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Merchants of the City:
Situating the London Estate of the Drapers’ Company, c. 1540-1640
Abstract

Through a case study of the Drapers’ Company, this thesis examines the role London’s livery
companies played in the built environment of the early modern City.? Broadly, it is concerned
with tracing institutional topographies of the urban environment and examining the city’s
development in relation to these systems of governance. Specifically, it investigates the
Drapers as administrators, landlords and landowners in a critical period of livery company
history. Much of the extant literature on the London guilds sidelines their significant role in
the spatial processes of the post-Reformation city and fails to engage with their extensive
property records. However, my research situates the companies as increasingly active agents

in the sixteenth and early seventeenth century built environment.

Pushing against the ‘Elizabethan silence’ of this period as perceived by architectural
historians, | demonstrate that the accelerated acquisition of buildings, anxiety about their
condition and canny negotiations with tenants for rebuildings reveal a Company proactively
seeking to maintain corporate honour and profit through their valuable urban estate. At the
same time, it explores how this transition, and the erosion of their original base of authority
in the trade of drapery, was expressed or suppressed in corporate spaces such as the
Company Hall. The thesis therefore contributes to debates surrounding the survival of
London’s guilds in the face of substantive internal change by writing the livery companies

back into the story of city space.

Notably, the starting point for the research was an unusual book of accounts relating to
thirty-six dinners held in the sixteenth century Hall. The ‘Dinner Book’ served as an
unconventional entry point into an exploration of over 300 diverse documents in the Drapers’
Archive. Taking such a holistic approach to the Archive, the study is more widely about what
can be achieved in utilising the records of London's livery companies as a source for urban
architectural histories as it is about the guilds' role as co-producers of city space. In giving

voice to the architecture of the early modern city and its inhabitants, it challenges

! The capitalised ‘City’ here refers to the City of London and its liberties, the area governed by the City
Corporation. However, the term is often used in this thesis interchangeably with the more general
(and therefore uncapitalised) ‘city’, which implicates the idea of the developing metropolis regardless
of jurisdictional boundaries.



architectural historians in particular to re-assess their view of appropriate methodologies and

legitimate evidence in relation to the urban environment.
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Introduction and Research Methodology

This thesis is a study of the built environment of early modern London written from the
perspective of its guilds. Drawn primarily from the evidence located in the Drapers’ Company
Archive, its focus is a detailed architectural account of one mercantile guild as it increasingly
came to acquire and manage properties within the City. Moreover, it seeks to locate and
contextualize individual experiences of this corporate estate. The study is bracketed by the
dissolution of the monasteries and chantries at one end and the Civil War at the other, from

Reformation to revolution.

The Drapers’ Company, originally the ‘Fraternity of the Blessed Virgin Mary of the Mystery of
the Drapers of the City of London’, is one of the ‘Great Twelve’ livery companies in the City of
London, ranked according to importance and wealth.2 These multifaceted bodies are now
principally focused on maintaining professional networks and managing charitable assets
from their London halls. However, the original impetus for the formation of the Drapers’
Company was a Royal Charter in 1364 which granted the regulation of the trade of drapery to
an organised group of citizens involved in the production and exchange of woollen cloth.
From this starting point the Company has endured for more than 600 years and current
membership extends to around 740 men and women. The Company is still sub-divided by an
internal hierarchy which begins with the lowest-rank of the Yeomanry (or Bachelors),
stepping up to the Liverymen until reaching the Company governors, known as the ‘Court of
Assistants’. Leading this elite Court and annually elected are four Wardens and the Master of
the Company (see figure 0.1). In fact this structure is not unique to the Drapers. It is mirrored
with moderate variations across more than one hundred livery companies which are at
present operating out of the City. Whilst each retains varying degrees of connection to the
associated trades or occupations of their namesakes, all hold a share in the political

governance of the City through the election of freemen, Aldermen, Sheriffs and Lord Mayors

2 |n order of precedence the ‘Great Twelve’ consist of: 1. Mercers, 2. Grocers, 3, Drapers, 4.
Fishmongers, 5. Goldsmiths, 6. Merchant Taylors/Skinners (alternates annually), 7. Skinners/Merchant
Taylors (alternates annually), 8. Haberdashers, 9. Salters, 10. Ironmongers, 11. Vintners, 12.
Clothworkers.



Master

First Warden Second Warden Third Warden Renter Warden

Court and Court of Assistants

Liverymen

| First Master Bachelor “ Second Master Bachelor “ Third Master Bachelor " Fourth Master Bachelor |

| Bachelor Assistants |

Bachelors/Yeomanry

Apprentices

Figure 0.1. Diagram of the corporate structure of the Drapers’ Company

MASTERS, WARDENS AND THE COURT: Since the Charter of Henry VI, the Company as a whole was
governed by a Master and four Wardens, annually elected at first by the corporate body. After 1454-5
however, these five men were nominated only by the outgoing group of Wardens and the ‘Council’ and
presented to the Yeomanry for approval. The Council itself was usually formed of five to seven former
Masters and Wardens at this time and acquired the title ‘Court of Assistants’in 1516.The Court of
Assistants was an advisory group which could balance out any potential instability resulting from the
changing roster of Masters and Wardens. Although former Masters may elect not to serve as a more
active ‘Assistant; they would never lose their place on the ‘Court’ In the sixteenth century the number
in the Court swelled to between fifteen and thirty-five members — but this number did not reflect the
distinct variation in the amount of involvement each chose to have in the life of the Company.

In spite of the fact that the ‘Master’ was a prestigious role, Johnson noted that “the office...was almost
entirely an honorary one”in that he was expected to preside over meetings but perform little more on
account of his title. Wardens therefore bore the brunt of Company governance and business, conduct-
ing searches, controlling admissions, distributing alms and arranging Dinners. In this work they were
supported by Company employees called the Clerk, the Beadle and the Renters. They were ranked
from one to four, moving up over time. Originally, if elected to the role of a Wardenship, men were not
eligible for re-election for five years. However the increasing difficulty of identifying suitable and
willing men for these positions in the later sixteenth century prompted the Company to dissolve the
rule, allowing ambitious men to climb up the Company ladder even faster than before.The fourth
‘Renter’'Warden was often referred to as the ‘youngest’indicating that this position was given to a
Draper who had not yet served as a Warden and was likely less advanced in his career, being selected
out of “the younger sort of the livery”. This Warden also was especially responsible for the keeping of
the Company Accounts and liaised with an employee called the Renter, who was in charge of collect-
ing rents and fees. Although there was some variation in this set-up in the sixteenth century which
shall be discussed in Chapter Five. The Third Warden too was often a man who had not yet served in
office. First and Second were more likely to go on to serve as Company Master within a few years of
holding these offices.

Continued overleaf



LIVERYMEN: A group of individuals of some distinction and wealth, admissions to the ‘Livery’ were
made by the Master, Warden and Council. In 1493 there were 124 liverymen and 119 members of the
Company ‘out of the livery’ (Yeomen or Bachelors). This number of liverymen was never matched until
1793-4 when a total of 120 was recorded. More often this group totalled around 40-70 men. Livery-
men held the privilege of wearing the ‘clothing’ of the Company, which was required on all public
occasions.

APPRENTICES AND BACHELORS: An apprenticeship lasted seven years, during which the young man
was ‘bound’ to his master, professionally and in many ways personally. After finishing his apprentice-
ship and entering his trade as a small-scale retailer, the man could be admitted into the Company as a
Freeman in the Yeomanry or Bachelors. This group became increasing well defined from the end of the
fifteenth century, when its organisation was formalised through the appointment of four Wardens to
preside over them and lead their own ceremonial activities. This greater need for structure at this
lower level was prompted by the larger numbers of men in this group. A total of 119 has already been
noted for 1493 but by 1574 there were 487. Frustratingly these are the only points in time for which
figures were recorded until the later seventeenth century.

Refs: Johnson, History, Vol. 1, p.111, p.147, p.149, p.151, p.153; Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.194-6



from within their ranks, leading official photographer for the City in 2016 to comment that

“the City is a very modern place but it’s also very feudal”.?

Most historians agree that it was in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries that many of the
‘Great Twelve’ companies like the Drapers became dislocated from their original trades and
crafts as a result of large-scale economic and cultural change. But little attention has been
paid to the ways in which many of these same companies also experienced significant growth
in their role as landowners and landlords in the aftermath of the Reformation.* Few livery
companies publish details of their finances today but since 2006 the Mercers’ Company have
made their annual review publicly available, revealing the continued importance of property
to the running of the Company. In 2012 the Mercers held total net assets of £570m with 69%
of this value invested in property.® Given the broadly comparable prestige and wealth of the
Drapers’ Company, it is likely that it is not terribly far behind the Mercers in this context. This
thesis investigates the range of individual and corporate agendas worked out through the
Drapers’ Company estate as their property portfolio developed - for these historical episodes
still have a bearing on the actions of the Company today. Furthermore, this research
demonstrates how the Drapers’ Archive can be deployed more widely as a rich source of
information regarding the developing early modern city, with potential to particularise
general suppositions about the urban environment. After Soja, such a perspective of
sixteenth and seventeenth century London treats the socialization of the city, structured by
its guilds, as inextricable from the spatialisation of the city.® The investigation seeks to be

self-conscious about the ways in which it constructs a particular narrative of the built

3 Martin Parr quoted in Lanchester, John. ‘The men are in their counting house’, The Guardian
Weekend, February 20, 2016, p.30. As a result of his two year tenure, Parr’s ‘Unseen City’ project was
displayed in the Guildhall Art Gallery from 4 March — 31 July 2016.

4 The enforced management of the company Ulster Estates in the early 1600s is outside the scope of
this thesis. For other studies of this particular context see: Curl, James Steven. The Londonderry
Plantation 1609-1914: The History, Architecture, and Planning of the Estates of the City of London and
its Livery Companies in Ulster (Chichester: Phillimore & Co. Ltd., 1986); Robinson, O. ‘The London
companies as progressive landlords in nineteenth-century Ireland’ in Economic History Review 2™ ser.,
15, no. 1 (1962) pp. 103-118.

5> The Mercers' Company, Annual Review (2013)
http://www.mercers.co.uk/sites/default/files/Mercers'%20Company%20Annual%20Review%202013.p
df [Accessed online 9 April 2016].

6 Soja, E. ‘Taking Space Personally’ in B. Warf and S. Arias (ed.) The Spatial Turn: Interdisciplinary
Perspectives (New York: Routledge, 2009) pp.11-35, p.21.



environment, articulating the process of a city becoming something ‘other’ than what it was
through primarily qualitative research in the Drapers’ Company Archive.” Consequently, the

thesis makes contributions to debates surrounding the survival of London’s guilds in the face
of substantive change and apparent decline in the period by writing the livery companies

back into the story of city space.

A broad methodological research question is thus: In what ways can livery company archives
offer access to the everyday developing built environment of early modern London?

Regarding the Drapers, three further specific enquiries drive this research:

1. How did the Drapers’ Company estate grow in significance in the post-Reformation period?
If the Company came to hold and manage a sizeable urban estate, what was it like in nature?

How was it managed?

2. What relational tensions arose as a result of their expanded role as landlords and
landowners? Who was the growing estate most beneficial to and why? Considering individual
building negotiations between corporation and tenant, to what extent can the so-called

‘Great Rebuilding’ of the sixteenth century be traced through its records?

3. To what extent was the Company’s Court aware of the growing importance of its estate?
Did it seek to represent the corporate change it was experiencing in its cultural and spatial

practices?

Led by these aims, the work that follows places greater weight on the evidence of the
Drapers’ Archive than any previous revisionist scholarship in order to centralize the growing
guild estate in London. Seen through the eyes of Company leaders, it argues that the ‘great’
livery companies became increasingly preoccupied with the business of managing and
regulating the urban environment in the sixteenth century and were therefore important
agencies of change in the making of city space. It seeks to map this transition and trace the
corporate systems which facilitated a shift in the main business attended to by the governing
courts of the mercantile guilds, from trade-related petitions and disputes to property-related
petitions and disputes. This research considers both the Company Hall and the patchwork of
properties administered out of it, examining the Drapers’ Company in relation to its land-

holdings in order to reveal more about the complex relational dynamics of architectural

7 This change has been broadly characterised as ‘pre-modern’ or ‘proto-industrial’. See: Epstein, S. R.
Town and Country in Europe, 1300-1800 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001).



development and urbanisation. For, in approaching questions about the nature of urban
space, it is not only interested in the material and spatial qualities of the buildings of London
in isolation, but how the livery company estate was lived in by living, breathing and thinking

citizens.

The period of focus is demarcated by two moments of re-calibration in the English landscape.
Both the Reformation and the Civil War represented periods of disturbing destruction and
readjustment in the built environment. It is the transitional century between these two
traumas that is the focus of this thesis.? It builds on previous scholarship which suggests that
the dissolution of the monasteries and chantries in the 1530s and 40s fostered a fundamental
shift in the spatial and cultural organization in London.® Correspondingly, in relation to
landownership, historians have proposed that the Reformation prompted “the largest
turnover...since at least the Norman Conquest” and also that this “seismic transition” had
“profound social and economic ramifications”.X® The Civil War on the other hand is notable
not for its impact on land-holding but instead for the suggestion that building-work and
architectural production ground to a relative halt as the City clashed with the Crown.!! This
timespan neatly coincides with what Mark Girouard identified as the ‘rise and fall’ of
Elizabethan architecture between the years of 1540-1640 and also lan Archer’s assertion that
1640 marked the end of a particularly prosperous period for the city guilds.'? Outside the
scope of the investigation are the post-war years leading up to the Great Fire and the

rebuilding that ensued after it. This decision was taken in part because the seventeenth

® Howard, Maurice. The Building of Elizabethan and Jacobean England (New Haven: Yale University
Press for the Paul Mellon Centre, 2008) pp.1-2.

° The criticality of this period has been substantiated by Robert Tittler for example: Tittler, Robert.
Portraits, Painters, and Publics in Provincial England, 1540-1640 (New York: Oxford University Press,
2012).

10 1bid. p.13; Tittler, Robert. The Face of the City: Civic Portraiture and Civic Identity in Early Modern
England, Manchester (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2007) p.98.

1 Summerson, John. Architecture in Britain, 1530-1830, 9" edn. (New Haven and London: Yale
University Press, 1993) p.151, 153. Also see: Porter, Stephen. ‘The Economic and Social Impact of the
Civil War on London’ in S. Porter (ed), London and the Civil War (London: MacMillan Press Ltd., 1996)
pp.175-204.

2 Girouard, Mark. Elizabethan Architecture: Its Rise and Fall, 1540-1640 (New Haven and London: Yale
University Press for the Paul Mellon Centre, 2009); Archer, lan. ‘The Livery Companies and Charity in
the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries’ in I. A. Gadd and P. Wallis (ed.), Guilds, Society and Economy
in London 1450-1800 (London: Centre for Metropolitan History, 2002) pp.15-28, p.15.



century has received comparatively more scholarly attention to date, but more importantly
because the extent of change experienced in the years after 1640 required a level of
interrogation and archival research that would have taken this study in a quite different
direction and resulted in an altogether thinner treatment of the under-researched sixteenth

century.

The research that follows is significant for two principal reasons. Firstly, in foregrounding the
role of an influential livery company in the context of the built environment, the thesis seeks
to contribute to a more holistic understanding of how city space was socially produced as a
result of shifting relationships, loyalties and motivations played out within corporate
structures. Secondly, in electing to work within an institutional archive which is mostly
concerned with the management, improvement and administration of a wide-range of urban
properties, it challenges the prevailing tendency of early modern architectural histories to
focus on a design process centred on the figure of the architect and/or their elite clients. This

point will be expanded upon later in this chapter.
Recent Scholarship in Early Modern London

London in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries has been characterized as a place both of
immense change and of immense struggle. After the impact of the many medieval outbreaks
of Black Death, historians have argued there was a dramatic spatial re-filling of the City in
these centuries.'® Even conservative estimates of the rising population within the walls attest
to the rapid development the city experienced at the same time as social and religious
unrest. Vanessa Harding has suggested the population numbered around 40 000 in 1550,
increased to around 70 000 in 1631, and reached c. 100 000 on the eve of the 1666 fire. This
represented a doubling in the density of people per acre inside the City walls from 100 to 200
across the same period.’ Consequently, a contemporary commentator compared the city
blocks to “Hives of Bees” in respect of their intense inhabitation and industry.’> Meanwhile

the city’s most notable sixteenth-century historian, John Stow, remarked on the ways in

13 And yet, the worst bout of plague was in 1563, when 24% (nearly a quarter) of London’s population
died. See: Sutherland, I. “‘When was the Great Plague? Mortality in London, 1563-1615’ in D. Glass and
R. Revelle (ed.) Population and Social Change (London: E. Arnold, 1972) pp.287-320.

14 Harding, Vanessa. ‘City, capital and metropolis: the changing shape of seventeenth-century London’
in J. F. Merritt (ed.) Imagining Early Modern London: Perceptions and Portrayals of the City from Stow
to Strype, 1598-1720 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001) pp.117-143, p.124.

15 Howell, J. Londinpolis: An Historical Discourse or Perlustration of the City of London (London, 1657).



which the City over-spilled its medieval boundaries with alarming speed to form “continual
building[s]” and “continual street[s]” where there had only been singular dwellings before.®
The population growth London experienced was indeed exceptional within Europe, but so
too were the political, cultural and economic implications of such a tremendous influx.
Spurred on by the social and religious upheaval of the Reformation and the fall of the great
mart of Antwerp, London repositioned itself as a prosperous urbanised city of international
importance.” But the economic success and population increase the city enjoyed seems to
have been matched by heightened levels of anxiety with regards to how to effectively govern

this change and maintain civic order.!®

As critical nodes in city life, the guilds were inevitably caught up in these large-scale shifts and
the response of the Court of Assistants to what has often been framed as a ‘crisis’ has been
the source of intense revisionist debate since the 1980s. And yet conflicting narratives of
success and crisis in relation to the city have been closely intertwined with similar
contestations of the guilds.'® Two leading contemporary scholars identified the sixteenth
century as a period of particular prosperity for the livery companies, stretching as far as to
call it a “golden age”, in contrast to the more conventionally held view that the early modern
period represented one of “continuous decline” for these bodies as existing City economic
structures were superseded.?’ Whether or not the rhetoric of decline or prosperity is

subscribed to, all agree that the companies changed significantly in the early modern period.

16 Stow, John. A Survey of London, reprinted from the text of 1603, 2 Vols. C. L. Kingsford (ed.) (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1908) Vol. I, p.127; Vol. Il, p.70-1, p.98.

7 Miskimin, H. A. The Economy of later Renaissance Europe, 1460-1600 (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1977) pp.24-28; Schofield, John. ‘The Topography and Buildings of London, ca. 1600’
in L. Orlin (ed), Material London, ca. 1600 (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2000)
pp.296-321, p.296; Howell, M. Commerce Before Capitalism in Europe, 1300-1600 (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2010) p.6.

18 Rappaport, S. Worlds Within Worlds: Structures of Life in Sixteenth-Century London (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1989) p.378.

19 For example: Beier, A. L. and Finlay, Roger. (ed.) London 1500-1700: The Making of the Metropolis
(London and New York, Longman, 1986); Inwood, Stephen. A History of London (London and
Basingstoke, Carroll & Graff Publishers, 1998); Porter, Roy. London: A Social History (London: Hamish
Hamilton, 1994).

20 Rappaport, Worlds Within Worlds, p.213: “in most respects the sixteenth century was the golden
age of the livery companies”; Archer, ‘The Livery Companies and Charity’, p.15. These two studies
stand in contrast to earlier publications, for example, Unwin, G. The Gilds and Companies of London
(London: Methuen, 1908) regards that the Western gilds “expired in giving birth to progress” (p.4).



It is the chronology and nature of this transition that has been hotly debated and re-
framed.? Challenging many earlier histories of the companies, Steve Rappaport argued that
the liveries remained a relevant and positive force in a metropolis that was not as chaotic and
uncontrolled as had previously been held. At the same time he also minimized the internal
divisions between different company hierarchies which some held were becoming more
stratified.?? lan Archer supported Rappaport’s broad hypothesis that this period did not
represent the death of the guilds but rather a shift in their central purpose and activity.
However he took issue with the way in which Rappaport’s account underestimated the sense
of instability experienced both internally between members and externally between the
governors and the wider city population.?® Both studies were written ‘out of’ a number of
craft and mercantile guild archives but neither sought to locate their studies spatially nor
make use of the extensive property records held by the companies. Responding to a similar
thematic thread, Joseph Ward’s 1997 Metropolitan Communities argued that, although
internally conflicted and with a lesser grip on their respective trades, the material benefits of
guild membership ensured the companies remained vital to the structure of a changing city.?
If the great companies came to hold and manage significant urban estates, to what extent
were these used to benefit their members and how? Could the ability to let houses in
crowded city centre areas to guildsmen at preferential rates have contributed to their
continued relevance? For Ronald Berger, who took the Mercers’ Company in Coventry as his
starting point, the term “decline” was a misnomer for “it ignored the structure of urban

systems.”?

After Rappaport, Archer and Ward’s important contributions to revisionary scholarship, Gadd
and Wallis’ 2002 essay collection marked the beginning of a further re-examination of the

role of the guilds in the city through careful excavations of many other largely unexamined

21 A point noted by Jenner, Mark. ‘Guildwork’ in I. A. Gadd and P. Wallis (ed.), Guilds, Society and
Economy in London 1450-1800 (London: Centre for Metropolitan History, 2002) pp.163-170, p.163.

22 Rappaport, Worlds Within Worlds, p.184.

2 Archer, lan. The Pursuit of Stability: Social Relations in Elizabethan London, paperback edn.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002) p.8.

24 Ward, Joseph P. Metropolitan Communities: Trade Guilds, Identity and Change in Early Modern
London (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1997).

%5 Berger, Roland M. The Most Necessary Luxuries: The Mercers’ Company of Coventry, 1550-1680
(University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1993) p.xv.



guild archives. Interestingly this publication was sponsored by the companies themselvesin a
return to an earlier pattern of historical scholarship which was written with decided
closeness to their subjects. Many authors of the first wave of company histories in the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (which mostly supported the rhetoric of decline)
were members or previous leaders of the guilds they reported on, essentially producing ‘in-
house histories’.?® But this new historical endeavour more than a century later re-established
a symbiotic partnership between professional historians and guilds, one that engaged in
critically assessing previously established narratives of company history. Gadd and Wallis’
volume broadened the range of social and economic perspectives to the themes of order and
chaos in the early modern city. Significantly the editors emphasized the idea of process in
their commentary noting for example that livery companies were “in a real sense social
structures in motion”.?” In his essay in the volume Mark Jenner also introduced a concept
with especial resonance to the methodology of this thesis, that of ‘guildwork’. In proposing
this term as useful to future research, he called on historians to expend more energy on: “the
myriad of cultural and material practices, ranging from the sending out of summonses and
invitations to feasts, to the keeping of records and the management of property, by which
livery companies have remained in process and in being.”?® This present study responds to
Jenner’s call by paying attention to the everyday experience of how change occurred in the

built environment through the administrative mechanisms of the Drapers’ Company.

Continuing to utilize livery company records in the Guildhall library, two essay collections
followed the 2002 contribution and shifted the debate towards conceptions of the City as
represented in many of the same documents as a complement to the contested realities
claimed for it through the deployment of these same texts.?® Paul Griffiths among others

argued that the number one priority of his archival research in the corporate archives was

26 For example: Heath, J. B. (previous Master) Some Account of the Worshipful Company of Grocers
(London: privately printed, 1829); Wadmore, James Foster. (previous Master) Some Account of the
Worshipful Company of Skinners (London: Blades, East & Blades, 1902); Atkins, S. E. (Master of 1889)
and Overall, W. H. (Clerk) Some Account of the Worshipful Company of Clockmakers (London: privately
printed, 1881).

27 Gadd and Wallis, Guilds, p.5.
28 Jenner, ‘Guildwork’, p.167 (emphasis added).

2 Griffiths, Paul., Jenner, Mark. (ed.) Londinopolis, c. 1500-1750: Essays in the Cultural and Social
History of Early Modern London (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2000); Merritt, Imagining
Early Modern London, 2001.



pursuit of the “perception and appearance of troubling flux [in the City], even if it turns out to
be...hyperbole”.?° Collectively these scholars contended that historical evidence in the
archives should be approached with both the actuality of the city and the idea of it in mind.
Moreover, if the city is examined as a concept, it can be understood and ‘read’ from
multifarious perspectives, none of which could possibly contain its whole. Just as there is no
single story of the livery companies, diverse within themselves, there can be no single story
of London. Sympathetic to this view, this thesis takes the position that through the
documents in the Drapers’ Archive something of the past City can be truly known, in spite of
their mediated nature, but also that the perceptions of the governing Court are of value in

and of themselves.

In parallel to the new social and economic approaches to early modern urbanity, the last
decades have also seen a flowering of studies concerning sixteenth and seventeenth century
material cultures. These lines of enquiry have returned to the specific space of the home as
an important environment in the negotiation of changing occupational and social identities.3!
In relation to the Drapers, the Company Hall might usefully be framed in this way as a sort of
corporate home as well as an administrative headquarters. For London, this material and
cultural approach has been exemplified in two publications edited and written respectively
by influential Shakespearean scholar Lena Cowen Orlin. Firstly, a rich edited essay collection,
Material London c. 1600, ranged across subjects, disciplines and paradigms, driven by a
desire to ‘spatialize' the city and situate its material culture within it. Secondly, Locating
Privacy in Tudor London explored the experience of one middling-class family in the late
sixteenth-century city by examining developing conceptions of public and private in both
domestic and corporate spaces. It is especially relevant to this study owing to the fact that
the male head of Orlin’s family became Master of the Drapers’ Company in 1570. Orlin

granted some attention to the Company Hall interpreting its architectural expression through

30 Griffiths, Paul. Lost Londons: Change, Crime and Control in the Capital City (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2008) p.9 (emphasis added).

31 For example see: Buxton, Anthony. Domestic Culture in Early Modern England (Woodbridge: The
Boydell Press, 2015); Findlen, Paula. Early Modern Things: Objects and their histories, 1500-1800 (New
York: Routledge, 2012); Hamling, Tara. and Richardson, Catherine. Everyday Objects: Medieval and
Early Modern Material Culture and its Meanings (Burlington: Ashgate, 2010); Richardson, Catherine.
Domestic Life and Domestic Tragedy in Early Modern England: The material life of the household
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2006).
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the lens of authority and spatial control.3? In this way she saw her work contributing to
Foucault’s proposed project of ‘a whole history’ of spaces which would also necessarily be
the ‘history of powers’.33 She was however not confined to this political interpretation of
space, instead binding economic, gender and political threads together in her search for the
‘lived-in’ space of the Barnham family.34 Her work in relation to the Drapers was focused on a
relatively narrow window of time, mainly the 1560s and 70s, but acts as an impressive
exemplification of what can be achieved when the documents are read closely with spatial
concerns in mind. However, the book also traversed across hospital records, court
depositions, personal papers and city corporation journals for the same decades. In contrast
to this approach, this thesis is drawn far more tightly from research undertaken in one
archive, the Drapers’, and therefore allows for a far longer chronology of such spatial
developments and contestations to be examined from a more coherently corporate

perspective.
City-ness and the Great Rebuilding

An important driver behind these new concerns, the 'spatial turn' of the late twentieth
century saw both Lefebvre (1974, translated 1991) and Foucault (1986) prompt significant
innovations in conceptualizing the socialization of urban space. These theorists drew
attention to the inherently constructed and contingent nature of space, perceiving its
production through the lens of the social. Foucault stated that "we do not live in a kind of
void...we live inside a set of relations that delineates sites which are irreducible to one
another and absolutely not superimposable on one another".3> Lefebvre too argued that the
“urban is social centrality”. Pursuing the birth of capitalism, he drew attention to its condition

as transitory and fluid, a convergence of information, goods and people. To Lefebvre, this

32 Orlin, Lena Cowen. Locating Privacy in Tudor London, paperback edn. (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2009).

33 Foucault, Michel. The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human Sciences (London and New
York: Routledge, 2002).

34 Foucault, Michel. ‘The Eye of Power’ in Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other Writings,
1972-1977, ed. and trans. C. Gordon (New York: Pantheon Books, 1980) pp.146-165, p.149.

35 Foucault, Michel. ‘Of Other Spaces: Utopias and Heterotopias’ in Architecture/Movement/Continuite
(October, 1984) trans. J. Miskoiec (unpublished translation).
http://web.mit.edu/allanmc/www/foucaultl.pdf [Accessed online 2 July 2016] p.3.
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messy clustering of exchanges was the ‘city-ness’ of cities.*® The city was therefore conceived
as a project in which all occupiers were key participants and negotiators. The theoretical
models proposed by such thinkers of the ‘spatial turn’ have fostered new directions into
urban studies of space led by discussions of dichotomies such as public/private, elite/non-
elite and male/female as exemplified by Orlin’s work.?” Indeed, nearly fifty years on, the
influence of this ‘spatial’ orientation in the making of the built environment, rather than an
aesthetic orientation, is continuing to be being felt in historical circles. It was identified as

one of four key future issues directing scholarship in social history forward in 2006.38

For architectural historians, these concerns contributed to the authentication of a wider-
range of perspectives on familiar environments and especially challenged preoccupations
with the isolated architectural object. Such ideas lent validity to the possibility of a more
democratic view of the production of spaces, extending some disciplinary interest into the
workings of whole societies as a means of understanding how urban 'spatialization and
socialization' worked out in practice.3® And yet it was primarily in fresh interpretations of the

English country house that the spirit of re-assessment, regarding what was significant in early

36 | efebvre, Henri. The Production of Space, trans. Donald Nicholson-Smith (Oxford: Blackwell, 1991)
p.145. Also see: Clarke, Linda. ‘Urbanisation as a production process’ in Building Capitalism: Historical
Change and the Labour Process in the Production of the Built Environment (London: Routledge, 1992)
pp.7-25.

37 For example on gender see: Gowing, Laura. ‘The Freedom of the Streets: Women and Social Space,
1560-1640’ in P. Griffiths and M. Jenner (ed.) Londinopolis, c. 1500-1750: Essays in the Cultural and
Social History of Early Modern London (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2000) pp.130-51;
Flather, Amanda. Gender and Space in Early Modern England (Woodbridge: The Boydell Press, 2007);
Shoemaker, R., ‘Gendered Spaces: Patterns of Mobility and Perceptions of London’s Geography, 1660-
1750’ in J. F. Merritt (ed.) Imagining Early Modern London: Perceptions and Portrayals of the City from
Stow to Strype (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001) pp.144-165.

38 Stearns, P. 'Introduction' in Journal of Social History 39, no. 3 (Spring 2006) p.611. Evidenced by the
subheadings of the journal, the other three issues were: power and the state, social structure,
dissemination.

39 See for example: Beier and Finlay, London 1500-1700, 1986; Clark P. and Morgan, P. Towns and
Townspeople, 1500-1780 (The Open University Press: 1977); Clark, Peter. and Slack, Paul. (ed.) Crisis
and Order in English Towns, 1500-1700: Essays in Urban History, (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul,
1972); Girouard, Mark. Cities and People: A social and architectural history (New Haven and London:
Yale University Press, 1985); Girouard, Mark. The English Town: A History of Urban Life (New Haven:
Yale University, 1990); Girouard, Mark. Town and Country (New Haven and London: Yale University
Press, 1992).
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modern architectural history, took root in the 1970s and 80s.*° Malcolm Airs’ and Mark
Girouard’s classic contributions were marked with a desire to locate and consider all sorts of
design agency in the making of Elizabethan prodigy ‘power-houses’, balancing their
discussions with more conventional questions of style and taste. Original in methodology,
Girouard'’s Life in the English Country House began with a request for his readers’ indulgence
as he ventured outside the traditional remit of his discipline to produce, in his own words,
“essentially a pioneering work” which was based on close examinations of a range of archival
documents.** Whilst the achievements of the group of architectural historians influenced by
Girouard and Airs were extremely important, urban buildings have to date remained under-
attended to and elite spaces of architectural patronage still tend to be prioritised in part

because more documentary and built traces remain.*?

In electing to re-examine Elizabethan country houses (and for good reason), Girouard and
Airs centralized rural landscapes which allowed for the main building to be more easily
examined as an independent structure with a clear origin. In contrast, the dense relational
overlaps of the city environment more often fostered houses and halls that developed
incrementally over time. Maurice Howard remarked that whilst Elizabethan country houses

were “increasingly isolated within great parks”, civic and public buildings instead existed “in

40 Airs, Malcolm. The Making of the English Country House 1500-1640 (London: Architectural Press,
1975); Girouard, Mark. Life in the English Country House (New Haven and London: Yale University
Press, 1978); Howard, Maurice. The Early Tudor House: Architecture and Politics (London: George
Philip, 1987); Friedman, Alice T. House and Household in Elizabethan England: Wollaton Hall and the
Willoughby Family (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 1989).

41 Girouard, Life in the English Country House, p.v.

42 Some exceptions to this are: Power, M. J. ‘East London Housing in the Seventeenth Century’ in P.
Clark and P. Slack (ed.) Crisis and Order in English Towns, 1500-1700: Essays in Urban History, (London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1972) pp. 237-62; Power, M. J. ‘The East and West in Early-Modern London’
in E. W. Ives, R. J. Knecht, and J. J. Scarisbrick (ed.) Wealth and Power in Tudor England: Essays
Presented to S.T. Bindoff (London: 1978) pp. 167-185; Power, M. J. ‘Shadwell: the development of a
London suburban community in the seventeenth century’ in London Journal 4 (1978) pp.29-46. Also:
Brown, F. E. ‘Continuity and change in the urban house: developments in domestic space organization
in seventeenth-century London’ in Comparative Studies in Society and History 28 (1986) pp.558-90;
Kelsall, A. F. “The London house plan in the later seventeenth century’ in Post-Medieval Archeology 8
(1974) p.80-9; Guillery, P. The Small House in Eighteenth-Century London: a Social and Architectural
History (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 2004); Cherry, Bridget. ‘John Pollexfen’s House
in Walbrook’ in J. Bold and E. Chaney (ed.) English Architecture Public and Private: Essays for Kerry
Downes (London and Rio Grande: The Hambledon Press, 1993) pp.80-105.
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dialogue with the urban space around them.”*® Such a statement helpfully draws attention to
the scale of the task for urban architectural historians which necessitates a multi-layered
reading of the city and its buildings, attending to their social and cultural ‘lives’ as well as
their physical construction and geographical locations. A reluctance to recognize the validity
of interdisciplinary studies in the field of architectural history has however reflected on a
discipline that has perhaps lacked confidence in its own purpose. A disciplinary “project of
crisis” can be in part attributed to the difficulty of relating wide-scale historical observations
with very specific studies of individual buildings without spreading itself too thinly, the
dividing line between history and architectural history has proven a point of some
contestation.** Any questions surrounding the disciplinary legitimacy of the investigations at
the heart of this thesis should be addressed in the light of architectural history’s self-
consciousness of its own instability and claimed dynamism. After the innovations of Girouard
et al. which aligned architectural observations more closely with trends in historical research,
Mark Swenarton stated that architectural history had retreated once more into an
internalised disciplinary “backwater” in contrast to other disciplines which were productively
moving towards holistically connecting subjects together.* As editor of the journal
Architectural History from 1975-85, John Newman too recognized the need for a “more
varied” approach to be exemplified in architectural publishing. In this he was responding to
Swenarton’s criticism that articles in the journal were indeed ‘antiquarian’ in their focused
interest in the documentation of ‘polite’ architecture.*® Since then voices of dissent and
concern have consistently bemoaned the distance between mainstream history and the
architectural history ‘niche’. Most recently Simon Thurley challenged architects and
architectural historians to “fall back in love with history” holding that their focus on stylistic

analysis and building as object had hindered the project of writing a history of English

43 Howard, Maurice. ‘Classicism and Civic Architecture’ in L. Gent (ed.) Albion’s Classicism: The Visual
Arts in Britain, 1550-1660 (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1995) pp.29-50, p.33.

4 Watkin, David. The Rise of Architectural History (London: Architectural Press, 1980) p.183; Blau, Eve.
‘A Question of Discipline: Plenary Address, Society of Architectural Historians Annual Meeting,
Richmond, Virginia, 18 April 2002’ in Journal of the Society of Architectural Historians 62, no. 1 (Mar.,
2003) pp. 125-129, p.126.

45 Swenarton, Mark. ‘The Role of History in Architectural Education’ in Architectural History 30 (1987)
pp.201-215, p.212.

46 Newman, J. ‘A Reply to Mark Swenarton’ in Architectural History 31 (1988) pp.206-7.
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building. The relationship between the built environment and its wider historical context is

“still too often” problematically under-examined.*’

Returning to London, with these social concerns in mind, there is some resonance between
the architectural treatment of the early modern city and Donald Lupton's 1632 declaration
that "She is grown so great, | am almost afraid to meddle with her.”*® Defining the built
environment of London, how might the complex kaleidoscope of relationships giving it form
be articulated and examined? Because the city “annihilates” authorship, it mostly dissolves
singular architectural ‘moments’ of design and challenges disciplinary boundaries.*® But this is
no comfort to the architectural historian in search of origins and architects, who have been
noticeably absent in recent discourses surrounding the urban condition of the early modern
city. Certainly, architectural history, like much art history, has found dissatisfaction in
anonymity to the extent that works of art whose makers are unknown have been
marginalised on account of their namelessness.>® In these respects, the city is frustratingly
and wonderfully impure, it is always ‘commencing’, reconstructed and reconstituted by a
multitude of parts.>! The inherent ‘between-ness’ of early modern London defines its
'citiness'.>? If the reality of the built environment and the mentalities which perceived it are

twin preoccupations of this research, Eve Blau’s critique that “we need to think about

47 Thurley, Simon. The Building of England: How the History of England Has Shaped Our Buildings
(London: William Curtis, 2013) p.7. For further comments: Saint, Andrew. Towards a Social
Architecture: The Role of School-Building in Post-War England (New Haven & London: Yale University
Press, 1987) p.x; Forty, Adrian. Words and Buildings: A Vocabulary of Modern Architecture (London:
Thames and Hudson, 2000) p.203; Borden, lain and Rendell, Jane. ‘From chamber to transformer:
epistemological challenges in the methodology of theorised architectural history’ in The Journal of
Architecture 5, no. 2 (2000) pp.215-228, p.217.

48 Lupton, Donald. London and the Countrey Carbonadoed and Quartred (London: 1632).

49 Bremner, Lindsay. Writing the City into Being: Essays on Johannesburg 1998-2008 (Johannesburg:
Fourthwall Books, 2010) p.46.

50 See Richards, J. M. ‘The Condition of Architecture and the Principle of Anonymity’ in Circle:
International Survey of Constructive Art (London, 1937) pp.184-6, p.184. For discussion in relation to
art history see: MacGregor, Neil. A Victim of Anonymity: the Master of the Saint Bartholomew
Altarpiece (London: Thames and Hudson, 1993).

51 Like architecture itself. See: Wall, C. An Architecture of Parts: Architects, Building Workers and
Industrialisation in Britain 1940 — 1970 (London: Routledge, 2013).

52 Citiness as used by Seamon, D. 'Toward a Phenomenology of Citiness: Kevin Lynch's Image of the City
and Beyond' in The National Geographical Journal of India 37, pts 1-2 (March-June, 1991) pp.178-188.
Also see Bremner’s use of Simmel in Bremner, Writing the City, p.42.
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architectural history in a way that acknowledges the inherent multidisciplinarity of what we
do...” presents a way forward.>® Her endorsement correlates with Fernand Braudel’s
argument that historians should be willing to examine even the largest global phenomenon
without disciplinary limitations, driven by the problem under consideration and following it in
spite of geographical or other boundaries. For, he declared, “there is no historical
problem...that is separated by walls, that is independent.”>* In agreement with Braudel and in
pursuit of the socialised and spatialised city, whilst clearly addressing architectural history,
this thesis is therefore sympathetic to Anne Myers’ recent ambition to be ‘predisciplinary’

rather than ‘multi-disciplinary’.>®

Exemplifying the fruits of such an approach, one of the most productive areas of investigation
in the area of the early modern built environment has accumulated around a broad
conceptual thread known as ‘the Great Rebuilding’. Drawing together economic history,
architectural history and archaeology since the 1950s, the dialogue began by prioritizing the
process of making provincial houses through a closer reading of the economic circumstances
which shaped them.*® Based on detailed archival searches and site observations, economic
historian W. G. Hoskins’ assessment of housing in the South of England resulted in the
persuasive proposal of a wide-ranging “housing revolution” across upper and middling social
groups between 1570-1640.%” Seeking to situate his case studies in a broad-ranging meta-
narrative, Hoskins commended a new history of landscape that chimed with the political
shifts which social and economic history was experiencing. Moreover he considered that
many of his contemporaries, when considering these houses of the middling-class, were
“woefully ignorant of the documentary side of their field of study” with the unfortunate

consequence that the human concerns behind architectural developments and the buildings

53 Blau, ‘A Question of Discipline’, p.127.

54 Braudel, F. 'En guise de conclusion.' in Review 1, no. 3/4, (1978) pp.243-53, p.245. Quoted and trans.
in Cheng-Chung, Lai. ‘Braudel's Concepts and Methodology Reconsidered’ in The European Legacy 5,
no. 1 (2000) pp.65-86, p.77.

55 Myers, A. Literature and Architecture in Early Modern England (Baltimore: John Hopkins University
Press, 2013).

%6 Hoskins, W. G. The Making of the English Landscape (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1955);
Salzman, L. F. Building in England Down to 1540, A Documentary History (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1952).

57 Hoskins, W. G. ‘The Rebuilding of Rural England, 1570-1640’ in Past and Present 4, no. 1 (1953)
pp.44-59, p.44.
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themselves were only “dimly understood”.>® Following up on the sweeping assertions of
Hoskins, Robert Machin’s 1977 rigorous re-assessment of the rebuilding tested the thesis
within a wider geographical and chronological framework. In it he commended economic and
social historians to “reconsider the role of architectural history” in relation to a series of
cyclical rebuildings he identified, of which Hoskins’ proposal for the south of England in the
late sixteenth century was only one.>® Machin judged that there needed to be a better
understanding of the iterative processes by which buildings were successively expanded,
upgraded and redeveloped in consecutive waves. On the other hand, archaeologist Matthew
Johnson later tempered Machin and Hoskins’ strong economic perspectives by emphasising
the social interactions which produced these rebuildings and their embodied meanings.
Utilising a limited number of surviving inventories alongside existing material evidence, he
appealed for a deeper understanding of the cultural reasons driving such redevelopments in
the built environment, particularly drawing attention to the increased desire for privacy. In
this investigation he held that the ‘life’ of buildings, the activities worked out within them
and the intentions for them, needed to be re-examined with a new attunement to textual
evidence. This was in opposition to a reliance on the physical evidence his discipline more
often prioritised. In his view only documents could “breathe life” into spaces.®° Supporting
the scholarly attention paid to the concept of the Great Rebuilding, Colin Platt continued to
extend Machin’s broadening of the periodisation and geographical extents of the
phenomenon whilst asserting that Hoskins’ initial thesis had “not survived the test of later
criticism” due its evidentiary limitations. Hoskins had “used a broad brush”, yet his idea still
held enough weight for Platt to title his book after it.%? In fostering a dialogue between the
particular (based on specific documentary and built evidence) and the general (through inter-
disciplinary links to wider economic, cultural and social phenomenon), the Great Rebuilding
remains a useful connective paradigm through which to view the development of the English
early modern built environment. Significantly however, scholarship has not yet suitably

interrogated the working out of this proposed rebuilding in larger cities. Hoskins’ primary

8 Hoskins, W. G. Fieldwork in Local History (London: Faber, 1967) p.94.
9 Machin, R. ‘The Great Rebuilding: A Reassessment’ in Past and Present 77 (1977) pp.33-56, p.55-6.

80 Johnson, Matthew. Housing Culture: Traditional architecture in an English Landscape (London: UCL
Press, 1993) p.124.

61 platt, Colin. The Great Rebuildings of Tudor and Stuart England: Revolutions in Architectural Taste
(London: UCL Press, 1994) p.vii.
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sources dealt almost exclusively with an environs far removed from metropolitan conditions
such as London. Indicating the lack of surviving buildings in these contexts, he admitted “the
rebuilding of towns is less well evidenced” and that it is “a more complex movement”,
leaving it wide open for future research that has not been yet forthcoming to any great

extent.® This thesis addresses this gap.

From the discipline of architectural history, most recently Maurice Howard supported
Hoskins in arguing that there was indeed a great ‘transformation’ of buildings. His 2008 book
The Building of Elizabethan and Jacobean England emphasised the adaptions and remakings
of the early modern landscape which affected such change, finding a developing complexity
in the ways the built environment was being understood.® Specifically he held that it was not
only the Reformation that was spurring change but the “generally poor state” of city
buildings - as well as a shift in the relationships between them.% In the same year as
Howard’s publication, Orlin observed in her own highly original work that although empirical
evidence for Hoskins’ supposition can often be underwhelming, in the face of anecdotal

Ill

evidence his thesis was still “profoundly suggestive”.%> The strand of inclusivity in Hoskins’
work, which highlighted the agency of middle-class yeoman, also found its way into Orlin’s
account which in part set out to present “a case study of urban and middling-sort experiences
of the great rebuilding”.%® In doing so she sought to “localise the rebuilding in London and
carry the story forward.”®” Her work marked a move into assessment not only of individual
impulses to rebuild but began to consider corporate motivations too. Related to this
approach, Robert Tittler interrogated the notion with more specificity in towns and cities

through the halls of city governments, whilst Mark Girouard identified evidence of a similar

impulse in the London Inns of Court.®® Of course, in London, any rebuilding of this period has

62 Hoskins, ‘The Rebuilding of Rural England’, p.44-45. On towns see: Beier and Finlay, London 1500-
1700, 1986; Clark and Morgan, Towns and Townspeople, 1500-1780, 1977; Clark and Slack, Crisis and
Order in English Towns, 1500-1700, 1972.

83 Howard, The Building of Elizabethan and Jacobean England, p.3.
54 Ibid, p.6.

8 Orlin, Locating Privacy, p.73.

% |bid, p.112.

7 1bid, p.113.

68 Tittler, Robert. Architecture and Power: The Town Hall and the English Urban Community c. 1500-
1640 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991); Girouard, Mark. ‘The Halls of the Elizabethan and Early Stuart
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been overshadowed by the extensive redevelopment in the wake of the Great Fire of 1666.
The temptation to focus on this moment of clear destruction and rebuilding goes some way
in explaining why architectural scholarship of the far less coherent rebuildings of these earlier

centuries has been so limited.
The Livery Company Hall and Estate

The Drapers’ Archive does of course offer access to this critical moment in the history of
London but it is not the concern of this research. The extents of the estate of the livery
companies remained largely unchanged as a result of this destructive event and by this time
any acquisition and growth had in the main tailed off. A study situated within the instability
of the preceding centuries offers an alternative way in to how the city environment was
redefined, affected by everyday re-developments and rebuildings in connection with
changing mercantile and corporate culture. Given the focus of research on the Drapers’
estate within the City of London, a key question must be addressed. How extraordinary is this
perspective, one which prioritises the livery companies as landholders, of the early modern
City? To what extent was the environs of London defined by livery company estates and what

evidence remains of them?

Addressing London’s livery companies, Derek Keene and Vanessa Harding observed that in
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries the livery companies “owned a large proportion of
the land within the city” in the period under consideration.®® At the same time surveying
1550-1700, urban planner William Baer estimated that “three-quarters of London households
were tenant occupants”.” Livery company archives demonstrate that most buildings within
the estates were let out and so, if Keene, Harding and Baer are to be believed, it follows that
many inhabitants of London were inevitably tenants of livery companies. Furthermore,
Rappaport has reported that three-quarters of all male city-dwellers in the sixteenth century

were members of a company.’! Relationships between landlords and tenants, and

Inns of Court’ in J. E. Archer, E. Goldring, S. Knight (ed.) The Intellectual and Cultural World of the Early
Modern Inns of Court (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2010) pp.138-156, p.142.

9 Harding, V., Keene, D. 'Introduction' in A Survey of Documentary Sources 22 (London: London Record
Society, 1985) pp.xi-xv. British History Online. http://www.british-history.ac.uk/london-record-
soc/vol22 [Accessed online 27 January 2016].

70 Baer, W. C. ‘Landlords and Tenants in London, 1550-1700" in Urban History 38, no. 2 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2011) pp.234-255, p.254.

71 Rappaport, Worlds Within Worlds, p.47.
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membership of guilds, were therefore important components of city experience with a
significant overlap between the two.”? This observation is borne out in the Drapers’ Archive,
where most tenants appear to have been members of a guild even if it was not that of the

Drapers’ Company.

If so many company members were also tenants, how more accurate can we be in our
estimates of how significant the livery companies were as landlords? What proportion of city
properties fell under their jurisdiction? It is impossible to be categorical in response to such a
question but there are further traces which suggest that their role was far from
inconsiderable. Baer’s sample survey of 603 landowners presenting their claims regarding
land in the wake of the Great Fire found that ‘institutions’ accounted for almost 40% of the
cases, in spite of their known under-representation in such courts.” This statistic included
church, city and livery company lands, but, as a result of their extensive documentary
research, Harding and Keene would likely counter that livery company lands in fact
accounted for the majority of this figure. Their survey of primary sources noted the “mass of
documentation” on the history of property holding in medieval and early modern London.
Drawing on substantial research in the field of urban history, they commented that “few
European cities, if any, are richer than London in such records” and noted the opportunity
this information held to ‘totalize’ our understanding of city properties by connecting
developing buildings with specific inhabitants.”* Laying down the groundwork for further
anticipated scholarship, three key categories of property sources were identified: namely,
title deeds, estate management documents, and finally administrative and judicial records.
These records were spread across a range of locations and were produced in a variety of
contexts from local and national governments, to livery companies, parishes, courts and
religious houses. Helpfully in this context Harding and Keene observed that although the

Great Twelve companies held a diverse range of properties across the parishes within and

72 0n the medieval property market see: Keene, Derek. 'Landlords, the property market and urban
development in medieval England' in F. Eliassen and G.A. Ersland (ed.), Power, Profit and Urban Land:
Landownership in Medieval and Early Modern Northern European Towns (Aldershot: Scolar Press,
1996); Bellemy, Liz., Williamson, Tom. Property and Landscape: A Social History of Land Ownership and
the English Countryside (London: George Philip, 1987).

3 Baer, ‘Landlords and Tenants in London, 1550-1700’, p.244.

74 Keene and Harding, A Survey of Documentary Sources 22, pp.Xi-Xv.
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without the walls, in contrast, lesser companies might have held only one or two properties,

or none at all.”

Testing the hypothesis that the largest London companies came to own a patchwork of city
lands, cumulatively constituting a series of significant urban company estates, the
Clothworkers’ Archive has been the site of a concentrated pool of recent research. A one-
year research project led by Matthew Davies of the Institute of Historical Research (IHR) in
2010 entitled ‘People, Property and Charity, 1500-1688’ produced a detailed survey of all the
Clothworkers’ London-area properties. This study stands as the only attempt by historians to
grapple with the growth of one livery company estate as a whole and in detail. The project
focussed on the estate in relation to a shift in the nature and practice of charitable giving
after the Reformation. It was interested both in the increase of property bequests to the
company and in the distribution of charity from these trusts. In this it recognized the especial
importance of the 1530s in company history, noting that the ‘charitable turn’ which took hold
in this decade was presently as well as historically significant. The study observed that “most
companies continue to administer these late medieval and early modern gifts of properties,
monies and other goods.””® The buildings of the Clothworkers’ estate have received most
attention to date due to a remarkable survival in its Archive, namely a plan book produced by
surveyor Ralph Treswell which surveys the entirety of the Company’s London estate. In
recent years archaeologists and historians alike have begun to utilize these ground-floor
surveys of Treswell to offer rare insights into the inner workings of everyday urban houses.”’
His plan studies prioritise the interior and make no distinction between size and form of
properties in their treatment, providing an extraordinary sample of London buildings in both
detail and range. The majority of his drawings situate the Clothworkers’ properties centrally
on the page, often critically contextualized by indications of the ownership of sites adjacent
to them. So alongside reflecting the arrangement of interior spaces, his plan book also
presents a certain snapshot of the land ownership in the city. This offers an additional way

into the question of how far livery company estates defined city space.

75 Ibid. pp.12-36.

76 people, Property and Charity: The Clothworkers’ Company, 1500-1688 (IHR, 2010-2011)
http://www.clothworkersproperty.org/ [Accessed online 12 August 2016].

7 Schofield, John. (ed.) The London Surveys of Ralph Treswell (London: London Topographical Society,
1987); Orlin, Lena Cowen. ‘Boundary Disputes in Early Modern London’ in L. Orlin (ed.) Material
London ca. 1600 (Philadelphia: Philadelphia University Press, 2000) pp.344-76.
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Treswell’s plan book contains twenty-nine scaled drawings, each positioned on a separate
page. Of these, twenty-six provide information on the ownership of the land surrounding
Clothworkers’ properties. The reason why this information is recorded for certain sites, and
not others, is unclear. As a representation of these ownership conditions, the scaled
diagrams in figures 0.2 and 0.3 take Treswell’s notations and divides them into three
categories of ownership: Clothworkers’, other livery companies and finally everyone else.
This last category combines land held by individuals, parishes and the crown, for the purpose
is to demonstrate the extent of livery company ownership in contrast to any other group. The
plans are defined by the extents of the page in the plan book and therefore there is some
ambiguity surrounding the precise extents of the lands adjacent to the Clothworkers that are
held by these other groups. And yet in spite of these limitations, the collection of block plans
evidence something of the mixture of types of landlords within the city and their relative
prominence. The frequency of livery companies owning land adjacent to one another is
striking. And whilst it is uncertain how usual it was for livery company properties to be
clustered together, overall this small sample reflects Baer’s findings in the Fire Court that, in

the city, livery company estates mattered.

Scholarship which is based so closely within the livery company archives, such as that of
Davies and this present study, must be attentive to the danger of ascribing too much
authority to the perspectives evidenced in the guild records. This point is raised by Crossick
who points out that a limited focus on institutional structures may incline historians to forget
the complexity of the city as a site of overlapping social and political structures.”® It must be
remembered that the stories of the guild archive are a partial and incomplete representation
of the life of the city. Even at the level of the individual, Griffiths, Archer and Orlin among
others have convincingly demonstrated that London citizens were simultaneously members
of a number of communities by default.” For example, the mercantile elite might rise
through offices in parish, livery, city and hospital governance systems, occupying many at the
same time, whilst those of the lower-sort may more tightly associate themselves with the

idea of ‘neighbourhood’ over ‘corporation’.® City space can therefore usefully be read

78 Crossick, Geoffrey. ‘Past Masters’ in G. Crossick (ed.) The Artisan and the European Town: 1500-1900
(Aldershot: Scolar Press, 1997) pp.1-40, p.5.

78 Griffiths, Paul. Lost Londons: Change, Crime, and Control in the Capital City: 1550-1660 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008); Orlin, Locating Privacy; Archer, The Pursuit of Stability.

80 For the mercantile elite see: Brenner, R. Merchants and Revolution: Commercial Change, Political
Conflict, and London’s Overseas Traders, 1550-1653 (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1993). For
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through many organizational paradigms and the records produced by them. Such narratives

importantly do not always present views of the city which fit neatly together.?

Contributing to a holistic understanding of city space which moves beyond studies of the
singular building isolated from their wider urban context, some scholarship has begun to
meaningfully interrogate different groupings of buildings. One relevant archival approach in
the 1980s took a particular geographical area within the city as the focus of study, electing to
comprehensively map the properties of a whole neighbourhood. The precursor to a series of
projects at the Institute of Historical Research which built on this initial investigation, the
‘Social and Economic Study of Medieval London, c. 1100-1666’ bore much fruit and has
resulted in more detailed mappings of social change as registered in the built environment.
Led once more by Keene and Harding, the study was especially notable for a series of
detailed property histories which drew attention to the potential of London’s corporate
archives for historical reconstructions of ownership and occupation within the city.®? By way
of dissemination, an impressive historical gazetteer of every property on London’s main
thorough-fare was produced although spatial analysis was less of a preoccupation in this key
publication than it might have been. The ‘Historical Gazetteer of pre-fire Cheapside remains
incomparable in the level of detail and extensiveness of its research into all sorts of
properties along London’s principal high street and their owners, but architectural analysis is
lacking.® This scholarship should be considered in the light of archaeologist John Schofield’s
earlier documentary register of London houses and halls from the thirteenth century until the
Great Fire of 1666. In his own gazetteer, Schofield described more than a hundred houses

located across the city and has to date been unmatched in the breadth of its achievement in

the idea of neighbourhood in civic identity see: Wood, A. The Memory of the People: Custom and
Popular Senses of the Past in Early Modern England (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013).

81For example see: Harding, Vanessa. ‘Real Estate: Space, Property, and Propriety in Urban England’ in
The Journal of Interdisciplinary History 32, (2002), pp.549-69, p. 558: ‘What was private in that era has
to be understood as more conditional and less exclusive and individualistic than it is now.
Contemporaries recognized the simultaneous existence of a plurality of interests in one space- some of
them deferred, some contingent, and some barely enforceable.’

82 ‘Social and Economic Study of Medieval London, c. 1100-1666’ (IHR, 1979-c.1990); ‘People in Place:
Families, households and housing in London: 1550-1720’ (IHR, 2003-2006).

8 Harding, V., Keene, D. Historical Gazetteer of London Before the Great Fire Cheapside (London:
Centre for Metropolitan History, 1987) British History Online. http://www.british-history.ac.uk/no-
series/london-gazetteer-pre-fire [Accessed online 25 January 2016].
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correlating and mining such a range of evidence.?* Especially because it begins to set up a
dialogue between building types and is led by archaeological and architectural sources,
Schofield’s book is a reference point for any study of the early modern built environment.
However, it fails to connect information about developing building form to the occupiers and

structures of ownership.

In connection with livery company halls and properties, the tendency to record the built
environment according to this sort of encyclopaedic pattern began far earlier. The “small
mountain” of antiquarian publications of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries concerning
the livery companies paid attention to the architecture of the hall in a journalistic manner
and still prove to be of some limited use. On the other hand, in contrast to Schofield, Keene
and Harding, their lack of references and synthesized narratives obscure almost as much as
they illuminate for the present-day historian.2> Most of these texts frustratingly worked
closely with the grants and records of the companies and demonstrated a clear intimacy with
the archives but assumed a lack of interest from their readership in terms of these sources.
Further, where attention was paid to company properties, it was mostly in relation in the
increasing value of the estate, not its nature or form. So although livery company buildings
have been noted in previous gazetteer histories, they have largely been untreated by more

critical spatial and social analysis, especially as a grouped ‘estate’.

Conversely, recent scholarship has theoretically re-engaged with guild halls, connecting them
to corporate and cultural histories of the city. The most coherent contribution to the study of
‘corporate’ or civic headquarters has however excluded London from any detailed analysis,
instead focusing on accounting for the fact that 178 town halls were rebuilt across provincial
England between 1500-1640.8° Already noted in conjunction with his observations on the
impact of the Great Rebuilding within towns, Tittler’s work in the early 1990s linked political
concerns with the social history of England’s civic governments. He took the development of

town halls, their internal arrangements and furnishings as case studies to investigate

84 Schofield, John. Medieval London Houses (New Haven and London: Yale University Press for the Paul
Mellon Centre, 1995). Also see earlier work: Schofield, John. The Building of London: From the
conquest to the Great Fire (London: Colonnade Books, 1984).

8 Gadd and Wallis, Guilds, Society and Economy, p.2.

86 Tittler, Architecture and Power, 1991.
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architectural responses to the ‘opportunity and concern’ presented by urban growth.®’
Meanwhile in 2000 archaeologist Kate Giles analysed the Guildhalls of York exploring the 300
years after 1350. Her ‘Archaeology of Social Identity’ drew on Bourdieu’s theories of habitus,
combining diverse strands of material and documentary evidence to assess the halls as
transformative sites of culturally constructed identities.® Still, due to the geographical focus
of these studies, in her 2009 publication Orlin held that London company halls themselves
were under-examined as “landmarks in architectural history” and that guild archives were
“unexploited resources on spatial processes”.®° Following on from Orlin, this thesis offers a
methodological case study of what can be achieved in such a spatial examination. It also
moves beyond an interpretation of corporate space as exclusive to the livery company hall
and instead considers the hall’s position in the context of the developing livery company
estate. In what ways did the Hall reflect the Company’s increased role as landowner and
landlord? How did the Drapers’ Company understand its position in relation to the built

environment of London and how was this reflected architecturally?
The Drapers’ Archive

It is the plentiful property records and building accounts found in the archives of London’s
livery companies referred to by Orlin that provide the occasion for this thesis. Whereas many
pre-twentieth-century livery company records were deposited in the Guildhall Library from
the 1970s onwards, the Drapers, alongside a handful of the largest guilds in London, elected
to continue to securely manage their own document storage system within the Company
Hall.*® As a whole the Drapers’ Archive documents the history of the Company from medieval
times to the present day through a series of corporate books, accounts and trust documents
(see figure 0.4). The oldest company books in the Archive date from the early fifteenth

century but internal corporate record-keeping of all kinds expanded most rapidly during the

87 Ibid, p.33. Also see: The Face of the City; Tittler, R. Townspeople and Nation: English Urban
Experiences, 1540-1640 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2001) p.1.

8 Giles, Kate. An Archaeology of Social Identity: Guildhalls in York, c. 1350-1630, BAR British Series 315
(2000); Tittler, R. Reformation and the towns in England: Politics and Political Culture, c. 1540 — 1640
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998).

8 Orlin, Locating Privacy, p.113. A recent exception to this is Kilburn-Toppin, J. ‘Crafting artisanal
identities in early modern London: the spatial, material and social practices of guild communities c.
1560-1640’ (unpublished PhD thesis, Royal College of Art, 2013).

% For example, the Mercers, Clothworkers, Leathersellers, Drapers.
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sixteenth and seventeenth centuries - coinciding with an expansion of corporate and trust
property-holdings. Remarkably, as a ‘working” archive, the main series’ of books and accounts
established in these centuries are still running. The administrative lines through the collection
can therefore be followed for more-or-less 500 years uninterrupted. Whilst it may be
assumed that the regulation of the trade of drapery is the chief concern of the bulk of the
records, as previously indicated, much of the Archive in fact addresses the holding and

management of the Company estate.

The Archive is large and complex and is navigated via a couple of overlapping paper
catalogues produced in the early- and mid-twentieth centuries. Access to researchers is
theoretically regulated by the Court, technically allocated to the custody of the Clerk, but in
reality is delegated to the Company Archivist. As a body of documentation it is in regular use,
consulted to provide clarification on a range of present-day matters. Property deeds and
cases for example are still referenced in relation to claims made against the Company in
regards to their charitable funds. Although a significant proportion of the individual
documents and loose papers relate to properties either corporately owned or in trust, the
Archive does not contain many architectural drawings. For the pre-fire period which is the
subject of this thesis only two large-scale detailed measured drawings of sites owned by the
Company exist. Alongside these two extraordinary records, a smattering of small-scale rough

survey plans exists primarily for the early seventeenth century.

This prompts a highly relevant and perhaps contentious question. Should a lack of
architectural drawings in an archive, like that of the Drapers’, render it useless to the
architectural historian? In surveying such an archive over a long time span and working
closely with sources produced for administrative rather than design purposes, this
investigation moves beyond the traditional evidentiary territory of many histories of
architecture which centralise ‘architectural’ drawings and texts .%! The attraction to such
conventional evidence is clear. Architectural representations tend to capture the idealised
architectural artefact at the point of design more often than they reflect the reality of the life
of the building after it is built. For K. Kleinman, the archived drawing captures a moment of
purity before the design develops in a far more complex world than is represented. He notes

that “the architectural archive promises to stabilize architecture; this is the archive’s task and

9 For further comments on this sort of architectural enquiry see: Johnson, Matthew. English Houses
1300-1800: Vernacular Architecture, Social Life (London: Longman, 2010) p.10-11; Arnold, D. Reading
Architectural History (London and New York: Routledge, 2002) pp.42, 99, 183.
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gift”.%2 The Drapers’ Archive is undoubtedly deficient in such depictions of stable architectural
‘origins’ but it is overflowing in information about the way in which buildings were modified
and occupied. It is clear that an alternative methodology must be sought which allows for a

more holistic approach to livery company archives, moving beyond the building as object.

Notably then, this study, written as an architectural and social history, did not begin with a
plan, a section, or an elevation, nor a treatise or even a series of letters, but a book of
accounts relating to a sequence of dinners. It was this rare opportunity to work from the
inside out of a building that became part of the justification for situating this research within
the Drapers’ Company rather than any other. This thesis seeks to demonstrate what can be
achieved when a broader view of what constitutes legitimate evidence for architectural
enquiry is taken in relation to one specific archive, applying this way of working in relation to
the early modern City of London. The starting point for the study, this especially unusual
document within the Drapers’ Archive, is therefore methodologically important. A singular
account book of Company Dinners stored in the Company Hall in Throgmorton Street in the
City of London, ‘The Dinner Book’ records a set of thirty-six separate events given at the hall
in the period 1563 — 1602.% Evidence of sixteenth-century city feasting practices is rare, let
alone near comprehensive organizational and financial reckonings of decades of such events
held by one livery company.® The annual celebration of the Election Day Dinner was the
central event in the corporate year, giving the multifarious identities and ideologies of the
Elizabethan livery company visible definition within the space of the hall as well as facilitating
the transferal of official leadership posts. The Dinner Book addresses these important
Election Day Dinners, the smaller ‘Quarter’ Dinners taken throughout the year as well as one
‘View’ Dinner — held after the bi-annual survey of Company property. The account holds

information concerning what food was purchased from whom, how it was transported,

92 Kleinman, K. ‘Archiving/Architecture’ in F. X. Blouin and W. G. Rosenberg (ed.) Archives,
Documentation and Institutions of Social Memory (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan, 2006) pp.54-60.

% DCA, The Dinner Book 1 (DB1), see Volume Il of this thesis.

% Internally, the archival catalogue refers to the document as ‘DB1’, although ‘DB2’ does not begin
until the late seventeenth century and even then this record contains only three disparate accounts.
Some fragmentary evidence of dinners can be found scattered in other livery company records for the
same period, but in its consistency, compilation and detail DB1 appears to be unique. The closest
comparator is held by the Clothworkers, who have a run of three dinners for the years 1560-62. These
accounts have been helpfully transcribed by the former Company archivist David Wickham and
published by the Clothworkers in a book ‘All of One Company’ (2004). For further discussion, see
Volume II.
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presented, to which table, in what order, how much of it was eaten, what happened to the
leftovers, how much the brooms for sweeping the floor cost, how many padlocks were
purchased for the stores and so on. A number of dinner records go beyond the conventional
lists of receipts for food stuff and ventures into describing the service of the dinner. In
detailing the deployment of specific employees and their placement within the Hall, readers
gain a snapshot of how the dinner was set up from the particular point of view of a key
organizer of the dinner named the Steward. Moreover, the document was very likely written
in near enough the same location that it has continued to rest in for the following centuries.
Removed only for safe keeping during the Great Fire, recent conservation work in 2012 and a
few rare jaunts to recent London-based exhibitions, it is fascinating not only for what it
conveys about dinners specifically and livery company culture more generally, but also for
the story it tells about the Company Hall. In this critical corporate space, the conceptual idea
and practical reality of the estate was worked out, and it is thus an important site of

investigation for the thesis.

More broadly however, the Dinner Book has served as an unconventional entry point into an
exploration of over 300 documents and records situated in the Archive of the Drapers’
Company. Although only occasionally directly referenced in the chapters that follow, the
Dinner Book acts as a latent provocation throughout the thesis and has coloured readings of
other documents. Are unusual records like this legitimate sources for the writing of
architectural and urban history? Moreover, how can narratives of the built environment be
recovered from archives more concerned with the management and administration of land
than the aesthetics of its design? Spanning from Minute Books to lists of the poor, Ordinance
Books to property deeds, disciplinary questions raised by reading the Drapers’ Archive as a
means of interrogating the urban condition of early modern London bubble under in every
chapter. In turn, the study responds to this challenge by examining the making of the estate
from the inside out, privileging the ways spaces are produced iteratively over time by the
corporate community, rather than the ways they are ‘authored’ in a moment by one single
individual. Indeed, although the Dinner Book is only a trigger, my continued preoccupation
with the methodological concerns it raises is reinforced by a full transcription of the text (see
Volume ll) alongside a closer consideration of its content and meaning in Chapter Six and

Seven.
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Evidentiality and the Archive

Regarding the Archive, it is not only what evidence is but the question of what evidence does
that “offers a test of what can be known, and what it is legitimate to know.” Andrew Leach
argued that the condition of ‘evidentiality’ is critical to architectural theory and indeed to
definitions of architecture itself. He asserted “that this test is always open to revision (or
should be) makes it all the more compelling.”®® His understanding emphasised the active
agency of sources in the construction of an authority within the discipline of architecture. If
this perspective is to be adopted, a closely related and vital issue must be acknowledged.
Beyond what evidence is and what it does, we must ask where evidence is located and found.
It is between ‘is’, ‘does’ and ‘where’ that critical discussions about the place of architectural
history prove to be most productive. In this way, as the foundation of much historical
research, the archive has been opened up to greater methodological scrutiny and theoretical
re-assessment through twentieth-century post-modern and de-constructivist thought. This
scholarship is particularly useful in relation to the Drapers’ Archive as one that is still kept and

managed ‘in house’.

Of course ‘archive’ itself is a slippery word. From a concept or institution to a material thing
or group of things, purist definitions of the word deployed by historians and archivists have
been challenged by wider philosophical debates about the very nature of such a collection. In
interrogating the idea of the archive, the writings of Jacques Derrida and Michel Foucault
have caused historians to attend to core processes of making and working with archives with
an increased self-consciousness. Following on from his The Order of Things (1966, trans.
English 1970) which examined the practice of sorting in relation to the history of thought,
Foucault’s The Archaeology of Knowledge (published in French in 1969 and translated to
English in 1972) attended to the methodological concerns left unturned as a result of his
controversial earlier proposals. In particular Foucault challenged orthodox views of linearity
in the construction of historical narratives and sought to re-conceive the archive as an
accumulation of knowledge that must be excavated through an analytical ‘archaeology’ of its
content. Similarly influential in its critique of the presiding uses of the document, Derrida’s
seminal 1995 Archive Fever contended that the archive is living and active with or without the
historians’ interruptions. Taking us back to consider the Greek origins of the ‘arkhe’, he

highlighted the archive’s embodied condition of continual ‘commencement’ (rather like the

% Leach, Andrew, Taylor, William M. and Stickells, Lee. ‘Editorial: Architecture, Evidence, and
“Evidentiality”’ in Architectural Theory Review 18, no. 1 (August 2013) pp.1-7, p.6.
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city itself). For Derrida, in simply continuing to be, the archive is always commencing, the past
is constantly becoming the future.®® His fascination with the archival contradictions held in
balance is clear. It is simultaneously “institutive and conservative. Revolutionary and
traditional.”®” Further drawing on its radical potential, Derrida compellingly drew attention to
the capacity of archives to subordinate and destroy memory through their physicality and
location. In defining the original ‘arkheion’ as the house of a superior magistrate of law, it
was in the magistrates’ ability to hold, regulate access and to interpret the archives in his
possession that allowed him to command the law and legal authority. Together, Derrida and
Foucault’s texts acknowledge that the archive is consistently being ‘made’ by those housing
it. Contemplating implications for the contemporary historian, Mbembe still argues that
archives are “the best way to ensure that the dead do not stir up disorder.”®® The inaccessible
archive works out a kind of living death, for it can be argued that in containing memories, it
fosters a forgetting.® Working against what Derrida terms the ‘death drive’ is what it means
for the historian to work ‘against the grain’.1®° There is an implicit tension therefore between
the present-day researcher working within an institutional archive, and the institution which

permits the historian’s incursions.

The socially-constructed nature and hegemonic tendencies of archives have been well-
attested to and addressed by historians at least since the prevailing ‘postmoderism’ and
‘poststructuralism’ debates of the late twentieth century.'°! Griffiths for instance holds that
his historical narrative is constructed of “rhetorics and records and not many, if any, should

be taken at face value”.’® Steedman has countered that historians must remember that they

% Derrida, Jacques. Archive Fever: A Freudian Impression trans. Eric Prenowitz (Chicago and London:
University of Chicago Press, 1996) p.17.

7 Derrida, Archive Fever, p.7.

% Mbembe, A. ‘The Power of the Archive and its Limits’ in C. Hamilton, V. Harris, and G. Reid (ed.)
Refiguring the Archive (Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2002) pp.19-26, p.22.

% Jane Taylor states that, “Every act of memory is also an act of forgetting.”: Taylor, J. ‘Holdings:
Rethinking the Archive’ in Hamilton et al. Refiguring the Archive, pp.243-282, p.243.

100 See Derrida, Archive Fever.

101 Thomas, Keith. ‘History Revisited’, Times Online, 11 October 2006. Further discussion on the theme:
Schwartz, J. and Cook T., ‘Archives, Records, and Power: The Making of Modern Memory’ in Archival
Science 2 (2002) pp.1-19.

102 Griffiths, Lost Londons, p.8.
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“nearly always read something that was not intended for [their] eyes...” Those who purposed
the records “had nothing like you in mind at all.”*%® In allowing the study to be led by the
form of the archive, the continued production and maintenance of this working archive must
be acknowledged at the outset as an invisible influence colouring what follows. Researching
within the space of Drapers’ Hall, the historian is more explicitly bound by the specific
cultural and spatial context of the livery company and its hall than if the archive were to have
been deposited in the Guildhall or the National Archives. As a researcher | have been able to
personally walk the archive and know the present-day hall in a way that connects my

experience of the Drapers’ Company to echoes of the past in a privileged way.

The search for the marginal and marginalized in the archives, indicative of a re-engagement
with documentary evidence, has been driven by the pursuit of a new social history.
Revisionist scholarship of the 1970s and 80s specifically resulted in progressive
historiographies of the early modern period which were grounded in fine-grain archival
research and articulated a far more inclusive narrative of history. Connecting to Marxist
philosophical and political ideologies, these historians and intellectuals foregrounded process
over event by observing transformations borne out through complicated relationships, ideas
and institutions in a way that resonates with Jenner’s idea of ‘guildwork’. As an early
exponent of this approach, E. P. Thompson’s The Making of the English Working Class (1963)
refuted the arguments of critics of the radical political persuasion which under-pinned his
original work by linking these intentions to a closer attention to the archive. His methodology
pushed against conventional Whiggish trajectories but was still somewhat conflicted for he
stated that he wished to construct his historical argument based on “actual historical
evidence” rather than in “prior ideological presuppositions”.1® Tracing back to the Annales
School of the early twentieth century, commentators have pointed out that the moment in
the discipline of history led by Thompson was in fact a return to the archive rather than an
‘original’ archival turn. Historians thereby resumed an earlier project, writing holistic histories
of societies from manuscript reading rooms and basement stores rather than from university

libraries and private studies.'® This shift was not however readily acknowledged beyond a

103 steedman, Carolyn. ‘She Called a Fever: Michelet, Derrida, and Dust’ in The American Historical
Review 106, no. 4 (October 2001) pp.1159-1180, p.1177.

104 Thompson, E. P. The Making of the English Working Class (Penguin: Harmondsworth, 1977) p.934.

105 Braddick, Michael J. and Walter, John. Negotiating Power in Early Modern Society: Order, Hierarchy
and Subordination in Britain and Ireland (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001).
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proliferation of footnotes to archival catalogues. In 1984 Maurice Mandelbaum still held that
historians failed to acknowledge their uses of the archive and the records within them,
writing that “it is not to those documents themselves...that the historian’s statements
actually refer.“¥% Only in the last couple of decades have historians begun to articulate and
interrogate the ways in which they allow their evidence to do things with more transparency.
Architectural historians have debatably been somewhat further behind, and even more so
when faced with correlating the physical evidence of buildings in conjunction with their

textual documentation.'®’

Working out the implications of Derrida and Foucault’s texts, many early modernists have
sought to critically examine their own agency within the archive. Publications have more
often acknowledged the heady sense of possibility in pursuit of ‘lost” people and places
through carefully organized documents. For Natalie Zemon Davis, in the archives there is an
“abundance of plenty”,'% and the historian can be overwhelmed by “the perfume of the
archives”.1® How is one to define a field of enquiry from such perceived intoxicating masses
of potential? Carolyn Steedman embeds Derrida and Foucault’s theories in the reality of
historical research by describing the historians’ anxiety about the “Great Unfinished” - the
search through “infinite heaps of things”.''® Moreover, she cautions against the ways in

which knowledge of the archive can claim authority for the historian. In highlighting the ways

in which this research practice can foster the construction of fictional narratives based on

106 Mandelbaum, Maurice. Philosophy, History and the Sciences: Selected Critical Essays (Baltimore:
John Hopkins University Press, 1984) p.109-10.

107 For further discussion on the tension between documentary and building historians see: Pearson, S.
The Medieval Houses of Kent; An Historical Analysis (London: HMSO, 1994).

108 Davis, Natalie Zemon. ’Failure in the Archives’ (Keynote address at UCL conference, Centre for
Editing Lives and Letters, UCL, 31 October 2015).

109 Davis, Natalie Zemon. A Passion for History: Conversations with Denis Crouzet (Kirksville: Truman
State University Press, 2010) p.3. The idea is analogous to Orlin’s “pleasure of finding things out”. Orlin
borrows this phrase from the title of Feynman, Richard P. The Pleasure of Finding Things Out: The Best
Short Works of Richard P. Heynman, J. Robbins (ed) (Cambridge, Mass: Perseus, 1999). Kathy
Fergusson too holds that “archives are inexhaustible: they are full of shiny things.” Ferguson, Kathy E.
‘Theorising Shiny Things: Archival Labors’ in Theory & Event 11, no. 4 (2008),
https://muse.jhu.edu/article/257578 [accessed online 16 December 2014]. See also: Jardine, Lisa.
Temptation in the Archives: Essays in Golden Age Dutch Culture (London: UCL Press, 2015); Farge,
Arlette. The Allure of the Archives, trans. T. Scott-Railton (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2013).

110 steedman, ‘She called a Fever’, p.1165.
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fragmentary evidence, she says that the historian’s ‘craft’ is to “conjure a social system from
a nutmeg grater”.!! It can be argued that such new appreciation for the possibility of the
archive, driven by intellectual and moral convictions, has resulted in a swell of scholars more
than willing to write beyond the traditional evidentiary limits.!*2 The concern for a more
inclusive historical account of the world was driven by a return to the ‘mediated’ archive

described by revised accounts of its authorship and agency.

Whilst early modern historians of recent decades have chosen to work with familiar and
unfamiliar sites of evidence in new surprising ways, architectural historians addressing the
same period have tended to see voids and emptiness in the same archives. The early modern
period has indeed proved a stumbling-block for more conservative methodologies which
focussed on the shadowy figure of the architect. In England before the seventeenth century,
architectural drawings are uncommon and those scarce survivals have been pursued with a
near fetishised enthusiasm. Returning to the question of what evidence does, if the necessary
sources do not exist, they cannot do anything - which in part explains why Elizabethan
architecture is so unattended to. One of the key innovators of the 1970s and 80s, Mark
Girouard identifies this documentary void as the ‘Elizabethan silence’. His experience of the
“tedious and often unrewarding search” in the archives for “scraps” and “stray references” to
early modern buildings elucidates in part his enthusiasm for the extraordinary body of
drawings produced by the Smythsons.'*? It is not only the lack of design drawings that has
troubled disciplinary investigations but a lack of textual treatises on architectural ideas
outside the Italian classical tradition. For architectural historian Lucy Gent, sixteenth century
England’s architectural and artistic traditions are “relatively voiceless...architectural remains
are surrounded by a singular degree of silence”. On account of the lack of writing surrounding
‘indigenous’ architecture, she also holds that “building in England lacks a body of theory.”!
Frustrated in his search for the origins of style, Summerson complained that many English

architectural trends developed in “the impenetrable anonymity of masons’ yards and joiners’

11 |bid.

112 For example: Gowing, Laura. Domestic Dangers: Women, Words, and Sex in Early Modern London
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996); Griffiths, Paul. Youth and Authority: Formative Experiences in
England (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996).

113 Girouard, Mark. Robert Smythson and the Elizabethan Country House (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1983) p.10.

114 Gent, Lucy. “The Rash Gazer’: Economies of Vision in Britain, 1550-1660’ in L. Gent (ed.) Albion’s
Classicism (1995) pp.377-394, p.378.
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shops” 11> However, in contrast to the picture of difficulty and dearth implied in the idea of
the ‘Elizabethan silence’, the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries were in fact characterised
by an increased production of written records of all sorts and the development of more
effective institutional storage systems.!® This is significant, for livery company archives too
show many series of administrative records relating to company estates began in the early
sixteenth century. This thesis argues that these sites now filled with well-ordered papers are
unexploited resources full of potential for architectural historians. Although it takes the
Drapers’ Archive as the principal site of investigation, the study is not confined by it. Some
chapters begin within the Archive but quickly move to draw on material far outside its
boundaries. At other times chapters are tightly drawn around particular documents within it

with fewer external excursions. The structure of the thesis is summarized below.
Chapter Structure

The first chapter sets out the broad chronological framework of property acquisition within
which the particular expansion of the Drapers’ estate in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries is situated. Although the dissolution of the monasteries and chantries in the 1530s
and 40s are identified as critical hinge-points for urban land-ownership, the chapter
contextualizes the cultural and social circumstances which facilitated the growth of the estate
across the period c. 1360-1666. As a result, it explores the level of continuity and change in

relation to the property bequests from members to the company.

Centring on a key moment in this grand narrative, Chapter Two drills deeper into the mind-
set of the Company’s Court of Assistants towards the acquisition and occupation of two
especially significant properties within the estate. The new Company Hall on Throgmorton
Street and the ‘Erber’ on Dowgate Hill were purchased during the upheavals of the 1540s and
show the Court’s pursuit of high-quality environments in service of its sociability and honour.
At the same time, they worked through concerns about how to balance the profitability of
leases on these sites in connection with their pleasurability. This chapter also demonstrates
that those in the upper tier of the corporate hierarchy were more likely to benefit from the

Company's new purchases.

115 Summerson, Architecture in Britain, 1530-1830, p.156.

116 For further commentary on this trend in relation to London see: Gordon, Andrew. Writing Early
Modern London: Memory, Text and Community (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013).
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Following from this, the next chapter moves to assess the specific spatial experience and
architectural culture of the elite city leaders who were often also successfully engaged in
international trade. It draws attention to the importance and increased difficulty of acquiring
appropriate London bases for these especially wealthy officers of corporate and civic
government. It demonstrates that it was a matter of corporate responsibility and honour to
ensure the provision of such city-centre houses for company leaders. The Drapers’ Court was
knowingly aware of the symbolic value of maintaining prominent houses and their potential
to uphold existing structures of governance. Meanwhile prosperous merchants implicated in
corporate offices were concurrently attracted to the countryside as they negotiated a new

relationship to land and property.

Although Ward has described early modern London as an “engine of wealth production”, the
scale of prosperity enjoyed by individuals was clearly variable both in scope and longevity.'”
Chapter Four takes a wider view of the estate, focussing on the dynamic between tenants
and their landlords, between lease-holders of the Company and the Court itself. It places an
emphasis on the implications of these negotiations on the houses of the middling sort.
Interrogating a collection of houses located throughout the city, held by those within and
without the membership of the Company, what inclined the Court towards the granting of
tenancies and lease renewals to particular applicants ahead of others? In particular, the
chapter investigates leaseholders’ impulses to rebuild and adapt properties as well as the

effect of such proposals on extension and securement for leases.

If the first four chapters are about the development of the estate and its material condition,
Chapter Five describes the administrative and corporate structures by which the Drapers
sought to manage its expanded estate and to set its ‘house in order’. Backed up by William
Harrison’s observations from the 1570s, Wrightson traced a pattern of “direct exploitation of
the productive capacity” of the country estates of the nobility and gentry.!'® What of good
husbandry in the mercantile city? The chapter focusses on the ways in which two employees
involved closely in property management, the Renter and the Clerk, grew in stature during
the period. It also considers the place of record-keeping in the Court’s growing concern to

effectively steward its increasingly valuable estate. The chapter outlines the extent to which

117 \Ward, Joseph P. Culture, Faith and Philanthropy: Londoners and Provincial Reform in Early Modern
England (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013) p.13.

118 Wrightson, K. Earthly Necessities: Economic Lives in Early Modern Britain (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2000) p.182.
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the Company was directly involved in the maintenance of the buildings within its estate and

practically supported larger-scale building work.

Chapters Six and Seven work together, turning to consider the Drapers’ cultural response to
the corporate change it was experiencing. The ‘new’ headquarters of the Company is
investigated in more detail, framed as a site for the spatial performance of order and honour.
The chapters argue that the Company’s social practices and architectural expressions grew to
reflect deliberately anachronistic tastes in order to self-consciously cultivate the idealized
image of a harmonious and stable household. In this way the enquiry pays as much attention
to ceremonial and spatial continuities worked out in the Company Hall as it does to changes,
assuming that both are meaningful responses to significant corporate transitions/shifts. It
considers the ways in which representations of legitimate governance were amplified in the
great hall and parlour, alongside how corporate charity was visibly enacted within the space
of the courtyard. Finally, it considers the Ladies’ chamber, arguing that this intriguingly

named room supported the analogy of the Company as an ancient manorial household.
Conclusion

This introduction has indicated the significance of livery company estates in the early modern
city. It has argued that the livery company archive is a legitimate site for architectural
investigation and it has challenged the prevailing lack of interest in early modern London
from architectural historians exploring some reasons for this bias. Surveying recent studies
into London’s corporate history and histories of its built environment, there is a clear
opportunity to situate the guilds as active agents of spatial change in the city and their
archives necessitate a social reading of this development. Moreover, this discussion has also
provided a brief summary of the ‘Great Rebuilding’” and suggested its continuing usefulness
as a way of uniting disciplinary concerns around a continuing narrative of re-development
and improvement in the urban environment. In sum, the thesis probes the manner in which
the transitional landscape of London was experienced by the Drapers’ Company and its
tenants as city space re-calibrated around accelerated mercantile activity and the primary

nature of ‘guildwork’ shifted from concerns of trade to concerns about property.
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Chapter One — The Growth of the Estate

Utilising the Drapers’ Company as a case study, the question of how and why company
estates grew is the focus of this first chapter for it is seldom treated in any detail. In doing so
the criticality and relative instability of the sixteenth century will be situated in relation to
processes of acquisition which began many centuries before. Such an approach also allows
for the spatial and historical circumstances of individual properties discussed in later chapters

to be located chronologically.

Historians widely assume and allude to the fact that corporate estates grew in the early
modern period, but rarely is this growth articulated, mapped or closely observed. For
example, while lan Archer has argued that the period 1560-1640 represented a “golden age”
for the livery companies linking this to swollen property portfolios, he largely neglected to
engage with this striking aspect of corporate life.1® Sleigh-Johnson identified the growth of
the Merchant Taylors’ real estate holdings to be “the most significant development in the
[Company’s] early modern history” % At the same time archaeologist John Schofield has
prompted increased interest in the material qualities of the early modern built environment
of London, principally by bringing the fascinating drawings of Ralph Treswell to light. And yet,
in spite of a detailed analysis of surveys commissioned by the Clothworkers’ Company, his
treatment of the Company’s relationship to its estate was remarkably light. His work
reiterated the ‘rise-and-fall’ narrative of the companies, satisfied to comment briefly that
their roles as landholders and trustees grew as their political and economic power waned.*
Regarding patterns of land ownership and investment in the seventeenth century, D.W. Jones
held that “darkness surrounds the question of urban property”.'?? Archer clarified the
challenges of pursuing this line of research in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries noting

that the financial dealings (which were intimately linked to property transactions and the

119 Archer, ‘The Livery Companies and Charity’, p.15.

120 5lejgh-Johnson, N. J. “The Merchant Taylors Company of London 1580-1645, with special reference
to government and politics’ (unpublished PhD thesis, UCL, 1989) p.60.

121 schofield, ‘The Topography and Buildings of London, ca. 1600, p.311.

122 jones, D.W. ‘London Merchants and the Crisis of the 1690s’ in P. Clark and P. Slack (ed.) Crisis and
Order in English Towns, 1500-1700: Essays in Urban History (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1972)
pp.295-420, p.336.
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management of charitable trusts) were a “murky subject” for the historian.'?® Accounts are
frequently found to conflict with one another, selectively edit information or have
disappeared altogether. In his own study of the Crown lands, R. H. Hoyle drew attention to
the complexity of writing a history of an estate stating that the historian must “keep his eye
on several moving objects at once, rather like the targets in a shooting range.”*** Given the
difficulty of following these acquisition trails precisely and with clarity, it is perhaps
unsurprising that historians have mostly elected to avoid interrogating this material in any

depth.!® For architectural historians it is an altogether foreign land.

In the case of the Drapers, although the transparency of financial records relating to property
acquisitions in the early modern period is particularly hard to ascertain, overall there remains
an overwhelming number of individual documents and deeds relating to the histories of the
Company’s properties. Numbering around 8000, in 1900 the first systematic record of these
documents was produced. An unnamed expert organized Company property deeds into
sequential order under ownership (either trust or corporate) and then by parish.1? In the
following decades a second unnamed scholar attempted further to rationalize the
documents. Their work was primarily concerned with the translation of ‘extraordinary’
extracts of 3000 documents in the catalogue (which appears to have been prepared in
connection with Percival Boyd’s 1934 ‘Roll’).}?” Alongside A. H. Johnson’s inimitable five
volume Company history (1914-1922), one other secondary source is of particular and rare
importance in this context, for a complete re-assessment of all the primary documents and
deeds relating to the Company’s properties is beyond the means and focus of this study. Past
Master William Archer-Thomson completed his two volume historical survey of the
Company’s property in 1942. His wide angle survey began with the Company’s first
acquisition in the fourteenth century, divided the two volumes at the 1666 Great Fire, and

continued through to the early twentieth century. Writing for the purpose of practical estate

123 Archer, ‘The Livery Companies and Charity’, p.19.

124 Hoyle, R. H. The Estates of the English Crown, 1558 — 1640 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1992) p.8.

125 An important exception to this is: People, Property and Charity: The Clothworkers’ Company, 1500-
1688. IHR, 2010-2011. http://www.clothworkersproperty.org/ [Accessed online 12 August 2016].

126 Johnson, A. H. A History of the Worshipful Company of the Drapers of London, 5 Vols. (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1914-22), Vol. 2, p.286.

127 |bid. p.287; Boyd, P. Roll of the Drapers’ Company of London (Croydon, J. A. Gordon: 1934).
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management and apparently lacking formal historical training, Archer-Thomson summarized
and critiqued the records as well as the attempts of the unnamed cataloguers to grapple with
the corporate estate. In this he distanced himself from their fascination with the documents
themselves, declaring that his was “a history of properties rather than a history of
documents”.??® He also engaged with Johnson’s history, explicitly correcting and directly
quoting from his predecessor and referring to him as ‘the Company’s Historian’. Archer-
Thomson’s gazetteer of the ownership of the Company lands apparently stands alone amid
the glut of internally orientated corporate histories which were produced in the first decades
of the twentieth century. His work however is mostly unreferenced. Document numbers
referenced in relation to his own system confusingly bear little resemblance to the current-
day state of affairs. But more than this he neglected to use quotation marks in this text,
claiming that his account would then appear too fragmentary. His decision to invisibly
integrate primary and secondary sources with personal comment poses an issue for readers
who are often unsure of the exact sources used, and caught unawares when he slips in and

out of quotation.'®

Despite the detailed archival work both Johnson and Archer-Thomson exemplified in relation
to corporate lands, neither was squarely interested in piecing together an over-arching story
of acquisition, nor were they concerned with the meaning of their substantial collection of
property facts. The synthesis presented here therefore builds on Archer-Thomson and
Johnson's ‘in house’ histories but attempts to condense and contextualize the detail of their
surveys within a broader chronological and cultural framework. In this way it traces
something of the movement of land into the Drapers' hands from the Company's medieval
beginnings up until the 1666 Great Fire. This narrative can be divided into four main historical
sections, namely: first acquisitions (1361-1494), accelerated pre-reformation growth (1494-
1530), the property revolution of the Reformation (1530-1550), and finally the relative

continuity and diversification of the post-Reformation period (1550-1666).

128 Archer-Thomson, W. History of the Company’s Properties and Trusts, 2 Vols. (Privately printed,
1940-42) Vol. 1, pp.4-5.

129 |bid. pp.54-5. For example, “Draugthes of new indentors were prepared at the comandement of ye
ii Juges and sent t Evesham.”
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The Grand Narrative of Acquisition

If one aim of this chapter is to make observations of the development of the estate as a
whole, it is useful to articulate the ‘grand narrative’ as early as possible - before moving
towards a closer characterisation of the four periods identified earlier. This approach allows
the speed (or lack) of accumulation of property at different moments in time to be gauged
against the rate of change evident in the sixteenth century which is the particular priority of
this thesis. In pursuing patterns of acquisition in the developing estate, two strategies can be
deployed. Firstly, the number of properties that came into and out of the Company's hands
through the years can be traced. Secondly, the changing overall value of the estate might be
measured. It is in a combination of both strategies that a more accurate understanding of

how the estate developed may be reached.

The timeline overleaf visually represents verifiable claims made in Archer-Thomson and
Johnson’s histories regarding the dates of property acquisitions (figure 1.1).2%° It also
articulates the sale of properties where this can be ascertained, however, there were
apparently very few losses of Company properties in the period. Each property has been
assigned a number to aid cross-referencing of places and dates throughout the thesis. The
properties plotted on the timeline were diverse not only in their size and value, but also in
their nature and function (which was liable to change over time). The graph tends to include
more than it excludes; almshouses, schools, houses, taverns, company halls and farms are all
represented with no distinction between lands for which the Drapers were trustees and land
that was owned outright. This wide scope allows the extent of Drapers’ managerial
responsibilities to be assessed as a whole, for it is the Drapers’ role as landlords and land
managers that is of most concern to later chapters rather than their exclusive corporate

landownership.

The timeline clearly demonstrates the upturn of the sixteenth century. It shows that only
seven properties were acquired before 1500, while fifty per cent of the pre-fire estate was
acquired between 1500 and 1550, and a further twenty per cent in the fifty years before

1600. Another eleven properties or trust lands were counted to the Drapers before 1666.

130 The extent to which this timeline might be a fair reflection of the estate is based primarily on the
reliability of Archer-Thomson’s work. In a personal postscript he stated that, “my aim has been to trace
the facts affecting every property, corporate or trust, that the Company has ever held, and in that |
believe | have succeeded, with the exception of a few disposed of long ago, in regard to which no
documents remain to show their destiny” (Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 2, pp.286-288).
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Such statistics evidently indicate the increasing number of sites owned or entrusted to the
Company and the explosion in scale of the estate in the sixteenth century in particular.
Although this graphic demonstrates the swell of properties entering the portfolio of the
Company between 1500-1600, it does not represent the size, value or number of individual
dwellings associated to these acquisitions which are identified by location only. For instance,
‘The Erber’ (no. 35 on figure 1.1) contained approximately sixteen separate dwellings at the
time of its purchase whilst ‘The Goat’ (no. 6) represented one tavern, with no internal
separations or divisions.!®! Following the precise increase or decrease in the quantity of
dwellings on any one site (through subdivision, conglomeration, demolition or construction)
the exercise is made even more slippery in part due to the varied archival topography and
record keeping process. Chapters Two, Three and Four will instead articulate something of
the rise, fall, merging and division of particular properties through narrative-based

discussions of a number of buildings owned by the Company.

The question of the estate’s gross rental value, a reasonable indicator of significance, should
be added to this assessment. As has already been noted, deciphering Company finances can
be a tricky endeavour in terms of accuracy and survival. The extent of recordation could
considerably vary from year to year. In addition, Johnson expressed that rental income alone
was a “fallacious guide” because changing cultural practices saw companies prefer to charge
tenants substantial fees, known as ‘fines’, to renew their leases rather than increase their
rent. This aided taxation evasion. Johnson went on to state that, because of this, “the annual
value of revenue from lands was liable to considerable fluctuations.”*** Whereas Archer-
Thomson paid no attention to the overall rental income of different periods, Johnson
gathered together information in a characteristically ad hoc fashion throughout his text
which is summarized below with some additions drawn directly from the Minute Books and
Rental Accounts. In 1413-4 rents derived from houses occupied by nine tenants were £14

15s. 4d.13 By 1540 the total value of the Company’s rents had increased to £84 18s. 3d.1* In

131 |n 1541 it was regarded as “one of the head taverns in London” but had been neglected by its
tenant and also a “lack of good wine” caused it to “utterly decay to the great hurt and hindrance of
those than shall dwell there after him” and to the “great displeasure of this worshipful fellowship”
(DCA, MB1B, f.692).

132 Johnson, History, Vol. 3, p.99.
133 Johnson, History, Vol. 1, p.155.

134 DCA, MBI1B, f.620 — as presented to the King’s Commissioners.
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the following five years a number of important purchases were made which prompted rental
income to more than triple, coming to £255 2s. 8d. in 1545-6.1%° After this sharp rise there
was a period of uneven growth up until the turn of the seventeenth century and by 1594-5
the total rents had risen to £382 3s. 4d representing at least eighty-three separate
tenancies.’3® In 1624-5 the rental income had risen to £805.13” Even without taking into
account the fines attributable to any lease renewal, between 1540-1640, the rental income
of the Company effectively increased by 1300%, although this figure would need to be read
against a moderate level of inflation to be accurately interpreted. With or without inflation,
this was a remarkably steep upward curve in rental income and the table below reveals a
similarly dramatic rise in fines. In fact, by the early 1640s the fines for lease renewals had
overtaken income from rents. Following this it would be easy to assume these expanding
funds were directly contributing to the growing wealth of the Drapers. However, it is
important to note that the rising number of properties and rents stewarded by the Company
did not necessarily reflect an increase in profit or funds available to the Company. Most
properties were devised for charitable uses by benefactors to pay for memorial obits (annual
commemoration services to pray for the soul of the deceased) or chantries (a priest paid to
sing daily prayers for the deceased).!® And although the nature of these practices changed as
a result of the Reformation, modified processes of memorialization continued.'® Writing in
1975 of the early modern Goldsmiths, Reddaway held that the importance of bequests which
enabled property acquisition was “enormous” and yet his view was that “the immediate
importance, save for the office work involved, was often small”. He clarified that “reversions
had to be watched, but they brought no immediate income”.** Impatient of Hugh Umpton’s

will in 1532, the Court of the Drapers knowingly stated that they were “bound for

135 Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.81.
136 Compiled from: DCA, RAS5, 1594-5.
137 Johnson, History, Vol. 3, p.99.
138 Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.81.

139 Branch, Laura. ‘Fraternal Commemoration and the London Company of Drapers c.1440-c.1600’ in E.
Tingle and J. Willis (ed.) Dying, Death, Burial and Commemoration in Reformation Europe (Oxon and
New York: Routledge, 2016) pp.115-136.

140 Reddaway, T. F. The Early History of the Goldsmiths Company, 1327-1509 (London: Edward Arnold,
1975) p.105.
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performances of the charges according to the will until lands may be purchased”.**! It could
be decades before the Company could claim the majority of the rental income for
themselves, although the increase in the practice of fines was important. Johnson astutely
observed the implications of this on the Company’s financial standing. Since few benefactors
stipulated anything about the use of any income derived from fines, he noted that the

corporation assumed that these sums should be at their “free disposal” and were therefore

highly lucrative.*?

Table 1 - Rental income of the Drapers’ Company, 1413 — 1647:

Year Total Rental Income | Total fines Number of
(excluding unpaid) (excluding unpaid) leaseholders

1413-4 £14 15s. 4d. Not known 9

1481 £49 10s. Not known 24

1540 £84 18s. 3d. Not known Not known

1545-6 £255 2s. 8d. Not known Not known

1594-5 £382 3s. 4d. Not known 83

1602-3 £606 6s. 8d. £241 13s. 4d. Not known

1613-14 Not known Not known 103

1624-5 £805 14s. 4d. £271 13s. 4d. Not known

1634-5 £917 3s. 4d. £811s. 4d. Not known

1643-4 £1103 4d. £1180 13s. 2d. Not known

1647-8 £1104 17s. 8d. £1708 6s. 8d. Not known

Refs: Johnson, History, Vol 1, p. 155; Vol 2, p. 81; Vol 3, p. 99, 204-5; MB1B, 1540, f. 620; DCA, RA

1594-5

141 Branch, ‘Fraternal Commemoration’, p.121.

142 Johnson, History, Vol. 3, pp.497-8.
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This significant growth prompts the question of typicality in relation to corporate estates,
how indicative was the change in scale and value of the Drapers’ estate of wider trends in the
livery companies and beyond? More generally, historians such as Derek Keene have
commented on comparative prosperity of the City mercantile elite in the sixteenth century
and the related transfer of much landed wealth into their hands.}* The broader experiences
of individual merchants held a bearing on the fortunes of the companies too. For Matthew
Davies, “the London craft guilds, particularly the Great Twelve, owed their wealth and
prestige to their success in attracting large bequests of property”.1** This process of
bequeathing property was a defining characteristic across the companies, although not all
estates grew at the same rate. Of the fifteenth-century Company, Johnson noted a 1412
Crown return placed the Drapers as the third largest corporate land owner in the city.}* This
was behind the Goldsmiths and Merchant Taylors but ahead of the Mercers and Skinners (see
table 2 below).*® The Company remained still some way behind the Goldsmiths and Taylors
throughout the fifteenth century. The Taylors’ estate brought in £155 in the 1460s while
Drapers’ rental income was still just below £50 in the 1480s.'%” By the turn of the sixteenth
century the Goldsmiths could claim an equivalent total of just over £186.1* The acceleration
of acquisition processes in the sixteenth century was not unique to the Drapers. Indeed by
the tumultuous mid-century the Drapers had caught up with the Goldsmiths. Whilst some
companies were shedding properties in order to appease financial demands and religious
reforms imposed by the King the Drapers appear to have maintained their position in the
upper tier of corporate property holdings. In 1545-6 their estate was valued at £255, whilst

the Taylors income was almost double this figure at £440.2° In 1578-9 the Mercers had

143 Keene, D. ‘Material London in Time and Space’ in L. Orlin (ed) Material London, ¢.1600
(Philadelphia: Philadelphia University Press, 2000) pp.55-74, p.59.

144 Davies, M. ‘The Tailors of London and their Guild, c.1300-1500" (unpublished PhD thesis, University
of Oxford, 1994) p.54.

145 Johnson, History, Vol. 1, p.109.

146 “Lay Subsidy, temp. Henry IV, London 1411-12’ J. C. L. Stahlschmidt (ed.) in Archaeological Journal,
Vol. 44, (1887) pp.56-82.

147 Davies, ‘The Tailors’ p.27.
148 Reddaway, Early History, p.183.

149 Clode, C. M. Early History of the Guild of Merchant Taylors, 2 Vols. (London: Privately printed, 1888)
Vol. 2, p.144.
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overtaken the Drapers with a rental income of £426, while twenty years later the Drapers’
equivalent figure was still well below £400.%*° The table below is only indicative of the
Drapers’ position in relation to the value of the estates of the Great Twelve, but taken
together evidence suggests the experience of the Drapers was fairly typical. Overall, by 1666
the Great Twelve companies held a diverse range of properties across the parishes within and

without the walls.??

Table 2 - Value of Drapers’ estate contextualized against several other great companies:

Company Total value of Taxed on land | Taxed on land
property in in 1541 1582
1412
Drapers £19 6s. 8d £16 9d.* £31s. 4d
Goldsmiths | £46 10s. ob. £15 4s. 8d. £10
Mercers £13 18s. 4d. £7 10s. £4 12s.
Merchant £44 3s. 7d. £13 3s. 8d. £3 5s. 4d.
Taylors
Skinners £18 12s. 8d. £13 4d. 6d. £5*

*inc. moveables

These assessments and subsidies are only indicative of the size of the companies’ estates. The figures
are not directly comparable due to their different nature and means of calculation. However the table
does show that the Drapers were not extraordinary as a company, neither leading the pack
consistently nor trailing them overall. Refs: Assessed total value of property in 1412, according to

Exchequer Lay Subsidy; Tax assessed based on total income of lands in 1541 and 1582, Lay Subsidies

150 Compiled from: DCA, RAS5, 1594-5.

151 Harding, V., Keene, D. 'Sources: London Livery Companies' in A Survey of Documentary Sources 22
(London: London Record Society, 1985) British History Online. http://www.british-
history.ac.uk/london-record-soc/vol22 [Accessed online 27 January 2016] pp.12-36.
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First Acquisitions (1361-1494)

The story of property acquisition cannot be divorced from a discussion of the development of
the Company as a whole. The complexity and flexibility inherent to the continuation of the
companies means that issues of economics, religion, sociability and commerce are uneasily
separated. The growth of the estate was intimately intertwined with many other narrative
strands. Specifically, the first acquisitions of the Drapers must be contextualized against the
progressive formalization of the structure and changing function of the guild. Although some
would argue the origins of the Company can be traced back to the twelfth and thirteenth
centuries, it was in 1364 that the Drapers’ guild was officially recognised by the Crown by
virtue of a Royal ‘Letters Patent’.?>2 This initial acknowledgment from Edward Ill represented
the growing power of the guilds to regulate their trades and crafts, as well as a movement
towards occupation-based guild membership (as opposed to the religiously-driven parish
guilds). Despite this Royal seal of approval, there remains some uncertainty about the shape
and organisation of the fourteenth-century guild. After considering Company roots in two
apparently disparate groups of medieval drapers, those connected to St. Mary le Bow church
and those of Bethlehem Hospital, Quinton settled on acknowledging the probable fluidity and
diversity of these early years. The Company’s “administrative immaturity” seems not to have
dissuaded members from bequeathing cash gifts for the Company to manage before the turn
of the fifteenth century.’® Furthermore, taking the Bethlehem and Bow groups of drapers
together and through a survey of 300 wills of drapers in the Court of Hustings, Quinton
identified the growing strength of guild connections after the granting of their letters patent.
This increasing allegiance to trade-based associations was reflected in the accumulation of

small bequests of both cash and, gradually, properties vested in the Drapers’ Company.?>

Like many guilds, the Drapers doubtless met in houses of members and taverns before they
acquired a hall as a permanent base. The Drapers procured their first landed property in St.
Swithins Lane (no. 1) twenty years after they had secured their jurisdictional rights through

the Letters Patent (see figure 1.2). Although it was purchased using Company funds

152 Archer-Thomson asserts that there is no proof of the Company earlier than 1361, noting “it is better
that the retaining walls of any great Institution should rest firmly on stable foundations, than sway on
imaginary piles, driven into strata of obscurity”. (Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, p.26).

153 Quinton, E. J. P. ‘“The Drapers and the Drapery Trade of Late Medieval London, ¢.1300-c.1500’
(unpublished PhD thesis, University of London, 2001) p.18.

154 |bid. p.35.



Figure 1.2. Location of properties acquired by the Drapers’ Company up until the year 1600, plotted onto: “The Agas Map."The Map of Early Modern London. Ed. Janelle Jenstad (2012). Rpt. of Civitas Londinvm. [15627?]. <http://
mapoflondon.uvic.ca/map.htm>. [accessed online 10 March 2015]
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generated by membership fees (paid quarterly and therefore known as ‘quarterage’), they
were unable to vest the land by devise without obtaining the legal status of ‘incorporation’
conferred by the Crown. As the provision of a permanent address was a requirement for
incorporation and the Drapers evidently desired to secure this status for themselves, it has
often been thought that this purchase was solely intended for the construction of a hall on
the site.’® However Archer-Thomson commented that “land was practically the only
available method of investment” at that time, implying a more pragmatic spur to
ownership.®® The original site consisted of an open tenter-ground (for stretching cloth),
eleven shops and an alley with a number of rooms grouped around it. After acquisition for six
marks (£2) in 1385, there was a twenty year delay before any development could occur as a
result of a problematic legal history which ensured the Drapers’ ownership of the property
would be disputed for two decades in the Chancery Court. In the meantime, a second
purchase was made out of the same corporate pot of money in 1397 of a small piece of land
on Cheapside (no. 2) but no records survive relating to its use or intentions in the years after
acquisition. In 1401 a similar operation took place and numerous Drapers were named as
purchasers of a tenement adjacent to St. Swithins Lane on Candlewick Street named ‘Le
Bakhouse’ (no. 3). The property was let out initially to John Parker, a baker, who had
facilitated the sale process. Following the conclusion of the suit over the St. Swithins property
in the Chancery, subscriptions were sought from members to construct a Company Hall on
the vacant plot and work finally began in 1425.% In all these properties were vested in the
names of over forty Drapers who acted as trustees whilst the Company pursued

incorporation.

After the Goldsmiths, Skinners, Mercers, Saddlers, Taylors, Grocers, Fishmongers, Vintners
and Brewers had already obtained their Charter of Incorporation, the Drapers were granted
theirs in 1438. This document enabled the Company to own property outright and in
perpetuity. Yet in reality all lands continued to be held in the names of individuals, enduring

as a result of the ‘Laws of Mortmain’ which required the properties be held ‘in trust’ for the

155 However Archer-Thomson holds that this was not the case, arguing that it was purchased originally
in order for the rents to support a ‘Brotherhood’ priest. (Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, p.22)

156 Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, p.1

157 Johnson, History, Vol. 1, pp.112-3
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corporations.’® Lands within the City of London were exceptional as a result of the City
Customs. These customs allowed freemen to hold properties in trust for corporate bodies
and then to will these properties to other individuals to hold on the company’s behalf in spite
of mortmain. This practice applied only to the City and essentially allowed institutions like the
Drapers to operate outside the prevailing laws of the land. This process of transfer evolved
over time, gaining clarity and security in its exercise. Despite these privileges, Archer-
Thomson believed such medieval property laws “hampered nearly every transaction”
implying a negative impact on the Company’s prosperity because of administrative

complications.®

Following the Company’s important 1438 incorporation which granted the Company greater
control over the trade of drapery and asset-holding, Archer-Thompson noted that there was
no particular crop of cash or land bequests but, over time, a smattering of properties
bequeathed by members entered the Company’s keeping. Accordingly, the first property to
be bequeathed in this way was a house in the parish of St. Christopher’s in Cornhill (no. 4).
Although few details survive, a deed dated 1454 indicates that fifteen drapers held the
property in trust for the Company after its gifting by a Draper called Richard Sharpe and two
co-feoffs.1®° After the St. Christopher’s house, gifts began in earnest in 1468 with All Hallows
Honey Lane bequeathed by Sir John Norman for obit purposes (nos 6 and 7).%6! This was
followed in 1478 by property in St. Olave’s, Southwark (no. 5), on account of Alice Harlewyn’s
deed (whose husband Benedict was a Draper). The rents were intended to establish a chantry
and the conveyance was communally vested in twenty-four Drapers. Eight years later, Henry
Eburton, a Draper and possibly the Company’s chaplain, funded the rebuilding or new
building of a cluster of eleven tenements situated on their Southwark land connected to

Harlewyn.? Johnson held that the sum granted (£200) was insufficient for the extent of

158 This phrase translates as ‘dead-hand’ indicating that properties were not free to be continually held
by corporate bodies after the deaths of those who held the properties on behalf of the corporation.

159 Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, p.1.
160 | hid. p.36.

161 Johnson, History, Vol. 1, p.162. For a detailed account of this property and the rebuilding
undertaken see: Harding, V., Keene, D. 'All Hallows Honey Lane 11/10' in Historical Gazetteer of
London Before the Great Fire Cheapside (London: Centre for Metropolitan History, 1987) British History
Online. http://www.british-history.ac.uk/no-series/london-gazetteer-pre-fire [Accessed online 25
January 2016] pp.85-96.

162 Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, p.50. Also see DCA, A lll 74,
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works, which amounted to somewhere around £300 in totality. Drapers contributed to this

deficit out of corporate funds.®3

Falling outside the bounds of the City at the time, in 1484 the uncertainty as to the status of
the Southwark properties in relation to the City custom was dispelled. A Royal license was
issued gratuitously by the King to confirm that mortmain for Southwark could be held by
Drapers in spite of its location — this was significant for a non-religious corporation. Further to
this, in 1488, the validity of all devises made to incorporated bodies was legally substantiated
by the King. Archer-Thomson wrote: “As soon as this decision became known, the Drapers
decided to take advantage of it, and to get their properties properly vested in the Corporate
Fraternity.”®* In practice the transfer of property took many years, for it required the will of
an individual to facilitate the change in legal status from individual to corporate ownership.
As previously noted, properties were frequently vested in large groups of Drapers in order to
aid security and also for administrative ease, for the death of any of the named holders did
not affect the Company’s guardianship of the property. To this end a decision was taken to
extricate all other Drapers from the devises of the properties acquired to date and invest
them in one Draper which would enable their speedy transfer to the Company on his death.
The hall at St. Swithins, the attached tenement called Le Bakhouse in Candlewick Street, the
land in Cheapside, the tenements at All Hallows Honey Lane and finally the tenement and
brewery at St Christopher’s Cornhill were all solely entrusted to Draper Henry Eburton, who
was probably chosen on account of his age and possible ill health.'®> On his death in 1494,
Eburton’s 1490 will was put into effect and Drapers’ corporate lands became more secure.!®®
This pattern of selecting members close to death as a vehicle for property transfers would be
replicated for decades to come involving many complex negotiations, named devisees and of

course the strategic knowledge of suitably infirm Drapers.
Accelerated Pre-Reformation Growth (1494-1530)

It is important to emphasize the extent of bequests the Company was beginning to receive
from its members at this point. What was a trickle of property bequests, intended for the

provision of ‘obits’ (commemorative funeral dinners) and prayers for the dead, became

163 Johnson, History, Vol. 1, p.156; DCA, RA1, 1482-5.
164 Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, p.52.
165 1bid.

166 |bid. p.53.
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something of a flood in the thirty-year period after the turn of the century. Platt holds that
organisations of all types, parish guilds and fraternities as well as livery companies,
experienced an overwhelming accumulation of obits and chantries to the extent "that even
dedicated fellowships were defeated by them."*®” These sorts of bequests developed and
reinforced the livery companies as capable administrators and intercessory institutions. By
1497 the property-holding Goldsmiths were keeping the obits of twenty-five deceased
members which required the Company to attend services or processions one out of twelve
working days.®® The Drapers’ Company itself funded twenty-seven obits associated to fifteen
different churches between 1443-1535.1%° Of the Merchant Taylors, Davies also observed
that the Company appears to have experienced “some sort of resurgence” as an
administrator in the early part of the sixteenth century.’® Moreover, regarding the provision
of services to deceased members, he commented, “that such post-obit services were carried
out in parish church meant that the onus was on the livery companies to prove their
reliability as administrators if they were to continue to receive valuable bequests of land.”*"*
Many companies appear to have responded by substantiating their administrative and
record-keeping practices (this will be discussed further in the case of the Drapers in Chapter

Five).

Reflecting the widespread trend articulated above, Johnson held that the years before 1540
were characterised by acquisitions or gifts purposed for the maintenance of some chantry or
obit purpose.’” It is an observation borne out in the detail and implicated in the wills of
those Drapers in whom lands were vested simply to be transferred to the Company. In many

cases these useful men and the documents pertaining to them complicate understandings of
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the means through which property was purchased, by whom it was funded, when and for

what means. It is in these years that the real difficulty of interpretation begins in earnest.

Bequests could come from those with strong connections to the Drapers as well as those less
obviously tied to the Company. As part of this post-1500 swell, two tenements in Bassinghall
(no. 9) and a further two in Sherborne Lane (no. 10) were acquired through a devise made by
William White. White was a Draper, Master of the Company six times and Mayor of London;
his devise passed through his wife and an obit was to be performed yearly for them both.'”®
The properties fell to the Drapers (by way of White’s death) in 1503. An altogether different
case, in 1511 Matilda Wylde devised two properties in return for the keeping of an obit for
her and her husband, who, intriguingly, had in fact been a Skinner.”* These gifts constituted
two tenements, one in St Christopher near the Stocks (no. 16), and the other in Candlewick
Street (no. 15) in the parish of St. Mary Bothaw.'”> Meanwhile, in 1523, upon the death of
Thomas Carter, a Cornhill property in the parish of St. Michael (no. 24) was passed to the
Drapers. An obit was to be performed from the rental income for deceased Draper John
Wilkinson and his wife as well as fellow Draper John Hungerforth and his wife Alice,

suggesting funds for its purchase were derived from these couples in previous decades.'’®

As one of the property vehicles, former Warden of the Company and MP for the City, William
Calley died in 1515 carrying with him no less than five vestments for properties with
somewhat confusing obit obligations. With several original benefactors, these properties
were duly transferred to the Drapers in one go. First was Elizabeth Peke’s devise of the
messuage and garden in St. Botolph Without, Aldersgate (no. 23). Secondly, there was an
extension and addition to the Company’s existing property at Honey Lane, although the
connection to a particular obit here is unidentifiable. Thirdly, Draper and Alderman, Richard
Shore’s tenements and shops in West Cheap, Bearbinder Lane (no. 21) were conveyed to the
Company through Calley’s death to provide an obit. Fourthly, the Bridge Street tenements

(no. 20) which Archer-Thomson took to be a “genuine purchase by or on behalf of the Gild”

173 Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, p.78.

174 Without any stated justification, Archer-Thomson bizarrely concluded that “she must, like most
women, have preferred Drapers to Skinners” (Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, p.67). It is more likely
that Matilda had another kinship connection to the Company, perhaps through her father.
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was probably funded by a cash bequest from William Dyxson which is suggested in an obit
attached to this property, and another for Thomas Carter who acted as the conveyor in
1530.Y7 Finally, six tenements and a garden in Lothbury were transferred. These funded
Calley’s own obit (no. 22).178 Calley’s death alongside a later will of John Asilwood also
secured an additional significant grouping of properties. These properties were conveyed
with attached requirements for two separate chantries in the names of Robert Clopton and
Matilda Atte Vyne. These constituted two tenements in Gracechurch Street (no. 17), and
three in Lombard Street (nos 18 and 19).17° The methods and roots of this transferral are

complex and muddled as a result of changing names and missing documents.

Archer-Thomson divided all the previously mentioned obit properties from the next
important acquisition, the advowson of St. Michael Cornhill (no. 14) of 1504. The complexity
of the mechanics of this sort of formalized religious patronage whereby priests and churches
were supported by companies was acknowledged by both Johnson and Archer-Thomson.
Pursuing this thread any further is not in the present interests of this study. The main
outcome for the Company was the transferral of Drapers’ principal patronage from the
church at Bow to St. Michael Cornhill.’®° This also reflected a shift in the area patronized
through occupation by Drapers which Quinton suggested centered on St. Michael Cornhill

from the early sixteenth century.8!

Although there is agreement between historians on the increasing number of bequests
entrusted to the city companies, there is less agreement surrounding the profitability of such
managerial responsibilities for the guilds themselves at this stage. Brigden held “there was
usually a handsome margin of profit between the money spent on the services and the
income of the endowment; sometimes the companies provided only the minimum services
and profited thereby from their religious trust”.'®? Davies’ study of the Merchant Taylors led

him to note that it was in the profits that could be creamed off once the charges had been
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paid that established the companies as major landholders in London.*®® In contrast, as
previous office-holders within the Company, Archer-Thomson and Johnson were
unsurprisingly sympathetic towards the Drapers in this regard. Johnson wrote that, in spite of
a significant increase in the rental income from lands and tenements, “most acquisitions
brought no profit” due to their charitable purposes.'® Further he regarded that the small
fees paid out of the rents to the Company (as a reward for undertaking the role of

administrator) were “not at all commensurate with the trouble involved” 1%

At the very least there seems to be a canniness in the way in which the Drapers accepted and
dispensed their responsibilities. Johnson went on to state that the Company was “unwilling
to accept...trusts unless they could be fulfilled without loss”.*® As an example he cited the
case of William Capel’s obit. After gifting lands in 1515 to the Company to form a Chantry and
obit, Capel’s widow and executors were called to the Court to provide “a kind of brotherly
token of remembrance of plate” in order for his wishes to be carried out. Capels’ property
already secured a profit of £2 annually for the Company, but apparently this was not
sufficient for the continuance of the administration of his chantry which attracted significant
legal fees. Records from 1526 and 1528 indicate that the Company was not inclined to
continue the obit.’®” Additionally Stow observed that the Drapers were not fulfilling Sir John
Milburn’s wishes, apparently also as a result of a lack of funds yielded from the properties he
gifted the Company. The lands brought in only £20 which constituted only half of the
required sums to carry out his wishes.'® Discussing Capel’s case alongside the lack of
punishment for non-attendance (and therefore non-remembrance) by members at such obit
gatherings, Laura Branch held that there was “a clear economic element motivating the

maintenance of obits” .
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Generally, the fact that the Drapers’ Company invested in both corporately owned plate and
property in these years indicates that there were sufficient surplus funds produced as a result
of these bequests to ensure it was a worthwhile and profitable undertaking. Purchased using
corporate cash accumulations between 1475-1509, the substantial sum of £100 was invested
in plate.®® However, as an asset distinct in nature to the holding of corporate property,
Company plate could be easily melted down and therefore represented something of an
instant access account (which proved problematic in later years when it was raided for Crown
coffers).1®! Perhaps with this in mind, the Drapers continued to utilize surpluses to make
several purchases of property. The most significant group of acquisitions in these years was
motivated by a desire to help a significant Draper, Sir Lawrence Aylmer, who had been
imprisoned on account of his debts. In 1501 the Company agreed to buy his eight messuages
in St. Michael Bassishaw (no. 11), the White Bull in West Smithfield (no. 12) and tenements in

St. Michael Paternoster Royal (no. 13) for £214, ensuring his release from prison.*%?

The Property Revolution (1530-1550)

The comparative brevity of this critical period (1530-1550) belies a profound cultural and
religious change which had lasting consequences on the way in which property ownership

was practiced. The intensity of these years of Reformation has led historians to identify its

7 193 7194

effects in London diversely as a “holocaust of institutions, a “cultural trauma and “a
revolution in ownership of urban lands” (see figure 1.3).2% This characterization of crisis is
one that appears to be reflected within the history of the Drapers’ Company’s lands, and yet,

regarding the corporate purchases made in these years, it was also one of distinct
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Figure 1.3.Title page of Gilbert Burnet’s, The History of the Reformation, Vol. 1,
2nd edition (London: T.H. for Richard Chiswell, 1681)
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opportunity. As previously noted, in the fifty years after 1500, fifty per cent of the Company’s

pre-fire estate was acquired. The total rental value also grew substantially.

The dissolution of the monasteries in the 1530s appears to have had two significant effects in
relation to the enlargement of livery company estates. Firstly, larger numbers of benefactors
selected the guilds for the performance of their after-death wishes, gifting more properties
and cash at a rate that far outstripped previous decades. After surveying every obit attached
to the Drapers in the sixteenth century, Laura Branch argued effectively that 1519-1545 in
particular represented an acceleration in the establishment of obits entrusted to the
Company.® This likely contributed towards a steady improvement in the condition of the
Company finances and was closely related to the gifting of property. Secondly the livery
companies themselves took advantage of the influx of new land to the market, confiscated as
a result of its relationship to ‘superstitious’ beliefs (specifically obits and chantries). The
effects of the dissolution coloured the Company’s property transactions for decades to come,
directly as well as indirectly. For example, confiscated lands might be sold to individual
citizens or gentlemen on first release first but later come into Company hands at the second
or third turn. In the face of such a vast schism in urban land ownership, Schofield wrote that
the “many and fundamental effects were not yet fully worked through by the opening of the
seventeenth century.”?®” The processes of change kick-started in these years continued well
into the century and beyond although there was some also notable continuity in other

respects.

Exemplifying the reaction to the instability prompted by the dismantling of the monasteries,
a glut of properties entered the Drapers’ administration in these two decades. Following
earlier patterns of property transfer, three elderly members acted as vehicles for these
bequests to come into corporate hands. They will each be summarized in turn. Firstly, in
1533, five tenements in Coleman Street (no. 25) came to the Company via the will of William
Prud, a Draper. His purchase of the properties was apparently funded by Hugh Umpton. For
his willingness to comply with the Company’s wishes, Prud appears to have secured an obit
for himself and his wife as well as the already deceased Umpton and his wife. Charitable cash

donations were also to be dispensed to poor members of the fraternity.'%®
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197 Schofield, ‘The Topography and Buildings of London’, p.318.

198 Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, p.80.



55

The second group of properties were vested in 1535 to William Dolphin, although they were
later devised to John Clerke on Dolphin’s death in 1547 and then vested to Thomas Spencer
on Clerke’s death in 1548. Spencer conveyed these properties to the Company finally at his
death in 1550. The Company clearly utilised Dolphin at the first as a secure carrier or conduit
for its property purchases and investments, which were then be passed on through two
further hands. The properties vested in Dolphin consisted of five messuages in Thames Street
(no. 32), two messuages in the parish of St Nicholas Shambles (no. 29), two messuages at St.
Michael le Querne (no. 30), two messuages in the parish of St. Mary Aldermary (no. 31), and
thirteen almshouses in Crutched Friars (no. 33) founded by Sir John Milborne. The
conveyance of Sir John Milborne’s almshouses in 1535 marked a broadening of property
types under the Company’s management intended for charitable uses. The almshouses were
funded from the rents of the properties in Thames Street, St. Nicholas Shambles and St.
Michael le Querne — which were purchased with money from Milborne for this intent. The
purpose of the almshouses was both charitable and religious. Almspeople were obliged to
pray and perform obits for the Milbornes (whose tomb was in the adjacent Crutched Friars
church) but this critical function was abolished with the sweep of the Reformation.
Subsequently these almshouses were entrusted to the Company in a way that placed
significant confidence in the capacity of the Company to execute good administrative and
managerial tasks in connection with the properties. The Milborne gift also presented the first
set of trust properties (i.e. Thames Street, St. Nicholas Shambles etc.), used to support the

running of another property (the almshouses).'*

Later in 1542 the Drapers used Dolphin for the conveyancing of the Erber (no. 35), including
Bush Lane (no. 34), and also two tenements and gardens in the parish of St. Katherine
Christchurch (no. 44). Finally he facilitated the transfer of four messuages and gardens
against London Wall near Cripplegate (no. 28) — these were transferred wholly to the
Company after Spencer’s death in 1550. Further, Dolphin was associated with a group
conveyed from John Brown in 1542: a great messuage and two tenements in Mark Lane (no.
43), a messuage and garden in Nicholas Lane (no. 41), a messuage in Abchurch Lane (no. 42)
and seven tenements and two wine-cellars in the parish of St Martin in the Vintry (no. 45)

(again purchased from Draper, Thomas Purpoint, rather than John Brown and latterly sold in

199 Hickman, D. J. ‘The Religious Allegiance of London’s Ruling Elite 1520-1603’ (unpublished PhD
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1575).2% In total, Dolphin was involved with twenty-nine transactions and the group of

thirteen almshouses.

A third group of properties came into Drapers’ hands as a result of William Brothers’ first will
in 1541 and subsequent death in 1547. Money bequeathed by Draper Sir John Richards and
his wife was apparently utilised to purchase ‘The Shippe’ in Petty Wales (no. 40) through
Brothers. This gift and purchase also secured an obit for the Richards’ family. Next two
tenements adjacent to St. Christopher le Stocks (no. 27) as well as two additional tenements
in St. Botolph’s Lane (no. 26) were acquired by the Company as an investment purchased
from a Drapers’ Warden, Mr. Purpoint, for the price of seventeen years rent.?’! How these
were funded is not immediately clear.?%? In the Brothers’ bundle were an additional three
tenements and a great house in Mark Lane (no. 39) transferred via a second will made in
1543. These purchases are thought to have been funded by Sir William Bayley, a prominent
Draper and former Mayor and Master, who required the Company to establish a chantry on
his behalf upon his death in 1532.2% After her death in 1540, Sir William’s wife Lady Bayley
also entrusted £160 to the Company which was implicated in the White Bull (no. 12) in order
to fund an annual charity of alms to the parish of St. Michael Paternoster.?°* Why these
particular properties were grouped in this way, and assigned to one particular man and not
another, is not immediately clear. Archer-Thomson suggested the reason for such
complicated vesting processes was to do with ensuring property groups could be financially
kept together, allowing for the formation of more easily organised trusts and shared titles of

ownership.?®

In some ways indicative of this period but in others extraordinary, one crucial transaction and
two acquisitions must be highlighted. The most important and lucrative bequest of the period

was made in 1538 by the Seville-based former Warden Thomas Howell to the tune of 12, 000
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Spanish ducats (although the Drapers claimed that only 9000 actually arrived with them).2%
The endowment made on his death proved to be to be both a blessing and a curse for the
Company. The cash capital enabled them to purchase their two most significant corporate
properties (the Erber and the Throgmorton Company Hall), but the management of the
bequest was filled with controversy and challenges. Howell’s will required his endowment to
be solely directed towards ‘maidens’ for their marriage dowries, or to aid orphans. Both sorts
of potential beneficiaries were intended to be Howell’s kin, or at least Welsh. Demonstrating
the extraordinariness of its intent, Williams regarded Howell’s gift to be “by far the biggest
sixteenth-century charitable endowment for marriage subsidies”.?” Johnson offered another
perspective however. Reflecting on the continued difficulty in distributing funds in a way that
honoured Howell’s stipulations, he noted that the bequest should serve as a warning to
intended benefactors never to follow Howell’s lead of supporting marriageable young
women “especially if they be Welsh”.2% |dentifying the Welsh orphans and next of kin which
the bequest was principally to serve has been a constant and continuing burden for the

Company.

The deployment of Howell’s funds has always been a slippery subject for the Drapers but it
was not unusual for benefactions to come with specific instructions as to their use. The detail
of how Howell’s bequest came to be implicated in the Erber and Company Hall will be
examined more closely in Chapter Two. Archer-Thomson acknowledged the process of affairs
was “for a long time unsolved” uncovering a string of litigation surrounding the properties’
vesting.2% With different properties associated to it at different times the attribution of the
investment was re-calculated at several points as the Company grappled with the internal
organization and administration of its trusts. However confusing the deployment of these
funds appears to have been, the bequest does clearly appear to have contributed to the

growth of the Company’s financial healthiness. In 1529-30 the overall balance for the guild
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was £182 3s. 3d. and by 1540-1 the sum had grown to £348 7s. 9.5d. %1% In spite of this
apparent healthiness, Johnson noted that by 1545-6 “they plaintively say that they are
without money” based on a deficit of 11s. 10d.?'! Additionally, their once plentiful plate
collection had been reduced to one single piece that was valued at £16 9s. 4d.2*? This fall was
linked to the substantial investments the Company was making, acquiring important property
of both trust and corporate status. Disentangling Howell’s bequest from corporate funds at
this point is a difficult endeavour. In 1541, the Company successfully secured the prestigious
and extensive Erber for £1373 2s. 8d. The following year in 1542-3 the Draper purchased
Cromwell’s former house at Austin Friars and Throgmorton Street for £1073. Superseding St.

Swithins Lane, this immediately became their second Company Hall.

It is important to tie these developments back to broader cultural changes in memorialisation
taking root in these decades. Following the attack on the monasteries and their effective
dissolution, the Crown continued to search out opportunities to reform Catholic
‘superstitious’ practices, to which obits and chantries were intrinsically connected. In an
attempt both to raise funds and dislocate the practice of property from religious belief, Henry
VIII's 1545 Chantries Act failed to impact on the livery companies with any significance. At a
second more wide-ranging bite at the cherry, Edward VI’s 1547 Act however proved to be far
more damaging. While the first Act required only the proportion of rent/income related to
the maintenance of any priests, obits or lights/lamps etc. to be repaid to the Crown, the
second stipulated that any property retained for charitable purposes was liable to be wholly
confiscated or re-purchased and was more systematic in its execution. In contrast to the
parish guilds which were effectively dissolved, the city companies were levied with heavy
charges, required to redeem their properties from the obits to which they were connected,
but the companies survived intact. In this context, the Drapers seem to have weathered the
storm with relative ease. Historians have traced that, after the resultant sale or loss of many
buildings after 1547, the companies quickly recovered, ultimately reclaiming the lost ground

and further continuing to develop their estates in the years after.?!3 In this way Archer set

210 Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.80.
211 |bid. p.81.
212 |pid.

213 Archer, ‘The Livery Companies and Charity’, p.19; Harding, V., Keene, D. 'Sources: London Livery
Companies' in A Survey of Documentary Sources 22 (London: London Record Society, 1985) British



59

them on a distinctly upwards trajectory from this financial low point writing that “their rent
rolls swelled in the years thereafter, both as demand for property increased and as they

accumulated more endowments.” 2%

But this apparently unreserved post-Reformation growth must not distract from a
recognition of the havoc the Chantry Acts of 1545-7 wreaked within the companies, for, as
has been demonstrated, the vast majority of their properties were connected to an obit or
chantry in one way or another, no matter how obliquely. The assessment process revealed
the complicated nature of the Drapers’ Company’s relationship with its properties which
were culturally, religiously and historically embedded. Writing in the nineteenth century, the
economic historian, Ashley, recognised the entanglement of the religious and “industrial”
aspects of guilds which had to then be carefully and painfully teased apart.?*® Certainly the
assessment drew attention to the extent of company involvement in the religious practices of
the city. In all thirty city companies drew up ‘returns’ of their ‘superstitious’ responsibilities
for submission, namely the Great Twelve and twenty-two lesser guilds. Altogether the
companies funded priests and obits in over sixty city parishes, spending just over £1000 per
year. According to these returns, this sum represented between a fifth and a sixth of the total
for chantries within the city.?!® Additionally Brigden asserted that sixty-one chantry priests

were appointed and salaried by the Companies at the time of assessment.?!

After a couple of false starts with Crown negotiators, the sum (‘rent-charge’ or ‘quitrent’)
agreed for repayment was settled at an annual rate of £55 7s, to be paid for twenty years
(£1082 6s. in total) in order to ‘buy back’ the legality of their landownership.?8 In

comparison, the Merchant Taylors were assessed for £98 11s. 6d. and the Mercers for just
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over £196, both for twenty years.?’® In response the Drapers’ Court voted on whether to raise
the money by sale of land or by loan money, “whereupon the most part of the said Assistants
pricked to have certain lands sold”.??° Consequently, four groupings of lands were purchased
by prominent members of the Company, bringing in a total of £669.22! The prices for each
were fixed at sixteen years rent rather than twenty, and therefore represented a far more
generous deal for buyers than the Crown had afforded the Company.??2 By 1550 the Drapers
declared that "no more land of the house should be sold."??* Contrary to what might be
expected as a result of these large sums demanded of the companies, Johnson's view was
that the whole exercise hardly injured the Drapers, financially or practically.?** But the legacy
of such intrusions and divisions in the purposing of properties was to remain a bone of

contention.

Considering the tumultuous period overall, the national instability that fostered the
development of the Drapers’ estate at the same time only temporarily dented its prosperity.
These changes did however result in a legal vulnerability that would undermine it for the rest
of the century. The Company was to be no stranger to the challenges of successive monarchs
in relation to possible ‘concealments’ (streams of undeclared income derived from rents

originally purposed to support chantries and obits).
Continuity and Diversification of Post-Reformation Bequests (1550-1666)

Cash-strapped and with full awareness of the vulnerability of the livery companies’ estates,

Mary’s reign (1553-1558) brought a fresh reassessment of corporate lands. And, in time,
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Elizabeth (1558-1603) too made consistent attacks on these contentious original
‘concealments’.?® Crippled by a series of international conflicts, she repeatedly returned to
the livery companies to fund these national projects. In 1571, 1574 and in 1578 the Drapers
were directly challenged and in 1582 the Company was called to the Exchequer after a long
running suit brought to Court by an informer. Frustrated with the regularity of attack, they
lodged a strained request with the Lord Treasurer that “if the law be against him [the
informer] will leave us in quiet”.??® However, in 1587 a further property report was submitted
to the Court by the Drapers in response to allegations of “certain prying fellows”. These men
searched for possible concealments on behalf of the Crown and pursued a percentage of the
profits from any successful challenges.??’ Finally in 1599, near the end of her reign, after
decades of negotiations and extractions Elizabeth issued a proclamation which confirmed the
legality of the Company’s lands with greater conviction than before.??® While this was surely
of some consolation, Archer-Thomson estimated that Elizabeth had extracted approximately
£2500 from the Drapers in regards to the obits and trusts nested within property
transactions. This was significantly over and above the demands made by Edward VI (and also

of Mary).??°

Despite these difficulties, the reign of Elizabeth saw the rental value of the Company lands
rise rapidly, effectively quadrupling even when funds raised by the significantly increased
practice of fining tenants upon renewal of leases are excluded from totals.®° Similarly the
Merchant Taylors’ gross rent income rose from £400 in the 1560s to £700 in the 1590s.2%! The
losses suffered as a result of the concealment cases were offset primarily by the continued
bequeathing of an increasingly diverse range of property and land by members. The rental
income from these was however no longer explicitly connected to outlawed chantry and obit

funds and rather was intended for a number of charitable legacies. Johnson stated that, in

225 ‘Concealments’ - alleged attempts to withhold certain information which associated properties with
chantry or obit purposes.

226 pCA, MB9, f.215r.

227 Stow, Survey (1735), Vol. 2, p.417.

228 Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.206.

229 Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, p.12.

230 "In the reign of Edward VI, when it stood at £369 7s.” (Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.234-5).

31 Davies, ‘The Tailors’, p.14.
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the four decades before 1603, the Company acquired the management of more charitable
trusts than it had “ever seen before” .23 Furthermore he suggested that the heightened value
of the urban land also meant that rents from corporate properties (i.e. unconnected to any
trusts) would have likely doubled in the same period.?** But this was not the rapid and
confusing expansion of the Reformation period. It appears to have been marked by
attitudinal continuity with the past in terms of patterns of gifting property in the Company,
but this was coupled with new means to this end — the development of trust properties
allowed for new charitable activities to emerge whilst consolidating those existing. This shift
was not comprehensive though. In 1602 the Company appears to have out-right purchased
one messuage in Sherborne Lane (no. 62), which was unconnected to any particular fund or
charity. Archer-Thomson suggests it was purchased “with a view to its development in

conjunction with adjoining property”.23*

The Company’s right to hold land, buttressed by Elizabeth’s proclamations, was strengthened
and re-substantiated in 1606 when the Company’s Charter of Incorporation was re-confirmed
at the start of the Stuart dynasty. This “increased the power to hold lands in spite of
mortmain” for properties up to £200 of value - but had little effect on the ground.?> A
further ‘proclamation for defective titles’ was issued by the King in 1610 (a copy of this
proclamation remains in the Drapers’ Archive, see figure 1.4). In reality however, it was 1619
that proved to be the decisive date for the Company in regards to its property. The continual
attacks on concealed lands were finally settled after James extracted a final round of
controversial fees on the basis of supposed concealments. A Letters Patent duly confirmed all
the Company’s lands. The attention to detail demonstrated within this document allows it to
be taken as a complete schedule of all the Company’s lands at that time. A Public Statute
passed by parliament two years later endorsed James’ Letters Patent offering assurance that
the Company could be challenged no more on account of its property.?*® Archer-Thomson
saw this as the resolution of all the previous challenges, for it articulated the confirmation of

lands on behalf of James and all future monarchs (in contrast to Elizabeth’s previous

232 Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.229.

233 |bid. pp.234-5.

234 |hid. p.218.

5 Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, p.224 (reciting Charter of 1606).

236 |bid. p.3.



Figure 1.4. A Proclamation for Defective Titles by the King, Whitehall, 1 February 1610
(DCA, Al 151, Misc. Letters)
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dispensation). In fact, these important years sit at something of a mid-point between the
Reformation and the destruction of the Great Fire of 1666 and as such mark a closure on the

testing legal tussle of the post-Reformation period.

Owing to the steady stream of bequests managed by the Drapers throughout these years, it is
important to illustrate the ways in which this continued practice of investment and property
transferal adapted to changed circumstances. Looking at the big picture, for what purposes
were such properties intended if their religious role was diminished? Laura Branch and others
have argued for the endurance of the livery companies as active bodies of commemoration
and that alternative acts of memorialization were supported by the rents drawn from gifted
properties or cash reserves. She wrote of the Drapers that “the spiritual shock of the loss of
the chantries and obits was...greeted with quiet adaptation” therefore practices of charitable
giving, funeral dinners and corresponding gifts of property to sustain commemoration were
by no means abandoned.?®” Three principal beneficiaries of charity emerged performed out
of property and cash gifts. Funds were channelled towards the disadvantaged or
unestablished, namely, the general poor, the Company poor and Company youth. All three

strands allowed for the deceased to be honoured as long as the bequests lasted.

In this way, following Milborne’s almshouses, which were fashioned for aged, poor or sick
Drapers, an additional three sets of housing for the poor were founded by individuals and
then entrusted into the Company’s care, although delayed in their establishment by the land
ownership issues resulting from the Chantry Acts. Serving eight poor widows, who were more
often than not connected to the Drapers, in 1552 Lady Askew entrusted the management of
a row of cottages in Beech Lane to the Company. Her deceased husband, Sir Christopher
Askew, was a prominent Draper and contemporary of Sir John Milborne, who would have
observed the management of the first set of almshouses at close-hand. Alongside the
charitable housing constituted by the cottages, there was a yard, stables and other
tenements which brought in a rental income of £3 10s, of which £2 was to be used for the

maintenance of the almshouses, £1 to be given to the general poor, and 10s. to the Company

237 Branch, ‘Fraternal Commemoration’, p.124. Also see: Branch, L. ‘Faith and Fraternity: The London
Livery Companies and the Reformation C.1510-c.1600’ (unpublished PhD thesis, University of
Warwick, 2011); Archer, ‘The Livery Companies and Charity’; Kilourn-Toppin, J. ‘Material Memories of
the Guildsmen, Crafting Identities in Early Modern London’ in E. Kuijpers, J. Pollmann, J. Muller and J.
van der Steen (ed.) Memory Before Modernity: Practices of Memory in Early Modern Europe (Leiden:
Brill, 2013) pp.165-181; Ward, Joseph P. Culture, Faith and Philanthropy: Londoners and Provincial
Reform in Early Modern England (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013).
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for their trouble. These almshouses garnered support from further benefactors later in the
century.?® Founded as almshouses for the general poor in 1574 by Kentish JP William
Lambard, the College of Queen Elizabeth, Greenwich (no. 56) was also entrusted to the
governance of the Drapers’ Company in 1596, the same year that William also took up
tenancy at Drapers Hall.*° Although not a member of the Company (nor of any others for
that matter), William’s father and brother were Drapers. The arrangements for management
were unusually shared with the Master of the Rolls of the Chancery.?*® The large Lambard
estate also included farm lands and houses (no. 57) to the value of £100 which was intended
to support the maintenance of the almshouses and its occupants. Later in the early
seventeenth century, Sir John Jolles founded a further set of almshouses (no. 63). He
expressed to the Company a desire that “those excellent rules prescribed by Mr Lambard for
his houses at Greenwich may be imitated in the ordering of my houses at Bowe”.?** However
Jolles also had educational ambitions for his bequests (no. 64). He made his will in 1617 and
his Mark Lane house, in which he served twice as Master of the Company and once as Lord
Mayor, produced rents to support both a school for thirty-five boys and almshouses for eight
poor locals located in Stratford-Le-Bow (no. 63).2* In this, Jolles was following a precedent
set by Thomas Russell who founded a school at Barton-under-Needwood which was
entrusted to Drapers in 1593 and maintained through the rents of several city properties. 2
All three sets of almshouses and two schools were located outside the walls of the City and
their administration required significant investments of time, energy and finances from the

Company after their acquisition.?**

238 Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, pp.161-164. For example, Mr Buck gifted pensions to the
almspeople in 1620. It was later stated that surplus from Thomas Russell’s account was to be passed to
the poor of the Beech Lane almshouses. (DCA, MB11, f.281r; Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, pp.201-
213).

39 DCA, RAS5, 1595-6, f.11.

240 Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, pp.181-194.
241 bid. p.246.

242 Johnson, History, Vol. 3, p.8.

243 DCA, MB11, f.281r; Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, pp.201-213. He also provided scholarships at
Oxford and Cambridge from the rents.

244 For example, in regards to the Jolles almshouses in Bow, Archer-Thomson commented that “there is
evidence that in course of time, [pensions gifted to the occupants] were substantially increased by the
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A further property outside the liberties of London came under the management of the
Company in 1620 in the form of a farm in Kent (no. 65), devised by former Warden Thomas
Buck. Rather than invest the rental income of this farm in almshouses, Buck founded his
charitable trust with a range of stipulations and requirements to the extent that Archer-
Thomson held that the Company was bound to “perform a pack of funny things” in return for
their management.?* For example, distributions were to be made through local church-
wardens in specific Essex parishes in order to clothe poor inhabitants, those with the last
name Buck were also favoured as well as the widows of Beech Lane who received
contributions towards a monthly pension. Officers and employees of the Company were to
be rewarded for this work whilst the surplus rent was to be saved “in the Company’s Chest”
for repairs of the estate.?*® In accepting the care-taking of the Kentish farmlands, the Drapers
were required to set up a separate chartered company purely for this purpose which situated

them as a formal trust corporation independent from the regular Company structure.?*’

In keeping with the pre-Reformation period, properties tended to be gifted by those in the
upper tiers of the Company. Former Liverymen, Wardens or Masters would bequeath a
number of properties and make a range of stipulations about the distribution of the funds
raised from them. Owen Clonne and William Parker both fitted this mould and combined
various types of charitable giving in their wills. Alongside gifts to the general poor, the parish
poor and the Company poor, an increasing trend towards investment in protestant preachers
and loan systems for young Drapers can be observed. These loans were intended for those
former apprentices starting out in business, so that they might receive a short-term injection
of financial capital to develop in their trade. Additionally, out-right sums of money could be
gifted to these ends, bypassing investment in property. William Parker, a previous Warden,
died in 1576 leaving a corner house between Watling Street and the west end of Soper Lane
(no. 55) on condition that £6 be used to fund a preacher at St. Antholins. He also gifted £100
as a loan fund, £40 to be spent on repairing the Beech Lane almshouses and £10 towards the

purchase of a silver cup and cover to remember him by (although there is no evidence that

Company, on whom also fell the cost of repairs and other expenses” (Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1,
p.248).

245 Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, p.239.
26 |bid. p.241.

27 |bid. p.242.
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the Company fulfilled this part of his wishes).?*® Moreover, in 1552 Draper and twice Warden
Owen Clonne purchased six tenements, two tenements in St. Andrew Hubbard (East Cheap,
no. 47), two tenements in Philpott Lane (St. Mary at Hill, no. 48) and a further batch in Smithy
Lane (St. Margaret Pattens, no. 51). Clonne's will, enrolled in 1593, gifted the three sets of
properties to the Drapers although were to be sold only after his wife's death. He willed the
proceeds be distributed as five-year long loans to ten young Drapers in need of capital and
the interest on the loans to be used for the benefit of the Company poor. For their trouble
the Master and Wardens of the Drapers were to receive 40s. Johnson understood Clonne's to
be the first of no less than twenty bequests between 1563 and 1603 intended to fund loans
to Company members starting out, many of which funds were not connected to property and
therefore prone to decline. He asserted the total sum came to over £3000, which was
distributed between a maximum of sixty-four freemen at any one time.?*° The Company
might also be required to purchase property utilising bequeathed funds in order to carry out
the wishes of the deceased, for instance, Richard Champion gifted £200 to fund charitable

activities or loans through he purchase of property. 2*°

In respect of the Drapers’ proven ability to manage resources and trusts, there are a number
of examples of extraordinary gifts which came from outside the Company and were also
directed outside the Company. In addition to their internally orientated priorities intended to
directly benefit members, the Drapers were therefore at the same time conduits for general
charity. Further to Lambard’s investments, in 1601 Devonshire man Peter Blundell died and
bequeathed £150 with the instruction that the money was to be invested in property.
Blundell was neither a Draper nor a freeman in the City. From the rental income from the
purchase, 40s. was to be annually distributed to local prisoners in the ‘Poultry Compter’,
while the rest was to go to the Master and Wardens of the Company in respect of their
management of the property. A house on the north side of Lothbury (St. Margarets, no. 61)
was obediently purchased on the basis that it would produce a rent of £10. It was noted that
the previous owner was infact a Draper who had acquired it in 1549 after it was confiscated

on account of its superstitious uses. Extraordinarily Blundell gifted £150 to each of the Great

248 |bid. p.197.
249 Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.229.

250 Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, pp.178-180.
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Twelve livery companies to be used in similar ways.?! Archer-Thomson speculated that his
main purpose “must have been to sustain and support, in practice and principle, the Livery
Gild system of the City of London” which is surprising given his lack of membership and

citizenship.??

The later case of John Walter is similarly peculiar, but important nevertheless. The properties
acquired as a result of his gift were the only significant addition to the Company’s property
portfolio in the decades immediately before the Great Fire. Walter served the Company as
Clerk for more than forty years until his death in 1656 and was therefore closely acquainted
with the workings of the other Company almshouses. However, no previous Clerk (or other
employee) had bequeathed property to the Company and his ability to do so reflected the
extent to which the position of Company Clerk had become elevated in prestige and
remuneration. Walter’s gift was also spurred by a puritan zeal for acts of personal and private
charity. In communication with two parishes, he began to build two sets of almshouses
within his own lifetime but, departing from the status quo where benefactors were well-
known for their gifts, Walter apparently ensured his involvement remained a secret
throughout, a fairly unbelievable feat. The St. George Southwark almshouses (no. 66) and the
St. Mary Newington almshouses (no. 67) were both located in South London. The properties
gifted by Walter to maintain these almshouses were: Beech Lane and Street tenements (no.
68 and 69), two messuages in Wood Street (no. 70), Westcheap (The Cock), and houses on
the north side of Lombard Street (no. 71).2°3 This group provided a rental income of £194 per
annum.?** The surplus funds were directed towards a then characteristically mixed bag of
recipients whilst £20 was also gifted to the Company to purchase a standing cup and cover to

be used at dinners to drink to “a long continuance of love and charitable performances

1 Youings, Joyce. ‘Blundell, Peter (¢.1520-1601)’ in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford
University Press, 2004) online edn, Jan 2008. http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/2714 [Accessed
online 24 Oct 2015].

252 Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, p.218.
253 |bid. pp.249-256.

254 Johnson, History, Vol. 3, p.254.
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amongst them to God’s glory and the poor’s comfort.”?>® Both Archer-Thomson and Johnson

provide further information on Walter’s notable case.®

Conclusion

This chapter began with the question of how and why company estates grew in the early
modern period. The brief survey of corporate properties consequently undertaken has shown
the clear importance of the sixteenth century to the formation and reinforcement of the
Drapers’ estate. Whilst the dissolution of the monasteries had wide ranging effects and the
chantries certainly impacted corporate cash flows, the ‘property revolution’ that followed did
not fundamentally change the culture or practice of property with immediate effect.
Moreover, from its very first acquisition, the growth of the Drapers’ estate was an
intrinsically corporate community project. In spite of large-scale cultural and religious shifts
which affected the Company’s holdings, the story of acquisition can be framed in the context
of continuity as much as it can of change. As a result of complicated conveyancing systems,
members could prove more useful in death than in life and the memory of individual
benefactors (mostly drawn from the Company elite) remained strongly connected to

particular properties through the obits and chantries performed on account of them.

Meanwhile, the Company understood the criticality of attending to the obligations attached
to their management of an expanded estate. The estate was not composed of newly
constructed buildings directly commissioned by the Drapers, but of existing and pre-owned
houses of mostly medieval stock gifted by its members. With the steep rise in the number of
such properties bequeathed to and obtained by the Company in the early sixteenth century,
the administration and maintenance of these assets became ever more cumbersome.
Additionally, the extraordinary upturn in the financial returns from their properties was
matched by a Court who sought to keep an increasingly close eye on the potential profits
they might reap from the estate. These final points will be explored more fully in the chapters

that follow.

255 Archer-Thomson, History, Vol. 1, p.255.

256 |bid. pp.249-251; Johnson, History, Vol. 3, pp.253-255.
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Chapter Two — Profitable and Pleasant

The previous chapter focused on the ways in which the Drapers accumulated their property,
discussed the charitable impulses driving bequests of buildings, and mapped out the broad
chronological framework for the development of the estate. Centring on a key moment in
this narrative, this chapter drills deeper into the attitude and actions of the Company’s Court
of Assistants towards the acquisition of two particularly significant properties within the
estate. In this way some of the immediate consequences of the property revolution on the
corporate estate are particularised. The chapter probes the dealings and rhetoric of the
sixteenth century Company governors in order to test their intentions for such purchases and

also considers the use of these properties after acquisition.

The discussion that follows is anchored by an investigation of the Erber and the Throgmorton
sites. The latter importantly included a new Company Hall. Together they represent two of
the largest blocks of property purchased by the Company in the 1540s - in both size and
value. Analysis of these properties reveals the ways in which the Drapers sought to invest in
socially and financially profitable properties for the benefit of its membership. Some might
argue the prioritization of members as tenants and the Company’s astute negotiations with
non-Drapers demonstrates that, in the face of substantial corporate changes, the Drapers
continued to stay true to its original fraternal aims and sought to retain the value of
membership of the Company.?” However, suggesting the profitability of the growing estate
quickly requires clarification. For whom was it profitable and in what ways? Just as they were
more likely to be implicated in the gifting and procurement of properties, this chapter shows
that those in the upper tier of the Company hierarchy were more likely to benefit from the
Drapers’ new lands. Explorations of the Erber and the Throgmorton sites also draw out some
ways in which individual prosperity had a symbiotic relationship to corporate growth. It
considers how these processes played out and how benefits stemming from the estate
available to the wider Company body were not always balanced with those of the exclusive

Court.

27 Johnson argued that: “as the Company ceased to be a controlling force in the commercial and
industrial life of the City, the original aspect of the Gild, as a voluntary association of brethren bound
together for social and benevolent purpose, stood forth all the more prominently...” (Johnson, History,
Vol. 2, pp.240-1).
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Using evidence from the Court Minute Books and Renter Accounts, the investigation reflects
on how the Drapers sought to balance financial and social concerns in the occupation of
these sites after acquisition. The second half of the chapter therefore goes on to examine the
garden attached to the Company Hall as a particular example of a shared corporate space
where 'pleasantness' was deliberately cultivated to facilitate elite practices of socialisation. In
the Company’s choice to purchase a Hall with such an extensive ‘great’ garden, the Drapers
demonstrated a desire to associate themselves with City spaces of long-established prestige.
In recognition of its value to the Company, access to the garden was carefully guarded with
the intention that only members in the upper tier of the corporate pyramid could reap both
social and practical benefits from this reputable garden. In this way, through the Erber and
the Throgmorton Hall it is possible to trace something of the way in which the Drapers aimed
to represent themselves as a powerful and exclusive Company within the City. In fact, in
pursuit of the purchase of these properties, internal conversations reveal that the Court
feared that their attraction to such high-status spaces might trump their business acumen
which was primarily concerned with financial profit through the leasing of houses attached to
the Hall and adjacent to the garden. Taken together, the negotiations surrounding the Erber
and Throgmorton begin to position the Company as a proactive landholding force within the
City at a critical time of transition in the built environment, and engaged in furthering the

interests of their elite members in an increasingly densified city.
A Timely Bequest

As noted previously, the Company appears to have weathered the storm prompted by the
dissolution of the monasteries and the chantries comparatively well. This was on account of
the fortunately timed bequest of Thomas Howell (willed 1538), supported by John Rudstone's
gifts (willed 1531, received 1538 and 1548).%°8 But to what ends were these bequests put?
Coinciding with the upheaval in urban landownership, the Company acquired both their large
Throgmorton site and the well-known Erber within just a few years of each other. This was an
unprecedented property coup for the Company, expanding the Drapers’ ability to house its
members and bolstering its reputation. Because of the significance of Howell’s bequest and
the rare insights that can be garnered from the records regarding the purchases it facilitated,

the details of these property transfers will be examined in some depth.

258 TNA, PROB 11/24, Will of John Rudstone.
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Merchant Thomas Howell’s successful Anglo-Spanish exploits principally operated out of
Bristol and latterly London, although his family appears to have been originally of Welsh
extraction. A member of the Drapers’ Company since 1507, Howell served as Warden in
1527-8 and this would seem to indicate a more stable residence in London for a time but he
had a long-standing trade connection to Seville and it seems lived there on and off until his
eventual death in 1537.2°° As noted in Chapter One, Howell’s will was extraordinary in its
generosity to women of his kin, intended to provide advantageous marriage subsidies. To this
end the English merchant willed 12, 000 Spanish ducats into the hands of his Company on
condition that these funds be deployed chiefly to benefit his descendants, or, failing this,
Welsh orphans. Precisely how Howell intended his sums to be invested was a bone of some
contention and even more vexingly a quarter of the ducats never made it to London (in spite
of the Drapers’ concerted attempts to retrieve them).?®® Those that did arrive proved to be
long awaited and well timed. After receiving word of their fortune as Howell’s administrators,
the Drapers wasted little time in searching for a property in which to invest. The arrival of the

ducats neatly coincided with an expansion in the property market.

In November 1538 the Court observed the many opportunities to purchase lands confiscated
from the monasteries and further that knights "or such other like" were particularly active in
buying up these properties. The City Corporation itself petitioned the Crown for the purchase
of a significant portion of the former monastic London lands released by the dissolution but
the lands were mostly distributed among elites.?! Many of the hospitals and monastic

houses were turned over to the courtly elite in this first wave of change, for example the

259 Williams, Glanmor. ‘Howel , Thomas (c.1480-1537)’ in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004); online edn, Jan 2008.
http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/62337 [Accessed online 5 Aug 2015].

260 Having received the equivalent of £570 from Howell’s bequest in 1541 but recognizing the value,
importance and potential of the remaining bequest (c. £2130), the Drapers made many attempts to
redeem the lost funds. Firstly they dispatched three of their own members to Spain in pursuit. After
this they approached Thomas Cavalcanti (tenant of Drapers Hall) to pursue Howell’s legacy through his
Spanish factor “if need be by law” (DCA, MB1B, f.583). Still at a loss, in the proceeding years the
Drapers took up the case with the Bishop of London (DCA, MB1B, f.683), the King’s Council (DCA,
MB1B, f.732), as well as Ambassadors (for example, DCA, MB1C, f.758).

261 |n spite of protracted negotiations in 1547 the City was granted only St Bartholomew’s and St Mary
of Bethlehem (Hickman, ‘The Religious Allegiance’, p.97). Of the elites that took possession of city
centre precincts and their actions after acquisition Schofield writes: “During the comparatively short
span of 1532-70 several of the monastic complexes were rebuilt, often in drastic and bizarre manner,
into urban palaces by royal officials and courtiers.” (Schofield, Medieval London Houses, p.25).
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northern edge of Austin Friars was sold to William Paulet and Holy Trinity Aldgate to Thomas
Audley.?®? However there are hints that the mercantile and livery elite also personally
profited from dissolution properties. Stow accused Sir Martin Bowes, Goldsmith and
Alderman, of selling off the building material and interior finishes of Grey Friars Church for
example.?®® As tenants of monastic lands themselves, the companies’ relationship to their
rental (rather than freehold) holdings was also in flux. Lands held by Holy Trinity, Aldgate,
one of the first priories to be surrendered in 1532, were rented by seventeen companies in
one form or another. Gradually after seizure these tenancies were dispensed with by the
Crown as private individuals or companies engaged in purchasing smaller properties
scattered across the City.?®* In contrast to these eager buyers, the Drapers as a corporation
were hesitant to enter the market, doubtful of the legal security these newly available sites
afforded their purchasers in the light of the recent and ongoing property upheaval. The Court
cautiously resolved not to be "hasty" to involve themselves in such deals.?®® This decision may
also have been influenced by the fact that the Company had only the promise of Howell’s
funds rather than possession of them at this moment. However, a few years after their
decision to delay any active acquisition of post-dissolution properties, the Company was
ready to engage. Among the Great Twelve they were not alone. In 1542, the Mercers'
Company purchased the rooms formerly of St. Thomas of Acre to which they had been long
connected.?®® Later the Merchant Taylors too purchased other property attached to the same
dissolved Hospital or College of St. Thomas of Acre in 1579 for £83 2s. 8d.2’ This pattern of

guilds or city governors moving into, or taking advantage of the property of former monastic

262 Holder, N. ‘The Medieval Friaries of London: A topographic and archaeological history, before and
after the Dissolution’ (unpublished PhD thesis, University of London, 2011); Johnson, History, Vol. 2,
p.63; Rosenfield, M. C. ‘The Disposal of the Property of London Monastic Houses, with a Special Study
of Holy Trinity, Aldgate’ (unpublished Phd thesis, University of London, 1961).

263 Stow, Survey (1603), Vol. 1, p.322.
264 Rosenfeld, ‘The Disposal of the Property of London Monastic Houses’, pp.156-160.
265 DCA, MB1B, f.572.

266 '"Henry VIII: April 1542, 26-30' in Letters and Papers, Foreign and Domestic, Henry Vill, Volume 17, J.
Gairdner and R. H. Brodie (ed.) (London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1900) British History Online.

http://www.british-history.ac.uk/letters-papers-hen8/vol17/pp153-168 [Accessed online 13 July 2015]
pp.153-168.

267 Davies, M., Saunders, A. The History of the Merchant Taylors Company (Leeds: Maney Publishing,
2004) p.14.
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or religious fraternities within urban centres, was not unique to London. For instance, Robert
Tittler in his study of early modern town halls as seats of power showed how Walsall’s town
government acquired the Guildhall of St. John as a result of the termination of the parish

fraternity that once held it.2®®

By 1542 the Drapers were still in pursuit of the equivalent of £738 of Howell’s bequest but
this did not dissuade the Company from acting on their reformed desire to invest in post-
dissolution property.?®® Perhaps leading the change in attitude, Draper William Roche
happened to serve as Lord Mayor in the year of 1540-41. Several times the City’s MP, twice
the Company’s Master, and once Lord Mayor, Roche was appointed a commissioner for
heresies within the City by the King himself and was therefore present at the beheading of
the sixty-eight-year-old Countess of Salisbury. Salisbury was the owner of the Erber and was
executed at the Tower in 1541 under charges of treason. As representative of the City, Roche
also lobbied the King for the purchase of four dissolved houses of friars within the City walls.
His skills and knowledge ensured his involvement in the case lasted well beyond his term as
Lord Mayor and this experience must have proved to be of particular value to the Drapers in
these years.?”® It was soon after his Mayoralty that the Company made the first of two very
large purchases of property, a medieval precinct called the Erber in Dowgate ward, formerly

held by the unfortunate Countess of Salisbury (see figure 2.1).

Examining the fine-grain of these negotiations reveals that the Drapers were careful in their
assessment of potential properties for purchase and shrewd in their negotiations. The
Company was also evidently known to have been interested in a purchase, for negotiators for
the sale of properties approached them directly and privately. In 1542 the Erber, then
belonging to Mr Hobby after Salisbury’s death, was offered to the Drapers with a yearly rent
of £39 16s. 8d. This house was valued at £756 by way of rent capitalization method based on

a nineteen-year-long income. Displeased with this proposal, the Wardens responded they

268 Giles, K. ‘Guildhalls and Social Identity in Late Medieval and Early Modern York, c.1350-1630’ 2 Vols.
(unpublished PhD thesis, University of York, 1999) Vol. |, p.168; Tittler, The Reformation and the Towns
in England, pp.70-72.

269 DCA, MB1B, f.712; Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.84.

270 Miller, Helen. ‘William Roche (1478-1549) in S. T. Bindoff (ed.) The History of Parliament: The House
of Commons, 1509-1558, 3 Vols. (London: Secker and Warburg, 1982)
http://www.historyofparliamentonline.org/volume/1509-1558/member/roche-william-1478-1549
[Accessed online 28 July 2016].
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“would not go view the same lands at that price” and Hobby was duly dismissed.?’* At near
enough the same time the Company was offered the purchase of other lands, the nunnery at
St Helens then belonging to Sir Richard Cromwell. After a view of these lands, the Court
began negotiations. Cromwell would accept “no less than £500”. But two days after viewing
St. Helens, the Drapers returned to Hobby having been tipped off by Draper John Trott that
Hobby was willing to lower his price to eighteen years purchase. A view was swiftly arranged.
Hobby “not mentioning his last price” showed them the King’s Letters Patent confirming his
ownership. The Drapers returned their decision to Cromwell that they “could not devise to
what use they should put the said lands or else they would have been glad to have gone
through with him”. These lands consisted of the nunnery and small tenements but no clear
mansion house or hall.?’? It seems that the complications of adapting the material fabric may
have proved too daunting. Instead the property was taken on by the Leathersellers in 1544,
who utilized and adapted the upper floors of the former nunnery dormitory as their Company
hall.?”® Convinced that the more straight-forward Erber was the smart choice in spite of its
substantially higher cost, a few days later the Drapers were still bargaining Hobby down. The
Court settled on a price of sixteen years (£636) with Hobby “if he can do no better”. The deal
was sealed.?’* The newly purchased lands were described in the Minute Book thus: “the great
place at Dowgate called the Herber, of an inn called the Checker, of a chamber, certain
stables, void ground, of a tenement beneath the great gate, of the said place and of certain

tenements by the back gate” (see figure 2.2).2”®

The following year and still with cash in hand, the Company was again privately approached
by the King’s Treasurer. Discretely Mr North “did motion” to Mr Bowyer and Mr Sadler that
Thomas Cromwell’s place would shortly be sold by the Crown (see figure 2.3). The Drapers
made arrangements to meet Mr North to ascertain his lowest price — which was confirmed at
600 marks — and to view the property. Then if they “do like the place, to pay part in hand”
and to labour for “the King’s grace of time” to bring in the rest of the cash. This offer of

Cromwell’s Hall appears to have been made before knowledge of its sale became widespread

271 DCA, MB1B, f.706.

272 |bid.

273 Schofield, ‘The Topography and Buildings of London’, p.313.
274 DCA, MB1B, f.710.

275 |bid. f.711.



Figure 2.2. Anon. The Erber plan, 1596 (DCA, A X Il 165)
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and therefore the Drapers, aware of the opportunity they had been granted, knew swift and
decisive action was necessary if they were to secure such a prestigious property before it
went on the ‘open market’. The Court gathered on the 29" March 1543 to discuss the
potential purchase. According to discussions recorded in the Minute Books, it seems the
purchase of the Throgmorton Hall was a far more contentious proposal than the Erber had
been. The episode was recorded carefully probably in respect of this. The detail of their
conversation is illuminating. The Court assembled in their St. Swithins Hall to “show and
declare their minds”. Some were concerned the purchase would be “more pleasant than
profitable”, others wanted assurance as to the rental value of the lands if the Hall were to be
separated back into individual tenements “as in times past”. This separation would allow the
housing of “Drapers of this said fellowship such as do lack houses to dwell in”. In this way
many of the men argued that the purchase may be “both profitable and pleasant”. It was
concluded that, in consideration that “many of this said fellowship do lack houses to dwell
in”, purchase would be made. It was in this potential for the provision of housing for
members that doubters were convinced. However, the size and value of the properties that
were created at Throgmorton as a result of the Drapers’ division of the Hall clearly suited the
purses and activities of those in the upper tier of the Company. Schofield identified this
model as one of three social outcomes of the dissolution of the monasteries, namely the
development of “mid-sized clusters of closely-grouped upper-class houses”.?’® There was
certainly a self-interest from the Court in the purchase of Cromwell’s former hall.?’” At the
next meeting the driving force behind their decision was reiterated. The condition of the
purchase was that “no other person or persons of what degree or estate, science or faculty
so ever...shall have any habitation or dwelling there, but only Drapers of the said fellowship”.
There was however one qualification “so long as there is any of them mete and will sue for

the same” .8

The negotiators were given the upper limit of 1800 marks to secure its purchase but
instructed to procure it “as good cheap as they can” beginning with an offer of 1700 marks,

only rising to 1800 if they “perceive...that it will not come so”. This higher sum was only

276 Schofield, The Building of London, p.141.
277 DCA, MB1B, f.727.

278 |bid. f.742.
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acceptable if it included all implements.?’® Stressing his Godly intentions and demonstrating
awareness of Howell’s bequest, the King responded that, “considering that the revenues and
profits coming of the said place shall yearly be given to maids and marriages”, he would
agree to Drapers’ offer. Before finally confirming the purchase, the Drapers requested to
view the property. Perhaps pressing for a speedy exchange, their request was rejected and
the Company informed that it was “not in the King’s honour” to show his properties.
Extraordinarily, it was only on the morning after their purchase that the Wardens and
Aldermen were granted a view for the first time.?®° This likely shows the level of confidence
the Company had in the quality of the Hall and no doubt many were already familiar with its
interior. In the exchange process the Drapers also acquired two further tenements adjacent
to Cromwell’s former Hall, confiscated from the dissolved Austin Friars estate.?! Although
the Company handed over 1000 marks immediately, they followed a pattern established in
the building of the first Hall and sequestered for loans primarily (although not exclusively)
from its members to make up the rest. Twenty-seven citizens responded and over £375 was
raised.?®? Furthermore, the Company sold off plate to the value of £402 16s. 6d., buyers
pulled principally from their own membership.?8® On this basis the purchase was completed.
Importantly, and despite having been intended as an investment purchase orientated
towards housing members, the keys to the property had no sooner been handed over than
the Court agreed to “keep the Drapers’ Hall at the late Earl of Essex place”. The Court held its
first meeting in the newly designated Hall on the 19' of March 1543.284 After surveying the
property, the passing over of such a reputable and sizeable site for their Company Hall was

apparently too much for the Court to contemplate. It seems the decision to transfer location

279 bid.

280 |bid. f.725. The King’s representative was evidently serious in his intent to ensure that the rental
income would be utilized for charitable purposes and requested confirmation as to “what use the
revenues of the Lord Cromwell’s place shall go unto” by way of a Letters Patent or an indenture (DCA,
MB1B, f.729).

281|bid. f.728.
282 DCA, MB1C, f.784. This number included one pewterer and one woolman.
283 |bid. f.776, .782-783.

284 1bid. f.752.
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was uncontested and St. Swithins was easily let to a Draper, William Bury, who developed the

site of the abandoned Company Hall into housing through subdivision.?>

In clarification that their original aims for the purchase remained unchanged, the
prioritization of Throgmorton as a place for Drapers was reiterated at the following Court
meeting. The Assistants once again agreed that members of the Company should dwell
therein to the “avoiding and disbarring of all others”. The decision made at the first meeting
was read out a further time to ensure that those who were absent could not excuse
themselves in relation to it “because...of ignorance”.?® Still evidently anxious that these
stipulations were heard and enacted by all, at the next meeting the Court was again
reminded that no leases should be granted to those outwith the Company. Members were to
have “preferment thereof before any other”.2” The purpose for the property could therefore
be no less clear. In November 1543, the Wardens assembled alongside a number of key
Drapers to view and assign what rooms “doth long and pertain” to the new Hall itself (see
figure 2.4). The group divided tenements and agreed rents “as they esteem them worth”. It
was also decreed that leases would not be passed over to family members in the event of

death unless special dispensation had been secured.?®

Although unmistakably driven by the Court, the effort in acquiring these two significant
properties can also be read through a more holistically corporate lens. Tens of Drapers were
involved in one way or another in negotiations, acting as conduits of knowledge, bargain
brokers, funders and surveyors. It would seem right that such a communal effort be
translated into communal profit or benefit and this indeed was the stated aim of the new

Drapers’ Hall site in particular. Housing for members was a clear priority, but to what extent?
Profitable Leases

Given the consistent stipulations by the Court aforementioned, the occupation of these
properties by Drapers might be less than imagined. In their estate more broadly only
approximately 20% of properties were tenanted by Drapers in 1549, although members were

the most well represented in tenancy lists in comparison to members of other companies it is

285 pCA, MBLC, £.791.
28 pCA, MB1B, £.728.
287 |bid. f.732.

288 DCA, MBLC, £.757.



Figure 2.4. Christopher Flemming, Drapers'Hall plan, c.1620 (DCA, A X 11 121). Reproduced
from: Penelope Hunting, A History of the Drapers Company (London: The Drapers Company,
1989)
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a strikingly low statistic. By 1612 this figure had however grown by around 10%, so that
almost a third of properties managed by the Company were actually leased by members.
That being said, these figures are provisional and estimated since there is difficulty in
conclusively identifying some tenants as either Drapers, or the widows of Drapers.?° Even
taking into account room for error, the percentages indicate the diversity of inhabitants of
the Drapers’ estate. They are also in marked contrast to the occupation of Drapers’ Hall
which shows a generally high proportion of leaseholders were members of the Company. It
seems this site was especially fashioned as a Drapers enclave. On the other hand, the
representation of the Drapers as leaseholders of the Erber began at least at a very low level

and, whilst subject to distinct variation, slowly grew over time (see figure 2.5).
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% tenanted by members of the Company
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Figure 2.5: Graph showing the proportion of Drapers’ Hall at Throgmorton and the Erber that was
leased by members of the Drapers’ Company. Generated using data from Renter Accounts (1556-

1630). Upper line represents Drapers’ Hall and lower line the Erber.

289 Figures calculated by comparing the 1549 concealments return (printed in Johnson, History, Vol. 2,
Appendix XVI, pp.342-390) and the 1619 letters patent of James (printed in Johnson, History, Vol. 4,
Appendix VI, pp.51-85). The identification of tenants as Drapers is not included in either of these
returns and therefore names have been checked against Boyd’s Roll (1934) utilizing the database:
Records of London’s Livery Companies Online (ROLLCO). IHR. http://www.londonroll.org/ [Accessed
2014-2016].
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The first rental list for the Throgmorton site, reflecting the properties as they entered the
hands of the Drapers, was recorded in the Minute Book of 1543.2%° Qut of this, the Company
Hall was carved out. According to the Minutes it consisted of “hall with great chamber,
garden, four chambers and houses of office”.?! This assessment of the existing condition of
the property marked the starting point of decades of boundary negotiations between the

tenements of individual houses and also with the Company Hall proper (see figure 2.6).

Perhaps surprisingly, the story of the original tenants of the Hall and their replacements is a
far more complicated one than might have been imagined in view of the Drapers’ original
fervency for exclusivity. A critical player in the acquisition of the new properties, Mr Roche
was rewarded with the newly devised and then empty ‘capital house’ on the western side of
the Company Hall (DH1). In 1545 the Assistants granted the distinguished property to their
former Master in consideration of his “business and pain which his Mastership hath taken in
and about the said purchase”. The rent of the property was settled at £9.2%2 A warm note
attached recorded that Roche was to have the right to enjoy the same house for the rest of
his life and his prerogative was to apply also to his wife as long as she remained unmarried.
Indeed Mrs Roche resided in the Hall for a further eight years after her husband's death in
1549.2%% At the same time as Mr Roche, Mr Bartholomew Skerne (Warden in 1563-4) was one
of the first Drapers to be installed in a house on the site (AF7), this was the late gate house of
Austin Friars. Renting from the Austin Friars directly, Mr Robert Leese (AF6b, Warden 1526-
27, 1536-7) had been associated with a tenements on the far east side of the Hall for many
years before the Drapers acquisition and became implicated with the tenement directly
adjacent to him (AF7). His lease however was passed over to another Draper, Mr Draner,
within a few years of transfer.?* The next two tenements and a cellar (AF5, AF6a) clustered

around this end of the Hall were opened up to any other suitors not of the Company due to

2% Alongside a description of the lands, tenement by tenement, the tenants are noted as follows:
Calvacanti, Pechys, Palmer, Williamson, Leese, a tenement on the East side of the hall, a tenement
room not yet divided on the east side of the great gate, a tenement room not yet divided on the west
part of the great gate, a great cellar for wine or oil, Roche.

21 pCA, MBLC, £.757.
292 pCA, MBLC, £.812.
293 DCA, RA4, 1556-7, f.13r.

294 DCA, 1549 concealments return (printed in Johnson, History, Vol. 2, Appendix XVI, pp.342-390).
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lack of interest from within.?®> Apparently empty at the time of transferal, one easterly

tenement was granted almost immediately not to a Draper but to Justinian Rogers, a Grocer,

for £4 10s.%°® Roger Colt or Collett, also a Grocer, was granted the other neighbouring

tenement.?®” Mr Pechis' house was given to Roger Owton, a Mercer, in August 1544 2%

Occupation at this initial stage was therefore mixed and did not immediately reflect the

original vision of the Court.

Table 3 - Lease-holders at Drapers’ Hall (members of the Company are in bold):

(AF3)

(Mercer)

Property 1543 1549 1556-7

Austin Friars 1 Mr Palmer John Paulet Thomas Danyell
(AF1) (Draper)

Austin Friars 2

(AF2), built 1595

Austin Friars 3 Mr Pechys Roger Owton John Calthorp

(Draper)

Austin Friars 4

Mr Cavalcanti

John Quarles

John Quarles

(AF6b)

(Grocer)

(AF4) (Draper) (Draper)

Austin Friars 5 Vacant Anthonye Merswella | Robert Richards
(AF5) (Draper)

Austin Friars 6a Mr Robert John Draner (Draper) | John Calthorp

(AF6a) Leese/Lys (Draper) (Draper)

Austin Friars 6b Vacant Justinian Rogers John Draner (Draper)

Austin Friars 7
(AF7)

Mr Williamson/Sir
John Williams

Bartholomew Skerne
(Draper)

Bartholomew Skerne
(Draper)

Drapers Hall 1
(DH1)

Vacant

William Roche
(Draper)

Lady Roche (Draper’s
Widow)

Refs: DCA, MB1C, f.759-762, f.773, f.778-9, .782, £.784, £.790, f.794; DCA, 1549 concealments return

(printed in Johnson, History, Vol. 2, Appendix XVI, pp.342-390).

2% DCA, MBLC, £.778.
2% |bid. f.784.
297 |bid. £.778.

2% bid. f.782.
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Meanwhile, comparing the rental income between 1543 and 1549, there seems to have been
no change. The Drapers did not increase rents to push out certain tenants. However, there is
evidence that negotiations with existing tenants were not always plain-sailing. In the absence
of any clear on-site landlord before Drapers’ acquisition, certain tenants seem to have taken
advantage of their ease of access to adjacent properties within the site. In June 1544, Mr
Roche, backed up by the Wardens, deemed it necessary to visit one of the tenants they had
inherited, Sir John Williams. Williams had been transgressing the boundaries of the tenement
he leased and utilizing the adjacent vacant tenement (which was not yet let to the Grocer
Rogers at the time). The Drapers required Williams to increase his rental payment from £4 to
£10 to reflect this occupation. He was unwilling to co-operate and the conversation between
the Master, the Wardens and Williams seems to have had a hard edge with “much
entreating” being noted in relation to the supposed unpaid rent. Given his refusal to submit
to the Company, Williams was instructed to vacate the empty house he had claimed.
Threatened with eviction, this high-status tenant conceded and agreed to pay rent for one
year before he removed from the premises. Furthermore, Mr Roche took issue with his use of
the valuable conduit water which was conveyed out of the great kitchen of the Company into
Williams’ house for no fee at the time. A 20s. fee was therefore imposed.?*® Either in
misguided hope or conscious retaliation, Williams sent his porter a few weeks later to
request a key for the wicket of the great gate. This key represented permission to use the
main Company courtyard, a claim to which Williams evidently felt he was justified in. Yet the
Drapers quickly refused him noting "he shall have no key".3% In spite of this, the Drapers
were also amenable to being lobbied by other well-connected non-members for particular
properties. The first of such agreements was noted in May 1544 when Sir Giles Chappelle was
given ‘furtherance’ of the property inhabited by Mr Palmer, whose lease was circumstantially
due for expiration and had apparently fallen behind in his rent.3** Despite Mr Palmer’s
nephew stepping in to pay the rent in order that his uncle “might dwell still there”, Palmer
was given notice to depart by Christmas in favour of Chappelle. Sir Chappelle in fact appears
to have transferred his lease to John Paulet, the son of Lord St John, to whom he was related
through marriage. By September 1544 Paulet's father, Sir William Paulet, was beginning to

buy up other post-dissolution properties all around this area. Developing parts of Austin

299 |bid. £.779.

390 1bid. £.794.

301 1bid. £.773.
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Friars into Winchester House, Paulet was a prominent neighbour whom it was wise to keep in
with.3%2 The overall change in occupancy, which saw shift from primarily non-Drapers to
Drapers, was therefore gradual and haphazard but conclusive all the same. By the time
Paulet’s tenancy was surrendered by 1556-7, only one non-Draper could claim a tenancy in

the Throgmorton site.3%

According to the Renter Accounts, tenements on the site were highly lettable. A survey of
tenancies reveals no vacancies for the period 1556-1630 and, after the very initial years, a
consistently high proportion of Drapers were leaseholders. More than this, Throgmorton was
clearly leased by those of the Company oligarchy or by successful merchants of other
companies rather than those of lower status. After Mr Roche’s rental of the head house, six
times former Master John Sadler took up occupation. Sadler was followed by Lord Mayor Sir
Martin Calthorp, who was subsequently followed by the increasingly affluent and influential
Garway family. This point will be expanded in Chapter Three when inhabitants of the capital
house are examined in more detail. Even taken as whole, the Throgmorton site could claim it
housed at least one serving Warden or Master for a third of the years between the mid-
sixteenth century and the Civil War. Reflecting their affluence and relative success, the
Drapers who took up tenancy in the site tended to do so when they were at least Liverymen.
More than two thirds of the Drapers who leased properties at Throgmorton served as a
Warden at some time in their career, and more often than not they served whilst they were
the named tenant of a property within Throgmorton. In addition, the longevity of their lets is
striking. In a period of time of population flux and significant mobility between parishes, a
number of men invested in Throgmorton as their longer-term London residence. John
Quarles apparently lived in the property for twenty-three years, followed by his widow for a
further eight. William Vaughan similarly inhabited the property for twenty years, after which
time his widow stayed on for an additional year (although it appears she continued longer as
a tenant-at-will). John Palmer continued in the property for thirty-two years until his death
(but unusually did not serve as a Warden during this time). His widow continued for a further
two named years. William Calley, another non-Warden but later benefactor, tenanted the
site for twenty-six years. These men were not unusual. The average let was well over ten

years.

302 1bid. £.790.

303 pCA, RA4, 1556-7, f.13r. Robert Richards occupied one of the newly created smaller tenements to
the East of the hall from ‘The Bell’ inn.
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It was not only the Throgmorton site that appears to have easily found tenants, in a general
survey of the Renter Accounts for the whole estate, it appears that very few properties lay
vacant for more than a year. Indicative of this, as the London housing market became even
more competitive, in their pursuit of a lease of Company properties non-Drapers and Drapers
alike drew attention to some important supporters in their petitions for properties. Writing
on behalf of particular tenants, some letters can still be found preserved in the Archive,
presumably only a fraction of the original total. Johnson counts twelve remaining in the
Company's possession including letters from Lord Buckhurst, Lord Warwick, Sir Francis
Walsingham and the Bishop of Winchester.3** To name a few specific instances, in December
1588 Sir Walter Mildmay wrote in favour of his former servant John Guilpin, then one of the
Queen's officers at the Exchequer, that he might be granted a lease of the house in which he
dwelt (originally assigned to Draper, Mr Dimock).2% Another letter was penned by Sir
Christopher Hatton, Lord Chancellor of England, in support of Widow Gilborne who was a
‘tenant-at-will’ (i.e. short-term, without any rights) in a house at Dowgate. The influence of
Hatton seemed to hold some sway, for they made an offer to Gilborne for 21 years with a
£40 fine. More than this however the Company also went on to state that if she “mislike” the
offer then “for my Lord Chancellor’s sake” the Company would gift her £10 as a parting
gesture providing she give up her tenancy.3% Electing to stay rather than accept the £10 to
leave, Gilborne remained at Dowgate until her death.3®” More often than not these letters

tended to have an impact, securing better leases for those applying in receipt of such a letter.

In the later sixteenth century it became common practice for potential tenants to request the
‘reversion’, or next tenancy, of a house. Demonstrating the desirability of a Company let,
numerous waiting lists were produced to which both members and non-members could
subscribe. In 1553 a previous tenant of the Drapers and Company member, Rafe Crumpe,
requested “the next avoidance of any tenement appertaining to this house being of the rent
of £5 or under”. He was willing to wait up to six years for one to become available, and the

Drapers agreed to grant him the same as long as he personally occupied the house and did

304 Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.233.
305 pcA, MB10, f.359.
306 |pid. f.449. For confirmation of her status as tenant-at-will see DCA, MB10, f.459.

397 DCA, RA5, 1599-1600, f.13r.
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not sub-let it.3°® However, waiting lists were not always adhered to and Drapers could still
overtake other long-waiting suitors for properties up until their release. In March 1571 two
suitors from outside the Company toiled against each other for months for the reversion of a
property in Cornhill, making their cases to the Court of Assistants. As the term of the present
occupier ended, both were left bitterly disappointed when a Draper was prioritized ahead of
both of them at the last minute. Upon presenting himself to the Court in respect of a lease,
the Draper, Thomas Catcher, was immediately granted the sought-after reversion. The Court
however acknowledged the discontent their decision was likely to provoke and added the
proviso that he “satisfy and set content” the previous two applicants to the end that “this

Company may be no further troubled about the same by any of both their suits.”3%

Not all Drapers were shown the same advantage, or, at least, as has already been intimated,
those higher up in the Company hierarchy had more direct access to the leases of 'fair'
houses. Evidently aware of this issue, a number of measures were taken by the governing
Court to minimise opportunities for corrupt practices. Entered into the ordinances in 1550-1
was the order that no lease was to be granted nor sealed without the agreement of the
Company Aldermen (if there were any at the time), Master, four Wardens and six Assistants.
This equated to a committee of a minimum of eleven people.3® Further, in 1553 it was
ordered that "no warden or master should procure a lease for any time that they be in
office".3 In 1554 it was noted that for that year the Wardens and Master may not grant any
more leases to themselves or their families. The fine for doing so was set at a hefty £20.312
Moreover, in 1589 the Court ordered that the leases must be granted by a full Court of

Assistants only.313

And yet there seems to have been a persistent and simmering discontent surrounding the
usage of the Company's lands and its financial returns. Were the bequests invested in

property to be principally deployed for the profit the Company as a whole or profit for the

308 DCA, MBS, f.18.

309 DCA, MBS, f.140r-143r.
310 pcA, OB1, unfoliated.
311 DCA, MBS, f.33.

312 |bid. f.81.

313 DCA, MBL10O, f.411.
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governing Court as individuals? Archer reports of a Clothworker, Thomas Lateware, who
criticized the Clothworkers’ Court in 1600. Lateware was focussed in his attack on the
Company governors' who appeared to line their own pockets at the expense of the Company.
He exhorted that Company Assistants were “pelicans and did suck out the blood of their dam
and weed out the profit of the companies lands which of right belongeth, and was given to
them, of the handicraft of this Company”.3!* The Clothworkers were not alone: Stow saved up
a particularly damning indictment of the Drapers in relation to Milborne’s bequest, he wrote
that “these points not performed: the Drapers have unlawfully sold these tenements and
garden plots and the poor be wronged”.3'> With a more fraternal point of view but still
reflecting a single-mindedness in the Court, the updated 1633 version of Stow's survey stated
that the leaders of the Companies "did not spare to bereave their children and kinsfolk of
goods and lands for the conservation and maintenance of this worshipful company”.31®
However, incidents of this nature, direct challenges of the Court on issues of corruption in the
distribution of properties and leases, never appeared in the Drapers’ accounts. There seems
to have been no Lateware speaking up explicitly against the Company. The voices of dissent
may have been muted in the records, or perhaps the line between justified favour and under-

the-table bribery was too slippery to identify.

In spite of the lack of recorded accusations, the review of internal practices continued
throughout the later 1500s. Rappaport suggested that the responsibility of the Master and
Wardens towards their estate came with “lucrative” rewards as members “often received”
personal gifts from petitioners.3'” Notably Drapers reviewed the practice of accepting sums of
money in return for the securement of a lease. In the 1550s these sums, paid as a fine, were
understood to be monies of ‘good will’ and therefore fell outside formal Company accounts.
Payments could be made in kind too, bucks or swans gifted for feasts. But in these same
years the Court decided such good will monies were to be declared and entered into the
corporate accounts. The practice was further challenged in 1559 when an order was issued
which expressly forbade payments made directly to Wardens or the Master. In 1560 it was

entered into the Company’s ordinances that “no bribes under colour of reward were to be

314 As quoted in Archer, ‘The Arts and Acts of Memorialization’, p.112.

315 Stow, Survey (1603), Vol. 1, p.148. However this was disputed by Munday and taken to be a
misunderstanding: Stow, Survey (1603), Vol. 2, p.293, fn.148.

316 Archer, ‘The Arts and Acts of Memorialization’, p.95.

317 Rappaport, Worlds, p.270.
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taken”.318 Despite the implied struggle, it seems that no Assistant was specifically
reprimanded for actually accepting a bribe.3’® However, the picture is complicated for in 1576
the ordinance was modified and the practice appears once again to have been sanctioned.
The four Master Wardens were allowed to grant leases of the Company and the “profits
thereof to remain to their own uses without being accountants to this house, therefore with
this condition that they exceed not in taking for the same their good will in granting above
the value of one hogshead of wine.”3? The relationship between these personal profits and
the corporate practice of accepting fines for leases (instead of increasing the rents) requires

further attention moving into the seventeenth century.

Of course the Wardens would have attracted no profits if they had no influence over the
process of granting leases. A seat at the Court of Assistants table offered members a voice in
every lease renewal. Throughout the years there are many instances where an internal biasis
easily discernible and Wardens and Assistants with relative frequency obtained leases for
their friends, relatives and employees.3?! In July 1547 a former Master Mr Sadler successfully
proposed his servant Edmond Roberts as a more convenient tenant than that of a merchant
stranger installed in a Drapers’ property. Consequently the lease of the merchant stranger
was revoked as a result of Sadler’s petitioning.32? In 1556 Mr Dimock, an Assistant of the
Drapers, secured a house in Petty Wales, Thames Street (no. 40), for his sister-in-law .33
Apparently living nearby, Sir Thomas Hayes, Lord Mayor of London in 1614-5 and very

wealthy Draper, approached the Company in regards to a tenement in Dowgate “in the

318 pCA, OB1, unfoliated.

319 DCA, MB7, £.200. For further discussion on non-enforcement of fines for disregarding Company
rules see: Ward, Metropolitan Communities, p.86; Branch, ‘Fraternal Commemoration’, p.119.

320 pCA, OB1, unfoliated. In 1540, rather than be involved in the process, the Assistants divested the
granting of the lease to the Wardens “not doubting” that they would seek “the most advantage and
profit of the house” (DCA, MB1B, f.620).

321 This point is also made by Sleigh-Johnson in relation to the Merchant Taylors. He noted that
profitable lets were “openly fought-over by prominent members of the Company elite” and that it was
“in the administration of corporate property...that the opportunities for direct personal gain lay”.
(Sleigh-Johnson, ‘The Merchant Taylors’, p.72-79).

322 DCA, MBLC, f.874.

323 DCA, MBS, .201.
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behalf of a friend of his.”32* Later in the year Hayes returned to petition the Company to grant
a further vacant tenement at Dowgate to Thomas Darneton, “whose wife was nurse to his
children” 3% He was successful on both counts. In the 1620s Warden John Hall assigned four
tenements in St Nicholas and Abchurch Lanes to his father (no. 41 and 42).3% Sutton writes
that this was a widespread guild practice. In the case of the Mercers, she takes it that
members always had the first choice of leases and that “inevitably” those at the top of the
pile were able to engineer the greatest personal benefit.32” This chimes with the case of the
Drapers, where there remained an ever-present interest in ensuring important members
were appropriately prioritized but the general membership was also favoured. In 1576, as if
rehearsing their earlier 1544 discussion about the purposes of their lands, a formalisation of a
previous practice was entered into the Company ordinances for the first time, namely that
“Drapers [are] to have the preferment of houses before another”.328 Whilst this policy had
been verbally agreed and effectively acted on for decades, its entry into the ordinances

elevated the importance and longevity of the policy.

Apart from the benefits to individual Drapers such a policy enabled, it was thought that those
of the Company were more likely to maintain their houses in good condition, perhaps
because these men could be more easily disciplined and they were known personally.3® As
an increasingly valuable asset to the Company, the upkeep and quality of the buildings which
constituted their estate was important. Therefore, especially if the lets were to be made to
those outside the Company, the Court of Assistants was anxious to know at first-hand those
dwelling in their properties and often refused license unless these proposed sub-letters could

be presented to the Court.3*® In spite of this, in 1557 it was found a ‘stranger’ was residing in

324 pCA, MB13, f.58v.
325 |bid. f. 61v.
326 DCA, RA 1622-23, f.4.

327 Sutton, Anne. The Mercery of London: Trade, Goods and People, 1130-1578 (Aldershot and
Burlington: Ashgate, 2005) p.494.

328 DCA, OB1, unfoliated. This return to earlier intentions seems to have prompted a 20% rise in the
number of Drapers inhabiting the Erber in the succeeding years. See figure 2.5. This percentage rose
steadily to a peak of 72% in 1628, over-taking Drapers’ Hall in terms of inhabitation by members of the
Company.

329 DCA, MBL11, f.201r.

330 pCA, MBS, £.203.
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Simon Horsepool’s (Warden, 1577-8) house in Cornhill. Horsepool was warned “to inhabit
therein personally or else he to lose the benefit of his grant thereof."3*! In an action that
would have pleased the Court, Alderman Lodge who also lived on Honey Lane, offered to
sub-let his house to a Draper, putting a motion to the whole fellowship via the Court that
anyone interested should commune with him.33? George Hopton presented himself for the
same and the let was centrally sanctioned.?* In 1590 a general review of the processes by
which grants of leases were made was undertaken. Tenants, executors or assignees were
noted to have been taking liberties in passing on their lets without license of the Company,
and an Act of Parliament had prompted the Drapers to take action against all ‘inmates’ (i.e.
tenants-at-will) lodged within their properties by unlawful sub-letting. Such things found
amiss were to be put in better order. Some property bequests came with the specific
stipulation that they should be inhabited by Drapers, “for the general maintenance,
upholding and sustaining of the body and members”. Others came with the proviso that it
was only a preferment that members occupy the property, and could be let out to non-
members if more convenient and profitable.33* Either way, the practice of lessees passing
their lets indiscriminately onto those from outside the Company was of significant concern.
Likely in vain, it was ordered in 1590 that passing such lets to those outside the Company
must be agreed by special consent of the Master and Wardens. The application was to be
submitted in writing, and recorded by the Clerk in the Book of Records “remaining in the
hall” 3% Leases were not confirmed until the draught has been written and engrossed - even

though verbal promises were still routinely made.33®

Leases outside the Company were given on the basis of good reputation, evidencing a
general consideration for the quality of tenants. Likewise, those who had proven to be good
tenants were more likely to have their leases renewed. Humphrey Street, a Merchant Taylor,

was granted a new lease on account that he was “an ancient citizen and of good sort and

31 |bid. £.241.

332 |bid, £.197, £.200.

333 |bid. £.203.

334 DCA, MB10, f.437-39.
335 |bid.

336 DCA, MB11, f.191v. Penned in retrospect and surely purposed to substantiate the legitimacy of a
lease, one note unusually situates the granting of a let by the Master and Wardens “standing at the
imbowed window in the hall on the east part” (DCA, MB1C, f.516).
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rank in his Company and that he had been a long tenant to the Company”.3¥” William Megges
was given permission to alienate his two tenements on Thames Street in the Parish of St
Botolphs (no. 32) to "any person or persons of good name and fame".33 As a result of this
protocol there were many unsuccessful petitions for grants of leases, one William Smith “and
many others” were suitors for small tenements and rejected as the Company decided to wait
“until better opportunity and leisure”.3*° In this context, the practice of reducing the rent for
members, to attract them, was not looked down upon. In 1557 Draper and future Warden,
Nicholas Wheeler, proposed to demolish part of the Cornhill house he had secured a lease for
in order to make a new yard there. After rejecting Wheeler’s proposition, it was mutually
agreed that the let should be passed over to another Draper to dwell in. The Court settled
that a member of the fellowship should “have it better cheap by £3 than any other”. It was

consequently set over to Brian Calverley (another future Warden).34°

The Company’s preferment of its members proved frustrating to those wishing to grant their
houses to non-members. In transferring a lease successfully there was no doubt a personal
profit to be pocketed by the existing leaseholder, possibly to the detriment of the Company’s
own. To counteract these transgressions, a 1590 order required individual Drapers to present
their sub-tenants before the Court to ensure the fellowship could assess the tenant
personally and also to agree favourable terms of the lease. This order was put into almost
immediate effect in one case. In 1590 Draper Jonas Ladbrook persuaded ‘Lord Bacon’ to write
in favour of a lease for himself of a house in Gracechurch Street (no. 17). On account of this
letter from his powerful supporter, Ladbrook was called to the Court to discuss his proposal.
However during this discussion, it became apparent that the current tenant of Gracechurch
Street, also a Draper, had apparently already promised the reversion of his lease to a Mercer,
Edward Brynston. On account that Ladbrook “lacketh a house” he offered to match Bryston’s
offer. The current tenant refused to give over his lease to Ladbrook and was requested to
attend the Drapers Hall for a discussion with the Court. During his hearing he was shown the
order regarding sub-tenants, newly penned in the ordinance book, which stipulated

preferment of Company members in the granting of new leases. Ladbrook’s alienation was

337 DCA, MB13, f.34v.
338 pCA, MB10, f.365.
339 |bid. f.401.

340 pCA, MBS, £.237.



90

duly rubberstamped.3*! The unfortunate Mercer cut out of the deal was however unwilling to
admit defeat. Brynston presented himself before the Lord Mayor and Court of Aldermen
requesting permission to be bound into the Drapers’ Company. The Drapers refused his
request, suspecting that the reason for the translation was purely “to have continuance in
our worshipful house” .3 Brynston’s willingness to transfer companies in order to secure a
favourable house shows the extent to which loyalties in the city could be loosely-held and
could be directly related to the property benefits such associations might offer to citizens,
perhaps over their connection to a particular trade. Increasing pressure on city centre

housing affected the balance of these relationships.

Although sharing a preference for housing their own members to one degree or another, the
Drapers were tenants of the properties of other companies themselves. Mistreatment of
members who were tenants of another company could lead to disputes between company
courts over leases. One particular case is noteworthy. In 1556 Draper William Barlow’s case
was discussed by the Drapers’ Court. He had been a tenant of the Grocers in a tenement
located next to the ‘Goat’ (no. 2) on Cheapside, which belonged to the Drapers. Barlow
reported he was granted his tenancy with the good will of Alderman Sir John Ayloff and
others of the Grocers Company but he was surprised by a warning to vacate the property so
that a Grocer might have the occupation of the tenement. The Grocers claimed that his lease
was void for, crucially, “it was not penned in their books” and Barlow effectively had the rug
pulled out from under his feet. Deceived and dejected, he was forcibly evicted — a victim
perhaps of a sort of rental black market. In respect that Barlow had been “so evil handled in
the Grocers fellowship”, the Drapers retaliated. They threatened to evict a Grocer from one
of their own properties and picked on Robert Harrison, who conveniently appears to have
had a next-door let on Cheapside. They cited that if Barlow were reinstated to his present
tenement all would be forgiven. To save his lease, the Drapers required Harrison to present
himself in front of the Grocers’ Court and to “make labour and obtain the good will” in
respect of his neighbour, the Draper, Barlow.3* It is unclear whether Barlow was given leave
to return to his let after these negotiations. The Drapers do not appear to have rehoused him

suggesting that perhaps he was successful in his suit. Despite the ill-treatment of their own

341 pCA, MB10, .458.
342 |bid. £.528.

343 DCA, MBS, .158.
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tenant, in the end the Drapers were lenient on their tenant Harrison, a man who, for all
intents and purposes, was innocently caught in the company cross-fire. The incident did not
dissuade Harrison from further negotiations with company courts however. His wife
approached the Drapers for a longer lease of their house not long after the Barlow episode,
on which only five years remained. It was on account of her husband’s sickness that she came
to negotiate for a new extended lease offering £20 as a goodwill gesture and to undertake all
the reparations on the house. The Drapers after a long debate agreed to offer her a 21 year
lease. Mrs Harrison, after consultation with her husband, returned whilst the Wardens were
still meeting. She placed £10 as immediate payment on the table and got down on her knees
to tell the Wardens that her husband required more years than they had offered. In return
the Harrisons would immediately attend to any reparations required on the property. Such

actions secured a further four years added to the original 21 year lease.3*

The Great Garden

Recalling the Court’s original intentions for the Hall to be both profitable and pleasant, its
attitude to the Throgmorton great garden reveals a concerted attempt to prioritize and
cultivate quality spaces for the pleasure of its members. Corporate properties were not only
purposed to fulfil the wishes of the benefactors (especially if they were trust lands) nor only
to house Company members, but to reflect the Drapers’ position as one of the Great Twelve
companies. The Court sought to achieve this through investment in prestigious spaces
fashioned for exclusive sociability. Whilst the Minute Books attest to the importance of
managing the swell of properties which entered the Company books and negotiating their
inhabitation, a preoccupation with the maintenance of the garden at Throgmorton was as
persistent a concern as any and enduring attention was bestowed upon it decade after
decade. What was it about this space that made it worthy of such expense and effort? Who

was granted access and for what ends was it kept?

As well as its description in the corporate accounts, confirmation of the sale of Throgmorton
to the 'Clothiers' of London was also contained within Henry VIII's grants of July 1543. The
brief schedule of purchased lands represented within this document clarified the open nature
of the area to the rear of Drapers’ Hall in the ward of Broad Street. This area was evidently
characterized by prosperous gardens. According to the grant, the ‘Clothiers’ garden was

adjacent to the Carpenters’ garden as well as gardens associated with the Leathersellers, the

344 bid. f.181.



92

Saddlers and the Grocers - surely gardens of tenements in their possession rather than
gardens attached to their halls.3*> More abutting gardens were held by the Bridge House,
Robert Rich and Thomas Paulet.?*¢ The 1560s ‘Agas’ map also unmistakably depicted this
spaciousness (see figure 2.3). The Drapers' great garden had been created by Cromwell
through a conglomeration of smaller gardens and the fame of his relatively newly formed
garden seems to have gone beyond the immediate locale. As a close associate to the King it is
not inconceivable that Henry VIII himself enjoyed its pleasures on occasion, strolling around
the paths in discussion with Cromwell and others. So acclaimed was its planting that after the
Drapers had taken possession of the property, one John Hern came on behalf of George
Aylesbury, a courtly gentleman, to “demand” a damson plum tree to be taken out of the
garden to be set up in the ‘King’s’ garden.3*” Although the exact royal garden it was intended
for is unclear, there is also evidence that Henry VIII himself paid for the upkeep of the garden
after Cromwell’s execution in 1540, recognising the obvious value in maintaining it for its
later sale. On one occasion as many six gardeners were employed to weed and set the “knots

hedges alleys and the erber” over four and a half weeks.34®

Located deep within a city block which was defined alongside its street-facing edges by many
merchant and courtly houses, the walled garden was indiscernible to passers-by on
Throgmorton Street. This model of hidden opulence, buried behind front-facing gatehouses
and tenements, was typical in medieval mansions. Even in 1617, regarding the merchants of
Jacobean London, Fynes Moryson wrote that, “they are stately for building, yet being built all
inward, that the whole room towards the street may be reserved for the shops of tradesmen,
makes no show outwardly, so as in truth all magnificence of London is hidden from strangers
at the first sight.”3* This magnificence extended not only to courtyards and great halls but to

delicately planted gardens. Both the Erber and the Company Hall shared a medieval

345 This observation further supports observations of Treswell’s 1612 plans that companies appear to
have often held land adjacent to one another.

348 ‘Henry VIII: 31 July 1543’ in Letters and Papers, Foreign and Domestic, Henry VI, Volume 18, Part 1,
January-July 1543, J. Gairdner and R. H. Brodie (ed.) (London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1901)
British History Online, http://www.british-history.ac.uk/letters-papers-hen8/vol18/no1/pp510-544
[Accessed online 13 July 2016] p.528.

347 DCA, MB1C, £.395.
348 BL, Royal MS Appendix 89, f.70.

349 Fynes Moryson quoted in Archer, |. 'Material Londoners?’ in L. Orlin (ed.) Material London ca. 1600
(Philadelphia: Philadelphia University Press, 2000) pp.174-192, p.182.
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courtyard house typology which treated the courtyard garden as one of these recessed but
richly adorned bounded spaces. Both gardens were expressed on the street elevation but the
Erber was more typical in its configuration of courtyards accessed through protective service
quarters and nestled between tenements of the middling class. On the other hand, according
to Schofield's studies both properties were also noteworthy for this reason, for he held that
great houses such as these "which retained their courtyards were comparatively rare”. Many
formerly noble houses were unrecognisable by the seventeenth century due to an increasing
pressure to develop open space.®° The plan of the Erber reveals a rectangular plot divided
into two quadrants, and then again into four (see figure 2.7). Grassy walkways surrounded
the two quadrants, while the inner plots appear to have been defined by a low-level retaining
wall of brick. A few steps in each corner led down to the sunken areas of the garden proper
where hedges and herbs were maintained in typically geometric designs planted between
high trellises.?** It was bordered by a long bowling alley and dicing house which were
separately housed but with views onto the garden. The depiction of this prestigious private
garden surely indicated how the property acquired its now unusual name. ‘Herber’ referred
to planted gardens of the medieval period, although the ‘h’ was often dropped in common
speech. The Drapers’ Renter Accounts of 1581 recorded that the property was a “great
mansion house sometime called Salisbury place and now the Herbar.”**2 This description is
further rendered in 1588, when the Warden reported that the great house was “now called

green arbour”, although this illuminating detail did not persist.33

In contrast to the Erber, the Drapers’ garden was not tightly bound up with the main building
of the Company Hall. The Hall and the garden were connected by a long alleyway. Gardens
that were distanced from the houses of their owners were not infrequent in London, a theme
that shall be expanded upon in Chapter Three. Given both its location and prestige, on
securing the Throgmorton property, which claimed an even more extensive garden space

than the Erber, the Court wasted no time in considering the access arrangements to the

350 Schofield, Medieval London Houses, p.43.

31 Aside from the 1596 plan there are only a couple of details regarding the garden. In 1524-5 a bill
relating to the previous owner of the property, the Countess of Salisbury, describes, "iii roots of vines
set in the garden called the Erber and for cutting the vine, xvi d." (TNA, SC 6/HENVIII/2086). A further
reference to the cutting of a vine can be found in bill of January 1521 (TNA, SC 6/HENVIII/2082). It also
seems that dung carried from stables attached to the mansion house was meant for the garden.

352 DCA, RA5, 1580-81, f.13v-14r.

353 DCA, RA5, 1588-89, f.14v-15r.



Figure 2.7. Detail of Erber garden from the 1596 plan (DCA, A X lll 165)
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garden and its practical oversight. Invited to the Company Dinner in that year as a guest, Mr
Fowler, also identified as “a priest to be overseer thereof”, became the Drapers’
caretaker,.3>* Apparently this was no ordinary appointment, for this new overseer of the
garden was further described as “late prior of Saint Mary Overy” in Southwark.3* Still
negotiating their place in this new tenurial and social landscape, devoid of the religious
institutions which had underpinned so much of it for so long, in 1541 a number of companies
grouped together under the Mayor and to offer an annual pension for unemployed London
friars.3>® The Drapers agreed to contribute £6 yearly.>>” Fowler’s employment may indicate
another way in which the Company sympathetically supported clergy bereft of purpose after
the dissolution. And yet Mr Fowler’s appointment does not appear to have been long-
standing. In July 1547, Thomas Dickens, was charged with the oversight of the great garden
for the pleasure of the Company. It is not clear what happened to Fowler between 1547 and

his death in 1556.3%8

After taking possession of the garden, the Court of Assistants first agreed that the great
garden of pleasure was to be open only to “honest” members of the Company, the Master,
Wardens and Liverymen, as well as their wives. Guests of good rank could be admitted with a
Draper in order to enjoy bowling, shooting, walking or simply “passing the time”.3** The
produce of the garden, the fruit, flowers and herbs, was to be used for “dressing of meat and
drink for such honest persons of the fellowship” who utilised the garden for leisure activities
and the gardener was required to provide a quart of ale or beer to those using the garden

upon request. In fact there was a still house near the garden gate, although this fell into

34 pCA, MBLC, £.871

355 |pid. f.855. The links to London’s monasteries died hard. In November 1556 Mr Fowler, the late
prior of St Mary Overy Southwark, died and the Company undertook his burial, enjoying a potation in
his honour. He paid 10s. to the Company for the privilege (DCA, MB5, f.207). There are some other
indications of the diversification of work undertaken by unemployed priests. For example in 1544-45
Father Andrews was repeatedly paid for his endeavours as a labourer and night watchman as well as
supplying lime (DCA, RA4, 1544-5, f.13r, 12v, 13v).

356 MICA, Acts of Court ii, 1527-1560, f.cxlii
357 Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.64
38 DCA, MB1C, f.873

39 DCA, MBLC, f.784
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disrepair and was taken down in 1582.3¢° An existing bank was bestowed with roses,
gooseberry trees, white thorn and privet hedges. There was also a sweet smelling and
practical herb garden. Boundaries of the bowling alleys were defined by pots and small
stems. The remaining ground was partly formed into knots set with many different types of
herbs, both planted and potted (see figure 2.8).3! The access alleyway was gradually secured
by more gates over the century in question. Clearly lacking the pleasantness of the garden at
its end, the walls of the alley were adorned with lantern horns on which was nailed a
proclamation “for which persuasion was used for men to pass by without making water

against the said walls” 362

After its acquisition the walled garden received regular investment. In most decades there
was at least one year in which spending on the garden was especially significant (see table
below). Sometimes this coincided with a Draper serving as Lord Mayor (such as William
Chester in 1560-1 and the spending of £7 19s. 6d. the year before) but at other times there
appears to no particular spur to action other than regular maintenance and upgrading (such
as the extraordinary spending of £57 1s. in 1582-3). The 1620s plan shows six quadrants, four
made up of knots and one maze of privets alongside a ‘grassy plot’ (see figure 2.9).3% Vines
grew up on wooden frames around the edges of the garden.3** Gravelled walks rounded this
perimeter and these became lined with trees.*> In December and January 1595 tens of
workmen transported hundreds of loads of dung into the garden in order to embed eighteen
new apple trees, two pear plum trees, four cherry trees, three filbert trees and three
unidentified trees in the garden.3®® Further in 1607-8, 142 bay trees were purchased and set

under the brick wall in the garden alongside four plum trees, one apricot and three other

360 DCA, RA5, 1582-3, f.10v.
361 DCA, MBLC, f.383.
362 DCA, RA5, 1582-3, f.11r.

363 |n 1569-70 a maze created out of privet hedges was created (DCA, RA 1569-70, f.7). More privet
purchased for various borders (DCA, RA5, 1582-3, f.11v). In 1585-6 one thousand were purchased
(DCA, RAS5, 1585-6, f.11v).

364 DCA, RA5, 1588-9, f.13r; MB10, f.377; MB13, f.52v.

365 DCA, RA6, 1622-3, f.13r; MB13, f.52v. The maze was renewed in 1631-2 made of hedges and box
knots (DCA, RA6, 1631-2, f.16-17).

366 DCA, RA5, 1595-4, f.22v, f.23r-23v. Dung was a significant expenditure, for example in 1573-4, £6
18s. 1d was spent (DCA, RA5, 1573-4, f.9r).



Figure 2.8. Engraving of a garden arbour planted with sweet roses set around a banqueting
table, Thomas Hill, The Gardener’s Labyrinth (London: Henry Bynneman, 1577)
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trees.>®” An intriguing notation also cited that 6d. was spent “bringing trees out of Ireland” in
1621-2.%%8 Strawberries, damask roses, coriander, thyme, hyssop and rosemary were all
purchased at different times.3*® Over time the structures constructed in the garden were
added and upgraded. At an early stage there were two privies in the garden, a dicing house
and a covered great bowling alley.3”° In 1578-9 three portals were made up by the Carpenter,
two ‘lesser’ and one ‘greater’ .3’ A gunpowder house was added in 1585-6.372In 1595 a
fountain was set up in the middle of the garden at the hefty cost of £20.373 By 1601-2 the
portals were referred to as ‘little houses’ and in 1604, the Company garden received repairs
to four existing summer houses. These small open-air structures were made of brick and
contained arches which then received seats into their hollows, facing the bowling alley.3”* In
1614-5 the existing portals were replaced with four ‘garden houses’ of timber and
wainscot.3”> Two ‘arbours’ were rebuilt in the garden by bricklayers, carpenters, plasterers,
joiners and slaters at a cost of £65 in 1628-9, this was on account of their instability.3’® The
Drapers proudly marked their territory in 1602-3 with the installation of their arms in stone

at the “forepart” of the garden.?”’

37 DCA, RA6, 1607-8, f.13-14.
38 DCA, WA7, 1621-2, f.41.
369 DCA, RA4, 1556-7, f.11r; RA5, 1571-2, f.8v; RA5, 1595-4, f.22v, f.23r-23v.

370 DCA, RA5, 1600-1, f.8v-9r. Two bowling alleys made up in 1559-60, one greater and one lesser (DCA,
RA4, 1559-60, f.6r).

371 With green and yellow tiling, foundations of brick (DCA, RA5, 1578-9, f.17). Slate roofs, plastered
and coloured (DCA, RA5, 1578-9, f.17v). Old wainscotting from the parlour was used to make up seats
in the garden (DCA, RA5, 1576-7, f.19r).

372 DCA, RA5, 1585-6, f.18v-19r.

373 DCA, MB11, f.182v.

374 DCA, RA5, 1601-2, f.7v, f.14v; MB13, f.23v.

375 DCA, RA6, 1614-5, £.20.

376 DCA, RA6, 1628-9, f.15-16, .18; MB13, f.223r.

377 DCA, RA5, 1602-3, f.9r.
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Table 4 - Total costs spent on Drapers’ garden by decade:

Decade Total expenditure Peak years in each decade
1550-1559 £9 12s. 11d. 1559-60 (£7 19s. 6d.)
1560-1569 £7 18s. 11d. 1561-2 (£2 15s. 10d.)
1570-1579 £24 7s. 9d. 1572-3 (£18 18s. 15d.)
1580-1589 £72 3s. 2d. 1582-3 (£57 1s.)
1590-1599 £36 16s. 4d. 1594-5 (£28 2s. 8d.)
1600-1609 £21 15s. 10d. 1607-8 (£14 6s. 6d.)
1610-1619 £18 11s. 4d. 1614-5 (£13 5s. 4d.)
1620-1629 £84 1s. 11d. 1628-9 (£75 1s. 3d.)

Compiled from RA accounts and MB notations. Excludes fees to Gardener for salary and building work

on the Garden House. Includes work on smaller garden structures and other associated labour costs.

Sanctioned activities were also under regular review. The spreading of linen was a particular
bone of contention in part no doubt because the draped material that covered the plants
detracted from the pleasantness of the space. Stretched over the low-level sweet-smelling
hedges, the drying of linen in the garden was established as a privilege. Initially in 1544 no
drying or whiting of linen or napery in the garden was permitted.3”® In April 1556 it was
ordered that only the napery of the members of the Company might be dried in the
Company’s garden.3”® Then only those in the Court of Assistants were allowed to hang their
washing within the garden provided it be outside the “rails and hedges”. Dish cloths and rags
were not permitted, alongside “unseemly clothes”. If Assistants lived close by it was

suggested that they set up neat posts to hang lines between, again as long as these were

378 DCA, MBLC, f.383.

379 DCA, MBS, .163.
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outside the central area protected by railings and hedges.®® In 1589 it seems that other
members of the Company were abusing their privileges and they “hath not been reasonable
for redress whereof”. In response, the Court of Assistants decided that no member of the
Company whatever their status would be allowed to dry their washing: an outright ban was
imposed. An exception was made only for the cloths of the house.3! Of course, the garden
was not only ornamental but bore fruit, herbs and perfumed flowers and the distribution of
this produce presented another also an issue. Initially the harvesting of these spoils was open
to any member of the Company, then the Wardens, Master and their wives alone were given
the privilege of taking apples and other fruits growing in the garden for their own purposes.
Flowers and herbs (as opposed to fruits) were reserved only for the use of the house, but
could be requested by individuals through the Gardener. Any surplus could be sold by the
Gardener or Clerk for their own profit. But eventually even the Gardener's prerogative of sale
ceased. The garden produce was to be kept by the Gardener the exclusive use of the house
from 1589.382 Some years later in 1607 the Drapers returned to the issue of the drying and
whiting of linen in the garden. The Court of Assistants was informed that local servants were
not only drying linen in the garden against Company orders, but were also taking liberties
with the produce of the garden, taking away fruit, flowers and herbs for their own use. The
1556 order was reiterated and implementation of it was entrusted to the Clerk.33 A few
months later there was a further reform. It was ordered that on Election Days, Quarter Days,
Court Days and other meetings of the Company, the garden was to be reserved for the use of
the Company only.3® The implication of this was that the garden was effectively out of
bounds to anyone other than the Company elite for more than two days per week.3® That
being said there were exceptions to this rule. A key was granted extraordinarily to a widow
from outside the Company, one of Elizabeth’s ladies in waiting, Anne Dudley, the Countess of

Warwick paid for by resident and Draper William Garway in 1597-8.%% The perfect balance

380 DCA, MBS, f.205r.
381 DCA, MBL10, f.376.
382 |bid.

383 DCA, MB13, £.48r.
384 |bid. f.49r.

385 bid. f.52v.

38 DCA, RA5, 1597-6, f.Or.
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between practical use, exclusivity and the protection of the pleasantness of the environment

was one that was continually sought.

The roles of the Gardener and Garden-Keeper were critical to the implementation of these
changing orders. In particular, access arrangements were reliant on the Gardener's
obedience to the Court’s stipulations. The Gardener installed in the 1569, Walter Coates,
proved to be a more troublesome employee than most and interfered with the use of the
garden in such a way that caused substantial irritation to the Court.3®” The Drapers however
displayed some reticence towards sending him away electing to patiently discipline him over
many years. A privilege of different employees of the Company at different moments in time,
Coates was granted the use of a house in the garden. In 1572 he was taking particular
liberties in relation to his use of this privilege which ensured his access to the garden at any
time of the day and night. He was noted to have been partaking of bowling in a way that
drew the expressed disapproval of the Company. Coates' knuckles were rapped and he was
sternly warned that if he did not adhere to a newly drawn list of restrictions then he would
be “forthwith put from his Gardenership without any other warning” 3% Perhaps seeing an
opportunity in Coates’ misbehaviour, the Company was approached by another citizen in
respect of the post of Gardener in December 1589, but Coates paid a small sum for the
challenger to desist.®® In 1591 the Gardener was again requested to appear before the Court
where he was “greatly blamed” for numerous violations in the garden. He was accused of
giving “common access” into the garden where “excessive unlawful games” were played. The
Court ordered that Coates keep the door shut to any but those entering with a member of
the Company. He exhorted not to allow any games such as dicing, carding or tabling to be
played openly, although such games would be tolerated if they were secretly and discretely
played. Members of the Company could claim the right to play these secret games up until
7pm at which time Coates was to close the garden. Furthermore, the Livery of the Company

were to be allowed to join any of the games underway if they so wished.3®

387 Confirmation of Walter Coates’ tenancy: DCA, RA5, 1573-4, f.21r.
38 DCA, MBS, f.192r.
38 DCA, MB10, f.413.

390 bid. f.548.
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By July 1604 the Court of Assistants was beginning to lose their patience with the unreliable
Coates, instructing him to be “more careful what Company resorted unto the Garden” so that
it did not become so “common” as it had been in the past. A particular warning was issued to
Mr Wall, likely another m=employee, who had acted disrespectfully towards members of the
Company within the garden. Coates would be permanently excluded from both the garden
and house upon further misdemeanours.3*! Finally the time came for conclusive action in
February of the following year and the Company reached the limit of their benevolence
towards their Gardener. In discharging him of his office, the Court identified the reason for
dismissal not as the ‘commonness’ of the garden but rather that the garden was “not set with
flowers, trees for shade and otherwise kept for the delight of the Company” but influential
complaints must have held a bearing of events. For example, Sir Thomas Cornwallis, his
Majesty’s Comptroller (and father-in-law of Sir Thomas Kitson), reported that Coates’ “daily
frequenting and inordinate gaming used in the garden by all comers” could not be ignored.
Beyond dismissing Coates, to address the issue of access, the Company resolved to position a
further lock on the door at the end of the gallery, next to the capital house. The Porter was
the only person to possess a key to this and was required to assess anyone wishing to enter
the garden. Curiously however Coates was also given strict warning that in the meantime,
perhaps until another Gardener was identified, he was not to “light any candles at any time

” 392

of the year for any play by candle light”.

In 1633 the issue of access to the garden was again a pressing concern, this time under the
watch of a new Gardener. The Court noted the "exceedingly great" number of people of "all
sorts and conditions" who came to walk in the garden after evening prayer on Sundays. As a
result of the worrying quantity and sorts of people entering it was understood that "much
disorder" and "many abuses" were committed at this time. It was ordered that only the
"better sort" of the Company, their neighbours around the Hall and also other elite citizens
were to be permitted entry by the Garden-Keeper at this time.3** Only two years later in 1635
the situation had however worsened. The Court noted once more that all sorts of people
from all over the city were using the garden, not only on the Sabbath day (an accepted day of

rest), but on every day of the week, to the extent that the garden had become precisely what

391 pcA, MB13, f.11r.
392 |bid. f.34r.

393 |bid. f.279.
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Drapers had feared. It was once more "common" and the great unregulated numbers of
visitors caused "great disorder, inconvenience" and on account of the plague also "danger”.
The detail contained in the note was extraordinary: several very specific instances of
unacceptable behaviour were recorded to show the precise extent of the disorder the garden
was harbouring. The first problem presented considered that the quiet contemplation of the
better sort of members and neighbours was interrupted on Sundays after evening prayer.
Apprentices, servants and children were guilty of "running, leaping and disordering
themselves". Young men and women acted in a "wanton and uncivil manner, dallying and
disporting themselves" to the offence of others within the garden and the dishonour of the
Company. People infected with the plague and the unemployed used the garden during the
week as their ordinary place of meeting. Schoolboys at nearby schools daily visited the
garden and were disrespectful to the Garden-Keeper when asked to leave. Young men used
the bowling alley with no regard to any of the Company who wanted to do the same. Further
to this a poor woman by the name of Widow Johnson sat at the garden door daily and
charged a fee of everyone who entered it, even those who should have entered for free such
as members of the Company. Making exceptions for no one, Johnson sent children home to
fetch a farthing before they would be admitted. The Garden-Keeper was required to reform
this slack enforcement of the rules of the garden, which were re-iterated and tightened as a
result of such worrying disobediences.®* The rhetoric here noticeably displayed anxiety at
the perceived disorder and concern for the potential for disrepute such activities might bring

on the Company.

Not only was access to the garden sought after and protected, but views into the garden
were also carefully guarded by the Company. Harding commented that, “open space in the
early modern city could only survive if defined, claimed, and valued as such; unclaimed open
space had no defence against encroachment.”3® This encroachment paid attention to
material changes as well as lines of visibility. As the once open and spacious northern parish
began to fill up with extensions and redevelopments, the Drapers defended the exclusivity of
their garden. In 1573-4 the window of a house whose gable end “adjoin[ed] to the wall of

the...garden” and overlooked the bowling alley was stopped up with brick.3%® More

394 |bid. f.304.
3% Harding, Vanessa. ‘City, capital and metropolis’, p.130.

3% DCA, RA5, 1573-4, f.25r.
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significantly in 1620 Sir Thomas Hewitt, the Company's neighbour to the east of the
Throgmorton Hall, began construction of a brick building along the southern edge of the
Company garden. This property maximised its outlook with numerous large windows facing
in the direction of the garden, with the result that the Drapers deemed their garden was
grossly overlooked.3*” The London Assize of Nuisance (1301-1431) stipulated that windows
should be 16 feet above ground if overlooking a neighbour. Otherwise they were required to
be blocked up.3%® It is not clear the exact height of Hewitt’s windows but the Company was
certainly concerned about the disapproval this intrusion might induce from "other people of
worth and credit" who utilised the garden for walks and "private recreation". Throughout the
construction period the Company made their concerns clear to Hewitt. Wardens on site
petitioned Hewitt's workmen to cease making the windows apparently without success.
Rather than accept defeat however, the Court rose to the occasion and ordered their own
garden wall on the southern side to be made up to such a height that would block the view
from Hewitt's windows.3*® The Company does not seem to have been troubled again by Sir
Thomas however a similar instance occurred in 1628. A neighbour to the east of the
Company's garden applied for permission to make a window in his house with a view into the
garden. The tenant offered to pay a yearly fee for the privilege and also to cover it at any
time the Company required. The Company noted the "great inconveniences of

windows...already made" around the garden and refused the request.*® The only acceptable

397 The Drapers were not the only ones irritated by Hewitt’s building works. In 1613 Hewitt encroached
onto a garden which belonged to the Clothworkers in Lothbury, by erecting a chimney. Further, in
1619 Hewitt again encroached upon company lands (‘Lothbury’ in People, Property and Charity: The
Clothworkers’ Company, 1500-1688. URL: http://www.clothworkersproperty.org/properties/lothbury-
including-throgmorton-street-and-copthall-alley. Accessed online 16 December 2015).

3% See: Orlin, Lena Cowen. ‘Boundary Disputes in Early Modern London’ in L. Orlin (ed.) Material
London ca. 1600 (Philadelphia: Philadelphia University Press, 2000) pp.344-76, p.375, footnote no: 22.

399 DCA, MB13, f.155. In a perhaps comparable example, Lena Orlin referred to Nicholas Geffe’s
property record book, which details improvements made to the ex-dissolution property named
‘Glastonbury Place’ in the parish of St Antholin Budge Row. He reported a payment for “heightening
the south wall of the garden in two places” by additional courses of brick or stone costing £3 17d.
(Orlin, ‘Boundary Disputes’, p.370). Perhaps it was precisely this overlooking, or neighbourly gaze that
he was trying to avoid.

400 pCA, MB13, £.220v.
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new opening made in the surrounding wall was one which facilitated the practical

transportation of fertiliser to maintain the garden from nearby stables on London Wall.*!

Structures within the garden were developed in order to maintain the internal quality of
space, but there were moments when the Drapers utilized their assets to be especially
generous to loyal employees, granting privileges in relation to the garden. In 1612 a
proposition was made for a new covered bowling alley to be made with a granary with
dormer windows set above. Located on the eastern side of the garden this would have
constituted the second bowling alley in the garden. Warden Lumley rather reasoned that,
instead of pursuing their own pleasure, the Court should commit to developing the same
space for a stable for the Clerk to keep a gelding. This proposition was made on health
grounds. The Court understood that the Clerk was diseased "of the stone" as a result of
"much sitting about the Company's business" and had no means to exercise "for the
preservation of his health". After Coates' occupation of the Garden House the tenancy of the
two-storey brick building had already been passed onto the Clerk. In an act of further reward,
the Clerk, Thomas Moore, was granted the use of 20 marks to construct the stable and 10
marks annually to keep the gelding so that he may "ride abroad at his leisure time for the
health of his body". For the Company's "great love and favour", the Clerk was extremely

thankful.*®?
Conclusion

The acquisition of the Erber and the Throgmorton Hall represented critical moments in the
history of the Drapers’ estate. Negotiations surrounding their purchase reveal the clear
intentions of the Court to address the perceived lack of housing for members of the
Company. The larger tenements for the increasingly affluent middling sort accommodated on
the Throgmorton site proved to be attractive to leaders of the Company and their interest
was borne out in their consistent occupation of the precinct. In contrast, the Erber was not as
fully inhabited by members of the Company, likely orientated more towards financial returns

than social. It is clear that in the wider estate, tenants of the Drapers were drawn from a

401 DCA, MBS, f.205r. This new door, made in 1572, linked the garden through Mr Knightley’s garden to
the north towards the stables at London Wall. Only one key was to be produced for the new door, and
placed in the keeping of a Warden. The garden labourers were instructed to secure the dung from
these stables “as good cheap” as possible.

402 pCA, MB13, £.83v, f.84r, £.85r.



104

range of companies. Petitions for leases, the noticeable lack of vacancies and even the

willingness to transfer companies demonstrate the demand for a let of city houses was high.

More particularly, the Court’s ambition that the Throgmorton Hall should be both ‘profitable
and pleasant’ was pursued also through the Company garden. For Schofield, “in various
guises, the garden as expressive of control is a dominant motif in its history.”*% The Court’s
steady attention to the maintenance and upgrade of this space demonstrated their
commitment to maintaining its ‘pleasant’ qualities which became ever more extraordinary as
the city environment became more densified. Access and views into the garden were
therefore also carefully guarded but reliant on obedient employees for implementation.
Frequent discussions about the protection of the space’s exclusivity in both presentation and
use show that the Court was aware of the strategic importance of this element of their
estate. Whether showing priority to members in the granting of leases or investing in the
upkeep of the great garden, important properties were clearly fashioned to profit the
Company. Financial, communal and social benefits were inextricably interwoven into the

processes of acquisition and occupation of the corporate estate.

403 5chofield, John. London 1100-1600: The Archaeology of a Capital City (London: Equinox, 2011) p.23.
David Marsh also identifies gardens and horticulture as a growing preoccupation of the London
commercial elite and middling sort, see: Marsh, David John Edward. ‘The Gardens and Gardeners of
later Stuart London’ (unpublished PhD thesis, Birkbeck College, University of London, 2014)
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Chapter Three - Houses Fit for Office

This chapter moves to assess the specific spatial experience and architectural culture of the
elite leaders of the city companies. As practice of the trade of drapery gave way to more
diverse mercantile activities within the prospering City, the discussion draws attention to the
importance and growing difficulty of acquiring appropriate London bases for these
increasingly wealthy men who were often successfully engaged in international trade. It
demonstrates that the Drapers understood the provision of housing for this group, who were
with some frequency also officers of their companies or City government itself, as a
corporate responsibility and were knowingly aware of the symbolic value of ‘honourable
houses of hospitality’. The chapter specifically illuminates how a number of properties were
acquired and maintained to serve the new mercantile elite's commercial, corporate and
social needs. The collated examples therefore demonstrate the growing value of the
Company's 'capital' mansion houses and the Drapers’ determination to retain them as
undivided properties for those representing the Company in City-level governance, as Lord-
Mayors, Sheriffs and Aldermen, as well as at corporate levels, as Wardens and Masters. It
also considers the place of inward and outward migration from the City in relation to
mercantile prosperity, linking new patterns of landownership in the countryside with a series

of absences and avoidances of service at the highest levels of its Company governance.

Stow divided the merchant classes into three groups; those engaged in “navigation” which
involved the trade of goods internationally, “invection” which concerned the trade of goods
nationally, and “negotiation” which represented traders operating at the scale of a small
shop. He went on to note how “they of the first sort are called merchants, and both the
others retailers.”*®* It is the housing of the first sort of merchant that this chapter is
concerned with. The Erber and the Throgmorton Hall represent two property clusters which
routinely housed men of this sort, engaged in both civic governance and international trade.
Examples of their inhabitation form the backbone of the discussion but these buildings are
read alongside others held by the Company in order to trace how the twin concerns of civic
and commercial suitability affected the development of the estate. Although there is a body
of literature that has gathered around mercantile houses of the late seventeenth and

eighteenth century city, less has been made of houses of the period immediately preceding

404 Stow, Survey (1603), Vol 2. p.207-8.
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this.*®> The chapter therefore also straddles both corporate and individual property
investments. How did successful individuals invest the capital they acquired? To what extent
was the Company able to provide housing for these merchants? Can any structural changes
be observed in the relationship of individual merchants to land and property in the context of
such commercial change? Later in the chapter the struggle to maintain suitable city centre
houses for the first class of merchant is read against the trend for those same men to leave
the city for 'the country', a pattern that would prove particularly influential in the

seventeenth century.
Housing Civic Office

Both the Erber and the Throgmorton Hall can be understood as medieval courtyard houses in
form and arrangement, albeit one from an earlier period and the other from a later one.
However, as has already been noted, in the sixteenth century this model was under
increasing pressure. By the seventeenth century Schofield regarded that “many older noble
houses in the city were no longer to be seen above ground, or were hardly recognisable” due
to their extensive redevelopment or re-appropriation. In particular he held that “houses
which retained their courtyards were comparatively rare” and yards were progressively built
upon.?®® Stow wrote of several examples of such cases.*®” One typical city block in the parish
of St. Olave’s Old Jewry was “of old time one large building of stone” but in his lifetime “the
outward stone wall hath been little by little taken down, and diverse fair houses built

thereupon, even round about.”*® In a further reinforcement of the decline of such houses he

405 For example: Holder, N., Phillpotts C. ‘A 17% century city merchant’s house at 7a Laurence Poutney
Hill and its medieval predecessor’ in Transactions of the London and Middlesex Archaeological Society
61, (2002) pp.131-47; Galinou, Mireille. City Merchants and the Arts, 1670-1720 (London: Oblong for
the Corporation of London, 2004); Gauci, P. Emporium of the World: the Merchants of London 1660-
1800 (London: Hambledon Continuum, 2007). For earlier studies see: Schofield, J., Pearce, P., with
Betts, I., Dyson, T., and Egan, G., “‘Thomas Soane’s buildings near Billingsgate, London 1640-66’ in
Society Post-medieval Archaeology 43, no. 2 (2009) pp.282—-341; Cherry, Bridget. ‘John Pollexfen’s
House in Walbrook’ in J. Bold and E. Chaney (ed.), English Architecture Public and Private: Essays for
Kerry Downes (London and Rio Grande: The Hambledon Press, 1993) pp.80-105; Kingsford, C. L. ‘On
some London Houses of the Early Tudor Period’ in Archaeologia 71 (1921) pp.17-54.

406 Schofield, Medieval London Houses, p.43.

407 Regarding Oxford Place for example he reported: “This house being greatly ruinated of late time for
the most part hath been letten out to Poulterers, for stabling of horses and stowage of poultry, but
now lately new builded into a number of small tenements, letten out to strangers, and other mean
people.” Stow, Survey, Vol. 1, p.163.

408 |hid. p.194.
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observed that “many have remained till our time, that for the winning of ground they have
been taken down” and replaced by taller houses of four or five storeys.*® In this context, the
Erber was remarkable for its apparent stability and lack of change. It confounds assertions
from John Summerson that “by 1600 such houses had either perished or been subdivided” as

a result of the growing pressure on urban land.**°

Not unrelated, by the later decades of the sixteenth century, the procurement of a suitable
house in which to undertake civic duties was particularly problematic. That the density of the
City rapidly increased has already been established and this condition accentuated the
difficulty of acquiring large new undeveloped pieces of ground, or houses which were not
sub-divided. In response to the shortage, the Court of Aldermen issued warnings against the
subdivision of mansion houses and acted upon these prohibitions in charging certain men
with such offences.**! In August 1585, at the end of Draper Thomas Pullison’s mayoralty (to
which we will shortly return), as suitors for the post for the coming year were sought out, the
Court of Common Council recorded the implications of this difficulty. The Council noted that
many of those elected to city office were "many times...unprovided of convenient
houses...for that purpose”. Further, there was insufficient time to locate and secure such
houses (as well as the necessary funds for them). Some elected men refused to serve in office
on this account, instead bearing the cost of a fine. More dangerously, the Court deemed that
continual refusals, lodged with all sorts of excuses, were causing “much trouble and slander”
to grow in the City provoking ”great dislike” to increase in relation to the Corporation itself.

Those finally taking up office suffered from ”great discouragement” as a result.*!?

Traces of this crisis point in the 1580s and 90s can also be found in the Skinners’ records, as
the Company sought to provide for its most senior member. In 1595 the Skinners reported
that Alderman Slanie was "destitute for a house to keep his mayoralty in”. This was not the
first time he had experienced difficulty however. In 1584 when he was first elected Sheriff,

Slanie had moved from his own ’great house’ to another ‘capital messuage’ in the Skinners’

409 |bid. p.282.
410 summerson, Architecture in Britain, 1530-1830, p.90.
411 Orlin, Locating Privacy, p.129.

4121 MA, COL/CC/01/01/021, Journal of the Court of Common Council, Journal 21, f.442.
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keeping. This house was clearly more befitting to his new role.*** Considering his imminent
mayoralty and the lack of appropriate houses, Slanie approached his Company to request the
creation of an new dwelling house suitable for his mayoralty within the Company Hall itself.
This was immediately agreed upon and the Skinners set up a committee to consider the
rebuilding of existing parts of the Hall in a fashion to befit a Lord Mayor.*'* The precise nature
of the changes made to the existing building fabric is unclear, however through the Wardens’
Accounts there is evidence of the construction of a new painted turret with a vane on top as
well as ’Sheriff’s posts’ set outside the gate of the hall (see figure 3.1).%® The provision of
suitable houses for members to serve in high civic office was a company concern and Slanie’s
new house, intertwined with the Company Hall, spatially demonstrates the way in which civic

and corporate governance were expected to be closely bound together.

In recognition of the particular requirements of the mercantile elite and the honour they
might bring to their companies, Courts preferred to let their best houses to those taking up
such positions. In 1561, on coming to the mayoralty, William Harper of the Merchant Taylors
was granted the Company’s “largest and stateliest house” in a life-long lease. Writing just
after Harper’s death in 1574, Lord Burghley approached the Company to obtain the reversion
of the lease. The Company explained that the Lombard Street house in which Harper had
lived was to be granted only to "such persons as were towards offices of worship in the City -
for their dwelling." They wished to continue the precedent, setting this house apart for the
benefit of their leaders.*® This tendency has been noted by historians of the city. Regarding
London, Grassby stated that “larger houses were usually rented on a temporary basis by
those holding City office.”*!” He suggested that merchants were far keener to invest any

valuable capital back into their businesses rather than plough it into the purchase of a city-

413 Benbow, Mark. Index of London Citizens Involved in City Government (deposited in CLRO). As quoted
in L. Orlin, Locating Privacy in Tudor London, paperback edn. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009)
p.129.

414 GL, MS 30708/1, Skinners Company, Court Book 1551-1617, f.56v.
415 GL, MS 0727/5, Skinners Company, Wardens’ Accounts 1596-1617, unfoliated.

416 'Appendix F: To Memorial XXI' in Memorials of the Guild of Merchant Taylors of the Fraternity of St.
John the Baptist in the City of London, C. M. Clode (ed.) (London: Harrison & Sons, 1875) British History
Online. pp.597-617. http://www.british-history.ac.uk/no-series/taylors-guild-london/pp597-617
[Accessed online 19 December 2015].

417 Grassby, Richard. The Business Community of Seventeenth-Century England (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1995) p.336.
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centre property. Oldland supported Grassby’s suggestion that the lack of suitable lets in the
commercial centre forced a large proportion of merchants, willing to undertake civic duties,
to rent from institutions such as the livery companies.**® As the congested city succumbed to
the pressures of housing a swollen population, the companies were able to secure the
continuance of great houses of mainly medieval stock where other mansion houses were
subdivided or intensely redeveloped. The value they placed on the ability to provide these

houses for serving members ensured their survival.

It was therefore not only livery company halls that were proactively preserved in
unsubdivided states, but houses held by the companies that were suitable for city office too.
The case of Alderman Slanie shows the two might indeed be intermixed within the same site.
Since their inception, Company Halls had frequently accommodated housing either for
almspeople, employees or leaders of the Company. This was a culture that was shared across
the greater London companies. John Stow reported that as early as the 1390s the Goldsmith
Lord Mayor, Drugo Barentine, “gave fair lands to the Goldsmiths: he dwelled right against the
Goldsmiths’ Hall. Between the hall and his dwelling house, he builded a gallery thwarting the
street, whereby he might go from the one to the other”.**® This between space bears a
striking resemblance to the ’Ladies’ chamber’ of Drapers’ Hall (which will be addressed
further in Chapter Seven). In another example, the 1590s the Clothworkers’ Master dwelled
in a house adjacent to the Company Hall and was given permission to make “a door...out of
our buttery into his house... to use at such convenient times as occasion shall serve...and in
the meantime to be always stopped up.” This door was presumably fashioned to allow for

the dispensing of hospitality at special times during the year.*?°

The Mercers’ Company too had long incorporated other houses attached to their Hall. The
complex interplay of connected buildings on their Cheapside site accommodated corporate,
domestic, commercial, religious and educational functions. Through rebuilding and purchase,
in the first half of the sixteenth century the Company established a firmer presence on the
city block, a site that was once dominated by the hospital and order of St Thomas Acre. It was

not until 1542 that the Mercers acquired a suitable “great mansion house” to the north of

418 Oldland, John. ‘The allocation of merchant capital in early Tudor London’ in Economic History
Review 63, no. 4 (2010) pp.1058-1080, p.1069.

419 Stow, Survey (1603), Vol. 1, p.305.

420 cCcA, CL/B/1/3, Orders of Court, Minute Book 1581-1605, f.138r.
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the site alongside an additional two connected tenements also once part of the hospital
complex. These properties were duly rented out to wealthy members involved in corporate
or civic service. After the purchase was complete, the existing tenants were paid to give up
their leases to make way for leading Mercer and Sheriff Rowland Hill.*?* Hill proposed a fifty
year lease paying a rent of £10 for all three tenements, £3 more "as it goeth now”, with the
Company bearing responsibility for reparations. The potential for repair must have been
significant for there was a “long communication” over the matter and a group of senior
Mercers were summoned to view the property to assess “what decay and ruin” the houses
were in.*?2 Finally the Company rejected the proposal that it bear reparations. Hill agreed to
the terms and a fifty-year lease was granted. There are indications that he also intended to
expand his accommodation into the grammar school contained within the site. The Company
was amenable but entered a note in the records that the school was to remain where it was

until Hill could find an alternative location for it.*?3

In spite of this, the scheme was never realised and two years later Hill’s tenancy had been
transferred to his ward and fellow Mercer, Thomas Leigh. Leigh was becoming a well-
established merchant but had not yet served in city office. Although the expansion into the
school never materialised, by 1549 the accommodation attached to Leigh’s lease had
increased to consist of the great mansion house (£10 pa.) as well as four adjoining tenements
(£6 18s. 4d. pa.) plus a further tenement (43s. 4d. pa.).*?* Later Leigh acquired the use of the
sexton and priests’ chambers of the adjacent church which was also closely linked to the
corporate hall.**® And shortly after this, in 1550, Leigh was granted an additional space, that
of the “little chapel that he daily passeth and repasseth through” and was allowed to “close
up the same for his safeguard” - the connected church was being continually plundered at

that time.*?® Between 1554 and 1559 he served as Master, Sheriff and Lord Mayor from his

421 Rowland Hill was Warden of Mercers’ Co. 1535-6, Master 1542-3, 1549-50, 1554-5, 1560-1; Sheriff
1541-2; Alderman 1542-d., Lord Mayor 1549-50.

422 MCA, Acts of Court ii, 1527-1560, f.clxxii-cIxxiij.
423 |bid. f.cIx¥iij d; f.clxxv; f.clxxv d.

424 bid. f.coxxxix d.

425 |bid. 1527-1560, f.cexlij.

426 |bid. f.cexliij d.
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expansive house and attached accommodation.*”’ It is clear how mixed up his
accommodation was with the Company Hall itself, shared staircases and rooms could be
fluidly designated for access or use by worthy inhabitants dwelling on the site. Where the
Company Hall began and ended fluctuated over time and pursuing a precise delineation
between domestic and corporate life, public and private, is not an altogether helpful
investigation. And yet Metcalf has asserted that some tenements attached to company halls,
such as those of the Fishmongers and Drapers, were “separately conceived and erected”.*®
Not all associated houses related so closely to their neighbouring halls, neither spatially nor
conceptually, but certainly those inhabited by prominent members and officer holders were
sites of increased negotiation. Acknowledging the intertwined domestic, commercial and

corporate spheres allows the value of “intra-site” relationships to be seen.*?®

In keeping with the examples of Skinners’ Hall and Mercers’ Hall, it has already been shown
that properties clustered around the Company Hall of the Drapers were occupied by a
concentration of Company members. This represented a fulfilling of the Drapers’ ambition for
their ‘new’ purchase in 1543 that it provided housing for Drapers. Successful Drapers who
held, or were on a trajectory to hold, office within the Company were indeed particularly well
represented as lease-holders in the ‘capital house’ and also latterly in houses in Austin Friars
to the east of the site. Substantiating the especial connection between the principal house
(DH1) and the Company Hall, from 1543-1589 this great house was nearly continuously
occupied by men who had served as Masters and at least as city Aldermen, or their

widows.*3°

427 |bid. f.ccix d; f.cexviij.
428 Metcalf, P. The Halls of the Fishmongers’ Company (London and Chichester: Phillimore, 1978) p.22.
429 Giles, ‘Guildhalls and Social Identity’, Vol. 1, p.41.

430 Like the Erber, suitable houses in Drapers’ Hall could of course be rented by merchants of other
companies, although few were as active in civic office as might be expected. Clothworker Edmund
Brasey moved into a tenement in the Drapers’ Hall complex (AF2) in 1584 as he was elected Sheriff for
the City but he refused to serve. (‘The Chamberlain's Account 1584-5: Nos. 68-146' in Chamber
Accounts of the Sixteenth Century 20, B. R. Masters (ed.) (London: London Record Society, 1984) pp.30-
62. http://www.british-history.ac.uk/london-record-soc/vol20/pp30-62 [Accessed online 18 December
2015]) William Towerson, who served as an Alderman (1621) and Master of Skinners (1616-17), leased
another tenement on the northern edge of the site (AF1) for nearly thirty years until his death in 1630,
but was said to have his primary house in Fenchurch Street in addition to this. (Moseley, V., Thrush, A.
‘Towerson, William | (c.1563-1630)" in J. P. Ferris and A. Thrush (ed.) The History of Parliament: the
House of Commons 1604-1629 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010).
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Table 5 - Leaseholders of Drapers’ Hall and the offices held by them:

Residency Location of | Mayor Sheriff | Alderman | Master
house
William 1545-1549 DH1 1540-41 |1524-5 |1530-41, 1531-2, 1535-6,
Roche . 1541-9 1540-1, 1543-4,
(Widow: 1549- 1545-6, 1548-9
(d.1549) |1557)
John 1549-1577 AF4 1570-1, 1575-6
Quarles )
(Widow: 1577-
(d. 1577) 1586)
John Sadler | 1557-1567 DH1 1538-42, 1538-9, 1542-3,
1542-6 1544-5, 1546-7,
(d. 1567) (Son: 1567- 1549-50, 1554-
1571) c
William 1564-1608 AF6 1599-1600
Garway
1589-1614 DH1
(d. 1625)
Martin 1571-1589 DH1 1588-9 1579-80 | 1557-88, 1580-1, 1584-5,
Calthorp ) 1588-9 1587-8
(Widow: 1589- | AF4
(d. 1589) 1593)
Richard 1594-1604 AF5 1596-7 | 1595-9, 1597-8
Goddard 1599-1602,
(Widow: 1604- 1602-4
(d.1604) |6)
Henry 1608-30... AF6 1639-40 |1627-8 |1628-46 1627-8, 1639-
Garway 40
1617-19 AF6a
(d. 1646)

Refs: DCA, MB1C, f.812; DCA, RA Series (1543-1619); Johnson, History, Vol ll, pp.469-472;

Beaven, Alfred P. The Aldermen of the City of London Temp. Henry Ill - 1912 (London, 1908)

British History Online. http://www.british-history.ac.uk/no-series/london-aldermen/hen3-

1912/ [Accessed online 4 May 2016].

http://www.historyofparliamentonline.org/volume/1604-1629/member/towerson-william-i-1563-
1630 [Accessed online 2 August 2016]).
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Regarding political authority, Braddick has argued that “performance of the office entailed
the presentation of a self which confirmed the authority of their office”.**! As one of the key
performances of honour, the capacity to dispense appropriate levels of hospitality from such
houses was an important aspect of their suitability. The cost of the mayoralty and the related
open house required of the Mayor was remarked upon by a visitor to Elizabethan London
who reported that “he is obliged to live so magnificently, that foreigner or native, without
any expense, is free, if he can find a chair empty, to dine at his table, where there is always
the greatest plenty.”*32 Sheriffs too were expected to host groups of governors for dinner and
small meetings.*** Houses of company officers were also expected to be fit for corporate
socialisation and corporate hospitality could overspill into them. After their Election Dinner in
1564, the Mercers sent their new Wardens home with their garlands and a silver pot of
hippocras “to make their friends drink”.*** Small dinners were also frequently held in
Wardens’ homes after audits, views or searches.*® But it seems that Wardens could
overstretch themselves in their attempts to honour their guests. In 1589, rather than sup in
the Company Hall after taking their oaths of office, Second Warden Richard Boulder hosted a
“great and plentiful banquet” in his home for the Master, Wardens and Assistants. At the
next meeting of the Court, the question was raised “for the quality” of the Wardens and
Assistants that should attend such banquets. Boulder may have overdone it and a smaller
affair was engineered for the following year.**® In 1607 Drapers’ Warden Lawrence Camp
applied to hold the View Dinner in the Company Hall rather than at his house for he reported

it was “not so convenient as he desired to give the company entertainment”.*¥’ Perhaps in

431 Braddick, M. ‘Administrative Performance: the representation of political authority in early modern
England’ in Braddick, Michael J., Walter, John (ed.) Negotiating Power in Early Modern Society: Order,
Hierarchy and Subordination in Britain and Ireland (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001)
pp.166-187, p.171.

432 Hentzner, Paul. ‘Travels in England, 1598’ in W. Rye (ed.) England as seen by foreigners (London: J.
R. Smith, 1865) pp.101-113.

433 For example: DCA, MB10, f.325; f.345.
434 MICA, Acts of Court iii, 1560-1598, f.61-3.

435 DCA, MB10, f.54; f.478. In 1584, 1586, 1590 after viewing their property members gathered in
Wardens’ homes. These records are in addition to those noted by Orlin of 1556, 1572 and 1573. (Orlin,
Locating Privacy, p.138).

436 DCA, MB10, f.487.

437 DCA, MB13, f.54r.
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acknowledgement of this increasingly burdensome requirement in the densified city, in 1613
a resolution was made that any dining or banquets held after the election of the new Master

and Wardens were no longer to be had in the Wardens’ homes.*®

Whether or not companies were able to directly provide suitable housing for city officers
pulled from their ranks, they were expected to make substantial contributions to the fitting
out and upgrading of any properties which housed such men. In preparing houses for service,
the Drapers, like other companies, assigned a sub-committee of men to assist and advise
elected officers on improvements to their properties. The Drapers’ Lord Mayor of 1543,
William Bowyer, was assigned three Assistants and one Warden to oversee the “garnishing
and trimming of his house”.** In 1579 Martin Calthorp was assigned “six or eight to survey
his house such as he thought to have skill in building”.*® For Thomas Pullison in 1584, a
similar group of Wardens and Assistants were appointed by the Court to give their “best
advices for things known about the painting and trimming of his house”.*! This attention
may have been also to ensure that the house has particularly well presented on the day of
inauguration (Lord Mayor’s Day). In addition to decorating the Lord Mayor’s house, in early
modern Norwich numerous houses and streets within his parish were also hung with
tapestries, portraits and greenery on this day, the same may have been practiced in
London.*? London companies contributed financially to the costs of any upgrades and these
sums increased over the period. By the second half of the sixteenth century, Lord Mayors of
the Drapers were granted a £40 benevolence for this purpose, as dispensed to Thomas

Pullison in 1584 and Martin Calthorp in 1588.%* Their houses were to receive ”painting and

438 |bid. f.97v.

439 DCA, MB1C, f.751.
440 DCA, MB9, f.127v.
441 DCA, MB10, f.14.

442 Morgan, Victor. ‘A Ceremonious Society: an Aspect of Institutional Power in Early Modern Norwich’
in Golgar, A. and Frost, R. . Institutional Culture in Early Modern Society (Leiden and Boston: Brill,
2004) pp.133-165, p.145 and Plate 1 on p.150. In 1560 a visiting Dutch physician also commented that
the English “trim up [their] parlours with green boughes, fresh herbes or vine leaves” suggesting this
might be reflected on the exterior too (Lemnius, Levinus. ‘Notes on England, 1560’ in W. Rye (ed.)
England as seen by foreigners (London: J. R. Smith, 1865) pp.75-80, p.80.

443 DCA, WAS5, 1584-5, f.6r; DCA, MB10, f.327 (according to an order of 1578).
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trimming up” as per the surveyors report.*** However, by 1638 this sum had significantly
increased, Sir Morris Abbot was granted £116 8s. 4d. for example.**® Sheriffs too received
greater contributions from the Company in respect to their houses. In 1550 John Lambard
was elected Sheriff and granted £10 to paint his house, likewise in 1570 Francis Barnham was
allowed £33 6s. 8d. for the same purpose.**® Contributions were on an upward trajectory
reflecting the continued representative correlation between honourable officers drawn from

honourable companies provided with honourable houses.

The importance of enabling the function of hospitality in mayoral houses is demonstrated by
the regularity with which building work was undertaken and sanctioned by companies to
ensure the houses were fit for service. Likely with a view to future office, Martin Calthorp was
granted the principal house in 1571.**” He was also given as many rooms as the Company
could spare for the term of his shrievalty in 1579-80.4 As past Master of the Company
(1580-1, 1584-5, 1587-8) and Alderman of the City, Calthorp was elected to the position of
Lord Mayor in 1589. Readying himself for the public execution of this office, in June 1588 he
requested access to the Company’s privileged water supply. He proposed the installation of a
pipe to siphon water off from the Hall’s kitchen to his own kitchen in the capital house. He
also requested permission to build a new chimney on the backside of the kitchen by the gate
which led out towards the garden. This appears to have been in addition to an earlier
upgrade of the same space by Roger Sadler in 1558.%*° This was not all however. Still focussed
on upgrading rooms most associated with practices of hospitality, Calthorp proposed to build

a bay-window in his dining room which projected into the main courtyard of Drapers’ Hall.

444 DCA, MB10, f.14.

445 DCA, WA9, 1638-9, f.39.

446 DCA, MBS, f.125v-126r; MB4, f.1025.

447 DCA, MBS, f.177r. Calthorp was granted forty-year lease on 6 Dec 1571.
448 DCA, MB9, f.127v.

449 sadler requested permission to make the following changes: “a fair double gate with a proper
frame over it due to lack...a wood yard, a fair warehouse door out into the street...a fair large parlour
to be wainscoted after the best sort, with fair bay windows. Then at the ___ of the said parlour, shall
join a pretty hall which he will do cost upon, and make to it fair bay windows. Then there is a proper
kitchen to serve the house saving he might take down all the said chimney and make it larger, and then
it will be a fair kitchen. And make a brick wall cross over the yard....from that brick wall to the foregate:
he will make a fair long yard in pulling down a blind shed which serveth for nothing but to put in coals
and so diverse other petty charges he shall be at.” (DCA, MB7, f.138).
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Finally, he requested permission to use a gallery which bridged the Company Hall and the
chief house known as the ‘Ladies’ chamber’. The Court approved all Calthorp’s requests, even
allowing his use of the watercourse beyond the term of his mayoralty. To speed up the works
they appointed the four Wardens alongside four Assistants to consider the detail of these
construction projects.*® The new pipe was to be laid “downward along their dressing board”,
adjacent to the street, into his yard, and then to Calthorp’s kitchen.*! The rewards of these
efforts were never to be fully realized however, for Martin Calthorp died in his house in May
1589 whilst serving as Lord Mayor and was buried in the nearby St Peters the Poor church.*?
On his sudden death, the Company wasted no time in re-examining Calthorp’s lease and
reclaimed any rooms, casements and “special commodities” that were lent to him. Use of the
water pipe was also retracted. Cut off, Lady Calthorp, Martin’s widow, was promptly
requested not to trouble the house for any access to water and relocated to another house in
the Throgmorton site (AF4). In spite of this, through her daughter Anne, she was able to
secure the provision of a new brick porch at the back door of her new house, at the
Company’s expense.*3 The next city office holder to inhabit a property on the Throgmorton
site was Richard Goddard who served as Sheriff in 1595. Like Calthorp, he was granted the
installation of a pipe to channel water from the great kitchen to his house this time it seems
located on the eastern side of the hall (AF5). Further, four experienced Drapers were
appointed “viewers and surveyors” to advise Goddard on any other building work he
proposed, although no evidence of what this entailed has been found.*** It was only upon his
death in 1604 that the Wardens elected that the water supply should be cut off again, hastily

stopping up the watercourse into Lady Goddard's home just as they had Lady Calthorp’s.**

The house located at the hinge-point of Austin Friars (AF5), formerly inhabited by Sheriff
Richard Goddard, was drawn up in the mid-seventeenth century and a comparison between
the 1620s plan and this later set of plans allows for further indication of its changeable

configuration, albeit after Goddard’s occupation and probably after some rebuilding work

40 DCA, MB10, f.295-6.

431 |bid. .301. Also see DCA, RA5, 1584-5, f.19r.
42 DCA, MB10, f.371.

433 |bid. f.374. Also see DCA, RA5, 1589-90, f.10v.
454 DCA, MB10, f.207; DCA, RA5, 1594-5, f.9v.

455 DCA, MB13, f.11r.
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(see figures 3.2 and 3.3). The chameleon-like quality of the recessed house was likely one
reason for the production of the rare plans of upper floors which show the internal
arrangement of the three-storey property. Strikingly the plan changes footprint on almost
every floor as it negotiates with the adjacent Company Hall. A 1616 order that the existing
door between the yard of AF5 and the warehouse under the Hall was to be “forthwith taken
away” and replaced with a strong wall “for the stopping of all passages in or out of this Hall”
exemplifies some of the historic fluidity of this site within Throgmorton.**® The major change
between c.1620 and this later plan however is the relocation of the ‘hall’ or dining room from
the ground floor to the first in favour of more enclosed ground floor storage spaces. This
change was facilitated by a large new central staircase which branched off the entrance
porch. It also appears that this staircase led down to an extensive and new cellar and
upwards to a balcony perhaps useful for ceremonial purposes of civic performance. On the
first floor behind the balcony, there was a large closet and, through the dining room, a
“chamber once part of Drapers’ Hall kitchen” was located. Demonstrating the status of this
house, each of the three first floor rooms were furnished with a hearth. The second floor
accommodated an especially unusual room. Spanning the entire length and breadth of the
Drapers’ Hall kitchen, a “large room over Drapers’ Hall kitchen next Throgmorton Street”
claimed two hearths at either end of the space. There is no notation of a room of this nature
belonging to the Company Hall or any tenements attached to it in earlier documents and it
seems likely that it represented a ‘sealing’ over of the once double-height space to create this
new substantial room suitable for entertaining. In this way, the plan reflects something of an
‘iceberg’ house, its extensiveness and internal grandeur almost unreadable from its facade. In
some ways this house was not dissimilar to the earlier model of the courtyard house in its
recession from the street, resonating with William Harrison’s statement that, "many of our
greatest houses have outwardly been very simple and plain to sight, which inwardly have

been able to receive a duke with his whole train and lodge them at their ease."*’

In 1613-4 tenant and Merchant Taylor, Isaac Jones, undertook to improve a house that seems
to have been an earlier incarnation of the one identified in the fore-mentioned mid-

seventeenth century plan (AF5). A new “shed” was made in Jones’ yard funded by the

46 |bid. f.124r.

47 Harrison, William. The Description of England: the classic contemporary account of Tudor social life,
2" edn. G. Edelen (ed) (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1994) p.197.



Figure 3.2. Anon. Austin Friars House plan, 17th century (AF5), (DCA, Alll 151)
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Company at a cost of £4 12s.%8 Later building work in 1617 was to cause his neighbour Henry
Garway some annoyance. The friction centred on the open yard of the adjacent house (AF6).
Garway reported that he was disturbed by a new counting house erected by Jones which
“hangeth over” the yard on which Garway also had designs to build upon.*° Three years later
in 1620 Jones petitioned the Court in respect that his house had been inconvenienced by
Garway’s new construction which seems to have consisted of a large warehouse on the
ground floor. The form of the upper levels is unclear but Jones complained that the “lights of
the rooms of his house [were] darkened” and further that he was pestered by the smell of a
new “house of office”. The Drapers responded by extending Jones’ lease for no further

fine.*® Garway’s building activity was however only a sign of greater things to come.

With ambitions to serve in civic office, Garway engaged in status building of a scale
unmatched on site since Thomas Cromwell’s own construction project of the 1530s. His
occupation of the south-eastern frontage of the Company’s land, alongside Goddard’s earlier
occupation of AF5, seems to have reflected a shift in prestige from west to east in relation to
the centrally located Hall. Garway’s father, Sir William, had occupied a house at Throgmorton
since 1564 (AF6 and then DH1) and it seems Henry was brought up there. Taking over his
father’s lease for his childhood home in 1608, by 1628 Alderman Henry Garway had acquired
leases for two properties on the site (AF6a, AF6b and possibly AF7). He proposed to combine
them. He rebuilt the house adjoining Drapers’ Hall once occupied by his brother at a cost of
£1000 with a frontage of brick and stone. He applied for a seventy-year lease for this new
house and also for chambers that were "within the frame or building" of the Drapers’ Hall
and already utilised by him. This lease was granted and he served out his controversial
mayoralty from the house in 1639-40.%¢! Garway's building work was evidently of some
quality for his knowledge was deployed in service of the King in the enforcement of the Royal

Proclamations regarding building work in the City. Garway served as a commissioner for

458 DCA, RA6, 1613-4, f.23.
459 DCA, MB13, £.125r.

460 |bid. f.156r. This complaint was not unusual, indicating the level of perceived inconvenience of
proximity to ‘privies’. Mr Calthorp too complained that Mr Quarles had begun to construct a privy that
was positioned far too close to his windows and chambers utilizing a party wall (DCA, MBS, f.268r).

41 DCA, MB13, f.220v.
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building in 1637-8 with particular responsibility for inspecting the building quality of city

churches.*%?

Trading Spaces

By 1640 those serving in civic office, as Sheriffs, Aldermen and Lord Mayors, were drawn
from an ever smaller pool of willing and suitably wealthy City merchants. Their success in
commerce has been exemplified by a sample study of 140 Jacobean Aldermen of London
which concluded theirs was a “prodigious wealth by the standards of the day...placing them
on a par with major landowners.”*%3 In his seminal book, ‘Merchants and Revolutior’,
Brenner described this specific group of men as the City ‘merchant establishment’ or the City
‘merchant political elite’.*®* The scholar noted that their engagement in the great overseas
trading companies prompted their “emergence as a cohesive and dominant socio-political
group”.*®®> Emphasizing that even in the mid-sixteenth century a significant transition was
clearly afoot, Orlin identified a new “rising class” of merchants who also served in livery
company offices.*® These internationally connected merchants were growing in prosperity
and, with especially long-standing trading links to the Dutch and Hispanic markets, a
proportion of Drapers at the top of the Company hierarchy rode the crest of this new wave of
trade. There was also a clear overlap in membership between the wealthier guilds and the
new international trading companies. Johnson calculated that fifty-two Drapers were
connected to at least one trading Company during the reign of Elizabeth. Of this group, just
over 55% were Liverymen in the Company making up the upper tier of the corporate
structure. In addition many were Wardens and eight served as Master.*” With some
frequency therefore, leaders of the Drapers balanced profit-led trading initiatives to the East

Indies, America and Spain with the business of corporate government. Grassby credited the

462 Brown, R., McConnell, A. ‘Garway, Sir Henry (bap. 1575, d. 1646)’ in Oxford Dictionary of National
Biography (Oxford University Press, 2004) online edn, May 2007.
http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/10405 [Accessed online 7 Jan 2016].

463 Wrightson, Keith. Earthly Necessities: Economic Lives in Early Modern Britain (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2000) p.191.

464 Brenner, Robert. Merchants and Revolution: Commercial Change, Political Conflict and London’s
Overseas Traders (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993) p.5.

465 |bid. p.83.
466 Orlin, ‘Boundary Disputes’, p.345.

467 Statistics gathered from lists in Johnson, History, Vol. 2, pp.458-60.
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time involved in attending meetings, committees, visitations and functions as a “frequent
deterrent” to such men considering holding an office of any kind. He concluded that “the
combined duties of sitting on the Court of a livery company, the City and several overseas
Companies were formidable”.*%® A supply of houses for men of this sort located within the
walls of the City was critical if they were to be able to continue to engage in the everyday
business of civic governance rather than disengage completely in favour of their trading

activities.

Following the Drapers' acquisition of the Erber which was prompted by Salisbury’s execution,
the transfer from courtly to mercantile elite in the occupation of house was decisive. All but
one tenant of this house from c. 1540 - 1630 can be directly linked to exchanges on an
international scale and many, particularly in the latter half of the century, also served as City
officers (see table below). As noted in Chapter Two, leaseholders of the wider Erber were not
as exclusively drawn from the Drapers’ fold as at Throgmorton but even when the principal
house was not in the hands of Drapers, the significant mansion house was often held by
members of other companies who also served in civic office and were engaged in commerce.
Draper Thomas Pullison’s residency beginning in 1579 was emblematic of a string of tenants
who entered the Erber just before, or even during, their first year in an enlarged civic role.
Pullison secured a lease only a couple of years before his term as Mayor and utilized the
house as his de facto headquarters for civic business.*®® Stow noted that the Erber was in fact
“new builded” by Pullison although the precise nature of the changes made to the existing
building fabric is unclear.*’® Comparing earlier written accounts of the accommodation with
the 1596 plan there is some evidence of the construction of a new kitchen, presumably to
service the hospitality of the mayoralty, but less which suggests any significant internal re-

configuration.*”* During his term as Lord Mayor, Pullison was also granted special rights to

468 Grassby, Richard. The Business Community of Seventeenth-Century England (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1995) p.229.

489 For example, at the Erber in 1585, Pullison received those ”idle and masterless men” rounded up by
the city Aldermen (LMA, COL/CC/01/01/021, Journal of the Court of Common Council, Journal 21,
f.445v), he held the equivalent of a fund-raising rally for City church wardens to support the protestant
clergy of Antwerp, and held a case for the Orphan’s Court because the child involved was too sick to
travel to Guildhall (LMA, COL/CC/01/01/021, Journal of the Court of Common Council, Journal 21,
f.143r; f.149v).

470 Stow, Survey (1603), Vol. 1, p.231.

471 The supposed redevelopment of the kitchen is supported by Pullison’s privileged access to a private
water supply from the nearby conduit in order to service it during his mayoralty (LMA,
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the water conduit at the top of Dowgate, securing a private quill to pipe water into his house.
Comparable to Calthorp and Goddard at Drapers’ Hall, this privilege was granted on the
condition that Pullison give up his use of it at the end of his term of mayoralty and that he
personally bear all the costs of its installation.*’? By the second half of the sixteenth century,
Lord Mayors drawn from the Drapers were granted a £40 benevolence by the Company for
the purposes of improving properties. This sum was dispensed to Pullison in 1584 to aid his
building works, but records also show that he also made significant personal contributions to
the project which were enjoyed by later tenants it seems.*”3 Following Pullison’s tenancy,
honorary Draper Francis Drake was admitted to the principal house, vacating on completion
of a term serving as MP.*’* Grocer Paul Banning’s entry to the Erber corresponded exactly
with his election to the office of Alderman in the year 1592-3 and when Leatherseller Edward
Barkham took up tenancy in 1611, it was in the same year in which he was admitted to the
office of Sheriff.*”> Barkham progressed to become Lord Mayor in 1621-2 after transferring to

the Drapers’ Company whilst still in occupation of the Erber.#’®

Table 6 - Residents of the principal house of the Erber compiled from DCA, RA series:

Name of Leasee | Trading Civic Offices | Livery Date of Rent
Company Company tenancy

John Over Merchant - Not known c.1549- £22 10s
Adventurer c.1555

John Kendall Not known - Not known €.1555- £22 10s

(then Widow 1560

Kendall)

COL/CA/01/01/023, Repertories of the Court of Aldermen, Rep 21, f.89). The lease was granted to
Thomas Pullison after much debate, “and further he conveniently to improve and bestow...in new
building and altering thereof within the space of seven years” (DCA, MB9, f.142v).

472 L MA, COL/CA/01/01/023, Repertories of the Court of Aldermen, Rep 21, f.89.
473 DCA, WAS, 1584-5, f.6r (according to an earlier order of 1578).

474 DCA, RA5, 1590-1, f.15r.

475 DCA, RA5, 1592-3, f.13r; RA6, 1612-13, f.17r.

476 DCA, RA6, 1621-2, f.19r.
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Lewes Depaz N/A — Spanish | N/A N/A 1560-1562 | £22 10s
denizen
Anthony Guerras | N/A — Spanish | N/A N/A 1562-1579 | £26 3s 4d
denizen
Thomas Pullison | Merchant Alderman Draper 1579-1588 | £26 3s 4d
Adventurer, |(1573-1588), |(Warden,
Spanish Sheriff (1573- | 1565-7,
Company, 4), Lord Master, 1575)
Eastland Mayor (1584-
Company 5)
(Director)
Francis Drake N/A MP (1572, Draper 1588-1593 | £26 3s 4d
1584, 1593)
(b.1540 -
d.1596)
Paul Banning East India Alderman Grocer 1593-1612 | £26 3s 4d
Company (1593-1602),
(b.1539? —d. (Treasurer, Sheriff (1593-
1616) 1600), Levant | 4)
Company,
Spanish
Company
(Director),
Venice
Company
Edward Barkham | East India Alderman Leatherseller/D | 1612-1631 | £26 3s 4d
Company, (1611-34), raper
(1570s? - 1634) | Levant Sheriff (1611- | (translated, /£303s 4d
Company 12), Lord 1621), Master
Mavyor (1621- | Leathersellers
2), MP (1625- | 1605-6, 1608-
26) 9; Drapers

1622-3
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Between 1561-7 and 1607-13 imports more than tripled as goods poured into London, before
being redistributed throughout England.*’” This activity was unsurprisingly registered on the
built environment and interactions upon it. Sandwiched either side of Drake’s occupation of
the same house, lan Archer regarded Thomas Pullison and Paul Banning as “city
magnates”.*’® The pair appear to have exemplified those men of the new mercantile elite
who served in city office and were founding members of the trading companies whilst
simultaneously pursuing personal profit through international trade. Both were leaders of the
Spanish and Portuguese Company prompting historian Habib to describe Banning as a typical
member of a “trans-national Anglo-Spanish merchant community”.*’° He owned 94% of
imports of the Levant trade and was head of “a vast household made up of many retainers,
clerks and servants.”*® An element of the Erber's suitability for men of this standing surely
lay in its ability to accommodate not only goods but employees to support such commercial
and civic activities. Subsidiary tenements, entrances and courtyards were convenient for this
purpose enabling the Erber to function as a ‘live-work’ space for the city’s leading merchants
(see figure 3.4). Of the tenements in Scott’s Yard, four were parcelled with the principal
house of the Erber in 1595-6.*%! An entry gate between the Erber’s backyard and Scott’s Yard
is clearly visible on the 1596 plan suggesting some fluidity of movement between the two
spaces. Goods might have arrived via Bush Lane into the yard for checking by factors working
for the merchant living in the Erber. After this they could have been directed to storage
spaces on the ground floor of the Scott’s Yard tenements, or the rooms looking out onto the

Erber’s first back courtyard, depending on type of merchandise.*® As well as absorbing an

477Djetz, B. 'Overseas Trade and Metropolitan Growth', in Beier and Finlay (ed.), London 1500-1700:
The Making of a Metropolis (London and New York: Longman, 1986) pp.115-140. Also see Rappaport,
Worlds Within Worlds; Davis, R. English Overseas Trade, 1500-1700 (Basingstoke: Macmillian, 1973).

478 Archer, |. ‘Bayning, Paul (c.1539-1616)’ in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford
University Press, Oct 2006) online edn, Jan 2008. http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/52003.
[Accessed online 17 March 2015].

479 Habib, I. Black Lives in the English Archives, 1500-1677 (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2008) p.79; Returns of
strangers in the metropolis, 1593, 1627, 1635, 1639: A study of an active minority, I. Scouladi (ed.)
(London: Huguenot Society of London, 1985). Banning, connected to the developing trade with West
Africa, was served by three black lodging maids probably from Spain.

480 Archer, ‘Bayning, Paul (c.1539-1616)’.
481 DCA, RA5, 1595-6, f.11r.

482 The comparatively generously sized spaces depicted on the plan, alongside the lack of hearths in
these larger rooms suggest ground floor warehouses.
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ever increasing proliferation of imported and exported goods, at a variety of scales the built
environment appears to have become more compartmentalised in order to accommodate
the processing and sorting these traded things. A rare inventory of another city mansion held
by a mercantile Lord Mayor records that there was a “great warehouse”, a “fish house” and a
“spice house” within the property, evidence of greater spatial specialisation.*® Schofield’s
study of Thames-side Grocer Thomas Soane’s housing showed “that rooms and spaces were
carefully distinguished by function in these house-and business complexes; and that various
solutions for the increasing problem of warehouse storage were being attempted.”*®* There
is no evidence which allows us to distinguish precisely how the warehouses of the Erber were
used, but their multitude and access routes into them indicates the importance of this

function of the house, suggesting that this was a space carefully attuned to mercantile needs.

Beyond the north-south connection to the Stocks market and Dowgate wharf, the Erber was
conveniently located in relation to a key east-west trajectory through the City. Thames Street
was a bustling main road well-used by porters and carts. This characteristic was vividly
evidenced by Henry Machyn’s account of a carter murdered after a fellow traveller was
unable to contain his rage at the glut of carts which had caused traffic on the road to grind to
a halt.*®® Running roughly adjacent to this route which traversed across the city, Carter Lane
(later known as Chequer Alley) linked Dowgate Hill with the parallel Bush Lane and defined
one boundary of the Erber to the south. It appears that Carter Lane was a resting place for
the city’s porters, carters and their related tackle.*® Aside from the clear associations
reflected by its name, the Salisbury accounts from the early sixteenth century noted
temporary fastenings for horses, stables and licenses for rented individual carts.*®” Adjusting

further to facilitate the flow of people and things through the principal house, the only

483 Fairholt, F. ‘On an inventory of the Household Goods of Sir Thomas Ramsey, Lord Mayor of London,
1577’ in Archaelogia, 40 (1866), p.311-42. See also warehousing at Crosby House (Schofield, Medieval
London Houses, pp.233-5) and Sir Robert Lee’s house (Thornbury, Walter. 'Bishopsgate' in Old and New
London: Volume 2 (London: Cassell, Petter & Galpin, 1878) British History Online. http://www.british-
history.ac.uk/old-new-london/vol2/ [Accessed online 13 March 2015] pp.152-170.

484 Schofield et. al., ‘Thomas Soane’s buildings near Billingsgate’, p.331.

485 Machyn, H. A London Provisioner's Chronicle, 1550-1563, by Henry Machyn: Manuscript,
Transcription, and Modernization. R. W. Bailey, M. Miller, and C. Moore (ed.) (University of Michigan).
http://quod.lib.umich.edu/m/machyn/ [Accessed online 3 February 2015] f.156r.

48 Stow, Survey (1603), Vol. 1, p.231.

487 TNA, SC 6/HENVI1I/2082.
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increase in rent for the period coincided with the acquisition of additional stabling. In 1563,
Spaniard Anthony Guerras acquired at least two stables and then in 1624-5 Barkham
managed to procure the lease of a further stable in Carter Lane.*®® Observing the continued
occupation of the Erber by men serving in high civic office, alongside impulses to
accommodate upscaled commercial activity within it, suggests that the performance of civic
or corporate office was spatially bound up with the business of trade. The balance of these
priorities can be read through the Throgmorton Hall just as easily as it can be noted in the

Erber.

After initial occupation in the 1540s, storage spaces within Drapers’ Hall became more
frequently subdivided and reclaimed for the use of the Company, or its most successful
traders.*® In May 1547 Mr Roche divided up his single warehouse or “low chamber” into
three parts, letting out two of the three to fellow Draper John Quarles. *° Roger Sadler was
forced to rent out the same storage rooms originally assigned to his lease as tenant of the
principal house to Warden, Mr Colclough. A letter informed him that Mr Colclough "hath
made means to you to hire your long cellar and warehouses to lay wines in between this and
Christmas or Candlemas next coming".**! Perhaps responding to this deprivation of storage
space, Sadler’s wife attempted to extend the warehouse capacity of the house, leading Orlin
to suggest she was a city silkwoman operating independently from her husband.*? The
Drapers reported that she had “broken down the wall of her house into the street ward
minding there to make a warehouse door etc.” On account of her unauthorized actions, the
angry Court ordered her to “stop up the same again with brick.”%®* The ground floor
warehouses under Drapers’ main hall were rebuilt in brick with wooden doors and latticed

clerestory windows for greater security 1570-1.* Earlier in 1563-4 another rear warehouse

488 DCA, RAS5, 1563-4, .20v; RA6, 1624-5, f.18.

489 At Drapers’ Hall - Gallery storehouse: DCA, RA6, 1608-9, f.21; Cellar under Porter's Lodge: DCA,
MBS, f.53r; Long cellar and warehouses in capital house: DCA, Alll 151, letter dated 25th Sept, 1570;
Penthouses constructed in adjacent properties: DCA, MB10, f.192; Cellar under gallery: DCA, MB13,
f.11r.

40 DCA, MB1C, f.868.

491 DCA, Alll 151, letter dated 25th Sept, 1570.
492 Orlin, Locating Privacy, pp.286-9.
493 DCA, MBS, f.61r.

494 DCA, RA5, 1570-1, f.19v.
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received greater security measures with twelve new iron bars installed in its window and a
“great key” for the door purchased.**> Windows into such spaces were generally unglazed,
instead covered with iron bars, wire mesh or lattice. Depending on the height and location of
these windows, such storage spaces could become targets of a sort. The Mercers complained
that one of their cellars was afflicted by “naughty persons” who were “pissing in at the
windows whereby the cellar smells so that nobody is able to abide it for the stench”.**® New
spaces for storage were also constructed. Garrets already peppered most of the
Throgmorton Hall but in 1563-4 a “new loft” was added to Mr Garways’ house (AF6).%7 In
1598 the Company carpenter was paid for making “diverse penthouses about the Hall and
the Clerk’s house”.*® In addition to Henry Garway’s new warehouse built 1620 and
aforementioned, within Drapers’ Hall there are further instances of open yards being
developed in to covered warehouses. In 1622 Sir William Garway, tenant in the capital house
(DH1) and father of Henry, complained about the construction of new outbuildings which
abutted his house to the rear, northern side. His neighbours, Mr Wollistone and Mr
Cockaigne, had constructed warehouses where there had been none before and Garway
requested a view be taken by the Company, claiming his ‘right to light’ had been impinged
upon.**® These large new warehouses are clearly discernible on the 1620s plan next to the

long alley leading up to the garden.

Also articulated on the 1620s plan are staircases descending underground in the north-
easterly tenements on the site (AF1 and AF2). These are strikingly cut out and pressed down,
an indication of the valuable subterranean network of spaces that lodged beneath, not just

these buildings, but most of the Hall complex (see figure 3.5).>% In 1555 the gallery on the

495 DCA, RAS, 1563-4, f.25r.

49 MCA, Acts of Court ii, 1527-1560, f.ccxiij.
497 DCA, RAS, 1563-4, f.24r.

498 DCA, RAS, 1597-8, f.12r.

499 DCA, MB13, f.175r.

500 Jjohn Evelyn’s testimony bears witness to a second means of accommodating traded ‘stuff’, namely
a hidden network of underground storage spaces revealed by the fire. As he walked around the centre
of the city, he observed “voragos of subterranean cellars wells & dungeons, formerly warehouses, still
burning in stench & dark clowds of smoke like hell” (Evelyn, John. The Diary of John Evelyn, Vol 2. W.
Bray (ed) (New York and London: M. W. Dunne, 1901), p.24). Lena Orlin suggests many of these spaces
were later additions to existing properties (Orlin, L. “‘Temporary Lives in London Lodgings’ in The



Figure 3.5. Detail of cellarage of Austin Friars houses (AF1 and AF2) on Drapers’ Hall plan, cut-
out steps (DCA, AX11121)
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ground-floor of the main courtyard was enlarged in order to create a storehouse at one end
for the Company “to lay in boards and timber”. In the same year the cellars below the gallery
were also extended. This space was given over to tenants of the capital house.>*! Later, in the
year of his shrievalty, Richard Goddard secured the special privilege of the ‘storehouse’ at the
end of the gallery and half of the cellar under it. However, the Court of Assistants resolved
that after his death that this space should not be lent out nor let out again but instead
utilized by the Company for the storage of building materials to be deployed “upon all
sudden occasions” alongside ladders and buckets to dampen any fire that should break
out.>® In a more controversial incident, in 1638 Warden Thomas Bewley unashamedly took
advantage of his access to and knowledge of the Hall in order to meet his need for storage
space. Claiming “extreme necessity”, Bewley was recorded to have taken occupation of the
cellar under the gallery by force to store his wines and “diverse butts of secks”. When the
issue was raised at the next Court meeting, it was noted that this activity caused significant
disruption and inconvenience to the Company. Carts rattled through the prestigious
courtyard continually, causing damage to the stones there and the well maintained
pavement outside the Hall. Noise was also generated by Coopers and Porters as they went
about the transferal of goods back and forth and the making of barrels. Finally, it was
reported that the cellar was often used late into the night with candles causing a safety
concern to the Hall and parlour above. Bewley was ordered to leave the cellar as soon as
possible, but was not further reprimanded for his indiscretion.>® The high value of secure
storage spaces, and the temptation to utilise corporate office in pursuit of personal gain, is

illustrated by this incident.

As well as the demand for spaces which could accommodate the stream of goods passing
through the City, there was another quite different sort of flow that also exerted pressure on
the existing built environment, this was temporary hosting of foreign Ambassadors. The type
of house deemed suitable for these diplomats of distinction was effectively the same type of
house sought after by the mercantile elite. Whilst Orlin and others have also demonstrated

the growth in demand for temporary lodgings in London for the landed gentry and courtly

Huntington Library Quarterly 71, no. 1, (University of Pennsylvania Press: March 2008) pp.219-242,
p.223).

01 DCA, MBS, .118r.
02 pCA, MB13, f.11r.

%3 bid. f. 324r-324v.
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elites, it was the City’s obligation to house diplomatic visitors within its walls that seems to
have affected Company lease-holders more.>* Ambassadors dispatched to London frequently
appear to have occupied company halls or the elite houses of company leaders, further
reinforcing the quality and reputation of these buildings. The City Remembrancer is littered
with such requests made by representatives of the King to the Lord Mayor, whose duty it was
to identify suitable houses and halls.>® Clode held that the occupation of Merchant Taylors’
Hall by the French ambassador in 1518, the Scottish ambassador in 1526 and in 1619 the
Dutch ambassador was typical for the Halls of the great livery companies.>® The Drapers’
were required to give over the capital house of their newly acquired Hall (DH1) to the
Ambassador of the Holy Roman Emperor (Spanish Charles V) in 1543, before they had even
the chance to install Mr Roche in his new house. Fortunately, the Company were able to
negotiate an alternative with their Lothbury neighbour, Mistress Cornwallis. Cornwallis
granted the use of her house to the Ambassador, receiving from the Drapers a gift of 11s. to
buy “a frock” for herself and her maid alongside 10s. for a cloth of camlet.>® Further to this,
in 1551, Lady Roche was required to vacate the capital house in order for the French
Ambassador to have use of the same, alongside its contents.>® It seems the Ambassador, or
his attendants, also occupied the great hall and Ladies Chamber of the Company at this time.
The ‘French’ were blamed for overloading the gallery in the courtyard to the extent that the
floor had collapsed.>® Returning in 1567, the French Ambassador was once more granted
short-term residency of the capital house when in the occupation of Roger Sadler.>*° Orlin

plots a complicated story of this particular incursion however, holding that Sadler was

504 Warren, lan. ‘The English Landed Elite and the Social Environment of London: 1580 — 1700: the
Cradle of Aristocratic Culture?’ in English Historical Review CXXVI, n0.518 (2011) pp.44-74, p.44;
Barron, C. ‘Centres of Conspicuous Consumption: The aristocratic town house in London 1200-1550’ in
The London Journal 20, no.1 (1995) pp.1-16.

505 For example see: LMA, COL/RMD/PA/01/001, Remembrancia, Vol. 1, f.14v-15v; f.279r.
506 Clode, Early History of the Guild of Merchant Taylors, Vol. 1, p.85.
%07 DCA, MB1C, f.756.

508 Acts of the Privy Council of England: A.D. 1542-[June 1631], Vol. 3: 1550-1552, J. Roche Dasent (ed)
(London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1891) State Papers Online, Gale, Cengage Learning, 2015.
http://go.galegroup.com/mss/i.do?id=GALE [ MC43145002788&v=2.1&u=abdn&it=r&p=SPOL&sw=w&yvi
ewtype=Calendar [accessed online 20 April 2015] PC 2/4, f.358.

09 DCA, MB4, £.982; MB4, f.1044.

10 DCA, RA 1567-8, f.23r.
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surreptitious in his dealings in this regard and suggests that he gave over the house to the
Ambassador in order to line his own pockets without seeking the Drapers’ approval first.>** In
1600 the Erber too accommodated the Secretary and Audiencer of the Archduke as well as
the Infanta, his three gentlemen and seven servants. Only a few days notice was given. The
house was clearly well known among elite circles for the Privy Council had written to the Lord
Mayor to request the use of this specific house, then inhabited by Banning, deeming it to be a
“very fit place”.5!? It seems that the reputation of these houses for honour and grandeur
caused them to be sought after not only by the mercantile elite but by foreign dignitaries
visiting on business of national importance. The longer these great houses were preserved in

the face of accelerated densification, the more their value grew.
Town and Country

The increasing attraction of courtly elites to the city has been already been hinted above and
indeed has been outlined in more depth by numerous historians, but for mercantile elites it
was the countryside that was in fact beginning to hold ever greater appeal. In order to
contextualise the spatial experience of citizens and mercantile attitudes in relation to
property holding, great London houses such as the Erber and the principal house at Drapers’
Hall should be considered in relation to other networked sites of occupation. It was far from
unusual for merchants to be associated to multiple properties located both within and
outside the City walls in occupation and/or ownership. Moreover, the commercial activity of
the trade of drapery itself was necessarily closely bound up with supply chains reaching out
into provincial England. Whilst this thesis is concerned with the urban environment, the
attitude and fortunes of individual merchants who were leaders of the companies should be
examined against wider cultural and economic conditions that were affecting land
ownership. The experiences of these men implicitly affected the development of the livery

company, its estate and the choices of the Court in relation to it.

That apprentices of London’s livery companies were heavily drawn from England’s provinces
has been already proven. Rappaport calculated that 83% of 1055 men who became citizens in

the early 1550s, and of those whose geographical origins can be ascertained, were migrants

511 Orlin, Locating Privacy, p.133.

512 Acts of the Privy Council of England: A.D. 1542-[June 1631], Vol. 30: 1599-1600. J. Roche Dasent
(ed.) (London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1891) PC 2/25, f.34.
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to the capital.>®® At a later stage in life, Thomas Howell and Master George Monoux moved
from Bristol to London to further their careers in the 1520s. By 1535 Oldland holds that this
pair were among the ten wealthiest citizens in the city.>'* Only five of the sixteen Lord
Mayors drawn from the Company of Drapers in the period 1540-1640 could claim fathers
who were citizens of the City, all others were drawn from the counties.**® This led Queen
Elizabeth to comment that Martin Calthorp was one of the “worthies of this city, out of
whatever obscure parentage, than being descended of great nobles”.>'® Company leaders of
the City were therefore often linked either by birth or economic activity to rural areas far
removed from the urban environment. The Draner family exemplifies something of the
tangled web of associations between town and country. Apprenticed to a Draper in 1535,
John Draner was one of the first tenants to move into the Throgmorton Hall and lived in a
tenement in the site from at least 1549-1564. Moving up the social scale he married the
daughter of a gentleman from Morden and served as Warden in 1556-7.°Y Draner’s father
was Stephen Draner (d. 1539), ‘Clothier’ of Cranbrook in Kent, and John was consistently
associated with land and property in the county of his father throughout his career.>8 The
Kent Weald broadcloth industry was still flourishing during his lifetime, as it had been during
his father’s. Of the sixteenth century, Zell detected that “the clothier élite was successful
because they invested part of their capital in farming and in purchasing land which could be
profitably rented out”.>'® Expertise and preoccupations with cultivating and developing land

proved to be an important part of the family’s success but John chose not to abandon his

513 Rappaport, Worlds, p.78. For discussion about the familial roots of freemen and migratory patterns
see Ramsey, G. D. ‘The Recruitment and Fortunes of Some London Freemen in the Mid-Sixteenth
Century’ in Economic History Review 31 (1978) pp.526-40.

514 0ldland, ‘The allocation of merchant capital’, Appendix 1. Monoux was Master 1516-7, 1520-1,
1526-7, 1532-3, 1539-40.

515 Herbert, W. History of the Worshipful Company of Drapers (London: J. C. Adlard, 1837) p.437

516 Bolton, Edward. The Cities Advocate, in this case, or a Question of honor and arms, whether
Apprenticeship extinguisheth Gentry? (1629) (Norwood: W. J. Johnson, 1975) pp.1-3.

17 TNA, C1/1214/35.

518 TNA, PROB 10/7459/20, Will of Stephen Draner. For further commentary see Zell, Michael. Industry
in the Countryside: Wealden Society in the Sixteenth Century, paperback edn (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2004) p.220.

519 Flisher, L., Zell, M. ‘The Demise of the Kent Broadcloth Industry in the Seventeenth Century:
England’s first de-industrialization’ in Archaeologia Cantiana 129 (2009) pp.239-256, p.242.
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London life for the country, apparently splitting his time between the two. In his study of
urban houses of wealthy Norwich merchants, King noted that: “there were strong familial
and social connections between merchants and rural gentry throughout the late medieval
and early modern periods, and in many respects these groups participated in a shared
culture.”>?° Bearing families like the Draners in mind, to some extent, there are traces of the

same pattern in London.

Not only did prominent Drapers tenanting city mansion houses migrate into the city whilst
maintaining ties to the places of their birth, but the merchant classes repeatedly sought to
acquire new landed property back in the suburbs and countryside surrounding London.
Grassby suggested that merchants were reticent to invest their capital in urban properties,
instead preferring to channel it back into their commercial activities. Oldland on the other
hand drew a tighter connection between merchants and their perception of land as a
profitable investment but still broadly supported Grassby’s claim.>?! His study The allocation
of merchant capital in early Tudor London revealed that wealthy London merchants and
Aldermen were likely to invest their capital in the purchase of country houses rather than in
urban mansion houses. Writing more generally of an earlier period, he noted “there is some
evidence that merchants’ interest in property was increasing”, for the buoyant cloth trade in
the 1530s and 40s was already enabling wealthy merchants to become wealthier. He cited
that the trend towards investment in land was further spurred on by greater legal security in
property as well as access to new means of wealth production, which allowed these
merchants to purchase estates on the outskirts of London and to “furnish them
magnificently” >*? His research showed that between 1526-1535 there was a rise of 28% in
the average wealth from lands and associated fees held by merchants assessed by a Royal
subsidy, but he also showed the number holding highly valued lands reduced.>® In a pattern
that would intensify in the coming century the mercantile elite was becoming a more
exclusive group. Oldland’s outline of the career of Thomas Kitson, a Mercer and Merchant
Adventurer who became a Sheriff and Alderman in the 1530s, is helpful in establishing what

was to become an archetypal pattern of the new rank of merchant. Between entering the

520 King, C. ‘The interpretation of urban buildings: power, memory and appropriation in Norwich
merchants’ houses, ¢.1400-1660’" in World Archaeology 41, no.3 (2009) pp.471-88, p.481.

521 Grassby, Business Community, p.336.
522 0ldland, ‘The allocation merchant capital’, p.1069.

523 |bid. p.1068.
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trade in 1507 and his death aged 55, by 1540 he had become one of the most successful
traders of his time through the exchange of unfinished cloth produced in Wiltshire and
Somerset and exported to Antwerp. In 1536 his income from lands was £400 pa. and
movables totalled £3333. Investing the profits made through his commercial exploits, he built
an impressive country house, Hengrave Hall in Suffolk, at a cost of more than £3000.52* He
was also able to purchase several other estates whilst continuing his business dealings.>*
Overall, Oldland held that the ever more exclusive mercantile elite were ”converting much of

their wealth into landed property”.>%

A retreat in the countryside surrounding London was growing in fashionability for these men,
leading a City preacher to comment in 1550 that the merchants of London “with great
abundance of riches...cannot be content...but their riches must be abroad in the country to
be fermes out of the hands of worshipful gentlemen, honest yeomen, and poor labouring
husbands”.>?” Schofield held that this group of elite merchants “often...had a rural seat and
used...a London town-house only when on business in the capital or as an outstation for the
procuring of necessaries and luxuries.”®?® As a contemporary of Kitson, the Draper and Lord
Mayor, William Roche, was some way behind him in terms of wealth, claiming lands with a
rental value of only £87 pa. but this still placed him in the upper tier of the city’s merchants
for his time.>* Having acquired land at Hornchurch and Havering atte Bowe, Essex, in the
1520s, Roche built a brick manor house for himself in his mayoral year of 1540.5% John Sadler
(Alderman 1538-46) died as a “Gentleman of Edmonton” holding a substantial house called

‘Peacock Farm’ on Church Street in that town.>3! In 1551 Draper John Johnson wrote to a

524 |bid. p.1058.

525 |bid. p.1077.

526 |bid. p.1068.

527 ‘Lever’s Sermons’, Arber’s Reprints (ed.) 1871, p.29 as quoted in Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.217.
528 Schofield, Medieval London Houses, p.35.

529 0ldland, ‘The allocation merchant capital’, Appendix 1.

30 The house named ‘Great Nelmes’ remained standing until 1952 (Pevsner, N., Cherry, B., O’Brien, C.
London 5: East (London: Yale University Press, 2005) p.20).

531 TNA, PROB 11/43/538, ‘Will of John Sadler’; Baggs, A. P., Bolton, D. K., Scarff, E. P., and Tyack, G. C.
A History of the County of Middlesex: Volume 5, T. F. T. Baker, and R. B. Pugh (ed.) (London: Victoria
County History, 1976) pp.137-142.
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Warden of the Company regarding taxes he was forced to pay as a resident in Kings Lynn. It
appears that he intended to dispute this duty on the basis that he held both a London house
and a house in Kings Lynn and wished to be taxed as a Londoner. His letter stressed that in
this predicament he was “not alone since many other worshipful men have houses in the
country”.>32 Leaseholders of the Drapers’ estate can be located in a similar way. William
Vaughan resided in the hall from 1559 until his death in 1580. As Warden in 1571-2, he did
not attend the Election Day Dinner but sent two pasties “out of the country”.>*? In his will he
described himself as "William Vaughan of Erythe in the County of Kent” although he also held
land in Tonbridge.>** Meanwhile Richard Champion (Lord Mayor 1565-6), who held a house
called the ‘Beades’ in Birchin Lane, ‘The Three Arrows‘ and ‘The White Bull’ on Candlewick
Street, acquired a country manor house in the form of Hassenbrook Hall in Stanford-Le-Hope
as well as holding other tenanted land elsewhere. Furthermore he owned a house in
Guildford and lands and tenements in the parishes of East Tilbury and West Tilbury in the
County of Essex, and an orchard in the parish of Cranford, Kent.>** Francis Barnham (Sheriff
1570-1) held at least fifteen London properties as well as land in Middlesex, Essex, Surrey,
Dorset, Kent and Wales.>* Sheriff of 1598, Richard Goddard’s 1604 will confirms he owned
land at Tottenham High Cross in Middlesex, reportedly occupying the parsonage there.>*’
Operating at an even higher level of prosperity, Sir Edward Barkham, (d. 1623) the Lord
Mayor who was granted tenancy of the Erber, also maintained country houses in Tottenham
and Norfolk.>®® In addition there were leased tenements at Wainsfleet, St Mary’s, All Saints

and Firskney in the County of Lincoln assigned to him, although wills such as his cannot be

532 Calendar of State Papers Domestic, Part I: The Tudors, 1509-1603: SP 46: State Papers Domestic:
Supplementary. State Papers Online. http://gale.cengage.co.uk/state-papers-online-15091714/part-
i.aspx. [Accessed online 22 July 2014] Document Ref: SP 46/6 f.141, Letter dated: Feb. 6 1551/2.

33 DCA, DB1, 1572 Election Dinner, unfoliated pages (f.115v).

534 KHLC, DRb/Pwr, Will of William Vaughan of Erith, 1580.

535 TNA, PROB 11/50/371, Will of Sir Richard Champion, Alderman.
536 Orlin, Locating Privacy, p.125, 284.

537 KHLC, PRC32/34 Harte, Will of Richard Goddard. Also contains a basin with the arms of the
Merchant Adventurers on it. See also: Robinson, W. The History and Antiquities of the Parish of
Tottenham High Cross (Lower Tottenham; Coventry, 1818) p.126.

538 Baggs et al. A History of the County of Middlesex, pp.330-333.
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seen to be wholly accurate property registers.>3° Despite that fact that no record of
Barkham’s Tottenham property survives, contemporary comparators might be located in
Nicholas Rainton’s (Lord Mayor 1632) Forty Hall in Enfield Middlesex (see figure 3.6) and
Edmund Wright’s (Lord Mayor 1640) Swakeleys in Ickenham, Middlesex (see figure 3.7).54°
Mercantile lives were frequently lived between the comforts of the countryside and the
compressed inconveniences of the city but city-centre bases were still vital to the operation

of their trading activities and the execution of civic duties.

Considering the question of how sustainable this mobile lifestyle was, the authority on social
mobility and the courtly elite, Lawrence Stone, drew on Brenner’s study of 140 Jacobean
Aldermen to comment that “only a few London aldermen came from the land into trade, and
only a few moved from trade into land.” He found that the majority of the men in this group
diverted their capital towards property ownership but that only 18 out of the 140 sample
“actually retired from the City” and ceased their trading activities.>*! This supported Lang’s
assessment of members of the Muscovy Company.>*? He concluded that, in 1555, “very few
[members]...not only bought landed estates...but also abandoned trade and London, [they]
appear to be quite exceptional.”>* However, in 1621, Dudley Digges voiced a widely held
view, that: “the City of London is a place that seeks only to enrich themselves, and then away
they go to the country in the second descent”>* There was therefore likely a gap between
the perception of a glut of mercantile families withdrawing to the country and becoming
landed gentry of the lower sort in the second generation, and the reality of the scale of this

movement.

Gardens located outside the City were sought out as spaces of recreation and relative quiet.

The Drapers of course prized their own garden, located in the more spacious north of the

533 TNA, PROB/11/165/39, Will of Edward Barkham, Alderman of London.

540 For more details and references to these buildings see: McKeller, E. ‘The Villa: Ideal Type or
Vernacular Variant?’ in P. Guillery, (ed.) Built from Below: British Architecture and the Vernacular
(Abingdon: Routledge, 2011) pp.49-72, footnote 44.

541 Stone, L., Stone, J. C. F. An Open Elite? England 1540-1880 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984) p.218.

42 L ang, R. G. ‘Social Origins and Social Aspirations of Jacobean London Merchants’ in Economic
History Review 27, 2" Series (1974).

543 Stone and Stone, An Open Elite, p.218.

544 Sir Dudley Digges MP in 1621 as quoted in: Stone and Stone, An Open Elite, pp.17-18.



Figure 3.6.'Plate 61: Enfield, Forty Hall, from the N.E.! in An Inventory of the Historical Monu-
ments in Middlesex (London, 1937), p. 61. British History Online http://www.british-history.
ac.uk/rchme/middx/plate-61 [accessed online 14 July 2016].
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Figure 3.7.Plate 156: Ickenham, Swakeleys, E. Front’in An Inventory of the Historical Monuments
in Middlesex (London, 1937), p. 156. British History Online http://www.british-history.ac.uk/
rchme/middx/plate-156 [accessed online 15 July 2016].
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City. Important members were prioritized in this space but these men also invested in their
own sites of socialisation. Whilst his London base appears to have been situated on Lombard
Street, William Chester (Lord Mayor 1560-1) was granted the use of a “garden lodge” in the
Company’s garden in 1547 when he was a Warden, as long as the Court of Assistants could
have access when they “like to banquet therein“.>* Meanwhile former Warden (1549-50,
1553-4) William Chevall held a garden in Finsbury as well as a house and orchard in Putney
alongside his London house on Watling Street.>* In spite of holding the Erber, with its
glorious courtyard garden, Pullison too leased a garden outside the City walls in the Minories
and, during his mayoralty, was granted the use of City building materials to construct a “little
garden house” within it.>*” Whatever company he was drawn from, the Lord Mayor held
privileged access to a specific banqueting house dedicated to his use amid the fields of
Marylebone. Eighteenth century depictions of this house show that it bore a resemblance to
both a garden house and a modest rural seat of residence. An annual ceremonial excursion
into the City hinterland on the occasion of inspecting the strategic Conduit’s Head at Tyburn
seems to represent “municipal jollification”.>*® In 1565 the City Chamberlain was instructed
ensure the construction of a new room to serve the Lord Mayor’s annual feasting or ‘dressing
of meat’ enjoyed there.>* Serving various purposes, this pattern of also holding multiple
properties both inside and outside the City walls also appears far from unusual, as illustrated
in the cases of several families of Drapers including the Barnhams, Rudstons and the
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Megges’.

545 DCA, MB1C, f.428. For confirmation of his holding of three tenements see Johnson, History, Vol. 2,
p.97 and ‘Return for Land of Superstitious Uses’ as reproduced in Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.345. Orlin
held that he was granted license to hold it at least until 1568-9 when his tenancy appears in the
Wardens Accounts (DCA, WAS5, 1568-9, f.7r).
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Publishing) http://quod.lib.umich.edu/m/machyn/ [Accessed online 1 June 2015] f.154r.
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550 Orlin, Locating Privacy, p.53. For properties held by William Megges, the elder, in London,
Whitechapel and Cocklemouth see: TNA, PROB 11/93/133, Will of William Megges, Draper of
Whitechapel.
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With civic and corporate officers and successful members so frequently linked to land outside
the city, the threat of absence was a very real concern of the Company. Wardens and
Masters were frequently noted for their late arrival to meetings and dinners, even missing
them altogether on account of being ‘out of town’, ‘in the country’, or ‘over the seas’. In 1573
outgoing Warden Mr Thorowgood missed the Election Dinner but arrived the next day to
take his oath.>! In 1553 Alderman William Chester was elected as Sheriff but was described
as being “beyond the sea” and “at his returning home in England” would take up the post.>>2
In 1613 the newly elected Master and several Wardens were absent on account that they
were all “in the country”.5>3 Perhaps pre-empting these difficulties, the Court ordered that
Wardens of the Company were required to seek special permission to reside outside the
City.>>* This stipulation was understandable when the pressures of hospitality and duty are
considered but such requirements armed potential officers with an easy reason for the
avoidance of service. Ward, surveying a case in the Grocers’ records in 1605, regarded living
in the country as a “typical excuse” for passing over the office of Warden.>>® Draper William
Peke declined to even become a Liveryman in 1585 on account that he had removed to the
country.>*® At the same time, it was not only the prosperous that departed for the country.
The City could equally spit out members of the Company as it could ‘make’ them. One Draper
in 1590, named Henry Bush, “departed out of this City” as a result of his financial implosion.
His ‘sureties’ were called in to pay his debts on his behalf.>>” Bush’s departure was no doubt
symptomatic of the economic crisis of the 1590s. In the same year, 1590, the Drapers made a
pessimistic statement about their view of the future. They noted that the “mean sort” of the
Company were struggling to find work and more worryingly deemed that the trade of
merchants was “greatly impained” and “likely (which God direct) to decay more and

more” > The Company however emerged out of this dark decade, but retreats to the
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countryside still caused members to retreat from participation in the Company. Exemplifying
this issue a few decades later, Robert Jay’s petition to be excused from serving as a Warden
in 1631 was usual in two respects, and unusual in one. Firstly, he requested to be passed over
for the role on account of his old age and physical infirmity. Secondly, he stated that “he hath
neither house nor dwelling in this City”. These represented two tried and tested avoidance
tactics. The reason for his country residence however is more noteworthy. The records state
that he was “abroad habiting” having “wholly lost his trade and betook himself long since to

dwell in the country near one hundred of [miles] from this City”.>°

The continued difficulty of identifying Drapers willing to serve in office was further
demonstrated in the 1630s in the efforts made to pursue members who had indeed departed
to the provinces. Apparently despite his residence in ‘the country’, Anthony Weaver was
elected in absentia to the post of Youngest Warden by the Court in 1632. Two months after
his election Weaver had still not presented himself at the Hall. The reason for this neglect
was that the Company had been unable to inform him of his election having failed to identify
his whereabouts. The Court’s frustration is palpable in the records as the Drapers’ Clerk
noted that the Company had sent many letters “to diverse and several places in the country
where they thought or suspected he might reside”.*®® Word eventually reached Weaver but
he was unwilling to serve, duly paying a £20 fine to be discharged of the office.>®! Next,
Simon Adams was elected in place of Weaver. As in the case of Weaver, the Clerk was forced
to admit that Adams’ address was also unknown. Adam’s London-based son-in-law John Dyer
was approached in order to rectify the problem. The Company intended to obtain an address
for Adams in order to inform him of his appointment and that he should “come presently up
to London”. However, Dyer was less than co-operative retorting that he did not know where
his father-in-law lived. Although admitting Adams was based in Northamptonshire, he
reasoned that the county was “far away” from London and that his father did not have a
fixed abode there in any case. The Clerk however was unwilling to admit a second defeat. He
returned to Dyer to enquire if there was someone else who might hold information about
Adam’s location. The response he received was conclusively negative. Aware of the cost of

Wardenship, Dyer replied that even if he knew where Adams lived he would not disclose it to

%9 DCA, MB13, f.257v.
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the Company since “the business might tend to his said father’s loss or prejudice”. Finally, a
local London Draper was elected. Although the new Warden was less experienced than
Adams, the Clerk noted that “it would not tend to this Company’s credit a second time to
send about the countries to seek out and enquire after a warden not knowing where to meet
with him and in the meantime to have the business of this Company neglected and hindered

as it hath been in the means of the said Mr Weaver.”>%?

Such incidents indicate the value of earlier strategies of ‘clustering’ identified by Quinton and
Johnson. If members of the Company were resident within London and within close proximity
of each other, it could operate with greater efficiency and strength. This pattern of clustering
was clearly not exclusive to the Drapers’ Company. The tendency for members of different
trades or professions to occupy certain areas in the city is well known and historians have
often tried to make sense of and identify geographical trends. Of the medieval Drapers,
Quinton demonstrated that there were clusters of Drapers in the Cornhill and Candlewick
areas at the turn of the fifteenth century.’® Johnson notes that, of the contributors to the
Drapers’ first hall at St. Swithins, thirty lived in Candlewick Street, thirty-one in Cornhill and
seventeen in Cheapside.’®* Indeed old Drapers’ Hall at St. Swithins Lane seemed to mark the
centre of a group of buildings that would become assigned to the Company by former
members.*® By the end of the seventeenth century there was certainly a particular critical
mass of estate properties in the area between Drapers’ Hall and the Erber. Often gifted by
deceased wealthy Drapers or purchased by them, this area constituted Candlewick Street,
Walbrook and also Dowgate Wards. Stow held that Candlewick Street was "possessed by rich
drapers, as is Watling Street.” However, Orlin took it that Stow was nostalgic for a by-gone
city, reporting the ghost of urban pasts more than the messy reality of the present.>®® In

taking this view of the accelerated dispersal of the trades she was not alone. Hazel Forsyth
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recently argued for a convincing decline in Goldsmith’s on their traditional ‘Goldsmith’s Row’
in sixteenth-century Cheapside and the increasing geographical mobility of Goldsmiths in
London.>®” Despite this, an analysis of the Poll Tax of 1641 indicates that, in the case of the
Drapers, a concentration of members in this central area appears to be relatively upheld.
Johnson observed that Liverymen were especially strongly represented around Cheapside
and Watling Street and after this Canning Street and Gracechurch Street, followed closely by
Lombard Street.*®® The striking thing is not then the movement away from these areas but
the apparent continued occupation of them in spite of the challenges presented by
countryside living. The provision of city centre houses through the growing estate therefore
maximised the potential for a healthy, reputable and well-ordered the Company and could
incline men to serve. In opposition to the normal pattern of events, in 1571 Draper Francis
Swan complained that he “seeketh to have a house in the city and so to withdraw himself out
of the country” and pay his fees to be a “brother” of the Company. He was then dwelling at
Wye in Kent.*®® Before the close of the year he had been granted a property within Drapers’
Hall itself which was later occupied by his widow until 1583 and he correspondingly served as

Warden in 1576-7.
Conclusion

Taking the long view of the patterns of inhabitancy exemplified in the Drapers’ Hall and the
Erber, the century between 1540 and 1640 represented a period of practical and conceptual
transition as merchants re-negotiated their relationship to property, land and the City.

Howell has observed:

“Even those urbanites (living in Antwerp, Paris, Florence or London) were not certain
that commercial wealth could secure social hierarchies and establish personal
identity, as property had long been thought able to do. Although they lived from

commerce, they did not live entirely comfortably in it...they were searching for and
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finding new ways to use property and producing new discourses about its

meaning.”>”°

Addressing these contemporary issues, William Scott’s 1635 An Essay on Drapery or The
Complete Citizen: Trading Justly, Pleasingly, Profitably revealed the moral struggle of
reconciling personal profit with service to society in this age of increasing mercantilism. For
Thrupp, its sub-title, “implied that here was a handbook especially useful to people who,
perhaps as a result of changing their social position, were anxious to realise their

opportunities and their responsibilities to the full.”>"

In contrast to earlier treatises on commerce which aspired to gentlemanly status divorced
from the context of the city, Scott reinforced the link between achieving personal wealth and
City office-holding. For him, every merchant’s ambition must be to become “that grand
Senator” the Lord Mayor of London, for the ability to hold this office presumed that men
were capable citizens of their own businesses and households. He proclaimed “My citizen
must then reason divide between self-love and society; so walking profitably to himself, as he

hinder not the good of the common-wealth, but further it.”>”2

In maintaining a supply of suitable houses, contributing more funds to their upgrades and
appointing experienced members to advise on built work, the Company clearly purposed
their ‘great’ mansion houses to support and indeed encourage mercantile men in the
performance of government. In a meeting of personal and corporate desires for social status,
rebuildings of city houses were orientated increasingly towards hospitality and the
acquisition of ‘pleasant’ sites outside the City. With ever more ambitious commercial exploits
requiring new city-centre storage spaces, the Company sanctioned their open yards to be
built on, existing spaces subdivided, cellarage hollowed out and warehouses to be
constructed. In spite of the pull of the countryside, reputable sites like Drapers’ Hall were
utilized to accommodate the residence of elite merchants in the city-centre, resulting in, for
instance, profitable clusterings of successful Drapers. This spatial concentration reflected

earlier patterns of the distribution of trades within in the city. Therefore, as the city’s

570 Howell, Martha. Commerce Before Capitalism in Europe 1300-1600 (Cambridge: Cambridge
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population grew, elite houses of this nature principally survived intact because of the
protection the livery companies afforded them. In holding a stock of convenient houses, the
Company increased the attraction of becoming one of its leaders. Resisting the urge to
subdivide such houses but allowing for improving rebuilding activity, this was one way the

Drapers enabled the flourishing city to accommodate new scales of mercantile activity.
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Chapter Four — Rebuildings of the Middling Sort

Much has been made of the growing pressure on London land during the period of this study,
however the saying goes that: ‘towns do not grow: they are built’.>”® This chapter brings the
relationship between the Company and its tenants into sharper focus by interrogating the
means through which houses of the middling sort of citizen were developed. For Schofield
there was indeed a “building boom” in the late sixteenth-century City, prompted by ‘slack’
land made available through the dissolution of the monasteries and an influx of newcomers
to London.>”* Howard noted a further driver of building activity within the early modern
urban environment in identifying the relative state of disrepair of towns and cities in the

early part of the century.>”

From the point of view of the historian, the lines delineating between redevelopment, new
development, partial rebuilding and complete reconstruction are fine. Harding asserted that,
“new building and rebuilding were sometimes concurrent, sometimes alternating, and
different parts of London had their own particular developmental histories”.>’® In her
comments she identified three key reasons which may have contributed to favourable
development conditions, namely: a proactive landlord in pursuit of profit, a leaseholding
pattern that facilitated rebuildings, and “the presence or absence of a controlling local or
national authority.”>”” As an institution concerned with the housing of a community, it can be
argued that the Drapers might rightly be defined as a type of ‘local’ authority in spite of the
fact they stewarded a disparate collection of properties spread geographically across the city.
Was the Company strategic in its lease-granting in order to upgrade its properties? The
outworking of all three developmental factors identified by Harding will be explored further
in the discussion that follows, finding that evidence from the Drapers’ Company supports and

embeds her suggestions.
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An examination of petitions relating to building work and lease renewals presented to the
Drapers’ Court of Assistants reveals that the Company indeed supported and encouraged
rebuildings with an ‘improving eye’.5’® This attitude held some resonance with Francis
Bacon’s assertion in 1622 that one of the activities associated to mercantilism was “the
improvement and husbanding of the soil”.>”® Furthermore, records from the Company
broadly seem to indicate an accumulation of rebuilding activity during and after the 1580s.
The Company’s role in and responses to these redevelopments are the focus of this chapter.
In Chapter Three only elite city houses were examined. In many ways such houses were
extraordinary. Only a small proportion of citizens were able to occupy and hold those
honourable houses of hospitality. With the loss of many older mansion houses to subdivision,
the city environment was to become increasingly defined by its small urban houses of the
middling sort. This chapter therefore begins by outlining the typical form of types of houses,
setting up evidence from the Drapers’ Archive in relation John Summerson’s typological idea
of the "unit’ house. It then moves to consider the ways in which the Court knowingly utilised
its prerogative to grant leases and renew them to favour tenants willing to improve and
rebuild their properties. Finally, it examines some individual winners and losers in this drive
to upgrade and continues to reflect on the developing importance of storage spaces in city
properties. The development drive anecdotally revealed in the records of the Drapers
indicates that Company leaders understood future corporate prosperity to be dependent in
part on the effective management of their property. Spurred by changes in emerging
commercial markets, this approach represented a transition from a medieval conception of
property which some historians have argued did not easily make the abstract connection

between land and money.>®

578 For reflections on the ‘imperial’ or European improving eye in terms of conquest see: Pratt, M. L.
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580 Howell, M. ‘The Language of Property in Early Modern Europe’ in H. Turner (ed.) The Culture of
Capital: Property, Cities and Knowledge in Early Modern England (NY: Routledge, 2002) pp.17-26;
Aylmer, G. 'The meaning and definition of "Property" in seventeenth-century England' in Past and



144

The Value of a Lease

For London citizen-merchants dealing in international corporate enterprises Lachmann held
that “urbanites were transformed from glorified haberdashers into the rulers of large
territorial states.”® As the value of City estates continued to rise in the later sixteenth
century and lease-holding patterns were revised, there were inevitable changes to
corporately-framed tenant-landlord relationships. These negotiations held implications for
the condition of buildings within the Drapers’ estate. As a result of these shifts, the Company
transferred more responsibility for the upkeep of the building fabric of its properties onto its
tenants. For Oldland, one of the consequences of the growing demand for land was that
vacant properties were comparative rarities and, in this competitive environment, “landlords
could force tenants to maintain their properties.”*® The Company was evidently aware that
the balance of power had tipped in its favour in the wake of the dissolution, for the Court
changed its policy on property maintenance in 1544. Up until this year the Drapers had taken
primary responsibility for the majority of repairs within its estate regardless of their nature.
However, having recently acquired the Erber and Throgmorton, the Court agreed that
"considering the great costs and charges which yearly goeth out for reparations of our lands
that no tenement belonging to this fellowship shall from henceforth be letten by lease unless
the tenant would be bound to bear and pay the reparations thereof".>®® From this point
onwards the Company became responsible only for the ‘principals’ (i.e. the structure) of their
properties, their tenants required to take care of everything else necessary. Lease documents
were fashioned to reflect this strategy. When Henry Walker applied to build a further
chimney and insert a new window into a room in his tenement in Bush Lane, the Company
granted their consent, even contributing 20s. to the scheme. Walker was warned to be
careful that his work was not “hurtful nor any weakening to the principals of the same
house”.>® Such damage would incur a cost the Company. In spite of the risk of

mismanagement of such schemes, significant rebuildings which were proposed by

Present 86 (1980) pp. 87-97; Seipp, D. 'The concept of property in early common law' in Law and
History Review 12 (1994) pp.29-91.

%81 | achmann, R. Capitalists in Spite of Themselves: Elite Conflict and Economic Transformations in Early
Modern Europe (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002) p.4.

%82 0ldland, ‘The allocation merchant capital’ p.1069.
583 DCA, MB1C, f.800-801.

84 DCA, MBL10, .39.
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leaseholders were rarely declined by the Company. Both tenant and landlord could of course
mutually profit from building work as long as aforementioned responsibilities were observed.
Baer held that “landlords saw their leases as sources of income or capital, and tenants saw

them as both a means of securing space, and as an investment for potential profit”.>%

In the ever more competitive cityscape those tenants who did not hold potential to add value
to properties were vulnerable to the consequences of market forces. In the late sixteenth
century pressure was applied to those with less secure tenancy arrangements, a clear
illustration of a changing rental environment. ‘Tenants-at-will’ made up a distinct group of
Company tenants who held permission to dwell in properties from year to year but did not
hold a lease. This group usually occupied a lower sort of housing but there are instances of
more salubrious properties also being held in this mode for short periods of time as a
privileged stop gap before a more advantageous tenant was found.>® In their favour,
tenants-at-will were under no obligation to pay a fine for lease renewals. On the other side,
the Company had fewer responsibilities to the tenants and was able to evict them easily
should the need arise.>®” These tenants were not naturally inclined to invest in any
improvements to their properties and in reality were never required to justify their
occupancy, easily slipping below the radar for years. Given the growing recognition that the
estate required careful management and proactive tenants to maximise potential for profit, it
is unsurprising that the practice of ‘tenants-at-will’ was increasingly unsatisfactory to the
Company. Aware that they were under no obligation to apply for new leases and there being
no obvious moment to re-assess the level of their rent, their status was finally re-considered
by the Court in 1589. It was argued that a substantial group of long-term tenants-at-will had
become too comfortable in their tenancies and assumed rights to their properties that were
in fact far more conditional than their attitudes suggested. The Drapers reported that such

inhabitants “flatter[ed] themselves” that their leases would be continually renewed “as they

585 Baer, ‘Landlords and tenants in London’, p.237. For the rural context Wrightson identifies a similar
pattern where: “The period between the 1530s and the 1570s...witnessed a developing tension and
instability in the relationships of landlords and tenants, fraught with actual or potential conflicts of
interest.” (Wrightson, Earthly Necessities, p.140).

586 An usual example is found in Widow Gilborne who was at first tenant-at-will in a house at Dowgate
and then later acquired a 21 year lease (DCA, MB10, .459, f.449).

587 A 1572 describes them as “our tenants which have no leases and those which are but tenants at
will” in relation to their obligation to repair their houses and keep them “windtight...watertight...and
tenantable” but nothing more (DCA, MBS, f.210v). For a discussion of the feudal roots of such a status
of occupation and the connection to serfdom see Wrightson, Earthly Necessities, pp.72-3.
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and their ancestors have done before”. This re-assessment appeared at first to be a warning
against complacency. The Court ordered that the tenants were to be called before the
Master and Wardens for a review. Perhaps antagonistically, they were instructed to bring
their “interests and titles” and the Wardens would report back to the Court what “cause
requireth for the profit, good estate and benefit of this house”.>® By December of the same
year the warning had turned into decisive action, conclusively curtailing the long-running
occupancy of tenants-at-will in Company properties. In future such tenancies were only
granted sparingly and for brief limited periods. Two Wardens and the Renter visited each of
the tenants-at-will to inform them that they were required to find new houses by August of
the following year. The Court was keen to consider “granting the same to brethren of this
society" on more conventional lease-holding terms.*®® The Company did not explicitly relate
the retraction of these properties from long term tenants-at-will to a corporate ambition to
progressively improve the quality of the buildings in their estate, but at the very least the
Court must have been aware that this action held the potential to encourage such

developments whilst also increasing the housing stock available for renting to its members.
The Unit House

Having centralised the houses of the City elite in previous chapters, the discussion that
follows sketches out the form of a wide-spread type of urban house more usually occupied by
the middling sort of citizen. It does so in order to contextualise later textual accounts of
rebuildings of properties of this nature. As noted, few survey plans of properties exist within
the Drapers’ Archive. There are certainly no coherent drawing sets relating to ‘existing’ and
‘proposed’ schemes as we would understand them today. Rather, a handful of rough plans
from the early seventeenth century allows some insight into the character of a modest urban
house likely occupied by retailers, middling merchants and craftsmen. It was men of this sort
that were most strongly represented in their petitions to the Drapers’ Court to rebuild
properties. Indeed, although the Drapers’ estate accommodated all sorts of social groups, on
the whole it seems to have been especially defined by housing for the middle and lower rank

of merchants.>® The sort of housing under consideration linked to this group has been

%88 DCA, MBL10, f.377.
>89 bid. f.426.

5% This appears to be consistent with the general make-up of the city’s population. According to Stow’s
Survey, London was made up of “merchants, handicraftsmen, and labourers” and that “in
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typologically identified by Summerson as the ‘unit-house’.>*! Its conveniently narrow street-

facing frontage and deep plan ensured it was a type of urban building that would endure
from the middle ages right up to the nineteenth century all across Europe. Drawing on the
ephemeral plans located in the Drapers’ Archive stored amongst loosely bundled papers, the

form of the London unit house in the sixteenth century can be sketched out (figure 4.1).

Located on Walbrook, ‘The measure and content of Mr Eastcourt’s house taken upon a view
by Master Wardens, 1623’ (no. 49) presents an indicative example of the tall unit house
(figures 4.2 and 4.3). In all, this house was 63 ft. deep. To the commercially valuable street
side, a ‘great warehouse’ with a 13ft. frontage was situated, under which ran storage cellars.
Stretching the near length of the property was an entry of 4 ft. in width which allowed direct
access to the middle courtyard and the first floor via a rear staircase. The middle courtyard
also housed a small staircase providing access to the upper floor and a bridge or gallery
linking the front and back sections of the property. Like other buildings of this scale and
situation in urbanized European cities, middling-sort merchants often lived on the first floor
with storage rooms and cellars for traded goods on the ground. Two street-facing doors
allowed for separated access facilitating a strong division between the trading and living
quarters of the house. Such an arrangement of corridors and stairs which differentiated
commercial and domestic spheres was identified by Schofield as an early seventeenth
century phenomenon.>*? The ground floor of the back part housed another warehouse while
above it was a kitchen, above this in the second storey was a chamber, and on the third floor
was a chamber with a house of office. Returning to the front street-ward part of the house,
the first storey consisted of two ‘fair’ chambers, the second storey contained another two
such chambers. The third storey was also divided into two, to the front part was a garret and
the rear was another fair chamber. This street side was taller than the back by one storey
which housed a garret to the back. Foreign visitor to the city, Paul Hentzner, made

observations about the distinctiveness of these houses. The Brandenburg tutor commented

number...they of the middle place are first, and do far exceed both the rest...” (Stow, Survey, Vol. 2.
p.207-8). Also quoted and discussed in Rappaport, Worlds, p.172-3.

591 Summerson, Architecture in Britain, p.90. For alternative terms used for the same essential typology

see: ‘Type 2’ in Schofield, Medieval London Houses, p.53; ‘right-angle type’ in Pantin, W. A. ‘Medieval
English Town-House Plans’ in Medieval Archaeology 6—7 (1963) pp.202-239.

592 Schofield, ‘The Topography and Buildings of London’, p.310. See also: Bold, John. ‘Privacy and Plan’
in J. Bold and E. Chaney (ed.) English Architecture Public and Private: Essays for Kerry Downes (London:
Hambledon Press, 1993) pp.107-19.
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Figure 4.2. Anon. Mr Eastcourt’s House (DCA, a 441, 1623)



Garret

House
Chamber of Office? | Fair Ch. Garret
Chamber Fair Ch. Fair Ch.
Kitchen Gallery | FairCh. Fair Ch.
Warehouse Yard Great Warehouse | Walbrook
Cellar

In the 4 story a chamber with a house of office
In the 3 story a chamber

In the 2 story a kitchen

The back warehouse 14 foot square

In the fifth story a garret backwards

In the 4 story a fair chamber backwards and a garret towards the
street

In the 3 story 2 fair chambers

In the 2 story 2 fair chambers over the entry and warehouse
Cellars under all and entry and warehouse

The great warehouse to the streetwards

Figure 4.3. Diagrammatic section of Mr Eastcourt’s House with transcription of accompanying
text (DCA, a 441, 1623)
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in 1598 that such London tenements rose far above the rest of those in England, commonly

three or four storeys in height and built of wood.>*3

Some illuminating insight can be gained into the circumstances surrounding the production of
the plan of Mr Eastcourt’s house. The Minute Books suggest that the drawing of the
Walbrook house was probably produced on account of a view undertaken by the Wardens to
ascertain the value of the house. Consistent with the date of the plan, Mr Eastcourt applied
for a lease of 21 years in July of 1623.%9% After assessing the value of the let through a site-
visit, the drawing was presumably made as evidence to support the Drapers’ case. The
Wardens decided that the fine for the new let was to be £150. This was a fairly typical sum to
request for a house of this size in the early seventeenth century.>®> Eastcourt however
offered only £20. Affronted, the Company ceased negotiations, holding Eastcourt's offer to
be "very unfit". Acting patiently in this instance, the Court gave Eastcourt the benefit of time
to reconsider his rejected offer. Perhaps he presented himself as a potentially reliable tenant
in contrast to others seeking after similar properties.>*® By March 1624 Eastcourt had agreed
to the £120 fine and the rent remained fixed at the previous rate of £3 6s. 8d.>%” Sketch plans
such as that of Eastcourt’s house were commonly utilized to clarify a dispute and so it seems
likely that the surviving drawing was produced to define the extents of this property to aid
discussion. Taking a more general view of the house in the context of the overall estate,

properties with an annual rental value of either 20s. or £3 were plentiful, so Mr Eastcourt’s

593 Hentzner, Paul. ‘Travels in England, 1598’, p.110.

%4 This could have been Thomas Eastcourt, a Goldsmith, whose son joined that Company by through
redemption in 1638. (Records of London’s Livery Companies Online (ROLLCO). IHR.
http://www.londonroll.org/ [Accessed 2014-2016]). Confirmation that his first name was indeed
Thomas is found: DCA, MB13, f.143v.

595 For example, in 1637 Henry Arianson was granted a 21 year lease of a house in Little East Cheap for
£3 yearly and an £100 fine (DCA, MB13, f.310v) and existing tenant in 1623 William Cuff was granted a
21 year lease of a house in St Swithins Lane for 20s yearly and £35 fine (DCA, MB13, f.184v), existing
tenant Widow Shatterton was granted a house in Mark Lane for 21 years at a rent of £10 with a £20
fine (DCA, MB13, f.185v). This was consistent of larger houses.

5% There were many unsuccessful petitions for grants of leases although the precise basis for these
rejections is often not explicit. In 1589 William Smith “and many others” were suitors for numerous
small tenements but the Company rejected them and elected to wait “until better opportunity and
leisure” (DCA, MB10, f.401).

97 DCA, MB13, £.180r, f.181v, f.184r.



149

property is therefore a useful reference point when considering other such unit houses

within the estate.

In the Archive only one complete inventory survives for the house occupied by a Draper but it
fortuitously reflects a similar configuration to the Walbrook house. The goods and furniture
of William Keltridge’s house in St. Michael Cornhill (no. 54) were assessed room by room in
1592.5% |n its form and rooms it is almost certainly comparable to Eastcourt’s Walbrook
house, however the house cannot be located precisely except by parish. The inventory
describes a ground-floor shop, a hall and parlour above, a little chamber and counting house,
a great chamber and garret on the upper floors, as well as a closet and kitchen. The ground-
floor shop was furnished with a “new wainscot form”, unusually “standing on high in the
gallery” > Apprenticed in 1542, it seems likely that Keltridge was engaged as a retailing
Draper. He served as First Warden in 1592-3 indicating a certain level of prosperity
accumulated over fifty years. He was strongly associated with the parish until his death; his
children were born in this area and he was buried in the parish church of St. Michael

Cornhill 6%

Representations of the interior of these sort of houses in England are rare however Jost
Amman’s Allegory of Trade (1588) depicts a successful Dutch merchant’s house in active
occupation (figure 4.4). Clearly relatable to the trading activities Wardens of the Drapers’
Company were often engaged in, all sorts of functions are spatially articulated in this detailed
engraving. The interior for example contains rooms for deal making, book-keeping,
warehousing and packing of products but these processes spill out into the open air. Writing
from the context of Antwerpen merchants, Donald Harreld held that these multi-functional
mercantile houses were simultaneously “public showrooms, warehouses, and pack

houses”.®! Depending on the scale of the business and its prosperity, as noted in Chapter

%8 DCA, AVI 215, Inventory of William Keltridge.

599 This indicates that the ceiling height must have been generous enough to allow for an additional
internal platform, perhaps as depicted in Gerrit Dou’s ‘The Grocer’s Shop’ of 1672 (Royal Collection),
although this is clearly of a later date.

600 TNA, PROB 11/104/377, Will of William Keltridge, 1604. Also see biography of his son John: Wright,
Stephen. ‘Keltridge, John (bap. 1553, d. 1582-1604)" in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford
University Press, 2004) online edn, Jan 2008. http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/15308
[Accessed online 11 May 2016].

801 Harreld, D. ‘Trading Places: The Public and Private Spaces of Merchants in Sixteenth-Century
Antwerp’ in Journal of Urban History 29, no. 6 (2003) pp.657-669, p.659.
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Three, merchants’ inhabitations of city properties were more likely to be balanced across a
number of sites rather than being confined to one neatly self-contained house as depicted on
the Walbrook plan in 1623. This ordered ground floor plan alongside its description of the
upper floors is detached from context and devoid of contestation. In its representation it
belies the messiness of spatial negotiations between competing agents intent on adapting

and rebuilding these familiar unit-houses.

Leases and Rebuildings

As demonstrated in the failure of Mr Eastcourt to secure a lower fine, the Company was
knowingly aware that leases on the brink of expiration placed it in a strong bargaining
position and provided opportunities to add value to properties through canny negotiations
with prospective tenants. Those holding leases and seeking their renewal could propose to
undertake extensive rebuildings at their own cost in order to ensure their continuance. Such
dialogues especially pepper the Minute Books from the final decades of the sixteenth century
onwards as petitions for properties were consistently heard at Court meetings. The story of a
group of buildings on Abchurch Lane (nos 41 and 42) provides a typical example of how
tenants were granted leases on the basis that they would invest in the property. The two
tenants in question were Drapers and soon to become Wardens in the Company, signalling
their relative prosperity. Having already funded the “new building of the forefront of the said
messuage adjoining to St. Nicholas Lane”, in 1605 John Hall was required by the Court to
spend £200 “in new building the back parts” of his messuage and tenements adjoining
Abchurch Lane. He was given three to four years to complete the work.5°2 The house next
door to Hall was leased by Thomas Cliff, who was granted a new lease in the same year “in
consideration of reparations heretofore done” but also future work “in regard that the back
rooms...are very much decayed and more fit to be plucked down and new built than any
longer to be repaired”.®® In a separate example, a further petitioner from outside the
Company membership, a Doctor Spicer, dwelt in Cordwainer Street and reported the “great
decay” of his house and the need for reparations. He secured a new lease so that he might

rebuild the property from his own pocket.®%

602 pCA, MB13, f.25v, f.27r. In 1619 John Hall was still a tenant of his property (1619 Letters Patent
reproduced in Johnson, History, Vol. 4, p.51).

€03 DCA, MB13, f.25r

604 1bid. f.188r
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In spite of the Company’s stipulation that tenants bore responsibility for non-structural
repairs to their properties, exceptions could be made. With twelve years remaining on his
lease, John Marsh, noted as a ‘gent’, applied to extend the tenancy of the house he inhabited
on Honey Lane (no. 6 or 7) in 1552. The Wardens made him two offers. Either he could
choose a brand new lease for 30 years (in addition to his existing 12 years), with the Drapers
holding responsibility for all reparations, or he could accept a 60 year lease using the
standard arrangement i.e. accepting responsibility for minor reparations while the Drapers
took responsibility for the principal elements. Marsh preferred the second option and was
instructed that the Company would inspect the property twice yearly (a maintenance pattern
that will be examined in Chapter Five). If the reparations were not undertaken within six
months a fine of 40s. was required to be paid. And moreover if the reparations were still
uncompleted after one year the lease would be forfeited.?®> On occasion that rebuildings and
reparations were agreed but not undertaken, the Company could still in fact elect to be
lenient. In 1589, Mr Storer paid a £30 fine alongside surrendering the lease of his Petty Wales
house (no. 40) eleven years early as a result of not rebuilding his property with 20 marks as
he had promised to do when he was granted the lease ten years earlier. Undeterred by the
revocation of his lease and a significant fine levied on him, Storer presented himself to the
Court in order to promise to undertake the work he had previously neglected. As a result, the

Drapers’ granted him a new 21 year lease.%

On the other hand, existing tenants could pre-emptively undertake building work and use this
to their advantage in negotiations for a longer lease or lesser fine. Numerous examples of this
across the period demonstrate this was an ongoing and enduring practice. In the early
seventeenth century William Essington and Henry Orrell both secured new leases and
favourable terms in retrospect of their rebuilding work.®®” Similarly, Warden Richard Boudler
leased a messuage and tenements in Bassishaw (nos 9 and 11). On account that he had

undertaken “new building and reparations” at his “great charge”, Boulder was given an

605 DCA, MBS, f.14. A brief inventory of the house is also contained in the Minute Book of 1554 after
Marsh’s death. It notes a kitchen with a cistern, larder, backyard and frontyard, stable, buttery, pantry,
counting house, parlour and hall. In the hall Mr Marsh’s crest adorned the walls “as also appeareth
endorsed upon the lease” (DCA, MBS, f.93-4).

606 DCA, MBL10, f.375.

897 pCA, MB13, f.36v, f. 37r.
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extension to his lease of ten years for a relatively minimal fine of £10.5%® However such
tenant’s endeavours in this regard were not undertaken without risk as redevelopments did
not guarantee a lease would be renewed. In 1553 William Stoner, a butcher whose lease (no.
12) was up for renewal, reported to the Court that he had spent 11 nobles on reparations to
his house in the hope that this might endear the Company to extend his lease. For
unexplained reasons the Drapers refused to grant Stoner such a benefit, allowing him only to
remain “but their tenant-at-will” with no lease and no security.®® Two years later however
Stoner was granted a new lease of the tenement “for the term of his life and his wife’s”
provided he ensure reparations were completed in the six weeks following a warning. Instead
of paying a cash fine the Drapers agreed he was to fund the construction of a new chimney in
his property ensuring the work was completed within three months.®° A rather more
successful deal was struck by John Aubrey in respect of his tenement in West Cheap (no. 7).
Having previously held a lease for 31 years at £7 rent with a characteristically high fine of
£350, Aubrey made “humble petition...to this court” for an extension to his lease. He claimed
to have spent £400 on the property over the term of his previous lease and furthermore
intended to invest an additional £200 on the rebuilding and repairing of the property. In
respect of the significant work undertaken solely at Aubrey’s expense he “prayed” either for
a one-off payment of reimbursement from the Drapers or for his lease to be extended. The
Court of Assistants agreed on a third course of action guaranteeing Aubrey a new let of 31
years at the end of his current lease.®!! These tenants demonstrated a clear impulse to invest
in improving their properties and approached the Drapers with a sense that these

investments should be recognized by the Company in issuing advantageous leases.

After the King’s proclamations regarding building work issued in the early seventeenth
century, greater attention appears to have been paid to the materiality of buildings in the
Court’s negotiations with tenants. Coinciding with an especially active period of rebuilding
around the same time, the Royal proclamations of 1605, 1607, 1608 and 1615 forbade the
building of frontages of timber, instead requiring brick and stone in any new construction

work. The impact of these prohibitions has been subject to some debate in spite of the King’s

608 |bid. f.27v.
699 DCA, MBS, f.28.
610 1bid. f.107.

611 pCA, MB13, £.187r.
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confident declaration in 1615 that “we found our city and suburbs of London of sticks, and
left them of bricks, being a material far more durable, safe from fire, beautiful and
magnificent.”®? In the case of the Drapers however, the proclamations do seem to have held
some weight. The Court was noticeably more inclined to approve redevelopments of higher
quality and were more prescriptive in their requirements after the proclamations — they were
specifically attentive to the utilisation of stone for the facade, a feature strongly endorsed in
line with the regulations.®®* In 1624 a corner house at the Soper Lane end of Watling Street
(no. 55) was leased to John Osborne, a Draper, on condition that he rebuilt it in brick and
stone “in as beautiful a manner” and “in such fashion and number of stories” as the Company
saw fit.51* Cellars were also to be created throughout the house. The Company extraordinarily
agreed to invest £500 in this construction project, Osborne paying a £40 fine for his lease as
well as investing any additional funds required.5!® Three years later in January 1627 Osborne
returned to the Court for an increase to his short-term let having made good on his
rebuilding promise. The Drapers commended that it was “a fair, strong and beautiful house”.
In return they offered Osborne a 50 year lease, including any time already granted at the ‘old’
yearly rent of £6 6s. 8d.%® These episodes represent only two of string of rebuildings which
stipulated the ‘substantial’ quality required in any proposed construction work, most of
which also included the requirement for stone.®'” In September 1637 Thomas Wright, a
butcher, applied for a new lease of his house in Little Eastcheap (no. 47). The lease was duly
granted for the same rent as before (£4). Mr Wright however indicated his intention to

rebuild “all the forepart of the said house” or even “to get it raised two stories higher”. The

812 Stuart Royal Proclamations: Vol. 1, ). F. Larkin and P. L. Hughes (ed.) (New York and London: Oxford
University Press, 1974) 16 July 1615. Also see Bret-James, N. The Growth of Stuart London (London:
Allen and Unwin, 1935) p.9; Barnes, T. ‘The Prerogative and Environmental Control of London Buildings
in the Early Seventeenth Century: The Lost Opportunity’ in California Law Review, no. 58 (1970)
pp.1332-1363, p.1343.

613 | arkin and Hughes (ed.), Stuart Royal Proclamations, pp.345-6.

614 1n 1597 John Osborne is referred to as a ‘gent’, the son of Peter Osborne, and then aged 43
('Inquisitions: 1597" in Abstracts of Inquisitions Post Mortem For the City of London: Part 3, E. A. Fry
(ed.) (London: 1908) British History Online. http://www.british-history.ac.uk/inquis-post-
mortem/abstract/no3/pp245-256 [Accessed online 21 November 2015] pp.245-256).

615 DCA, MB13, f.186r.
616 1bid. f.196v.

617 For more examples also see: DCA, MB13, f.45v, f.299v.
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Drapers confirmed that “when the said new building shall be finished to the good content of
the Company” Wright could expect to secure a further extension of his lease.®'® The outcome
of his lease was dependent on the quality of his rebuilding. For Orlin, “the pressure on
property holders [was] not only for routine repairs but also to accommodate rising

standards”.%%®

Merged Buildings®?°

Complicated spatial arrangements were typical of the increasingly densified city
environment. Orlin wrote that “where boundaries were not natural or logical, one tenancy
could not immediately be distinguished from another by means of common sense.”%%
Another loose plan in the Drapers’ Archive, ‘A linen draper’s house’, located in Gracechurch
Street, demonstrates the fluidity of boundaries between houses in its accompanying
description of the upper floors (figure 4.5). Although it is undated, it likely reflects a property
from first quarter of the seventeenth century. This period marked the rise of the lucrative
‘new draperies’ which were gradually taking over the traditional broadcloth market. The linen
draper who held this house was no doubt involved in the retail of these new luxury
materials.5?2 The property possessed a similar street elevation to Mr Eastcourt’s on Walbrook
(16 ft.) but was just over half the depth (38 ft.) inclusive of the yard to the rear. Though what
it lacked in depth it made up for in height, possessing a basement cellar and stretching up to
a fourth storey which contained a further ‘cockloft’ or garret room above this. The shop
covered the near entirety of the ground floor above which a ‘dining room or hall’ with two
closets was serviced by a kitchen accessed only by a staircase in the rear yard (as opposed to
via the shop). The integration of the kitchen into the main house and its position on the first

floor is characteristic of the sketch plans identified in the Drapers’ collection. Schofield has

618 1bid. f.312v.
819 Orlin, Locating Privacy, p.122.

620 Orlin stated that “it is a matter of merged buildings as well as misshaped yards” (Orlin, ‘Boundary
Disputes’, p.359).

621 Orlin, ‘Boundary Disputes’, p.357.

622 For discussion of this new innovation in textile production and distribution see: Wrightson, Earthly
Necessities, pp.166-167. Also: Coleman, D. C. ‘An Innovation and Its Diffusion: The "new Draperies" in
The Economic History Review 22, no.3 (1969) pp.417-429.
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The linen drapers house in Gracechurch Street:

A cellar 16 ft. in breadth towards the street, 30 ft. deep.

A shop over that 16 ft. 8 in. in the front and backward 16 ft. the same breadth and behind and
further backward 19 ft. wide.

Over the back part of the shop only a hall and a kitchen, the rest in Mr Man’s house. The hall 21
ft.in length and 15 in. breadth and the kitchen 12 ft.in length and 11 ft. wide and two closets.
The third story no rooms but all belong to Mr Man’s house.

The fourth story 2 lodging chambers, the fore chamber 21 ft. in breadth and the back 16 ft.in
breadth. The whole depth from the ____is 38 ft. A house of office small.

The fifth and a half story and herein a half story chamber and a cockloft overhead, and another
cockloft over the back part.

The depth of the shop from the street is 30 ft. little more or less.

There is a cellar underneath the shop.

Over the back part of the shop:

A dining room or hall 21 ft. in length and 15 ft. breadth with two closets.

The kitchen is 12 ft. and a half from the yard to the staircase and 2 ft. and a half wide, the stair-
case in that story.

The fourth story the fore chamber is 21 ft. in breadth and the back chamber is 16 ft. and a half
breadth and the whole depth from the street is 38 ft.

Over the fore side is one half story chamber and a cockloft over that over the uppermost back
chamber is a cockloft also.

Figure 4.5. Anon. A Linen Drapers’House in Gracechurch Street (DCA, a 441) with transcription of
accompanying text
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identified this as one of the typical configurations for such narrow London houses.®*

Premium ground-floor space was routinely allocated to warehousing alone as trading
activities intensified. The little warehouse through the yard in the Walbrook house might
have originally functioned as a kitchen before it was relocated to extend the capacity of the
occupier to storage of goods. The linen drapers’ house is most interesting however for the
way in which it illustrates the intertwining of two houses on the upper floors. The entire
second floor and part of the first were designated to the neighbouring property held by ‘Mr
Mann’. Based on the frequency of such arrangements, it seems that horizontal dividing walls
between unit-houses were not seen as strong impermeable boundaries but rather temporary
partitions capable of dissolving on demand. Upper floors that were wholly dedicated to a
neighbouring property but sandwiched between those held by another tenant suggest a
closeness of living that would be seen to be extremely problematic in the present day. For

early modern Londoners however such conditions were a routine fact of everyday life.

The complications of this ‘vertical living’ are evidenced in the cases presented by tenants at
the Drapers’ Court. Although more extreme disputes can be identified using the City Viewers’
Certificates, some smaller-scale instances in the Drapers’ Archive are just as vivid. Robert
Wood was already a tenant of the Company in Philpot Lane, in the parish of St. Andrew
Hubbard, when he was elected to the office of Company Cook in the early seventeenth
century. Since he had taken over the tenancy from fellow cook, the aptly named ‘William
Cook’, it is likely this property was fashioned as a cookshop. His tenancy was not without
struggle however. In April 1606 Wood brought a complaint to the Drapers’ Court against his
neighbour ‘Valentine’. From this dispute it is clear that Wood held only the shop and
chamber on the ground floor of the building. Valentine was also a tenant of the Company and
occupied the rooms above. Wood bemoaned that he was “greatly annoyed...by reason of
much water which is spilt in the said upper room...also the floor of the said room being
greatly decayed that he is in danger to lie in his chamber being under the same”. Seeking to
resolve the annoyance, the Company agreed that when Valentine’s lease expired Wood
would be offered the upper rooms alongside his existing accommodation on the ground

floor.52* With Valentine’s lease continuing on for another two years, Wood suffered still. He

623 Type vi of vii for Schofield (Medieval London Houses, p.70).

624 DC, MB13, f.35v. The unfortunate experience of the Company Cook was not unique. Orlin cites
further examples of water damage using the Viewers Certificates to show how one tenant’s floor was
rotting as a result of water damage, causing another tenant’s chamber below to be damaged (cert.
272) (Orlin, ‘Boundary Disputes’, p.359-60).
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returned to the Court in May 1608 with the complaint that “he daily is and of long time”
annoyed by the rooms of Valentine that “shed water very often down upon his bedding and
other goods”. However, this time Wood put forward a different solution to his problem. He
proposed that upon the expiration of Valentine’s lease (or on obtaining Valentine’s
agreement to vacate early) he would surrender the years remaining on his current lease and
rebuild the whole property in return for a new 31 year lease of the complete dwelling house.
The Wardens were sent to view the tenement to assess the proposal.®? In July of the same
year the Wardens agreed that Robert could take up a new 21 year lease for both the ground
and first floors on condition that he rebuild the house within one year. Further, Wood was
required to buy Valentine out of his current lease, or to “let him have as much room new

built” for the remaining time of his lease.5%®

Close spatial relationships caused especial difficulties when it came to rebuilding or
improving neighbouring properties where lease-holding periods were mismatched. The
blurred structural boundaries and densely related material fabric of adjacent tenements
could hinder the speedy progression of some developments and required some strategic
thinking in order for such proposals to be implemented. Located in the same block as Hall
and Cliff’s earlier rebuilding, a house on the corner of Abchurch Lane and Candlewick Street
was due to be re-let in the middle of the 1630s. At this juncture the condition of the property
was attended to for the first time in many decades. For the Drapers it was clear, this property
could not “be very long unbuilt” but they were concerned that many rooms were mixed up
with the adjoining house, so that they “do lie so one over another as that the house being
very old and ruinous cannot be new built”. The Company was reticent to issue a new lease
with a long term without synchronizing the lease with that of the adjoining tenement in order
to spatially disentangle the same. The aim was evidently to engineer an appropriate moment
for the evacuation of the tenants in order to undertake a complete rebuilding that would
ensure the endurance of both buildings.5?” For several years from 1635 the Company elected
to allow tenants to remain only as ‘tenants-at-will’; one of these householders was a
remarried Drapers’ widow who paid £24 pa. to continue therein. Presumably this elevated

sum compensated for the lack of a fine a lease renewal would have drawn. However the

625 DCA, MB13, f.56r.
626 |bid. f.57v.

627 |bid. f.301v.
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Company was also searching for an opportunity to expand its holdings by acquiring the
adjacent lands “at the end of the Company’s lands” in order to “make a fair building of all the
same lands together” .®2® Whilst the eventual outcome of their efforts is unclear, the
Company’s recognition that the clustering of properties together and the synchronizing of

neighbouring leases increased the potential for redevelopment is evident.

In contrast to dialogues which emphasized the effects of subdivision of once large properties,
a Crown Return for the Drapers in 1612 also evidenced the opposite pattern, where multiple
tenancies were conglomerated into one. These amalgamations allowed one tenant to form
enlarged houses of several units or bays, or to unify properties previously divided vertically
by floors of separate flats. Summerson noted this phenomenon of grouping unit-houses
together claiming that such a strategy of multiplication allowed London merchants to more
often spread horizontally across sites rather than add to them vertically (for example by
building an extra storey on top) in contrast to trends in found in continental and Baltic
contexts.®?® Of course there were still particular areas of the City that were noticeably
defined by taller unit houses, such a Cheapside, and in light of this it is more probably that
houses that expanded horizontally were located in less competitive but still prestigious
streets like Bishopsgate where land values did not force accentuated verticality.®* Looking
for examples of these processes in the Drapers’ estate returns a collection of instances.
Henry Wright’s property in St. Nicholas Shambles combined five separate lets into one and
Roger Glover’s redevelopment at Tower Street combined three messuages into one.
Meanwhile, like Robert Wood, John Shaw, Anthony Risby, John Collins and Richard Middleton
all merged two tenancies into one.®3! A more detailed description is given for an incident in
1633 regarding Marie Glover who dwelt in a newly rebuilt brick tenement in the parish of St
Margaret Pattens (no. 51). Glover had already funded the rebuilding work of the property
and fixed her eye on extending this reconstruction work to include a rebuilding of the
neighbouring building for which she had also acquired a lease. However, her plea was for the
Court to recognize this conglomerated property by issuing a new unified lease which

reflected that the two properties were now one and should be let as such. Glover therefore

628 |pbid. f.333r.
629 Summerson, Architecture in Britain, p.90.

630 Harding, V. ‘Key findings’ in People in Place: Families, households and housing in London 1550-1720
(IHR, 2006-2008) http://www.history.ac.uk/cmh/pip/project.html [Accessed online 6 November 2016].

831 DCA, 1619 letters patent of James (printed in Johnson, History, Vol. 4, Appendix VI, pp.51-85).
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sought to secure an extension to one of the leases to ensure an equal term for both
properties. This would mean that the two leases would share an expiration date and
consequently be issued with a combined lease.®*? Although unrelated to the Drapers’ Archive,
a more extravagant case of enlargement has been observed in the famous case of Sir Paul
Pindar’s house on Bishopsgate (figure 4.6). Commenting on the nature of much development
in the city, Schofield noted that the constricted sites available “must have severely hampered
any attempt to emulate contemporary rural grand houses” and this seems to be
demonstrated in the case of Pindar.5*3 The successful merchant and his brother bought up
four adjoined tenements and rebuilt them in 1599 installing an impressive and still extant
carved wooden facade to one bay.®3* Built before the Royal proclamations for stone and brick
facades, it seems little attempt was made to represent a cohesive frontage or visually
dissolve the boundaries between the former plots. Instead former horizontal delineations of
plots and party walls, marked no doubt by the columns of the structural wooden frame, were
re-substantiated and articulated so that the idea of the unit-house was never fully lost on the
street-facing side. A different out-working of this ‘new horizonality’ allowed for long galleries
to be created along windowed stretches of the front facade, a point illustrated by John
Thorpe’s drawing of Thomas Fowler’s house (see figure 4.7). Summerson holds that the long
gallery formed along the facade was an “essential” room spanning across the equivalent of
three bays of a standard unit-house.5*® Even so, the internal fluidity between houses could be

largely undetectable from the street.

Broken Estates and Broken Hearts®%3¢

While there was scope for profit in these rebuilding negotiations, unwise decisions could lead
to misfortune. The temptation to overinvest in construction work was registered at both elite
and middling levels. Moreover, the nature of international trading businesses and practices

of financial co-dependency positioned merchants as especially vulnerable to collapse.

82 DCA, MB13, f.284r.

833 Schofield, Medieval London Houses, p.62.
63 |bid. p.164.

635 Summerson, Architecture in Britain, p.92.

636 phrase borrowed from William Scott: “the violent blasts of cross accidents have blown them down,
they would pay every man his own, but cannot...These are those broken ones into whim Charity must
power the balm of Comfort: they have broken estates, and broken hearts” (Scott, Essay on Drapery,

p.5).



iR
i) . ’a
!t“ﬂ"'s;.mn* H

Figure 4.6. John Wykeham Archer, Paul Pindar’s House in Bishopsgate (1837), The British Mu-
seum, London (reg. no: 1873,0712.1172)
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Grassby’s study of merchants demonstrated the potential for the implosion of quickly earned
fortunes citing that it was “extremely common for merchants to seesaw between poverty
and wealth” %37 William Scott in his Essay on Drapery made particular comments in relation to
city-dwellers: “I have observed that the condition of a Citizen is full of trouble, more than
ordinary...God makes men his Balls, and of these Balls, who is more tossed up and down than

the Citizen?”3

Although clearly not a unit-house, the case of the Sadlers’ occupation of the capital house at
Drapers’ Hall (DH1) illustrates the full potential for an extreme and very public loss related to
an ambitious redevelopment. Former Master of the Company, John Sadler moved to Drapers’
Hall in 1555. His securement of a lease of the ‘chief and head house’ rested on two promises.
Firstly, Sadler assured the Court that Lady Roche, the widow of William Roche and current
tenant of the house, would be re-located at his expense. Secondly he swore to spend £200
rebuilding the fore-part of the property. In return Sadler requested the additional use of the
Porter’s Lodge and cellars as well as assurance that his widow and children would be allowed
continuance in the property upon his death.®*® There is evidence in 1558 that a significant
rebuilding was indeed undertaken. A new warehouse was constructed. Bay windows were
added to the parlour which was newly wainscoted inside. A new hall was built, again with bay
windows. There was a rebuilding and enlargement of the existing kitchen to accommodate a
bigger chimney as well as a “fair double gate with a proper frame over it due to lack”.5%° After
John’s death his son Roger took over the lease in 1567, however, the family’s once buoyant
fortunes declined rapidly. By 1570 Roger’s lease was revoked by the Company on account
that the house was only half-occupied. Sadler was maintaining a far reduced household and
the house was materially “already ruined and still runneth daily more and more in decay and
ruin”. Moreover Sadler was advised that “a house of smaller rent and charge were meeter for

you than that house”.®* Orlin concluded that the Sadler’s “overinvested in the new climate

837 Grassby, Business Community, p.252.
638 Scott, Essay on Drapery, p.5.

639 DCA, MBS, f.112.

640 DCA, MB7, f.136.

641 DCA, A Ill 151, letter dated 21° July 1570.
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of material competition” and that the story makes a “cautionary tale about the economic

hazards that could be engaged through status housing”.%*

The middling sort of tenant-builders were also caught up in the struggle for profit and status,
operating within the same pressurized urban housing market. A less prestigious but still
notable site of rebuilding activity was located in the north-eastern corner of the same
Throgmorton complex (AF1 and AF2). Like Abchurch Lane, this instance shows that, while the
Company might hold ambitions for development, gestation periods for complete rebuildings
could be lengthy and complicated. In 1589, the furthest house in the Parish of St. Peter le
Poor, facing Austin Friars, fell victim to fire. The extent to which the existing building was
destroyed is uncertain but the destruction was enough for the Company to conclude that the
property required wholesale rebuilding. The house had been inhabited by Jane Killingbeck
and Dionis Vaughan, both Drapers’ widows who were bought out of the remaining terms of
their leases by the Company. A sum of £50 was dispensed in order for their claim of any
future lease of the house to be dismissed.®* The lease and rebuilding opportunity was
therefore opened up. Warden Thomas Russell was granted the right to reconstruct the house
at his own charges in return for a lengthy 99 year lease.®* The Court seems to have been
particularly invested in this rebuilding perhaps as a result of the plot’s close association with
the Company Hall. The fashioning of the facade, their entries and windows were to have the
special attention of the Court. The Wardens alongside three experienced Assistants were
therefore dispatched to measure the plots of ground with the help of the Carpenter and
Bricklayer. Their opinions as to “how the same may be best cast and to what charge it will

grow unto” given at the next Court.5*

Intriguingly it appears that the Company considered undertaking the development
themselves rather than passing the opportunity on to Russell. The Drapers had received
funds in 1588 from Warden Brian Calverley and Thomas Russell himself in order to support
construction work at its Beech Lane almshouses (no. 37 and 38).%*¢ With delays to this project

perhaps this ‘ready money’ could be redistributed to the Austin Friars rebuilding? Several

842 Orlin, Locating Privacy, p.113.
643 DCA, MB10, f.386.

644 |bid. f.401, f.412.

845 bid. f.412, f.419.

646 |bid. f.326, f.359.
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months later in March 1590, it was agreed that the empty plot would be built upon at the
charge of the Company, utilizing part of Calverley and Russell’s earlier gifts.®’ In May 1590
the Company bought stocks of timber from Berkshire and the manner of the rebuilding was
referred to a special sub-committee in November.®* However, by March 1591, re-
construction work had still not begun. The reason for the halt in progress perhaps related to
the direction that the almshouses “should be builded this summer with as convenient speed
as may be of brick, the nether part and the rest timber”.5* With the Company’s charitable re-
prioritization of the almshouses building project, Russell received the Drapers’ favour once
again. A lease was granted for 90 years with a yearly rent of £5 upon condition that Russell
erect a building “so substantial and of so good scantling, timber or better as the said
Company’s house there now in the occupation of Mrs Garway is”.5°° This house (AF3) was
Thomas Cromwell’s former tenement before he acquired DH1 and had been occupied by a
number of prominent tenants such as Lord Wentworth and later by successful merchant
William Cockaigne.%>! Materials salvaged from the burnt property were to be transferred to
Russell for the additional sum of £8 5s. 5d. and the timber stock-piled by the Company also

changed hands with no interest charged.®*?

This was not however the end of the matter for the difficult circumstances of the 1590s
caused more delays. Having allocated significant corporate funds to the Beech Lane
rebuilding and acknowledging the severe economic crisis of the year, in July 1591 the
decision was taken to forgo the Election Dinner.®*3 This was not the first time the Company
had scaled back on their dining activities as a result of construction work; a similar pattern

was observed by Orlin in respect of the repanelling of the Company parlour in the 1570s after

847 1bid. f.436.

648 |bid. f.461, f.501.

649 |bid. f.523. Also see Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.160.

650 DCA, MB10, f.524.

651 For Wentworth see: DCA, RA5, 1564-5, f.20v. For Cockin see: DCA, RA5, 1612-3, f.17.
852 pCA, MB10, f.524.

653 DCA, MB10, f.534. For further discussion on the harvest failures and dearth of the 1590s see:
Sharpe, J. ‘Social Strain and Social Dislocation, 1585-1603’ in J. Guy (ed.) The Reign of Elizabeth I: Court
and Culture in the Last Decade (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge: 1995) pp.192-211.
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which ensued five years of reduced dinners.®** Russell too seems not to have actioned his
rebuilding work at Austin Friars with any speed, perhaps also caught up in the economic
difficulties that affected the cloth trade in these years.®> In fact by 1593 Russell was dead
and the vacant plot lay fallow for a further two years until 1595. In July of that year the
Drapers had once more turned their attention to the rebuilding, taking it on as a corporate
project. Shifting strategies to the development of the site, instead of emulating the adjacent
grander tenements the Company decided to create two houses where once only one
stood.®>® The Company of Carpenters agreed a price of £110 with a further £30 granted
towards the end of construction. The building work was managed and approved by an
internal committee however no documentation of the specific negotiations undertaken by
this committee remain.®®’ The Renter Warden was given the day-to-day management of the
construction work and related the directives of the building committee to the workmen
contracted to undertake the work. Stipulations such as “cause the back yards of the new

tenements to be paved” were implanted via this system of communication.5>®

Whilst the rebuilding was underway, a new tenant for the property had not yet been
confirmed. Draper Richard Hull pitched for tenancy of the “new tenement in St Augustine
Fryers” and a lease for 21 years at £5 with a fine of £220 6s. 13d was tabled.%*° Hull
negotiated the Company down securing a lower fine of £200 for the “hithermost” new
tenement (AF2) on the condition £100 was paid “in hand”, £50 in the next six months, and
then the final £50 in the following six months. On account of his impending tenancy the
Draper was able to have some input into the final stages of the construction work, requesting
a “penthouses to be made over the garret windows in the lower warehouses in the one end

with board and on the other end with glass”.5%° In spite of this, Hull later claimed that the

854 Orlin, Locating Privacy, p.119.

855 For wider discussion of this decade and the cloth trade see: Hentschel, R. The Culture of Cloth in
Early Modern England: Textual Constructions of a National Identity (Farnham: Ashgate, 2008) p.69.

56 DCA, MB11, f. 187v.
857 1bid.

6% |bid. f.188r.

69 |bid. f.191v.

60 DCA, MB11, f.192r. He also brought a grievance against Henry Richardson, a Draper, and his
neighbour regarding the use of a wall “standing between” the tenements — a party wall.
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house was “very bare and uniform and inconvenient” and had been obliged to improve it at
his own costs. In a letter addressed to the Court in 1606, he detailed expenses of £97 in
undertaking the wainscoting of the ‘chief parlour’, the installation of a rainwater pump in the
yard and an apparently complete rebuilding of the kitchen.%®! In an unfortunate turn of
events, Hull had been forced to approach the Court on account of his "great losses" and
"hindrance by suretyship", which had pushed him into what the Company regarded as
effective poverty. In attempting to recover some of the capital invested in his work at the
property he requested an unspecified extension of his lease. Perhaps by subletting the
tenement he intended to live off any profit he could make off the rental income. The Drapers
agreed to grant him the extended lease on condition that Hull leave all the movable
implements and fixtures he had bestowed upon the property at the end of his term.%%? In
spite of this, the Drapers’ Rental Accounts recorded that Hull did not continue in his lease for

in 1607 William Towerson took over as leaseholder.%%?

Later instances of personal overinvestment demonstrate that undertaking building work
could be just as risky a business for tenants outside the Company as within. The Drapers dealt
with such misfortune with relative understanding. In 1624 Anthony Young secured the lease
of a house in Tower Street (no. 59) paying a fine of £100 for a 21 year lease. However, five
years later he reported to the Court that, owing to the “extreme ruins of that house” he had
been forced to “bestow thereupon” £230 in rebuilding the property which integrated “a
parcel of ground sometime parcel of a warehouse”. Young appears to have been bankrupted
by the expense of upgrade and expansion. He appeared in front of the Court of Assistants
claiming he was “much impoverished” on account that he had invested all his stock in the
scheme. He emphasized that this property represented all the “means for him, his wife and
children to rely upon”. On closer inspection of the works at his property, the Wardens
observed the extent to which Young had not only overspent but also had been fleeced by his
workmen for the same works. Examining the estimates for the work and Young’s subsequent
payment of £233 12s. 2d, the Drapers held that “he was wronged by the workmen in a great
part”. The Company responded sympathetically stating that “so far as it may concern them”

he was to be dealt with favourably and allowed his lease to continue in regardless of his

81 DCA, A Il 151, letter dated 2nd Aug 1606.
662 DCA, MB13, f.39r.

663 DCA, RA6, 1606-7, f.11. Having been apprenticed to William Quarles in 1578, Richard Hull died in
1647 (TNA, PROB 11/202/41, Will of Richard Hull).
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difficulties.®®* A comparative episode is noted in the same year when widow Judith Harrison
arrived at the Court to claim that her deceased husband, a Carpenter, had spent “all his
means” of £110 on the new building of a house he had been granted on a 21 year lease.
Harrison was granted a renewal of the lease for an additional 21 years when she was only
fourteen years through the first.®®> Further evidence of the Company’s reasonableness
towards widows weighed down by their deceased husband’s debts is found in the case
presented by Alice Johnson in 1637. Johnson’s husband had acted as the Company’s Granary
Keeper and her Dowgate property had undergone large-scale upgrading work instigated by
him. Upon his death she brought the work to completion and returned to the Drapers’ Court
claiming that costs of £400 had been spent on a new brick house. She petitioned for and was
granted a new lease on reasonable terms, paying twenty-five years at £5 rent with no

recorded fine.%%®

Schofield has suggested that “it seems likely [that]...in the main the new landlords developed
their sites for rent from housing, rather than laying out new and larger residences for
themselves”.%®” In the Drapers’ Archive there seems to be evidence of both impulses and, in
contrast to the unfortunate experiences outlined above, many building schemes were no
doubt successful. Two suburban developments embed these observations in a slightly
different environment and show that the Court was persuasive if they saw a development
opportunity. In 1552 the Company’s Carpenter John Revell approached the Company seeking
a lease for George Foister’s house in St. Martin’s Gate, London Wall, (no. 30) which was due
to expire.?®® The Wardens, “remembering that other three tenements adjoining on each side
(possibly no. 28) of the said Foister’s house” were also due to have their leases renewed,
approved Revell to take on the lease for these additional tenements alongside the house he
originally presented himself in relation to. Evidently aware of Revell’s building skills, the
Drapers proposed a lease for eighty years at a rent of £7 5s. 4d. p.a. on condition that he
rebuild or repair the buildings within twenty years. Revell was instructed not to “make nor

build of any parcel of the premises any common tennis play, kayles house, dicing or carding

64 DCA, MB13, f.225v.

665 |bid. f.186r.

666 |bid. f.309v.

867 Schofield, Medieval London Houses, p.59.

868 Confirmation of his status as a Carpenter is found in DCA, RA4, 1558-59, f.6r.
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house, alley or alleys for poor people, neither common bowling alley or alleys.”®%° Seeking to
secure more favourable terms, Revell refused the offer unless he was granted a lease for
ninety-nine years. The Court countered that they would issue the lease on these terms as
long as Revell rebuilt the tenements within ten years rather than the previously proposed
twenty.?”% In 1570 four tenements, nine stables and a garden were noted to be in the hands
of Matthew Revell and Peter Aldridge, paying £7 16s. However by 1619 the same site had

been intensely developed to accommodate twelve tenements.®”?

In the parish of St. Giles Cripplegate outside the walls, land in Beech Lane (nos 37 and 38) was
much more loosely occupied than within the walls and there appears to have been a process
of development and subdivision in order to achieve greater profits for a proactive sub-
landlord. In 1599 Sir Drew Drury (Gentleman of the Privy Council) lived adjacent to the
Company’s tenements in Beech Lane which were held by Alderman Starkey. Drury
complained to the Court that Starkey sub-let these tenements to diverse tenants of “very evil
demeanour” to his “great annoyance” as their neighbour. The Drapers had already issued a
warning to Starkey that he was to reform their behaviour and to “stay” unnecessary buildings
constructed by them. Drury also protested on account of these developments grumbling that
they “will hinder the prospect of his dwelling house there”. The Company sent four
experienced members of the Court to view and consider the suit resolving to conclude the
matter “to the credit, benefit and worship of this Company”.”2 The solution was found in
transferring Starkey’s lease to Drury and allowing him to deal with the problems himself.?”3 At
the turn of the seventeenth century the rent for the Company’s eight tenements on Beech
Lane was £3 10s.%7* These were divided between Sir Drew Drury (who held five) and William
Munson (who held three). Ten years later in 1624 the five tenements of Drury had been

redeveloped to become ten, so that the overall total for the site rose to thirteen.®”® This

659 DCA, MBS, f.15.
670 |bid. f.16.

671 DCA, RA5, 1570-71, f.3r. Also see 1619 letters patent of James (printed in Johnson, History, Vol. 4,
Appendix VI, pp.51-85).

672 pCA, MB11, f.251v.
673 |bid. f.257v.
674 DCA, RA6, 1604-5, f.2.

675 DCA, RA6, 1614-5, f.254; RA6, 1624-5, f.2.
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pattern was not exclusive to the Drapers’ Company. Of the Merchant Taylors, Sleigh-Johnson
noted that outside the walls there was “an unchecked process of building by Company
tenants wherever space allowed”. Citing a more strategic policy of the Taylors, he described
one example of a freeman in 1599 who was granted a 50 year lease of eighteen tenements
and seven gardens in Bell Alley in St Botolph’s Without Bishopsgate. His lease was granted on

the express condition that he undertake the building of a further nine tenements there.’

Sites of Storage

Redevelopments were not only fashioned in order to produce more housing. Warehouses
were growing in importance to mercantile Drapers as well as other diverse citizens of the
elite and middling sorts. Chapter Three has already shown how this worked out at the
Drapers’ Hall. Merchants frequently appeared to be on the lookout as to how they might

increase their city centre accommodation and expand their sites of storage.

Although already holding a significant house on Lothbury (possibly no. 61), Draper John
Rowley was determined to expand the capacity of his business by acquiring more storage
space in 1590.%”7 Sandwiched between two other properties also held by the Drapers, he
petitioned the Company for a let of the small property adjacent to him on the east currently
held by a Grocer. Accommodating a warehouse on the ground floor of his present property,
Rowley was more concerned with extending accessibility to his yard at the rear of the house.
He intended to demolish the warehouse and use the ground floor level as a passageway
capable of allowing a cart to pass through into the yard and therefore allowing more goods to
be stored more easily. Rowley sweetened his request for a lease by claiming in his rebuilding
he would “bestow good cost upon the great messuage and make it a convenient house for a
merchant”. However, the Drapers were concerned by this proposal likely on structural
grounds and reticent to approve such potentially destabilising work. Members of the Court
visited the site to persuade Rowley against the alterations on the grounds that his proposed
actions would deprive him of valuable ground floor storage space and offered an alternative
arrangement, Rowley should to take on an additional lease of the Company’s property to his
west. It is unclear precisely the arrangement of each of these properties but the Drapers

noted that this proposal would allow Rowley to enlarge his entry into his yard without losing

676 Sleigh-Johnson, ‘The Merchant Taylors’, p.64.

577 DCA, MB10, f.483. The Lothbury property, formerly granted to Simon Horsepool and Mr Gilpin, was
alienated to the Bishop of London in 1590 demonstrating its prestige.
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any warehouse space overall. Leasing the additional space would also negate the fact that
this third tenement currently overlooked Rowley’s yard “and every room in his house”.
Clearly these properties were in distinctly close proximity.®”® As a result of the Drapers’
intervention, Rowley increased his holdings and upscaled the capacity of his business to

handle goods in some degree of privacy.

There were of course attempts to acquire such storage spaces by force. In 1631 the parson of
St Mary Somerset, Mr Thrawle, presented a complaint to the Court that he was not receiving
rents for a cellar that he owned due to be paid by the Company (no. 48).57° Whether by
conscious deceit or unconscious default, the Renter had refused to pay him stating that the
cellar in fact belonged to the Company and not to Thrawle. This cellar lay underneath one of
the Company’s houses and had only been accessible by passing directly through this house
until very recently. Thrawle, by the “report of some inhabitants” and claiming the cellar was
rightfully his, had re-asserted his right to ownership by making an entry directly from the
street into it.%8° This action swung the balance of power back in favour of Thrawle who was
no longer limited in whom he could rent it out to. The Drapers backed down and recognized
Thrawle’s right to claim rent. How Thrawle had come to hold such a small space located
below ground level and sandwiched between four properties as well as being separated from
the house directly above it is unclear (see figure 4.8). Such discrepancies were quirks of a
densely complex city. His ability to retain ownership was dependent on access through other
sites and the incident which fostered his complaint is indicative of the contingent nature of
property boundaries and designations of leases. It also shows that even a small site of
storage was of enough value to bring parties into dispute.®®! However newly formed cellarage
could just as easily be a site of contention. Another contestation over cellarage in 1635 saw
the tenant of the corner house at Abchurch Lane and Canning Street dig out and encroach
upon the Company’s ground “taking more unto him than he ought to have”. The Drapers

noted irritably of the cellar that the offending tenant “detaineth without any

678 DCA, MB13, f.82v.
679 |bid. f.253r.
680 1bid. f.254v.

681 |bid.
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acknowledgment or paying any rent for the same”. His intention to quietly acquire this

underground space of storage had been thwarted.®®2

This process can be further illustrated in the case of William Hether and Richard Charvill
whose unit-houses on Eastcheap (no. 47) were described in some detail in an amendment to
a new lease granted to Hether. Hether’s house was roughly 14 ft. on the street facade and
stretched back 44 ft. Notably however, it was agreed that a room on the northside of the
property which lay over the kitchen and also a garret on the very top floor were “to be taken
from that house and laid to the next house now in the occupation of the said Richard
Charvill”. Hether also agreed to lease the cellar under his shop to his neighbour Charvill.%® A
new lease was also therefore granted to Charvill on the same terms but providing he
“not...alter his stall or passage into this house to the prejudice of the said Mr Heather but to
suffer the same to continue as how it is”.%8* There seems to be nothing acrimonious in
Charvill’s loss of his garret and cellar. Perhaps his fortunes had declined and he was no longer
able to maintain a whole house. This example also demonstrates the value of neighbourly
knowledge, without which Hether may never have approached the Company in regard of
Charvill’s storage spaces. Moreover the case is typical of the way in which storage and
commercial space could be let out independently from the domestic space, often parcelled
with it but still dependent upon shared route of access. Less straight-forward instances also
brought neighbours into dispute as they sought to secure sufficient space to support their
commercial enterprises. In contrast to Charvill and Hether’s Eastcheap house, Roger Glover in
1621 requested a lease of the back warehouse and cellar under his house near Tower Street
(possibly no. 39) which was held by Thomas Shawcross, who dwelt elsewhere. Drapers
elected that both spaces should be divided between Shawcross and Glover.®®> However,
Shawcross it appears was extremely unhappy with this decision which deprived him of space
that was once exclusively his. Three years later Glover returned to the Court to report that

Shawcross had in fact refused to give over any of his warehouse. The Wardens and a few

682 |bid. f.301v.

683 bid. f.295r.

684 1bid. f.295v.

885 |bid. f.164r.
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Assistants were therefore called in to survey the site in order to clarify which part should be

utilised by whom and ensure their directives were given credence.®®

The Drapers' accounts show that Carter Lane was also subject to consistent densification in
the search for more city centre storage spaces. On this byway, marginal to the main
thoroughfare of Dowgate, citizens of the middling sort were developing and redeveloping
small sites facing onto the Lane which had lain vacant for centuries. It is possible to trace the
development of one particular section of the Lane in some detail. The progressive
enlargement of existing buildings and increase of storage spaces on the site began when a
single-storied warehouse, a tenement called 'the Chequer' and a void space or garden facing
onto the Lane were conveyed to the Drapers (see figure 4.9).%% It is on these small plots that
the relative success of a middling sort of citizen and merchant involved in the domestic trade
of cloth can be traced. Utilized for the purposes of warehousing, stabling and housing, the

agency of Merchant Taylor Thomas Jackson is notable.%8®

The development can be roughly divided into three sections. Whilst there is some ambiguity
about the precise use of site 3 which began as an open space or garden, the adjacent site
(site 2) was clearly retained as a tenement for most of the period. It was the forty-year
residency of Jackson here that was to prove most influential in this narrative of development.
In 1563-4 Jackson entered the Rental Accounts leasing “his house” for the fair sum of £4. His
property was the tenement of the Chequer (as opposed to the Inn which faced onto Bush
Lane).®® The first indication of what was to come occurred on the site to the west of the
tenement (site 1). Another floor was added to the existing one-storey warehouse in the
1560s by Clothworker Nicholas Small (see figure 4.10). The internal spaces were then
subdivided by Nicholas Parkinson in the 1570s. As the accommodation expanded in size the
rent duly increased, effectively doubling in value by 1577.5%° However, after the Drapers

imposed a further rent hike following the subdivision, Parkinson threatened to depart. After

686 bid.
87 TNA, SC 6/HENVIII/6867. Also SC 6/HENVIII/2086.

688 For confirmation of his status as a Merchant Taylor see DCA, MB9, f.128 and TNA, PROB
11/105/357, Will of Thomas Jackson, 8 May 1605.

685 DCA, RA5, 1564-5, f.20v.

6% DCA, RA5, 1563-4, f.20v. For confirmation of Clothworker status also see: ‘Appendix 2’ in Hickman,
D. J. ‘The Religious Allegiance of London’s Ruling Elite, 1520 — 1603’ (unpublished PhD thesis, UCL,
1995).
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otherwise stated.
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Laurence Campe - 1609-17. Rent: £1.

Figure 4.10. Diagram of site development on Carter Lane, c.1548-1624



170

an apparent stand-off, Parkinson appears to have given in to the Company’s demands and
elected to maintain his let, demonstrating the value of this collection of warehouses and
lofts.®°! Confirmation that two new stables and lofts had been built on this site, probably by
Parkinson, is found in 1607-8.5°2 Another lease for the same section of property in 1648
describes the same accommodation as “one stable with a coach room in the same and a
hayloft and little chamber over the same”, suggesting the space experienced further adaption

in the early seventeenth century.5%

Thomas Jackson began conglomerating a larger proportion of the accommodation either side
of his tenement in 1579, securing a lease of what had become “the small storeyard at
Dowgate” (site 3.) for 40 s. per annum. His intentions were clearly to develop the yard for he
wasted no time in petitioning Drapers for license to build on his newly acquired land. In this
Jackson entered into a joint venture with Henry Fawlks, a local grocer of some success.®
Representing the partnership, Jackson “made offer to new build the stable which would cost
him about the sum of £10” upon the “void ground or old storeyard”.®®> Drawing on
descriptions from later years, the building work undertaken by Jackson and Fawlks on the
"little' storeyard was alternately referred to as “rooms in the yard”®%, “diverse other rooms &

7697

lofts in the yard with part of the new building”**’ and also “the new building and store

891 parkinson refused to pay the customary fine to renew his lease, and also refused to pay any extra
rent and so he “departed” (DCA, MB9, f.98v). In July 1578 we hear that the leasing of the warehouse
and garrets formerly in Parkinson’s tenure are put on hold (DCA, MB9, f.100r). But it was only in 1581
that the warehouse, other rooms and garrets of Parkinson were formerly leased to Jackson, after
Parkinson's death (DCA, RA5, 1581-2, f.15v-16r). It may be that he acquired them at an earlier date.

692 DCA, RA6, 1607-8, f.21.
693 DCA, C.32, Lease.

894 DCA, RA5, 1581-2, f.15v-16r. Fawlks was collector for the subsidy of 1582 in 'Walbrook Ward'. He
was valued at £50, paying 50s for living in St Mary Bothaw parish (see '1582 London Subsidy Roll' in
Two Tudor Subsidy Rolls For the City of London 1541 and 1582, R. G. Lang (ed.) (London: London
Record Society, 1993) British History Online. http://www.british-history.ac.uk/london-record-
soc/vol29/pp140-142 [Accessed online 25 March 2015] pp.140-142.

6% DCA, MBS, f.128r, f.152r-3r; DCA, RA 1579-80, f.16v-17r.
6% DCA, RA5, 1594-5, f.9v.

897 DCA, RA5, 1595-6, f.11r.
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yard” .®%8 This suggests some element of the open yard remained in place in spite of the

construction of enclosed storage spaces on part of the land.

Two years after Jackson’s development of the storeyard he acquired the warehouses and
rooms previously developed to the west of his tenement (site 1). Following this Jackson held
the three sites in his name for more than twenty years, maintaining this aggregated group of
warehouses and stables, totalling a yearly rent of £8 6s 8d, until his death in 1606.5° Overall,
the Merchant Taylor more than doubled the volume and number of spaces he leased. His
residence in the tenement on Carter Lane for more than four decades had ensured its
survival as one house, but by 1618-9 Timothy Hollingshead, a Draper, “hath made two other
tenements” where one stood before. This was shortly followed by another subdivision
resulting in three separate properties, no doubt let out separately for profit.”® In this way
Carter Lane was consistently multiplied and compartmentalized, capitalizing on the location
of the Erber and the slack space surrounding its less prominent edges. Probably in the light of
these developments, Stow noted that Carter Lane became known as Chequer Alley. The
distinction between ‘Lane’ and ‘Alley’ is notable but not extraordinary, for example Stow also
writes of Craddock’s Lane which, “being straightened by encroachments” was then called
Church Alley.”®! The maze-like quality of London’s secondary byways was intensifying.
However fragmentary evidence suggests the companies were discontent with associations
which connected them to unchecked building-work and poor conditions, or at least they
were required to take action against this type of development on account of stipulations
from the Lord Mayor. The Mercers recorded that their Second Warden “entered into bond
for the Company” that no one would be permitted to live in the Company’s tenements “in
alleys” unless the same houses possessed chimneys “for the avoiding the casualty of fire”, a

very real and present danger.”%

698 DCA, RA5, 1597-8, f.10v.

699 DCA, RA6, 1605-6, f.24.

700 DCA, RAB6, 1618-19, f.18; DCA, RA6, 1619-20, f.21.
701 Stow, Survey (1603), Vol. 1, p.204.

792 MCA, Acts of Court iii, 1560-1598, f. 232.
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Conclusion

Analysing what he acknowledged was a frustratingly small sample of London prosecutions
made in the name of Queen Elizabeth after the building proclamations of the 1590s, Barnes
found that the most well-represented developers were tradesmen of the yeomanry class and
mercantile liverymen.”® It was out of this cultural context, as leases in the sixteenth century
also became more valuable, that the Drapers’ Court demonstrated a clear habit of using the
advantage they could claim as urban landlords to ensure their stock of housing was
continually maintained and increasingly improved. This chapter has traced the Company’s
positive attitude to competitive developments undertaken by men and women of this
middling sort, which seem especially plentiful in the records from the 1580s. Most frequently
construction work consisted of the subdivision of buildings and the creation of larger houses
formed out of previously separate properties or unit houses. Closely intertwined internal
arrangements of these tenements created inevitable frictions and could slow down
redevelopments. And yet it appears that the flexible boundaries of adjacent unit-houses
ensured that this building type held continued relevance in the densely urbanized

environment.

As landlords, the Drapers were however custodians to a wide-range of housing, of which the
unit-house was only one sort. Chapter One showed much of its stock was mostly medieval in
origin. The chapter has illustrated how these older properties were improved and adapted
through the slow accretion of repair and rebuilding undertaken by tenants. The Company was
canny and discerning in its negotiations with prospective leaseholders, undoubtedly aware of
its strong hand in brokering the terms of any proposed improvements. The cumulative effect
of decades of partial reconstructions was significant but it was not without instances of
difficulty. There was real potential for leaseholders to financially implode but the Company
showed flexibility in their dealings with unfortunate tenants. Meanwhile, the Court of
Assistants became less inclined to maintain the occupancy of long-term ‘tenants-at-will’,
instead favouring lease-holding tenants. With greater security of tenure, middling sort
tenants were also spurred on to invest in upgrading their properties and bargain for extended

leases on account of this. For Baer, “few surveys or census reveal much about the nature or

703 Barnes, ‘The Prerogative and Environmental Control of London Buildings in the Early Seventeenth
Century’, pp.1338-9.
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suitability of the relationship between landlord, tenant and property.”’* The episodes
brought to light in this chapter show how development activity was supported equally by

tenants and landlords as mutually beneficial.

704 Baer, W. C. ‘Landlords and tenants in London, 1550-1700" in Urban History 38, no. 2 (Cambridge
University Press, 2011) pp.234-255, p.237.



Figure 5.9. Detail of the garden house on Drapers’Hall plan, marked as‘Mr Downes’ house’
(DCA, AX11121)
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Chapter Five - Managing the Estate

Despite appearances to the contrary, the smooth running of the Company was not primarily
dependent on its yearly changing roster of Master and Wardens but instead on the effective
administration of its business by a handful of permanent employees. Out of this small group,
historians tend to hold that the Clerk was the most highly-valued, leading and overseeing the
Company’s other employees on a day-to-day basis.”® His trusted position involved close
liaison with the Master and Wardens and required his careful attention to the production and
storage of the Company’s records. But in relation to the everyday management of the
Company estate, it was the ‘Renter’ that was of critical importance. The Renter was generally
responsible for rent collection, repairing properties and directing a group of related workmen

held on retainer by the Company. His role is examined in greater depth in this chapter.

Considering the wider management and ‘hands-on’ development of the estate, there is also
substantial evidence that Company Wardens were consistently active and increasingly
attentive to the processes by which its estate was administered. Fourth in order of
precedence, it was the Renter Warden that was most closely associated with accounting for
the estate and indeed the corporation as a whole. The importance of rental income to the
Company'’s cash flow is indicated by the fact that this elected official, who acted as a sort of
honorary treasurer, was not called Accounting Warden, but Renter Warden. This chapter
therefore also takes into account the role of the Renter Warden in relation to the business of
estate management. It describes the changing corporate structures by which the Drapers
sought to manage and maintain their properties. It demonstrates the way the ‘improving eye’
of its governors worked out on the ground. Desirous of well-maintained buildings of
recognizable quality, the Wardens sought to implement more accountable and stable record-
keeping practices in order to monitor the well-being of their investments. Furthermore,
administered by the Renter, the Company increased its capacity to undertake repairs and

support rebuildings by acquiring a large store and tradesmen’s yard.

705 For example see: Ward, Metropolitan Communities, p.88.
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Search of the Lands

The corporate structures designed to maintain quality in the estate carried residues of earlier
patterns of regulation deployed in relation to the cloth trade. In particular, it appears that the
frequency and authority of the annual cloth-related ‘search of the yards’ eroded as the
importance and frequency of the property-related ‘search of the lands’ grew. Whilst different
in nature and form, both actions tied the Company spatially to the inspection of sites
throughout the city. Both searches were concerned with the upholding of quality and the
gathering of knowledge regarding a territory, firstly related to cloth (or drapery) and latterly

of the estate more generally.

The Drapers’ charter of 1438 first granted the Company the ‘right to search’ the businesses of
cloth retailers and, significantly, confirmed their right to discipline those erroneously found
using ‘short yards’.”® The cloth was measured against the Drapers’ ‘ell’ which was 36 inches,
the length of a silver yard stick held by the Company as a symbol of their jurisdictional
authority. Consequently, the Wardens conducted four searches a year for almost two
centuries proceeding from the date of their charter, fining offenders and checking their
reform. By the middle of the sixteenth century however this work had been delegated to the
lower ranking Wardens of the Bachelors. Such a move reflected the increased distance
between merchants occupying the highest ranks of the Company and the perceived mass of
‘retailing’ Drapers below them.”’ Yet members of the Court of Assistants continued to
conduct searches holding especial civic prominence and high visibility at the annual fairs of
Southwark and St. Bartholomew, as well as maintaining a critical hand in the regulation of
London’s central cloth market, Blackwell Hall, through the appointment of its Master. The
regulation of the fairs was enacted in the face of considerable public attention, substantiating
the Company’s territorial rights on the City’s cloth trade through performative exchanges.
The procession of the search party of Drapers in 1587 at Bartholomew’s Fair located at West
Smithfield received a particularly detailed description in the Drapers’ Minute Books. At the
head of the group the Common Crier carried the silver mace, representing civic governance,
followed by the Clerk who held the silver yard of the Company, and behind them followed
the Master and Wardens (of the present year and the year before). After inspecting and

fining several sellers of cloth, the group assembled at the entrance to the cloth market. In

706 Although this excluded the search of any retailers who were members of the Merchant Taylors.

707 DCA, OB1, unfoliated, Bachelors’ Ordinances as revised in 1560.
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order of precedence the Drapers saluted the Lord Mayor, Grocer George Bonde, and his
Aldermen as the men rode out of the fair on horseback, before the search party dined at a
nearby tavern (see figure 5.1).7% The Company’s right to perform this function and to execute
discipline was reaffirmed in every Royal Charter after the first of 1438. Indeed a renewed
charter of 1607 granted the Drapers the right to “enter into all houses, shops, cellars, booths,
and other places...all yards, ells, goods and other measures whatsoever and to forfeit all such

measures as are found to be short or deceptive” within the City and its liberties.”®

Regardless of this theoretical jurisdictional authority, after the advent of the seventeenth
century the search quickly lost its appeal and the Drapers’ rights were especially challenged
at Bartholomew Fair by the Merchant Taylors in 1609 following a prominent dispute.’°
Nonetheless even the triumphant Merchant Taylors had declined in their observance of the
search by the early 1640s.”*! Johnson held that such privileges were quickly becoming “mere
survivals of the past, without much reality”.”*? Taking a wider view, Unwin argued that,
although the power to search was still claimed by the companies and “had real power”, the
extents of this authority were “vague and shifting”.”*® In so visibly judging the value of
products and ascribing their approval or dispensing discipline, Epstein and Prak have more
recently contended that the search was a tool for exclusion and marginalisation which
bolstered the companies’ monopolistic reputations. Despite their view that searches must
have been “largely ineffective” due to the logistical incapacity of the companies to actually
police fraudulent activity in this way, Epstein and Prak held that it was the show of protecting

quality that mattered. The search lent the Drapers’ Company legitimacy even if it held little

708 DCA, MB10, f.198.
709 Charter of James 1607 (printed in Johnson, History, Vol. 4, p.22).

710 For discussion of this case see: Kellet, J. R. ‘The breakdown of gild and corporation control over the
handicraft and retail trade in London’ in Economic History Review 10, no. 3 (1958) pp.381-94; Herbert,
W. History of the Worshipful Company of Drapers (London: J. C. Adlard, 1837) p.400.

11 5leigh-Johnson, ‘The Merchant Taylors’, p.332.
12 Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.240.

713 Unwin, The Gilds and Companies of London, p.105.



Figure 5.1. The Lord Mayor of London and his Sword-bearer in ‘Theater of all peoples
and nations of the earth; Lucas de Heere (c. 1575), p.73, University of Ghent
(BHSL.HS.2466). http://adore.ugent.be/view/archive.ugent.be:79D46426-CCID-
11E3-B56B-4FBAD43445F2 [accessed online 13 July 2016]
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practical value.”** The abandonment of the practice signalled that legitimacy was being

sought elsewhere and by different means.

Whilst the search of the yards assessed the state of the Company’s trade, the search of the
lands assessed the state of the Company’s properties. Suggestively, as the search of the yards
declined in importance, searches of the lands increased. More often referred to as ‘view’
days, the Wardens, the Renter and a group of workmen periodically undertook to visit every
property in the estate in order to survey the condition of buildings under their care. As a
result of observations made on these searches and decisions sanctioned centrally by the
Court of Assistants afterwards, reparations were undertaken and checked for quality at a
later agreed date.”™ This practice of viewing properties first-hand and making a record of
their condition was one which enabled the Company to review and maintain their estate at
regular intervals. Outside the view days, Wardens and employees could also be called to site

for 'ad-hoc' dispute resolution throughout the year.

The Company ordinances stipulated that two views were carried out per year, one in March
and the other in June or July to allow for any necessary reparations identified in spring to be
completed and inspected in summer. These lengthy days of work began at 7am and the end
of the survey was inevitably marked with a dinner hosted by the Renter Warden for all
involved.”® However, by the mid-sixteenth century, each of these bi-annual but singular
view days had expanded to operate over two consecutive days, totalling four days per year.
By 1614-15 the four days had become six.”*” Such an increase recognized the importance of
estate and the ambition to maintain its quality. Company governors were expected to have a
working knowledge of the properties in their care, and in their consistent site visits, either in

dispute resolution or on view days, displayed a ‘hands-on’ rather than ‘hands-off’ approach.

714 Gadd, I. A., Wallis, P. ‘London Guilds and National Regulation, 1500-1700’ in S. R. Epstein and M.
Prak (eds.) Guilds, Innovation and the European Economy, 1400-1800 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2008) pp.288-315, p.297.

715 For such an example see: DCA, MBS5, f.155.

718 The time is noted by Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.77. The Company allowed £5 for such events and
the Renter Warden often entertained those in attendance at their houses afterwards. For example in
the 1598, Thomas Cliff, the Youngest Warden, held a View Dinner in his house in Abchurch Lane (DCA,
WA?S, 1598-9, f.11r).

17 DCA, RA6, 1614-15, f.15.
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The Drapers were not the lassiez-faire sort of landlord depicted by Baer.”*® Still, in
comparison to the public performance which defined the search of the yards, the search of
the lands presented itself as a largely invisible affair, unburdened by any sort of ritual
ceremony. Although Company business was bound practically closer to the processes of
estate management and dislocated from the trade of drapery, the Drapers did not seek to
draw attention to their new source of power through self-consciously public enactments of
its authority in this area. Stewarding land and managing property was not what the Drapers

‘did’.

Over many decades, the Company had endured several Royal challenges which sought to
extort money from the Company coffers through attacks on the legitimacy of historic
property transactions. However, in 1619 James | and VI finally confirmed the Company’s
rights to its lands, protecting it from future incursions. As a result of this action and to
prevent the “inconveniences that hath formerly suffered by the Company”, an extraordinary
view “and service” was ordered of the lands in that year. The Wardens and Assistants
required that they “shall take notice of the measure and content of each parcel here and of
the butting and bounding of the same” and the Clerk was to “enter the same in a book for
that purpose to be appointed”.”*® This book no longer survives but one wonders whether it
may have resembled Treswell’s beautiful Clothworkers' plan book and to what extent. The
likelihood is small for as far can be ascertained no employee was trained in draughtsmanship.
What can be said at this date is that the Drapers certainly intended to produce an unusually
comprehensive catalogue of the extent of the Company’s estate. The desire driving this
mobilization of so many of the Company’s leaders was evidently one that recognized the
need to understand and record the entirety of their estate to substantiate their ownership.
The link between the development of the survey, the map and the conception of property
has already been effectively made by early modern scholars but the Drapers’ Archive offers
another perspective on these considerations through this lens of the annual ‘view’ and
sporadic survey. Estate maps of the 1570s and 1580s are often seen as “statement[s] of

III

ownership, a symbol of possession such as no written survey could equal”. Because the map
or plan turns on the abstract relationship between person and thing, it can be tempting to
read the space depicted as desocialised. But this was clearly not the case in London, nor

elsewhere. Moreover, Harvey stated that while maps were “little understood or used” in

718 Baer, ‘Landlord and Tenants’, p.240.

719 DCA, MB13, £.138r.
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1500, by 1600 “they were familiar objects of everyday life”.”? In the Drapers’ Archive this
appears to be borne out in the more everyday circumstances of property management where
plans and associated descriptive notes were used to achieve profitable outcomes to
negotiations yes, but not negotiations stripped of their social meaning as has been indicated

in earlier cases of Chapter Four such as Mr Eastcourt and Mr Thrawle.

As previously noted, whilst books relating to the view have been lost, a small proportion of
roughly drawn plans exist in the Archive (see figure 4.1). They reflect a pattern of active
engagement as the Company governors and tenants walked, searched, measured and
recorded properties together. For example, in 1635 the Wardens considered the proposed
rebuilding of John Goodwin’s Smithfield Barrs house (no. 53). In responding to Goodwin’s
petition they visited the site and “measuring out of the said ground” directed Goodwin as to
the “manner and fashion” in which he was to undertake the rebuilding.”?* An ephemeral
drawing could well have been produced on account of this survey. These were working
drawings for working conversations, but more strategic plans were occasionally produced. In
1622 the Renter Warden, Richard Trymnell, with the Company workmen was recorded to
have measured “all the Companies’ lands in St. Peter le Poor as the hall and all
thereabout”.”? It is unclear precisely the meaning of this, but the note is of some
considerable interest, for the valuable plan of the pre-fire Drapers’ Hall appears to have been
produced around this date. This was the same year in which Garway complained about the
new warehouses springing up around the capital house and these seem to be identifiable on
the plan. The exact date of its production cannot be ascertained but can also be surmised
through the tenants noted on the drawing. Furthermore, Humphrey Downes’ occupation of
the garden house places its production between 1616 and 1626.72® Produced on hard-
wearing and high-status vellum and complete with intriguing details, it is inscribed with the
mark of an unknown surveyor by the name of Christopher Flemming. However, it is far from

the standard of presentation drawing exemplified by the 1596 Erber plan.

720 Harvey, P. D. A. Maps in Tudor England (London: British Library and the Public Record Office, 1993)
p.7. The upward trajectory of the estate drawn ‘survey’ from the 1590s in particular is observed by:
Wrightson, K. English Society 1580-1680 (London: Routledge, 1982) p.99.

721 |bid. f.299v.
722 DCA, RA6, 1622-3, f.19.

723 DCA, MB13, f.122r; DCA, RA6, 1626-7, .17, f.23.
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As with the searches of cloth retailing shops, searches of Company houses could be met with
resistance. Gaining access could be difficult and those deploying persistent avoidance
strategies could delay the undertaking of reparations much to the Court’s annoyance. In the
1560s and 70s the Erber was occupied by two intriguing foreign merchants who caused the
Company some anxiety in relation to the condition of their prized property. Both Antonio
(Anthony) de Guerras and Luis de Paz became agents for Philip Il of Spain sometime between
1540-1560. In 1564, the Spanish King commended them for their good service to his new
Ambassador in London, advising that “they are experienced and well informed about the
country” and their expertise should be drawn on.”?* Holding the initial tenancy, de Paz was
sent by the Spanish Ambassador from England to Scotland in 1564 “in the guise of a
merchant”.”?®> De Guerras consequently took over de Paz’s tenancy, at first holding the status
of ‘tenant-at-will’, but then in 1566 securing a lease after promising the Court of the Drapers
that he would spend £100 on reparations.’? The extent to which de Guerras honoured his
earlier promise of improving the property is unclear. However, when the Drapers viewed the
house some years later in 1568 to check that their tenant was “amending of things amiss”,

they found no action had been taken. De Guerras was ordered to “repair such things as were

724 ‘Simancas: December 1564’ in Calendar of State Papers, Spain (Simancas), Vol. 1, 1558-1567, M. A.
S. Hume (ed.) (London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1892) British History Online.
http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-papers/simancas/voll [Accessed online 15 July 2016].

725 De Paz was sent by the Spanish Ambassador to England to Scotland in 1564 “in the guise of a
merchant” (Letter 280. Simancas: December 1564, Calendar of State Papers, Spain (Simancas), Vol. 1.).
However, his service brought him back to London, although he did not return to the Erber. As a result
of his Scottish dealings which threatened the position of the English queen, he was firstly placed under
house arrest and narrowly escaping torture in the Tower of London in 1571 before being sent back to
Spain (Letter 287 and Letter 291. Simancas: October 1569, Calendar of State Papers, Spain (Simancas),
Vol. 2, 1568-79). On his departure for Scotland his property was transferred to Antony de Guerras who
was also to become embroiled in sensitive political situations. De Guerras is described in 1545 as “a
Spanish merchant resident in London” (‘Henry VIII: June 1545, 11-15' in Letters and Papers, Foreign
and Domestic, Henry Vill, Vol. 20, J. Gairdner and R. H. Brodie (ed.) (London: Her Majesty's Stationery
Office, 1905) British History Online. http://www.british-history.ac.uk/letters-papers-hen8/vol20
[Accessed online 15 June 2016]). His status as merchant is substantiated by a letter written to the
Master of the Rolls in London recognising the value of French goods of ‘Antony Guara’ aboard the
‘Anna of Barsalana’ ('Henry VIII: July 1545, 26-31" in Letters and Papers, Foreign and Domestic, Henry
VI, Volume 20 Part 1). De Guerras wrote several letters from the house and we have a few details
about events that took place there. He was a more active and important agent, and probable author of
a ‘Chronicle of Henry VIII" and an ‘Accession of Queen Mary’ (see Garnett, Richard. ‘Introduction’ in
The Accession of Queen Mary (London: Lawrence and Bullen, 1892)).

726 DCA, MBS, .243.



181

to be judged most necessary & needful”.’?’ By the following year the tumultuous relationship
between Spain and England caused the alien merchant to spend the first of two periods of
imprisonment in the Tower of London under charges of spying for the Spanish. Agents of
Queen Elizabeth seized the Erber and the house was ransacked. A report from one of Philip’s

informants recalled that:

“They have sealed and sequestrated in the Queen's name all his property, and have
closed the house, after having taken therefrom a great number of religious images
and crucifixes, as well as figures of our Lady and the Saints beautifully carved in bulk
and gilded. They carried them through most of the streets in the morning, as if in
procession, with great mockery and laughter, saying that these were the gods of the
Spaniards. There were great crowds of people, as they waited until it was market-day
before they did it. Cries were raised that all the foreigners and those who owned the
images should be burnt. They burnt half of these images piled on a cart-wheel before

Guerras' house, and the other half they burnt in the market-place.””®

During their March view of the same year the Wardens noted wryly that, “we could not get
to view for that the doors were locked and no body at home”.”? Although shortly released, it
was recorded that for the next three years de Guerras remained in self-imposed house arrest
“without daring to appear on the streets.””*° De Guerras it seems was not communicative
with his landlords during this time, for in April 1570 the Drapers’ concerns led them to
summon him to appear before the Court to account for the unsatisfactory condition of his
house and their lack of access. De Guerras instead sent a representative, Hector Nommes, a

physician. Unimpressed, the Company sought legal advice to begin eviction proceedings but

727 DCA, MBS, .28r, f.33v.

728 | etter 95, May 1569, Guerau De Spes to the King, 'Simancas: May 1569' in Calendar of State Papers,
Spain (Simancas), Volume 2, 1568-1579. Contained within the bundle of bills left from her keeper of
rents there is a snatched detail that, long before her death, Salisbury purchased, "a tabernacle wherein
[an image] of our Lady was enclosed, which was painted in the Erber" (TNA, SC 6/HENVI1I/2082).
Depending on its form, it is possible that this tabernacle did not see the light of day until it suffered a
similarly violent misfortune as the Countess experienced, only some decades later.

25 DCA, MBS, f.97r; DCA, RA5, 1579-80, f.18r.

730 |etter 291. ‘Simancas: November 1571’ in Calendar of State Papers, Spain (Simancas), Volume 2,
1568-1579. This fear was not unfounded. The streets of London were notorious for their volatility.
Foreigners and ambassadors were not infrequently attacked.
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this process was slow moving and ultimately unsuccessful.”®! Finally, the viewers gained entry
in March 1571 to survey the extent of the neglect due to “lack of reparations”.”®? Some work
appears to have been carried out for the interest in the Erber subsided in Company records
and de Guerras’ tenancy continued. Then at midnight on the 20th of October 1577 de
Guerras reported in a letter to the Spanish King that officers of the Queen “assailed me
unawares, searched my dwelling, seizing all the papers they could find, and...for four days
ransacked the house.””®* He was hauled to the Tower of London for a second imprisonment
leaving the house again empty. To the Court’s frustration, de Guerras still held the legal right
to retain occupation of it as lease-holder and the Company could not repossess it. In June
1578 the Court reported with some relief that their troublesome and imprisoned tenant had
been “commanded to depart the realm”. They immediately sought further counsel regarding
the invalidation of his lease.”®* A few days later the Court had secured the revocation of de
Guerras’ lease subsequently granting the property to Thomas Pullison. Such was the extent of

disrepair that Pullison took it upon himself to rebuild the property within seven years.”*®

In retaliation for any grievances they might have, it seems that tenants could be un-
cooperative with their landlords and absences caused difficulties. Without permission, one
tenant removed all the locks and doors of the house he was vacating falsely claiming his right
to them as movables and leaving the house dangerously unsecured.’® Furthermore, empty
houses were a liability in terms of reputation and repair. In the case of Roger Sadler, the
Drapers’ under-occupied capital house did not tend to the Company’s credit. Empty
properties or parts of properties were also more likely to fall into disrepair. To mitigate these

reputational concerns, some tenants with business abroad were required to give over their

731 DCA, MBS, £.100v.
732 |bid. f.186v.

733 | etter 471. 'Simancas: December 1577' in Calendar of State Papers, Spain (Simancas), Volume 2,
1568-1579. Letters between de Guerras and Spain found the English collection of Elizabeth | were no
doubt the ones seized from the Erber (for example: Letter 70. 'Elizabeth: August 1577, 1- 5' in Calendar
of State Papers Foreign, Elizabeth, Volume 12, 1577-78, A. ). Butler (ed.) (London, 1901) pp. 53-57.
British History Online. http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-papers/foreign/vol12/pp53-57
[Accessed online 5 March 2015]).

734 DCA, MBS, f.98v.
35 DCA, MBS, £.99r.

736 DCA, RA5, 1561-2, f.11v.
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houses for short-term let to another sub-tenant during their absence. In 1557 Michael Allard
declared to the Company that “he had occasion to go beyond the sea” and therefore was
required to sub-let his shop “with his children and goods” to Harmond Conygrave, a Joiner.”’
This instance acts as a counterpoint to another absence noted by Orlin when the church of St.
Michael Cornhill granted a citizen a lease of a house “to lay his household stuff for one whole
year, though he do dwell aboard himself”.”38 Still business abroad could certainly prove
problematic to lease-holders. In 1567 a letter written from Antwerp arrived regarding a small
tenement in Sherborne Lane (no. 10). The author was Charles Bond, Draper, who had
recently been granted a lease for the property. Before accepting the lease he viewed the
property but found himself without keys for several rooms that were locked up by the
departing tenant. He agreed to the lease from the Drapers in good faith that the rooms were
in order. Still awaiting keys to these parts of his new property, Bond “had occasion to go on in
to Flanders” and appointed his friend to receive the keys when they were available and
report back. Bond received a nasty surprise when his associate informed him that part of the
house was in “much ruin and decay”. It was supposed that “there hath been no reparations
done to any purpose in long time”. Bond acknowledged his responsibility to repair the
property but was not expecting this “great charge” necessary to reform such disrepair. To re-
dress this imbalance, his letter requested the Drapers allow him £10 off his £25 fine to be
used on the reparations of the property. In return he promised the repairs would be

undertaken within three months and that he would “pray long for your prosperous estate”.’

Company Craftsmen and the Storeyard

The City Corporation had its own well-established mechanisms for resolving neighbourly
disputes over buildings, boundaries and space. Four ‘sworn viewers’ surveyed sites of
contention brought to their attention for arbitration. This group was led by Master
Carpenters and Joiners with other trades appointed as necessary for advice. Reports were
filed back to the Mayor and Aldermen for resolution in accordance with the twelfth century

‘Assize of Buildings’ which was still the guiding legislation for city construction work.

37 DCA, MB7, f.237.

738 The Accounts of the Churchwardens of the Parish of St. Michael, Cornhill, in the City of London, from
1456 to 1608, W. H. Overall (ed.) (London: private printing, 1868) p.236 as quoted in Orlin, Locating
Privacy, p.103-4.

739 DCA, Alll 151, letter dated 21 February 1567.
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Observing that the office of viewer was “not unimportant and it was not held by unimportant
men”, Janet Loengard argued that association with these posts was a source of “prestige and
power”.” This association with status might have spilled over onto similar positions within

the companies, albeit with a lower level of intensity.

As noted, the Drapers’ Company claimed their own team of craftsmen held on retainer to
work on their estate and assist the Court in decisions about its maintenance. Alongside
attendance at the view, for the privilege of a small yearly fee, the Company’s building work
was to be prioritised above any other business these men might hold. The Company also
retained a handful of general labourers but, in contrast, required them “not to suffer them to
do jobs in other places”.”*! Through payments in the Renter Accounts it is possible to keep
some track of the fluctuations of the construction team which grew noticeably in size. The
Carpenter and Bricklayer were fixtures on these view days. Their annual fee is evident from
the mid-sixteenth century. In 1558 the Company Bricklayer was nominated for an annual
contract of 20s. whereas in 1562-3 Mr Revell was paid the same fee “for our
Carpentership”.”? By 1576 a Company Plumber had been added to the list and around the
same time a Tiler, William Swanson, was paid 13s. 4d. “for his year’s fee.”® In 1589 a Glasier
was paid for odd jobs as well as receiving a yearly fee of 5s. 1d.7** By 1600 craftsmen were
paid separately for their attendance at the view in addition to their annual fee reflecting the
scale of the task. The “Companies’ Carpenters” were paid 2s. 6d. in July 1599 to this end and
another Carpenter, a Plumber, a Bricklayer and a labourer were all paid 4s. each in 1612-3.7%
The desirability of one of these positions is exemplified in petitions for the Carpentership in
the early seventeenth century. The year of 1606 saw the Company’s then Carpenter, Richard

Moore, mysteriously disappear amid reports that he had given over his trade and abandoned

740 See 'Introduction’' in London Viewers and their Certificates, 1508-1558 Certificates of the Sworn
Viewers of the City of London. ). S. Loengard (ed.) (London: London Record Society, 1989) pp.xi-Ixv.
British History Online. http://www.british-history.ac.uk/london-record-soc/vol26/xi-Ixv [Accessed
online 31 December 2015]. Also see Orlin, ‘Boundary Disputes’ which utilized this source.

741 DCA, MBLC, £.813.

742 DCA, RA5, 1561-2, f.9r; DCA, MB5, f.163.
743 DCA, RA5, 1575-6, f.7r; RA5, 1573-4, f.7v.
744 DCA, RA5, 1589-90, f.11v.

745 DCA, WAS, 1598-9, f.12v; RA6, 1612-13, f.10.
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the city in favour of the country life. It was reported that Moore had been selected years
earlier on account of his status as a “near neighbour”, residing in a tenement next to Drapers’
Hall in Austin Friars. He would therefore be “ready upon any call”. In a demonstration of its
value, two suitors had already been waiting for the reversion of the position since 1603. The
Court resolved to decide between the two suitors who had been waiting for many years for
the opening; the men were Richard’s brother William Moore and John Daye. The position

was granted to John Daye.”*®

The Court not only gathered together a more substantial team of craftsmen but sought to
expand its capacity to repair and upgrade its properties through the acquisition of a larger
workmen’s yard and increased the storage space for building materials. This was not an
altogether new practice. Already by 1531 the Drapers’ Renter had been given a yearly budget
of £30-40 to purchase and store building materials for reparations or rebuildings at such time
he was commended to “buy it best cheap and to remain in the storehouse till need shall
require”.”*” The stockpiling of building materials in Company storeyards, some of which were
imported from abroad, ensured that the Drapers could make efficient purchases at the right
time. A large Company storehouse was formerly located on Bearbinder Lane (no. 21) next to
some other of the Drapers’ tenements but this appears to have been transferred to Queen
Mary in the 1550s under duress. The precise factors bearing on the transfer of this storeyard
are not easily identified but it is clear that the influential Haberdasher William Garrard,
(Sheriff 1552-3, Lord Mayor 1555-6) was granted a lease of this space, as long as he “by any
means procure and obtain our cellars again” from the Crown.”*® In return for his “great
labour and travail” in this he was granted a term of 21 years for the site payable at 40s.
yearly.”* Having been displaced from their storeyard for the foreseeable future, the Wardens
then viewed a new but unspecified location for their storehouse in May 1554. Nothing came
of this survey and by July four Assistants were forced to re-consider an expansion of their

own cellars under the Company Hall to serve as a stop gap.”° As observed in Chapter Four,

746 DCA, MB13, f.37v, f.42r.
747 DCA, MB1B, f.439.

748 DCA, MBS, f.64.

749 |bid. f.64; f.79.

%0 bid. £.79.
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the area under the gallery was duly fitted out in 1555.7°! However the quantity of materials
held and the Company’s ability to store them was to be significantly scaled up in the period

with an important re-acquisition.

A new site for the ‘great’ Company storeyard was originally surveyed in 1557 when four
Assistants were appointed to view the “void place at Dowgate beside the Erber” in order to
ascertain “whether it will be a mete place for a store house for this fellowship or no”.”*? At
this juncture the Company did not take any action and the status of the ‘void place’ is
uncertain until a payment of 25s. 8d. for a stable and yard on the site was made by John
Brown, a Smith, in 1562. Two years later however, the Drapers resolved to re-claim their yard
and served Brown, who was likely a tenant-at-will, notice to vacate in favour of Company
Warden Mr Braythwayt. Brown was not cooperative and refused to give over the yard.
'Distinguished lawyer' Mr Wilbrand and attorney Mr Coys therefore received payment for
entering an action of eviction against Mr Brown.”? To judge the case, a jury and witnesses
were summoned and entertained at Drapers’ Hall. Unsurprisingly the decision fell against
Brown and bailiffs forcibly removed him. The Company instructed officers to “nail up the gate
of the same yard & a stable door” until they had obtained the correct paperwork to hold the
lease in their own name, taking over from Braythwayt.”* Soon afterwards the Company
Carpenter visited the recently recovered site with the Wardens to discuss their intention of
“building of our storehouse and storeyard there”.”> A bricklayer and five labourers
constructed a brick wall and the base of the storehouse alongside attending to other repairs,

whilst the Carpenter finished the frame and made up the gate (see figure 5.2). All the works

51 bid. f.118.
*2 |bid. f.219.

753 probably Thomas Wilbraham (1530-73), attorney of the court of wards, later Recorder for the City
(1569-71) and Judge at the Court of Wards and Liveries: Fuidge, N. M. ‘WILBRAHAM, Thomas (1531-
73), of London and Edmonton, Mdx.” in P.W. Hasler (ed.) The History of Parliament: the House of
Commons 1558-1603 (London: Boydell and Brewer, 1981)
http://www.historyofparliamentonline.org/volume/1558-1603/member/wilbraham-thomas-1531-73
[Accessed online 4 September 2015]. Also see: Ormarod, G. History of Cheshire, Vol. Il (London:
Lackington, Hughes, Mavor and Jones, 1819) p.65. Mr Coys was almost certainly Roger Coyes who was
an attorney at the Lord Mayor’s Court from 1542-79 (Baker, J. The Men of Court, 1440 — 1550: A
Prosopography of the Inns of Court and Chancery and the Courts of Law, Vol. 1, Selden Society
Supplement Series (2012)).

754 DCA, RA5, 1564-65, f.10v-11r.

755 bid. f.11r.
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were complete within twenty-nine days.”® A great gate of brick faced onto Dowgate, in
which a stonemason, Phillip Paskin, was paid to set up a stone carving of the Drapers’
arms.”” Within the confines of the brick boundary wall a number of constructions
successively sprang up in order to accommodate the activity of Carpenters and better
accommodate the storage of materials (see figure 5.3). By 1590 the Company had passed on
its lease of the storeyard directly to William Bradshaw, the Company's Carpenter.”® This was
perhaps another reason the position of Company Carpenter was advantageous and sought
after in 1606. The storeyard was evidently well used in service of the Company and beyond.
Tools were stored on site, wainscots carried from Three Cranes deposited in penthouses,
"great logs of timber" temporarily lodged outside the gate ready for "slitting" and sawing

across the pit excavated from the remaining open space of the yard.”®

Merchant leaders of the Drapers utilised their trading connections in service of the Company,
frequently buying in and selling on materials for stockpiling in the yard. Warden of 1578-9
and 1582-3, William Megges, was noted to have imported 200 wainscots to be used in the
refurbishment and upgrade of the Company parlour.”®® His name consistently appeared in
the port books of London in relation to the importation of wainscots, hops, oil and soap ashes

from the Low Countries.”®! But Company stores, of which Dowgate was only one, also

758 |bid. f.21v, f.22r.
57 Ibid. f.23r.

758 Bradshaw seems to have operated from a number of sites in period. He is included in the 1582
Subsidy Return for More Lane outside the walls, then he is referred to as "our carpenter workinge at
the hanging sword by london stone", which was just around the corner from the Erber (DCA, RA5,
1589-90, f.14v). Finally in 1592-3 he is said to have been dwelling in "Austine Fryars", adjacent to the
Company Hall located there (DCA, RA5, 1600-01, f.11v), a tenancy perhaps taken over by Richard
Moore, Bradshaw’s successor at the Drapers.

759 DCA, RA5, 1575-6, f.9r, f.18v; RA5, 1576-7, .10r; RA5, 1580-1, f.9v. In 1615-6 the Rental Accounts
still referred to a working saw pit in the yard at Dowgate but its fortunes after this date are less certain
(DCA, RA6, 1615-16, f.34).

780 DCA, MBS, f.223r. At the same time the roof of the Company Hall was re-laid and decorated with
fretwork (DCA, MBS, f.235r). The wood for this project was sawn in the storeyard overseen by senior
Drapers (DCA, MB9, f.4v).

781 For example 'London Port Book, 1567-8: Nos. 400-499 (Mar - May, 1568)", 'London Port Book, 1567-
8: Nos. 200-299 (Dec 1567 - Jan 1568)' and 'London Port Book, 1567-8: Nos. 300-399 (Jan - Mar, 1568)'
all in The Port and Trade of Early Elizabethan London: Documents, B. Dietz (ed.) (London: London
Record Society, 1972) British History Online. http://www.british-history.ac.uk/london-record-soc/vol8/
[Accessed online 4 July 2015].



Phase 1, c. 1562-1564

Stable

Carter Lane

Dowgate

Tenant: John Brown (smith) - 1562-1564. Rent: 26s. 8d.
Refs: “for a yard and a stable”, DCA, RA 1561-2, f. 22v; "the
Smythes yard at Dowgate”, DCA, RA 1563-4, f. 20v; “the
forge in the yard in browns tyme’, DCA, RA 1564-5, f.23v

Phase 2, c. 1564-1565

Little New

House Storehouse Storeyard

Carter Lane

Dowgate

Tenant: Drapers Company - 1564-76. :
Refs: “building of our storehowse and storeyard there’, DCA,
RA 1564-5, f. 21v; DCA, RA 1564-5, f.22r; “little house’, DCA,
RA 1564-5, f.23v i

Penthouse/shed Phase 3, C. 1575'1 577

Little New
House Storehouse Storeyard

Carter Lane

Dowgate

Tenant: Drapers Company - 1564-76.

i Refs: “paide to these men working at the storeyard at
dowgate by the day in piling up of the timber under the
i penthouse there”, DCA, RA 1575-6, f.9r; “making of a
penthouse over the ladder stairs”, DCA, RA 1576-7, f.20v;
“house in the loft of the storeyard at Dowgate”, DCA, RA
i 1576-7, £.20v; chimney confirmed, DCA RA 17v, 1577-78

Penthouse/shed Phase 4,c.1590-1620

Tenement? Storeyard

Carter Lane

Dowgate

Tenant 1: William Bradshawe (Company Carpenter) -
i 1590-1601. Rent: 40s.

i Tenant 2: Roger Johnson (Keeper of Company'’s Grain
i Store) - c. 1601-1620.

| Refs: “one tenement & yard sometime used for a

i storeyard’, DCA, RA 1618-19, f.19r

Figure 5.3. Diagram of site development at the Storeyard, c.1562-1619
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ensured privileged members had quick access to building supplies for their own private
projects, on the condition they return in kind or cash the value of the goods they had
taken.”®? In 1579-80 an interesting tally or 'memorandum' was kept which revealed
something about the use of the materials stockpiled in the storeyard. Five of the nine debtors
were Drapers and also members of the Court of Assistants. The first note described how
"Alderman Pullison oweth upon this Account" weather board, hearth lath, double quarters
and sixteen ragged stones. Mr Thorowgood, also a Draper and Warden owed a similarly large
quantity of materials. Another Draper Warden, Mr Heardsone, owed £5 17s. which had been
spent on two quarter boards "for the poor of the company" — likely Company almshouses.
Alderman Calthorp was also in debt for many loads of rough timber, slates and 500 bricks
used in the upgrade of his house in respect of his shrievalty. Warden John Chester also owed

33 ft. of inch board.”®?

Given the benefits of holding such sites of secure storage in the congested city, it is
unsurprising that the Drapers were not alone in developing their yards in service of property
maintenance. In 1550-1 the Merchant Taylors also enclosed a new storeyard within the
boundary of their hall and by 1555 the Mercers too had appointed a storeyard or timberyard
located in Coleman Street. These served similar purposes, for example, the Mercers’
Wardens were instructed to purchase forty or fifty loads of timber “at as convenient and
reasonable price as may be had” and purposed “to serve the assayers and businesses of the
Company”.”® It is of note that the Drapers sought out a site in such a prominent street-facing
location where a new cluster of small tenements might have proved more immediately
profitable. The longer-term and more diffuse value added to the estate of a well-supported
team of craftsmen with easy access to building materials and suitable sites for construction
work was clearly recognized and indeed a point of pride if the neat brick wall emblazoned

with the Company’s arms was anything to go by.

762 DCA, RA5, 1579-80, f.21r.
763 bid. f.20v.

764 'Appendix C: To Memorial lll' in Memorials of the Guild of Merchant Taylors of the Fraternity of St.
John the Baptist in the City of London, C. M. Clode (ed.) (London: Harrison & Sons, 1875) British History
Online. http://www.british-history.ac.uk/no-series/taylors-guild-london/pp.565-587 [Accessed online
19 December 2015] pp. 565-587; MCA, Acts of Court ii, f.273 d.
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Accounting for the Renter

The management structure of the Drapers’ property portfolio seems rarely to have settled on
an ideal and a number of different organisational strategies were deployed through the
period of study. Following the development of the role of the Company ‘Renter’ reveals that
the Drapers were unsure of the status and skills required of those particularly responsible for
the day-to-day running of the expanded estate. It was a point of some administrative trial

and error.

During the first few decades of the sixteenth century an employee was appointed for life out
of the Livery under the various titles of ‘Renter’, ‘Under-Renter’ or ‘Rent-Gatherer’. The
Renter collected rents for the estate and returned the same to the annually elected Renter
Warden. This employee was also partially responsible for the maintenance of properties,
alongside funeral dinners (obits) and other smaller potations (modest gatherings) held in the
Hall, assuming “such profit as hangeth thereon”.’®®> Thomas Wheton served the Company in
this role from 1520, paid £8 but rising to £9 in 1529.7%® However, in 1545, Wheton died and,
after the swell of acquisitions in the 1530s and 40s, the Court recognized that this was an
appropriate juncture for a re-assessment of the effectiveness of the present structure. The
Court elected to abolish the office of Renter and instead instituted two Renter Wardens
where only one had stood before. Again appointed out of the Livery, unpaid and annually
elected, these two men were sometimes called ‘Upper Renter Wardens’.”®” This may have
signalled an increase in prominence for the Renter as this configuration somewhat combined
the position of the Renter Warden and the Renter. Johnson however held that the change
was primarily financially rather than socially motivated; following the Grocers, Mercers and
Goldsmiths, he reported the Company decided to “save the expense of the standing Renter”.
To aid these yearly-changing Liverymen in their responsibilities, the Court sanctioned the
employment of a lesser ‘Under-Renter’ to assist them.”®® By 1549 there were two Under-
Renters serving the two Upper Renter Wardens. This team of four was divided in two, one

pair assigned to ‘house lands’ and the other to ‘Howell’s lands’, a reminder of the significance

765 DCA, MB1C, f.813.
786 Johnson, History, Vol. 2, pp.30-31.
767 DCA, MB1C, .855.

768 |bid. f.806-7, f.812, f.816.
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of Howell’s funds to the development of the Company estate.”® This division related to the
financial administration of the properties, whether it was held outright for the Company or
associated to land purchased using Howell’s benefactions. In the yearly appointment of new
Renter Wardens from those who had yet to serve in Company office, the Company was able
to train up future Wardens in an increasingly important aspect of Company business. It also
facilitated greater accountability as a result of the spread of responsibility and a requirement

to submit a higher value of sureties.

Nevertheless, it seems that this administrative model was quickly found to be unsatisfactory.
The positions were as open to abuse and neglect as they had been previously. In 1554 Upper
Renter Warden William Parker neglected to pay his own rent and made a good but ultimately
failed attempt to cover his discrepancy.”’® The year after, in 1555, the Court complained that
accounts were often brought in late and they were left “disappointed” by the amount of
money which was returned to them “whereof they could not furnish their business
accordingly”. It was “with much difficulty” that the accounts were prized from the Upper
Renter Wardens to the extent that it caused the Company “great inconvenience” in obtaining
them. Correspondingly, the sureties required by the Upper Renter Wardens increased and a
hefty fine of £40 was agreed for anyone that failed properly to execute their office. The
Upper Renter Wardens were warned “to make a just and true account of all such sums of
money as shall come unto his hands”.”’! For one year, and apparently in response to these
difficulties, three liveried Upper Renter Wardens were appointed instead of two. This was a
tipping point however. For unspecified “diverse and necessary causes”, these positions were
dissolved and another re-assessment ensued leading to a U-turn in 1556 when the Court
returned to favour the earlier system of management. The office of the single employed
Renter was re-instated, whilst an annually elected Renter Warden worked alongside him.
Both were to be either already liveried or appointed to the Livery as a result of the
position.””? There were some other changes however. Whereas the original post of Renter
was a lifelong position, the new was under condition of yearly appointment. The post was in

fact in practice retained for many years but the annual threat of dismissal following a review

79 1bid. £.982.
770 DCA, MBS, f.59.
"1 bid. f.136.

72 1bid. f.184.
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remained. The new Renter was to be paid £12, although this progressively increased to £16
and then £20 later in the sixteenth century. The new Renter was also to be given an Under-
Renter to serve under him. This assistant was paid £6 13s. 4d.”’® Accounts were to be made
every half year for audit (as opposed to once a year) and alongside a declaration of the

money ‘in their hands’.”’*

The Court sought to elect a new Renter that was an “honest, able and mete person” and with
this in mind Alexander Perpoint was appointed.”’® Bartholomew Warner was given position
of Under-Renter but quickly rose through the ranks of Company administration.”’® When the
Clerk Edward Messenger fell ill in 1560, Warner executed his duties as Under-Renter as well
as serving as Assistant Clerk on and off for a number of years. He was finally elected to the
prestigious position of Clerk in 1569 upon the death of Messenger.””” After a short probation
period, Warner was paid £20 pa. - a comparable fee to the Renter. Indeed the Renter was
seated next to the Clerk at Election Dinners, positioned in the parlour with the Master
Wardens and Clerk in 1566.77% Just like the vacancy for Clerk in 1586, the 1569 vacancy for
Renter returned three suitors. The three applicants were questioned on their ability to
submit sureties of £400 and, like the Clerk, were required to “show their handwriting”. A
tenant of the Company in Throgmorton for several years previously, Draper Robert Richards
was selected.””® Richards was instructed to shadow Warner “whereby he may be...instructed
in his said office and in the practice thereof”.”® At the Election Day of the same year, because
Richards “was not profit in knowledge” of the names of the Livery “whereby he might pick

them as they paid”, Warner stood in for him.”®! Although intended as a short period of

773 An account of this transition is also given in Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.234.
774 DCA, MBS, f.184.

775 |bid. f.154.

776 Confirmation of his position is found in: DCA, MB7, f.154, £.229.

777 DCA, MB7, .186, f.296; MBS, f.63v, f.66r. See also Johnson’s account: Johnson, History, Vol. 2,
p.474.

778 DCA, DB1, 1566 Election Dinner, unfoliated pages (f.44r).
779 DCA, RA4, 1555-6, f.13r.
780 DCA, MBS, f.61r-63v.

781 1bid. f.72v.
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training, it seems that Warner continued quietly to perform many duties of the Renter

without the Court’s knowledge for some time.

Richards’ service as Renter was relatively short-lived however. In response to Elizabeth’s
1573 requirement that the Companies maintain their own private armouries to furnish
troops for her foreign wars, the Drapers appointed him into the newly created role of
Company ‘Armourer’. His ability to serve in the office as Renter as well as effectively perform
what was required as the Company’s Armourer was deemed questionable by the Court and
after concluding that the combination was untenable, Henry May was elected to Richards’
place as Renter.”® The appointment was notable for May was a former Warden. Before
taking up the position he was warned that he would be required to serve under the Renter
Warden (a position which he himself had previously held) and also to wait on the Court at
small dinners as his position required.”® May was not put off and accepted but succumbed to

the temptation to exercise the position in a way that prioritized personal gain.

A letter sent on behalf of two elderly tenants demonstrated the potential for Renters,
inclusive of Henry May, to use their power to the detriment of vulnerable tenants. Roger
Stevenson, a Brown-Baker, and his wife Elizabeth, “poor aged folks” were granted a tenancy
of a tenement in Lothbury (no. 22) in 1544. Coming to the end of their lease in 1577, Renter
to the Company, Henry May, was accused by the Earl of Warwick of “greatly molesting them,
going about to put them out”. He alleged that May had threatened the couple with eviction,
“pretending” a lease which granted the property to him unless the Stevensons paid an
unsanctioned £7 fine to extend their tenancy. Further, of this £7 fine, May admitted on
Roger’s deathbed that he had only transferred £5 10s. to the Company, directly pocketing a
personal profit of £1 10s. The Earl reported that the financial and psychological pressure
placed on Roger as a result of May’s earlier threat of eviction “was a means to shorten [his]
life”, leaving his widow to contend for a continued lease.”®* The outcome of the complaint is
not recorded but May continued in his position. The incident showed that with relative
autonomy and responsibility in relation to some aspects of the estate management, the

Renter could exploit his position for immoral personal gain.

782 |pid. f.218v.
783 Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.234.

78 DCA, AVIII 338, letter dated 22 December 1580.
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Records, Renters and Reparations

By 1589 the next Renter, Thomas Elliot, was ailing and revealed to be “very ignorant of such
things as chiefly concerned his office”. His ill health was not however the reason for such
misdemeanours. It was suggested that the former Clerk, Mr Warner, had continued to
undertake all the record-keeping assigned to the post of Renter until his death, leaving
Richards, May and then Elliot in the dark as to these important processes. Since Warner’s
death in 1587 the records had therefore been neglected. Elliot was ordered to receive all
documents relating to his post from the new Clerk and produce a ‘breviat’ of all leases to
address his deficiency (see figure 5.4). In this he was to consult with the Clerk Stephen
Wilkinson.”®> Perhaps the Court had in mind ‘Cheke’s Survey’ as a reference point. This
document had been compiled by the Mercers in the 1570s by their own Renter Warden in
order to make sense of the Company’s extensive lands and income.”®® These archival
tendencies were a reaction to intensifying managerial responsibilities and the desire to better
steward their estate. For the avoidance of future disorder, all documents and accounts
relating to Company properties were to be held by the Clerk for safe-keeping so that the
Company might peruse them at any time and check that the Renter was on top of his
duties.”® Ailing Renter Thomas Elliot was dead by the following October and a new balloting
box was deployed in the election of his successor. Though, before their election a radical
proposal was tabled: should there be any Renters at all in the form and quality of Elliot?
Should the structure be reformed again and in which way? Three ballots voted for change,
whilst thirteen voted to maintain the status quo. This time no less than five suitors duly
presented themselves for Elliot’s post. Another former Warden, Thomas Wicken (Warden
1578-9), was elected by unanimous ballot, providing he brought in three sureties.”® In the
meantime Elliot’s wife Agnes was left to settle up her deceased husband’s accounts,
requesting reimbursement from the Company for two rents and a bill of the baker.”®® She

submitted the accounts on his behalf and was duly discharged from office.” The new

785 DCA, MB10, f.277, f.437-39.

785 |mray, Jean. The Mercers’ Hall (London: London Topographical Society, 1991) p.500.
787 DCA, MB10, f.379.

788 |bid. .400.

789 |bid. f.413.

790 bid. f.416.



Figure 5.4. Sample page from the sparsely populated ‘Record of Leases granted 1570-86' (DCA,
CR4,p.2)
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appointment was not without incident however as a few years later, for the second time, the
‘collector of rents’ failed to pay his own. It was recorded that the Drapers “very
benevolently” released Wicken from the paying of it and instructed him to spend the
equivalent sum on the repair of his property instead. But the Drapers were anxious that this
lapse is not a sign of trouble to come warning Wicken that he should “proceed in his good

service unto the company as he hath began”.”!

The practice of documenting reparations had been long established, taking the form of a
View Book. This allowed for reparations to be checked and the Court to have access to
detailed information about the state of their properties and gaining managerial insights in the
process. As was their habit, in April 1571 this book was “laid before the whole board and
certain thereof read” in order for a decision to be taken regarding which reparations were to
be prioritized and “most necessary” in summer. After having heard the items read out, the
Court delegated its power to the Wardens’ discretions.”®? Tenants were given until one
month before the second view (in July) to complete their repairs. If not undertaken, the
Wardens would request the tenant to appear at the Court to account for their failure to act in
accordance with the Company’s instruction. The tenants were also required to pay the officer
that fetched them 4d.”3 As previously noted, if the tenants insisted on leaving their
reparations unattended to, a penalty fine would be incurred. The capacity to hold tenants to
account therefore depended on careful record-keeping and systems for checking. Were these
neglected, properties could be left to fall into disrepair as reparations required of their

tenants fell silently through the net with the Company ultimately left to foot the bill.

Suspecting their ‘house’ (i.e. estate) was not in order after Elliot’s death, in February 1590 the
Court sought to conduct an even more thorough view. To this effect the Renter and the
Company’s workmen were instructed to make a special ‘pre’ view of particular reparations
that ought to have been completed. If reparations previously stipulated were not
satisfactorily undertaken, the tenants were to receive warning to take action and the work

checked by the Wardens on the next view day in March.” But the scale of the problem was

1 bid. f.202.
792 DCA, MBS, f.143v.
793 DCA, MBL10, f.379.

79 bid. f.434.
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worse than was supposed. After the March view it was observed that many tenants were
failing to maintain their properties to the extent that the Court elected to increase the
related penalties in order to dissuade further persistent neglect. The Company was indeed
concerned enough to hastily send their own workmen under the direction of the Renter to
extraordinarily view and repair relevant properties. The tenants were then liable to pay the
Company back for whatever work was undertaken by the Company’s craftsmen and given
only one week to make the payment. If tenants did not repay the Company for this service,
the Renter was instructed to begin legal action to evict them from their properties
immediately. These were strong words with severe consequences in the competitive City

environment.”®>

After having reformed outstanding reparations and re-assessed the status of their tenants-at-
will in the 1590s, in December 1604 there was an effort made to bring leases into a
standardised and therefore more easily manageable system of tenure. A number of long
standing lease-holders were requested to appear before the Court with the lease or
counterpane document to prove how long remained on their lease implying the Company
had lost track. On their renewal, leases were to be granted for 21 years across the board. This
21 year length was intended to set a new benchmark, discouraging short-term leases that
were harder to administer and allowing for a greater security for leaseholders. This change
was perhaps an encouragement to tenants with a persuasion for rebuildings, but also it
enabled the Company to charge lucrative fines at regular intervals. The policy was however
less stringently followed than the Company envisioned it might be.”®® Although with
admittedly less frequency, leases continued to be granted for a range of terms such as 7, 14,
31 or 40 years alongside the more usual length of 21 years and the extraordinary 99 years
depending on the circumstances. It seems that the complexity of negotiations was irreducible
to such a standardized system: the Court wished to use its prerogative in spite of the
administrative struggles it produced. In spite of its imperfections, in 1606 the Merchant
Taylors matched the decision of the Drapers, electing that new leases should not be granted
for any longer than 21 years and suits for the properties would not be considered until two

years before its expiration. Assistants acting out of turn were to be fined.”®’

7% |bid. f.449.
796 DCA, MB13, f.20r.

797 Sleigh-Johnson, ‘The Merchant Taylors’, p.76.
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It was on account of this investigation into leases that a more serious problem came to light,
bearing the mark of previous disorder. In September 1605 the Court was informed that
“many things concerning the state and good of this house at this present are far out of order
and for many years past have been neglected”.”®® Wicken was scolded for a lack of attention
to record-keeping but this was not the whole of it. A survey of the archive revealed that the
wills of many benefactions of legacies and lands “lie scattered in loose papers” and had not
been entered into a book which was “for that purpose” as they ought to.”®® This criticism
therefore spilled over to the Renter Warden and the Clerk. Of the View Book, the Court was
informed that it had been practically abandoned since 1587, the year of Warner’s death. The
fact that such neglect was not identified in the reforms of 1590 indicated that the Renter’s
work remained unchecked by the Court, who must have been at least partially to blame for
failing to inspect the book. Perhaps records had been kept in a far more piecemeal manner,
written up on loose paper and then disregarded. With echoes of the recent past the Court
once more found that “all the defects of reparations hath not been kept” as a result of which,
“dozens of the Company’s houses have gone to ruin”. The descent into ruination had not
occurred overnight, the failure effectively to record necessary reparations had caused
hundreds of the small repairs to go unreformed. The Court noted that as a result of this
record-keeping activity, “the parties never called in question...according to the covenants of
their lease to repair the same.” These years of neglect had allowed small problems to gestate
into larger, more costly, structural problems.®® Characteristically reticent to dismiss a
Company officer, Thomas Wicken was forgiven and allowed to continue in his post without
fine. He henceforth returned to old patterns of record-keeping despite his increasing
infirmity. To this end, in July 1607 he was allowed “the keeping of a young man to write his
accounts for the Company’s business the Court considering his great age and that his sight is
much decayed” 8! However, by August, Wicken was dead and his wife and son were called

into the Court to discuss the transferral of "all books and specialities" that were currently in

798 DCA, MB13, f.28v.

799 1bid. More than this, the Ordinance book was too full to be able to enter the most recent gifts to the
Company from benefactors such as Mr Chamberlain, Mr Thorowgood and Mr Goddard among others.
Two leaves at the back of the book were especially reserved for this brief list, but these too were full
up. Furthermore the Ordinance Book, with all its revisions, was “so confusingly engrossed... as they
cannot be read on Quarter days without much trouble” (DCA, MB13, f.28v).

800 pCA, MB13, £.28v.
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their custody stored in their house. Clearly the earlier order that they were to be kept by the

Clerk in the Hall had been forgotten.8%

After the appointment of Humfrey Downes in the place of Wicken, the Company enjoyed
almost twenty years of relative order and stability in the administration of its estate. Downes
appears to have made good on his promise to “make them a true and perfect account from
time to time” of the money that came into his hands at the time of his appointment.®® Yet, in
1624 Downes admitted his “acquaintance is decayed” with his accounts. The record of
reparations, but also the lengths of leases, he claimed were held in his own memory.
Uncommitted to paper, the Court was prevented from attending to new rental agreements
with any certainty or speed.?®* Two years after allowing his “true record” to fall into decay, a
suitor for his position was proposed. Ferdinando Clutterbuck was a Draper and former
Warden who had “fallen into extreme poverty being a man in former times of good place and
respect in this company” 8% Although the proposal remained just that and Downes was able
to hold onto his post for another six years presumably after renewing his efforts to keep
accounts. Doubt remained about his efficacy however and the Youngest Warden was
instructed to check over Downes’ accounts quarterly to ensure that “no arrears of rent
unreceived be brought to account by the said Renter as of late years it hath been”. Tenants in
arrears were then required to present themselves at the Hall to pay their dues or explain
themselves.®% In 1633 an ailing Downes was still in place as Renter. His eyesight and strength
had deteriorated in old age. Considering his condition, the Drapers weighed up their Renter’s
situation. It was observed that, despite the sought after and profitable position, Downes was
“very poor” and without his salary his family would face destitution.®” Responding
sympathetically, the Court appointed the Clerk to make receipts and payments on his behalf

in the meantime. Downes however was dead by the next Court meeting.8%

802 |bid.
803 |bid. f.51r.
804 1bid. f.190r.

805 |bid. f.199r. Ferdinando Clutterbuck was noted just a few months earlier receiving £3 to buy him
clothes and a hat “to cover himself for the hiding of his nakedness” (DCA, MB13, f.170r).
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Reflecting the increased status of the role, eight suitors presented themselves in pursuit of
the Rentership in 1634. All were Drapers, one an Assistant of the Company and former
Warden, and another was already a member of the Livery. Only the Assistant and the
Liveryman reached the shortlist of two and the post fell to the man of highest rank, Richard
Trymnell (Warden of 1622-3, 1630-31, 1632-3). Johnson reported a detailed account of his
unfortunate term as Renter. He attributed Trymnell’s appointment to his ‘fallen’
circumstances which had forced him to depend on the Company’s charity in 1634, receiving
£20 quarterly.® A particular note was made by the Court that the money he managed must
be kept in the Hall in the allocated chest for these purposes.®¥ At this time Trymnell was also
granted the role of Garden Keeper which came with the privileged use of the garden house
formerly held by Downes. In December 1636 it was discovered that Mr Trymnell had directed
£9 of the Company’s money to furnish and embellish the house now in his keeping with new
hangings, a rebuilt privy and other items, without the approval of the Court.®!! His accounts
were deemed unsatisfactory and examined. Some years later a more serious and persistent
error surfaced, that rents for Company properties were in arrears and record-keeping out of
order under Trymnell’s watch. Furthermore, he was reported to have held as much as £110
8s. in his hands, when the Court had approved him only a maximum of £40. The accounts
were to be reformed once more and amends made for his discretions. Drawing attention to
the personal failings that led to Trymnell’s early poverty, Johnson concluded that his death

the following year saved the Company from more potential mishap.8?

Although the role of Renter Warden proved to be less problematic than that of Renter, there
was one particularly disturbing case of abuse and disorder in the early seventeenth century.
The unusually detailed description of the case of Thomas Goodyear, Renter Warden for the
year 1628-9, shows the Company in opposition to a trusted insider and requiring him to
answer accusations of corruption in his accounts. In this the Clerk recognized that in the
records “the cause expressed at large”. After Goodyear had submitted his accounts, four
auditors found that “upon examination and perusal of the account” there were “diverse and

several exceptions thereunto”. More specifically, Goodyear was accused of “ill husbanding of

809 Johnson, History, Vol. 3, p.207.
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the company’s moneys by suffering of their needless taking up of interest moneys and their
payments of use moneys for the same when he...contrary to ancient custom and the consent
of the Company, having taken great sums of the Company’s moneys out of their common hall
to his own dwelling house”. Acting without consultation with the Court, Goodyear was clearly
taking liberties with the large sums of money under his care.®3 At first Goodyear did not
oppose the accusation, agreeing to pay £12 fine by the following morning in return for the
trouble and loss he had caused. An entry was to be made in the book for receipt of the fine.
None was made however since Goodyear refused to offer up his payment and the dispute
escalated. The Company deemed Goodyear’s later communication “unbrotherly and
uncharitable” and Goodyear accused the auditors of producing an untrue report for “they of
malice pretended much” and used “new tricks”. Goodyear, as a result of his “unseemly
carriage and unreverent and violent behaviour” was banned from all meetings of the
Company, his seat in the Court of Assistants was to remain vacant until he showed remorse.
He was allowed to receive his £400 surety back, in order to return it to the two others who
stood bound with him in it.2' After several aborted attempts to reclaim his seat over the
course of two years, Goodyear finally made payment of £12 and submitted himself claiming
that he was “misled” about the difference between himself and the Company. The Clerk duly
recorded that “this Court thereupon received him again to his place of an Assistant and so

this day he took his said place accordingly.”8%®

Seeking to more closely monitor the activities of their Renter Warden in order to avoid
additional embarrassing internal disputes, the new Renter Warden was instructed to keep a
running total of his accounts for the greater clarity of the Court.®® Later the following year
more explicit instructions were issued regarding this. The Renter Warden was instructed to
keep a “case book...of all his receipts and payments” which should be written “in his own
hand”. The book was at all times to be left on the parlour table so that any member of the
Court might have access to it. Sub-totals were to be kept so that at the time of the sitting of
the Court it might be laid open on the same table at the most recent page so that those in

attendance might have a better understanding of the financial health of the Company. With
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regards to the holding of the balance of the Company, the surety deposited by the Renter
Warden was £400 and therefore it was ordered that this was the maximum amount he was
able to keep in his possession. This money was to be stored only in the Company Hall and not
“carried out to his private house as by a late Renter Warden...it hath been.” Finally these new
orders were to be annually written out by the then Renter Warden at the beginning of his
account, as proof that that he had knowledge of these rules.?!” Again the recordation process
was utilised and seen as an appropriate method of good governance, the writing out of text a
guarantee of undeniable transfer of knowledge, to be used both positively and negatively to

extend Drapers’ good ordering of its internal affairs (see figure 5.5).
The Bookhouse

With records increasingly recognized and utilized as mechanisms for efficient centralized
governance, the secure storage of them became more pressing. Like the storehouses and
storeyard, the Company’s bookhouse was upgraded and grew larger in order to
accommodate the proliferation of documents, many of which related to the estate. Access to

the spaces reflected a privilege of responsibility.

Johnson described the early set-up of the records in the first Company Hall which consisted
only of two chests. The Company’s writings were kept alongside the plate in the Wardens’
Box which had three keys held between the Master and two Wardens. The second box of
‘evidences’ and leases had only two keys, one kept by the Master, one by a Warden.?*8 In the
new Hall four chests were divided between two new secure storage rooms, the bookhouse
and the jewel house. Both rooms were situated adjacent to eachother and next to the
parlour. The picture that emerges of both the bookhouse and the jewel house is of two high-
status spaces of relatively occasional use and longer-term storage, housing items necessary
only for intermittent ceremonies or rubber-stamping of documents. The bookhouse
contained two large boxes in which were stored evidences and documents relating to
properties and the chantry returns.®!® Within this the jewel house held a great iron chest

which required four keys to open and a lesser iron chest next to it.8% Inside the great chest

817 |bid. £.229r.
818 Johnson, History, Vol. 1, p.155.

819 The inventory is located: DCA, MB5, f.88-89. For more comments on discipline enacted in the hall
see: Johnson, History, Vol. 2, pp.78-79 and DCA, MB10, f.90.

820 pCA, MBS, .160.



Figure 5.5. Jan Gossaert, Portrait of a Merchant (c. 1530) National Gallery of Art, Washington
D.C.
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cash was sealed in bags of £100.82! Likely this was the chest which was used “to lock up such
money as they shall receive of our tenants”.822 One of these also contained “our common
seal of silver” as well as unspecified bunches of keys.®?* The Clerk was responsible for the
apparently single key to the bookhouse.??* The door to the jewel house, located inside the
bookhouse, had five keys, each distributed amongst the Master and Wardens.®% The oath of
the Clerk attested to the desired physical immovability of these documents. In
comprehensive language he swore neither to carry any copies, abstracts, or original writings
out of the house, nor show or read them to anyone, other than at the expressed instruction
of the Master and Wardens.®% |t was in fact the Renter Warden that appears to have been
charged with the particular care of the lease documents and deeds. Each property was likely
assigned a separate box under its own lock and key (see figure 5.6).8?” For instance, in 1554
Renter Warden Mynors received twelve documents relating to two new tenements
transferred to the Company at St. Martin’s Gate. These were placed in two new boxes which

were then placed within the larger boxes in the bookhouse 8%

When the parlour was re-wainscoted in the 1575-6 the bookhouse underwent considerable
refurbishment, effectively reconstructed and most likely enlarged. Presses and wainscots of
the parlour were taken down and put up again in this space.?? Shelves were installed, the
joiners used scaffolds to reach the upper levels of the apparently tall room which was lit by a
high level clerestory window.®%® It received a new doorpost and door for which four keys

were produced.®®! In 1608 the Court issued an order that “a case or cupboard shall be made

821 pCA, MB10, f.419.

82 pCA, MBIC, f.816.

823 DCA, RAB6, 1604-5, f.or.

824 DCA, MB13, f.61r.

825 DCA, MB1C, £.980.

826 DCA, OB1, unfoliated, ‘The Oath of the Clerk of the Company’.
827 For example see DCA, MB7, .275.

828 DCA, MBS, f.78.

829 DCA, RA5, 1575-6, f.18v.

80 |bid. f.8v, f.157-6; RA6, 1605-6, f.20.

81 DCA, RA5, 1575-6, f.18r; RA5, 1599-1600, f.14r.



Figure 5.6. Original deed box lined with 1618 treatise, 17th century, Lincoln’s Inn Archive,
London. Photo: http://www.lincolnsinn.org.uk/index.php/105-linn/inns-archives/archive-of-
the-month/past-documents/605-april-2015-the-king-s-grocer-s-house [accessed online 19
May 2016]
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with lock and key to shut in the nest of boxes wherein the legacy bonds are kept”, the key
was to be kept by the Renter Warden alone.?3 This upgraded space seems to have allowed
necessary documents to be located more efficiently and correlated with decisions taken by
the Court. After the installation of this new cupboard, filing instructions were noted in the
margin of the Minute Book by the Clerk directing readers towards boxes such as L, G or W for
different writings and counterpart leases.®2 This shelving and boxing system might have

resembled Smythson’s closet of c. 1600 (see figure 5.7).

From the 1550s spending and repairs in relation to the Hall reflected a growing
preoccupation with locks, keys, iron bars and measures of security in spite of apparently no
attempted break-ins or intrusions. A typical Minute in 1559 contained for instance the
instruction that many diverse locks in the Hall were to be amended or replaced and new keys
produced, whilst a “new strong door” with bolts and cross-bars was commissioned for the
key entrance out of the courtyard leading towards the hall.®4 The process of legally
endorsing leases became more arduous and ceremonial as the Company seal was secured
behind ever more locks and keys. After a flurry of activity surrounding the seal’s removal out
of the jewel house, leases were stamped with the Company’s Arms in front of the assembled
Court to encourage transparency (see Chapter Two for discussion about practices of bribery).
After use, the high status object was then “immediately...again sealed up” by the Clerk in the
locked “Masters’ box” in the press through the bookhouse and within the jewel house.®® The
ordinances stipulated that a £10 fine would be levied against any Wardens who left the seal
unsecured after its use, for it carried the Company’s authority.®® The records relate a similar
level of carefulness when it came to accessing the jewel house for money. In 1589 this ritual
was described. The Master and Wardens, “having brought their keys” and “in the pleasure of
diverse of the Assistants aforesaid”, proceeded to open the door to deposit some money in

the iron chest. The chest and room was then “locked again” and “every one received their

82 pCA, MB13, f.61r.
833 |pid. f.55v-56r, f.170v, f.172v.
834 DCA, MB7, £.199; MB10, .90.
85 DCA, MB1C, f.979.

836 DCA, OB1, unfoliated.
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Figure 5.7. Robert Smythson, Design for a closet or business room (c. 1600). RIBA Library
Drawings Collection, London
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keys” back.8 Access to the bookhouse was therefore intentionally restricted to the
Wardens, Master and Clerk as a means of asserting control and bestowing privilege. Keys
became imbued with symbolic importance. By 1567 the handing over of the keys held by the
outgoing Wardens and Master to the new Wardens and Master was a critical part of their
investiture. The morning after the Election Dinner the departing Wardens would formally and
one by one hand over keys to his new counterparts in the parlour. This was noted in the
Minute Books to confirm the transaction and the dispensation of responsibility. The Renter
Warden bestowed a bunch of keys on their successor, latterly alongside an inventory of the
house, none of which has survived to the present day.®® This pattern continued unchanged

for the remainder of the sixteenth century.

Housing Officers within the Hall

Although the Renter was particularly responsible for overseeing the daily running of the
estate, it was the Clerk that was primarily accountable for the Hall and all its business. To this
end, by the early seventeenth century it had become regular practice to house company
Clerks and Beadles within company halls. This is true of the Goldsmiths,?° Mercers,?*°
Fishmongers®! and Vintners for example.?*? Ward described how the Clerk of the Joiners’
Company in 1700 noted “it was unusual for a company Clerk in London to pay for his own
housing, whereupon they allowed him to live in one of the company’s houses rent free.”®¥ In
the crowded city, employment by the Drapers came with the increasingly valuable assurance

of decent and centrally-located housing. Given its size, the Drapers’ Company Hall at

Throgmorton had the potential to house a number of employees at any one time. In contrast,

87 DCA, MB10, f.419.

838 DCA, MBS, f.1v.

89 Kilburn-Toppin, ‘Crafting Artisanal Identities in Early Modern London’, p.213.
840 \mray, Mercers’ Hall, p.19.

841 Metcalf, The Halls of the Fishmongers’ Company, p.22.

842 1n 1604 the Vintners spent £54 on “our clerk’s building for the hall” (Crawford, Anne. A History of
the Vintners’ Company (London: Constable, 1977) p.92).

843 Ward, Metropolitan Communities, p.89.
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the Clothworkers’ Hall of 1612 could claim only two small tenements as part of its complex.

One was occupied by the Company Beadle, and the other by a middling sort of merchant.?*

Although possessing greater capacity for housing, which Drapers’ employees were housed
where and at what time shifted over the period and in weighing up the importance of the
Renter in relation to the Clerk, the quality and location of their housing can offer insights.
Throughout the period, housing for the Clerk was prioritized, but the Renter was also given
privileges in relation to his house. The old St. Swithins Hall had housed the Clerk and his
family for many years and upon viewing the new Hall in 1545, the Clerk was similarly
allocated a small house for himself and his family next to the main gate and courtyard. His
accommodation was thus copied out in the Minute Books to include: “the office by the gate,
two third parts of the cellar under the same, the low chamber next the said office, the
scullery house for his kitchen, a dark chamber or a coal house. Three chambers over the
Ladies Chamber & over the pantry with the garrets over the same.”®* His rooms were
therefore divided between his office and kitchen on the ground floor and his living and
sleeping areas in the upper reaches of the Hall. This was a characteristic corporate and

domestic sandwich.

Residence in the hall enabled subsidiary profits, outside of official duties, to be maximised
and allowed for a greater involvement of wives and children in the family business. The Clerk
continued to inhabit the gatehouse of the Hall requesting regular improvements. In 1570
Bartholomew Warner requested that a door and wainscot used for his “new counting
house...in his lodging” be paid for by the Company.?*® Three years into his post as Clerk, in
1573 Warner was granted the addition of a chimney in his kitchen at the expense of the
Company.®" His two daughters and sons were paid for their involvement in the Election Day
organization. His daughters were paid 3s. 4d. and his sons were paid 8d. for running

errands.?*® His daughters were again paid in 1580 for “helping to dress up the house and

844 See Treswell’s c.1612 drawing of Clothworkers’ Hall reproduced in: Schofield, The London Survey’s
of Ralph Treswell, p.94.

85 pCA, MBLC, £.799.
86 pCA, MBS, f.98v.
847 DCA, RA5, 1573-4, f.26v.

848 DCA, DB1, 1578 Election Dinner, unfoliated pages (f.129r).
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Ladies chambers”.2* In 1584 his son Thomas stepped into the place of Francis Tull, assistant
to the Clerk, for three quarters of the year, “helping to write and to warn the Company”. He
was paid £3 15s. accordingly.®*° Later, Stephen Wilkinson, the new Clerk of May 1587,
complained that his study was too small. The door on one side was “too far set inward” and
the portal which marked its entrance “did rather do hurt than good”. In response it seems
that an internal wall was moved and a new smaller corridor created. A “handsome light” was
made in the new wall in order to channel light from the front-facing study into the rear

window-less corridor (see figure 5.8).8%!

In contrast to the Clerk, the Renter was not always guaranteed a house within the confines of
the Company Hall. This was surely in part due to the post’s changeable nature. In 1545 whilst
the Clerk was granted a house, the Renter was granted only limited space in the Hall. This
consisted of: “the Porter’s lodge with the cellar under the same, and the Buttery at such
times as he doth prepare for any potation or dinner.”®>2 For the years after the dissolution of
the employed Renter, it is unclear precisely how the Porter’s lodge was occupied before it
was re-substantiated as a space in the Renter’s keeping in 1556. Even at this stage it is
uncertain whether the Renter was granted a house also or just a room within the Hall for his
use for no rental income is noted for employees living in this arrangement. However Robert
Richards already occupied a house on the site (AF6a) when he took up his post as the
Company’s Renter in 1569 and it appears that the Porter’s lodge was transferred to the
keeping of the Beadle on account of this.®>3 Since 1547, the Beadle had held a small house in
the garden. However after the death of Beadle Robert Holmes in 1569, this house was
granted to the Gardener who was at the time the problematic Walter Coates.?>* Holmes’

widow continued to serve the Company for many years as evidenced in the Dinner Book and

849 1bid. 1580 Election Dinner, unfoliated pages (f.132r).
850 DCA, RAS5, 1584-5, f.8r.

81 pDCA, MB10, f.330.

852 pDCA, MB1C, f.799.

853 DCA, RA5, 1567-8, f.29r; RA5, 1578-9, f.8r-8v. Richards was required in 1578 to give up a room of his
house in order for an expansion of the Company armoury.

84 Assignment to the Beadle in 1547: DCA, MB1C, f.515. Later confirmation of Walter Coates’ tenancy:
DCA, RAS5, 1573-4, f.21r.



Figure 5.8. Detail of the Clerk’s house on Drapers’Hall plan, marked as‘Mr Waters' House' (DCA,
AXI1121)
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there are indications she lived in a chamber in the Hall until 1586.8°° The situation of Renter
Henry May’s house is uncertain but Thomas Wicken, the Renter from 1589 onwards, was
clearly housed off-site. In 1595 it has already been noted that he struggled to pay his own
rent. And in 1598-9 he was granted £33 6s. 8d. towards the charges of his house “where in |
dwell in St. Swithins Lane”. For which goodwill Wicken noted, “I praise God for them” 8¢
Richards, then the Armourer, continued to dwell in Drapers’ Hall until his death in 1606.
Thereafter his widow Christian was further granted leave to remain as tenant-at-will.
Although by 1608 the new Renter Humphrey Downes and Beadle Richard Barnard,
complained that “they were both unhoused and had no dwelling in London” to the extent
that they could not “do the Company such service as they desired”. The Company agreed to
move Christian out and Humphrey Downes was granted her tenancy although he appears to
have sub-let the house to Barnard and taken up another Company house in St. Nicholas
Shambles.®” Despite this, in 1616 it seems that Barnard’s dwelling house was shifted to
Broad Street, probably on account of Henry Garway’s rebuilding of AF6 and AF6a. In 1623 his
new house was afflicted by a 'great' fire which spread from Broad Street and necessitated the
building’s demolition. Barnard was immediately granted £5 to find alternative
accommodation whilst he waited for another tenant, Mr Bowers of Mark Lane, to vacate his
property to make way for him. In this Bowers was commanded to leave by the Wardens on

account that he had "no right in the same house"; he was likely a tenant-at-will &8

Although the Company had an incentive and responsibility to ensure employees were well
housed, the lack of provision for a house for the Renter within the bounds of the Company
Hall does indicate a differentiation with the Clerk in terms of status and the nature of his
work. His role was more independent than the Clerk, but the location of the accommodation
at a distance from the centre of Company business proved to be problematic. The Renter and

Renter Wardens were more often found to be abusing and taking advantage of their position.

Returning to the Garden House occupied by the Gardener, Walter Coates, since 1569, a much
improved and expanded house was granted to the new Clerk in 1604. Between 1604 and

1616 Thomas Moore duly enjoyed the post of Clerk and Garden Keeper from this location,

85 DCA, RA5, 1580-1, f.8v; RA5, 1586-7, f.10v.
86 DCA, RA5, 1598-9, f.10r.
87DCA, MB13, f.63r, f.122r.

88 |bid. f.183r.
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presumably keeping the rooms at the front of the Hall for his work space.®° The Renter,
Humphrey Downes, petitioned the Company for the Garden House and the position of its
Keeper upon Moore’s death.®%° In respect of his old age and long service Downes was also
granted the same privilege Moore had enjoyed, namely the keeping of a gelding for his
pleasure. This privilege was conditional on his ensuring a new set of keys for the garden were
cut and given to the new Clerk to allow his free access to the space as well. Perhaps
concerned that his benefits were being eroded and status within the Company challenged,
the new Clerk requested (and was given) assurance that he could move into Downes’ house
upon the Renter's death but was not given the benefit of ‘keeping’ it (see figure 5.9).86! Upon
Downes’ death a new brick house was built in its place and inhabited not by the Clerk but by

a separate newly appointed Garden Keeper %62

Conclusion

The reorientation of the Drapers’ Company away from the regulation of the cloth trade
towards the regulation of a collection of diverse buildings was not without its administrative
challenges. Observing the changes to the role of the Renter, Renter Warden and wider
management structure illuminates of the difficulties inherent to the management such large
and varied urban estate in the early modern period. Absent merchants, profiteering officers
and uncooperative tenants threatened the Drapers’ ability to maintain order and quality
across its holdings. Responding to these issues, the Court increased financial and logistical
support for employees involved in this important area of Company business. A larger team of
craftsmen held on retainer ensured adequate attention was paid to repairs, whereas
increased storage and workyard facilities allowed for proactive improvements and
rebuildings of properties to be undertaken with relative ease. Although this process of
maintaining quality in its estate was less obviously ‘performed’ than in the waning practice of
the search of the yards, the show of protecting quality took on a more everyday quality.
While houses were not branded with corporate arms, the Court clearly felt that empty or

under occupied houses were dishonouring to the Company. This was exemplified in the cases

859 DCA, RA5, 1582-3, f.17v-18r. The Company completely dismantled the original one near the gate in
the period 1582-3 and rebuilt a far enlarged two-storey structure to a cost of £31 14s. 15d.

80 pca, MB13, f.122r.
81 bid.

82 DCA, RA6, 1626-7, f.17, .23.
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of Sadler and de Guerras most noticeably. The Company’s activity in property-management
and construction work was also given articulation in the establishment of the ‘great’
storeyard next to the Erber, which displayed the Company’s Arms in stone above its street-

facing entrance.

Furthermore, the Court displayed a strong belief in record-keeping as a means of effective
estate management, utilizing written accounts both to protect financial profits from
unchecked corruption and to plan for the continuous rental of their properties. That the
Company’s leaders evidently recognized the benefits of understanding and recording the
extents of their estate was further reinforced by the position and furnishing of their
bookhouse which grew to contain a proliferation of documents and deeds. This space was
close at hand for the quick retrieval of books when the Court sat in the parlour. In this part of
the Hall, symbolic access to the Company Hall, and the bookhouse in particular, was ritually
expressed in the formalization of the ceremony of the key transferal between outgoing and
incoming Wardens. Griffiths has regarded that early modern London was a “/paper city’ in a
‘paper state’, described in maps, censuses, and many more written records”.®% Produced in
this ever more vigilant society, the spur to greater accountability that was channelled

through documents was an important mechanism for good governance of the estate.

863 Griffiths, Lost Londons, p.418.
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Chapter Six — Honour, Order and the Corporate Household

Joseph Ward'’s Metropolitan Communities argued that the material benefits of guild
membership ensured the Great Twelve companies remained vital to the structure of a
changing city - in spite of a general growing dislocation from their trades.?®* It has already
been demonstrated that the Drapers’ Company utilised its considerable estate to house its
members, especially those of the upper tier, and to preserve its honourable reputation. In
Johnson’s view, “if the guilds were ceasing to devote themselves to any special trade or
industry, their social functions as benefit societies and social clubs were becoming more
important” .8 In the Company’s stewardship of its property, material and social concerns
were united in support of corporate legitimacy.2% If the Drapers came to hold a large urban
estate and if it was consequently utilised to negotiate challenges to the Company’s original
source of authority, to what extent did this expanded landlordism register in corporate
representations, in collective rituals and symbolic architecture? Was this shift in Company
business expressed or suppressed in the Company Hall? This chapter argues that ‘signs’ or
icons of this role as estate-managers were more subtle and embedded within existing

corporate cultures than might be presumed.8®’

In the context of their corporate self-expression, the Drapers appeared uneasy about the

implications of their weakened hold on the cloth trade and reticent to embrace the

84 Ward, Metropolitan Communities, p.3.
85 Johnson, History, Vol. 2, p.176.

86 The use of this term infers Robert Zaller’s deployment of ‘discourses of legitimacy’: “All political
languages express legitimacy, the cluster of ideas, assumptions, and significations by which men
explain, enact, and contest authority...The discourse of legitimacy will be understood in its broadest
sense, as the sum total of articulated statements from, to, or about power and its instruments. Such
statements may be intentional, ritualised or expressive.” (Zaller, R. The Discourse of Legitimacy in Early
Modern England (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2007) p.2).

87 Foucault’s sixteenth century sign is trifold in its formation resting on a visual mark, the content
represented by it and a resemblance between the two. He states, “Let us call the totality of the
learning and skills that enable one to make the signs speak and to discover their meaning,
hermeneutics...To search for a meaning is to bring to light a resemblance. To search for the law
governing signs is to discover the things that are alike. The grammar of beings is an exegesis of these
things. And what the language they speak has to tell us is quite simply what the syntax is that binds
them together. The nature of things, their coexistence, the way in which they are linked together and
communicate is nothing other than their resemblance” (Foucault, The Order of Things, p.33).
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representative potential of their position as managers of property and wealth. This chapter
and the next reinforce the view that corporate articulations of power continued to be tied
closely to well-established social practices consistent with elite culture more widely. In
clinging to older expressions of authority, internal guild hierarchies and representations of
honour were celebrated and accentuated. Acknowledgements of change, especially in
relation to the source of its authority over the trade of drapery, were minimised. The aim of
corporate architectural and visual manifestations was rather a projection of continuity with a
mythical and idealised past. Built, decorative and ritualistic variations were sanctioned by the
Court in so far as they served this goal. The following two chapters especially consider the
‘new’ headquarters of the Company in more detail, identifying the Throgmorton Company
Hall as a site fashioned to accommodate spatial performances of order and stability tied to
