir copies of 

these to be prepared and sent to London.^^ 

It seems unlikely that the ulnagers themselves carried out the day-to-day work of measuring 

cloths and coEecting the fees. They seem to have been members of the social strata at which 

they would have employed men to assist them in their woik while ihey managed it. Indeed, this 

was envisaged in the letters patent in which the appointments of ulnagers or farmers were 

recorded. As early as 1399, John Cok the ulnager for Norfolk and Suffolk was to carry out his 

duties ''in person or by deputy",^^^ and this condition was continued throughout subsequent 

appointments. These deputies are rarely seen in the records. Occasionally, one was named in 

connection wi± the seizing of cloth but that is alL Therefore it is not possible to say whether 

the ulnagers used theic own staff to carry out the work, or hired suitable subcontractors. If die 

ulnagers were local men, one would expect a mixture, with their own men doing the work in the 

town where they lived and subcontractors being appointed elsewhere in the County 

m RazZm 2, p312, 18 Hen cap.16. London mercliants, when buying doth, wcK measuong by the yaid, but placing a hand 
bctM-een the yardstick, ratlicc than ttie traditional thumb. Thu; a rwent)-fix yard clotli was claimed to be only twent)'-fbur yards 
long and the price adjusted accordingly. 

Many of these returns (or Hampshire still exist, and some of the eadier ones arc still stored in die leather pouches in which diey 
were submitted. For example E l01/344/10;and E 101/344/13. 

"5 X7A 7 pp. 36-8 1399 Oct 17. 
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Admiaistmboa would have been much easier if the main cloth producing towns had their own 

ofEcer, and the form of (he particular returns suggest diat this was the case. They contain lists 

of tax payers divided up by town according to ix^ere money was collected.^ It seems likely 

(hat ±ese were centres where (here was a deputy at which revenue was collected, ta(her 

the places where (he tax payers necessarily lived. 

Two ulnagprs' assistants mentioned in the Hampshire records were described as servants and 

ano(her two were described as attorneys. In 1454 Nicholas Bri^twyn^^^, servant of (he &rmers 

at Romsey, found unsealed clo(h in (he possession of WUiam Heckley of Southampton, a 

carter.^^ Bd^ twyn was described elsewhere as a ful ler^ and he was substantial enough to 

trade in his own rig^t, having goods sent from Southampton to Romsey and Salisbury.^''° 

Another deputy named in the records was David Balcbild of Alton \xdio held lands in (he 

Ropley area.^^ 

Of the two attorneys, the Srst to be mentioned was John Medawe who described himself as the 

deputy of Henry Somer and John Stere. He had seized cloth in 1404/5 and the enrolled item 

in the Ulnage RoDs give his account of the event.^"^ Subsequendy, Meriawe became a Armer of 

the ulnage in his own The other attorney who was mentioned in the ulnage returns was 

Philip at Well of New Alresford, who was die attorney of John Writher and Walter Hore. Ihey 

had left two seals with him for safekeeping. Unfortunately, his house was burnt down and the 

seals were "by fortune of 6re burnt and molten" in the year 1442/3.^^ 

Althou^i three deputies and one servant have been identiGed, it is unlikely that diey were true 

servants of the farmers. In modem terais they were probably subcontractors, independent men 

Txiio had undertaken work on behalf of a principal, and it is likely that these deputies were 

dealing wi(h the ulnage in (heir own (x)wns. In most parts of (he County, certainly outside 

Winchester, ulnag^g cloth would have been at best a part-time job, and in some areas only an 

For ezaoiple, ElOl /344/11 

Nicholas is menlioned in tke Southampton Brokage Book ibr 1448 canying teasek and low giade wool 
to Salisbury. 

»» E 358/9 m 30r. 

WCM 16329, p. 776 

E.A. Lewis ed, %%« Awykr (Southampton, 1993) pasam. 

Ml WCM 16776. p.831. 

112 E 358/9 m5r. 

E 101/344/17. This accoimt is the only document written, wholly in English, although the Latin version has 
survived in. the same bundle of documents. 
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occasional chore. For example, in Alton between 20 July 1394 and 22 November 1395, 8r/S 

cloths were recorded as paying tax. Thus cloths were being presented at die rate of less rhcn 

two a week. In Havant the total for the same period was 43 /̂6 c l o t h s . U n l e s s the ulnager was 

itinerant, it would not have been cost efkcdve to en^loy men full dme. Thus it is much more 

likely that local deputies were appointed to attend to local needs and either paid a fee, or were 

appointed on terms akin to farming.. The skill of the u l o ^ r would he in appointing sufGcient 

deputies for people to be able to present their clodis locally mdier than takii% diem elsewhere, 

without dissipating all the proSts of ofGce on staff costs. 

J'ea/r 

One of the duties of the ulnager, or farmer, was to safeguard the seals and make them available 

when required. The number of seals in existence, and the 6 c t that they were kept by people 

other than the ulnagers, gves credence to the idea that die work of ulnaget was carded out by 

men other than those named in the letters patent. The number of seals^^ that were issued in 

each County points to the fact that it was recognised that several people would be sealing cloth 

and each would need matrices with which to make the impressions. Unfortunately, the returns 

only give the number of seals issued for ulnage and subsidy; they do not provide any detail. At 

various times the ulnagers were to attach seals to cloths which showed their actual lengths. 

Since the seals that were accounted for to the Exchequer at die end of each year were described 

by refisrence to their being k r subsidy or for ulnage, it seems likely that seals showing length of 

cloth were additional. The law required new seals to be issued in 1410 and 1465,^^ though it is 

not possible to be certain that this requirement was met. 

In 1465, the ulnager was enjoined to use lead seals and to put them at the end of the cloth. 

New seals, or matrices, "to be devised by the treasurer" were to be brought into use showing 

whether the cloth was perfect or not, and what size it was. The use of lead seals was a long-

standing practice in the administration of the ulnage. It was the duty of the Exchequer to 

provide the matrices 6)r the use of the ulnagers or farmers. Different counties had matrices 

made of different metals - bronze, iron or steel, which su^ests that they may originally have 

been paid for locally. 

I'M E 101/344/11 

W) Egan referred b3 the implement: witii which the impressicm was made as a matzK, and the lead or wax which was 
impressed as the seal This has the merit of being unambiguous. The Latin t%xts use the word "sigilla" for the 
matiix. See Geoff Egan, j'fa/r arw! M (London, 1994) 

See 11 Hen VI cap.6, pp.l63-lG5 ,and 4 Edw IV cap.l. 
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The number of seals which were issued for Hampshire was surprisingly large, the numbers 

ha^^ing been determined on a basis, for which the logic is no longer apparent For example 

Richard More's enrolled return for the two years from September 1476 to September 1478 lists 

135 seals for which he was responsible. They are listed in Appendix 11.'*^ 28 of these 135 were 

attributed to Hampshire, more than the number found in any other county.^^^ The relative 

numbers do not seem to bear much relationship to the relative importance of the counties, nor 

even to their size. Both Bristol and Wiltshire had larger farms than did Hampshire, and Devon 

and G]mwall cover a greater area than either Hampshire or Herefordshire. 

The basis of the number of seals was not solely historic. In Hampshire there were occasional 

changes in the numbers of seals although large number of seals continued to be issued. These 

changes and re-issues imply active control by the Exchequer. The 6rst mention of seals in the 

Hampshire returns was made in 1398, when John Balon of Harwkley, who had been ulnager for 

three weeks, accounted for 2& seals, "both laige and small, new and old", which he had received 

fcom ^^^Uiam Sturmy of Alton, his predecessor. Balon's successor, Henry Joce of Andover, 

described the seals in the same words as did Balon but with the additional comment that they 

were made of copper. 

These 28 seals were for the County alone. At the same time as the Hampshire ulnagers had 28 

seals, the Winchester ulnagers had 16. The Winchester ulnagers had jurisdiction over 

Winchester, its suburbs and the Soke, so were responsible for an area of central Hampshire.^ 

In the return of John Archer for the period from 21 November 1399 to 12 December 1400, 

they are described as being "of copper".^'*^ The last Winchester return to survive was for the 

year to 29 September 1404, when the City ulnagers were stiU accounting for 16 seals. The 

ulnager Robert Archer passed them to the incoming farmers for the whole Count)", who were 

Henry Somer and John Stere.^^ As has akeady been stated, there then followed a period when 

358/9 mSOr 

2, 11 Hen IV c.6. 

: w For example, sec E 358/8 m 7v 

GeoEEgan,iva^Gk/.6 (London, 1994). The item descobed on p.35, and Ag. 16 no. 45 
showed a Winchester seal as a "copper-alloy matrix, diameter .26 mm, hollow at Ae back and expanding mtli a cim-e to the die 
6ce; tliere are two holes kr attachment pins ... an engraved V on the side indicates the position of the top of the de\'ice. 
leopard's head ô -er Qcur-de-lis, both in two-arched ticssure, S'̂ ^LNAGH PANNOR' IN COAf W\'NTO' around (Lombardic 
letteringi". Egan did not know when this seal was in use. 

358/9 mSr 
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annual rctunns were not required, so it is not possible to gain an idea of what was done witli tlic 

seals, or when. 

It was ordered that the Exchequer was to issue new seals in 1410. Because fi^v returns were 

submitted for Hampshire between 1404 and 1424, it is not possible to determine whether new 

seals were adopted in the Count)'. It is likely that the older seals were sent back to the 

Exchequer and new ones issued. Any other practice would leave open the opportunity for 

fiaudulent use of the redundant seals. There were no returns after 1405/6 until 1415 when the 

two ulnagers accounted for 27 seals of copper, namely 13 for the subsidy and 14 for the ulnage. 

Seals were next mentioned in the return for the year to 29 September 1426, when the ulnagers 

accounted for 23 seals, namely 12 for the ulnage and 11 for the subsidy.^^^ (The return for the 

two years 1422-24 did not refia: to seals.) This was a considerable reduction from the number 

that bad been in use at the beginning of the century. The reason for this change in number was 

not apparent That this return was accurate may be inferred firom the fact that the return for the 

following year accounts for the same number of seals. 

The number of seals remained around the 28 mark &om the latter half of the 1420s, although 

the balance between subsidy and ulnage changed occasionally. They had risen to 30 but two 

seals were lost in a 6re in New Alresford between 29 September 1442 and 24 June 1443, so that 

number held dropped to 28,15 for the subsidy and 13 for the ukiage. The total number of seals 

then remained the same throughout the rest of the period. 

Fraud by Taxpayers 

Befisre those who paid the tax are considered, there will be a brief discussion on those who were 

caught evading payment. Were they fundamentally the same people, or were they a sub-class of 

some sort?^^^ 

A surprisingly small amount of cloth was seized in the 91 years as can be seen in the summary in 

Appendix 13. This list shows not only whose cloth was seized and its value as assessed by 

151 E 358/9 m l l v 

Ir must be pommd our that ei-ading the ulnagc seems futile. Tlic cate oF tax was low compatcd witli the cost of cloth, 
and cloths wetc liable to all sorts oFqualir)- control, so tlie question of disposiil of cloths lacking ulnagc seals must have loomed 
large. Thetc is much more incentive to ei ade modem excise duties which ate set at such high rates diat they are more, or much 
more, than tlie intrinsic value of tlie goods being taxed. 
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external valuers. Where these values are shown deady diey vary between lOd and Is 8d a yard. 

The values given for die seized dodis appear to be consistent with other contemporary prices 

in so 6ir as it is possible to judge. To put these prices in perspective it is worth noting that the 

sumptuary laws of 1363 required Aian labourers and odiers having less (han 40s in goods to 

wear blanket and russet cosdng not more than 12d the ell .^ They can also be compared with 

prices cited by Christopher Dyer .^ He wrote that 

The everyday dothes of the lord and his family were sometimes made from material in the 

same price range as that supplied to the servants, from Is. to 3s. per yard, but they also 

provided themselves with much more expensive textiles. H i e best woollen doth could cost 

5s. per yard, as b o u ^ t by the Bishop of Ely in 1380, and the Stonor Amily in 1479-82 were 

wearing dothes made from tawney and russet doth )xtich cost 6s per yard. 

This would put the pieces of doth seized in Hanq)sbiie into the 'everyday" range, rather than 

the luxury dass. 

Dyer then gnre an example of purchases by a gentry family, the Eyres of Hassop in Derbyshire 

in the 1470s 

who obtained most of their woollens by contract with local weavers, fillers and dyers, as 

much as 100 yards in one year. They also b o u ^ t ready-made a wide range of cheap 

woollens, cottons, canvas and linens fustians, kendalls, russets, buckrams and hoUands) 

often 2 or 3 yards at a dme, at prices that varied between 2'/2d and Is 2d a yard. 

Most of these latter types of doth were exempt from the ukiage. A l thou^ the ulnage only 

applied to h i ^ quality wooUen doth, these prices help to put the value of doths seized into 

context. 

Because the names of many of the people from whom dolh was seized are known, it is possible 

to examine what manner of men they were. Probably the most une^qiected person on the list is 

Mark le Faire, wealthy merchant, mayor of Winchester, MP, and ultimately 6rmer of the ulnage. 

He was also a substantial dealer in In t imate doths and he was wealthy e n o u ^ to export doth 

t h r o u ^ Southampton. He presented doths for payment in each of the Winchester returns 

between 1394 and 1403. He was one of the largest payers of ulnage in Winchester in the 

period in question. He was one of the two mainpernors for Henry Somer and John Stere viien 

they 

^^L.F. Salzmarm, (London, 1913) p.l69, (^poking Ro/Par/iip.278. Hcalsodiew 
attention to the fact that Irish friezes were exempted from, the ulnage in 1376. 

Chiistophei Dyer, ««Ak (Cambridge, 1990) p.78-9. 
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were granted the (arm of the uinage for Hampshire, including Winchester, in 1404. He himself 

was farmer of the ukagc firom 1408 to 1413. Unfortunately no returns survive firom that period. 

Commensurate with his status as a major merchant, he had more cloths seized than did anyone 

else.^^^ 

Althoug): it has not been possible to trace all the transgressors, the striking thing about those 

who have left other records ia their social standing. These men were not representatives of a 

criminal underclass living on the margins of societ)\ They were prominent men in their 

communities and apparendy well able to afford the 4V2d charges that were required on a whole 

cloth of assise. For example, Henry Hosier, who had cloth seized on two occasions, also dealt 

in legitimate cloth. He presented amounts varying from 216 cloths to 5 cloths, and in 1398-9 

presented, additionally, 5 dozens and 6 yards. Unfortunately, his name is not to be found 

elsewhere in contemporary records so it is not possible to present a description of him. John 

Denyton, who had twp pieces of Welsh doth seized, was, on occasion, a trading associate of 

Mark le Faire. He was primarily a vintner and a merchant, a l t h o u ^ he presented three cloths 

for payment in 1394-5. The Southampton records show him dealing in doth through the port 

in the eady Efteenth century. He was not as wealthy as le Faire, and althoug)i he served as Bailiff 

of Winchester, he never became mayor or MP. In 1404 he granted his tenement in Wongar 

Street as security for a loan of ,(̂ 45 firom Richard Spencer of Salisbury^^^^ so he was not free of 

Gnandal problems. 

Most of the men who had doth seized, can be found in other contemporary records. For 

example, Richard Wy^teryng was a tailor with a shop ia High Street for which he paid an 

annual rent of (̂̂ 1 13s 4d.̂ ^^ John Edward was a Eshmonger who served as bailiff of 

\ ^ c h e s t e r . He was arraigned for ale offences on occasion. His main premises seem to have 

been a tenement with a cellar, stall and gutter in Hig^ Street. He also rented an adjacent cottage 

and shop and other premises ia Winchester. Since he acted as witnesses for land transfers in 

both Otterboume and Stockbridge, it is likely that he bad interests in those places.^^^ 

Ik Biogophica] notes about le Faire cafi be found in WS ii p.l228. 

IX WS ii p.l213. Den}ton was also called Scherec 

15̂  WS ii p.l386. He also called V!1i\tange. 

'W X̂'-S ii p. 1223 and 14669, p.678, and 18078, p.909. 
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Simon IvOng was a wealthy merchant who lived in Church Street, Romsey, although in 1445 he 

acquired a garden and curtilage outside the Southampton Bargate. He seems to have appealed 

successfully against the seizure of his cloth, as the money from it was not remitted to the 

Exchequer. He was probably one of the wealthiest men of Romsey in his day. The Brokage 

Book of 1439 shows the substantial quantities of dyestuff and 5sh that he had deli^'ercd to 

Romsey. In 1447 he was reeve of the town, the highest ofEce available in that monastic-

dominated settlement, and as such his name survives on many documents as witness to transfers 

of property.^^^ Another person from outside Winchester was WiUiam Heckley who had the 

major carting business in Southampton, if the volume of trafEc he generated at the Baigate is 

any guide. He apprenticed his son to a mercer. He carried out local carting in and around 

Southampton, transporting amongst other good^ pites to rebuild the town walls. He also 

undertook long distance work to Coventr}', London, Cirencester and elsewhere.^^ In 1453 and 

1454, he served as Steward of Southampton,^'^^ and 1453 was the year when the ulnagers seized 

1 wide white cloth, 24 yards long, from him. 

One noticeable fixture about many of these seizures is that they included very few whole clodis. 

The amounts seized were mostly measured in yards (or ells).̂ ^^ It is possible that the whole 

cloths represent &audulent intent to evade the revenue at the time of acquisition, or soon after. 

The lesser lengths of cloth may have a different provenance. They may have been remnants 

which were not originally intended for the market, and only sold when surplus to requirements. 

For example, they may have been made on commission for their owners, and as such would not 

have been liable to ulnage duty. Garments or other items may have been made &om these 

commissioned cloths, which were expensive, and the owners decided to sell off the unused 

surplus, either accidentally or intentionally failing to present them to the ulnagers. Once dolh 

had been cut, it would be difBcult to know whether it had paid ulnage, and local knowledge of 

the trade by the ulnagers or their deputies would be needed to detect evasion. That part-cloths 

were marketable is confirmed by Bridbury who has discussed the "madcet for pieces of cloth" 

and pointed out their existence and usefulness.^^^ The Particular accounts show ulnage being 

IN) He must ha\'e owned at least thiee caits, and it would be possible to get an idea of the length of joumevs by analysing his 
mowments. 

Baibara Bun^-ardy^ g / " ( S o u t l i a m p t o n , 1941) p jodi-cuii and many entries. 

This raises questions about how the owners of cloth put thcmsckts in a position wlierc the cloth was liable to seizure, or, r 
crudcl)', how the)- ̂ cere cauglit. 

'''^AR.Bridbur)', AWAa/E%6;6Gk/Zi/3at%(London,1982) p.53. 
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on a. number of short lengths of doth. Another possible explanation of these cloths m i ^ t be 

that diey were taken in settlement of debt, but they would be liable to ulnage if they were to be 

sold. 

There were legal procedures to guide the ulnager in what should be done when unsealed cloths 

were found that were Hable to fbrGsit. The ulnagers had to establish the o^snce, seize the cloth, 

!Uid thjaifuoDuigp for formal jprocxxxluigs for iis valuation^, afbacTpiikii lluey liad to arrangp;its 

sale. In the eady years, the accounts simply stated the amount of money derived from the sale 

of forfeited cloths, with relatively little detail. In both the County and in Winchester the 

fbrfsiture and sale were under the supervision of the sheriff. By 1402, the ulnagers were 

keeping half the value of any cloth they seized.^^ The do th had to be assessed by 

knowledgeable people, the appetisers, in the presence of others who could be relied on to see 

that the procedures were honesdy adhered to, (These others were usually civic ofGcials in a 

City, or representatives of the sheri& in the County.) Then die doth was sold, and half the 

money kept by the ulnager and half remitted to the Exchequer for the use of the king.^^ 

The accounts of seizure vary, perhaps according to the priorities of the ulnager. Thus the 

return of 1415-17 is somewhat more informative^'^ than eadier ones about the seizure process. 

The report indudes an explanation that the three shillings sent to the king was half the value of 

5 yards of woollen doth found in the shop of Richard Wyg^teryng in Winchester. Some of the 

eadier returns had been more descdpdve of the doths. For example, as is shown in Appendix 

13, the Hampshire return for 1394-5, listed the types of doth seized, together with their values, 

but their erstwhile owners were not named. 

In 1437/8, an elaborate procedure was followed and described. Such formal proceedings may 

have been the custom before this date, but this was the Srst time it was expliddy described. It 

was recorded that 12 eUs of white kersey had been seized from William Lyfe. It was valued by 

Henry Cornish and John Malpas, dothiers of Winchester, in the presence of William Mathewe 

Seizure rewards were only abolished by Customs withm. the last thirty years, but they were at a much lower level 
than half the value of the goods. 

One value of the details of seized cloth is that they can be studied to see what types of cloth were available and at 
what prices. There were not sufGcient cloths seized in Hampshire for this to be meaningfiil, but a study of all the 
Ulnage RoHs m i ^ t reveal changes or trends in cloth and in phces, 

117 E 358/8 m S v 
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and 'n:iomas Bonctt, bailiffs of Winchcstcr.^''^ 'ITic return relating to the forfeiture in 1442-44 

stated that the cloth was valued and sold'^^ in the presence of the mayor and former mayor of 

Wnchester. The forfeited cloths were sold to Walter Hore, Hear)' Cornish, Richard Bowlond 

and John Cok. The implication is that they acted as a consortium to buy the cloth in question, 

and were responsible for its Wuation. This may have been the case with the previously 

mentioned seizure when Cornish and Malpas were involved. The next recorded seizure took 

place in 1447-8, when Cornish and Bowlond were the valuers, and possibly the purchasers.^^^ 

Finally, in the returns for 1463, the 12 joint farmers, stated whose cloth was seized and gave its 

value, but did not describe the ^laluation process.^^° 

Between 1426 and 1461, fifteen men were named as appraisers.^^^ Henry Cornish acted on Eve 

occasions, John Cok and Richard Bowlond on two and the rest one each. Most of these men 

probably lived in Winchester and biographical details are available for nine of them. They were 

all merchants and six of them appear in the Brokage books of Southampton in connection with 

the transportation of dyestuffs, amongst other things. One of these six, John Partrych was 

described as a fuller, but cleady was trading as a merchant.^^^ Richard Bowlond, Walter Hore 

and William Colvile each served as mayor and John Colyns held other civic offices in 

Winchester. Walter Hore was farmer of the ulnage between 1432 and 1442, and acted as 

appraiser within months of relinquishing diat office. William Colvile and John Coteler junior 

were two of the 12 men of W%chester who jointly farmed the ulnage between 1461 and 1463. 

According to the Winchester City records, Coteler was ulnager there in the 1470s, but he would 

have been answerable either to John Fadey or Richard More who were the approvers.^^^ Thus 

the men asked to value seized cloth were substantial merchants within the community who 

could be expected to understand the niceties of the cloth they were examining and able to put a 

realistic value on it: some of them were themselves involved in administering the ulnage at some 

time in their lives. 

358/9 m l 7 v 

E 358/9 m 2(X' 

:WE 358/9 m24t 

™E35B/9m51r 

Henc)' Com -̂ssh, John Boket (lOW), John Cok, John Co))!] ofWinchestei^ John Coteler John Aiajpas, Jolin Aianon, John 
Partnicli, John Piper (Isle of John Talky, John W -̂nman, Ricliard Bowlond, Walter, Horc, WHliam Cohik, William 
Hunte. 

'::WSiip.l316 

1" VC'S ii pp.1203-4 
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ITie amount of fraud dctccted was not great f(;r a time span of more than 90 years. It is likely 

that total c^'asion of the ulnage was not particularly widespread, especially in a Count)' like 

Hampshire, where local men were the ulnagers and, therefore, were likely to know what cloths 

were coming onto the market. It is likely that the tiresome fraud of sealing cloths that were not 

of sufGcient quality was more often practised than was total evasion. The amount of duty 

involved was so small, relative to the total value of the cloth, that it is surprising that anyone 

bothered to evade i t The safeguards for the valuation and sale of seized cloth show that there 

was a respect for the rule of law and that the ulnagers did not have a free hand to conGscate 

cloth alleged to be unsealed. 

One of the criticisms which Carus-Wilson made of More was that he seized no cloths between 

1474 and 1478.̂ '̂̂  In view of the large number of counties for which he was responsible, Ais is 

surprising. However, when the Hampshire Ggures are examined and the small numbers of 

seizures appreciated, then More's f ^ u r e to make any in those four years is less heinous than at 

Erst appears. 

E.M. Cams-Wilson, "The Aulnage Accounts: A Cnticism", repdnted in E. Carus-Wikon, j/o/A/mz. (London, 
1967). p281 n 1. 
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Chapter 5 The Hampshire Taxpayers - The Early Records 

Introduction 

The surviving records of the Hampshire ulnage, from the years 1394 to 1485, together wilt a 

few eadier ones, are all to be found in the Public Record OfSce. They were described generally 

chapter 1. This chapter and chapter 6 wiH be devoted to a study of what they tell us about the 

people who paid the subsidy and ulnage on woollen cloth. There are records for most years 

between 1394 and 1485, within which there are two main clusters of more informative Particular 

records. These records date from the times when the uktagers were required to submit lists of 

taxpayers to the Exchequer, unlike the years when the ulnage was farmed and no details were 

required centrally. The two periods when detailed returns, with names of taxpayers, were 

required are the years between 1394 and 1403 and those between 1466 and, 1478. The f ! ^ 

records which have survived for years before 1394 are outside the scope of this wo A and wiH 

therefore not be discussed. It is the later group of records, those arising from 1466-78, whose 

validity has been challenged by Carus-Wilson. The two groups of lists are so far apart, and 

because of the doubts about the later lists, the records wDl be considered in two parts. In this 

chapter the evidence of the early lists wiH be analysed and the later lists wiH be examined in 

chapter 6. 

The doubts cast on the later lists caused aH the lists of ulnage payers to be r^arded as suspect, 

and they have been litde used as a basis for seeing who was involved in the payment of die 

subsidy and ulnage. If it can be demonstrated that the lists contain details which bear the 

hallmark of authenticity and that the names on the earlier particular accounts relate to 

contemporaneous people, then the lists gain more credibility, and it is justijSable to study (hem to 

see who was paying the chaises. In this chapter, it will be shown lhat the particular returns 

contain details which have an authentic ring to them and that a substantial number of the names 

on the earlier ulnage lists are found elsewhere in contemporary Hampshire records and therefore 

there is no reason to think that they are works of Sction. The names will be taken as a record of 

those who paid the ulnage, and they will be used to form the basis of a study of the ulnage 

taxpayers. Before the lists are analysed, they will be described in detail 
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Sources and Methodology 

For the early period, there arc six surviving lists for the Count)' outside Winchester, four being 

different, and four lists of Winchester ulnagc payers. ITie dates of each list have been 

ascertained and each list has been transcribed. The lists have then been sorted and examined to 

see how many people were named as taxpayers, and how many different people this represents.^ 

A search was made of contemporaneous material in print for names which match those on the 

list of taxpayers, with a date and place which means that the reference could be to the same 

person- as is found on the ulnage return. Unpublished local material was not examined. 

Because there are better records for Winchester than for the rest of the County, and they have 

been made available by others, the Winchester names are much easier to trace than those of the 

rest of the County. Some people were identiEed in Hampshire, though, regrettably, no one in 

the Isle of Wight could be identiEed despite the large number of Island payers of the ulnage. 

The main sources of information were Keene's Winchester Survey, and the muniments of 

Winchester College, and for Southampton, some of the civic records. It would not be entirely 

facetious to suggest that the-number of matches between ulnage payers and names in other 

records tells more about the survival of late fourteenth- and early Gfteenth-century records of 

Hampshire than it does about ihe ulnage records. The \K&ichester particular returns are listed in 

Appendix 14 and those of the County in Appendix 15. 

The lists of names show, for each person, the numbers of cloths on which payment was made, 

together with the amount of subsidy and the amount of ulnage. In the case of the Winchester 

returns, the names were listed, with no geographical sub-division. Occasionally someone would 

be described by his occupation, presumably to difkrentiate him from another of the same name. 

For example, in the return for the period from 20 July 1394 to 24 November 1395^ William Cok 

was described as a fuller, John Hacell as a mason, and Gilbert as the Bailiff of Barton.'^ 

The County lists diffi^ed firom the Winchester lists because they gave an indication of where the 

tax was paid, in that they are subdivided by town. Indeed, the return of John Balon for the 

period 14 N o v ^ b e r 1401 to 12 November 1402 does not show numbers of cloths taxed nor 

' AU die lists are copies sent to the Exchequer. It seems likely that the meiiic\-al scribes consolidated the lists &om the origina] 
documents, so that, generalh-, each taxpa)'er is only mentioned once, but this is not alwâ 'S the case as the tables show. 

- Th: list of taxpayers included the names of a (c%'women, some of whom are found in otlier records. 

3E101/M4/10 

^ It e possible that he was acting as agent for wca\'ers in Barton, wliich was then a suburb of Winchester, and is now subsumed into 
tlie Cih', 
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individual payments, but only lists the names of taxpayer for cach town together with total 

payment for that placc. 

Carus-Wilson found that the names of later returns were repeated ficom year to year in a way that 

suggested copying and a failure to represent the number of cloths upon which the named 

individuals had paid tax. These earlier returns do not appear to have been constructed in the 

same way. For one thing, they did not cover standard time periods as did the later returns, and 

for another they contained details such as payments on half cloths, or Richard Lok of 

Winchester*s payment on 9^2 cloihs and 4 yards^. People who are inventing numbers to achieve 

a pre-arranged total, do not include that sort of detail These returns appear to relate to real 

people who paid tax on real amounts of cloth. Most of the Particular returns were of the same 

type as this one. 

Overview of Taxpayers 

In this section, the general fixtures of payment patterns will be considered. The details of who 

paid the ulnage is saved for a later section. The numbers of people paying for different numbers 

of cloths can be ascertained, for both Gty and County, and there is some evidence of the t^-pes 

of cloth which they presented to the ulnager. It is also possible to see the seasonal variation of 

cloth presentation, and thus to give some thought to the structure of the industry. 

The four particular returns which have survived for Winchester between 1394 and 1403, cover 

only 43!/: months out of a possible 98, or just under half the pedodL The money collected in 

those 43 months was (̂̂ 109 8s l l % d which was just over one third of the total of ](320 8s 5 /̂W 

for the whole period. Therefore additional caution must be used in placing too much reliance 

on the Egures, because the amount of money collected was not proportional to the amount of 

time in which it was collected, when the two are compared with the whole. There were 392 

names mentioned as taxpayers and in all the equivalent of 6824 cloths were recorded as being 

ulnaged. Of these cloths, 2227, or a third, were accounted for by 17 men. These men each 

presented between 96 cloths (WiUiam Aysewel^ and 222 cloths (Thomas Lavington). The next 

third of the cloths were presented by 50 people, men and women, who presented between 30 

and 75 cloths each. (No one presented between 75 and 95 cloths.) Finally 414 people presented 

the last third of the cloths, namely JgRS than 30 each. Of this group 23 presented between 20 and 

^ E101 /344/17. Rchim (or 3 Octobcr 1401 to 21 September 1402 
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29 cloths, 168 presented between 10 and 19 cloths, and 223 people presented fewer than 10 

cloths, of which 170 presented no more than 4^/: cloths each. These Rgures arc displayed in 

Appendix 16. 

It is unlikely that any individual could have been responsible for the production of more than 20 

or 30 cloths in a year, by his own labours. In any case, the statement is somewhat meaningless, 

since the cloths were presented to the ulnager after they had been fulled, and weavers and flillers 

did not work in each others' crafts, especially when they were dealing with hig^ class cloths. 

Since the cloths were presented over a period of three and a half years, most of them could have 

been presented by people who had themselves played a physical part in theic production. 

However some people presented so many cloths that they must primarily have been Enancing 

production, rather than being actii'̂ e in the manufacturing processes. It will be shown later that 

the industry seems to have been heavily dependent on outside capital for its success. 

It was the repetition of nances which particulady called into question the validity of records 

which Carus-Wilson examined. For a ten year period, one would expect some continuity and 

some variation. There were 776 entries written in the fiaur Winchester Particular returns. 

Sometimes individual names were found more than once in speciSc returns, and some names 

were found on more than one return. There was none of the slavish copying of names of which 

Carus-Wilson complained. When names are matched within and between returns, it is possible 

to identify about 390 people who paid ulnage in Winchester in the decade between 1394 and 

1402.^ It is not, of course possible to speculate what the missing Particular returns mig)it reveal 

Thus, while there is no mechanical repetition of names, there is sufEcient repetition to suggest 

that the ulnagers were using real names. The four accounts which have survived were the 

responsibility of four different ulnagers so the possibility of names being copied is reduced as 

they would not necessarily have had access to each other's records. 

Ha^'ing considered the Winchester returns, and the information they give, it is now relevant to 

consider those of the rest of the County in o&ier to compare them with those of Winchester. 

Because they list the towns where the ulnage was collected, the County lists provide an 

indication of the cloth producing centres in the Count)'. Tbe table in Appendix 15 shows which 

towns were named in the returns. Far more cloths were accounted for in Winchester and its 

^ This may slightl)' undeotate the number of uidKidiiak concerned as it would tmat those with the same name as one pecon, 
unless they ̂ -ere differentiated in some way on the remms. 
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en^'irons than were presented in the whole of the rest of the Count)'. There Hecms to have been 

a collecting point, or deput}' ulnager operating in Alton, because Alton is mentioned in each 

return, unlike Basingstoke which was once mentioned alone, once joined with Alton and twicc 

omitted. Presumably the Alton ulnager attended in Basingstoke when required. Andover was 

not mentioned in the last return, so it is likely that a deputy ulnager from elsewhere must have 

collected the tax there. The particular account of Henry Joce, bailiff of Andover has not 

survived.^ There was a small cloth producing centre in the Fareham and Havant area, with 

HtchSeld mentioned once. The only other mainland towns were Romsey and Southampton. 

There was a fair amount of production on the Isle of Wight: Having identiEed where 

broadcloths were being produced, it is possible to see that the trade was not distributed evenly 

within the County. At this time, there is no evidence of production west of Romsey in the New 

Forest or its &inges, such as the Avon valley. There was nothing between Romsey and 

Andover, nor was there anything north and east of Alton, in the Famboroug^ and Fleet 

direction. Similarly places between Alton and Fareham, such as Petersfield were not named. 

The law required that the ulnage was paid before cloth was sold, offiared for sale, or taken out of 

the county. A nearby ulnager would have to collect the charges if cloth was produced in a place 

other than where an ulnager, or his deputy was based,. Presumably, the deputy ulnagers had an 

agreement about which one was responsible for which towns or villages. The fact that different 

towns were listed in different returns suggests that some centres were only maiginally cost 

efkctive to maintain. The way in which some towns were listed together, such as Basingstoke 

and Alton or Fareham and TitchEeld in the 1401-2 return, suggests that the ulnage staff had 

recorded where they had been and the clerk who prepared the fair copy of the return had 

grouped the towns as a way of reducing the number of headings. 

The County ulnagers collected ^(99 8s 4d during the period July 1394 to November 1403. Four 

separate Particular returns have survived, and these g^ve details for ,(27 9s 4d or a little over a 

quarter of the sum for the whole period. This money was collected in 41 months out of a 

possible 112 months. Thus die particular returns show the collection of about ^.quarter of the 

re '̂̂ enue &om a third of the time. There were no individual payers in the Grst rank as found in 

^^^chester where all the largest payers presented their cloths. The biggest pa^-ment in the 

Count)^ was made by John Pulayn of Romsey who paid for the equivalent of 32 cloths. There 

were five other men of Romsey who paid for more than twent)' cloths, and three from Alresfbrd 

^ May 1398 to May 1399. 
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and one at Farcham. No one else, outside Winchester, was responsible For so many cloths in 

the three and a half years For which particular accounts have sun'ivcd. Most people in the 

County paid on fewer than 10 cloths and 114 out oF the 174 named people paid on fewer than 5 

cloths. The spread of payment for the mainland payers in Hampshire, outside Winchester, is 

shown in Appendix 15. 

Some people appeared on the rolls for more than one town. For example, Simon Iremonger 

paid in Akesfbrd in 1394 (llVz cloths), 1401 (no detail) and 1402 (5 cloths) and in Alton in 1394 

(lOVz cloths). John Parker paid ulnage on one cloth in Alton in 1401 and 1403, and John Parker 

paid an unspeciSed amount in Basingstoke in 1401-2 William Sturmy paid ulnage on small 

amounts of cloth in Alton and there is no reason to doubt that he is the same William Sturmy as 

the man who was the Count}^ ulnager between November 1395 and May 1397. He also paid 

ulnage on 5 cloths in Winchester in 1397-8 and on an unspeciEed number of cloths in 

Basingstoke in 1401-2. William WoUane provides another link between Alton and Basingstoke. 

Mostly he paid ulaage in Alt(%i on small numbers of cloths, but a William Wullane was listed as a 

payer ia Basingstoke in 1401-2. 

It is possible that some Winchester men were having cloth made outside the City and paying 

ulnage outside, although there is always the possibility of two diffiacent men with the same names 

being wrongly identiGed as one person. For example, there were two John Plestowes, senior 

and junior. John senior lived in Akesfbrd Road just outside W%ichester^. Both men appeared 

on the Alton list, paying on 6 and 4^2 cloths respectively in 1394. They also appeared on the 

Alresfbrd return paying on 11 cloths and 8 cloths in 1394-5, and one of them only paid on 5 

cloths in 1402-3. In addition, one or other of them also submitted a half cloth to the Winchester 

ulnager in 1398-9. 

Another fixture of the County list, not found in Winchester, was the practice whereby two or 

more people are joindy credited with presenting a collection of small cloths that was com'erted 

to a nominal number of whole cloths for tax purposes. The largest of these collections occurred 

in Romsey in 1394-95 when 96 small cloths equivalent to 33 cloths of assise were presented 

jointly by Thomas Brangwayne, Peter French, William Touker and Robert Touker. Brangwayne 

was reeve^ of Romsey, in 1390. He was one of the larger payers in Romsey for he also paid on 

SWSU Item 1009, p.l065. 

^ He is usually descnbed as prcpositus in the published list. E.g. \('CM.16035, p.746. 
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40 dozens which were the equivalent of 20 cloths of assise, l^eter Frcnch was responsible for 

payment of 2872 cloths in his own right, Robert Touker on 31 and William Toukcr on 20'/=. 

These latter three mostly presented dozens, which shows that the trade in Romsey was running 

on smaller capital sums than that of Winchester, because smaller cloths would need less capital 

to Gnance their production. It is likely that these men controlled a considerable amount of the 

cloth trade in Romse}'. The only other payer of comparable size in Romsey was John Pulayn 

who paid on 63 dozens. The earlier records for Romsey show cloths called dozens being 

submitted, while the later returns show cloths of assise. These later returns were probably 

converting payments into taxation units, rather than depicting a change of producdoiL 

Southampton was not important in the production of woollens. For example, mayors of 

Winchester were submitting many cloths to the ulnagers, while those of Southampton were 

submitting the occasional one. This could be because the tradesmen of Winchester were 

wealthier than those of Southampton, but it is more likely that the dch men of Southampton 

invested their surplus cash in other ways than financing the local production of broadcloth.^° 

The two towns had different trading patterns, which would explain the different numbers of 

cloths presented. 

On the Isle of Wig^t, the production was of kerseys. These cloths were smaller than 

broadcloths and paid subsidy at the rate of 2d a cloth, instead of the standard 4d. Similarly the 

ulnage f ^ was halved to V4d. Only three returns gave details for the Isle of Wig^t. The 

payment proEle of the Isle of Wight is part of Appendix 16. Whereas the Count)' returns 

showed people who paid for a single half-cloth, no one on the Island was shown as paying on 

less than two kerseys. The numbers of kerseys most commonly presented were 4, (18 people) 6 

(23 people) and 8 (25 people). Odd numbers of cloths were much less commonly presented, 

but suf&cient were recorded to suggest that the lack of records reflected the lack of 

presentations, and not merely administrative convenience in the way records were kept 

Thus the records enable us to determine where the cloth centres were within the Count)' and to 

gain some idea of the scale of production within those centres. They show that the trade 

clustered in certain towns and other parts of the County saw little, if any, broadcloth production. 

Southampmn's lack oFsuitable %-ater would have been a seriotis drawback for d)'eing and Gnisliing. 
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Rate of Payment 

Dates of payment were not shown in tlie particular returns, so it is difGcuit to ascertain at what 

seasons of the year cloths were submitted to the ulnager, or whether production was e\'̂ enly 

spread throu^out the year. In his appendix, Heaton observed that returns for periods of more 

or less than a year may be distorted by the fact that "production was not uniform all the year 

round, winter being a bad period for drying and finishing cloths".^^ The Hampshire returns 

were for var^'ing lengths of time, and therefore necessarily covered different parts of the year. 

By considering the rate of payment within each return, it is possible to estimate in which months 

more payments are made. Using the enrolled returns, which represent a more comprehensive 

set of figures liian do the Particular accounts, tables of payment have been constructed. They 

give a guide, no more, of the times of the year when there was the most acti^dty by the ulnagers. 

Because the returns for Winchester and the County were for different date ranges and on 

different scales of numbers of cloths, the rates of payment have been calculated separately. The 

calculations are shown in Appendix 17 and the tables are set out below as Tables 5-1 and 5-2. 

By re-arranging the Ggures it was possible to find the average monthly rate collected by each 

ulnager over the ten year span. In both Winchester and the Count}^ there were different 

averages for diff^ent months of the year. Neither Egures gave the same pattern as was found by 

Heaton ia York where the winter months were slack, but Hampshire winters are less cold and 

have more daylight than has Yorkshire. The monthly variations in Winchester and Hampshire 

are illustrated in the two tables which are set out below. The two sets of returns yield slightly 

different patterns and it is dif&cult to be sure how much these are dependent of the 6gures that 

were available, and how much they reflect a different pattern in W^chester and the rest of the 

County. However, both show that the busiest time was in the eady part of the calendar year, 

Februac}', Alarch and April for W^chester and December to March for the County. The low 

period of May in the County may be connected with the needs of horticulture or agriculture, as 

may be the July and August Egures for Winchester. This variation in presentation of cloths to 

the ulnager may indicate that not all the people who produced cloth worked in the industry all 

the time. The reduced production in the summer would be consistent with part of the labour 

force being employed in agricultural pursuits. 

" Herbert Hcaron, (Oxford, 1920) p.83 
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Average Number of Cloths Ulnaged in Winchester 
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Table 5-1 Average Number of Cloths Ulnaged in Winchester 1394-1402 

Average Number of Ulnaged Cloths in Hampshire 

55.0 

f 50.0 

E 45.0 

• No. of Qoths 

Month 

Table 5-2 Average Number of Cloths Ulnaged in Hampshire 1394-1403 

The figures must be treated with caution, because they are based o n a rather small data base, and 

one which has had to be used obliquely. It therefore lacks the fine detail which was available for 

York where the particular return for the period between September 1394 to September 1395 was 

set out on a daily basis, so the exact number of cloths ulnaged each day is known. The figures for 

York, shown in Table 5-3, reveal much more variation between months than do the calculated 

figures for Winchester and Hampshire. These latter figures are derived in such a way that their fuU 

variation is unlikely to be apparent The Yorkshire figures showed peaks in April and August, with 

a lesser one in October. December and June were months when few cloths 

2 Jolin Lister, The Earif Yorkshire Woolkn Trade (York, 1924) pp.47-95. 
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were ulnaged in York. The June low was likely to be caused by diversion to agriculture or 

horticulture, and presumably the December low arose from the short hours of daylight in which to 

work. During half of December no ulnage was paid at all. However before cloths can be 

presented to the ulnager, they have to be woven and then finished. Goldberg, in his analysis of the 

Yorlcshire weaving industry found that weaving was most commonly carried out in the winter and 

in April and May. This finding does not contradict Heaton's assessment that finishing was not 

carried out in the winter. Cloths could be woven in the winter and finished in the spring when the 

weather was warmer and the days longpr. Goldberg found that weaving was an alternative 

occupation to agriculture and carried out when the demands of agriculture were at their lowest 

levels.i^ He set this in the context of rural weaving, particularly by women. There is no evidence to 

show whether any substantial numbers of women were weaving in Hampshire. The demands of 

agriculture could affect both men and women. 

Average Numbers of Cloths Ulnaged in York 1394-5 

0) 400 

Q Series 1 

Month 

Table 5-3 Average Numbers of Cloths Ulnaged in York 1394/5 

The monthly variation has been discussed, but there was a fiarther change in the figures over time, 

and that was an overall drop in the annual number of cloths presented. Quite apart from the 

seasonal variation, there was a downward trend in the returns. These figures show that 1394-5 was 

a particulady good time for broadcloth production with an average monthly production in 

Winchester of 196 cloths. By 1402/3 the average monthly production was 144 cloths, and this was 

better than the figure for the previous three years. The descent was not even, nor did Winchester 

and the County follow exactly the same pattern, but the figures for 

P.J.P. Goldbeig "Women's Work, Women's Role, in the Late-Medieval North" in Michael Hicks ed Pmft, Piety And The Pmfessmns In 
Later Medieval England (pXoMC&tsi, 1990) p.44. 
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1402-3 were substantially lower in both areas than tliey had been in 1394. Bridbury noted a 

similar drop in Salisbury.^^ 

One possible explanation is that the ulnagers were not accounting for all the revenue which they 

collected, or they were not collecting all that was due.^^ The fact that the Exchequer moved to 

farming the tax, instead of collecting it directly, may pardy have arisen from official concern 

about the probity of the tax gatherers. However, it is always possible that the ulnagers were 

collecting the tax as conscientiously as before and that there was less to collect It should be 

noted, however, that the joint farm for \)C&ichester and the County was set at ,(^0 per annum in 

January 1404. This seems to be a reasonable annual f ^ when compared with the moneys that 

had been collected in the preceding years, ^ d suggests that the previous Ggures were acceptable 

as a basis for the farm 

In conclusion, the jGgures seem to have a reasonable consisteng and on balance probably reflect 

the state of the h i^ -dass woollen doth industry in Winchester and Hampshire between 1394 

and 1403. 

The Winchester Taxpayers 

Having established that the lists seem generally based in realit)', it becomes possible to examine 

them to ascertain what can be determined about the nature of the taxpayers.^^ There are some 

difEculties as it is only possible to determine the occupation of some of the taxpayers. Some of 

them were described as having different occupations at different times during there lives.^^ Some 

A.R. Bridburj-, MedtetalEnglish Cbthmaking (London, 1982) p.73. 

'5 The drop of production in these two counties may well hzve been real and not merely apparent If Aey were real, then it would 
be necessaiy to examine the pattern of demand to see whetlier unsold cloth made in earlier years was being used to supply the 
export trade. 

The biographical notes in Keene's Sunny of hfedieval WMiester n have been much used for this section. The information that they 
contain about payment of ulnage was compiled by someone who did not understand the particular returns, but I have taken 
ulnage information &om original sources, so have not used what is (bund in Keene. For example, 40 half cloths (subsidy 6s 8(^ 
has been tendered as 40'/: cloths which carries a subsidy of 13s 6d., (entry for lohn DoUi-ng on p.1216). The entry for Thomas 
Ede claims that he paid uh^pd on 1 B'/z cloths in 1398-9. In 6ct he paid on 15 cloths of assize and 1 dozen (which paid at half 
the rate). 

Penn and D)-ef ha\'e drawn attention to the occupational flexibility of the labour force of the 1350s, citing examples such as 
"brewers and spinners" or "threshers and Gshecmen". They were of the opinion that sucli descriptions were accurate and Aat 
wodcers turned their hands to difkrent occupations at -̂ar̂ ing times of the year. In this contcxi; it is not suinrising to see the 
tradesmen of Vi'mchester attributed to different occupations at dif&rent times in their liits, as they too migrated &om one 
occupation to another, ei-cnifo^tr a period of^-earsratlier than by season. See: Simon A.C. Penn & Christopher Dyer K-'igw 

43,(1990) .356-
376 
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men were only described by reference to their public ofEcc and it is not possible to determine 

which of these ofGces were full time paid occupations and which were additional to their main 

livelihood. Civic ofGce will be discussed separately. Where a person has two or more 

occupations given in the records, the first occupation given has been taken as the principal one. 

This may not always lead to accurate classiGcation but has the merit of presenting a consistent 

approach. It happens that there is a tendency for these pairs to cancel each other out, thus there 

was a merchant who was also a weaver and another man who was described Grst as a weaver 

then as a merchant 

Needless to say, the records show the taxpayers at various stages in their lives. For example, 

there was William Inge who was approaching his last decade. He had been economically active 

as eady as the 1360s and had died by 1414.^^ He paid tax on a total of 70 cloths in the four 

returns which have survived. At the other extreme, was John Veel who was at the b^inning of 

his career when he paid tax on two cloths in 1402 He was a merchant who became the ulnager 

for City and County betweeirl422 and 1432. He seems to have died in 1440.^^ Between these 

extremes lie a whole range of people, whose occupations will be considered at some length 

because they cast lig^t on the structure of the industry. 

As mig^t be expected, the people about whom something is known include, more of those who 

handled large numbers of cloths than of those who handled f i ^ cloths. The comparison is as 

6)Ilows: 

i«WSiip.l270. 

i«WSup.l375. 

Phoebe Merrick Chapter 5 



173 

Number of Cloths Number of N u m b e r about 

each Taxpayers w h o m anything is 

known 

>95 17 16 

76-95 : 0 0 

70-75 \ : ^ • 2 . 

: = . 60-69 : ; 4 " ' 
;:- : f " . 

5 0 - 5 9 : : , : , ^ ; % 8 

40-49 11 :• 6 

30-39 24 9 

25-29 . . ' 8 _ : ' 3 

20-24.5, ' / 2 5 X 6 

15-19, • r . % \ 2 8 . " . - - 13 

10-14.5 - . _ l41 , ; - ' 15 

y, . \ - 16 ' 

V^4'A : 170 49 

Total 392 D9 

Table 5-4 V»%ichester Ulnage payers about whom information is available 

Thus out of 392 names, biographical infbrmatioa is available about 139 people or 35% of the 

people whose names were recorded in the suo'iving Particular accounts for Winchester. The 

information varies from the very sparse, such as a relationship, through to a mass of data about 

family links, occupation and pubEc of&ces held. Thus there are several ways in which the 

taxpayers can be anal^'sed - by their relationships to each other, by their occupations and by their 

public ofGces. A study of the relationships is unlikely to be productive because the information 

is very scattered and is unlikely to add anything to the study of the ulnage records. The other 

two sources of information about these people are more productive and will be addressed. The 

records show glimpses, snapshots, of the taxpayers' lives, and can only be used to give an 

impression. They are not comprehensive enough to enable an in-depth sociological study to be 

made. Nonetheless, there are a sufficient number that the impressions are likely to be soundly 

based. 
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Of the 139 people in Winchester whose occupation could be determined just over half were 

inA'olved with clothing. A quarter gave their main occupation in the food trades, 5% were in the 

building trade, and this left 19% in other occupations. 

T rade Group Whole Sample % 

Building 5 

Clothing 53 

Food 23 

Other 19 

Table 5-5 Division O f Ulrtage Payers By Trade Group (Winchester 1394-1403.) 

The fact lhat only half the taxpayers in Winchester gave their occupations as textile workers 

raises questions about the financing of the broadcloth industry. The implications are that the 

industry was Gnanced from a base that drew in funds &om outside. 

Of the men whose occupations can be determined, about half were described in such a way that 

primarily associated them with the cloth trade. There were those who seemed to have stayed 

mainly within the confines of their craft, or only ventured into activities which were closely allied 

to the crafL There were others who traded much more widely and were economically active in 

quite different activities. W%en classifying the ulnage payers by occupation, it is necessary to 

bear in mind Swanson's warning that 

Even those men who did specialise in the manufacture of a specific t}'pe of goods are 

misrepresented by the systemisation of medieval records. Artisans seldom restricted 

themselves to one branch of manufacture ... Nor did they limit themselves to manu6cturing; 

indeed if they were to make any money at all it was imperative that they did not. Artisans 

worked in the service industries, kept livestock, ventured into the victualling trades, in short 

took any opportunit}^ they could to make a little extra money 

This is certainly true of Winchester, and Swanson's warning that this diversity is often, not 

apparent in official records is timely. 

^ Heather S t̂'anson (Oxford, 1989) p.6. 
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OF the craftsman who were not obviously di\'crsijy'ing, there were five men described as 

weavers, although rather more of both fullers and dyers. (Other cloth workers, such as tailors 

were not found paying ulnage in Hampshire at this time.) Only Ave men were primarily 

described as weavers and all five of them seem to have been economically active in the 

fourteenth rather than the Sfteenth centur)\ Of these five so-called weavers an examination of 

their activities shows that two only appear to have been essentially working weavers, one seems 

to have been primarily a dyer and the other two were primarily merchants. This lends w e i ^ t to 

the argument that weavers were not prime generators of the Gnance necessary to fiind the cloth 

trade of Winchester. Swanson found a similar situation in York.-^ Her analysis of the economic 

activities of the weavers was that they were not greatly represented in the ulnage accounts, 

although she fiaund "that there was a substantial number of independent and reasonably 

prosperous weavers in the City". She assumed that they were not much represented in the 

ulnage accounts because they sold their cloths on before they were ready for marketing. 

Alternatively, she suggested, that weavers frequently worked on private contracts and would not 

therefore have owned the cl(?ths they wove. She said of weavers that evidence &om their wills 

"shows that, although as a group weavers were far from wealthy, the craft always supported a 

number of prosperous artisans who owned more than one loom and whose output during the 

year must have been of a respectable size". There is nothing in the Winchester records which is 

at variance with these conclusions. 

Of the Winchester weavers, three presented modest numbers of cloths, between eight and 

twenty, but die other two were trading on a much grander scale. One of these, John Atterok (53 

cloths), was described as a weaver in 1390, but he appears to have been an active dyer as welL In 

1386 he was arraigned for discharging woad waste, and in 1395 he took possession of a dye 

house, with all the vessels in it in Wongar Street (modem Middle Brook Street). He was clearly 

wealthy enough to commission the wea^^ng of cloth, because he was one of those who had 

cloth woven outside the liberty of Winchester in 1410.^ The other, Thomas Lavington, was 

described as a weaver in 1377. In the following year he was described as a wealthy merchant of 

the suburb, which is more credible. That he was heavily involved in both the wool and cloth 

trades is apparent from his various dealings. For example, he had been Constable of the 

Winchester Staple in 137-4, and was still dealing in wool in 1402. He paid dut}: on more cloths 

than any other individual, being shown as paying for the equivalent of nearly 222 cloths on the 

-'HeatherSwanson, (Oxford. 1989)p.31. 

:: WS ii p.l334. 
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four detailed returns, i lis family owned lands extensively within the County at PulFlood, Weckc 

and Headboume Worthy, as well a« tenements in Kingsgate Street, Winchestcr.^^ 

There are rather more records relating to fullers, and this probably reflects the fact that fullers 

were more likely to present cloths for payment. There is some confiision in the records between 

ftillers and dyers. It is quite apparent that in Winchester the two trades were not rigorously kept 

apart. For example, Richard Donmar (15 cloths), was described as a fLiUer, but the only local 

information about him relates to the discharge of woad waste in 1386 and the purchase of woad 

in 1392^^^ Like the weavers, the fullers varied from those who were obviously working fullers, to 

those who were employers of fiiHers, their personal involvement seeming unlikely. It may be 

that more capital was required of a man before he could become a master fuller than was the 

case in some trades. Herbert Heaton found that, in York, a fuller was required to own property 

to the value of four marks so that he could reimburse the owner of any cloth which he might 

lose or damage.^ 

Perhaps because they had more capital, the fullers, unlike the working weavers, seem to have 

been drawn into wider trading. In particular they seem to have been involved with dyeing. 

Hulton writing of Coventr)'^ and Swanson writing of York^^, both found that in those towns 

fullers were a poorer group than weavers. Swanson observed diat \K%ichester was different in 

the century between 1350 and 1450, because the fullers were dominant, and there were similar 

developments in Colchester. She suggested that the presence of fiilling mills in and close to the 

town, as was the case with Winchester, may have been signiEcant in this rise in power of the 

fiillers. 

Examples of commercial diversity are seen in the activities of John Pury the younger, John 

Mabely and Richard Mitchell. John Pury (245 cloths jointly with his fathei) had a tenter ground 

:^^^5p. l282 

2''WSHp.l216. 

^ "The master Ailler, in his operations, would receive large numbers of pieces from wea\'ers, to be (Lilled in his mill He miglit tear 
or spoil a piece in the (uHing stocks, or he might ê -en lose it. It was necessary thercfbre that some security should be provided 
to those who placed their wares in the fuDcr's hands. Tlie craft ordinances made provision to meet this possibilit}', and declared 
that the would-be master should not merek be pioGcient in liis art, but should also prove tliat lie possessed propert)' to the 
\-alue of four marks, so that if he lost a cloth entrusted to him he would have tlie wherewitlial to make good his loss to the 
owner of the piece". Herbert Heaton (Oxford, 1920) p36, 

^ Ivian" Hulton, or (Coi-entry, 1995) p.31, 

^Heather Swanson, (Oxford, 1989) p.41, 
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in Buck Street, and was selling dye in 1391.^ John Mabely was dcscdbcd as a fuller, but he is 

another who has left traces of wider economic acb^ity than solely fulling cloth. In 1401 he was 

dyeing cloth in Winchester and in 1402 was commissioning the wearing of cloth. In 1403 he 

was dealing in both wool and lambswool.-^ The final example is Richard MitchcU who was 

another man with varied interests. He was similarly involved in more than fulling, and was 

described as a dyer as well as a fiiller. That he was a working fijdler is suggested by the fact that 

he had fuller's shears amongst his possessions. There was evidence of his exporting cloths 

through Southampton in 1403-5, and he had cloth woven outside the liberty of Winchester in 

1410-11.^ Mabely and Mitchell, in particular, seem t)^pical of these well-to-do working fiillers. 

They were dealing in wool and cloth, and financing various stages of doth production. They 

were men of substance whose wealth was rooted in cloth. 

The fullers, therefore, are shown to be men of substance, and some of them were clearly 

wealthy. It is now appropriate to consider the dyers. The records left by the dyers s u r e s t more 

specialisation than the fullerg: Of the ten men who were described primarily as dyers, one was 

also a brewer, two were recorded as owning wool clodi and one as owning yam which is less 

diverse than the activities of the fullers. Swanson found a relatively low involvement of dyers in 

presentation of cloths to the ulnagers and su^ested that this arose because they were investing 

in dye-stuffs rather than in cloth-production The Winchester ulnage returns do not 

support her statement of a relatively low involvement of dyers, but as she has pointed out, the 

various cloth towns of medieval England each had their own trading patterns. 

The business activities of William W y ^ e (140 cloths) included handling dyestuffs and he was 

probably a working dyer.^^ In 1377 he was granted a tenement and two shops in Wongar Street 

'Svith all the lead and bronze vessels stand there". In 1402 he supported the ordinance 

restricting wearing and ftiUing to the Cit}%^̂  These factors all suggest that he was one of the 

powerful men controlling the city's cloth industry, and firmly rooted within i t A less powerful 

man was William Green (10 cloths). He rented a tenement over a cellar and a dye-house in the 

aiWSap.lTgO. 

)0WSup.l297, 

Wygge was the lamc of one of chc 25 men listed as a rebel fbtlow.-ing the Peasants' Revolt of 1381. Two other names on 
that list are also to be found on the turn of tlie century ulnage returns, name!)' William Morrene and Hcniy Clcrc. (Derek 
Kcene, CyAWimW (Oxford, 1983) p.3%. 

32WSiip.l393. 
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High Street in 1417 for which he paid 13* 4d rent annuall)'".^^ 'ITius most of the dyers 

represented in the ulnagp records seem to have been well off and often economically active in 

more than just dyeing. 

Having considered those men who were apparendy primarily cloth manufacturers and 

processors, it is now appropriate to consider those cloth producers who had secondary 

occupations. With one exception the weavers did not fall into this categor}'. Since individual 

wealth seems to come firom dealing rather than from making, and weaving is very labour-

intensive, this may explain why the weavers were not the people who presented large numbers 

of cloths. The most notable exception was Thomas Lavington, who probably did very Etde 

weaving himself^ if any. John Atterok was also commissioning cloths to be woven outside the 

Eberty, but that activity was stiU within his own trade, although he had diversified into dyeing in 

the 1390s. 

Swanson observed that dealing in manufactured products or in raw materials needed by 

producers of cloth was far more profitable than being a producer.^ She wrote 

For anyone who wanted to increase their income, therefore, it was best to concentrate on the 

market and not on production. There was litde percentage in investing in industrial plant, 

much more sense in putting out work at piece-rates to supposedly independent ardsans. This 

form of small-scale domestic production has been seen as more characteristic of rural 

industry, .... But to a certain extent the system was adopted among urban mercantile 

entrepreneurs and even some of the wealthier artisans. Some industries lent themselves well 

to this form of production:... The evidence is clearest in the cloth industr}' where merchants, 

weavers and in some places fullers put out wool and yam to be dyed and woven. 

The small number of weavers who presented cloths to the Winchester ulnage, and the 

refi^ences to people who wanted to have cloths woven outside the liberty of the Gty, suggests 

that the practice was endemic in Winchester. 

Swanson stressed the financial advantages of using capital to monopolise 'Svholesale supplies 

and the distribution system. The artisan all too oAen was dependent on a supplier who 

ii Item 90, pp.513-4. It was said th&t the dyehouge contained "magntim plumbum in quodam (bmace" which was 
presumabh' a laige lead i-csscl which could be heated. It %-as considered that tlie d^-ehouse, if well am, should produce a 
[e\'enue of 4% (or the landlord, who would cliarge 16d (or each dating. This would allow Green 26s 8d a ̂ -car For his labour. 
ViliedTcr this calculation had ever been ̂ 'alid, by 1426 Green had gone and the tenement was producing no rent at all. 

Heather Swanson, (Oxford, 1989) pp.129,130. 
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thereafter was exonerated from responsibility for the quality of the finished product", 'i'here is 

plenty of evidence that some men were concentrating on supplying raw materials, and on 

commissioning work, rather than working as producers themselves and this is most clearly 

evidenced from the acti^'ities of the dyers. 

Other men combined two separate occupations. For example, John Pury senior (245 cloths 

jointly with bis son) was described as a brewer between 1374 and 1380. In 1364 he was charged 

with cutting cloth without pa}'ing custom, so he clearly was a working clothman.^^ However, it 

was the fullers who showed the most obvious evidence of diversiEcation in Winchester. This 

pattern was emerging by the mid-fourteenth century. Richard Bempch (17 cloths) was described 

as a citizen and fWler in 1352 when he held a tenement in Tanner Street, extending to the water, 

with a tenter. This tenement was rebuilt by 1395 and there were three tenters there. In 1364 he 

was Warden of the Fullers' Guild, and in 1365 was descnbed as a merchant. He diversiEed 

further in the 1370s when he was recorded as being a brewer.^^ Thus, although filling was his 

basic industr}^, it was a spnn^oard for other forms of economic activit}'. He died in 1395-6, and 

the cloths he submitted to the ulnager were all recorded on the return of 1394-5. 

One example of this many-faceted approach is seen in the activities of Thomas Smyth (19216 

cloths). He was described as a fuller between 1392 and 1400, a tapster between 1403-4, a brewer 

in 1414, and a draper between 1412 and 1417. He also found time, on three occasions, to be 

mayor of Winchester amongst other public ofGces. Despite his diversiEcation into brewing his 

connection with the cloth industry continued. In 1401 he inherited the four tenters in Taimer 

Street of which he had been in possession by 1395. At his death in 1421 he left his widow 

another tenement and plot in Tanner Street which was equipped with a "rekke". He dealt in 

wool in 1402, had cloth woven outside the libert}'̂  in 1410, and was dealing in cloth during the 

next decade.^^ Another example of diversity was Richard Horsman (12^2 cloths), who was called 

a fiiUer in 1411, but a tapster at other times. In 1415 he sold dye and in 1421 there are civic 

records of his selling cloth.^^ 

Vv'S ii p.l327. Slewing and dyeing aie t%'o tiades with much afGnity. In both, the a w mateml has to be piepaicd in doseiy 
stipubtcd ways, and then heated within set paiameteo. It wouid not be suitable to use the same -̂essels for both operations, 
because of the toxic nature of most dyestuf6, but the tcchnolog' is much the same 

i<;WSiip.ll60. 

3:WSiip.l350. 

)»WSiip.l265. 
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l l ius concludcs tlic review of economic activity of those who were primarily weavers, fullers and 

dyers and who presented cloths to the ulnagers. "̂ lliey arc only a selection of the weavers, fullers 

and dyers in Winchester. Others, particularly weavers, were not seen in the ulnage records 

because the}^ did not present cloths to the ulnagers. 

Some people were involved in the cloth industry^ although they would have described 

themselves in ways which ha\^e led them to be classified in other trade sectors. The people most 

obviously in this category were the merchants, and it has already been shown that some cloth 

woAers were also merchants. Conversely, some merchants dealt in cloth at various times. For 

example, John Veel (2 cloths) had cloth fulled in 1423,^^ and was shown in the Southampton 

Brokage books of 1439-40 as dealing in soap amongst other commodities. He also dealt in 

cotton in 1423, which was a rare item at that date. John West (20 cloths) was both a merchant 

and a brewer in 1389. In 1400 he owned both linen and woollen cloths. 

It would be reasonable to expect merchants who were also drapers to be dealing in the 

expensive cloths that were subject to ulnage, and John Dyniton was one such. (3 cloths) His 

alias was Scherer which su^ests that he was actively involved in cloth finishing. He exported 

cloth through Southampton in 1395 and was still trading in cloth in 1408. He had had cloth 

seized for trying to evade the ulnage, as was discussed in chapter 4. Apart from his cloth dealing, 

he was a vintner.'") This seems logical because merchants who took cloths to Southampton 

would have had opportunity to buy casks of wine there and Dyniton obviously took that 

opportunity^ The small number of cloths which he presented adds to the picture that merchants 

involved in wholesale international cloth dealing, were not, on the whole, the people who 

presented cloths to the ulnager. This impression is supported by an examination of the activities 

of John Choude. He was a merchant and vintner who presented only five cloths to the ulnager. 

He exported cloth to Bordeaux in 1411 and was trading in cloth in 1412 In 1426 he was trading 

in iron powder.'*! It seems likely that dealing in iron and tin goods may have been one of his 

principal activities. ^ 

%'S ii p.l375. Sec also Baibaia Bunyard, T/* (Southampton, 1941) pp.76,95. 

-KiWSup.lZlS. 

"I' WS ii p 1192. Iron was used aa a mordant in dyeing. 
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There were two very wealthy merchants who prcHented cloth f(:)r ulnaging. Hugh Cran (2'/= 

cloths) was one and Mark le Faire (119^/: cloths) was the other. liugh Cran can only have 

invested in cloths almost by chance, as this small number of cloths does nothing to draw 

attention to his wealth. He was a merchant, a draper and a vintner. In 1379 he had woad 

delivered from London but there is no evidence that he was involved widi fulling or weaving 

although he had been ulnager in 1390 and mayor of the \X&ichester staple in the 1380s.''- He 

owned much property in Winchester. 

Mark le Faire on the other hand was much more obviously involved with cloth. He was 

exporting doth through Southampton between 1371 and 1404 and for much of that time was 

also dealing in wine. He also traded in dyestuffs, selling woad in 1396 and potash in 1401. He 

had doth woven outside the liberty in Mll.'*^ The fact that he had had some cloth seized for 

evasion of the ulnage had not been not a barder to his becoming farmer of the ulnage between 

1408 and 1413. He was one of the wealthiest and most important men in Winchester at the 

beginning of the Efteenth ceatury. Dyer^ says of him that he was 

a merchant with a primary interest in the import trade,... in the early Efteenth century (he) is 

thought to have combined an income &om rents of j(]26 per annum with trading pro&ts in a 

normal year of ^^100 or more. 

Dyer compares le Faire with other merchants, who, with goods valued at less than (̂[50 would 

expect an annual income of less than ^10. This comparison shows just how rich le Faire was. 

WAS 

He was one of the few Winchester merchants who exporting doth through Southampton 

around 1400.^^ It is perhaps a sign of the onset of the decline of Winchester that this was so. 

According to Keene 

very f i ^ Winchester merchants can be identiEed as doth exporters in the particular customs 

accounts for Southampton of the late fourteenth and early Efteenth centuries, when the City's 

industry was at its most prosperous and its records fiillest. In 1396 it appears that Winchester 

merchants were responsible for no more than 2% of the do th exported by all merchants 

through Southampton and no more than 13% exported by native merchants. Five 

merchants were involved viz. John Canner, John D^^niton, Mark le Faire, John Gyknyne, 

^:WSiip.l206. 

^3\\Snp.l228 

^ ChostopherDyer, 1990) p.l94. 

Derek Kcenc, j (Winchester Srudies Z) (Oxford, 1985) p.211, 
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William Resone. la 1403 there were four merchants viz. William Archer, Mark le Faire, 

Richard Mitchell, and William Osbam. 

Of these Dyniton, Faire, Archer, and Mitchell presented cloths to the ulnager, but only Faire 

presented a substantial number. It would seem that dealing in doth in Winchester was not a 

major activity for the small community of cloth exporters who lived there and used 

Southampton as a port of export. 

The initial classiScation of the occupations of the taxpayers already undertaken has shown that 

there was a considerable investment in broadcloth by people involved in victualling in its 

widest sense. Someoiiat unexpected were the Sshmongers who presented cloths for ulnage, 

althoug)i Swanson found that the same happened in Yoit. '^ In Winchester, the most 

signi8cant of these was John Blake (182 /̂2 cloths) %4io was a Gshmonger between 1364 and 

1420. He was also described as a merchant in 1371 and at various dmes as a carter^^. He 

invested in doth, for example, when he commissioned weaving and fulling doth outside the 

liberty in 1411, despite the fact he was warden of the new fulling mill in W^chester in 1409-10. 

He had his own woad-pit in Wnchester in 1414 so presumably b r o u ^ t his doths back into 

the City to dye them He held extensive amounts of property in W^chester some of which 

were in Buck Street and induded a girden with a rack. Presumably Eshmongers, like vintners, 

made regular trips to Southampton and so built up the connections ^diich meant that they 

could sell doth in the port, and had suitable transport on which to transport their wares. 

There were a number of other men :̂(4iose wealth derived from victualling, but who dealt in 

doth. For example, Henry Barstapele (15 doths) was variously called a merchant or a brewery 

a l thou^ in 1407 he held a comer tenement in Wongar Street (Middle Brook Street) which by 

1417 had passed to a fiiUer."*̂  Another vintner was John French (7'/6 dodis) who dealt in 

sheepskins and doths as well as importing wine and eq)orting doths t h r o u ^ Southampton.'^^ 

John Snel (41 doths) was a tapster who dealt in doth, althougli in 1423 he sold a weaver's 

l o o m ^ Had he perhaps purchased a loom which he hired out to weavers, or which he hired 

weavers to work? 

Heather Sv&nson, (Oxford, 1989) p.l9. 

WS ii p .1163. It is possible tdiat more th&n one person is described in the Survey. 

"(gWSii p.ll55. 

49 WSiip.1235 

^ WS ii p.l351. He was also known as John Redhead. 
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There were a Few other tradesmen involved in cloth dealing and \actualling about whom 

biographical details have survived. ITiey come from trade groups too little represented to form 

classes of their own. Tor example there was Edmund Pickard (26 cloths) a skinner and brewer, 

and in 1402 supen'isor of works at the fulling mill^ Thomas Smale (21 /̂6 clodis) was a butcher 

who also dealt in linen cloth and kerchiefs and became ulnager in 1415.̂ ^ Others include 

Thomas Sutton (1 Vz cloths) a hosier and draper,^- Nicholas Tanner (4 cloths) a vintner who also 

owned wool,^^ and Roger Couper (4 cloths) who was a cooper. 

Building workers were classiEed into a distinctive trade sector, because there were seven men 

who came into this category. Four of them were carpenters, two were heUiers^^ and one was a 

mason. Five of them presented 12 cloths or fewer, and one man, John Whythed, a hellier, 

presented 22. However William Bolt presented 197 cloths. H e was a carpenter, but appears 

also to have been a dyer.^ 

The 6nal group who speculated or dealt in cloths were those who in modem parlance would be 

called the professional men. In this group are to be found John Shalden (Yz cloth) a clerk who 

was butler of the cathedral priory, who, by way of commerce, owned linen cloth, shirts and 

smocks and in 1411 also owned vats.^^ The clerk of the Gty, John Steer (lOOVz cloths) had 

cloth woven outside the liberty in 1411 and was ulnager of Winchester in 1399 and of the 

combined Cit)'̂  and ODunty from 1403 to 1408.^ 

To summarise, it has been possible to identify about 139 men sufficiently to give their 

occupations.^^ They have been sub-di-vided into four trade classifications, namely building, 

clothing, food and other. Building was the smallest group with only seven men in. i t They must 

MWSiip.1327. 

5iWSnp.l349. 

= WSHp.l361. 

w ^ u p . 1 3 6 4 . 

^ 'K'S ii pp.1138,1205. He was ako caDed Roger R -̂ng. 

M HeBiea tiled roo6. 

* Vi'S ii p.1167. It IS possible thattheie were two men called William Bolt and tliat the biographies of the two ha\-e been confused. 

57VL3iip.l342 

w WS ii p.l357. 

Tlrnt IS assuming that each name relates to one man onlr it is know-n tliat certain names were held by mote tlian one man, 
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surely be prime examples of men who were investing in the cloth industry rather than actively 

participating in production. There were 26 names in the "other" group which included nine 

merchants and six leather workers, amongst such exotica as the cathedral organisL There are 32 

men in the food group and 74 in the clothing group. This last group included 17 weavers, 15 

dyers and 23 fiiUers. The group also included such specialists as drapers, hosiers, tailors and a 

^over, so was wider than solely the producers of clolh.^ 

One aspect of some of the taxpayers' acti\'ities about which information is a \^able is their 

holding of public ofEce. The sun'iviag e^'idence gives an impression that many of the taxpayers 

held public ofGce, and were men of standing within the community. A caveat is necessary at this 

point It may be that only men of affairs leave records which survive Eve centuries, and the 

figures may be distorted. It would only be possible to make deEnidve statements if the ulnage 

payers were to be compared with the population at large. It is not practical to undertake that 

comparison, so we cannot see whether the ulnage payers were more or less likely to take pubEc 

office than non-ulnage payers. It is however feasible to consider the activities of those for 

whom records survive. The other factor which reduces the amount of information available 

about many Winchester ulnage payers is that the writ of ulnage extended to the suburbs and 

soke, and many of the payers lived in the soke so were not eligible for civic office in the Gty. 

Records do not survive in any quantity to show who held public ofE.ce in &e Soke or elsewhere. 

Thus one way and another it seems unlikely that a study of the ulaage payers and their holding 

of public ofEce will do more than represent a cross section of businessmen in Winchester and 

their administration of their City. It is, nonetheless, worth making such a study because it helps 

to establish the status of the ulnage payers. 

There are 85 names from the Winchester list of ulnage payers about whom there is some 

evidence of their public ofSce holding. The numbers in each payment band have been 

compared with the numbers for whom there is evidence of their ha^wg held pubEc ofEce and 

the result displayed in Table 5-6. The people who paid the ulaage on the most cloths are 

disproportionately represented. Thus of the 17 people who paid on 95 cloths or more, 12 of 

them are known to have held public ofEce in W^chester, compared with 21 of the 170 who 

^ Chope (bund fewer tax payers when Ac ulnager worked in the 6irs of Dei-on in 1395/6 than when he \-isited the \4Dagers in 
1396/7. He concluded that at tillage level the tax payee were die actual weaitis of cloth. However lie does not say why he 
came to this conclusion, although it is an obvious one, which does not necessarily make it correct Seê  R. Pearce Chope "Tlie 
Aulnager in Devon" in Tirzmaa>W gTDfw/r/lrjiwaaM, 44 (191^ pp,578-9. 

Phoebe Merrick Chapter 5 



185 

paid on 4'/: cloths or fewer; tliesc figures arc consistent with the concept that the wealthier 

citizens played a larger part in ci^ic aff^rs which all helps to bolster the credibility of the ulnage 

returns. 

Number of N u m b e r of Number holding % holding 

Cloths ulnage payers public office public office 

>95 17 12 70 

76-95 > , 0 0 . : 

70-75. 3 67 

60-69 . .4 : 0 , 0 

. 5 0 - 5 9 50 

: 40-49 11 5 45 

30-39 24 6 25 

\ 25-29 • 8 . . 25 .% / _ 

20-24.5' . ' . 25 . 
• \ : 

' 15-19.5 ' . 28: ' 297 -

10-14.5 '_ ' 4 1 : 9 2 2 ' 

5-9.5 53 9 

0.5-4.5 170 21 ' 12- . 

Total 392 85 

Table 5-6 Incidence of OfHce Holding by Ulnage payers 

This table represents about half the cloths on which tax was paid, because that is the faction on 

which these 85 people paid. They, however, represent only about one EAh of the taxpayers. 

Thus the list of ofEce holders is not a microcosm of the whole. It is skewed towards the larger 

payers, and the small payers are under-represented. One would expect the more affluent to play 

a greater part in public affairs than the less affluent The wealthier members of society can more 

easily afford to take dme off from their normal business of income gathering. They also have 

more incentive to ensure that the area where they live is well managed, as they have more to lose 

if there is a breakdown in law and order. It is also not unknown for them to manage affairs in 

such a way as to give themselves pecuniar)' advantage, either directly or indirectly, and there is no 

reason to think that these criteria did not appl)' in fourteenth and Rfteenth-centur)- Winchester. 
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Of the 12 men in the GfSt di^-ision, 5vc had served as MP for Winchester including Mark le Fairc 

who had held the ofGce tweh'̂ e times. He had also been mayor on six occasions, lliree other 

men had been mayor of Winchester. Every one of them had scr\'ed as bailiff at some time or 

another. (Winchester had two bailiffs at any given time.) Most of these men had held other 

civic ofGce, with the exception of Thomas Lavington whose only other recorded public ofGce 

was Constable of the Winchester staple at various times in the 1370s and 1380s. Lavington 

probably lived outside the City, although he owned property in Tanner StreeL Two of these 12 

men were ulnagers after 1394, namely John Steer and Mark le Faire. Some of the men in this 

group had been responsible for the fabric of Winchester itself John Steer, who had also been 

clerk of the City, had been supervisor of works on the City walls. One of the two men called 

John Newman was super\^isor of work at the fulling mill, and John Blake became its warden. 

Gilbert Forester was supervisor of the fulling mill at Coytebury. 

The next third of cloths was paid for by people who each presented between 30 and 75 cloths. 

In all there were 50 of these people of whom 17, about a third, have been recorded as holding 

public ofEce. The man who played the largest part in civic affairs in this group was William Inge 

who was a merchant of the W^chester staple in the 1360s and Constable in 1383/4. He had 

been mayor of Winchester on four occasions and MP on two, as well as holding ^'arious lesser 

offices. Apart firom him, John at Roke, William Morene and Walter Bolour each served as 

mayor of the City. The others held such offices as aldermen, constable, bailiff, or auditor. Some 

of them, as in the 5rst group, were described as "citizen" and some of them were members of 

the guild merchant 

The third group to be considered will be those who paid for between 20 and 29 cloths. There 

were nine of these who held office out of a possible 33. There were two mayors in this group, 

Edmund Pickard and Thomas Smale. Both these men also served as MP as did John West, 

esquire. The group contained a selection of bailiffs, collectors, constables and aldermen. This 

group also included men whose public of&ce was concerned with practical matters. For 

example, Edmund Pickard had been supervisor of the work on the City walls, and John West 

was super\'^isor of the walls in 1393.̂ ^ One member of this group, held national ofEce, rather 

than local ofGce: John Draper was an esquire to Richard 11.̂ - Only one man in this group 

" WSUp.l38Z 

Kayeed., /(Sou[hampton,1976)p^9. 
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siA)seqiu%idgrl)ecame a fairaef of the tdnayps aiwj dhatTpga Trhwamas Sknaie Tpho lieW die farm 

between 1415 and 1422. 

Of die 69 people who paid on 10 to 19 clodis, 17, a quarter, held public ofEce in ^X^ichester. 

Three of die group served as mayor, namely John Bailey,^ Richard Qevele,^^ and Robert at 

Roke.'^ The latter two were also MPs for die City. This group seems to contain people who 

took public ofBce pardy for die income dial it generated, radier dian for less direct advantage. 

For example, John Tyes was cadiedral or^nist,'^^ John Barbour was agent of die Archdeacon 

of Winchester,^ Nicholas was die baHifT of Prior's Barton,^^ John Bailey was custodian of the 

gite and keeper of die postem/° and John Cran was town cleik^^. This is apart &om a. 

selection of aldermen, collectors and bailifk. John Benqithe was Warden of the Fullers' Guild. 

None of this grot^ became ulnager. 

Finally diere are die 223 people who paid for less dian 10 cloths of Wiom 23 men hdd public 

ofGce at some time or anodier. The group included some leading cidzens who were eidier at 

die b^inning or end of dieir careers. For example, H u ^ Ccan had served as sheriff of 

Hampshire in 1382 and had custody of St Denys's Priory in Southampton. He had been 

constable and mayor of the staple, MP, mayor of W^chester, and ulnager in 1390. He was at 

die end of his life and died in 1401^^. Cran was not die only erstwhile sheriff of Han:q)shire to 

be in this group of small taxpayers. Thomas Wazner was anodier, as well as being Bailiff of die 

Soke.^^ John Arnold was anodier Bailiff of die Soke, who paid on only two clodis. He was 

also Summoner-general of die Diocese. Sir William Sturmy ^x^ose role as an ulnager was 

re&rred to in chapter 4 paid tax for Sve dodis in Winchester. 

At the odier extreme of his lifis from Hug^ Cran, was John Veel who was later to hold a variety 

of civic ofGces including bagman, chamberlain, supervisor of work near St Elizabedi's college 

baili^ collector and mayor, but not MP^^. He 6rmed die ulnage between 1422 and 1432. Cran 

« WS U p.ll57. 
«WSiip.n95. 
M WS u p.l334. 
" WS u p.l372. 
wWSii p.ll54. 
^ He may have been Nicholas Gilbert 
"iWSiip.n57. 
7 lWSnp. l207 
72WSapp.ll48-9 
" WS ii p.l37g. 
MWSiip.1375 
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was the only in this group also served as mayor. Conversely, there were mayors who did 

not become MP such as Thomas Sutton^^ and John Veel. Most of the men in this group held 

fewer, and more modest, ofBces than the men in the upper groups. Tor example John BuUok, 

was warden of North gate bridge, and attorney of Hyde Abbey^- and Peter Gillyngham's only 

ofGce was sergeant of the City court.^^ 

As is to be expected, the men who were in a position to present many cloths to the ulnagers 

were often leaders of Winchester society, filling many pubEc ofEces and obviously being 

powerful in the cit}''s government. Those who did not live in the City were as likely to play 

leading roles in County affairs, in the administration of the Soke or the County itself. However, 

the opposite was not necessarily true. The leading men of Winchester were not necessarily 

dealing in cloth, as was shown by the presence of several very powerfid men in the group who 

presented only one or two cloths. This may reflect the fact that they were at stages of lifi: when 

their commercial activity was not at its peak and they were not then dealing in large numbers of 

cloths. Hug^ Cran, at the Sad of his life, or John Veel, at the beginning of his career, were 

obvioi:LS examples. 

Twenty nine women paid ulnage as revealed in these records firom Winchester. There is a 

general scaicit)^ of information about these women, so it is not possible to analyse their 

occupations, their marital status or an}4hing else. Only a general description is possible. 

However the number of cloths that they had ulnaged is set out in the Table 5-7 below and the 

contribution made by women is compared with the overall Sgures. 

7'WSup.1361. 

::WSup.:i78. 

" WSup.1243 
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Number Of 

Cloths Each 

All Taxpayers No Of Women 

Taxpayers 

N o Of Cloths 

>95 17 0 

76-95 " 0 J 0 , 0 . 

70-75 ^ 3 / ^ ; 1 74% 

60-69 r . . /4 . 0 . 

50-59 ; g 

- 40-49 ;:ll_\; / / ' 0 . 

30-39 24 1 36 

. 25-29 , ; . 8 - , X ' ^ r . 26 

20-24.5 r : 25 / . 3 ' 61 

15-19 ' ' 28 % . . ' ' . v . P ' } -

10-14.5 - -'.41 / - . _ 3- - 34 • 

5-9 ' . 53, ' . 19 

V^rAVz 170 - 17 ' 32'/^ 

Total 392 29 283 

Table 5-7 Number of Ooths Ulnaged by Women compared with All Taxpayers 

One woman, Alice Bromley, was responsible for 74&2 cloths. This is more lhan she could have 

manufactured herself, and shows that she must have been Enaaciag production by others. (She 

was eighteenth in the overall ranking of numbers of cloths presented to the ulnagers.) All that is 

known about her is that she owned a garden in Chesil Street^^ and a croft at Bar End. There 

is no mention of Alicia Wygge in the records, who paid tax on 36 cloths. There were a number 

of other Wygges in Winchester at the same time as Alice; for example, William Wygge paid tax 

on 140 cloths. Lucy Fry (26 clotits) was the widow of Richard Fry. She died in 1404, or 

thereabouts, and was subsequently described as a citizen of Winchester, thus being recognised as 

a woman of substance within the City. She certainly held several properties in ^X%chester.^^ 

^-WSUIrcmlOS^p.lOSO. 

^5WCM1278.pp.l03W. 

^^WSUp.lZSB. 
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There were three women who were responsible for 20 or 21 cloths each. iTicy were Matilda 

La\'ington, Matilda Bolcworth and Alice Panter. Matilda, or Maud, Lavington was the wife and 

then widow of llichard La^Tngton.^ lUchard Lavington probably died in or soon after 1395, for 

he only presented 4 half cloths to be ulnaged, while his brother, Thomas, was the largest 

presenter of cloths on the Winchester list. The family owned lands in Hampshire outside 

Winchester, and Matilda inherited various of these from her husband. Richard's daughter, 

Isabella, presented half a cloth for ulnaging in 1394.̂ ^ It is tempting to think that this had been 

commissioned for domestic use, and being surplus was to be sold, at which point ulnage would 

be due. There was no other reason why a Miss Lavington would put such a small amount of 

cloth onto the market There is no information about Matilda Boleworth or Alice Panter. 

The three women who presented between ten and 6fteen cloths were Matilda Oerk, Isabel 

Tyderle, and Alice Redhead, and none of whom mentioned in the records. The three 

women who submitted six or seven cloths apiece to the ulnagers were Joan Draper, Joan Froyle 

and Rosa Woderone. The oDly one about whom there are any details is Joan Draper, who was 

the widow of Richard Draper. She died in 1406 by which time she was married to Thomas 

Lavington.^^ Her presentation of seven cloths to the ulnagers was not the action of a poor 

weaver's widow carrying on her late husband's business, for she inherited a good deal of 

proper^ from Richard Draper, so it was more likely the action of a business woman investing in 

cloth. 

Of the 20 women who presented fewer than ten cloths, only one can be deEnitely found in the 

records. Alice Homer was the wifi:, and then the widow of William Horner.^ Their daug)iter, 

Alice, married Thomas Lang, and the Winchester Survey attributes the cloths presented by Alice 

Homer to Alice Lang.*^ The basis for this attribution is not apparent, since Alice Homer was 

alive and economically active until about 1419. There are also two possible further 

identiEcations of women in this group. Margaret Glover mig^t be the Margery Glover who had 

a tenement in the H i ^ Street and was possibly the widow of Henr)^ Glover who died in 1397, 

77 WSup.1262 

7»WSup.l282 

K'iX;Sup.l265. 

" WSiip.1263. 
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but it is by no means certain."^- Similarly Christina Tonneswasshe might have been a relation of 

Robert Tunwasher who lived in a tenement in Kingsgate Street, but the only link is the unusual 

sumame.^^ 

Thus, of the 29 women ulnage payers of Winchester, it is only possible to identif}"̂  six definitely 

and two possibly, and most of these identiScadons are by marital status and reference to their 

husbands. The records show that women were economically active in Winchester, even if not 

playing much part in the government of the Cit}% There is no way of knowing how much 

payment of ulnage by married women was attributed to their husbands. The investigation of the 

women taxpayers cannot influence the conclusions that can be drawn about the men who 

presented cloths to the ulnagers because the information is too sparse. 

D/JWJjzoA 

Having examined the lists of taxpayers and ascertained details of their lives from other sources, it 

is possible to draw some Conclusions about the people who were paying the ulnage in 

Winchester. From the eiTidence of involvement in the cloth trade, as revealed by the ulnage 

records firom the years around 1400, it would appear that weavers as a group were not the 

wealthiest of the cloth producers. Although this was apparently true of Winchester, it was not 

universally true. For example, Carus-Wilson has said of Salisbury that the weavers' guild was 

wealthier than that of the fuUers.̂ "̂  

The ukiage records show men who 6t Dyer's description of merchants.^^ He states that they 

"are emphasised because their trade on a large scale, over long distances, often involving highly 

valued commodities like wool or cloth, gave them hig^ pro&ts". He pointed out that these 

wealthy merchants also derived income through their holdings of public ofiGce, their legal 

practice, and their rents. Certainly, the successful men shown up in the ulnage records of 

Winchester were behaving in that way, and can be considered typical of their class. In particular 

they consolidated their position as the governing group in the town by holding such offices as 

mayor, and sers^ing the town as MP. It was noticeable that there was a tendency for the people 

who presented the most cloths to have held more public ofEces, and more important ones. It 

WS ii p.l244. 

" WSHItcm 860,p.l008. 

'"TheWooUcnlndusmbeForelDW^TkYgnoG^AT^}^^ 4 p.126. 

Christopher Dyer, (Cambridge, 1990) p .24. 
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also seems that these powerful men were not working at tl:cir trades, unless they described 

themselves as merchants, but were occupying strategic positions in the supply of essential 

materials such as dyestufk, and were handling the wholesale marketing of cloths. Dyer 

estimated that the merchant class was only found in about 30 of the larger towns. \)t^chester is 

a clear example of one such town and a study of its cloth taxpayers shows the effect of this 

merchant class. He also pointed out that below this "mercantile elite were the master craftsmen 

who in turn employed journeymen and unskilled labourers as servants". Some men who Et this 

description are evident in the Winchester ulnage records. 

Dyer's picture of mercantile activity has been ampli&ed by Hatcher who compared merchant 

tinners with merchants in the clothing industr}\^^ He wrote about them that " they were 

involved ia each stage of the production and distribution of their product they owned tin 

works and smelting plants, they dealt widely ia tin, financed large numbers of tinners". This is a 

picture which is comparable with the behaviour of the merchants in ^^%ichester in respect of the 

cloth trade. The parallels are'even closer because Hatcher said of the merchants who Enanced 

the tin trade that it 'Svas for these merchants frequently only a part of iheir economic activities, 

and many engaged in internal and overseas trade in a wide range of commodities and speculated 

in real estate". This is certainly a reasonable comparison with die activities of the larger 

Hampshire merchants. He then said of the smaller towns with populations between about 500 

and 2000 that "there was no real mercantile element, and leading ofEces were taken by traders in 

foodstuffs, the wealthier craftsmen and the retailers".^^ This conclusion is also supported by the 

evidence fmm Hampshire. 

Unfortunately, meaningfiil information is not available about the women, so the conclusions 

primarily relate to men. In the pedod from 1394 to 1403, many of die ulnage payers of 

Winchester were involved in the production of cloth, but that other people invested their 

surplus income in the industr}% whereas today they would buy stocks and shares or save through 

a building society. The study has also shown that, of the cloth producers, wea\'^ers were the least 

likely to have a.spread of Enancial interests and fijjlers the most likely, with dyers occup^^ng the 

middle ground. This was likely to have rendered the weavers more vulnerable to economic 

recession than either of the other two groups. The investment in cloth and its production helps 

to explain the mechanics of financing the trade. When cloth sales were buoyant, Enance would 

^JohnHatchcc, (Oxford, 1973) p.52 

Hilton, 'Lords, burgesses an.d hucksters' P a r / 9 7 ( 1 9 8 ^ 3-15, 
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have been drawn in from otlicr interests, but when sales were dropping, surplus capital was 

diverted elsewhere. Conversely, a lack of investment capital may have restricted the production 

of cloth and held back expansion at times when the market could have absorbed increased 

supply. The comparison with tinners made by Hatcher^^ is valid in that many people who 

presented cloths for ulnage were not themselves working cloth producers, and many cloth 

producers, even of wooUens, never presented cloths to the ulaagers. Pelham observed that in 

Warwickshire, many of the people presenting cloths to the ulnagers in ± e 1390s and 

immediately after were not cloth workers.^^ He concluded that those presenting small numbers 

of cloths were part-time producers. This conclusion may be valid in some cases, but the amount 

of skill involved is such that it is just as likely that some people who presented small numbers of 

cloths had been Amding cloth production by others. He suggested that ''those credited with 

large amounts ... may well represent an early generation of the 'clothier' class that was to play 

such an important role ia the industry duriog the Tudor period". That certainly appears to be 

true of Winchester. 

This stiH leaves open the question of how the market coped with differing demands on labour, 

but the evidence from Winchester suggests that dyers and fWlers in particular were able and 

willing to turn their hands to other trades when need or opportunity arose and thus there was a 

degree of self-regulation of supply and demand. Hatcher found that in the case of the tin 

miners, that they were not all full time workers, but they combined tinning with other 

occupations, and 

much of the labour force of the stannaries was made up of migratory workers who spent 

part of the year farming their own land or woddng as casual labourers in agriculture, 

fishing, building or elsewhere. Even flill-time ticmers usually kept a f i ^ animals on land 

close to their tin work, and many cultivated crops as well Furthermore a laige part of 

the labour force was made up of women and children.^ 

It has not been possible to establish how true this was of the Hampshire cloth work-force, but 

it seems likely that similar forces were at work. 

^John Haichec, Tra* /JJO (Oxford, 1973) p.67. 

^ R_A. Pclham, "The Cloth Markets of Warwickshire during [he later Middle Ages" 
1XT'7(1950) 131-141. 

^John Hatchcr, T;/; /JJO (Oxford, 1973) pp.47. 
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The County Taxpayers 

There were ulnage payers elsewhere in Hampshire than Wnchester. However it has proved 

very difEcult to find biographical details of the taxpayers in the County. It has only been 

possible to find the occupations of 17 of these people, none of whom weK based in the Isle of 

\K%ht Of the 17 whose occupations have been identified, 12 wodted in the clothing industry 

and 7 of those 12 were fullers. Thus the balance would appear to be difl^ent from that in 

Winchester, but the sample is too small to draw useful conclusions. It would be useful to see 

whether the same pattern is found on the Isle of W i ^ t as on the mainland. The figures are 

much less good for the County, and extremely disappointing for the Isle of W i ^ L The Ggures 

set out in Appendix 15 include a column to show how many people can be identiGed for each 

place in each return. There is some duplication of names where people were named in more 

than one place. Unfortunately, none of the women named in the County ulnage returns has 

been traced. The lack of plentiful records makes comparisons much harder than was the case in 

Winchester, but some observations can be made nonetheless. It should also be borne in mind 

that there were no large payers of ulnage outside \)(%ichester, and even the largest County payers 

only ranked with the middling payers to be found in the City. What the Ggures do not reveal is 

how much of the cloth ulnaged in Winchester had been produced outside the liberty. The 

Ggures are slightly distorted by the fact that the return for 1401-2 only gave totals for towns and 

not for individuals, but the numbers of cloths were so small that they do not affect the overall 

conclusions. 

It is obvious &om the ulnage returns that Winchester was far and away the centre of the 

Hampshire cloth industry, at least so &r as the expensive cloths which were the subject of ulnage 

were concerned. One feature that is noteworthy is that there was a division between those 

towns making cloths of assise and other centres making dozens or kerseys. Thus Alresfbrd, 

Alton, Havant were submitting full sized cloths, as were most of the cloths submitted in 

Southampton, while Romsey and the Isle of Wight were making dozens or kerseys. Andover 

was split and submitting both, but such clolh as was made in Basingstoke was taxed at Andover 

and this may affect the apparent split in Andove/s business. The predominant returns were for 

cloths of assise, but this may not mean that cloths of assise were being produced, only that the 

returns were submitted in taxation units rather than by reference to the pieces of cloth actually 

presented. 
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It is not possible to make the detailed examination of the County ulnagc payers that was made of 

those in Winchester because the information about them is not a^'ailable. It has only been 

possible to identify the acti\ibcs of 17 of the 185 County payers. The 17 comprised seven 

fullers, three tailors, two town officials and five others including a tanner and a clerk. The town 

ofEcials were obviously leading members of (heir communities. William Anne (I doth) was 

Bailiff of Basingstoke in 1410,̂ ^ and Thomas Brangwayne (20 cloths) was reeve of Romsey in 

1390.^^ As might be expected the largest number of identiSable ofEce holders are to be found 

in Southampton, because, in part, at least, that is where the records are. Six stewards are 

identiEable, John Deryng (IVz cloths), Henry Holeway (IV2 cloths), William Ck'erey (3 cloths), 

Richard Paffbrd (1 cloth), Walter Reigate (3 cloths) and William Wygant (1 cloth).^^ Of these 

six, two also held the ofSce of mayor as did William Ravenstone (5 cloths).^'^ 

There is a lack of information for the Isle of \^^ght which is particularly frustrating, because it 

would have been so interesting to study the Enancing of the production of kerseys which was so 

widespread there. Only one "person's occupation was given, and that was written on the ulnage 

return, presumably to distinguish him from another of the same name. He was John Cole, 

cooper. There were 99 people who paid ulnage on the Isle of Wigjkt in these 5ve returns. 

However kerse}^ were the only taxable doth produced on the Island and these were chaiged at 

half the price of a doth of assize. The Ggures suggest that men were paying on the product of 

their own labours as they were mostly paying on twdve doths or less on any g^ven return. The 

only significant exceptions were Thomas Webb who paid on 40 kerseys and William Wiltshire 

who paid on 60 kerseys, both in 1394-5. 

Summary and Conclusions 

The study of the ulnage payers of Hampshire around 1400 showed a number of parallels with 

tin production. There was substantial outside finance in tinning, and part-time working. It 

seems likdy that much the same was true in the doth towns of medie^'al Hampshire. It is 

probable that women members of the household were involved in the production processes. 

Their involvement could have come about in one of two wa)^s. Either they were drawn in when 

M wa*14190,p.l85 

'ZWCAI16035, p.746. 

H.W. Gidden ed.., ^ (Southampton, 1935) p ii i 

Kâ -e, 7,7/, (Soutliampton, 1976)p.5. 
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trade was poor, bccausc they were cheapcr to employ than hired hands or they were drawn in 

when trade was booming and every pair of hands available was needed. If the latter were the 

case, then they would have been part of a pool of labour which could be drawn on in times of 

need, and discarded when trade was slack, without their involvement showing in the records of 

the time. 

During the years under re^'iew, there was a downturn in cloth production in both Winchester 

and the County. Whether this downturn arose from a lack of inward investment or a lack of 

demand cannot be answered from internal County evidence. Nationally, the exports of cloth 

were tending to rise, albeit gently. Therefore, a reduction in broadcloth production does not 

seem to have been caused by a national downturn in demand, and local factors must be 

considered. It is acknowledged that Winchester was in trouble, with rents tumbling and much 

property in a decayed state by the middle of the 1450s, but the ulnage figures suggest that the 

economic problems of the Gty were older, by far, than the mid-Gfteendi century. 

The downturn in production leads to speculation about the impetus behind the cloth industry. 

One of the factors that has not been resolved, is what were the mechanics which came into play 

as the industry expanded and contracted? If wodcers were laid off^ or masters became idle, when 

demand contracted, what were the Enancial levers that enabled an upswing to take place? 

Weavers, dyers or Aillers who had had litde or no work for some months or more would not be 

in a position to finance the production of whole cloths of assise. Thread would have to be 

b o u ^ t , the loom warped up and then many hours spent weaving by two people, who would 

need the means of livelihood the while. Additional finance would then be needed for the 

fulling, dyeing and finishing processes. The subsidy and ukiage fee, and probably other 

quality control fees would be needed, and then a purchaser would have to be found. If^ 

however, production was Gnanced, at least in part, by the sa^'ings of other tradesmen, this would 

ease the problem of Gnancing expansion, and perhaps level amounts of production. 

What is apparent is that part of the spare wealth of W^chester at the end of the fourteenth 

century was being invested by its owners in expensive cloths of which the production was a 

staple industry of the area. The same fact has been noted in Gloucester where Holt obsert-^ed of 

the ulnage return for 1397 that 

the 134 people recorded as selling these (350) cloths seem not to have been primarily 

occupied as cloth merchants, being recorded elsewhere as, for instance, brewers, bakers, 
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dyers or even, in some cases, weavers, f h e merchants who were important figures in die 

industry appear only as minor cloth sellers.^^ 

This drawing in of capital firom outside the industr}', has also been noted in the financing of the 

tin industr}\^^ Hatcher has observed that 'large amounts of capital were needed to keep the 

industry working smoothly, capital which ... the tinners were unable to provide for themselves". 

He found that this led to high levels of indebtedness amongst the tirmers, which led to the ruin 

of some of them, and he observed that 

The demand for capital stemmed 6;om the heavy investment and high risks involved in 

the extraction of lin, but regulations governing the sale of tin exacerbated what was an 

already difficult state of affairs 

The production of cloths similarly required heavy investment, but there were not the same 

physical risks as would be found in tin mining. It is not apparent that there was a high d ^ r e e of 

indebtedness amongst the cloth producers of Sfteenth century, fi^r the Winchester Survey^^ does 

not list debts in any signiEcant number. One of the difficulties faced by the tinners was that they 

could only pay coinage duty at Michaelmas and Midsummer and only in two towns. This puts 

into context Winchester's objection to the potential appointment of a remote ulnagpr because 

part of their case was that "many injuries and vexations have unjustly befallen the said lieges, to 

their no small loss and grievance, and that yet greater losses are like to befall them hereafter 

unless a speedy remedy be applied by the king".^^ 

The detailed examination of the records of Hampshire for the years between 1394 and 1403 

does not lead the reader instinctively towards an assumption of fraudulent returns. The records 

obviously relate to real people and the amounts of cloth which diey presented to the ulnagers 

were too varied to be the product of a lazy clerk's imagination. Thus it seems reasonable to 

regard them as generally reliable. Once that is accepted, then they can be studied to see what 

they reveal about the mechanics of the industry in that decade. The most signiEcant fi^tture to 

emerge is that it was not only weavers and fullers who presented clodis to the ulnagers. Since 

cloths had to be ulnaged before the)' could be sold, this opens up the fact diat the industry was 

dependent on outside capital and was not a self-contained entity. 

Ricliard Holt, "Gloucester in the centuty after tlie Black Death" in Tlx Mediatil Toini 1200-1500,. Richard Holt and Gervase 
Rosscred^ (London, 1990) p.148. 

'^JohnHalchec, (Ox(6[d,1973)pp.49-51. 

Kecne, (Oxford, 1985) 

p.230 25JanuHn 1442 
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Chapter 6 The Later Hampshire Ulnage Payers 

Introduction 

The later Particular records of the 1460s and 1470s were submitted by the approvers who were 

appointed by Edward IV and who admioistered the ulnage in Hampshire between 1464 and 

1478. Parliament had decreed that ulnagers were to submit detailed records showing who had 

paid the chaiges, and on what cloths.^ No returns have survived for Hampshire &om the years 

1464-6. The Hampshire returns for 1466/7 were detailed as Padiament had decreed, but the 

later returns were no more than summaries, with most of the names omitted. Hampshire, 

including Winchester, has what appears to be a full return for the year 1466/7 with 214 people 

named.^ This return will be considered first and then the olher returns examined as a group. It 

appears to be as valid as the returns from the 1390s; it is the others &om this period which are 

suspect. 

The Return of 1466/7 

The first f i ^ lines of the particular return relating to ^)Mnchester, taken &om the return of 

1466/7, are summarised below in Table 6-1 and they show a degree of detail which was unlikely 

to be Gctitious. 

' j/ial 2, p.405 4, Edw W cap.l. 

: E 101/344/17 m 16. 
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Thomas Fclde 56'/: clodis^ 

John Salmon fuller 69 /̂2 cloths 

John Kent 18 cloths 

John Lovell 67 cloths 

Roger ^JMlde 31 clodis 

Thomas Loder junior 64 cloths, 1 kersey 

John Galley 19% cloths 

Thomas Gyan 20 cloths, 8 kerseys 

Laurence Byrte 8V2 clodis 

John Hone 8 cloths 

Thomas Madhurst' 4 clodis 

William Rocche 9!/^ cloths 

John Komessh 8 cloths, 1 kersey 

William Sylvester 36 kerseys 

William Colvile 10 cloths 

Table 6-1 Ulnage Return For Hampshire, Sample of Winchester Taxpayers, 1466/7 

Because the returns for 1466/7 were detailed, it seems reasonable to use them as a reference 

point. The 214 people named on the roll paid a total of ^(30 l i s 4%d in subsidy and uln%e fees. 

This compares with die farm of ^[33 6s 8d that had been in force since 1442 and which was the 

highest rate of farm paid for Hampshire. There is e\;idence to suggest that it had become 

unreaHstically high because there were difSculties in Ending men willing to take the farm at that 

pdce.'^ 

The return of 1466/7 was detailed enough to show how much revenue came from each town; 

so it is possible to compare the Ggures with those of 1394-5 although the time spans are not the 

' Clod) is rendered 'pannus' in die onginal document. 

^ In 1442, die fami was taken joindy by 3 men, at least 2 of whom liad connections with the government oFWincliester. The last 
of them ceased to hold ofScc in 1461, after which the &cm was held by die mayor and commonalty of Winchester, i^. joinll)' 
by 12 men, for the next two yeais. 
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same. Those for 1394-5 covered sixteen months and that for 1466/7 covered twelve months. 

The hgures are compared in Appendix 18 and the changes in production levels are apparent. 

The most startling fact about this chart was the drop in income of the ulnage between 1394 and 

1466. The income &om Han:q)shire, including Winchester, dropped by ^27 5s 2'/2d and that 

of Winchester alone by ^3112s 4'/2d. Thus (he loss in income from Winchester was off-set by 

a small dse in that from die rest of the county. Nonetheless, the overall income was down 

from an annual rate of nearly ^(58 to between ^30 and ,^31. T^^chester's annual rate of 

income dropped from (̂̂ 44 to between ^12 and ^13, a catastrophic change. 

Winchester was not (he only cloth town where broadcloth production dropped signi6candy in 

die hfteenth century. Bridbury h id noted a similar drop in Salisbury Wiich was not 

compensated for by an increase elsewhere in the County, but h e observed this phenomenon at 

the end of die fourteenth century.^ Many previously successful towns had difGculdes in the 

GftEenth century and Winchester was one such. Christopher Dyer also observed that 

''Especially in the Gfteenth century, many larger towns went into decline, suffering a loss of 

population, a shrinkage of the built-up area and a diminution in commerce and industry".^ A 

drop in production can be seen in the ulnage Ggures 6)r Yodc, a l t h o u ^ they were not quite as 

severe as those for VMnchester. Yodc paid ulnage at an annual rate of ^ 2 7s lOd in the period 

from July 1394 to September 1395 and at an annual rate of j(]21 9s Od in the years 1471-73. 

This was pardy compensated for because there was an increase in production elsewhere in 

Yorkshire. The East Riding had paid ulnage at an annual rate of ^17 13s 6d in 1394-5 and this 

had increased to ^45 7s 6d by 1466/7. Thus, in Yorkshire, loss of production in Yodc was 

substantially replaced by an increase of production elsewhere in the County. This was not true 

in Hampshire where the loss of production in Wnchester was not matched by any sigoihcant 

increase of production elseq^ere.^ 

Al thou^ there was no increase of production in Hampshire to compensate fully for the 

reduction in Winchester, there was a small net increase of producdon in die County v ^ c h went 

a litde way to off-setting the dedine. There was also some relocation of industry and die ulnage 

) AR. Bndbmy, AfeaKwa/ (^ndon , 1982) p. 73. He wondered if cloth were being diveited In 
Westminster fbi ulnaging; but the 6ini of Middlesex was always tdvial, never exceeding of 
ulnage of London dropped &0111 ̂ 33 6s 8d in 1399 to ^(^4 in 1403, so it seems unlikely that Salisbury or Wiltdiire 
cloths were paying ulnage in the London area, quite ^art firom. the fact that it was illegal to remove untaxed doths 
Aom the county of production. 

« Christopher Dyer, (Cambridge, 1S)90) p.l88. 

'' The Yorkshire Sgures are taken from John Lister, "The Eady Yorkshire WooHen Trade" 
LXIV (1924). 
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returns allow diis movement: oF ccntres of production to be followed. The two towns of the 

south-cast, Fareham and I-Ia^imt appear to have stopped production of taxable cloth altogether 

in these 60 years. On the other hand it would seem that there was a small amount of production 

elsewhere in east Hampshire, based loosely on Alton. This resulted in extra revenue, which 

more or less compensated for the loss of income from Fareham. Production in the north of the 

ODunty, Andover, Basingstoke, Whitchurch and Odiham had nearly trebled. On the Isle of 

W i ^ t the production level had declined by about one-6fth, but relatively the Island trade had 

held up better than had that of Winchester. Oeady the men of the Isle of ^)Mgbt had found a 

faidy steady madcet for their produce and a stable way of Gnancing their production. 

Southampton's level of production had declined, while Romsey's had increased by a third. It is 

possible that Southampton lost trade to Romsey. Southampton suffered from a lack of fresh 

water, and cloth finishing was water-intensive. Romsey is criss-crossed by myriad streams^, and 

thus could cope with both fulling and dyeing. There is evidence that the men of Romsey were 

finishing cloths for the Italian trade, so clearly the town contained workshops capable of 

undertaking hig^ quality woA.^ The few kerseys produced on the fdnges of the New Forest 

may have been the tip of a generally low grade cloth industry where most of the cloths produced 

were not of the quality that rendered them liable to ulnage and subsidy. Production of all cloths 

had apparendy ceased in Alresfbrd by 1466. 

The other change, which was conspicuous, lay in the t^'pes of cloth being produced. In 1394, if 

the returns are to be believed, most of the revenue was derived firom cloths of assise, with 

dozens woven in some places. In 1466/7 everywhere except Romsey had diversiEed. Romsey, 

against the trend, was apparently only paying ulnage on cloths of assise, whereas in 1394, ulnage 

was only paid on dozens. In 1466, a mixture of types of cloth was being presented to the 

ulnagers in most cloth towns in the County. These types included kerseys which were taxed at 

the rate of three to a cloth of assise, whereas fbrmedy they had been taxed at die rate of two to a 

cloth of assise, which may indicate that their size had changed. Straits, which had not been 

found in the earlier particular returns, were taxed at the rate of four to the cloth of assise. 

Southampton alope produced straits. Dozens were taxed, as formerly, at the rate of two to a_ 

cloth of assise Thus not only had the volume of production changed, but also the t)'pes of 

^ Hence IB sobriquet "Rom%y in die mud" 

The accounts of Southampton Town 1449-50 dtcd in P. Borrow Awzf Rff/a/ Aazwg' (Romsc)', 1978). The men of 
Romaey had marched to Soudumpton to protest because die)- considered that die Italians were not pa)'ing them sufGcient for 
Acir labouis. 
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cloth, rcdccting changing fashionsJ° By tlic later RAccnth ccntur)', die very rich had moved 

away from hcav)' woollen cloths and were making use of cloths based on silk. Therefore there 

may have been a drop in the demand for the large cloths of assise. Lesser people would buy 

cloths of the same qualit)^, but in smaller amounts, and hence there would be a market for 

smaller woollen cloths. 

In 1466/7, not only was the revienue from ulnage less, but the number of people paying it had 

dropped noticeably. In the return of 1466/7,214 taxpayers were listed. Ofthese, 88 came from 

Winchester and 126 Grom the rest of the County. In 1394-5, about 398 people were listed on the 

two returns, of whom 168 were fix)m Winchester, and about 230 in die County. The 

comparative numbers &om the different towns in the County are tabulated in iG. 

A drop in the number of people paying a tax may be because wealth has become concentrated 

in fewer, but richer, hands. % i s was not the case in fifteenth-century Hampshire. Fewer people 

paid the ulnage, but on average, they were paying fractionally more money per head in the later 

period at an average of 2s lOVW compared widi the eadier 2s 9d. T o achieve such similar figures 

when the l a i ^ payers were no longer to be found, means that the average payments by the lesser 

payers must have increased. Both very large and most of ihe very small presenters of doth were 

no longer to be found. This mirrors the situation found in the stannaries, where the ver}̂  large 

and powerful merchants of the early fourteenth century had ' t y the close of the fourteenth 

century ... been replaced by a larger body of less powerfiil merchants" who each presented less 

tin.^^ The difference is that the concentration and subsequent diffusion of wealth took place 

much earlier in the tin-mining industry than in wooDen cloth production. This may be because 

the woollen cloth production had developed as a substantial industry rather later ihan Cornish 

tin-mining. 

The ver)̂  large entrepreneurs found at the turn of the centur)^ had gone by 1466. In the sixteen 

months of 1394-5, there were eleven people in Winchester who paid ulnage for 50 or more 

broadcloths. In the twelve months of 1466/7 there were four who paid on more tlian 50 cloths. 

These four men were John Salmon a fuller (6916), John LoveH (67), Thomas Loder junior (64' ^) 

A cloth of assise needed t%o people to wea\'e it. Such cloths wete so »-ide that the weaveo threw the shuttle Emm one to the 
other. I think a keoey could be woven by one peoon, which would make its production much easier to organise. 

'' John Hatclicr, / JJO (Oxford, 1973) p.69. 
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and Thomas Field (56'/:). The next lazgest number of cloths presented by one person was 31. 

Whether Winchester's decline as a cloth centre came about because diere were fewer Enanciefs 

investing in the trade, or whether the decline in trade meant that the City could support fewer 

merchants cannot be determined from these Sgures alone. It is likely that a destructive 

downward spiral developed. 

It is possible to identify (he occupations of some 29 of the 214 people named on die return, 

from the \(iiole list. Because of the small number of people involved, die people of Winchester 

and the County have not been dealt with separately, as was appropriate Gar die eadier returns. 

The idendEable primary occupations were as fallows in Table 6-2 below: 

Trade Sector Occupation Number In Class 
ClothinR Draper 1 
Clothing Fuller 10̂ 2 
Clothing Glover 1 
Clothing Tailor 2 
Clothing Weaver 1 
Clothing Woolwinder and wool merchant 1 

TOTAL 15 
Food Brewer 1 
Food Butcher 1 
Food Cook 1 
Food Tapster 1 

TOTAL 4 
Odier Carter 5 
Other Chandler 1 
Other Goldsmith 1 
Other Merchant 2 
Other Tanner 1 

TOTAL 10 

Table 6-2 Occupations identlEed in the ulnage p^ers o f 14<56/7 

Too much reliance should not be placed on the exact nature of these Gguies since diey relate to 

no more than 14% of the names on die list. However, there are some general points which are 

wordi making. The most obvious of diese is diat in this list there were no builders, Wiereas 

there had been sufGcient builders around 1400 to put them into a class of their own. At both 

times just over half the taxpayers who could be identiGed were clolhwoiters. 

12 TTiis Sguie includes Alice Paiker who was a fuller's widow. 
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The 1466/7 names contain one identifiable weaver, but no men who were primarily described as 

dyers. 'ITie weaver was 'ITiomas Stepilton who was Steward oF the Weavers in Wnchester in 

1477/8.^^ Even so he only submitted 3 /̂6 cloths of assise and 10 kerseys, which suggests that he 

wove them himself or was closely related with their production. One third of the whole list was 

comprised of fullers, so they obviously continued to have money for investment and to be 

dominant in the trade. The general absence of dyers is unexpected. In the earlier returns (here 

were twice as many dyers as weavers. This absence of dyers from the list may be a chance of the 

survival of the records, but it may represent either a decline in the amount of dyeing or a decline 

in the financial standing of dyers. The Brokage records of Southampton show that various cloth 

taxpayers were dealing in dyestuffs, woad, madder, and alum especially, so dyeing had not ceased 

in Hampshire for all that dyers were not prominent in the ulnage returns. Another possibility is 

that the two trades of fulling and dyeing may have become merged and the term "fuller" was 

used as a generic heading. 

Two men were described (Primarily as merchants. One of them was Stephen Bramden of 

Winchester. He was variously described as a dyer, fuller and a brewer. His wide Gnancial 

interests included renting a comer tenement in Winchester Hig^ Street which was sometimes 

known as ' the Dyehouse". He was also a Yeoman of the C r o w n , . a n d at various times held 

of&ce in Winchester including serving as mayor and as MP. He held various land and property 

in Hampshire and Winchester. These holdings included the Geozge Inn in Winchester which 

he held for about ten years.^^ The other identiEable merchant was Lewis Aynes, '̂̂  who was one 

of the Italian merchant community in Southampton. He only submitted one cloth and three 

kerseys to the ulnager. At various times he served as bailiff) sheriff and mayor of 

Southampton.^^ In 1485 he was one of the Southampton ofGcials involved in carting Venetian 

goods to London,^^ and was a ship-owner in his own right^^ H e dealt in dyestuEs amongst 

other commodities,^ but was clearly a merchant and not a dyer "in disguise". 

"%'Sup.l358. 

" WCM1336, p.lW6. 

The IWian (ban of his name was l/xlowico Aged's. H.W. Gidden ed., 77* ^ ^ 77 
(Soudiampton, 1928) p.58. 

Gidden ed., 7% 7 , ( S o u t h a m p t o n , 1927) p.72 

G i d d e n 7 7 7 . (Southampton, 193[^ p.58. 

Gidden ed., TAc o/'RomwAmz/ar ^ 7 f . 7 jOj-f .)7&, (Southampton, 192^ p.80, 

^T.E. Oldinged, (Southampton, 1985) pa&sim. 
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The hse of carters as a group was apparently a new feature of the ulnagc records. ITiis may be 

an illusion arising from the fact that the brokage records are available for the later pedod and 

therefore carriers are easier to identif)'̂  than was formerly the case. Carters would need working 

capital to pay for their horses, carts and men, and probably on occasion had sufEcient reser\'es 

to be able to trade on their own account; thus some of them were undoubtedly in a position to 

finance cloth production. Three of the carters whose names were on the ulnage return of 

1466/7 were based in Southampton. They were William Reed (3 kerseys presented in Pawley), 

Richard Taylour (1 kersey), and John Gryme (1 cloth, 9 kerseys). Two of the carters were 

Winchester men, John Jamys (1 kersey) and John Oliver (6 cloths and 14 kerseys).-^ The 

numbers of cloths they presented are consistent w i t men taking advantage of an occasional 

investment opportunity, not of men heavily involved in the business. 

The fact that, in both the earlier and the later figures, 53% of the taxpayers were in the clothing 

trade, means that nearly half lhe taxpayers were not primarily in the clothing trade: they were 

dealing in h i ^ grade cloths as investments which shows that there was still money to be made 

from such investments. Dealing in cloth was part of the commercial enterprise of ihe tradesmen 

of Hampshire throughout the late fourteenth and much of the Efteenth centuries. The cloth 

trade continued to be dependent on capital both fi:om within the industry and without The 

Table 6-3 below shows the trade sectors of the people who Gnanced cloths submitted to the 

ulnagers. 

1394-1403 1466/7 

Trade Group Whole Sample 

% 

Whole Sample 

% 

Building 5 0 

Qo thing 53 53 

Food 23 13 

Other 19 33 

Table 6-3 Comparison OF Trades OF Ulnage Payers 1394-5 And 1466/7 

There K some doubt about John Oliver as the only record of liim is as carter to Hyde Abbey in 1443-4, Olive Coleman, ed., Tk 
(Southampton, 1960) 

Phoebe ]\ferrick Chapter 6 



206 

liowcvci', there was a diffcrcncc between the occupations of tlie Winchester and non-

Winchester people. Nine non-Winchester people had identifiable occupations. There were 

three carters and a merchant from Southampton who have already been mentioned.^ If these 

nine people are taken (irom the list of 30 identifiable taxpayers, it leaves 21 from Winchester. Of 

the 21, 13 were in the clothing trade group, which is rather more than half the sample. The 

numbers are small, but they suggest that the cloth industry in Winchester was not managing to 

draw in capital from as wide a base as it had in earlier times. It seems that within Winchester 

itself, either cloth had become a less attractive investment to those outside the cloth industry or 

there was proportionately less money available for investment f rom people in other trades It is 

conspicuous that it is in the County, where the trade had not declined, that the cloth trade was 

attracting varied Gnance in larger proportions than in Winchester, where the trade was in 

difEculties. 

The overall decline in the commercial health of Winchester was revealed in another way. In the 

earlier period it was common to Gnd men who obviously moved fix)m trade to trade and were 

finding wide scope for their entrepreneurial skills. This was not apparent in the 1466/7 lists in 

which only three people had multiple occupations. Stephen Bramden (24 cloths) has already 

been described. However his breadth of interests was unique in the 1466/7 list. The other 

people claiming multiple occupations were John Bramley and John ChalcrofL John Bramley (6 

cloths) was a cook, an irmkeeper and a tapster. In 1469 he rented Le Sterre, a substantial inn in 

Winchester Hig^ Street, on a repairing lease.^ John Chalcroft was a tailor, mercer, grocer and 

haberdasher, which latter three occupations were grouped together in Winchester for guild 

purposes. He was steward of the three trades between 1466 and 1468, and was steward of the 

tailors from 1481 to 1485. In 1477, he was dealing in woad, lead and haddock.-'^ 

^ The 6vc men widi idendGable occupations Thomas D c ^ r of the Isle of Wight (30 keiscys) who was a (uDer. John Basyng 
was a draper Aom Andovcr who paid on 10 cloths and 30 kersey's and Anally there were tliree Romse)- men, john L\icll tailoi (6 
clodis), Richard Nobble tanner (4 cloths) and Richard Vi'alkclTn, butcher (22 clotlis). 

:iWSiip.ll7Z 

z^iWSiip.nB?. 

T.R Olding ed., Tk AwAf ^ (Southampton, 1985) pp.6,114. 
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The Returns 1467 to 1476 

Finally, it is nccessary to consider the returns submitted by the Approvers between 1467 and 

1476. It wag returns of the t)'pe arising from this period which Cams-Wilson considered to be 

fraudulent, and hence made her strictures which brought about the condemnation of the whole 

class of records. Of the records of which provided the focus of her argument, Hampshire has 

fewer Particular returns for this pedod than has Gloucester,. Returns were not submitted 

separately for each count)^ during this period, but the details for each county were listed 

separately, and only the Hampshire items are discussed below. 

John Fadey submitted a return for 1467-9, but separated the details for the two years 1467/8 and 

1468/9. The returns for the year 1469/70 appear to be missing. There are survi^^ng Particulars 

for the years 1470/1 and 1471/2 in separate returns. No Particular returns have survived for the 

years 1472-4, although a return for the year 1 4 7 ^ was enrolled. Richard More was appointed 

approver in 1474, and he submitted a return covering the years 1474-6 and another 1476-8, so 

altogether there are six Particular accounts with lists of names. 

The returns &om this period were presented in a different way from those of 1466/7. There 

was much less detail in the later returns, and instead of 214 names the number of named 

individuals never exceeded 48. The actual number of names varied between periods as is shown 

in Table 6.4 below: 

Period Number of names Approver 

1467/8 18 John Fadey 

1468/9 22 John Farley 

1469/70 not available John Fadey 

1470/1 29 John Fadey 

1471/2 31 John Farley 

1472-4 not available John Fadey 

1474-6 48 Richard More 

1476-8 48 Richard More 

Table 6-4 Numbers oF Names on the Ulnage Returns 1467-1478 
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l l i e other factor which is nodccablc, was the lack of continuity' in tlic names across these six 

returns. Carus-Wilson found that llichard More repeated the names firom return to return, 

altliough he rotated the numbers of cloths. The Hampshire names mostly fell into one of three 

groups. Sixteen of the 18 names which occurred in 1467/8, were repeated in 1468/9, but only 

two names from these two years are found on later returns. There was also a close pairing of 

names from 1474-6 and 1476-8, in that 44 of the names occur on both lists. No names went 

across all six lists, and no names from the first two years, were found in the last two Hsts. The 

returns of 1470/1 and 1471/2 differed from each other substantially, as well as differing from 

the Erst and last two. Detailed lists of names are shown in the Appendix 20. 

Carus-Wilson pointed out that the lists of names were inadequate. They were not complete and 

she herself drew attention to the number of entries that were marked "et aliis". On the 

Hampshire return of 1467/8 there were 18 taxpayers named. Four of these were names that had 

occurred on the previous year's return and are therefore unlikely to be inventions.^ In addition, 

four of these names are to be"found in contemporary records.^ Bearing in mind that published 

records for the Isle of Wight, Alton, Basingstoke and Andover are few and f ^ between, this is a 

reasonable rate of identiEcation and suggests that the names are based in 6ct, even if we are not 

sure what they represent. 

The other ways in which these returns diffa: from those of 1466/7, apart firom the complete 

absence of women's names, is that most of the Ggures were for whole cloths and there were no 

records of any ver}' small numbers of cloths. The smallest recorded payrment was for six cloths 

of assise. When it is remembered that the median number of cloths on the 1466/7 return was 

just over three, it is obvious that these returns were being compiled differently. If the return of 

1466/7 did not exist, it would be possible to argue that there had been a major re-organisation in 

the industqr and all the small producers had been swept away by those with more capital 

However the detail on that return belies this hypothesis, for such a radical change could not have 

happened between one year and the next. 

It is therefore necessai)' to seek an alternative explanation. Carus-Wilson concluded that the 

returns were fraudulent. In order to establish fraud, there has to be an intention to deceive. She 

^ They w-eie John Cornish, ̂ laurice Tailor, John Czlk)', aD oFWinchestci and Richard VC'ard of Romsey. 

^ The)' were Thomas Clerk junior, John Somer, and William BoDe who were mentioned in connection with Winchester and John 
Mill who had connections witli Basingstoke and Wallop. 
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citcd die law of 1464-^ in which it was stated that detailed returns were to be submitted to the 

Exchequer showing the names of everyone who paid the tax. The return of 1466/7 clearly met 

this requirement. 'ITie fact tliat the subsequent ones did not, and that the changc occurred not 

only in Hampshire but in other counties as well, suggests that the Exchequer officials indicated 

that- they would accept returns in an abbreviated form. The returns were audited in the 

Exchequer and the clerks would have reacted if unacceptable returns were being submitted. 

There was too much consistency^ in the style of returns for it to be credible that they were not 

dictating the format. It is as if they decided that they did no t want long lengths of names 

showing payment on everyr kersey or strait. They were constrained by the will of Parliament to 

require lists of names, and the consolidated lists showed apparent compliance with the law. If 

fraud was being practised, it cannot be proven from these returns. They are unsatisfactory for 

later use, and cleady they did not show the names of all the taxpayers, but they do not necessarily 

show theft of the revenue from the Hampshire ulnage. 

This still leaA ês the question of how 6 e lists were compiled. They were probably based on fact, 

as making up lists of names and balancing them with the Ggures would be unnecessarily tedious. 

The returns &om Yorkshire show one or two names fizom each place followed by some such 

phrase as "and others". It is likely that the Hampshire returns were compiled in a similar way. 

The first four returns contained particulars for both Gloucestershire and Hampshire, although 

the names were listed separately for each county. Two names, Richard Warmester and Richard 

Ward appeared on both lists in 1468/9, albeit for different numbers of cloths. Both names were 

on the Hampshire list only for 1467/8, and Robert Warmester was on the Hampshire list of 

1470/1. There is the possibility that this duplication of names is clerical error, or there may have 

been a coincidence of names. The other possibility^ is that the two men were dealing in cloths in 

both counties. 

Of the 127 different names on this later group of returns, it is possible to identify 44 of them, or 

to make some statement about them, with a reasonable d ^ e e of certainty. In addition, seven of 

the men named on the 1466/7 list were found on the later lists, so there is some degree of 

continuity there too. From this, it is reasonable to infer that the names relate to those of real 

people, even if not to the actual number of cloths the}" presented for payment. Because of the 

nature of the source material, the a^-ailable information mosdy relates either to property holdings 

or trading activities. It is not therefore possible to determine the civic of&ces held by more than 

^ 4 Edw r\'^cap.l pp.403-6 
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a few of tlicsc people, nor tlicir occupations. 'Ilic lists included the names of two men who 

were certainly mayors, John liamond of Winchester and John Walker of Southampton. 

Hamond was one of the two joint ulnagers for Hampshire and Winchester in 1466/7. Walker 

made an abortive attempt to become farmer of the ulnage in Southampton in 1483. 

There were one or two lesser of&cials mentioned. Thomas Clerk was bailiff of Winchester,^ 

and John Comish, a draper was an alderman of the City.̂ ^ William Hamond was bailiff of 

Wickham.^ Compared with the rich lists of the 1390s, this is poor stuff Some of the names on 

the list belong to people who Eved outside Winchester or Southampton. Tbomas Asche came 

from CK'̂ erton,̂ ^ and William Bery lived in Whitchurch.^^ John Smith, a tailor &om Alton, sent 

IVz packs of kerseys to Southampton, and incidents such as these give evidence of Alton's 

continued involvement widi the cloth trade. Three men can be identiEed ia the ulnage returns 

as being based on the Isle of Wight. 

The number of occupations diat can be identi&ed is so small that no conclusions can safidy be 

drawn from the list. The most interesting 6ct is that dyers are identifiable, unlike the position in 

1466/7. Robert Gale of "Ramsay" and Thomas Gard were both described as dyers in the 

ulnage return. Robert Warmester was described on die return of 1470/1 as a ''weaver" and 

Thomas Clerk junior as a fuller. There were other clothing tradesmen represented. For 

example, Richard Wattes and John Comish^^ were drapers who lived in Winchester. John 

Coteler was a tailor,^ as was John Smith of Alton.^^ In addition it seems that John Dyer, 

William Dyer and John Smith were either merchants or dyers.̂ "^ Also, it is probable that one or 

two people were primarily carters, such William Hyde.^^ 

:sWSup.ll94. 

^ WS ii p.l20Z Comish was also known as Heniy Putte. 

10439, p.418. 

Lewised., 

T.E. Oldinged., am// (Southampton, 1985) pp.69,70,81. 

MWSuItem74,p.503. 

"WSupp.1203-4. 

T.E. Olding cd., Tk ^ 7 7 - , 9 f j77-f (Southampton, 1985) p.32 

T.E. Olding ed., 7% Bmy&gf BooAr ̂ y & r /-^77-f /J27-f (Southampton, 1985) passim. 

T.E. Olding cd., Bao^ M77-^ aniY / j77-<? (Soudiampton, 1985) pp.39,44,49. 
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Tlius it can be established that the names appearing on die approvers' returns were those of real 

contemporar}' people who were undoubtedly presenting cloths for paymenL It is also dear that 

the returns do not list all the people who were presenting cloths, nor do they reflect accurately 

the numbers of cloths presented by those people who were named. How then were they 

compiled? The Yorkshire returns for the same period are illuminating. They relate to indiwdual 

towns, list one or two names and then add "and others". It is likely that the Hampshire returns 

were compiled in the same way. Without sight of the origiaal records, one cannot ascertain how 

the names were selected. It may have been the 6rst two or three names of the list, or a name 

was selected when a certain number of cloths had been accounted for. There is probably a 

geographical splits in that aE the Alton clodis are attributed to an Alton man, and so on.^^ 

A sufEcient number of the names on the later ulnage returns can be identiSed to show that the 

returns were not wholly woAs of Eciion even if they did not show the names of all the 

taxpayers, with the exception of the return of 1466/7. There is no reason to thinlr that the 

names recorded on the later letums were selected other than randomly, so they cannot even be 

used to identify the larger taxpayers. Thus the names after 1466/7 are useless for making any 

balanced statement about the industry in the decade to 1478. Nonetheless, the names seem to 

be real and can be used to give an impression, of some of the men who were dealing in 

broadcloths in Hampshire in those years. 

Summary and Conclusions 

The records from the 1460s and 1470s lack the richness of those of the 1390s. This is pardy 

because some of them were abbreviated and pardy because the trade was less vibrant than it had 

been in the eadier years. It is die records from this period that have particulady been 

condemned as fraudulent and one of the objects of this work has been to re-examine that 

charge. 

The Grst fixture of the particular records for Hampshire compiled in the 1460s and 1470s was 

that they fell into two distinct t)'pes. The return of 1466/7 was in the same form as the returns 

that have survived firom the earlier period. It is full of detail and minutiae which a fraudster 

The other possibility is that individuals subcontracted (ot the tax on so many cloths and acted as sub-ulnagec or as agents, 
arranging for the tax to be paid. There is noticing to suggest tliat this was so, but it is a possibility', in tlie same way as modern 
shippii^ %cnts arrange (or importers' goods to be presented to customs and for tlie ^-adous charges to be calculated and paid. 
It may be tliat one day, some record will come to liglit wiiich will help ro unravel this problem. 
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would be unlikely to invent. It has names of contemporary people, and the mix of tlicir 

activities is not inconsistent with the mix found from the earlier returns. ITius there is no reason 

to believe that this return was dishonestly compiled. 

However, the returns from the period 1467 to 1478 were of a different t)'pe. The number of 

names has been much reduced and the individual towns of Hampshire in which the ulnage was 

paid were no longer mentioned. There is no reason to think that the men named in these 

returns did not pay ulnage. Conversely, there is no reason to think that (hey paid the amounts of 

ulnage attributed to them. Indeed, the contemporary returns f rom other counties, such as 

Yorkshire, state that the lists of names were incomplete. The number of cloths which have been 

ninaged have been grouped together, or consolidated, and attributed to a f i ^ of the ulnage 

payers. How theic names were selected is not apparent. The result is diat we have a short list 

and not one Grom \Wiich we can draw any useful conclusions about the ulnage payers, but not a 

list that is a work of Sction. It was probably based on fact, but not on all the facts. The result is 

disappointing and severely restricts the usefWness of the records, but they do not provide the 

basis for damning the whole class of records. 
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Chapter 7 Conclusion 

The purpose of this work has been to examine the sur^-i '̂ing records relating to England's &rst 

excise duty, and to seek to establish their value in the study of economic and social history in the 

fifteenth centur}\ The subsidy on woollen cloth was granted as compensation to Edward III for 

the income from the sale of cloths that his ulnagers were seizing on the grounds of non-

conformity with statute measure. At the same bme, his ulnagers were granted the right to charge 

a fee for their services in measuring such cloths, and the two functions were joined together. 

Cloth measiure was a continuing matter of concern to those with an interest in the cloth trade 

throughout the latter half of the fourteenth century, the Sfteenth century and beyond, but has 

not been a major theme of this work. 

When considering the ulnage records, a general caveat about their usefulness should not be 

overlooked. Although thesej^cords are a valuable source for the study of the cloth trade in the 

fourteenth and Efteenth centuries, it is necessary to remember that the subsidy only applied to 

heavy woollen cloths, and any study based on the ulnagp is necessarily skewed by an unknown 

amount. The subsidy did not apply to the cheaper grades of woollen cloth nor to cloth made of 

other fabrics; neither did it apply to worsted-spun doths made of wool: it related only to a 

segment of the market. Nonetheless, the woollen-cloth industry was of such major importance 

in medieval E n g ^ d , that the ulnage records as a source cannot be ignored despite their inherent 

limitations. 

This work has examined the ulnage records between 1394 and 1485 because the}^ are the fullest 

set of records and derive Gcom a time when E n g ^ d ' s woollen cloth trade was vibrant. The 

study was undertaken despite die criticisms of the ulnage records made by Eleanor Carus-

Wilson; her views have been addressed where relevant. Carus-Wilson's criticisms concerned 

the later Particular accounts, compiled in the years firom the mid-1460s to 1478, althougjh her 

findings have been popularly generalised to condemn all the ulnage records as fiaudulent The 

ulnage records are more extensive than Particular returns from the 1460s and 1470s; this study 

set out to examine all t^'pes of ulnage records, and not merely one part. The Ulnage Rolls and 

their associated documents were examined. These were already recognised as ulnage documents 

and have been examined, at least in part, by a number of people. Further research revealed that 

other records relating to the administration of the ulnage had also sunwed, and these were to be 
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found variously in the Fine Rolls, the Patent Rolls and the Qose Rolls. Hardly anyone has used 

these sources in connection with the ulnage, and, as has been explained in the preceding 

chapters, their study has revealed much about the administration of the ulnage in Efteenth-

century England. 

Attention has been drawn to (he few published transcriptions of ulnage records, of Wiich there 

are but a few Particular returns and no extmcts &om the Ulnage Rolls. The publications 

have made sigoiEcant advances in the study of the ulnage records have been discussed. This 

discussion drew attention to the wo& undertaken by others in interpreting and using the 

records, as did Carus-Wilson herself on occasion. Those who have searched and used the 

ulnage records have generally found them to be of use. No one else, ^&iio haa undertaken 

primary research, has produced such sweeping condemoatioa as did Carus-Wilson, al(hoi%^ 

her words have caused subsequent writers to issue cautions about the later Particular returns. 

This study has shown that, apart &om the abbreviated Particular returns of the 1460s and 

1470s, the ulnage records have a place as a useful source for the study of Gfkenth-century 

economic history of E n g ^ d , and a number of aspects have been considered in this wodc. 

Carus-Wilaon's Criticisms 

Eleanor Carus-Wilson set out her objections to the ulnage records in a powerful article entitled 

"The Aulnagp Accounts: A Criticism".^ In her opening she drew attention to the fact that the 

ulnage accounts were being used as a source by her contemporaries, but warned that many of 

the ulnagers' statements "̂ prove to be as barren of information as were the conventional 

medieval "proo6 of age'". She was woAing primarily on West country returns that have 

survived from the mid-1460s to 1478 as these are a mote or less complete set of returns. She 

had rejected the Particular accounts &om the b^;inning of the century on the grounds that 

kerseys were excluded and on the grounds that they were a less complete series of records. On 

the second point, the Hampshire records bear out her criticism; die eady Particular returns 

have not all survived. Her other criticism, drawing attention to the absence of kerseys, is not 

valid in the case of Hampshire; kerseys were mentioned by name in the returns from 1394 

onwards. 

^ E.M. Carus-^MIson, "The Aukuge Accounts: A Cnticism", repnnted in E.M. Caius-Wlson, M w k W 
yeWkw.; (London, 1967) pp..279-291. The ooginal aiticle was panted in Econ. H.R. 2"^ Ser. 1, (1929). 
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Wliilc the facts of the rccords castigntcd by her arc not generally in dispute, alternative 

interpretations have been offered for some of them. She based her observations on one section 

of the rccords, and these were considered in chapter 6, where the later Particular returns were 

discussed, l l iose returns have to be seen in their context, and must not be allowed to ser\'e as 

the basis for damning the whole body of records. With the exception of Carus-Wilson, all the 

authors mentioned had found some of the Particular returns to be usefiil, although those writing 

after 1929 were carefiil to diffiarentiate between the Particular records written around 1400, and 

those compiled around 1470. No authority regards the authenticity of the earlier records as 

suspect, while there are grave doubts about some of the latter. 

Carus-Wilson had examined the figures from a series of returns for the period 1467 to 1478, and 

pointed out that for some of the returns relating to West country counties "the number of cloths 

is more than once repeated and that the last two sets of Egures, for two years and one and a half 

years, are contrived by a very simple calculation". When the Hampshire returns were examined, 

they were not obviously flawed in this way. There may be a repeated return for the years 

1469/70 and 1470/71. It is dif&cult to tell whether there were two returns, or whether there 

were two copies of one return, and none for the other year.- Apart &om this doubtful case, the 

returns from Hampshire are all different They contain different names and amounts of doth. 

However, the total of the final return, which only covered eighteen months, unlike the previous 

return for two years, was, as Carus-Wilson said, apparendy calculated by Ending three-quarters of 

the prei^ous total, and names and numbers of cloths were undoubtedly made to St the required 

total Thus the returns are not reliable as indicators of the state of the cloth trade, and her 

strictures about the inadequacies of these returns are borne out. As she said, "their evidence as 

to progress or decline in the cloth industry is far from com^incing". The comparison of these 

returns with the farms diat immediately followed them suggests that the approvers were not 

accounting for all the cloths, or were not collecting all the money that they should have been. 

We can wonder whether the approvers, most notably Richard More, were s)^stematically 

defiauding the Exchequer, or whether they were operating a &jWo s^^stem of farming, in which 

they accounted for an agreed number of cloths, or whether both practices were at worL 

- E 101/346/25 and E101/347/3 exist as rwo scpaatc membtancs and one of Acm is in a poor condition; so it is not possible to 
dccide wliich yeacs they relate to. The names and payments are identica], so tliey probably ate t%o copies of the return (br 
1470/71. I Io%'c\'eq tliis means tliat dierc is no sur\'i\ing return (or die year 1469/70. 
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Carus-Wilson next turned her attention to the lists oF names, which she described as "n 

fortuitous concourse of names and numbers recurring at random". She supports this by 

showing how the names on the Wiltshire returns were "re-cycled" across a series of accounts. 

The names on die Hampshire returns for the period have been tabulated,^ and the same 

phenomenon is not generally observed, nor is the repeated pattern of numbers of cloths, 

a l thou^ there is no reason to think that the numbers of cloths attributed to specific names 

bears any relation to the truth. Carus-WHson was critical of the way in which only one or two 

names were listed 6:0m each district within the counter. It is clear that the names were not the 

names of all the taxpayers; in some of the returns this was made apparent with phrases such as 

'et aliis' being appended; thus there was no attempt to deceive by such a presentation, albeit that 

it is not what Parliament required. It is clearly not possible to use the names that are provided 

on these returns in any useful study of the ulnage. Carus -^^on ' s further criticisms of the 

inadequacies of the names, while correct, therefore become irrelevant, because the lists of names 

are useless. 

These later Particular accounts, which can be said to be 'consolidated', have therefore largely to 

be discounted in any study of the ulnage. It is a pity, because they appear to have great promise. 

However, the 6c t that this group of returns is largely useless, does not negate all the rest of the 

ulnage records, &om which much can be learned, and not only about the medie\'al cloth trade. 

It is also true that not all the returns from the 1460s were of the truncated, useless vadet}\ A f i ^ 

were compiled in the same way as those of the 1390s, with many names and much detail; they 

may therefore be assumed to bear a much closer approximation to the truth.'^ 

The National Records 

The original sources comprise the two Ulnage Rolls and their associated Particular returns, 

which have not been calendared. In addition, the Patent Rolls, the Fine Rolls and the Qose 

Rolls were found to contain much that was of use. These latter sources have been very litde 

used in the study of the ulnage, and it has been shown that they add signiGcandy to an 

understanding of the administration of the ulnage. A simple comparison was made between the 

information in the Ulnage Rolls and that in the Fine RoUs, sufGcient to establish that they were 

^ See Appendix 20. 

'' It is only by examining the indiiidual Pamcuiar returns tliat useful returns can be identiGcd. 
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consistent with cach other and therefore they re-inforce cach other, rather tlian conflicting. ITiis 

helps to underpin the case that the records were based in Fact and were not 'works of art". 

Despite the difficulties of the Rfteenth centui:}', such as international war, a major recession and 

changes of monarch as a result of cî Tl war, the administration largely kept going. A good deal 

of work went into the administration of the ulnage by the Exchequer, and the records that have 

survived serve as a case study of the late medie '̂̂ al civil service at work.^ There were problems, 

but the records indicate that, generally, ulnagers or farmers were appointed when needed, and 

not many errors were made in the technical side of the appointments. The farmers and ulnagers 

were not necessarily appointed on terms most favourable to the crown, but that may be a 

judgement made with the bene6t of hindsight Furthermore, the Exchequer imposed sufBcient 

discipline that the returns seem to have been received reasonably prompdy. It is likely that the 

Exchequer gave directions about the form of returns: the switch from detailed returns in the 

mid-1460s to the abbreviated ones that followed was so commonly made, that it can only have 

come about in an orchestratal f^hion. 

The Exchequer not only received the returns from the ulnagers but audited them as welL The 

names of the auditors were written on many of the returns and were noted on the Ulnage Roll 

The same names appear over many years, so the auditors undoubtedly understood the returns 

with which they were dealing. The civil servants managed to discipline the ulnagers into a f ^ 

degree of regular behaviour, which is a tribute to dieir continuing centralised authority and 

somewhat at variance with the animadversions that have been cast by Steel and others on the 

fifteenth-century Exchequer. Even the fact that no records are apparent for Hampshire between 

1405 and 1422, except for a couple of records of seized cloth, does not mean that no revenue 

was collected. It simply suggests that returns were not required. The Exchequer clerks cleady 

exercised control over the men appointed to collect the money. Despite the lapse in the 

Hampshire records, the Exchequer ofScials normally insisted on, and received, returns, and in 

the format they had decreed. They audited the returns, and checked the money against the 

accounts that were submitted... For all its imperfections, and despite the difEculties of a very 

disturbed century, the ulnage was collected and remitted to the Exchequer. The required records 

were kept, and have largely sur\'ivcd to tell their stor)% 

^ This area of study was whoUy unexpected by mysclF when I embi&ed on tliis work. 
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Occasionally, the aclministnition was helped along by the Exchequer clerks themselves 

becoming in\'olved in the ulnagc. They were most likely to become mainpernors, although on a 

few occasions one or other of them would contract to farm the ulnagc. There were other 

occasions when mainprise was "Found in the Exchequer", which suggests there were difficulties 

in Gnding people to guarantee the farmers. The fact that they vere appointed on such terms, 

suggests that the Exchequer considered it important to continue to find men to undertake the 

work. 

Not only were the returns audited, but there must have been some form of monitoring of 

appointments and of receipt of returns, although the mechanics are not apparent. Occasional 

duplicate appointments were made, but usually only when the Exchequer was likely to have been 

under heavy pressure because of political crises. There ate some instances when no 

appointments can be discerned, but it seems unlikely that no provision was made to collect the 

tax; evidence in support of this hypothesis has been produced. 

During the 90 years under review, the administration changed &om directly-employed ulnagers, 

to farmers and then to approvers, and GnaHy reverted to farmers. The initial change to farmers 

occurred in 1403 and the s^^stem had certain advantages in that the returns needed less auditing 

than detailed Particular accounts. Provided that the farm fees were submitted as agreed, the 

farmers could keep such records as they saw 6t without external interference. If the farm was 

too hig^, no one would take it: if too low, there would be competitive bidding. One drawback 

of farming was that it would not be quickly sensitive to an increase in income, and the surplus 

would therefore be collected by the farmer and not made available to the Crown. It is likely that 

Edward IV and his advisors based their ideas of the proStability of the ulnage on the high 

Ggures current around 1450 and thought that farm f ^ s were too low: hence the change to 

administration by directly-employed approvers. The low level of income received &om the 

approvers was probably not wholly the result of their culpabilit)i it is likely that the industry was 

going through a difGcult period for at least some of their period in of&ce. 

Edward IV brought in two experiments at once. He extended to the ulnage bis system of 

controlling the royal estates through a system of managers, and he experimented with regional 

administration. It is possible, but by no means certain, that one or other experiment mig^t have 

succeeded, but the two parts of the experiment did not support each other and together they 

failed. It was probably too early in England's histor)' to attempt regional administration as a 
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basis ibf tax collcction when there was little or no existing provision for such a structure. Not 

surprisingly, it did not work well, partly because of the difficulty in setting up relatively stable 

groups of counties and hence establishing any firm framework. 

Examination of the Patent RoUs and the Close Rolls revealed how the ulnage income was used. 

It was medieval practice for kings, when making grants, to attach the pa}'ments to specific 

sources of income. Thus it is possible to see where much of the rei^eaue from the ulnage wenL 

The primary recipients of the income were members of the king's household staff) above menial 

status but lowEer than noble courtiers. These were the men who rate footnotes, at best, in 

studies of medieval kings, but when the expenditure of ihe ulnage is considered (hey achieve a 

prominence that they otherwise lack; and so it is possible to look at a very speci&c group of 

royal attendants and to focus attention on their rewards. Thus the ulnage records cast ligjht on 

Efteenth-century "royal housekeeping". Most of it went towards the expenses of maintaining 

the court with suitable pomp. The men who were paid &om the ulnage were the upper servants 

- those with whom the king t a d personal contact, such as h^ yeomen of the body - men who 

were essential to the running of the royal household but who were not the great ofEcers of state. 

These men were socially on a par with many of the ulnagers, and some of them farmed the 

ulnage, so again the study has revealed more of this social group.^ 

In considering the ulnagers, attention was Erst paid to the question of who was likely to become 

an ulnager or farmer of the ulnage. In the earlier records, it was ob^rious that many of the 

ulnagers were leading men in the communities for which they held of&ce. The cf&ce appealed 

to substantial merchants or tradesmen in provincial towns, or the minor gentry in the counties. 

These groups became less well represented as time went on, and increasingly the ofEce holders 

came from London. It was not the merchants of London ^aiio took over the ofEces, but men 

associated with the court, whether they were minor gentr)"̂  or merchants. The Gnancial state of 

these courtiers is perhaps illustrated by the fact that they m i ^ t be recipients of the ulnage 

income or they mig^t farm it, but they do not seem to have fHt able to give mainprise unlike die 

earlier count)"^ ofScials. The ulnage posts did not appeal to the Erst rank of merchants, nor to 

members of the baronial class, for whom the rewards were not large e n o u ^ Conversely the}^ 

were unsuitable for minor tradesmen, who would not have the contacts or the Gnance to carr}' 

out the work. CK-er the time under review the emphasis shifted firom local men taking of&ce to 

^ The gmiiB made to [he Cit)' of Vilnchestcr and to tlie monks of Hinton Charterhouse were anomalies and not t\-pica] of the -̂ay 
in which the ulnage income was used. 
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outsiders using it as an investment By chancc, the study of the ulnagcrs has provided an insight 

into the acti\'itics of a stratum of socict}' not oAen obscr\'cd. The ulnagcrs, and their 

mainpernors, were locally important tradesmen, minor officials of court, or less often, members 

of the civil service. The ulnagers were men of the social class of Justice Shallow, FalstafPs faend 

in Shakespeare's Henry TV, who were not wealthy enough to live as gcndemen, except by 

supplementing their incomes. 

The actual work undertaken by the ulnagers and their staffs must be a matter of speculation, 

because there are no details in the records. The appointment of deputies was envisaged in the 

legislation, unlike diat for customs officials, who were normally required to undertake the work 

themselves. However, the numbers and terms of appointments of these ulnagers' deputies were 

not stated. They were rarely mentioned and most commonly only in connection with the 

seizure of cloth. 

The farmers, approvers and,-Dccasionally, a direcdy-employed u lnag^ had to be underwritten by 

mainpernors. By studying the information available in the Fine RoUs about the ulnagp ofEcials 

and their mainpernors it is possible to develop a proSle of the men who administered the ulnage 

in the counties. The aspirant farmers asked their 6iends or relatives to provide mainpose for 

them. This closeness was demonstrated when it was shown diat individuals mig^t be 

mainpernor on one occasion and ulnager on another. The occupations of the farmers and 

mainpernors have been examined and it was apparent that becoming ulnager was not the sole 

preserve of men already in the clolh trade. Being of suitable standing in the community seemed 

to be more important than being a cloth trader. 

The average length of time served by an ulnager was less than four years. This average was 

made up of many short terms in of&ce, especially in die 1390s, and some long spells, especially 

in the years between 1410 and 1440. Long-ser\?ing of&cials could not be established in the 

middle years of the century because the frequent changes of monarch meant widespread new 

appointments, and Edward IVs change to approvers meant that the farmers were nearly all 

replaced. Most ulnagers served singly, although there were some partnerships, especially in 

counties where once the major cloth producing town had had its own ulnage. Apart from this 

factor, there are no identifiable reasons that influenced men to take on the work singly or in 

groups. Most ulnagers administered one count)^, but a few were appointed to administer pairs of 

counties, or in East A n g ^ larger groups. It was noticeable that, after the accession of Henr)' 
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IV, places that were uneconomic to administci" were amalgamated with others to make more 

efRcicnt units. 

Farming was, of course, most successful when trade was buoyant and there was plenty of profit 

to be made; at other times there appear to have been difficulties in recruiting farmers. The 

relative pro Stability of the ulnage can be g ^ p s e d by comparing the number of cloths for which 

ulnage was accounted and the number of cloths exported, although these comparisons can only 

be made in those years when the ulnage was 6rmed. Most noticeably, the 1440s stand out as a 

period when farming was worthwhile, certainly in the laiger cloth-producing counties, for many 

more cloths were being exported than the number on which the Crown was receiving ulnage 

fises. 

The hig^ fises of the 1450s probably arose &om pro Stable years in the 1440s which led various 

men to make large high bids for farms in the 1450s. The subsequent collapse in prices shows 

that these bids could not be sustained. During (he 1420s, 1430s and 1440s some men stayed in 

ofGce for many years and there was a general air of settled continuity. This was destroyed in the 

1450s when a^ressive bidding for farms led to an unsettled period especially in some counties. 

At the end of the 1450s the value of famis dropped substantially, and the change of monarch in 

1460 brouglit in its train a host of new appointments, as did the bdef restoration of 1470. In the 

1460s Edward IV changed from farming the ulnage to appointing approvers to administer it. 

However, the scheme was unpopular and in 1478 he reverted to farming the revenue. 

The ulnage was ever a minor tax, but it is the source of much information about the broadcloth 

industr)% It produced a small amount of revenue, rarely more than ^(800 in a year and often far 

less. Nonetheless, by studying the farm fises it is possible to determine the main cloth centres of 

Efteenth-centur)'^ England and to study, in broad terms, their rise and fall, both relatively and 

absolutely. When these Egures are augmented by the records of payments by directly-employed 

ulnagers an even better profile can be obtained. The Hampshire records are detailed enough to 

map the onset of the decline of Winchester's trade, which was so catastrophic in the Hfteenth 

centur^r. 

The records have enabled national trends in ulnage income to be established, Their study has 

also revealed the relative importance of the woollen-cloth industry^ in different parts of England. 

They make it possible to identify the centres of production and to gain an idea of the numbers 
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of cloths being produced. Tlic variations in farm fees provide a coarsc picture of the changes in 

production as the century progressed; which is better than that obtaining fbr any other branch 

of the cloth industry, althougli far firom perfect. Therefore, the figures can be used to show the 

relative importance of different counties, both statically and dynamically, as well as giving an 

idea of the volume of cloths being produced. 

The ulaage records ha\re been used to identify' the places where the main centres of the 

broadcloth industry could be found. It is clear that whereas most counties had some 

commercial broadcloth production, the main concentrations were in the West country, in 

Eastern England and in Yorkshire. Only seven counties paid ulnage farm fees above the 

national average, so these seven counties, together with the three counties that were just below 

the average, contained the majority of the industry. The grants of ofSce of ulnager, or farmer, 

can also be used to show where individual towns were important within their counties so far as 

cloth production was concerned, and thus give a glimpse of the 6ctors at work within counties. 

The Sfteenth century saw the decline of several of the successAil cloth towns of the fourteenth 

century, and there is some e^'idence of dispersal of production to smaller centres. The cloth 

trade was affected by the disputes with England's trading partners in the middle years of the 

centur}% but, despite that, the number of cloths exported remained above the levels achieved at 

the beginning of the centur^i and production was buoyant overall The ulnage did not fWly 

reflect the most productive years, because farming was not sensitive enough fbr the crown to 

take advantage of laige increases in production. 

It is easiest to follow the variations in ulnage income firom the records granting farms, although 

they only tell part of the stor)-. Some changes in farm income to the crown were due to 

alterations in the administration of the ulnage in individual counties as they moved between 

being farmed and being administered direcdy. Other fluctuations arose from differences in the 

size of farm fees of farm payable fbr individual counties. It has not been possible to identify the 

reasons for these changes, but plotting them enables the size and timing of shifts to be obsen^ed; 

and it must be left to local historians to End the detailed reasons for them. Similarly, ulnage farm 

fees gi '̂e no hint of short term changes in the woollen-cloth industq\ Nevertheless, farming 

must reflect, at least broadly, the volume of cloth being produced in any gh^en area. It is thus 

reasonable to use these Ggures to determine which counties were responsible fbr the major 

amounts of woollen cloth and at what times. 
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Hampshire and its Taxpayers 

Once the general framework had been established, it was worthwhile to examine the Hampshire 

records in detail. The figures for Hampshire have been the subject of close scrutiny, which 

revealed that the farm fees of the County followed the national trends and were unexceptional 

However, once the Particular returns Grom the Count}"̂  were studied, a much more interesting 

picture emerged. These showed how pre-eminent ^]^chester was in the 1390s, when the 

ulnage income fix)m die City was two, three or more times that &om the rest of the County. By 

1466, the income from Winchester was less than that of (he rest of the Counter, which had not 

changed very much. The implications, for Winchester, of the collapse of the industry must have 

been appalling. The decline of Winchester in the Sfteenth century has been recognised before, 

but these figures help to highlight its eclipse in a dramatic way. 

It has been possible to identify many of the Winchester people in the Erst cluster of returns, and 

some of those fixam the CJunty, a l t hou^ none Eom the Isle of It was apparent that 

only about half the people who could be identified were primarily cloth workers. It was quite 

obvious that many people were presenting to the ulnagers cloths that they could not have made 

themselves; nor were they likely to have processed them. Thus it became apparent that the cloth 

industry: was drawing in capital from outside itself. The industry relied heavily on external 

Gnancing, but in return offered investment opportunities to people with spare capital In view 

of the length of time it would take to produce and Gnish a cloth, this need of Gnance by the 

producers is hardly surprising. Carus-Wilson used the presence of non-clothiers on the returns 

that she condemned as one piece of evidence that they were fraudulent^ In view of the 

evidence of the Hampshire ulnage returns, this does not seem a valid aigument It would have 

been more surprising if all the names had been those of clothiers, not that some were engaged in 

other business. Her detailed critique of the '̂alidit}^ of the names in most of the later Particular 

returns is undoubtedly justiEed, and those lists of names cannot be taken as meaningfiil in any 

way; but this speciEc criticism was not ^^alid. 

The Cit)" and County were ulnaged separately for the first ten years but once they were 

combined the ulnage in Hampshire was largely administered under the super\'ision of the 

authorities of the Cit)' of Winchester. Hampshire was unique in that the Corporation of 

' E.M. Carus-Wlkon, "The Aulnage Accounts: A Criticism", repdnted in EM. Canis-Wikon, Ma&na/AjfrrW/ P (wA/nn. (London, 
p.2B5. She suggested that tadea buying tlie cloth for export were not likely to ha^t been organising its production. 
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Winchester kept a vcr}' tight hold on tlie administration of the ulnage locally, which does not 

seem to have been the case witli any other corporation. This conccm undoubtedly arose from 

die fact that the Cit)̂  was the chief bencGciary of the Hampshire ulnage revenues. The 

inten-endon of the City authorities undoubtedly had a stabilising effect on the administration of 

the ulnage in Hampshire, although they could not keep the arrangements running smoothly after 

1460. 

Most of the ukiagers were leading men of the City, and many mainpernors came firom 

Hampshire. If the comments of the Winchester Corporation in 1442 were any guide, it would 

appear that most of the Hampshire ulnagers actively participated in the administration of the 

ulnage and therefore their presence was necessary for the smooth running of the operadoa. 

Locally-available ulnagers would have been more likely to ensure that the business of ulnage was 

done in a way that was satisfactory to those affected by it, especially if they lived amongst the 

taxpayers. Because Hampshire's ulnagers were local men, the County did not have external 

ulnagers; neither Exchequer ofScials, nor royal household servants, were farming this ubiage. 

In summar)% the difference between 1394 and 1466 was that much less tax was being collected. 

It came firom fewer people, aldiougli the average payment per person remained very similar. 

The very large Enanciers had gone by the 1460s, and they had been replaced by a larger number 

of middle-sized dealers who were to be found in the County as well as in Winchester. 

Winchester had suffered an appalling collapse of trade. Southampton's trade was down by a 

third over its 1394 level but: firom a much lower starting point. 

The ulnage return of 1466-7 showed a dramatic decline in the broadcloth industry in Hampshire, 

most especially in Winchester, although the ulnage records give no indication of movements in 

the levels of production of lesser cloths. The decline is clearly seen in Winchester where there 

the revenue fHl from ^58 18s 2d to ;(̂ 12 l i s 2d. This was a drop of ;^46 7s Od, more than the 

net drop for the Count)'^ as a whole. The conventional wisdom is that the cloth trade left the 

towns and moved into thc countr^'side. These Bgures show some evidence of that, but the 

increase in the Count}"̂  Ggures no way compensate for the contraction in those of Winchester. 

What we see here is an overall, and ver}' large, drop in production and not a relocation of 

industr)^ of any significance. Those citizens of Winchester, who in 1411 were petitioning to be 

allowed to produce cloth outside the Cit}% were, in effect attempting to shore up an industry' in 

decline, not merely tr^'ing to earn extra proGt by Ending cheaper labour. 
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T]6f 

There were two clusters of Particular returns in which ihe names of taxpayers were listed. The 

Erst cluster came from (he decade following 1394. The second cluster came from the decade 

around 1470, of vtiich only that for the year 1466/7 can be considered useful. 

When (he Egures for Winchester around 1400 were examined, it was found that 4% of the 

taxpayers, 17 men, accounted for 30% of the payments.^ Each of these men accounted for 96 

or more cloths in the four returns for which details are available. The occupations of 16 of 

these 17 men is known. As with the ix^ole sample, half of them were associated with the 

clothing trade. This means that half of them were not primarily described by association with 

die clothing trade, and yet they were presenting some of the laigest numbers of dolhs in 

Winchester. This example re-enfbrces the statement that the ta^ayers came from a wide 

commercial base. The larger taxpayers were not primarily working doth producers, but 

merchants. The evidence points to die conclusion (hat die people who presented cloths to (he 

ulnagers were dealing in cloth and not primarily producing it 

An examination was made of the records relating to fraud. Few cloths were seized, which is 

not surprising when the size of the subsidy is con^ared with the value of (he clo(h. Failure to 

pay was caking a very large risk relative to the amount (hat was levied. Furthermore, because 

taxed cloths were sealed, it was apparent to everyone if untaxed cloths came onto the market. 

When the ownership of seized cloth in Hampshire was examined, it was found that die 

forfeiting owners came &om (he same class of people who were paying the ulnage, and where 

contemporary records exists their names also appear amongst the list of (hose who paid. Thus 

there was not an underclass of tax evaders; those who 6iled to pay were merely a subset of (he 

regular group of taxpayers. There were elaborate procedures to ensure (hat a fair value was 

established for seized clo(h, and these were described, and their existence show (hat the rule of 

law held some sway in (he &Aeen(h century. 

The dudes of ulnagers have been analysed and discussed in the l i ^ t of such evidence as is 

available. It was conduded (hat ulnagers probably visited (hose who needed to pay the tax. 

^ The statement: is confused by the fact that two of the names, John Newman and John Purye, are each known to 
belong to two men. It is not possible to be sure which cloths were the respx)nsibi]ity of which half of either pair. 
This clouds the detail but does not spoil the force of the argument. 
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rather than hn\4ng the clotlis brought to them. Hccause oF this, and to avoid uneconomic 

travelling, they appointed deputies to deal with local needs in die main clotli towns o f the 

Count}', l l i e large number o f ulnage and subsidy seals held in Hampshire has been hi^lighted, 

albeit without any satisfactory' explanation, and the care that was taken of the seals has been 

discussed. 

Conclusion 

What has this study established? First, it has demonstrated that the records surviving fiBm the 

years 1394 to 1485 contain plenty that is worthy of attention: also that the ulnage records 

generally have integrity, although they do not contain all the detail that the local historian would 

like to see. The absence of some Particular returns means that the ulnage records do not allow 

small or short-term variations in the woollen-cloth industry to be observed. However, the 

records do allow major trends to be studied and the fortunes of individual counties to be 

observed. There are, moreover, sufEcient survi^ang records to allow a study of the taxpayers to 

be made. The records of cloths seized, although f ^ , give an indication of the types of cloth 

available and their values, which again is information not easily available. The tax only applied to 

a select range of cloths; the records do not show what else was happening, such as die amount 

of cheap clodi production or anything about the worsted industry. The records have been used 

to study the cloth trade in England, and as a case study of tax administration in Sfteenth-century 

E n g ^ d . Shortcomings in the records after 1467 have been identiEed, but the existence of 

some previously neglected records from the 1460s has been discovered. 

It would be useful if the Ulnage RoHs could be calendared. There is much to leam from a full 

examination of the material, and this work has attempted to suggest a fiamework within which 

such an examination could be given a context. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1 The Hampshire Ulnage Documents 

The ulnage documents consist of two roHs, a number of particular accounts and various ancillary 

records. They are all to be found in the PubUc Record Office in the Exchequer documents. 

Upon the two consecutive Ulnage RoUs^ are enrolled the returns of the ulnagers for the whole 

of England for the entire period. They show who the ulnagers were, what moneys were due, 

and how they were accounted fbr.^ They list any cloth that was seized, together with its worth, 

and usually say from whom it was seized. The enrolled items also contain a record of the seals 

used by the ulnagers because the Exchequer required that a record of their whereabouts was 

maintained. Each membrane is about six feet long and is written on both sides. At the foot of 

each membrane is a list of the entries to be found thereon. These tables of content are correct 

and therefore invaluable. The Grst roll, catalogued by the Public Record Office as E 358/8, 

contains thirteen membranes and covers the period from 1394 to about 1401. The second roD, 

E 358/9, has 6ft)^-two membranes and covers the period from about 1401 to the accession of 

Henry V n in 1485. However, there are no enrolled items for Hampshire in die years between 

1405 and 1415, or for the years between 1417 and 1422 The two rolls, which are written in 

Latin, have not been calendared. 

The documents contain much material pertinent to the administration of the tax, but only the 

associated Particular returns contain Hsts of the people who had paid the tax. Thus they provide 

no opportunit)"^ to study the proGles of individual taxpayers over any meaningfid time-span. For 

three quarters of the period under review, the tax was farmed and the &cmers were therefore 

only required to submit their fees and the general returns, but not the details of who had paid 

what charges. Most of the Particular returns and ancillary documents which pertain to 

Hampshire and Winchester are to be found in the class range E 101/344/10 to E 101/344/17.^ 

These bundles contain some detailed returns showing who paid the ulnage, while other 

membranes contain only the items that were copied onto the rolls. 

' E 358/8 W E 358/9. 

^ This might be by lemission of die money due, by tally, or tlie money miglit liai-e been paid to a designated lecipienL 
Occasionally the money was sho^vn as still be outstanding. 

) A (uH list of the documents searched is given at tlie end of tliis appendix. 
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The catalogue numbers arc not a good guide to the details of (jie suiviving records. Some 

bundles contain single returns such as E 101/344/10, which is the full return for Winchester for 

the period 1394-5, while others arc collections of returns grouped together in no apparent order. 

Thus E 101/344/16 has 13 membranes from various years from Richard II to Edward IV, as 

does E 101/344/17, which has 21 membranes across the same time span. Even more confusing 

is the fact that some documents, which might have been expected to be together, have been 

catalogued separately. For example, the letters patent granted to Nicholas Tanner of \X^chester 

on 2 May 1398 are catalogued under E 101/344/15. The return showing how he has performed 

his ofEce is one of the documents in E 101/344/16, and the particular account showing die 

details of the taxpayers has been catalogued as E 101/344/12. Nonetheless, when all the 

anomalies and difEculties have been resolved, it can be seen that returns exist for the majority of 

the years between 1394 and 1485, apart from the years between 1403 and 1424, for which there 

are hardly any items. 

Apart fcom the returns that-are linked to the Ulnage RoUs, there are some earlier particular 

accounts and other documents relating to Hampshire. There are a f i ^ references to Hampshire 

in E 101/346/6 and E 101/346/7. These two bundles contain items which relate to the ulnage 

payments for imported cloth during the period 1333-5. The next document that is relevant is E 

359/9 which has a few entries relating to Hampshire for the period 1353-8. That document is 

described in the PRO catalogue as a list of subsidy and forfeiture of cloths levied by sheriffs and 

others, and is part of the Chancellors Roll duplicate main series. None of these documents 

contain^much that is relevant to Hampshire, but they appear to be all that has survived for that 

period. The 1360s have left two documents relating to the Hampshire ulnage. E 101/344/8 is 

the lease of ulnage to John of Mottisfbnt, granted in 1366, and written in French. E 101/687/3 

is a similar lease also to John of Mottisfbnt and dated 1368. 

There are also ref^ences to the Hampshire ulnage relating to the years after 1467 which are 

found in returns relating to groups of counties in the south and west of E n g ^ d , of which 

Hampshire was one. Returns that relate to Hampshire are found in E 101/346/22A, which 

contains the returns for Hampshire and Gloucestershire from 1467-9, and E 101/346/25, which 

contains returns for the same counties for 1468, but was probably some sort of draft from which 

E 101/346/22A was prepared. The details of returns relating to Hampshire for the years from 

1471 are variously catalogued under E 101/347/3; E 101/347/7; and E 101/347/10 to E 

101/347/13. 
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There arc four documents, dcsciibcd in the PRO catalogue as containing details about the 

Ilampshire ulnage, which failed to live up to expectation. With one exception, they relate to the 

period before 1394. The Erst of these four documents is E 101 / 6 2 2 / 3 of 13 Richard 11 which is 

catalogued as "Particulars of account of commissioner and inspector of sales of cloth". The 

catalogue lists Hampshire as one of the counties to which it relates, but, on examination, no 

information pertaining to the County was found. Secondly, there is E 101/622/4 which is 

catalogued as one Ele of subsidiary documents from Richard II to Henr)' VI but which contains 

nothing about Hampshire. Thirdly, the catalogue describes E 359/13 as "Subsidy and fbrfiature 

of cloths levied by sheriff and others" from 32 Edward III to 18 Richard II, but the document 

could not be found by PRO staE The 6nal document is catalogued as E 101/667/9 and was 

dated as 1380/81. The PRO catalogue describes it as containing the "names of collectors and 

controllers of ulnage". It consists of four membranes and has Hampshire information as well as 

that from elsewhere. However, the Hampshire list has a heading describing it as a list of the 

administrators of the Poll Tax rather than of die ulnage.'* It contains a list of names, with the 

parts of the County for which- the officials are to act, although Winchester is omitted. Since the 

phrases "collector" and "contra rotulores" are not found in documents associated with the 

ulnage, this list cannot be taken as relating to the ulnage. 

' Tlie Hampsliire list is headed "Nomina CoUcctomm et Contaromlaiurn subsidii anno quarto Regis Ricardi Secundi" Since the 
heading was contcmpomiy, and the catalogue compiled some centuoes later, this document is not regarded by me as an ulnage 
document and has, tegtetfully, been excluded from tins study. 
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Date Reference PRO catalogue description Notes 
18& IPRjcIl 
1394-5 

E 101/344/10 Particulars of accounts of ulnage 
Winchester 4m5 

18& ]9Ricn 
1394-5 

E 101/344/11 Particulars of accounts of ulnage 
Southampton 2ms 

21 &22 RicE 
1398-9 

E 101/344/12 Particulars of accounts of ulnage 
Windiester 3ms 

2 l & 2 2 R i c n 
1398-9 

E 101/344/13 Particulars of accounts of ulnage 
Southampton 3ms 

Temp Ric n E 101/344/14 Particulars of accounts of ulnage 
Southampton Im 

RicH-HenVI E 101/344/15 Subsidiary documents 1 file 
RicH-EdwIV E 101/344/16 Accounts of ulnage Southampton 13 ms global rendering of money 

fi"om farms 
RicE-EdwIV E 101/344/17 Particulars of account of ulnage 

Southampton 21ms 
40 Edwin 1366 E 101/344/8 lease of ulnage Southampton Im Lease to John of Mottisfbnt 

French 
SHenlV LWT" E 101/344/9 Acc of ulnage Southampton Im Faded account but with 

names and places. 
16-17 Hen VI E 101/346/19 Account of ulnage of various counties 
7-9EdwIV E 101/346/22A Particulars of accounts of ulnage [Qos 

and Hants! 
9-lOEdwIV E 101/346/25 Particulars of accounts of ulnage [dos 

and Hants] 
7-8Edwni E 101/346/6 Account of ulnage of imported cloth French 
8-11 Edwin E 101/346/7 Account of ulnage of imported cloth French 
14-16EdwIV E 101/347/10 Particulars of accounts of ulnage [various 

counties] 
16-18 Edw IV E 101/347/11 Particulars of accounts of ulnage [various 

counties] 
22EdwIV-1 
Ricm 

E 101/347/12 Particulars of accounts of ulnage [various 
counties] 

22 Edw IV- 1 
Ricm 

E 101/347/13 Particulars of accounts of ulnage [various 
counties] 

10 Edw IV E 101/347/3 Particulars of accounts of ulnage [dos 
and Hants] 

11-12 Edw IV E 101/347/7 Particulars of accounts of ulnage [Glos 
and Hants] 

RicH E 101/358/8 Ulnage accounts Summary by county and 
major towns. 

RicE E 101/358/9 Ulnage accounts 52m Summary as above. 
13 Ric n E 101/622/3 Particulars of account of commissioner 

and inspector of sales of cloth in Hants 
and other counties Im 

cloth seized in Somerset and 
Bristol only 

RicE-HenVI E 101/622/4 Subsidiary documents 1 file Not Hants 
42 Edw m E 101/667/9 Names of collectors and controllers of 

ulnage 4 mms 
Poll Tax, nof ulnage 

42 Edwin E 101/687/3 Indenture concerning lease of ulnage 
Hants Im 

French 

32 Ed ni to 18 
RicE 

E 359/13 Subsidy and (brfature of cloths levied by 
sheriff and others 

Wrongly catalogued. Not 
found 

31-32 Edwin E 359/9 Subsidy and forfeiture of cloths levied by 
sheriff and others. Chancellors Roll dup 
main series 
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County Gray 1350s Gray 1390s Merrick 
1395-1485 

Heaton 
1460s 

Average 
Rank 

Somerset 5 1 1 2 1 
Bnsto] 2 4 5 5 2 

Yod{shii:e 7 3 4 3 3 

Suffolk 9 6 3 1 A— 
Wiltshire 11 2 2 4 4= 
Hampshire 1 8 10 8 6 
London and Middlesex 4 10 9 13 7= 
Warwickshire 14 5 7 10 7= 
Essex and Hert6)rdshire 18 7 6 6 9 
Berkshire and CWbrd 12 9 11 7 10 
Kent 3 12 13 12 11 
Norfolk and Norwich 13 0 8 14 12 
Gloucester 8 17 16 9 13 

Surrey and Sussex 10 18 12 16 14 
Devon and Cornwall 19 11 17 11 15 
Lincolnshire 6 13 21 20 16 
Donrf 15 17 17 
Northamptonshire and Rutland 15 19 18 15 18 
Shropshire 17 14 15 23 19 
Herefordshire 16 22 20 19 20 
Worcestershire 21 21 19 18 21 

Nottinghamshire 23 16 22 26 22 
Northumberland 20 24 23 22 23 
Cambridge and Huntingdonshire 22 20 27 25 24 
Staffordshire 25 23 24 24 25 
Bedford and Bucking^iamshire 24 27 26 21 26 

27 27 
26" 2^ 2f 

26' 2̂ ^ 2;) 

^ Esdmatcs were made for those counties where not all four works liad placed them. Tliese are indicated by italics. 
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Start Date End Date Years Months Actual 
Payment 

Yearly 
Rate of 

P a y m e n t 

Monthly 
rate 

s d s d i s d 

Winchester 20 /07 /1394 24 /11 /1395 1 5 63 2 6 46 16 6 3 18 0 

Winchester 24 /11 /1395 24 /10 /1397 1 1 1 61 2 0 31 18 0 2 13 4 

Winchester 25 /10 /1397 16 /05 /1398 0 7 20 4 0 36 2 10 3 0 2 

Winchester 02 /05 /1398 07 /02 /1399 0 9 20 17 8 27 2 6 2 5 2 

W i n c h e s t e r 07 /02 /1399 17 /10 /1399 0 8 28 0 8 40 12 0 3 7 8 

Winchester 21 /11 /1399 12 /12 /1400 1 1 38 5 8 36 4 0 3 0 6 

W i n c h e s t e r 12 /12 /1400 0 5 / 0 2 / 1 4 0 1 0 2 8 15 2 58 2 6 4 16 10 

W i n c h e s t e r 0 5 / 0 2 / 1 4 0 1 0 1 / 0 7 / 1 4 0 1 0 5 15 1 10 37 14 8 3 2 10 

Winchester 0 1 / 0 7 / 1 4 0 1 0 3 / 1 0 / 1 4 0 1 0 3 3 17 6 15 0 8 1 5 0 

W i n c h e s t e r 0 3 / 1 0 / 1 4 0 1 13 /01 /1402 0 3 5 4 10 18 15 0 1 11 2 

Winchester 13 /02 /1402 29 /09 /1402 0 8 20 13 10 32 19 8 2 15 0 

Winchester 29 /09 /1402 29 /09 /1403 1 0 32 1 1 6 32 11 6 2 14 2 

Average 34 10 0 2 17 6 

Hampshire 20 /07 /1394 24 /11 /1395 1 4 20 2 2 14 18 2 1 4 10 

Hampshire 22 /11 /1395 07 /05 /1397 1 5 31 10 10 21 13 8 1 16 2 

Hampshire 07 /05 /1397 07704/1398 0 1 1 20 1 0 21 15 8 1 1 6 2 

Hampshire 07 /04 /1398 01 /05 /1398 0 1 1 0 0 15 4 2 1 5 6 

Haz^shire 01 /05 /1398 01 /05 /1399 1 0 14 2 2 14 2 2 1 3 8 

Hampshire 17 /10 /1399 2 6 / 0 1 / 1 4 0 1 1 3 4 1 8 3 4 0 0 5 6 

Hampshire 2 6 / 0 1 / 1 4 0 1 1 4 / 1 1 / 1 4 0 1 0 1 0 2 3 6 2 14 2 0 4 8 

Hampshire 1 4 / 1 1 / 1 4 0 1 12 /11 /1402 1 0 2 6 10 2 7 0 0 4 0 

Hampshire 14 /11 /1402 12 /11 /1403 1 0 4 0 2 4 0 8 0 6 8 

Average 11 2 2 0 18 8 
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Appendix 4 Payments Made From The 'Ulnage' Incomc Of Oxfordshire And Berkshire 

Many of die grants of revenue rcceivcd firom the ulnagc wcres attnbuced to speciGc receipts. 

The grants of the income from the farm fees of Oxford and Berkshire arc used to illustrate the 

difGculties of keeping track of revenue which is so specifically allocated. 

The Erst mention, after 1394, of the income Grom the two counties occurs in December 1399, 

when Henr}r IV granted (̂[10 annually to Robert Mode, his esquire, for In 1402, Ralph 

Pope, a yeoman of the king's chamber was granted 6d a day for life. This replaced another grant 

that he had been receiving. Pope was dead by 1417, and Henry V re-aHocated his grant to John 

Broun, a servant in the King's chamber. 

In 1422 three king's serjeants claimed a total of (̂̂ 19 2s 6d for services to Henry V t h r o u ^ a 

grant made by the King but never executed. Their claim was honoured after his death and was 

to be paid firom the income from the ulnage and subsidy of Oxford and Berkshire.^ This was a 

feasible grant because the farm for the two counties then stood at In the following year, 

1423, Robert Dauson, one of the three was appointed padier of the king's parks of Ellham and 

his grant of wages for that ofSce was speci5cally stated to be additional to his share of the 

money already granted to him.^ In 1427 William Say, another of the three, but then described as 

yeoman of the crown, claimed 6d a day from the issues of the counties of Oxford and Berkshire, 

in addition to his share of the (̂̂ 19 2s 6d from the ulnage revenues, as did the third member of 

the triumvirate, Adam Penycoke.^ Thus by 1424, all three men were receiving payments 

additional to their share of the ulnage money. Therefore it was necessary to keep sets of records 

showing the allocation of the various fimds from which they were paid, unless the whole system 

depended on the recipients pursuing payment themselves with litde central oversi^t. 

By 1437 Robert Dauson was stated to have been granted ;(̂ 9 l i s 4d from the ulnage of Oxford 

and Berkshire.^° Since this was a half rather than a third of the original grant, the implications 

are that Penycoke had died, although he had been ali '̂e in 1427. _ In 1444, William Crosby, a 

^ GzZ fa t p.118 1399 Dec 1. 

' CaL PuL Rolls, Hen VI, 1422-1429^ p.43, 1422 Dec 16. 

^ CaZ fat M, W22-/42.P, p.109 1423 July 6, 

' CaL Pal Rolls . Hai M, 1422-1429, p.410 1427 July 8. Note: This grant was from other re\'enue from those two countics, not 
Aom the ulnage and subsidy income. 

to Ca! far. Hw T'?, /-f j & W / . p.18 1437Jan 12 
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dcfk of the signet, was granted /^4 IGs 8d from the ulnagc of tlie two countics." The farm 

stood at ;;̂ 24, so the revenue firom the ulnagc would have been no more than 13s 4d. By 

1445 the inadequacies in the drafting of his original grant had become apparent and it was 

replaced by one that encompassed both subsidy and ulnage, and the sum increased slightly to ^ 4 

17s 6d.'^ He was also granted an attachment for his arrears, which shows that he had not been 

paid/^ In 1452 William Say and Robert Dauson claimed arrears of ^19 2s 6d per annum from 

November 1449. '̂* Thus the total grant of the revenues &om the combined counties was ^24. 

From 1428, the farm had been ^{24 or more, so the grants were realistic. 

In February 1471 the revenues &om Oxford and Berkshire, then farmed at (̂[30, together with a 

charge of ^[30 on Somerset and Dorset, were granted to John Plummer, knight and keeper of 

the great wardrobe.^^ Since both the farm and the grant were arranged during the brief 

restoration of Henr^r VI, it is unlikely that either took effect. In 1472 the revenues were paid to 

Maurice Kedwelly, who, amongst his other duties, was Surveyor of the king's castles.^^ In 1474 

there was another re-organisation and die income was paid to J o h n Elryngton, treasurer of the 

royal household for a while, together with most of the rest of the iilnage and subsidy income.^^ 

In 1475 Robert Grene, the king's minstrel, was granted ten marks a year for life.^^ In addition to 

the grant of income, there was also an order made that he be paid arrears, backdated to 

September 1473.^^ In 1482 a charge of 12d a day was granted to Thomas Lye the "king's 

Serjeant at arms as William Thirkeld had".^ If Thirkeld had had money from the ulnage, it was 

not enrolled. 

This tracing of payments made ficom die ulnage re '̂̂ enues of Oxford and Berkshire shows that 

they were realistically related to the income that had been contracted firom the farmers. The 

money may not always have been paid promptly, but it was not over-committed. 

" CoL Pat Rolls, Hen I'l, 1441-1446, p.255 1444 Mar 15. Penycoke's name did not appear after 1424. 

A z BoA, Hw P"?, p.327 1445 Jan 29. 

CaL Chse Rolls, Hat VI, 144147, p,248 1445 Jan 29. 

" CaZ Gkjf Ha; M, p.309 1452Jan 31. 

15 PaK RoA, E A n / Hw 7/7, pp.237-8 1471 Feb 16. 

0 / n / E A ' T ' i pp.347-81472 Aug4. 

CaL Pa. Rolls, EdwIV'] Hen 1'7, 1467-1477, pp.477-8 1474 Dec 8, 

for. . B/w n / Ho, M, W7.W77, p.482 1475 Feb 6. 

" Gz/ Ouf B /a 'n / , p.342 1475 Feb 8. 

^ Ca! Azd E/Zu; R&///, pp.341-2 1482June 29. 
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Appendix 5 Exchequer OfHcials mentioned in the Calendar of Fine Rolls in connection 

with the Ulnage^l 

Roger Appleton descdbcd as "of Kent" pro^nided mainpdse for William Ryman for die farm of 

Kent in 1422 and 1427.— He was an auditor from 1414 to 1467. He was amongst those 

pardoned for his part in the Cade rebellion of 1450.^ 

Richard Bedford acted as a mainpernor in 1449 when he was described as "of the Exchequer".-'* 

He was an auditor from 1429 to 1459. 

Peter Bowman has been discussed in the section on repeated references to individuals and was a 

joint mainpernor with Richard Bedford in 1449.-^ Bowman was described as "of the 

Exchequer". 

John Croke is described in the Fine RoHs as a "cledc of the Exchequer" in 1439 when he 

became the farmer for Devon and Comwall, a post he seems to have held for 17 years.^ A 

John Croke was farmer for Herefordshire for 8 years ficom 1449^^ In his second grant of ofRce 

there, one of his mainpernors was Peter Bowman,^ so it is possible that one John Croke held 

both farms. 

Richard Dewe was an usher of the Exchequer in 1433 when he acted as mainpernor for William 

Breton for the farm of Kent:^^ 

John Everdon. described in the Fine Rolls as "a clerk of Northaats", gave mainprise four times 

between 1412 and 1427.^ He was an auditor of the Exchequer between 1412 and 1439. 

The details of Exchequer oGGciak aie found in J.C. Sainty, ^ ( L i s t and Index Society 18,1983). 

y^/J.W2,p.432 1422June 21; XT/; /^2?-Mj0,p.l90 1427 Nov 12 

^ Ralph A. GafGths, Tk {/"Xwg P' (London, 1981) p.621. 

2" Rw XT/7ir, / p . l 0 6 1449 Aug6. 

^ OZ f fw p.l06 1449 Aug 6. 

^ f /m RoA, XT'TT, /-f J7- Wj:, p.64 1439 Aug 8. 

^ Ryf %T'777, pp.77-B 1447 Oct 24. If correctly calendared, this ^pointment -̂as made nearly 18 months 
before it was to take effect. 

XDC 7 4 ^ p . l l 1432 Nov 27. 

R w X I / 7 , p.l77 1433 Oct 14. 
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Evetdon was one of die two clcrks put in chargc of the expense of bringing Queen Margaret 

(I lcnr}' VI's wife) to England.^' 

Hugh Fraunceis. was an usher of the Exchequer in 1433 when he acted as mainpernor for 

William Breton for the farm of Kent.^-

William Grene. described in the Calendar of Fiae Rolls as "a clerk of the Exchequer" became a 

joint farmer of Northumberland in 1461.^^ No appointment was made for Northumberland 

after that date, so it is not clear for how long he served. 

Thomas Lewisham was King's Remembrancer firom 1426 to 1447. In 1420, Thomas Lewisham, 

a clerk of Kent, acted as mainpernor for Richard Acton and John Langfbrd in respect of 

Cambridgeshire and Huntingdonshire.^ 

Thomas Swan was an auditor firom 1463 to 1479. A Thomas Swan, "of Bishops HatEeld, 

Hertfordshire, gentleman" was a mainpernor in 1469.̂ ^ It may be the same man but one cannot 

be certain without further research. 

M Rw p ^ 4 . 1412 Mar 12; ATT/; j . / V p . 9 1413 Ada}- 26; p.432 1422June 21; XT/; 
p.l90 1427No\'12 

Ralph A GdKths, Tik M (London^ l')61), p.315. 

A!T'T, p.l77 1433 Oct 14. 

wCa/BwRa/fr, XX, Wy./47/,p.25 1461 Nov 21. 

M x n - ; y^/^-y422,p.279 1420Jan 12 

" Gii XX, P..252 1469 Dec 1. 
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Appendix 6 Instances of Approvers who controlled the cloth legislation in more than 

two counties 36 

1465-03-15 William Whelpdale Norfolk, Suffolk, Essex, Norwich 
1465-07-29 William Whelpdale Norfolk, Suffolk, Cambridgeshire, Huntingdonshire, 

Essex, Norwich 
1469-12-15 John Flegge Norfolk, Suffolk, Essex, Cambridgeshire, 

Huntingdonshire, Norwich 
1471-01-30 Robert Malory, Geoffrey 

Downes 
Noriblk, Suffolk, Essex, Cambridgeshire, 
Huntingdonshire, Norwich 

1471-07-27 John R e ^ e the younger Norfolk, Suffolk, Essex, Cambridgeshire, 
Huntingdonshire, Norwich 

1474.11.18 John Fl^ge the younger Norfolk, Suffolk, Essex, Cambridgeshire, 
Huntingdonshire, Norwich 

1476-05-18 Richard Bailly Norfolk, Suffolk, Essex, Cambridgeshire, 
Huntingdonshire, Norwich 

1476-07-24 John Flegge the younger Norfolk, Sufblk, Essex, Cambridgeshire, 
Huntingdonshire, Norwich 

1467-11-22 Thomas Markham Kent, Surrey, Sussex 
1478-10-21 Thomas Markham [^rmer] Kent, Surrey, Sussex 

1464-01-14 Edward Langford,John 
Bethom 

Hampshire, Oxfiardshire, Berkshire, Wiltshire 

1467-12-07 Richard More Oxfordshire, Berkshire, Wiltshire, Bristol 
1471-06-13 Thomas Gibbs Somerset, Dorset, Wiltshire, Gloucestershire 
1471-07-12 John Farley Gloucestershire, Hampshire, Cornwall, Devon, 

Here&)rdshire 
1471-07-06 Richard More Oxfordshire, Bedtshire, Wiltshire 
1471-11-08 Richard More Devon, Cornwall, Gloucestershire, HereAirdshire, 

Surrey, Sussex, Oxfordshire, Berkshire, Hampshire, 
Somerset, Dorset, Worcestershire, Wiltshire, Bristol 

1478-06-05 Richard More - 6rmer Devon, Cornwall, Gloucestershire, Oxfordshire, 
Berkshire, Somerset, Dorset, Wiltshire, Han^shire, 
Bristol 

^:These tables only show Approvers who controlled die cloth legislation in moce than two counties at one time. It lists the dales of 
grant and the lists of the counties which were grouped together and dieir clorii legislation placed in the hands of approrers. It is 
not a summai)' of all grantx of approvership, but is intended to show how a (cw appto^tis were gi\'en widespread 
responsibilities. Viliere approvers had holdings of only two counties or less Aey have been omitted. These lists do not show 
whedier the grants were taken up and if so for how long. 
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1465-10-02 Thomas Orchard, Thomas 
Shepherd 

Staffordshire, Leicestershire, X '̂orcestershire, 
Shropshire 

1468-01-26 Itichard Colw)'k Bedfordshire, Buckinghamshire, Shropshire, 
Staffordshire, Worcestershire, Warwickshire 

1469-12-01 Richard Colw '̂k Herefordshire, Worcestershire, Warwickshire 
1469-12-08 Robert Hadlcy Staffordshire, Shropshire, Leicestershire, Derbyshire, 

Notting^iamshife 
1473-10-23 Thomas Aldush^ Warwickshire, Staffordshire, Leicestershire 
1479-02-15 Richard Ashby - [6rmer] Shropshire, Staffordshire, Notting^iamshire, 

Derbyshire 
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Date of 
Appointment 

Counties Date when 
appointment 
took effect 

Length of 
Grant 

Post 

1467-12-07 Oxfordshire, Berkshire, 
Wiltshire, BristoP^ 

Michaelmas 
last 

during 
pleasure 

approver of subsidy and 

ulnage 
1471-07-06 Oxfordshire, Berkshire, 

Wiltshire, Salisbury 
Easter last for 3 years approver of subsidy and 

ulnage 

1471-11-28 Somerset, Dorset Michaelmas 
last 

during 
pleasure 

^provcr of subsidy and 
ulnage 

1474-11-08 Devon, Comwal], 
Gloucestershire, 
Herefordshire, Surrey, 
Sussex, Oxfordshire, 
Berkshire, Han^shire, 
Somerset, Dorset, 
Worcestershire, 
Wiltshire, Bristol 

Michaelmas 

last 
for 7 years approver of subsidy and 

ulnage 

1478-06-05 Devon, Cornwall, 
Gloucestershire, 
Oxfordshire^ Berkshire, 
Somerset, Dorset, 
Wiltshire, 
Hampshire, 
Bristol 

Easter last for 10 years farmer at ̂ 334 viz, 
£2Q Devon and Cornwall, 
^16 6s 8d Gloucestershire, 

Oxfordshire and 
Berkshire, 
^105 Somerset and Dorset; 
^ 5 Wiltshire, 
40 marks Hampshire, 
^64 Bristol. 

1485-02-10 Bristol, 
Wiltshire 

Christmas last for 10 years farmer at 41 marks Bristol, 

81 marks 6s 8d Wiltshire 
1485-02-10 Han^shire, 

Southampton 
Michaelmas 
last 

fiDr 10 years farmer at 40 marks 

Bnstol w!us legally a County, and is treared as such ±roughout this woik, 
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Appendix 8 List of ulnagers whose social status is given 

^ chronological order of appointment) 

Name County Rank Date of Appointment 
Thomas de Newton Somerset esquire 1399,1399,1401 
lohnHuU Wiltshire esquire 1402 
Thomas Damall Oxfordshire Berkshire esquire 1407,1409 
Thomas Parker Herefordshire esquire 1417,1422,1427 
William Ryman Kent esquire 1422 
Robert Passemer Warwickshire esquire 1438,1444 
Robert Watertoa Yorkshire knight 1440,1442 
Edward Hull Somerset esquire 1442 
James Fenys Northamptonshire, 

Rutland 
knight 1444 

john Vemey Worcestershire esquire 1445 
john Stou^ton Lincolnshire (part] esquire 1445 
]ohn Trotte Lincolnshire [part] esquire 1445 
Benet Broun Surrey, Sussex esquire 1446 
Thomas Clifford Yorkshire kni^ t 1448 
Walter Calvedey Yorkshire esquire 1448 
Thomas Osbame Kent esquire 1451,1451 
Thomas Clif&rd Yorkshire Lord Clif&rd and de 

Westmoreland 
1451 

William Seii%eorge Somerset kni^t 1453,1453,1453,1453 
Thomas Claymond Shropshire esquire 1453 
William Peller Somerset veoman 1453 
Thomas Claymond Lincolnshire esquire 1454 
Richard Roos Northangitonshire, 

Rutland 
knight 1454 

Thomas Tresham Northamptonshire, 
Rutland 

esquire 1454 

John Bourchier East Anglia esquire 1455,1457 
john Ne^Tlle Yorkshire kni^t 1455 
John Yorkshire ead of Shrewsbury 1455 
Ralph lord Cromwell Yorkshire kni^t 1455 
Thomas Garth Yorkshire esquire 1455 
John Hampton Northan^tonshire, 

Rutland 
esquire 1456 

Thomas Ormond East An^^ esquire 1457,1459 
John Talbot Yorkshire esquire 1457 
john Ormond Yorkshire esquire 1457 
William Seward Somerset, Dorset esquire 1461,1462 
Thomas Seintleger Wiltshire esquire 1462 
Thomas Seintleger Somerset, Dorset esquire 1462 
Edward Lu%ford Hampshire esquire 1464 
Edward Lan^ford Oxfordshire, Berkshire esquire 1464 
Edward Lan^ord Wiltshire esquire 1464 
William Hyde Oxfordsliire, Berkshire esquire 1467 
John Neville Yorkshire Marquis of Monta^ 1470 
Thomas Osbem Noniianq)tonshire, 

Rutland 
esquire 1471 

Phoebe Merrick Appendices,, 



241 

Name County Rank Date of Appointment 
Richard More Wiltshire, Oxfordshire, 

Berksliirc 
escjuire 1471 

Tliomas Markham Kent, Surrey, Sussex esquire 1478 
john Billcsby Lincolnsliirc Rcntleman 1478 
Ralph Plothom Yorkshire ^ndeman 1478 
John Gfobham Somerset, Dorset, 

Bristol 
esquire 1479 

%ohn Risley East An^lia esquire 1481,1483 
Edward Brampton East Anglia esquire 1481 
Humphrey StaEord Worcestershire, 

Herefordshire 
esquire 1481 
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Name Description County Year Held Office 
(years) 

Simon Blakeboume kind's Serjeant at arms Surrey Sussex 1403 10 
Thomas Caundysh Serjeant o f the king's 

cellar 

Shropshire 1415 7 

Thomas Newton Serjeant o f the king's 

cellar 

Shropshire 1415 7 

John Han^ton esquire for the body Northamptonshire, 
Rutland 

14# 8 

Robert Westcote king's yeoman of the 

crown 

Worcestershire 1447 03B 

Peter Preston yeoman o f t h e crown Surrey, Sussex 1450 17 
lohn Raulyn yeoman o f the crown Surrey, Sussex 1450 7 
Thomas Aldushay of the king's 

household 
Warwickshire, 

StaHordshire, 
Leicestershire 

1473 4 

John Lewis Serjeant at arms Yorkshire 1478 1P39 

Westcote did not take up this appointment. 

Lewis was only appointed for 1 year, but no appointment was enrolled after hini, so his lengtli of tenure is not apparent. 
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Appendix 10 Multiple References in the Ulnage Records 

Date^ Description Role County Comment 
1454 luly 20 Farmer Northamptonshire, Rutland appointment not taken up 
1454 Dec 2 of Ix)ndon gentleman Mainpernor Warwickshire William Essex and " Îhomas Stratton were outbid and tlie appointment w;is 

probably not taken up 
1456 I'd) 4 of Duckinp^iamshire gcntlemnn Mainpernor Northamptonshire, Rutland for William Essex and l l i omas Stratton 

1459 |an 24 of I/)ndon gentleman Mainpernor Kent for Hiomas Osbam 

Date"' 
Description Role Place Comment 

1433 ]un 20 of Middlesex Farmer Surrey, Sussex Mainpernors: Richard Dewe, ]ohn ITiom, William Kent 

1435 Oct 24 of Yorkshire gentleman Mainpernor Dorset Farmer: )ohn Thome 

1440 |an 4 Farmer SherlxDume, Dorset Mainpernors: Walter Whitte, Thomas Marchali 

1447 ]ul 16 Farmer Sherboume, Dorset Mainpernors: William Essex, Thomas R^-ngeston 

1449 Feb 20 Farmer Sherboume, Dorset Mainpernors: William Essex, 'ITiomas Ryngeston 

1449 Aug 6 of the Exchequer Mainpernor Bedfordshire, 
Buckinghamshire 

Farmer George Tromy 

1450 |un 8 of l/andon ^ntlcman Mainpernor Kent Farmer |ohn Webbe 

1452 Nov 27 Mainpernor Herefordshire f^armcrs: |ohn Croke, Georpp Tromy 

1457 Feb 9 Approver Ixandon Mainpernors: |ohn Wentworth, Robert Calcote 

1458 Nov 30 Farmer London Mainpernors: John Wentworth, Thomas Crosse 

^ ITiis is the date of enrolment in the I-ine Rolls. 

ITiis is tiie date of enroLnent in the Pine Rolls. 

Joz/rtE," 
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Appendix 11 Particulars Of All Officials With Enrolled Letters Patent T o Administer The Ulnage In Hampshire 
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Placc Date of 

Grant 

T i m e Bpan of 

fi;rant in years 

T i m e till next grant I r e n a m e Surname S o f j « Off icc Occupat ion Mainpcmtir 

Year Month 

'^HTcheslcr 1394-07-20 1 4 John Skilliiig S Ulna^yr 

I Inmpahirc cx XXuichcstcr 1394-07-20 1 4 John Wallop s U l n a ^ 

Hampshifc ex: Vt^uichestcr I395-H-22 3 11 William Stumiy s UlnaRcr 

Winchester I395-H-24 3 2 ]olin Champ Qour s Uln^cr 

Winchester 1399-02-07 0 8 John Slcrc s Ulnager 

Winchester 1399-10-17 0 1 Robert Archer S , UTn%cr 

Hampshire ex Winchester 1.399-10-17 0 1 John Dalon s Ulnngcr 

Winchester 1399-11-21 0 3 Rolxrl Archcr s Ulnmppr 

Harnpsliire cx Winchester 1399-H-21 3 10 |ohn Dalon s Ulna^yrr 

Winchester 1400-02-05 3 0 10 IWxirt Afchcr s Ulnagcr 

Winchester 1400-12-12 0 7 John DoDyng s Ulnager 

Winchester 1401.07-01 0 2 john DoDyng s Ulnmgcr 

Winchester 1401-10-03 3 2 0 Robert Archcr s UlnAger Edmund P) kard^ 

john Newman, oFV^mchcsler 

Hampshire and WiiKilrcster 1404-01-31 1 5 0 Hcniy 

john 

Somcr 

Sicxr 
.12 Famier a( /]30 Made le Faiic of Hampshire , 

Richazd Maydenstone of Kent 

Hampshire and Winchester 1409-01-16 10 4 7 Mark le 

Jolm 

Fairc 

Merlawe''^ 
J2 I'armcr at WnKam Archer of %x^iester, 

Thomas Sutton of )\lnche3ler 

Hampshire and Winchester 1413-05-17 10 1 11 John 
Williiim 

AmokM 

Gcrvays*^ 
J2 Farmer at £30 + £2 the your^er John Arnold esquire the elder, 

john Rede of Ix)ndon 

Hampshire and Winchester 1415-04-24 10 7 6 l l i o m a s 

WdLiin 

Smak 

Wode 
.12 Famicr at ^[32 mayor of W Richard Goold of I lam;)5hirc , 

Richard Boll of Hampshire 

} lampsiiirc and XXinclicster 1422-12-08 10 8 0 John 

William 

Veel 

Wodc 
J2 Fanner at £32 John Rokele esquire of Hampshire 

john Bee of Hampshiie 

Hampshire and Winchester 1431-06-16 7 1 9 John Veel S Farmer at ;C32 Rickud Bolte o f mchester gentleman, 

john Pole of Soton esquire 

Place D a t e of 

Grant 

T i m e span of 
grant in years 

Time till next grant 1 ore n a m e Surname S o r J « OfTicc Occupat ion Mainpernor 

S or J means that the post was held singly or jointly Q) with the number showing how many men were a syndicate where such existed. 

Medawe submitted a return on behalf of Henry Somcr and John Sictc in 1403, but none was submitted in his own name. He held ofGce during the time when returns were not enrolled (or Hampshire. 

No returns were enrolled firom John Arnold, but he held ofGce during the period when no returns were submitted. 

No returns were enrolled from William Gcrvays, but he held ofRce during the period when no returns were submitted, 
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Placc Date of 

Grant 
j imc mpan of 
grant in years 

i imc till next grant Torcnamc Surname Sarj47 omcc Occupation Mainpernor 

Year Monlh 
Hampshiic and Winchester i432-06.22 10 9 7 Waller 

John 
Horc 
Writlier 

J2 Fanner at £32 + 13s 4d Richard Tuniant of Winchester 
gentleman, 
Robert Col̂ M)? of Vtlncheftcr (̂ itleman 

PLunpshifc and Winclicslcr 1442̂ )1-25 50 19 8 John 
Stephen 
Peler 

Chdstmas 
lixlc 
i m 

P I 'amier at £32 13s 4ti + 13s 4d none 

HaiT̂ shirc and W/inchcslcr 1462̂ 5-20 21 2 0 Richard 
lUchaid 
Willi ain 

John 
John 
Thomas 
Ihomas 
J o h n 

Robert 

John 
William 
William 

Dole 
Bowlondc 
Colvile 

Colcler 
Kent 

Mordon 
Poteme 
Putfe 

Reynold 
Salman 
Silvester 
Spicet 

J12 

i 

Parmer at /33 65 8d Ouistopher 1 lan)-ngton gentleman of 
London, 
Thomas Combe gentleman of Ixmdon 

Harr̂ shirc and Winckcslcr 1464-01-14 3 0 John 
Edward 

Berthom^ 
Langfbrd̂  

J2 Approver Edmund Gars ton, 
Richard Sa\ age 

Hampshifc and Winchester 1467-07̂ 1 I 0 IWxrl 
John 

Burell 

flamond 
J2 Approver Henry Beigcys of Southwells Hampshire 

yeoman, 
)ohn Whetcman of Ixmdon gmtlMTun 

t lampshirc, Gkuceslcrshire 1468-01-27 dunng pleasure 2 0 John Farley S Approver John CapuH of CapuH 1 lerefbrdshire, 
Thomas More of London gentleman 

Hampshire and Winchcslcr, Isk 
.of 

M70-12r01 7 6 ITioinas N e w b y ^ s Fanner al £ 3 3 6s 8d John Huh-n of Alton Hampshire 
gentleman, 
MlDiam Hoggcham of Lasham Hampshire 
gentleman 

P h c c Date of 
Grant 

Time span of 
grant in years 

1 imc till next grant Forename Surname Sorj5' omce Occupat ion Mainpernor 

^ S or J means tliat the post was held sin^y (S) or jointly 0 witli tlie number showing how many men were a syndicate wliere such existed. 

S or J means diat tlie post was held singly (S) or jointly Q) witli the number showing how many men wetc a syndicate where such existed. 

N o returns Aom John Bertliom were enrolled. 

^ N o returns from Edward Langfprd were enrolled. 

-% No return was submitted by 'lliomas Newby, but one was submitted byjolm Farley to cover the period from Michaelmas 1469 to Michaelmas 1471, which would mean that Farley put in a return (or the period 

wlicn Newby mig ît have expcctcd to hold officc. 
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Year M o n t h 

Dc^xm, (lomwall , 

Glouccs tershi i r , I ic icfurckhifc , 

Hampsh i re 

1471-07-12 ckiring pleasure 3 5 J o h n Fadey S Approve r 

Hampshi re and Wlnchcslcr 3 0 Vinceii l Pit lelcsdcn ^ S Approver Richard T o u m e r b r m - e r of 1 jmxlon, 

T h o m a s Necl grocer o f 1 /Midon 

l^cvon, Cornwall, Somcmcl , 

Dorse t , Gluuccslcrghirc, 

i i c rc fordshi re , Worccs tcnhi rc , 

\^ll(shirc, I laiTqpshin:, Surrey, 

Sussex, OzfbiUshirc , Berkshire, 

Bristol 

1474-11-08 7 3 6 Richard More s Approver Richaid E l l o n g e n t k m a n of Lf»ndon, 

W^alter Nele ) 'coman of London 

D e v o n , Cornwall, Somerset , 

Do i se t , Glouceslershirc, 

WHWii i t , } l ampsh i r e , 

Oi fbrUshi rc , Berkshire, Boslol 

1478-064)5 10 4 6 llicharcl More s 

( 

F a m i e r at / 3 3 4 viz 

/]20 D e v o n and Cornwall, 

/[16 6s 8d GkMjccstershirc, 

(21 O x f o r d and Berkshire, 

^ 0 5 Somerset and Dorse t , 

/ y S Watshi ie , 

/]26 13s 4d Hampshi re , 

£ 6 4 Bristol 

J o h n I aiDour of Eixeter merchant , 

Richard Colw)4( of Worcester grasier, 

l l i o m a s Parrc of Reading clothmaker, 

WHUain CoIweH of VCells Somerset 

d o thmakec, 

Richard More of Ddstol mercliant, 

J o h n Pyper o f Salisbur} c b t h r r u k e r 

WHtshiic, f lampshire 1483-12-09 7 0 J o h n Hall s F a n n e r at £1S Wiltshire, 

£ 2 6 13s 4 d Hampsh i re , + 6d 

William F e m i o u r chapman of Salisbur)-, 

William A m o k l clothier of Sali!^)urv' 

Sou thamplon 1 4 8 4 ^ 3 - 0 7 7 0 8 J o h n Walker)^ s Farmer at 6s 8d Richard Walker o f London grocer, 

An thony Sp}-ncn of Sou thampton 

merchant 

Hampshi re and Winchester 1485-02-10 10 Richard More s F a n n e r at £ 2 6 13s 4d Richard Alorr ol Bristol m e r c h m l , 

Robert K n ) ' ^ t o f l h a t c h a m Berkshire 

yeoman 

5' S orj means tliat rlic post was held singly (Q or jointly Q) witli the number showing how many men were a syndicate where such existed. 

No return was submitted by Vincent Pittlcsden, and returns were submitted by Jolin Farley which covercd die period wlien Pittlesden was allegedly in ofGce. 

No return was submitted by John Walker. 
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Name Cloths ulnaged in 1466/7 
Richard Bole 2 cloths 
Richard Bowlonde 
William Cohile 10 cloths 
John Coteler 
John Kent 18 cloths 
Thomas Mordon dead 
Thomas Poteme 8 cloths 
John Putte 
Robert Reynold dead 
John Salman 6916 cloths 
William Spicer 
William Sylvester 36 kerseys 

Tbe twelve members of the corporadoa who jointly undertook die farm of the ulnage in 

Winchester from 1461 to 1463 are listed in ± e table above. Six of them presented cloths to the 

ulnager in 1466/7, four did not, and two had died. Biographical details are available about most 

of these men, and they are included because this partnership to administer the ulnage was 

without parallel, and has a certain curiosity value. In examining the activities of the twelve who 

served jointly from 1461 to 1463, a study is being made of the Corporation as much as of the 

administration of the ulnage. They are leading citizens of Winchester, as was Peter Hill, the 

farmer whom they succeeded. When they are compared with the ulnagers from the eady years 

of the century the relative narrowness of their range of interests is apparent. It has not been 

possible to End refaences to all of them, but ten of them are to be found in surviving records of 

the Gt)\ Although they had all held posts connected with the administratioa of Winchester, 

over and above being members of the corporation, their commercial activities were clearly their 

prime concerns, but they do not seem to have the breadth of activities of their forebears of 70 

years before. 

Richard Bole was an active merchant and freeman of Winchester.^ Richard Bowlonde, a 

draper, held-vadous of&ces including that of mayor and MP.^^ William Colvile was a*wool 

merchant who was mayor in 1461-2, and again in 1463-4.̂ "^ He was therefore mayor for much 

of the time when the twelve acted as farmers of the ulnage. John Coteler, a vintner, occupied 

^]CE.Ste\msan(lT.E.OIdingcd., 

ssW/Sup-ini. 

%WSup.ll99. 
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A'arious civic officcs although he never becamc mayor.^^ John Kent was a chandlcr, who traded 

in a wide range oF commodities, and Found time to take various offices including that of 

mayor.^^ Another sometime ma)'or and MP, was Thomas Poteme who dealt in wool and rented 

a large messuage which contained a tenter.^^ John Putte, a draper,*^ and William Spicer, a 

grocer,^^ both included being mayor in their range of civic ofGces. On the other hand John 

Salman never rose higher than becoming one of the bailiffs of the City,^^ while VCllliam Sylvester 

who held land called Frenches in Priors Dean, Colemore''^ was not recorded as holding any civic 

ofEce. There is no trace at all of Robert Reynold and Thomas Mordon, both of whom were 

said to be dead by the time the return was submitted to the Exchequer.^ Such then were the 

leading men of Winchester who agreed to hold the ulnage jointly rather than let it pass out of the 

control of the City. 

5^WSiip.l203^. 

5«WSup.l27G. 

5«WSup.l324. 

(oWSap.1202 

" WSiip.1355. 

<5: WS u p.l339. 

"WOvi 11691, p.491. 

Is it a coincidence that the two men said to be dead by the time of tlic return are the frio (bt whom there is no trace in the 
contemporar}' records? Did diey really exist? It is difRcutr to see what purpose could hai-e been ser\'ed by including Gctitious 
people on tlie list. 
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Appendix 12 Numbers of Seals Held by Richard More for Various Counties 1476-1478 

County Substance Seals for subsidy Seals for ulnage Total number 
Bdstol iron 2 standard^^ 4 trussell 6 

De\ron and Cornwall copper^'' 6 6 12 

Gloucester copper 7 7 14 

Hampshire copper 14 14 28 
Herefordshire steel and iron 6 6 12 
Oxford and 
Berkshire 

iron 3 3 6 

Somerset and Dorset copper 16 
Surrey and Sussex iron 2 standard 13 trussell 15 

Warwickshire'^^ 6 

\%^tshife iron 10 10 20 

The standard seal was used above, and the tmssell seal, below die material, either lead or wa%, on which the impression was to b 
e made. The standard was dien hit in order to make the impressions.Tliis reference does not say how many seals for each of the 
subsidy and the ulnage. 

^ mtricahti - This was a copper alloy. 

The cetum gi%'es no details for Warwickshire. 
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Appendix 13 

Details of Cloth Seized by the Hampshire and Winchester Ulnagers between 1394 and 

1485 

End Of 
Ulnage 
Period 

Cloth U n i t 
Price 

Total 
Value 

Owner 

t s d 

1 3 9 5 - 1 1 - 2 4 2 striped cloths 
3 pieccs Welsh 

2 13 4 . 
1 0 0 . 

Mark le Faire, Winchester 

1 3 9 5 - 1 1 - 2 4 1 piece russet 0 5 0 . Henry Hosier, Winchester 
1 3 9 5 - 1 1 - 2 4 2 pieces Welsh 0 6 0 . John Denvton, Winchester 
1 3 9 9 - 0 2 - 0 7 4 yards striped 0 3 4 . Henry Hosyer, Winchester 
1 3 9 5 - 1 1 - 2 2 3 yards russet 

1 dozen red oset 
6yardskersc}' 
5 -̂ards black 
5yards serge 
2yardsinedlcy 
5 yards oset blanks 
1 dozen blanket 
4vards6eize 

1 18 1 . not given, county 

1 3 9 7 - 0 5 - 0 7 2 yards green 
19 yards strait russet 
6%yards&akett' 
Z^-ardsrussett 

1 2 6 . ncA given, count}' 

1 3 9 8 - 0 4 - 0 7 various 0 17 0 . not given, count}' 
1 3 9 9 - 0 5 - 0 1 various 0 3 4 . not given, count}' 
1 4 0 5 - 0 9 - 2 9 20 ells blue Cyprus lawn 

fWagetl 

" 0 1 3 
4 . 

John Shefifeld, Soke of Winchester 

1 4 1 7 - 0 2 - 0 2 5 vards woollen 0 6 0 . Richard Wyg^iten-ng, Winchester 
1 4 1 7 - 1 0 - 1 8 2 wWe clodis of wool 3 0 0 . not given 
1 4 2 7 - 0 9 - 2 9 Zyz red cloths without grain 4 0 0 . John Edward, Winchester 
1 4 3 6 - 0 9 - 2 9 7 elk black l O d / e l l 0 5 1 0 . Simon Long, Romsev 
1 4 3 8 - 0 9 - 2 9 12 ells wtite kersey 0 10 0 . William Lvfe 
1 4 3 9 - 0 9 - 2 9 5 yards blue 2 0 d / y d 0 8 4 . Simon Bulford, Frenchman of 

Winchester 
1 4 4 1 - 0 9 - 2 9 4 pieces keiscy "left by a certain foreign person in 

possession of Richard Fynes of Alton 
who is answerable to the king 

1 4 4 4 - 0 2 - 0 2 16 vards white kersey 6 d / y d 0 8 0 . John Barbour 
1 4 4 4 - 0 2 - 0 2 1 piece red cloth 1 6 8 . John Blake, Rotnse\' 
1 4 4 8 - 0 9 - 2 9 6 vards blue 1 5 d / y d 0 7 6 . Richard Hert Winchester 
1 4 5 2 - 0 9 - 2 9 16 vards kersev 0 6 8 . Richard Tye, Wonston 
1 4 5 3 - 0 9 - 2 9 1 wide white cloth, 24 yards 1 13 4 . William Heckle)', Southampton, 

carter 
1 4 6 3 - 0 9 - 2 9 15 yards kersey per lynyng 

1 remnant wiiite kersQ', 14 
ells 

4 d / e l l 

7 ) < d / e l l 

0 5 0 . 

0 7 OH 

John Hosv'er, Romse\' 

John Rawlyn, Newport 

^ From this seizure onwards, half die value of the cloth was retained by tlie ulnager, and half remitted to the Exchequer. Prior to 

this date, the ulnagec had remitted the whole -̂alue of seized clodi to the Exchequer. 

Phoebe I\ierrick Appendices 



2 5 1 

A p p e n d i x 14 R e f e r e n c e o f t h e S u r v i v i n g P a r t i c u l a r U l n a g e R e t u r n s f r o m W i n c h e s t e r 

1394-1402 

Source Start Date End Date Number Number N u m b e r Of % O f 
Of Items Of Identifiable Identifiable 

N a m e s People People 

E 101/344/10 20 July 1394 24 Nov 1395 186 168 101 60 
E 101/344/17 25 Octl397 16 Mav 1398 147 145 83 57 

E 101/344/12 2 May 1398 7 Feb 1399 266 124 78 63 
E 101/344/17 29 Sept 1401 21 Sep 1402 177 177 104 59 
TOTAL 776 614 366 60 
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Appendix 15 Cloth Production in the Towns of Hampshire 1394-1403 

SoUFCC T o w n Numhcr Of 
EnCiic* 

No Of Different 
Namce 

Number Of 
Idcniinablc 
Pcopk 

Cloths Presented 

Alresfofd 7 6 3 72 cloths, 
Alton 16 13 5 81 Vz cloths 
Andovet 18 18 1 86 cloths, 

4 dozens^^ 
Fareham 19 11 0 140 dozens, 

35 small pieces of cloth 
containing 14 cloths of 
assise and 5 yards 

Havant 14 14 1 4316 clodis 
Isle of W ^ t 89 84 0 393 kersevs 
Romsey 33 26 7 354 dozens, 

96 small pieces of doth 
containing 33 cloths of 
assise 

Southampton 48 47 20 76^2 cloths, 69 small 
pieces of cloth containing 
17 cloths of assise and 15 
yards 

TOTAL 244 219 37 970 cloths and Vi cloth'® 

E A, / May 
Aires ford 3 3 0 5% cloths 
Alton 3 3 3 3 cloths 
Andover 3 3 1 3 cloths 
Basingstoke 2 2 0 2 cloths 
Fareham 2 2 0 2 cloths 
Havant 4 4 0 2 cloAs, 

1 narrow cloth 
Isle of W i ^ t 4 4 0 36 kerseys 
Romsev 4 4 1 11 cloths 
Southampton 4 4 0 6V2 cloths 

TOTAL 57 57 19 53% cloths 
E //.' / ( S ' / o /2 jVoiKw&r /-:̂ 02 - /2 

Aires ford 6 6 2 14 1/3 cloths 
Andover 4 4 1 12 cloths 
Basingstoke 
and Alton 

7 7 3 15 1/5 cloths 

Fareham and 
TitchEeld 

4 4 0 17% cloths 

HaA'ant 4 4 1 8 % cloths 
Romsey 9 9 3 35 V: cloths 

Dozens and kecscM were smaltcc cloths than a full cloth of assise and paid at half tlie catc. 

?o I'hege totals have been converted into standard units of tlieii broadclodi equi\alents. 

P h o e b e M e n i c k Appendices 



253 

Southampton 6 6 4 21 1/3 cloths 
TOTAL 40 40 14 125 cloths 

Aires ford 6 6 2 26 cloths 
Alton 2 2 2 9 cloths 
Isle of Wight 25 25 0 214 kerseys 
Romsev 6 6 1 57 cloths 
Southampton 4 4 2 11 cloths 

TOTAL 43 43 7 210 cloths 
SUM 
TOTAL 

513 488 103 

Note: 

There is a problem with three of the documents viz. E 101/344/9, E 101/344/13 and E 

101/344/14, which each relate to the County excluding ̂ X&ichester. 

The document E 101/344/9 was r o u ^ y written, is undated, and is headed with the statement 

that it is the account of John Baloo. It gives a list of names together with types of cloth. 

The bundle E 101/344/13 covered the period from 7 April 1398 to 1 May 1398 and consisted 

of three membranes. Membrane 1 listed 14 taxpayers, although it ^ves no location for them, 

followed by the statement that no cloths were seized. Membrane 2 consisted of a recitation of 

John Balon's letters patent setting out his legal powers. Finally membrane 3 discharged him 

from ofEce because Henry Joce of Andover has been appointed ulnager. The return was duly 

enrolled in the Ulnage RoU^̂  and a stun of (̂̂ l Os 0%d was duly accounted for. 

E 101/344/14 comprises a singjle membrane that is undated. Its heading states that these are the 

particulars of the account of John Balon. The list is badly faded, particularly on the left hand 

side where the forenames were written although most of the surnames are legible. The list was 

subdi^'ided by town and the details of account are clear. There were twenty-nine names on the 

list and the total payment amounts to (̂jl Os 0%d which is the same sum as is found on E 

101/344/9. 

There can be little doubt that E 101/344/14 was a fair copy of E 101/344/9. Because the 

moneys accounted for in E 101/344/14 and E 101/344/13 are the same, and diis total is to be 

found nowhere else, it is also probable that they relate to the same period of ofGce. If this is the 

71 E 3 5 8 / 8 m 8. 
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ease, tlicn the clcrk wlto wrote the particular account for the Exchequer did not render an 

accurate list of taxpayers, but omitted some names, although he accounted for the same sum of 

money. However the names on E 101/344/13 bear very litde relationship to those on the other 

two documents. It is difRcult to imagine where the clerk obtained the list that he uscd.^- There 

is no obvious explanation for the existence of this list, and my assumption that it is a defective 

return for the same period as the other two is but speculation. 

It is much easier to copy an existing lis; than to invent a whoUy new one, or e^-en to make changes to an existing one. 
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Appendix 16 Numbers of Cloths Presented in Hampshire 

C y C / b / Z / j P / r . R ' / z W T o 7;; / / f T o 

/ 4 0 2 

Number of Cloths Number of Total n u m b e r of Thirds 
each Taxpayers Cloths 
>95 17 2227.9 M third of 

cloths 

:i. . . T70.75 - ; ' 3. - 218.5 :; : 
60-69 : -4 r; 263.8 
50-59 : - / / '8^: . " - '427.5 ; -

: 4 ^ ^ 11 486.7 
30-39 24 826.6 2°^ third of 

cloth 

25-29 8 213.5 . 
20-24.5 \ . 25 - - . 537.5 
15-19 ' 28 458.9 : 

. 10-14.5 ' _ . ; 4 l ' \ ' 466.7 ,• 
' 5-9 53' ' - . - " 345 % 

1/2-^% 170 3513 3"̂  tliifd of cloth 

Total 392 6823.9 

R f / k A ' t y x a w ^ g y i f ^ / & f r / ^ 

Number of Cloths Number of Tota l number of 
each Taxpayers Cloths 
30-39 ... :. 3?̂  . 96 
2 5 - ^ 3 79.5 

20:24.5 5 , 104.7 
l&:i9.5 6 100 

- 10-14.5 • 8 91.2 
5-9.5 35 228.9 

0.5-4.5 114 204.9 

Totals 174 905.2?^ 

J o w m ; ; M ; A / z w ^ /}gg / j 

•3 Joint payers arc counted as 1 person, in this table. 

These totals undectatc Aie position because tlie return of 1401-2 does not show the amounts paid by indiiiduak, althougli it 

names tliem and gi\,'es totals (or each to^n. 
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Number of Kerseys Number of Total number of 
each"' Taxpayers kersevs 
60-69 1 60 
40-49 1 40 

20-24,5 3 62 
15-19.5 5 83 
10-14j 12 141 

5-9.5 53 370 
0.5-4.5 27 97 
Tota l s 102 853 

j'mim%' P a f A a w k r w A m w H a » j O j A m ; / } * y ^ ^ ^ a d E x / J 

I have used the same grouping of numbers of cloths. In fact there were no submissions equivalent to half a cloth of 
the Isle o f ^ ^ t . 
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N o m z W R a k C y 7% 

257 

U l n a g e r D a t e s Time 
In 

Months 

No Of 
Cloths 

7 5 

Monthly 
Average 
cloths 

Subsidy 
And Ulnag® 

t s d 
1 John Skillyng 20 July 94 to 24 Nov 95 16.0 3141.5 196.3 58 18 2»< 
2 John Chaunflour 24 Nov 95 to 29 Jan 96 2.0 076 0 0 
3 John Fromond 24 Nov gs"" to 24 Oct 97 23.0 3257.2 153.4 61 1 Ilk 
4 John Dollyng 25 Oct 97 to 16 May 98 6.5 1077.3 165.7 20 4 0. 
5 Nicholas Tanner 2 May 98 to 7 Feb 99 9.0 1103.2 122.6 20 14 3;* 
6 John Steer 7 Feb 99 to 17 Oct 99 8.5 1495.0 175.9 28 0 7;̂  
7 Robert Archer 21 Nov 99 to 12 Dec 00 13.0 2041.0 156.2 38 5 6k 
8 John Dollyng 12 Dec 00 to 5 Feb 01 2.0 467.5 233.8 8 15 3. 
9 Robert Archer 5 Feb 01 to 1 July 01 5.0 804.5 160.9 13 8 2. 
10 John Dollyng 1 July 01 to 3 Oct.01 3.0 206.5 68.3 3 17 5k 
11 Robert Archer 3 Oct 01 to 13 Jan 02 3.5 279.5 79.9 5 4 9k 

12 Robert Archer 13 Feb 02 to 29 Sept 02 7.5 1241.5 165.5 23 5 Gk 
13 Robert Archer 29 Sept 02 to 29 Sep 03 12.0 1736.8 144.7 32 11 4k 
14 Robert Archer 29 Sept 03 to 30 Jan 04 4 0™ 0 0 

Ulnager Dates Time 
Length 

In 
Months 

Ko Of 
Cloths 

7 9 

Monthly 
Average 
Cloths 

Subsidy And 
Ulnage 

£ s d 
1 John Valhop 20 July 94 to 22 Nov 

95 
16.0 ™970.3 60.6 18 3 Ilk 

2 William Sturmy 22 Nov 95 to 7 May 97 17.5 1618.6 92.5 30 8 4. 
3 John Balon 7 May 97 to 7 April 98 11.0 1024.0 93.1 19 4 Ok 
4 John Balon 7 April 98 to 1 May 98 1.0 53.5 53.5 1 0 Ok 
5 Henry Joce 1 May 98 to 1 May 99 12.0 744.0 62.0 13 19 0. 
6 John Balon 17 Oct 99 to 26 Jan 01 15.0 217.5 14.5 4 1 7k 
7 John Balon 26 Jan 01 to 14 Nov 01 9.5 115.5 12.2 2 3 3k 
8 John Balon 14 Nov 01 to 12 Nov 02 12.0 125.0 10.4 2 6 10k 
9 John Balon 12 Nov 02 to 12 Nov 03 12.0 226.0 18.8 4 0 3k 
10 John Balon 12 Nov 03 to 31 Jan 04 2.5 0 -

j 'oxrfg." 

This Sgtire is nominal It composes whole cloths, and has aggregated kerseys and dozens Co their whole cloth 
equiTalents. They paid at half rates. 

No revenue was attributed to this account 

^ Al thou^ a return was made by John Chaunflour for the two months, it would appear tiiat no revenue was 
accounted for by him; instead any money collected during his tenure of ofGce was accounted for by John Fromond, 
the ulnager responsible for this return. 

No revenue because of the creation of a fann. 

^ This Egure is nominal It comprises whole cloths, and kerseys and dozens which paid at half price. 

^ The Sgures are given as a l%)tal of each cloths, kerseys and dozens. The number standard cloths (969) do not appear 
to match the amount of money paid in either subsidy (970%) or ulnage (972). 
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Appendix 18 Changes in the Number of People Presenting Cloths to the Ulnagers 1394-

5 and 1466-7 

1394-5 1466-7 
Town N u m b e r of 

people" 
Town Number of 

people 

Aires ford 7 0 
Alton 16 Alton, Headley, PetersHeld, East Meon 13 
Andover and 
Basingstoke 

18 Andover and Whitchurch 
Basingstoke 
Odiham 

6 
6 
7 

Fareham 17 Fareham 0 
Havant 14 Havant 0 
Isle 89 Isle o F W ^ t 37 
Romsey 30 Romsey 18 
Southampton 48 Southampton 34 
Winchester 187 Winchester Gtv 70 

0 Soke of Wnchester 18 
0 Fawley, Lymington, Christchurch 5 

T O T A L Pavers 426 214 
Total payment ,C77 2 8 l % d ^30 Us 4%d 
Average payment per 
person 

3 s 7 l 4 d 2slO%d 

Pro rata payment for 
12 months 

2s 9d 

VChem fumes Kpeatcd, each occurrence ha; been counted sepaately. Groups of pa^trs have been counted as one. 
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Town 
16 months 
1394-5 

Revenue®^ Calculate 
d Annual 
Rate of 
Payment 

Type of 
cloth 

Town 
12 months 1466-7 

Revenue®^ Comparison with 
calculated annual 

value 

Type of oloth 

& s d. s d. E 5 d" & s d . 
Winchester 58 18 

2. 

44 3 7^ cloths Winchester 12 11 3̂ 4 down (31 12 4k) cloths, kerseys 

Isle of Wight 5 11 2^ 4 3 4k dozens Isle of Wight 3 11 ^ down (0 12 134) kerseys 
Southampton 1 15 59i 1 6 8. cloths Southampton 0 19 93a down (0 6 9^) cloths, kerseys, 

straits 
Andover and 

Basingstoke 
1 13 0. 1 4 9. cloths 

and 

dozens 

Andover and Whitchurch 

Basingstoke and Odiham 

1 17 6. 
1 8 43{ 

up 2 2 13i. cloths, kerseys 

kerseys, 2 

cloths 
Fareham 1 11 7 ^ 1 3 8H dozens Fareham 0 down (1 3 8^) 
Alton ^ 1 10 43a 1 2 gy cloths Alton, Headley, 

Petersfield, East Meon 

2 3 6. up 1 0 8^. kerseys 

0 Soke of Winchester 3 14 03( up 2 13 8k. kerseys, cloths 
Alresford 1 7 2. 1 0 4ti cloths 0 
Romsey 3 18 9. 2 19 dozens Romsey 4 2 8k up 1 3 7î . cloths 
Havant 0 16 3t* 0 12 23* cloths Havant 0 down (0 12 23() 

0 Fawley, Lymington, 

Christchurch 

0 1 lOti kerseys 

TOTAL 77 2 IS 57 16 6% 30 11 down 27 5 2*4 

The actual amounts collected aie the Sist Eguies. The Eguies in parentheses ate f^ioximabe pio rata Sgures for 12 months, i.e. three quarters of the total 

M The changes are calculated with reference to the calculated Sgures for 12 months in 1394/5, and are therefore i^rcodmations. 
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Appendix 20 The Ulnage Returns from 1467 to 1478 

llic names listed and tlic number of cloths attributed to them arc tabulated in the table at the end of diis 

Appendix. The names have been re-arranged in alphabetical order to make comparisons easier. The last 

two returns, although not alphabetical in die original, followed exactly the same order of names. The list 

shows how stylised the returns were compared with the detail found in the return of 1466-7. That the 

central government was not controlling its agents too well is hardly surprising in view of the unsettled 

times around 1470. Perhaps the wonder is that the bureaucracy continued to function as well as it did 

and that revenues were collected, returned to the Exchequer and enrol led in the middle of civil war. 

1467/8 1468/9 1469/70 1470/1 1471-2 1474-6 1476-8 
Total No. of Cloths'^ 1524^^ 1377 1104 1076 1450 2881 

2160 
1440 

Thomas Asihe 52 
WiEamBadell 6 
Henry Baker 153 110 
William Barker, of 
Newport 

80 
kerseys 

Robert Baron 30 
}ohn Bateson 80 60 
TR/iHiain Bedell 22 
the same William Bedell 10 

Ihomas Bennet 40 
William Bery 126 70 
Richard Bird, of Isle of 
W i ^ t 

72 
kersevs 

72 
kerseys 

John Blewet 60 60 124 48 23 
William Blewet 10 8 

John Bole 40 40 
William BoUe 36 
Roj^Bord 66 
Richard Botell 127 128 
Robert Bo\(&nd 175 30 
William Baxter 38 
Richard Brewer 100'A 30 30 

kersey's 
30 

kerseys 
6 

Henry Bright 25 
John Broke 18 18 
Hugh Brown 54 40 
Robert Brown 44 31 
Edward Bull 132 
\miamBull 134 
William Burgen 44 

Note 3 kcoc)? - 1 cloth. 

4 straits = 1 cloth. 

The Ggures show number of cloths unless otherwise stated. For the totals, lesser cloths have been rendered into nominal 

broadcloths. 
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1467/8 1468/9 1469/70 1470/1 1471-2 1474-6 1476-8 
Thomas Uync 18 18 

William Bvnc 24 

Richard Bvrrell 60 60 

Tohn Calle)' 77 38 
Thomas Card 46 31 
Thomas a Castell 12 12 
William Chandler 80 60 
)X#iam Child 57 

Thomas Clerk 70 
Thomas Gierke, junior 65 
John Clifford 15 

kerseys 
15 

kerseys 
John Comish 70 43 

Thomas Comish 100 70 
John Coteler 30 22 
Nicholas Crokker 30 30 
Robert Culley 32 
Richard Dale 63 45 

William Davis 18 
William Draper 44 
john Driver 12 
John Dyer 120 

kerseys 
120 

kerseys 
Roger Dyer 29 29 
William Dyer 36 28 
Robert Fisher 40 40 16 12 
John Fold 26 16 
john Fox 6 6 

Robert Gale, of Ramsey 
[sicl, dyer 

94 94 

William Galle 26 33 
}ohn Garde 18 18 
Thomas Garde 8 
Thomas Garde, dyer 90 

kersevs 
90 

kerseys 
William Gardner 171 
John Glover 115 60 
Thomas Goodver 160 120 

John Hamond 15 11 

Philip Hamond 18 
VvlUiam Plamond 20 
Thomas Heth 34 34 
John Heyne 112 82 
John Houton 43 16 
V l̂Uiam Hyde 60 120 
Richard Ironmon^r 24 
Henry Jackson 80 109 
^ ^ n Johnson 28 28 
Richard Kent 26 16 
VilUiam Kvnc86 16 
John Lane 50 33 
William Launder 18 
John Lavender 60 45 
Robert Loker 27 17 

86 This iiame mav be B^-nc. 
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1467/8 1468/9 1469/70 1470/1 1471-2 1474-6 1476-8 
]ohn Lordc 18 

]ohn Man 38 36 

Richard Alam-n 50 50 

lohn Merry 18 14 
john Mill 18 32 
William Mill 19 15 
William Myller 60 

John NichoU 51 cloths, 
8 yards 

33 

William Parker 110 76 
Richard Potter 16 16 

William Pothvcary 100 20 
William Reed 12 9 

John Richard 90 
Robert Rikerdes 24 
Robert Riley 90 60 
William Robins 28 18 
John Robins, of Isle of 120 

kerseys 
Ihomas Rother 46 31 

Thomas Russell 70 54 

%ohn Smyth 29 14 

John Somer 106 
John Stokeman 28 17 

Henry Stubley 116 90 
William Swift 70 46 
Henry Tailor 55 34 
|ohn Tailor 12 12 
Maurice Tailor 94 71 

Richard Tailor 28 20 
Robert Tulle 32 
John Walker 80 60 
Richard Walker 86 86 
Thomas Walker 18 18 150 
William Walker 17'/% 

cloths, 6 
yards 

William Walton 150 110 
William Wanes 60 
Richard Ward 63 64 
Robert Warmester, 
weaver 

204 93 100 100 

William Wattes 34 45 
Richard Wattes, draper 65 
Robert Webbe 90 90 
Richard ^ îUiam Webbe 
and Bowman jointly 

105 105 

John Wem 31 12 60 
Thomas Weston 100 75 
Jenyn Wever 14 
John Werer 86 
William We\'e 30 30 
Richard Wild 32 212 
John Wlmas 50 40 
Robert Vv'illis 12 
William \'kk\'s 12 
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Appendix 21 Chronology of the History of the Medieval Ulnagc 

Year King Event 
1353 Edward III Subsidy granted to the king on wooUcn cloth, together with a 

fee for the ulnagiog of such cloths 
1394 Richard II Ail local administration placed in the hands of direcdy 

employed ulnapprs. 
1399 Richard 11 June, }uly: Eleven counties let to farm. 
1399 Heno" IV Oct: Directly employed ulnagers appointed 
1399 Henry IV Nov: Ulnagers re-appointed because the previous grants 

were defective. 
1403 Henry IV Directly employed ulnagers re-placed by farmers, althoug^i 

not all replaced immediately. 
1413 Henry V Accession and appointment of farmers. 
1422 Henry VI Accession. Farmers only re-appointed slowly. 
1450s, eady Henr): VI Rise in &:equency of appointments, several being much 

contested. 
1461 Edward IV Accession and appointment of farmers. 
1464 Edward IV Farmers replaced by approvers. 
1470-1 Henry VI , Approvers replaced by 6rmers. 
1471 EdwafdIV Farmers replaced by approvers. 
1478 Edward IV Approvers abolished and replaced by 6rmers. 
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