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Abstract

A study designed to elucidate some of the special features and

problems of ecclesiastical landownership, through the medium of one

of the leading English bishoprics, during a period of social and

economic stress, coinciding with a phase of crisis and readjustment

in the history of the Church, In spite of its pelatinal jurisdiction
Durhem is found to be little different from the other bhishopries in
terms of its temporalities. After a description of the bishopric

estates and the manner of their administration, attention is turned

to the phenomenon of an income which remained fairly static in an
inflationary age, amidst conditions auguring growth. The bulk of

the thesis is devoted to an examination of the resultant failure of

the Bishops of Durham to become the improving Yandlords demanded by
logic. Explanations are found in: the inadequacy of the antique
administrative machinery as an instrument of improvement; the
abandonment of entreprencurial activity; the entrenchment of the
tenantry behind beneficial conditions of tenure; the requirements of
~the patronage system made necessary by the Bishops' important, socio-
.. political role, which put them at a disadvantage in management terms;
“rthe exploitation by powerful interests emanating from the State-Church
'rclﬂtlonshlp, the 1mped1ments to effective husbanding and regulation
of resources inherent in the system of episcopal succession and the
behaviour patlterns characteristic of the episcopate; and the short-
comings of the counter-measures taken to arrest the administrative and
economic defects. Overall it is clear that however desirable the
efficient administration and improvement of the temporalities might
have been, fulfilment of these twin objectives was rendered impossible
by the power of the several countervailing considerations. In conclusion
it is suggested that the Durham experience was fairly representstive in
its exposure to conditions which allowed for variation in detail within
a frameviork of basic similarities.
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INTRODUCT ION

The following thesis consists of a study of ecclesiastical
landownership in one of the leading English bishoprics during the
course of the 16th and early 17th Centuries. The main object of
the investigation is to demonstrate some of the special features
and problems which distinguished the management of episcopal
estates from the landed activities of the leading laity; in order
to give some substance to one of the lesser-known dimensions of
the much-studied socio-economic history of the early-modern period.
The task is largely one of demonstration because the important
prerequisite of identification has already been achieved with
masterly perception by Dr. C. Hill in his.seminal work, Economic

Problems of the Church, which inspired the research upon which .this

project is based. Dr. Hill's assertions have been put to the test
with regard to one particular bishopric and happily, have been
found to possess a great deal of validity. A secondary source of
inspiration has been Dr., P.M, Hembry's contemporaneous study of the
Bishopric of Bath and Wells, The Bishops of Bath and Wells, 1540-
léﬂg. It seems a reasonable proposition to follow her lead on
the grounds that all the bishoprics are worth examining in a
similar vein, in order to determine as fully as possible exactly
what generalisations can be made about them collectively and to
balance such generalities with evidence of each bishopric's unique
individuality.

The particular characteristics of the Bishopric of Durham have
been mainly sought out amongst the Church Commission MSS relating
to Fhe.Durham temporali;;;;, housed in the Department of

Palaeography and Diplomatic at Durham University. The material
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which fhéy have yielded has been usefully supplemented from the
notes.of the seventeenth century antiquarian, James Mickleton,
contained in the Mickleton-Spearman MSS deposited in Durham
University ILibrary. In addition the State Papers at the Public
Record Office and the Burghley Papers (Lansdowne MSS) at the
British Museum have provided a number of valuable insights into
the Durham. situation. The survey of the management of the
Durham temporalities which these and other less important sources
furnish is in several ways incomplete and unsatisfactory. A
number of interesting question; can only be answered conjecturally
and in several places definite conclusions are lacking. In spite
of these deficiencies, arising from the fragmentary nature of the
evidence, it was felt that the chosen line of enquiry was still
worth pursuing to the point of reéording whatever results emerged,
substantial or otherwise.

The thesis opens with a consideration of the setting within
which the Durham estate management took place (Chapter I). The
special palatinal jurisdiction appertaining to Durham is introduced,
to determine whether it had any appreciable affect upon the Durham
temporalities, to differentiate seriously between them and those
belonging to other bishoprics of more orthodox origin, It is
eétablished that by the 16th Century the franchise was a hollow_and
insignificant mark of distinction between Durham and the other
sees., At Durham, as elsewhere, the main Eulk of the episcopal
revenue was derived from the ownership of considerable estates.

The iocafion, extent and value of these estates are delineated, to
reveal a main block of property situated in Co, Durham with outlying
portions in Yorkshire and Northumberland,

With the setting established the study moves.on.to an

examination of the administrative organisation through which these
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estates were managed (Chapter II). The structure of the estate
administration and the functions of its various offices are
described. It emerges as primarily a revenue-collecting agency,
and consequently its close relationship with the Bishop's Exchequer
is investigated. It also becomes aﬁparent that there was a
discrepancy between the theoretical set-up and the working
arrangements actually employed; a departure arising from the fact
that the administration had to serve needs other than the obvious
one of estate management. The contact which existed between the
Bishop of Durham and the administration of his temporalities is
considered, to establish that there were practical limitations upon
his authority over it. Examination of structure then gives way
to a survey of the machinery bf estate management in motion
(Chapter III). It is found to revolve around the medieval
Exchequer system of account and its centre-piece the annual audit.
Considerable attention is paid to the various types of record upon
which the system was built, to demonstrate its neatness and
suitability for the task of securing the Bishop's due. On the
other hand it is found to be an inappropriate vehicle for the
economic development of the epiécofal assets and somewhat ineffective
even in its more limited function owing to factors obstructing its
regular, precise application; as in the previous case of the
administrative structure there was an enforced deviation from the
formalised arrangements, a certain degree of fluidity and
informality, more indicative of short-comings than efficient
adaptability.

This survey of the administrative arrangements employed within
the estate management leads naturallf to a review of the nature and

scale of the revenue whose collection comprised the main business
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of the admiunistration (Chapter IV). Its principal form is
discovered to be that of rent, derived from land holdings, mills,
borough.farms and promising but insecure mining ventures, bolstered
by additional, irregular returns in the shape of indefinite entry
.fines, feudal dues and judicial profits. Certain entrepreneurial
activities - coal-mining, lead-processing and stock-rearing - were
undertaken in the early 16th Century, to be soon abandoned as
inappropriate under the circumstances .0f episcopal landownership.
The twin problems of arrears and unleviable income are examined, to
reveal a discrepancy between the monies due from these various
sources and the amounts actually collected. It is found that thiough-

out the period under consideration a number of factors caused the

scbual
level of z==xd income to remain fairly static, in spite of the
. sctual
inflationary tendencies of the time. From ===l income there had

to be deducted the cost of running the administration and the upkeep
of the estates and other episcopal property; sums swallowed up in
fees and wages and expenses arising from the operation of the
accounting system, and allocated for the repair of old and the
construction of new buildings and installations (Chapter V). By
the end qf the 16th Century it seems that certain economies were
being practised in these areas of routine expenditure, to compensate
partially for the stagnation of TEZl income and the sizeable, annual
levy, additional to first fruits, tenths and subsidies, claimed by
the Crown from the reign of Elizabeth I. A lack of evidence
concerning the outlay on the episcopal household and the
profitability of leasehold fines prevents an exact estimate of

the Bishops' net income from being made, but certain clues as to
its order of magnitude are considered as the basis for a rough

assessment. To end this section the economic position of the




Bishops of Durham in the early modern period is compared with that
of other contemporaneous northern landowners. The Archbishops of

York, faced with similar conditions and problems, are found to share

better
m‘lincentives and opportunities,BE=MEE, is discovered to be

the beneficiary of considerable economic improvements. Episcopal
alelic - memeqgmen's
(Landownership) at Durham was decidedly backward; the rest of this
thesis is devoted to an explanation of why this was so,
One major retarding factor was the position of the tenantry.
It occupied a number of different environments determined by such
variables as size of estate unit, size of.population, size of
tenement, type of tenure, type of terrain and farming pattern
(Chapter VI). Overall its more substantial members seem to have
been enjoying a rise in prosperity by the early 17th Century; the
upward trend visible in a wave of tenant-inspired enclosure schemes -
. a reaction against the inadequacies and restraints of the communal
system - the consolidation of larger farms and a fairly bouyant land
market. The lesser tenantry had to suffer the adverse affects of
these developments, besides the repercussions of population increase,
as is reflected in their geographical mobility, but there is no
evidence to suggest any considerable raising of their level of
hardship. The various manifestations of growth ought to have
signified a greater monetary return for the epis;opal lanalord;
that in practice they did not was due to the terms of the prevailing
tenures and the Bishops' attitude towards the tenantry (Chapter VII).
A large proportion of the episcopal income was derived from

customary tenements held on terms extremely favourable to their
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oc;upants. Modification of these terms to improve the landlord's
interest was rendered difficult by the nature of episcopal succession
and the demands of the Bishops' political role which induced them

to avoid disturbances amongst the tenantry by continued acceptance
of a one-sided relationship. Another large proportion of the
episcopal income was gleaned from various types of leasehold
propérty, which again brought a low economic return, although the
restraints were less s0l1id than in the case of the customary
tenements, Once again the conditions of tenure seem to have

of fered the lessee more material benefit than the lessor. This
'status quo' was preserved because 1éaseholds, even more than
copyholds, were bound up in an episcopal patronage system and

were integral to the maintenance of a system of social stability

for wnich the Bishops of Durham were partly responsible; because

the curtai;ment of privileges long enjoyed and now taken for- granted
would have involved a Bishop in effort, expense and the incitement
of stiff oprosition largely to the advantage of successors; whereas
the existing arrangements did at least offer the attractive
compensation of the entry fine.

In close conjunction with the affect of the landlord-tenant
relationship upon the value of the temporalities was the impact of
the church-state relationship (Chapter VIII). Through the
Reformation the Church was blaced more than ever before at the
mercy of a monarchy which appropriated its endowments for disposal
within its own patronage system, abetted its leading subjects in
designs upon ecclesiastical property amounting to excessive
exploitation of the Church's vulnerability, and encouraged churchmen
to adopt standards of behaviour which inflicted damage upon the

Church's material assets and its long~term interests. A study of
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the Crown's dealings with the Bishopric of Durham throughout the
16th Century reveals that they were responsible for imposing
limitations upon the episcopal income, the potential of the
temporalities and the quality of the estate management. At the
height of the abuse the Bishopric narrowly escaped dismemberment;
thereafter when the political and social climates were still quite
hostile, it suffered loss of property, financial deprivation and the
imposition of deleterious long leases. Resistance Fp this plunder
on the part of the Bishops was either non-existent or ineffective
because of their exposed position, and in fact their collusion was
an important detrimental factor. By the early 17th Century the
Crown's attitude towards the temporalities of the Church had Secome
much more considerate and barriers had been erected against their
misuse, but by then a great deal of damage had already been
inflicted.

Another kind of bar to the creation of an improving estate
management lay in the nature and behaviour of the administrative
personnel (Chapter IX). Administrative posts, having useful
perquisites attached to them, were, like leaseholds and copyholds,
caught up in the important patronage system and used to satisfy the
needs of servants, relatives and the influential men of the
locality. To enhance the attractiveness of the administrative
posts the terms of office-holding favoured the incumbent more than
fhe employer, in a manner which encouraged many officers to také
their responsibilities lightly and concentrate upon securiﬁg a
profitable return. As the rules of the accounting system were
also relaxed in their favour, it becomes obvious that the patronage
requirements were inéompatible with administrative efficiency, which

accordingly had to be sacrificed. The bias of the office-holding
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arrangements - which again attracted the unhelpful interest of the
Court - and the pattern of episcopal succession meant that each
Bishop was served by a host of deputies over whom he had no direct
control, a group of oificers only committed in a minimal manner to
his service and even a small hostile element exercising a disruptive
affect upon the workings of the administration. Several counter-
measures were employed in an attempt to repair the effectiveness of
the administrative machine, of which the most important was the
expedient of placing key offices and duties in the hands of an
inner core of professional administrators and loyal, capable
servants, This retort was quite successful, but it hardly did
more than stave off break-down; it could not provide the facilities
for economic advancement.

A final obstacle to economic improvement was provided by the
attitude and circumstances of the Bishops themselves (Chapter X).
The absence of hereditary succession meant that there was little
incentive to invest in modernisation schemes and entrepreneurial
activities, The fact that the Bishops of the early 16th Century
were absentee, careerist politicians and civil servants meant that
their energy and attention were too heavily engaged elsewhere for
them to initiate major changes. The fact that their post-1558
successors were saddled with family responsibilities and plunged
into a highly competitive environment, against a background of
inflation and crown-courtier expLoitation, meant that they were
induced to take a short-sighted view of the temporalities for the
sake of personal survival. The resultant course of long leases,
cooperation with outside speculators, capitulation to outsidé
pressures, neglect and destruction of property and wastage'of

timber, without dealing too serious a blow to the existing state of
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the temporalities, certainly retarded their development. In the
17th Century William Laud and Charles I tried to reform episcopal
conduct, without a great deal of success. Throughout the whole
of the period under review Durham experienced only two Bishops who
approached the contemporary ideal of episcopal behaviour; neither
that ideal, nor their an characters, nor the circumstances in which
they found themselves equipped them any wore than their more
detached or selfish collecagues for the task of economic improvement.
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CHAPTER I

The Setting

(a) Tne County Palatine.1

Although this thesis is basically the study of episcopal estates
which are in most respects typical, there is one seemingly large
complication; the fact that between Tyne and Tees (the "Bishopric"),
Blyth and Wansbeck (the lordship of Bedlington), and in
Norhamshire, Islandshire and the Manor of Craike, the Bishop of
Durham was time out of number the owner of an important franchise
surviving into the 16th Century.2 Within this liberty he was
"comes palatinus", with full regalian rights; possessing "intra,
gquicquid rex habet extra', . The significance of this jurisdictiomnal
peculiar is that the Bishop was theoretically less dependent on the
episcopal estates for his temporal income than his fellows.

Whether this independent asset was of sufficient value to make the
Bishopric of Durham superior to the other sees, is a question that
must be answered before any examination of the episcopal estates
themselves.

Lack of concrete evidence renders the origins of the County

3

Palatine obscure. One theory has it that both Durham and Chester

were the deliberate creations of William I, as bulwarks against the

1 For this section I have relied largely upon the standard
authority of G.T. lapsley, The County Palatine of Durham, London,
1900. Another useful source is J, Spearman, An Enquiry into
the Ancient and Present State of the County Palatine of Durham,
Edinburgh, 1729.

2 A description of the Bishopric and its outliers is provided below,
Pp.8-20.

3 G.T. Lapsley, The County Palatine of Durham, London, 1900, pp.1l2-30.




Scots and the Welsh; although there is no historical basis for this
proposition. Much more probable is the view of Sir Thomas

Duffus Hardy, founded upon the absence of charters or any other
clue to deliberate foundation, that the palatine jurisdiction
developed gradually before the Conquest by prescriptiop. In
connection with this growth, however, he mentions the protection

of Oswald of Northumbria and the possibility of a formal grant of
"iura regalia'" by Guthreﬂ;,l W. Page takes this link much further.2
He maintains that until the end of the 12th Century the Earls of

Nor thumberland possessed "iura regalia", and thgt until the
episcopate of Bishop Bec (1284-1310) the Palatinate of Durham was
only a liberty within the County of Northumberland.

G.T. Lapsley's interpretation is far more feasible however, He
points out that the anglo-saxon churches held immunities, énd that
until the reign of Henry II the Bishopric of Durham was by no means
exceptional as a franchise. Only then, when other immunists found
their privileges being whittled away, was Durham's survival unique;
the fruit .of the great personal ambition and influence of Bishop
Pudsey (1153-1195). From then onwards the fortunes of the

Bishops of Durham as ''comites palatini'' waxed and waned; occasional
collisions with the Crown (like the Quo Warranto proceedings of
1293) stimuiating the formulation of a prescriptive right. In
this respect the Scottish inyasions and the factor of Durham's
geographical locatisn played an important part; for the borders were
still unfixed, whilst the "HaliWerfo;c“ were conscious of their

local independence and had.strong affinities with the Scots.

1 Sir T. Duffus Hardy, The Register of Richard de Kellawe, ILord
Palatine and Bishop of Durham, 1311-1316, London, 1873, I, xxvi-
xxvii, liii-lxxii.

2 W, Page, Some Remarks on the Northumbrian Palatinates and
Regalities, Archaeologia, 1888, 1i, 143-15k4.




From the 13th Century onwards, at any rate, the Bishop of
Durham enjoyed "iura regalia" within his franchise.1 Through
his regality "in imperio" he was the head of the civil government,
having tﬁe appointment of all civil officers., The peace was the
~ Bishop's peace. He had the duty of preserving law and order and
vunishing wrongdoers, with a right to all forfeitures, Like the
King the Bishop could also delegate his authority; e.g. by
recognising liberties within the Palatinate (like that of the Prior
of Durham), creating corporations, or by farming out boroughs.
Regality "in dominio" meant that all lands in the Palatinate were
held of the Bishop. Thus he was entitled to such feudal
incidents as primer seisin upon the death of a tenant-in-chief
and the wardship and marriage of minors, In addition he could
also lay claim.to the estates of idioté, whilst the lands of the
tenant.:of a mesne lord convicted of felony were forfeit to him for
one year and a day. Similarly he had a legitimate right to free
warren, all minerals, treasure trove, waifs, strays, deodands,
royal fish and wrecks.2 He also enjoyed forest rights and the
liberty to authorise fairs and markets. Through his regality
"in jurisdictione" the Bishop also controlled his own legal system
independently of the Crown. All writs ran 'in his name, so that
no action could be brought against him in his own courts; he could
only be petitioned. L&ke the King he also had the power to pardon

offences.

1l H.M. Cam, Liberties and Communities in Medieval England,
Cambridge, 1944, p.209.

2 Waifs - the legal term for abandoned stolen goods.
Deodand - the legal term for an object which has caused a human
déath, normally forfeitable to the Crown.




In theory at least the Bishop of Durham was potentially as
powerful within the Palatinate as the King was without, but in
reality there was always the likelihood of domination and usurpation
by a royal master, especially under the strong, centralised
monarchy of the Tudors. The 13th Century was a period of growth;
the 14th Century one of perplexed.toleration. During the 15th
Century the logical consequences of a direct confrontation were
delayed by civil disorders, until by the beginning of the 16th
Century the Bishops no longer saw any future in avoiding submission.
By then England was beginning to experience afresh that degree of
stability which had perhaps been lacking since the reign of

1 The Bishops of Durham tended to be loyal servants of

Edward III.
the Crown, appointed by Henry VII and Henry VIII to assist in the
strengthening of the northern borders, or as a reward for services
rendered in other fields.o Bishops Fox (1494-1501), Ruthall (1509-
1523) and Wolsey (1523-1529) no doubt possessed the ability to
defend their peculiar against the Crown, but chose instead the more
conventional and 1ucrativé course of steadfast loyalty and service.
To paraphrase H.,R. Trevor-Roper, the early Tudor Bishops did not
view the Bishopric of Durham as a mediaeval anachronism, but as an

3

office of profit under the Crown. This disinclination to resist
on the part of the crown nominees also coincided with the

extension of royal authority at the expense of the over-mighty

subject. The Bishop of Durham was henceforth paid for any

1 J.R. Lander, Conflict and Stability in Fifteenth Century
England, London, 1969, passim.
R. Lockyer, Henry VII, London, 1968.
Appendix I, pp. 449-L52,

H.R. Trevor-Roper, The Bishopric of Durham and the Capitalist
Reformation, Durham University Journal, 1946, xxxviii, 45-58.




involvement of the Durham musters in border war fare, and was so
deprived of the one opportunity to tax his own subjects.
Furthermore, he tended to be subordinated to the Wardens of the
Marches in watching over the frontiers with Scotland. Then in
15%6 he was practically deprived of his regality "in jurisdictione"
by the Act, 27 Henry VIII, cap.xiv,l in that Justices were
henceforth to be appointed by the Crown; a blow quickly followed
by the intrusion of the newly-appointed Council of the North into
the affairs of the Palatinate. The jealous ﬁrotection of
palatinate privileges had been broken down so far by the 1530s that
Bishop Tunstall (1530-1559) even became the president of the
Council of the North and could write of the King's authority in
the North in this vein:
"And as touchinge all other persones, of what sorte of men
so ever they bee, kynne or frende or other, that shall -
fortune to alter their stomakke agaynst the kinges hyghness
or to be accused of the same, I for my parte shall bere them
lesse favour than I wolde do to Turkes; for Turkes, albeyt
they be infideles, yeat they bee of the same nature, men as
we bee, and these that do rebell agaynst their naturall prince
whome by Goddes lawe and mans lawe, they ought to defende;
be to be reputed as no men but as serpents and wylde
beestes........"" 2
It is suggested by H.M. Cam that the Palatinate might have been
converted into an ordinary shire if Henry VIII had outlived

Bishop Tunstall.j

As the century wore on, the political influence of the Bishops

of Durham declined, so that they became just as much a prey to lay

1 "An acte for recontynuyng of certayne liberties and franchises
heretofore taken from the Crowne" (Church Commission MSS 244041,
P.R.O. Copy).

2 Bishop Tunstall to Thomas Cromwell, 19 January, 1538, quoted by
G.T. lapsley, The County Palatine of Durham, London, 1900,
p.262, n.3.

3 H.M. Cam, Liberties and Communities in Medieval England,
Cambridge, 1944, p.218.




exploitation as their more orthodox colleagues on the episcopal
bench. The brunt of the attack fell upon the episcopal estates,
but the "iura regalia" were still to suffer one more severe
reduction. In 1570 Queen Elizabeth seized all. .the Durham
estates of the attainted Ear]l of Westmoreland, in the face of the
opinion of the majority of her judges that forfeitures within the
County Palatine legally belonged to the Bishop. In spite of
Bishop Pilkington's fierce protests the seizure went.through, with
some placatory reserv‘ations.l Tudor expedicncy was not to be
baulked by the relics of a feudal institution. Nor should the
late date of this deprivation be taken as evidence of the stiffness
of episcopal pposition; the blow would have fallen much earlier if
any sizeable forfeitures had occurred. Moreover the effect of
the Queen's action was not merely to deny the Bishop an undeserved
augmentation of his temporal income. So much land in County
Durham fell into royal hands after the Northern Rebellion that
feudal dues accruing to the Bishop were severely curtailed in
favour of the crown.

In the circumstances therefore, the Bishopric of Durham in the

16th Century was far more likely to resemble the rest of the larger

bishoprics than a miniature replica of the state. As will emerge

below, the "iura regalia" did not make any significant contribution

3

to the Bishop's temporalities. Durham was not the richest

bishopric and certainly not the zenith of clerical ambition.

Vide infra, pp.292-293.

After 1569 it was quite common for inhabitants of the Ce. Palatine
to hold dband of both the Bishop and the Crown. The law demanded
that when the Bishop and the Crown shared a tenant all feudal

dues arising were to be paid to the latter.

3 Chapter IV, pp.-113-139.
L Appendix XXV, p.562.



Translation from Durham to the Archbishopric of York was definitely
considered a promotion, in spite of the drop in income; whilst
Cardinal Wolsey abandoned the Palatinate for the more profitable
See of Winchester, in spite of the franchise. Potential differences
between Durham and the other bishoprics were minimised by the fact
that the Bishopsof Durham were no longer petty nrincelings but
ordinary members of the episcopal bench; firmly committed to the
Tudor and Stuart monarchies and a supporting role in the church-
state relationship. The early Tudor bishops promoted to Durham,
were certainly careerists, but they were also fully aware that their
best interests lay in loyal service to the crown, not in attempting
to keep the royal authority out of their northern fastness. The
Bishops were even less likely to reaffirm their theoretical
independent status once the Church had completely surrendered
control of religious affairs into the hands of the State.

Nevertheless the vestiges of regalian rights at Durham did
mean that the temporal administration was concerned with a little
more £hah the management of estates. The bishop's regality "in
jurisdictione'" necessitated the existence of a fully-fledged
judiciary, served by an executive of sheriff, under-sheriff and
bailiffs, accounting to the Bishop's Exchequer for the profits of
Justice. Even after 1536 this executive arm remained in being,
to continue servicing the courts. There was also a rudimentary
civil administration centred upon the Chancery, which, like its
well-known counterpart, became a court of equity. The feudal
incidents were not sufficient to give nise to a Court of Wards, but
they did call for a well-defined escheator's office, which handled
a surprisingly large volume of business. For the rest, the

estate administration was extended to cope with a forest jurisdiction



and the collection of tolls, customs and other occasional incidents
stemming from the bishop's regality "in dominio". Like the

Crown therefore, the Bishop of Durham was equipped with a
Judiciary, an Exchequer and a Chancery. On the other hand, a
great deal of his regality remained embryonic, failing to become
institutionaliéed simply because the small size of the palatinate
jurisdiction did not foster a complicated growth.

The significance of the jurisdictional peculiar then, is not
that Durham was distinct from the other bishoprics, since by the
16th Century it contributed little either in the way of wealth or
power, but that the estate administration cannot be equated exactly
with the administration of the bishop's temporalities, as it can be
elsewhere. For this reason it is best not to treat the estate
administration in isolation, which would present a distorted picture,
but to describe the whole of the temporal administration into which
it was inextricably woven. In this way it will be ﬁossible to
demonstrate exactly how dominant the estate administration was,
by comparing it with the other component parts of the temporal
machinery. The central financial organisétibn based tupon the
Exchegquer will be discovered as the co-ordinating factor. In an
ordinary bishopric it was an integral part of the estate
administration, but at Durham, since it served the whole of the
temporal administration, it became the hub of the whole administrative

wmachine.

(b) The Bishopric Estates.

Just as the "iura regalia" no longer led to any substantial
~differentiation between the County Palatine and other bishoprics,-
50 the size of the episcopal estates also precluded the administrative

complexities associated with crown lands. In both respects the



franchisal administration had been modelled initially upon royal
prototypes, but size, expediency and varying conditions had resulted
in an entirely different evolution. There were no large, far-
flung blocks of territory, such as the Duchies of Cornwall and
Lancaster, the Earldoms of Chester and Richmond and the
Principality of Wales; no complicated and institutionalised machinery
like the Court of General Surveyors. Although the Bishop's
estates lay in three separate counties,1 they were no more extensive
than those belonging to other large landowners, lay, ecclesiastical
and institutional; and were administered in exactly the same way.
Before passing to an examination of the structure of the estate
administration, and that of the larger temporal administration
closely intertwined with it, it will be useful to sketch briefly the
location, value and extent of these episcopal lands.

The nucleus ol the bishopric estates lay quite naturally in
the County Palatine itself. Although all the land within the
liberty had originally belonged to the Bishop, by the 16th Century
only a minor portion remained under his control. The rest had
pawssed by grants to tenants-in-chief and hence to mesne.tenants, to
lesser types of free tenant, or by gift to institutions, such as the
Prior and Convent of Durham Cathedral. The Bishop's only claims
upon this land were a nominal rent, occasional services and the
irregular feudal incidents appertaining to both .his ordinary and
regalian lordship. As may be imagined, by 1500 many of these
claims had become rather tenuous. The manors belonging directly

to the Bishop tended to be fairly evenly distributed around the

1 Not including some London property centred around Durham
House in the Strand. :
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county.l Generally speaking they were loosely constructed, with
a number of small villages, farms and hamlets grouped around one
or more manorial nuclei. For the purposes ot administration
they were organised iﬁto four wards. Darlington Ward, the
largest of these, occupied much of the South-West part of the

Bishopric and contained the following manors:

(1) Darlington Manor, with a rental of £160°

This was situated in the Vgle of Tees -on very good corn land,
probably the most fertile area in the County Palatine, due west of
Teesmouth, In spite of the fact that much of the Bishop's
demesne land lay at Coatham Mundeville, with the manor even going
und er the name of Bailiwick of Coatham Mundeville, the centre of
gravity really lay at Darlington. Here was a conveniently sited
borough, serving the needs of a wide area and described by Leland
in 1540 as the best market town in the Bishopric, saving Durham.-j
In addition, the Bishop had a residence here, although it was no
longer frequented by the 16th Century. However it did carry
important demesne land with it, including a park cgnverted into
pasture. Further parcels of demesne lay at Haughton-le-Skerne

and Cockerton.

(2) Bishop Auckland Manor, with a rental of £260.

wast
The manor of Bishop Auckland lay to the North-EB==X of

Darlington in a less .fertile setting, centred around the Bishop's

Appendix IIa, pp.l53-#4 Map I, p.579.

This and subsequent rental values relating to the episcopal
estates within the County Palatine are derived from the Receiver-
General's Account for 1509-1510, (Church Commission MSS 189832).
The figures are minimal in that they exclude a small amount of
freehold rent, and coal-mine rents,

5 L.T. Smith, ed., Leland's Itinerary in England, London, 1907,
I, 69-77, for references to the County Palatine.
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principal residence and a market town which served the whols of
Weardale as well as its own.immediate vicinity. It was in fact
the. most valuable of all the manors. Bishop Auckland itself,
Escombe, Newtoncap and Byers Green lay in the narrowing Wear
valley. The other villages were situated at the point where the
predominantly lower ground of East Durhaﬁ was beginning to give way
to the hillier terrain of the West. They were consequently
endowed with land suitable both for arable and pastoral farming.
The manorial demesne was extensive, ac;ounting for the value of the
manor. It was located at Bishép Auckland, where it included a
park, Byers Green, Middridge and Coundon, besides three granges at
Middridge, Coundon & Ricknall. Granges were a feature of the
bishopric estates practically restricted to this manor,

The episcopal seat, a palace rather than a fortified castle,
was according to Sir William Brereton, who visited it in 1634,
stately, pleasant, surrounded by a thick wall and of great receipt
and strength, its principal features being a hall, two chapels,
three dining rooms and a matted gaIlery.l OQutside lay . the park
of 500 acres, sfbcked with fallow deer and wild cattle and enclosed

with a stone wall.and pales.

(3) The Barony and Manor of Evenwood, with a rental of £100.

To the South West of Bishép Auckland lay the manor of Evenwaod.
It was composed of few parts, but covered a fairly large area of
land. Moorland predominated, and more acreage per head was needed
to keep the population at subsisténce level. Only West Auckland

and Killerby were sited under 400 ft. above sea-level. There

1 Sir W. Brereton, Notes of a Journey through Durham and
Northumberland in the year 16%5, pp.9-12, in Reprints of Scarce
Tracts Relating to the Northern Counties, Newcastle, 13844
VII.




12

was very little demesne land apart from the Park at Evenwood

itself, which adjoined an abandoned residence.

(4) Wolsingham Manor, with a reﬁtal of £254,

| Finally, by moving in a Norfh West direction the manor of
Wolsingham is feached, lying in a predominantly pastoral area.
Territérially it was the largest manor in the Bishopric, occupying
Weardale and its surrounding moors from Bedburn upwards, It
fell naturally into four septi;ns. West of the Barony of Evenwood
lay the three villages of North and South Bedburn and Lynesacke,
filling a iarge upland area to the South of the Wear. Aéart
from Bedburn Park, this area was comprised enfirely of bondland
and common.l North weét, where wéardale narrows to a pre-glacial
valley, lay the large township of Wolsingham.itself, with the nearby
hamlets of Bishopley and Greenside and the scattered farmsteads of
Wigside.2 The nearby park contained virtually.all the demesne
lan& of the manor. Further up the dale was situated the Parish
of Stanhope; virtually a manor in its own right with the large
expanse of Stanhope Park (; miles in circumference) spreading out
ubstream on both banks of the Wear. Like Auckland.Fark, Stanhope
contained deer for the Bishop's pleasure, but they were restricted

to an inner frith, in favour of the more practical demands of pastoral

1 Common land did not always belong exclusively to one village or
" manor. For instance the inhabitants of Evenwood shared part of
Raby Fell with the inhabitants of Bishop Auckland. = Beyond the
bounds of Wolsingham North and South Moors various parishes
enjoyed the right of outer common. The inhabitahts of
South Bedburn and Lynsacke claimed intercommon with the
inhabitants of Bishop Auckland, kscombe and Witton, At
Chester-le-Street common of pasture was shared by the inhabitants
of Chester-le-Street itself, Plawsworth, Waldridge, Edmondesley,
Nettleworth, Pelton, Tribley, Whitehill, Twizell and Urpeth.

2 "Township" meaning village or community.
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farming. At the westérn entrance to the Park stood Westgate
Castle. This was occupied by park officers and served as a
centre for the forest administration. For Stanhope Park was
actually §n1y an enclosure within an even larger forest area, the
High Forest of Weardale; stretching as far westwards and northwards
as Alston Moor and Allendale and 21 miles in circumference. In
both the Park and the Forest there were no compact settlements at
all; merely isolated farms and hamlets nestled in some sheltered
location. At this height arable land was at a premium, whilst
it took quite a considerable area of moorland to provide food for
even a small flock of sheep. Very 1little of this land belonged
to the Bishop's demesne. Most of it had been divided into
customary tenures to provide the lord with labour for his hunting
expeditions, to furnish mounted horsemen for border warfare and to
protect the dale itself from fell raiders.

Chester-le-Street Ward in the North of the County was comprised
of manors or units of a smaller and far more compact nature. Here
they can be equated with single'townships or tightly-knit groups of
villages. They also tended to be widely'separated. Chester-le-
Street itself (rental value - £49) was a large community of
predominantly bondland tenants, situated north of Durham in the
midst of a considerable amount of moorland; at the point where the

lower Wear turns eastwards towards the sea. The manor of

Boldon (rental value - £140) lay on good arable land over towards
the coast, between Tyne and Wear, Composed of four adjacent
vills, it too had very little demesne land. Due north of Chester-
le-Street and commanding similar terrain on the éouth bank of the

Tyne, at its lowest bridging point, stood the manor and borough of

Gateshead (rental value - £38), vastly over-shadowed by neighbouring
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Newcastle across the river. Demesne land was more in evidence
there, including a former park converted into pasture closes.
Likewise at Whickham (rental value - £il) another large vill further
up the Tyne, close to its juncture with the Derwent. On the
other hand at Ryton (rental value - £24) another south bank
settlement west of Whickham, and Lanchester (rental value - £26)
nestling at the head of the Browney, west of Durham, large
communities settled on bondland were again the dominating
characteristic. Apart from Boldon, therefore, the manors of
Chester Ward, in 1510, were relatively insignificant both in their
size and contribution to the episcopal income. Whickham and
Gateshead however were soon to become two of the Bishop's most
valuable assets, as their coal producing potential was realised.
They were soon to replace Carterthorne, Raley and Hargill in the
Barony of Evenwood, as the Bishopric's principal source of coal,

To the south east of Chester Ward lay Easihgton Ward containing
the two large manors of Houghton-le-Spring and Easington; with
their componeqt villages scattered around the edge of the magnesium

limestone block of the East Durham Plateau. The manor of

Houghton-le-Spring (rental value - £200) was spread around the

northern apex of the Plateau; composed of the villages of Houghton,
Newbottle, Ryhope and Bishop Wearmouth, the hamlets of Tunstall,
Herrington, East Burdon and Warden Law, and Morton Grange.

Bishop Wearmouth had once served the Bishops as a port, but was now
eclipsed by Sunderland and Hartlepool. Tunstall, Morton Grange
.and Ryhope were mainly devoted to manorial demesne. Further
high proportions at Newbottle, Wearmouth, Houghton and Herrington
led to the easy proponderance of demesne land, a situation in

complete contrast to that prevailing in Chester Ward, and even
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more favourable than that in Darlington Ward. The balance was

reversed in the Manor of Easington (rental value - £17%) where

demesne land was limited to a small percentage at Easington
Shotton and Quarrington Grange. This manor was divided sharply
into two halves, On the eastern edge of the Plateau where it had
begun to broaden out, were grouped Easington, its satellite of
Little Thorpe, and Shotton. On the opposite western edge stood
Sherburn, Shadforth, Quarrington Grange and the hamlet of Cassop.
The siting was designed to include land switable for both
cultivation aﬁd stock-rearing. Durham itself also fell within
the province of Easington Ward, It héd developed initially in order
to satisfy the needs of the Bishop's household, the Cathedral
Church and Monastery and the palatine administration. By 1500 it
was the foremost market town of the county, contaiqed a satisfactory:
number of merchants and tradesmen and was not far from being
incorporated.

Finally, in the South East corner of the Bi;hopric fell
Stockton Ward containing the manors of Bishop Middleham and

Stockton and the wapentake and manor of Sadberge. The Manor of

Bishop Middleham was similar to that of Evenwood, in size, value

and the presence of a decayed residence. Middleham jitself lay
just‘to the South of the East Durham Plateau, separated from

one of its outliers, Cornforth, by the last western sﬁur of the
rising ground, Sedgefield, the third component village, lay due
South of Middleham. Domesne land was restricted - -to Bishop
Middleham itself, apart from a small amount &t Cornforth. The

manor of Stockton (rental value - £174) shared with Darlington the

advantage of being placed in the fertile Vale of Tees. As a

market centre its development was retarded by the lack of adeguate
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crossings over the river, but it derived some advantage from the
presence of Stockton Castle, the Bishop's only other usable
residence in County Durham outside Bishop Auckland and Durham.l

The most gompact of the larger manors, it rivalled Darlington and
kasington in value, in spite of their greater territorial span.

One indication of its potential richness is the fact that it could
be fitted many times into the moorland wastes of the manor of
Wolsingham. Here bondland was again much in evidence; the
demesne being restricted to Stockton, Hartburnand Hardwick Field
(uninhabited pasture land usually leased to the tenants of Norton)..

The Wapentake of Sadberge was an area lying roughly to the

East of Darlingtoﬁ and the West of Stockton. It had not been
part of the original liberty, being purchased from the drown by
Bishop Pudsey in 1189. In theory until 1576 it was still held
distinct from the rest-of the County Palatine, especially in
connection with the Bishop's judicial rights, but was then
incorporated into Stockton Ward.2 Within the Wapentake 1lay the
manor of Sadberge (rental value - £34)., The nucleus was Sadberge
itself, with small émounts of outlying property, much of it
freehold, scattered arocund a number of adjacent villages. In
térms of income this was one of the smallest manors.

The Bishop's palatinal jurisdictions and estates were not

réstricted to County Durham alone. In Northumberland lay

1 Durham Castle was in fact more of an administrative centre than
a residence or fortress.

2 W. Page, ed., The Victoria History of the County of Durham,
London, 1928, III, 192-194.
In theory Sadberge had its own sheriff until 1576. In practice
the Sheriff of Durham was always Sheriff of Sadberge as well.
There was a separate gaol at Sadberge.
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Norhamshire, Islandshire and Bedlingtonshire, probably the most

ancient possessions belonging to the liberty. Norhamshire

and its adjunct of Haly Island lay in North East Northumberland,

to the South of the Tweed and East of the Till; occupying in fact
the narrow lowland strip between the coast and the Cheviots, as far
South as Buckton.1 Due to its distance from Durham it was endowed
with a separate administration based at Norham Castle, the nodal
point of the lordship and an important bulwark against the Scots.
Norhamshire was not typical of the bishopric estates. It was an
integral part of the northern defence system, designed primarily

to furnish men and provisions for the defence of the Tweed crossing,
rather thah as an additional source of episcopal income. For

this reason the emphasis lay upon military tenures. Far more land
was held by knight service than remained under the Bishop's own
control, Even where the Bishop did retain immediate possession,
the land was in the occupation of customary tenants tied to border
service.2 In faét the only manorial demesne in thé whole lordship
was 494 acres attached to Norham Castle itself. In 1560 the total
rental for free farms, customary tenures and tenancies-at-will
(excluding the Tweed fisheries leased at £62 p.a.) was valued at
£181; an extremely low figure considering the size of the 1ordship.3
The reason is apparent however, when one considers that the majority
of the rents were derived from unalterable free and customary
tenures and that the whole area was a target for indiscriminate

border raiding.’

Map V, p. 583,
Appendix IIb, pp.h55.

Survey of 1560, transcribed by J. Raine, The History and
Antiquities of North Durham, London, 1852, pp.15-27.
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Bedlingtonshire lay further South in Northumbérland between

the Wansbeck and the Blyth.1 Frce rents were so trivial that to
all intents and purposes the Bishop's interests were restricted to
Bedlington itself, where he was lord of a sizeable amount of
bondland and a smaller portion of demesne. In 1546 /47 the
bailiwick, included in Chester Ward for administrative purposes,
was charged with a rental of £32.2

Leaving the somewhat wasted and unprofitable Northumberland
property for thé Yorkshire estates an entirely different picture

is presented. The one remaining part of the franchise to be dealt

with is the Manor of Craike, lying between Easingwold and the

Howardian Hills and containing another episcopal residence.

It came into being as a grant to St. Cuthbert from King Ecgfrid

of Northumbria, to serve as a resting-place between Lindisfarne

and York.l+ Although the whole ménor was no larger than one of the
smaller Durham vills, the richness oi the country and the large
amount of demesne land gave it a value in rent of £50 p.a. In

1648 the demesne alone was considered sufficient.to support an

annual reat of £220.5 The same pattern of more intensive land
utilisation is also reflected in the two larger blocks of Yorkshire
property annexed to the See of Durham, the liberties of Allertonshire
and Howdenshire. Both originated from grants made.to Bishop William

of St. Calais by William I and William Rufus, but were not fully

1 Map V, p. 583,

Receiver-General's Account, 1546-1547 (Church Commission MSS
189846).

4L Sir T. Duffus Hardy, The Register of Rlchard de Kellawe,
London, 1875, III, xxxix-x1.

5 Parliamentary Survey of the Manor of Cralke, 1647-48
(Church Commission MSS 23377).
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included in the palatinal franchise.1 The Liberty of

Allertonshire covered a large area in the North Riding, between the

Cleveland Hills and the Pennine massif, where the lowland plain
narrows into the Northallérton. Gate.2 Some of the villages
associated with the liberty through knight service lay as far North
as the Tees and as far South as Hutton Sessay, but the actual manor
of Northallerton which made up the Bishop's estate, was grouped
fairly tightly around its nucleus on good corn-land.3 Apa?t froﬁ
the manorial centre, which included a mansion house, it was composed
of six principal vills and one grange. Taking all into account
the manor was not large by Durham standards, yet it contributed
over £300 p.a. to the Bishop's gross income.4 Demesne land was
most extensive at Northallerfton itself, but was also much in
evidence at Sowerby Grange, Brompton, Romanby and Osmotherly. The
borough of Northallerton, a market town of some importance, also
fell within the compass of the estate,

The Liberty of Howdenshire in the East Riding contained the

richest of the bishopric lands, scattered along the northern flood

5

plain of the Yorkshire Ouse. For the purposes of administration
it was divided into three bailiwicks; Woodside in the East, Howden
in the centre and Ouse and Derwent in the West. Within the
bailiwicks freehold property was widespread, but the Bishop's

immediate possessions were restricted to the manor of Howden, the

sub-manor of Wheel Hall, Ricall Grange and fourteen outlying

1 Sir T. Duffus Hardy, The Register of Richard de Kellawe, London
1875, IIl, xxxvi-xxxvii.

2 Map III, p.581,.

3 Appendix IId, pp.455-456.

4 Rental, 1627 (Church Commission MSS 190163).
5 Map IV, p. 582,
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villages.1 Demesne land was only found at Ellerker and Walkington
outside the manorial nuclei and Ricall Grange. This amounted to
quite a sizeable estate, yet not so large that its outstanding
gross contribution of roughly £500 per annum can be attributed to
size alone, when compared with the less productive Durham manors.2
The proximity of the Ouse and its attendant marsh and fen was a
serious drawback however, in that much of the manorial income had
to be expended upon flood prevention. Even the asset of a borough
and episcopal residence at Howden was reduced by the restriction

of its sphere of influence to the Yorkshire side of the river, its

only contact with Lincolnshire being a ferry.

1 Appendix IIf, pp.456-457,

2 Howdenshire Receiver's Account, 1504-05 (Church Commission
MSS 189060).
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CHAPTER II

The Structure of the Administration

In so far as the Durham estate administration is not to be
identified exactly with the temporal administration as in other
bishoprics, it will first be necessary to describe the composition
of the Exchequer, to which the estate administration was responsible
for its contribution to the Bishop's income. Just as the
Sheriff's office was responsible for the profits of justice, the
Escheator's office for feudal incidents and the Chancery for the
fees required for the production of legal documents. Without the
palatinal jurisdiction the Exchequer would merely have been the
centre of the estate administration; instead it was the hub of four
separate but confused administrations.

The head of the entire structure was the Bishop of Durham
himself. As his executive machinery, the whole temjporal
administration was derived from him, It was designed to fgnction
independently, with its own supervisory personnel, but this did not
prevent the Bishop from being at complete liberty to interfere and
direct in person whenever he chose, In practice no bishop ever
took over full direction of his administration. Quite. apart from
such personal supervision being contrary to custom, he was always
far too preoccupied with affairs of state, local government or the
business of the Church. On the other hand no bishop was likely
to remain entirely aloof, unless he wanted to see the administration
conducted contrary to his interests. The happy medium was one of

sustained interest and awareness, coupled with frequent interference
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and direction. Interest is revealed by a letter written by
Bishop Barnes (1577-1587) to his auditor, John Bathe, in which the
Bishop shows himself fully acquainted with two suits over leases
in Allertonshire and voices his suspicions that a certain John Grant
has been pasturing his stock on disputed land without paying
rent.1 An awareness of activities detrimental to his own rights
is illustrated by the actions of Bishop James (1606-1617), when he
wrote to Francis lascelles, his receiver for Allertonshire, in
1615 and 1616, calling for the speedy pursuance of outstanding
debts.2 Equally alert was his successor Bishop Neile (1617-
1628), who in 1621 made his presence felt even though absent in
London. He informed his chief officer that he wanted all

debts promptly paid, queried two bills for £26.18.8 and

£8.13.8 submitted by a builder, demanded a report on the airing

of Auckland Castle, and made arrangements for the purchase of 100
ells of canvas at Newcastle instead of London as originally

5 In the 17th Century

planned, in the interests of economy.
interference sometimes took the form of appointing a commission

to supplement the normal working of the administration. For
instance, in March 1623 four or the Bishop's leading officers were

appointed to assist the stewards of Allertonshire in clearing up

abuses at the next court leet.'+ Again in November 1628, upon

1 Bishop Barnes to J. Bathe, 16 November 1584 (Church Commission
MSS 189378).

2 Bishop James to F. Lascelles, 18 December 1615, 20 December 1616
(Church Commission MSS 220841.2).

3 J. Raine, A Brief Historical Account of the Episcopal Castle,
or Palace, of Auckland, Durham, 1852, p.7h4.

L Miscellanea (Church Commission MSS A.15.3).
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arrival at Durham, Bishop Howson (1628-1632) authorised his trusted
servant, George Wither, to undertake a survey of his new
possessions, in order to receive an accurate and impartial picture.1
Similarly Bishop Morton (1632-1659) commissioned his brother-in-law,
William Blakestone, to enquire into spoliations in Howdenshire in
1633.2 It also seems to have become common przctice to entrust

the collection of rents and the enforcement of their payment to a
selected number of officials, rather than to follow the normal
procedures.3 More commonly interference involved the issuing

of a stream of. instructiohs and commands on every conceivable
subject. All the Bishops seem to have engaged in this practice

to varying extents; none more so than Dardinal Wolsey (1523—1529).
letters to:the Cardinal, or from one estate official te another,
disclose that although an absentee, Wolsey was fullj informed about
all aspects of the administration; whether it was fhe;extraction_of
rent from Norhamshire, the disposal of wards or the construction

of a lead smelting plant.l+ Most revealing of all are the

instructions devised by Wolsey himself in 1528 for his surveyor,

1 Enrollment Book (Churéh Commission MSS 184960, pp.ihdl-445),
2 Miscellanea (Church Commission MSS 220902).

3 Letters Patent of Appointment, 1617, 1618, 1631, 1635 (Church
Commission MSS 221146, 221147, 221148, 221149).

4 William Frankeleyn to Cardinal Wolsey, 4 April 1523 (S.P.1/27/2930);

Calendar of letters and Papers, Foreign and Domestic, of the Reign
of Henry VIII, London, 1864-1932, III, 2930.

William Frankeleyn to Thomas Lord Dacre, 9 March 1524 (British
Museum, Additional MSS 24, 965 f. 181); Calendar of Letters
and Papers, Foreign and Domestic, of the Reign of Henry VIII,
London, 1864-19%2, IV, Pt.I, 151. William Strangeways and
Richard Bellysis to Cardinal Wolsey, 24 June 1528.
(S.P.1/48/4416); Caléndar of letters and Papers, Foreign and

Domestic, of the Reign of Henry VIII, London, 1864-1932, IV,
Pt.II, 4416,
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Dr. Strangeways, and Richard Bellassis,l in which he set out his
requirements under thirteen heads. These ranged in magnitude
from a survey of all mineral resources to the loading of the
Cardinal's ship with coal for his new college at Ipswich. No
harm appears to have resulted from this watchfulness, since it led
to an extremely efficient and chastened administration. It seems
therefore, that without actually conducting the management of
routine matters himself, a bishop could set the tempo for his
administration simply by publicising his own attitude by demanding
his full rights and by regular intervention.

In theory the Bishop's free agency was almost limitless and
in fact was put to good.use in varying degrees. But at the same
time it was also checked by the realities of administration and by
the formalised administrative structure, developing its own
customs, procedures and peculiarities in spite of an endless
procession of bishops. For instance, the Bishop's principal
means of controlling his officers rested in his power to make and
break appointments, Yet the majority of offices, at all levels,
were usually granted away "pro termina vitae'", which meant that an
incoming-bishop always found himself saddled with his predecessors'
servants, all securely entrenched behind their letters patent.
Most appointments concerned with posts bearing financial
responsibilities bore a proviso that the holder could only enjoy
the fruits of office so long as he accountéd regularly at the
Exchequer, but there is no evidence that any unwanted employees

were winkled out under this clause. An official with a profitable

1l Instructions devised by my lord legate his Grace for Dr,
Strangwysshe, surveyor of Duresme, and Ric. Bellysis lisq, and
to be executed by them within his bishopric of Duresme
(S.P.1/52/5111.3); Caléndar of Letters and Papers, Foreign and

Domestic, of the Reign of Henry VIII, Iondon, 1364-1932, IV,
" Pt.II, 5111.




25

post would ha?dly yresent the opportunity.1

One limitation upon the Bishop's authority which was deliberate
rather than accidental, was the right of the Dean and Chapter of
Durham Cathedral (or Prior and Convent before the Dissolutioﬁ)
to confirm all grants of leases and appointments to offices. In
fact no indenture or ypatent was legally binding without this
confirmation. In the period under consideration however, the
consent of the Dean and Chapter was a mere formality. There were
very few grounds on which they could take exception to the
appointment of officers, whilst they could hardly quibble at leases
50 iong as the Bishop paid due regard to the statute restricting
their length to 21 years or three lives.2 Being men of the worla
they were hardly likely to quarrel with the Bishop - over practices
which they pursued on their own estates, or act as true guardians
of the Church when they too were succumbing to lay pressure.
There is in fact only one ihstance of refusal to ratify a lease
on the part of the Dean and Chapter.3 Thié was im 1603, in
connection with a projected 80 year lease to the Crown, on behalf
of Dudley Carlton, of lands worth £60 p.a. in rent. Their
objections, on the grounds that the terms of the lease were too
vague, were later justified, when Bishop James was forced to take
action against the Crown's assignees for claiming all of the
Northallerton demesnes, instead of part, as was understood in the

terms of the original lcase. At the time however, their opposition

was short-lived, quickly giving way to the persuasions of Bishop

1l The removal of unwanted oifficers is dealt with in
Chapter IX.

1 Eliz., c.19.

3 Papers concerning Lawsuits, 8 (Church Commission
MSS 221317).
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Matthew's auditor and their own registrar.

The fact that there was no hereditary succession to bishoprics
implied that there were frequent intervals between a death or a
tran;lation and the next appointment during which the Bishop's
authority had to be transferred elsewhere. The Bishop!'s rBle as
the recipient o1 episcopal income was taken over by the Crown,
represented by a local receiver o1 temporalities. The. temporal
administration was initially placed under the care of a body of
guardians of temporalities, appointed by the Crown and recruited
from the Monastery of Durham, high-ranking members of the
administration itself and local men of eminence. Occasionally
the bishop-designate became guardian, as happened in the case of
both Senhouse (1502-1505) and_Wblsey. But with the foundation of
the Cathedral Church inl-15&l the new Dean and Chapter were formed
into a.permanent body of trustees.

Under the Bishop of Durham was deployed the hierarchy of the
temporal administration, each officer's place within it determined
in theéry by the size of his fee. In practice however, his personal
standing with the Bishop and social posiﬁibn were probably more decisive
factors. In describing the administrative py¥aﬁid it will be useful
to employ the categoricé or the 17th Century surveyor and.
mathematician, Thomas Clay, who divided the personnel esseantisl to the
administering of any honourables estate into officers of order and
officers oi charge; the former responsible for ordering affairs

-~

and the latter for the collection and disbursement of revenue.d

1 A, Hamilton Thompson, ed., The Statutes oi the Cathedral Church
of Durham, London, 1929, pp.Xxxv-xxxvi.

2 T. Clay, Briefe, Easy and Necessary Tables,...together with a

Chorologicall Discourse of the well-ordering, disposing and
governing of an Honourable Estate of Revenue, London, 1622,

I am indebted to my supervisor, Mr., M.E, James, for bringing
this work to my attention.
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The head oif the temporal administration with overall
fesponsibility was the Chancellor. As the chief official in the
civil administration and the leading officer of order he had no
direct concern with either the Exchequer or estate management, but
since there was no rigid differentiation of function it was
possible for him to become involved in all aspects of the Bishop's
affairs. To blur clear-cut distinctions even further, it was not

unusual for one official to be both Chancellor and Receiver~General,

In fact out of twelve identifiable Chancellors holding office
between 1500 rand 1642 nine were also in possession of the
Réceiver-Generalship.l Consequently it is pointless trying to
differentiate between what these otfficers did in one capacity or the
other, It is far more realistic to describe simply what they

did as the Bishop's servants, with the proviso that contact with
the Exchequer and the estate administration was more likely to stem

from their position as Receiver-General.

(a) The Exchequer

Turning specifically to the Exchequer, its leading figures are
to_be found firmly ensconced at the top of the administrative
hierarchy. The acting head of the Exchequer was the Receiver-
General (fee of £26.13.4 p.a.), whose frequent occupation of the
Chancellorship has already been remarked upon., A minister holding
these two vital offices simultaneously must have ranked as the
Bishop's chief exécutive and perhaps as his closest adviser, This
was certainly true of William Frankleyn, who administerea bothi.the
temporalities of York and Durham for Cardinal Wolsey during his

long absence in the King's service. The duties of the Receiver-

1l Collection of Officers and Offices within the Palatinate
(Mickleton-Spearman MSS 2, under Chancellors and Receivers-
General),
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General are partially explained by his title, He was the chief
receiving officer for the County Palatine and its outlying appendages;
ultimately responsible for the receipt into the Exchequer of all
the Bishop's income, from its many and varied sourdes. He was
not merely concerned with the credit side of accounts howevep.
It was equally his task to supervise expenditure and provide the
annual surplus for the Bishop's own use. Hence he was the chief
officer of charge. R.1., Storey maintains that the title of
Receiver-General was first introduced to Durham by Bishop langley
in 1416-1417; the equivalent officer before that date going by the
name of Bishop's Treasurer. He also distinguishes between the
Receiver-General and the Durham Receiver; a distinction that no
longer applied by 1500.1 By then the chief accountant was filling
two posts. in one capacity he was particular receiver for the
Bishopric of Durham, Norhamshire, Bedlipgtonshire and Craike, on a
par with the two.other particular receivers for Howdenshire and
Allertonshire; in the other he was Receiver-General, to whom the
particilar receivers were responsible.

The Réceiver-General was assisted in ﬁanning the Exchequer
by the Clerk of the Great Receipt (fee of £5 p.a.), with an Under-
Clerk (fee of &4 p.a.)-probably-in attendance. It is apparent
that this officer actually did most of the work for which the
Receiver-General is nominally credited; receiQing and recording
incoming revenue, acting as custodian of money deposited in the
Exchequer and making disbursements in exchange for warrants. So
important was the Clerkship that letters patent of 1550 contained

the stipulation that the appointeecto that office must attend upon

1 R.L, Storey, Thomas lLangley and the Bishopric of Durham 1406-1437,
London, 1961, p.74.
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the Receiver-General in person; the only instance of the use of
deputies being prohibited.1 With such an able understudy acting
as the Exchequer's main executive pificer, it is understandable
that the Receiver-General was able to indulge in other matters and
trequently undertake the Chancgllorship. Yet although he could
afford to neglect his financial business for the Chancery, it should
be pointed out that it was the Receiver-General, and not the Clerk
of Great Receipt, who was brought to account for the Bishop's
revenue, There is also evidence of his active participation in
the routine work of the Exchequer, such as his signature on ‘bills
of receipt attached to ministers'-accounts.2

Prominently placed beneath the Receiver-General was the
Auditor (fee of £2d p.a.), the officer of order whose function it
was to.check the accounts of all oificers of charge, from the
Receiver-General at the top, to the humble village collector at the
bottom. Theoretically he stood somewhat outside and above the
administration, since the Bishop's powers of audit had devolved upon
him; But in practice he belonged, with the other chief
administrators, to a small professional class from which the Bishop
drew his counsellors; whose duty it was, apart from their ofticial
capacities, to advise their lord and undertake any task he might
put before then. Thus in 1537 when Richard Crosby rode down to
Howden, ostensibly to audit the accounts of the Howdenshire
receiver, he also undertook a survey of the Bishop's woods and

staiths.3 Again in 1595 we find John Bathe taking part in a

1l Register of Leases and Letters Patent (Church Commission MSS
184957a, p.73).

2 Account of Robert Bushell, Reeve at Craike, 1564-65 (Church
Commission MSS 189969).

3 Howdenshire Receiver's Account, 1536-%7 (Church Commission
MSS 189029).
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survey of Stanhope Park and the Forest of Weardale, in company with
the Escheator and the Receiver-General.1 In the 17th Century also,
the Auditor was a regular member of the commissions appointed for
the receipt of rents.2 Even in his official role the Auditor

did not occupy such an isolated and elevated position as might be
imagined. In his work of auditing he was usuélly accompanied by

a number of other leading officers, who had a voice in the
proceedings and might act in restraint if necessary. In this
respect therefore, he was more the qualified leader of a commission,
rather than an independent arbiter responsible to the Bishop alone.
Occasionally the office of Auditor was exercised by two persons

in conjunction, but this does not seem to have been a regular
practice; like other posts greaf and amall it Qas bestowed for the
life of the recipient(s). The Auditor's department was composed
principally of himself and the Clerk of the Audit (fee of £3.6.8.
p.a.),.whese job it was to give general assistance té his superior
and take charge of the completed account rolls. It is not clear
whether this Clerk actually drew up the accounts himself. In the
early 16th Century at least, there appears to have been a separate
Engrosser (fee‘of £1.6.8.)

The Exchequer's full internal complement was rounded off by
the Bailiff and Nuncio (fee of £2 p.a.), whose duties fell within
both of Clay's categories. The function from which his title
of "nuncio" was derived was the one of traversing the length and
breadth of the Bishop's franchise at the end of the financial year,

giving notice of pending audits and issuing summonses to the same.

1 Collection of Officers and Offices within the Palatinate
(Mickleton-Spearman MSS 2, under Weardale).

2 letters Patent of Appointment, 1617, 1618, 1631, 1635 (Church
Commission MSS 221146, 221147, 221148, 221149).
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His other duty as bailiff was to distrain the goods of those

defaulting in the payment of their rents, and carry them off to

- Durham; to store them there until they were either sold or redecemed

to cancel the outstanding debts.l The large field of operations
leads to the possibility of there being more than one Bailiff, or
alternatively, a number of assistants.

It appears that there was a fair degree of flexibility at the
top of the administratiye hierarchy; that a good deal of the work,
both routine and irregular, was frequently never assigned to the
official in whose province it properly belonged. The reason is
that the Bishop would never trust himself wholeheartedly to an
administration that was not mostly of his own'appointment. Hence
he came to rely upon a number of counsellors or advisers who could
be delegated, singly or in groups, to duplicate or assume the
functions of any officer found lacking in his duty or considered-
untrustworthy. | This inner circle was recruited mainly from amongst
the more important ministers; Chancelior, Receiver-General, Auditor,
Escheator, Sheriff, Surveyor, Steward and legal officers; the
determining factor being the individual's personél standing with
the Bishop. It could also include persons like George Wither and
William Blakestone, who held no official capaciity within the
administration, yet stood high in the Bishop's confidence.2
There have already occurred several examples of officials laying
aside their ordinary duties and undertaking commissions and special
assigunments. These need not be repeated, but it would be of

value to return once more to the instructions delivered by Cardinal

1 The duties of the Bailiff of the IExchequer are described in the
Receiver-General's Account for 1495-96 (Church Commission MSS

189598).
2 Vide supra, p.23.



Wolsey in 1528 to Dr. Strangeways and Richard Bellassis; as an
example of the miscellany of tasks which could be entrusted to
proved servants, regardless of their proper functions.1 Their
assignment was to:
(i) survey all mineral resources,
(ii) finish the construction of the Bishop's lead-smelting plant,
(iii) organise the production of lead,
(iv) keep the smelting-plant supplied with lead ore and fuel,
(v) farm out the Tweed fisheries,
(vi) supervise the fitting-out of a man-of-war at Tynemouth,
(vii) seize all wards,
(viii) levy arrears,
(ix) provide the Bishop with an Escheator,
(x) produce a valuation of all casualties over the last six years,
(xi) send a ship load of coal to Wolsey's college at Ipswich.
Thus two men, one of them a surveyor, the other Bailiff of both
Stockton and Bishop Auckland, were asked to tackle a variety of
duties which, strictly speaking, should have been divided between
the offices of the Surveyor himself, the Clerk of Works, the
Surveyor of the Weardale Lead Mines, the Escheator, the Receiver-
General and the Auditor.d Clearly specialization of function was
not a desired attainment. The top admihistrators came to be

familiar with all aspects of the Bishop's business and so to a large -

extent, interchangeable.

1 Instructions devised by my lord legate his Grace for Dr.
Strangwysshe, surveyor of Duresme, and Ric. Bellysis Esq, and to
be executed by them within his bishopric of Duresme (S.P.1/52/
5111.3); Calendar of Letters and Papers, Foreign and Domestic,
of the Reign of Henry VIII, London, 1864-1932, IV, Pt,II, 5111.

2 An account of Strangeway's career at Durham is contained in
Chapter IX,p367.Unlike Strangeways, Bellassis was a local gent1eman
of some substance, seated at Henknoll. His son, William, became
a knight; his grandson, Henry, a baronet; and his great-grandson,
Thomas, Viscount Fauconberg. His brother, Antony, was a
successful cleric, who elevated the family fortunes through the
acquisition of monastic land. As well as holding several
profitable posts within the Church he was also a Master in
Chancery under Henry VIII and a member of the Council of the
North under Edward VI, Richard himself was a partner in an
extensive coal-mine undertaking leased from the Bishop. R, Surtees,
The History and Antiquities of the County Palatine of Durham,
London, 1816-1840, passim. F.W. Dendy, ed., Visitations of the
North, Part I, Surtees Society Vol.l22, London, 1912, under
Bellassis., C.H. Hunter Blair, ed., Visitations of the North, Part IV,
Surtees Society Vol.lk6, London, 1932, under Bellassis.
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(b) The Estate Administration

Having dealt with the manning of the central Exchequer office,
it is now appropriate to detail the structure of the estate
administration, the members of which were part oif the Exchequer
organisation in that they were either accountable to it for
receipts or expenditure or were conservators of the temporalities,
the Bishopric's capital assets. The estate administration
carried the jurisdiction of the Exchequer out of the Bishop's
franchise into Allertonshire and Howdenshire, unlike the other
b;anches of the temporal admiﬁistration. In the interests of
clarity it would be convenient to break up the estate administration
into its main territorial divisions and to maintain the distinction
between officers of order and charge.

(1) The Durham Estates

Bharing the Auditor's position as the most high ranking officer
of order was the Chief Steward (fee of &20 p.a.) G.T. Lapsley
states that the Steward was the most important figure in the
estate administration until about 1450, when he seems to have been
eclipsed by the Receiver—General.l According to a Chancery
Enrollment of September 1561 this oificial's function waé to hold
the halmote or manorial courts, to receive surrenders aund ﬁake
admittances, to assess fines and amercements, notifying tﬁe
officers respoqsible for their collection, and to act as an
arbitrator ip private quarrels.2 No mention was madeée oi his
earlier respounsibility for putting farms to lease and maintaining

the fabric of the Bishop's property. The Steward's assistant

1 G.T. lapsley, The County Palatine of Durham, London, 1900, p.77.

2 Chancery Enrollment, 1 September 1561 (Church Commission MSS
24324k P R.O. Copy). ' ’



was the Clerk of the Halmote Court (fee of £3.1%.4 p.a.), whose task
it was to qompile the halmote couft books, containing records of
tproceedings, and to furnish the Receiver-General with extracts of
fines and amercements, Although the Chief Stewardship had lost wmuch
of its importance by the 16th Century, it still remained a very
desirable office, with the high fee of £20 per annum. Consequently
it became something of a sinecure, the Steward's work being
transferred to the Clerk, who was often indistinguishable from an
Under Steward or Learmned Steward.1 Thus under Bishop Bainbridge
(1507-1568) the office was held by Edmund Dudley, one-time

Speaker of the House of Commons, a member of the Council and one

of Henry VII's leading financial administrators. Meanwhile the
duties attached to the Stewardship were undertaken by a local
official, Christopher Browne. ' He remained at his post under
Bishop Ruthal (1509-1523%), when the Stewardship passed to William
Frankleyn, one of Wolsey's clerks, and John Parkinson, the
Escheator. In 1525 Cardinal Wolsey presented the post to the

Duke of Richmond, whilst Browne continueé to actually officiate
right up until 1562. later under Bishop James the Chief Steward
was the Bishop's brother Francis, master of the Court of Chancery

at Westminster, When the Steward was not entirely an absentee,

he was usually one of the Bishop's chief ministers, engaged in

other work and holding the Stewardship for profit; e.g. Thomas
Calverley, Chancellor and Receiver-General to Bishops Pilkington

(1561-1576), Barnes (1577-1587) and Hutton (1589-1595).2

1 It was possible for there to be a Chief Steward, an Under Steward
and a Clerk of the Halmote Courts. This happened under Cardinal
Wolsey, when Sir Thomas Tempest of Holmside was Chief Steward,
Robert Meynell his deputy and Christopher Browne clerk. Meynell,
a sergeant-at-law, subsequently graduated to the Chief Stewardship
under Bishop Tunstall. '

2 Collection of Officers and Offices within the Palatinate
(Micklet on-Spearman MSS 2, under Chief Stewards and Sub-Stewards).
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The next office of order was the Surveyorship. It was designed
to produce surveys of the Bishop's episcopal property whenever ‘
required, to ferret out concealments, to inspect property for
deterioration and generally to preserve the Bishop's interests
against his tenants. Under the general head of Surveyor three
specialist officers have been identifiedj the Surveyor of Lordships,
Castles and Manors; the Surveyor of Lead, Coal and Iron Mines; and
the Conservator of Waters. The Conservator of Waters is a
shadowy figure, hardly traceable beyond the 16th Century. For a
fee of £2 per annum he appears to have acted as a kind of water
bailiff, chiefly engaged in the propagation of salmon fry. All
the signs indicate that his post fell into abeyahce.l The
Surveyor of Mines of Lead, Coal and Iron drew a fee of £6.13.4. per
annum. His dpecific function was to act as general overseer
when mines were worked for the Bishop's own benefit and to watch
over the operations of lessees, when mineral resources were farmed
outs Specific appointments are difficult to trace after the
episcopate of Cardinal Wolsey, but there is evidence that the need
for a surveyor continued even when the Bishop ceased to be a mining
entrepreneur. The terms of leases suggest that he alone was
allowed to decide the location of coal-pits and had a right to
frequent iﬁspection of mines, to ensure that they were being worked
in the customary manner and not to the detriment of the landlord.2
It is also probable that there was sometimes a Surveyor of Lead and
3

Iron Mines as distinct irom a Surveyor of Coal Mines. Drawing

1l The office is not listed under fee payments in the Receiver-
General's Accounts and there are only spasmodic references to it
in the Collection of Officers and Offices within the Palatinate
(Mickleton~-Spearman MSS 2).

2 Appendix XXIb, pp.5k1-544,

3 Collection of Officers and Offices within the Palatinate (Mickleton-

Spearman MSS2, under Supervisors of all mines of lead, iron and
‘coal).
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a fee of £13.6.8. the Surveyor of Lordships, Castles and Manors was
by far the most important of the three, although like the High
Steward he was tending to become a sinecurist by the middle of the
16th Cenfury, his functions delegated to commissions.1 Bishop
Matthew (1595-1606) appointed his own son Toby to the post. Iater,
at the beginning of Bishop Morton's episcopate, the office was in
the hands of the Clerk of the Great Receipt, Hugh Wright, and was
- soon to pass to Richard Baddeley, the Bishop's secretary and auditor.
Througﬁout, the Surveyor tended to be in possession of more than one
post. Nicholas Morton, Bishop Fox's Surveyor, was also Treasurer
of the Household; Robert Harrison, Bishop Morton's last nominee
to the office, held the coronership of Chestér Ward. In no sense
was the Surveyor ever a professional with theodolite and plain-
table, like Thomaé Clay. He was concerned not with land
measurement, but legal tenures, a subject with which any trained
administrétor was fully conversant.

The last of the officers of order was the Bishop's Solicitor
or Attorney-General (fee of £5 p.a.), who argued the Bishop's
cause before the law whenever a tenant was taken to court. Usually
the Bishop was the complainant in his own‘Court of Chancery, taking
action against unlaﬁful intrusion or the illegal cutting of timber,
preventing the conversion of a customary tenure into a freehold,
asserting claims to a capital messuage, or enforcing the observance
of mill service.2 The Solicitor was of course a fully trained
1awyér, attached to the Bishop's service by a retaining fee. At

Durham his scope was considerably enlarged by the need to defend

1 Collection of Officers and Offices within the Palatinate
(Mickleton-Spearman MSS 2, under Supervisors of &ll lordships,
castles and manors).

2 DPapers concerning Lawsuits (Church Commission MSS, nos.ll, 17,

26 and 45),
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the Bishop's: franchisal rights.

Passing to the officers of charge, and in particular the
officers of receipt, the official of highest dignity under the
Receiver-General was the Escheator. Strictly speaking he was
concerned with preserving his master's regality "in dominio", but
since the feudal incidents for which he accounted Qere derived
principally from land, he may justifiably be included within the
estate administration. It was his task tp keep track of deaths
among the tenantry-in-chief, instituting "post mortem" inquisitions
with the writ "diem clausit extremum'’, If a deceased tenant
lacked a successor of any kind, the Escheator took possession of
the estate, disposing'of it to the Bishop's best advantage. If
there was an heir (or heirs) of age, the Lscheator admitted him to
his inheritance, after payment of a relief for a licence of entry.
On the other hand, if the heir was a minor he remained in the custody
of the Bishop until reaching the age of maturity. If the Bishop
retained the wardship and marriage in his own hands they were
managed by the Escheator. Otherwise it was his function to put
them to farm, either to the highest bidder or to a relative of the
ward., Another aspect of the Escheator's work waé to issue
tenants-in-chief with licences to alienate property, or, if
alienation had taken place withopt the Bishop's consent, to secure
his due consideration with a writ: of '"quod ad damnum'. The
Escheatorship entailed a great degree of responsibility therefore,
but this still did not prevent its frequent conversion into'an
office of prestige, with the holder's duties delegated to a deputy.
On several occasions appointments were made from amongst the gentry
of the MNorth, such as Sir William Eure of Witton and Robert Bowes

under Cardinal Wolsey, Brian ILayton of Middleton St. George under
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Bishop Tunstall (1530-1559) and Henry Lindley under Bishop

Matthew, Bishop James used this office, as well as the Stewardship,
to gratify his brother Francis; and Bishop Pilkington appears to

have bought the support of the parliamentarian, William Fleetwood,

in this way.l On the other hand, some Escheators were obviously
genuine administrators who performed their functions in person.

The prime example of this type was Robert Tailboys of the Middle
Temple, who graduated to the office after serving as Fleetwood's
deputy and acting as attorney-general to both Bishop Barnes and

Bishop Hutton. G.T., Lapsley and R.L., Storey subscribe to the

view that it was customary at one stage for the Sheriff to hold

 the Escheatorship.d This is no longer true for the period under

investigation, since there is no single instance of théese two posts

being combined in one person.

Lower in the hierarcny was an officer who had virtually become
a sinecurist by the 16th Century; the Master Forester (fee of
£6.13.4, p.a.), to whose charge was committed the Bishop's parks
and forests and the collection of revenue resulting therefrom.
The Bishop of Durham was in possession of a.considerable number of
parks and woods, In addition, there was an extensive forest
jurisdiction, which can be plotted from the known existence of
forest courts at Middlewoeod, Chester-~le-Street, Birtley, Ryton,_
Gateshead, Lanchester, Bishop Auckiand, Hamsterley, Bolyhope and
Roughside, and in the Parks of Wolsingham and Stanhope and the

3

Nigh Forest of Weardale. By 1500 however, the forest courts were

1 Collection of Officers and Offices within the Palatinate (Mickleton- -

Spearman MSS 2, under Escheators). Fleetwood performed an
important service in 1576 in helping to scotch a bill tor the
annexation of Gateshead to Newcastle,.

2 G.T. Lapsley, The County Palatine of Durham, London, 1900,
pp.81, 85. R.L. Storey, Thomas Langley and the Bishopric of
Durham 1406-143%7, London, 1961, p.6l.

3 Appendix. III, pp.4S59-461.
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fast losing their significance. In the Master Forester's account
for 1501 the profits of the forest jurisdiction trickled in only
from the High Forest, Hamsterley, Stanhope, Wolsingham and
Roughside, and then only substantially from the f-irst.1 Outide
the Forest of Weardale the forest areas were small and neglected
and tended to affect few tenants. In the parks especially, the
forest jurisdiction became increasingly irrelevant and moribund
once game became restricted to Stanhope and Auckland Parks aand the
enclosures became converted into rented pastures. Thus the Mastef
Forester was left with very few active duties. Although he was
responsible to the Receiver-General for all customary and leasehold
rents derived from the parks and forest areas and as an accounting
official, carried the largest indiQidual onus, the actual collection
of this revenue did not affect him personally, apart from
compulsory attendance at the annual audit. Rents within the

High Forest of Weardale and the Parks of Stanhope and Wolsingham

fell within the province of his deputy, the Collector or Particular

Receiver for the High Forest of Weardale (fee of £2 p.a.), assisted
by the two Bailiffs of Stanhope and Wolsingham (fee of £2 p.a.).

The importance of the Colléctor.was in fact recognised, since at

least one of the extant forest acceunts went in his name, rather than

that of the Master Forestor.2 As for the smaller parks, their
farmers usually accounted directly to the Exchequer, thereby
rendering the Master Forester's discharge a mere formality. The
presidency of the surviving forest courts still remained to him

for a time, but there is evidence for the appointment of a

1 Master Forester's Account, 1501 (Church Commission Moo 190033).

2 Master Forester's Account, 1535-36 (Church Commission
MSS 190039).
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separate steward of gentry status after the middle of the 16th
Century.1 Routine matters, such as the provision of hay for

the deer in winter and the upkeep of the park enclosures, had
always been the responsibility of the Master Forester's
subordinates, In these circumstances it is not surprising that
appointmenté to the Master Forestership were made without reference
to suitability. =~ Holders of the otffice included Richard Lord
Lumley of Iumley, BishopTonstall's nephew Brian, Sir Cuthbert
Pepper, Surveyor of the Court of Wards and temporal Chancellor to
Bishops Matthew and James and Bishop Morton's brother-in-law,
Henry Blakestone.

The remaining structure oi the forest administration subordinate
to the Master Forester was composed of minor officers who were not
directly accountable. Apart from the Clerk of the TForest Courts
(fee of 13/4d. p.a.), the other personnel were foresters, keepers
of woods and rarks and palers.2 The Foresters (fees ranging from
£1 to £2.17.0 p.a.) were concerned with the preservation of the
Bishop's forest rights and the maintenance of the forest laws
against all infringements. The Park Keepers (fees ranging from
£1 to £4.11.0 p.a.) wére meant to preserve the wild life, supervise
the grazing of domestic stock and direct mowing operations. At
Stanhope for example, they were kept busy preventing encroachments
upon the deers' frith, overstinting, poaching and " :. ..
the keeping of hunting dogs on the part of the tenants actually
resident within the confines oif the Park. The Paler's job

(fee of £1.10.4. p.a.) was to maintain the park boundaries, although

1l Collection of Officers and Offices within the Palatinate
(Mickleton-Spearman MSS 2, under the Court of the Master
Foresters).

2 Appendix III, pp.459-461.
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large operations were undertaken by the Clerk of Works. It-is
significant that by 1500 the palers were limited to the two parks
which-still contained deer. The Keepers of Woods (fees of
10/604 to 13/4d. p.a.) in their turn were infclved in the planting
and nurturing of young trees and the felling of full grown timber
in accordance with the timber warrants they received. Distinctions
can be too artificial however, as keepers usually filled the role
of foresters as well, Further confusion is caused by the
frequency with which a forest officer is found in possession of
more than one post. Appointments to forest offices were usually
filled by the county gentry, members of the administration and the
Bishop's servants; except in Weardale where yeoman farmers were
employed.l Here certain families subh as the Emersons and the
Trotters, had almost established an hereditary right té otfice,
Apart from a few of the foresterships, all the posts still carried
some active duties, which entailed the use of deputies in maﬁy
cases., ' The busiest officers were naturally those associated with
a live forest jurisdiction (the foresters of the High Forest), a_-
park actually containing deer (the Keeper of the New Park,
Stanhope), or a wood full of standing timber (The Keeper éf
Frankland Wood).

After the Escheator and the Master Forester the remaining
officers of receipt weré engaged in collecting the large but widely
dispersed income derived from the episcopal manors and boroughs.

Foremost among them and next in rank to the Master Forester were

1 E.g. Timothy Comyn, gent. Auditor for much of the early 17th
Century, was also Forester of Frankland. Much earlier the
post had been held by Thomas Aston, servant toé Bishop Ruthall.
Amongst the Keepers of Bishop Auckland Park were Richard Lever,
gent., Thomas Knott, gent., and Henry Hodshon, gent.

Collection of Officers and Offices (Mickleton-Spearman MSS 2)
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the Coroners of the Four Wards (fees - Darlington £6.13.4.,
Chester-le-Street £4, Easington £3, Stockton £1 p.a.). Coroners
are generally recognised for their legal duties, but R.F. Hunisett
confirms that in the County Palatine they were loaded with
important financial duties, in no way connected with their more
well-known functions.l Their responsibility was the collection
of rents from the Bishop's most substantial and influential
tenants, who could hardly be approached by an official of lesser
dignity. . These consisted of the tenants-in-chief and holders

of fee farms who were charged with a token rent, and the farmers
of the most important leasehold property belonging to the episcopal
estates, the granges and borough farﬁs. Knights' fees and the
majority-of freehold fenements lay widely scattered outside the
bounds of the Bishop's manors, which occasioned the wide extent of

the Coroners' jurisdictionm. Commensurate with their status

" the Coroners were usually recruited from the county gentry, although

it is.not unusual to find a member of the administrative hierarchy
amongst them, undertaking the Coronership as one of several posts.
In the circumstances deputies were again likely to be employed in
several cases, in spite of an absence of references to substitutes;

but it is also probable that at least some of the Coroners

1 R.F. Hunnisett, The Medieval Coroner, Cambridge, 1961, p.95.
Temp. Edward I there had also been Coroners for Sadberge and
Bedlington. Stockton Ward and its Coroner were of less
antiquity than the others, being created temp. Richard II.

2 As Coroners of Chester-le-Street Ward we find: John Rakett =
also Clerk of the Peace, Chancery Clerk and Clerk of Great
Receipt; John Lord Iumley of Lumley - also Master Forester;

Sir William Eure of Witton - also Sheriff and Escheator;

Michael Calverley, gent. - also Clerk of Great Receipt;

John King, gent.; Ralph and Robert Bowes, gents.; Anthony
Thompson, ‘gent.; Thomas Clavering, gent.; Christopher Skepper,
gent.; William Collingwood, gent. of Hetton; Moses Skepper,
gent. - also Clerk of Great Receipt. Collection of Officers amnd
Offices (Mickleton-Spearman MSS 2).
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actually performed their duties in person,

The Bishop's fee'd receivers actually within the episcopal
manors were the Manorial Bailiffs, beneath whom were deployed a
whole array of unpaid village collectors. The most important of
the manorial bailiwicks were:

Coatham Mundeville, otherwise known as the Manor of
Darlington (fee of £2.1%.4 p.a.)

Bishop Middleham, distinct from the collectorship of the
same name (fee of £1. - £2. p.a.)

Sadberge (fee of £2 p.a.)
Gateshead (fee of £5 p.a.)

and
Stockton, distinct from the collectorship oif the same ‘name
(fee of £6.13.4 p.a.)

In one seuse the bailiffs who manned them were anachronisms; relics
from an earlier age when the manorial demesne was cultivated under
their direction for the satisfaction of the lord's needs. Once

the Bishop had become a '"rentier'" landlord there was little to

-distinguish them from the ordinary collectors who performed almost

identical rent-collecting functions without the incentive of a

fee. ‘The only real difference was that being attached to manorial
nuclei the Bailiffs were far more responsible for demesne land

than the collectors and consequently tended to be saddled with a
larger charge. Two of the Bailiffs, however, were sufficiently
distinctive to merit their higher rank and continued existence.

The Bailiff of Sadberge was responsible for receipts from the whole
of thé Wapentake; an area far too extensive for any collector. The
Bailiff of Stockton also retained his importance because of the
presence in his manor of one of the Bishop's few habitable places

of residence; also because Stockton was the only manor in which
farming operationé were conducted on behalf of the Bishop after

1500; extensive stock rearing at first and then the stabling and
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pasturing of his horses. The other Bailiifs seem to have retained
their status only because of the conservatism which permeated all
institutions of long standing.

In addition to the five principal Manorial Bailiffs there
were also a further five lesser bailiffs or Bailiff Collectors
based on:

Evenwood (fee of 13/4d. p.a.)

Lynesacke and Bedburn (fee of £1.6.8. p.a.)
Chester-le-Street (fee of £1.6.8. p.a.)
Whickham (fee of £2 p.a.)

and
Bedlington in Northumberland (fee of £2.6.8.p.a.), included

for administrative purposes in Chester Wérd. .Ihese were even less
deserving of a fee than their colleagues, They were in fact so
indistinguishable from the ordinary collectors, except in the manner
of their appointment, that they were always classified aé such in
the estate accouﬁts, never as bailiffs. Their origins were, for
the most part, straightforward. Bedlingtonl'and Evenwood were
manorial centres; Chester-le-Street and Whidkham,,maﬂors:in their
own right. Lynesacke and Bedburn present‘somethiﬁg of a mystery
however., They may have constituted a subdivision within the
greater manor of Wolsingham,'but apart from Bedburn Park there was
no demesne land to warrant the presence of a bailiff.

The Bishop was also represented by Bailiffs in the various

boroughs which had been created from time to time by his

predecessors within. the limits of the episcopal lands.

1 Bedlington was unique amongst the manors in having its own
steward. Although lying in Northumberland it was always
associated with Chester-le-Street Ward; being too small to stand
alone and having more in common with Chester-le-Street Ward
than the more northerly Norhamshire.
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there
Accordingly %&8¥ were Bailiffs - of Boroughs at:

Durham, until the incorporation of the borough in 1602
(fee of £6.13.4. p.a.)"- _ 1

Gateshead, where the Bailiff of the Borough was also Bailiff
of the Manor (combined fee of £5 p.a.)

Bishop Auckland (fee of £5 p.a.)

Darlington, where the Bailiff of the Borough was also
Bailiff ot the Manor (fee of £5 p.a.; combined fee
of £7.13.4 p.a.)

g:gckton, where the Bailiffﬂof the Borough was also Bailiff
of the Manor (combined fee of £6.13.4. p.a.)

Their duties were again esseqtially of a financial nature, although
of a different order from those of the manorial bailiffs. Instead
of collecting the profits of the manorial courts; the farms of the
demesne, customary rents and the compositions far customary works,
they were concerned with burgage rents, the fi;es and amercements
of the borough courts, tollsand customs, and the dues from markets
and fairs. In some respects however, they were engaged in purely
administrative work. In association'with the Clerk of Markéts
for instance, they controlled the weekly markets and yearly fairs
and also acted as executive officers to the fiﬁe.Stewards (fees
of 13/hkd. = £1.6.8. p.a.), under whose chairmanship the borough
courts were held. In theory the Borough Bailiffs had more
responsibilities than the Manorial Bailiffs, but in practice they
could be entirely deprived of their revenue-collecting functions
whenever a borough was put to farm, as became a regular occurrence
in the 16th Century, if not before. For this reason it was
customary and feasibleat Stockton, Darlington and Gateéhead for the

manorial bailiwick to be held in conjunction with the management

1 Bishop James (1606-17) refused to accept the incorporation and
the subsequent curtailment of his rights and temporarily resumed
the appointment of a WwEliff for Durham.
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of the borough. -_ Regardless of duties both types of bailiwick,
like many of the forest offices, become desifable-acquisitions,
because of the fees, -perquisites and opportunities attached to
them. They were occupied by the local gentry, senior members of
_ the administration and bishops' familiars and relatives.1 Here
also deputies were called in-to service to discharge their
employers' obligations. The same types were recruited to the
Stewardships of the Borough Courts, which were sometimes held
severally.2

Outside the limited province of the coroners and manorial
and borough bailiffs the burden of rent collection and the
production of halmote court profits fell upon forty-nine umnsalaried

3

Collectors. There was also one paid Collectorship; the
Collectorship of Norton, which was invariably held by the Coroner
of Stockton Ward. The fee of £1.6.8. was intended as a supplement
to his normal emoluments, which were less than those oi the other

coroners, Easington Ward apart, where there was a predominance of

manorial demesne and no bailiffs, the Collectors' concern was

1 E.g., the manorial and borough bailiwicks of Stockton were held
by: William Collingwood, gent., of Hetton, Co. Durham and Francis
Cresset, gent., of Durham, under Bishop Neile; Richard Bellassis,
one of Cardinal Wolsey's key personnel, already encountered;
Robert Cooper, Esq., attorney-general to Bishop James; Robert
Sympson, servant to Bishop Fox; and Barnabas Pilkington, brother
to Bishop Pilkington.

Collection of Officers and Offices (Mickleton-Spearman MSS 2)

2 E.g., Michael Richardson, gent., of Durham, was joint-steward
of Bishop Auckland borough court under Bishop James. Under
Bishop Neile the auditor, Timothy Comyn, gent., was steward of
Stockton borough court. Under Bishop Bainbridge William
Bitchburne and Christopher Browne were joint stewards of the
borough courts ot Bishop Auckland, Gateshead and Durham.
Collection of Officers and Offices (Mickleton-Spearman MSS 2).

3 Appendix IV, pp.462-463,
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basically the customary tenements attached to each manor, Where
demesne land came within their purview rents tended to be small.
large rents were usually paid directly into the Exchequer by the
Bishop's leasehold tenants, or collected by the bailiffs and
coronérs. Forty three of the Collectors, who may be termed the

Ordinary Collectors, were always chosen from amongst the yeomen and

husbandmen of each particular village or hamlet and were replaced

at regular intervals, Since the post lacked a fee to make it
attractive, it was perhaps as unpopular and onerous as the village
constableship, although conversely contact with the administration
and the handling of monies might prove advantageous, The

Victoria County History of Durham states that the office first
emerged in the late 14th Century and that the holders were elected
annually by their fellow peasants.1 Since there is no evidence

of aA appointment éver having been made by the Bishop, it is a

fairly safe assumption that this procedure was continued into the
16th Century. Supervision of these Collectors was almost certainly
effected through the Steward's office, the only department to
preserve'closg contact with the lesser tenantry. The remaining

six colléé£ors were Farmer/Collectors who differed from their
ordinary couhterparts in that they occupied the whole or the major
part.of the hamlet or small village for which they were responsible.
They were in.fact substantial lessees or copyholders, usually of
gentry status, whose monopoly of possession assured them of continuity
of appointment. Their classification as éollectors rather than
farmers reaily belonged to an earlier time, when their holdings

were divided among a number of tenants, rather than consolidated

1 W, Page, ed.,, The Victoria History of the County of Durham,
London, 1928, II, 19.
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in the hands of one farmer. Like the ordinary collectors they
were unpaid. Notable examples in this category were the Bowes
family at Warden Law, the Bellassis at Murton Grange, the Pykehalls,
Lambes and Ducketts at Lynesacke and Bedburn, and the Tonges at West
Thickley.

The officers of receipt frequently incurred expenées, such as
the cost of holding courts or carrying money to Durham, but these
were small when compared with receipts. The officers of expense
on the other hand, contributed nothing to the Bishop's income,
but assisted solely in its deployment. The one exception was
the Receiver-General, an officer of expense as well.as of receipt,
who not only acted as the w-ordinator of the oificers of receipt,
but also controlled the channels of expenditure. As regards the
Durham estates the only well-defined officer of expense was the
Clerk of Works (fee of £5 p.a.); the of ficer responsible for the
upkeep qf the Bishop's castles, manors and mills. The amount of
money entrusted to him for disbursement was extremely variable,

" depending on the policy of individual .bishops and fhe existence

of any large-scale building projects, such as Bishop Fox's work on

the fortifications of Norham Castle and Bishop Tunstall's

rebuilding at Auckland Palace and Durham Castle. The Northumberland
properties fell within the scope of his activities, but he does

not appear to have been concerned with the Yorkshiré estates. He

was again ianvariably a gentleman and usually of local origin.

l E.g., during the long episcopate of Bishop Tunstall the post
was held by several members of the Dalton family, seated at
West Auckland. Ralph was one of the Bishop's servants and
acted as escheator and receiver for Howdenshire as well as clerk
of works. Robert was a prebendary of Durham Cathedral. Richard
was related by marriage go the Bellassis family and Thomas was
similarly connected to the Maddisons of Unthank Hall.
Collection of Officers and Offices (Mickleton-Spearman MSS 2)
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As paymaster and supplier of materials to the labour force employed
by the Bishop on building projects and repair work, he probably
conducted most of his duties in person, although there was no
objedtion to the delegation of his authority. The other
officers .of expense were confined to the Bishop's household and can
be identified as the Treasurer and Steward of the Household and the
Clerk of the Kitchen. The latter was subordinate to the former
and was fesponsible only for the provision of meat and drink.
The Steward was in overall dharge of the household and was the
official custodian of all income allocated by the Exchequer to that
quarter. As such his activities were multitudinous and far-
ranging, extending from the importation of cloth and wine for the
Bishop's use, to the payment of tenants for the cartage of fuel to
Bishop Auckland Palace.l

Arart from the officials .who can be immediately designated as
officers of receipt or officers of expense, there were several others
whHo could fall into either category depending on circumstances.
Firetly there were the Approvers of Coal Mines (fee of £6.13.4 p.a.?),
who undertook the management of the Bishop's pits when they were
retained in his own hands, The Approver's task was essentially
to supply the Bishop with his own coal and then perhaps make a-
profit out of his own entrepreneurial activities., Before a return
could ke made however, there had to be an initial investment.of
capital, for the sinking of shafts and the draining of potentiél
mines, which was sufficient to render the Approver an officer of

expense before he became transformed, with the onset of production,

into an officer of receipt. The pfactice of working coal pits

1 Steward's Account, 1600-1601 (Church Commission MSS 220231).
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for the Bishop's own use can be traced back in the Church Commission
records to at least 1459 and Qés probably as old as coal mining
itself. There are only three Approver's Accounts extant after
1500 however, and as the last of these is dated 1503, it is likely
that this policy was entirely abandoned very early in the 16th
Century, in favour of the wholesale farming out of pits.l This
conversion from direct to indirect control of the episcopal coal
measures heralded the total disappearance of the Approvers, leaving
only their guperior, the Surveyor of Coal Mines, to maintain contact
between landlord and lessece.

Capital outlay was again called for by the Surveyor and
Clerk of the Weardale Lead Mines; the officials appointed by Bishop
Ruthall and Cardinal Wolsey to o%:rate lead smelting plants in
Wolsingham and Stanhope Parks.‘;flead refinery at Gateshead.
Before any profit could be obtained from the sale of lead ingots
to Newcastle merchants and the extraétion of silver the Surveyor and
his assistant had to purchase lead ore from the syndicates of small
miners who farmed the Bishop's grooves, pay for the cartage of the:
ore from Weardale to the balehills in the Parks and provide wood
for use in the smelting process. Lead ore also had to be
transported overland to the Tyne for its silver content to be

refined. After initial expense it does seem that some return was

1 (1) Amount of coal delivered from the Mayr Pit, Whickham, June-

October 1500.

(2) Draughts of coal from the Mayr, 1500-1501.

(3) Account of William Lee, Supervisor and Approver of the coal-
mines.of Raby, Grawborne and Hardgyll, 1502-1503.

(Church Commission MSS 189532, 190027 and 190026 )

William Lee claimed a fee of £6.13.4 for himself, £1.6.8. for
his servant and £2.12.0 for his deputy; a total of £10.12.0,
of which 12s. was disallowed. These relatively high sums
perhaps reflect the demanding and skilled nature of the

work involved. -
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made; although some of this was swallowed up by Chancellor
Frankleyn's experiments with a process of refining lead with coal.l
With Wolsey's translation to Winchester the enterprise was soon
dropped and with it the Surveyorship of the Lead Mines.

Thereafter the Bishop's income from lead was reduced to his tenth
share of the output of his groove tenants. These were supervised
by the Moor Master, who retained another tenth of the lead ore as
a fee. No doubt it was the fee which attracted Edward James and
Thomas Surtees to the offiqe; one a kinsman of Bishop James and

a London merchant, the other a merchant of Newcastle. Whatever
negligible services they owed were certainly never performed in
person,

The last official of this type, with dual characteristics, was
the Instaurer, or keeper of the Bishop's livestock (fee of £2 - £3
Pea@.)e His primary function .was to buy and fatten beef and mutton
for the consumption of the Bishop's household, but he also sold
surplus stock on the open market at a slight profit. Whereas the
Approvers and the Surveyor ot the Lead Mines were potentially
officers of receipt, after passing through a phase as officers of
expense, the Instaurer belonged essentially to the ranks of the
latter, -contributing to the reduction of his overheads by a little
judicious speculation in the livestock market. His continued
existence into the 16th Century was also of short duration. In
1517 all the Instaurer's stock was sold;2 the Bishops henceforth

relying upon the local markets for their meat requirements, whenever

1 Iead Accounts, 1524-25, 1528-29 (Church Commission MSS 190018
and 190021) Chapter IV, pp. 132-133,

2 Instaurer's Account, 1517-18 (Church Commission MSS 190193).
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they were resident in the County Palatine.

To complete the structure of the estate administration there
were also a few lesser officials who were not officers of charge.
Foremost among them was the Keeper of Auckland Palace (fee of
£2 p.a.), usﬁally a trusted servant, who performed the vital
function of safeguarding the entrance to the Bishop's residence.
In company with him was the Keeper of the Bishop's Gardens (fee
£2 p.a.), who actively fulfilled the role of head gardener.l The
manors of Darlington and Stockton, which contained mansion houses

sultable for the Bishop's use, were also provided with Keepers

(the Keepers of the Manors of Darlington and Stockton), aithough

these were more or less redundant by the 16th Century, as is
witnessed by the combination of the Keeperships with the bailiffs'

office.2

(2) The Northumberland Estates

(i) Norhamshire and Islandshire

The size of the Bishop's northernmost liberty, its distance
from Durham and its importance as part of the border defences
secured its endowment with a separate administration of its own, a
miniéture replica of that in the County Palatine, Apart from the
Captain, Master Gunner and Constable, who organised the defence
of Norham Castle and headed the musters of the 1iberty in forays
against the Scots, there was also a Sheriff, Foreign Bailiff,

Escheator and Coroner to uphold the Bishop's regalian rights.

1 J. Raine, A Brief Historical Account of the Episcopal Castle, or
Palace, of Auckland, Durham, 1852, p.1ll5, refers to the growing
of onions, leeks, garlic, cabbage and herbs.

2 A tabular summary of the Durham administrative structure will be
found in Appendix V, section (a), p.46h.
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On the level of estate administration there Qas a Receiver, High
Steward (fee of £4 p.a.), Clerk of the Halmote Courts (fee of
£3.6.8. p.a.), two Bailiffs for Fenwick and Tweedsmouth (fee of

| £3 p.a. each) and the necessary complement of village collectors.
On paper this amounted to quite a sizeable administration, but it
was vastly reduced in practice by the custom of grouping the offices
together in various combinations, in the occupation of noblemen and
gentry actively engaged in the government of the Eastern Marches.
This arrangement was considered as adeguate until 1435, when Bishop
langley ceased to exercise direct control of the franchise and
instituted the periodic policy of putting first the Castle and
then the whole of Norﬁamshire and Islandshire out to farm. From
that date onwards a number of leases have been identified:1

Bishop Langley 1435 20 year lease to Sir Robert Ogle, of

Ogle, Northumberland.

Bishop Dudley 1481 1 year lecase to Henry, Earl of
Nor thumberland and Roger Heron Esq.,
of Ford Castle, Northumberland.

. 1482 2 yeér lease to Sir John Middleton,
i . of Belsay? Northumberland.
| ;

Bishop Shirewood 148% 1l year lease to Sir Thomas Gray of
’ Chillingham, Northumberland, and
Robert Collingwood Esq., of Hetton-
le-Hole? Co. Durham.

1484 7 year lease to Sir Thomas Gray.

Bishop Fox 1500 5 year lease to Sir Richard Cholmley,
' of Spofforth? Yorks.

Bishop Ruthall 1522 lLease to Thomas Lord Dacre of Greystoke.

Cardinal Wolséy 1526 Lease to William Lord Dacre of
Greystoke and Sir Christopher Dacre,

1527 Lease to the Earl of Northumberland,
Warden of the East and Middle Marches.

Bishop Tunstall 1533 lease to Sir William Eure of  Witton,
.Co. Durham.

1540 lease for life to Brian layton Esg.,
of Middleton St, George, Coi Durham,

1 J. Raine, The History and Antiquities of North Durham, London,
1852’ pp.?-ll}.
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These are the barest minima for which there is surviving evidence
and there may well have been more. The affect upon the
administration was to reduce the number oi office holders even
further, as the farmer was always appointed to the Captaincy and
other important, highly fee'd offices. As far as the estate
administration was concerned, it meant either complete redundancy,
or a transfer of loyalty and service from'the_Bishop to the farmer.
At first there was a great deal of experiment with the drafting
of the indentures, but by 1500 a satisfactory formula had emerged.l
The prospective farmer was actually only granted the custody and
captaincy of Norham Castle, but from Bishop Dudley's pontificate
(1476-83) onwards it became customary to furnish him with all
the episcopal income from the Liberty, reserving to the Bishop
only his right of patronage, woods, warremns, wardships, marriages,
reliefs, escheats, wrecks and mineral resources. Out of this
revenue the farmer had to pay the Bishop an annual rent of £120,
(£80 before 1526), provide the'féés for that part of the
administration not vested in his own person and maintain the
Castle in a reasonable state of repair. In time of war, when
revenue becamé difficult to collect, the whole of the farmer's rent
was remitted and the Bishop bound by the terms of the lease to
cover the cost of the defeﬁce of the Castle ip the eventuality of
a seige. ’The lessee was also bound by a surety of £2000 to
per form thg conditions of his indenture in a conscientious manner.
The farmers belonged to the type of border otficer who in previous
circumstances had occupied the Captaincy. The- tact that they

were frequently Wardens of the Eastern March, like the Dacres and

1 A typical example is the indenture between Cardinal Wolsey and
Henry, Earl of Northumberland, 22 December 1527, Close Roll, 1-7
Wolsey (Durham MSS 3. 74) '
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the Earl of Northumberland, or Captains of Berwick, like Sir Richard
Cholmley, indicates that their appointment or acquisition of a

lease was probably part of national policy and came under the
direction of the Crown.

The motives which inspired Bishop Langley and his successors
to abandon direct control of Norhamshire to a farmer were possibly
two-fold. In the first place it may have been hoped that if the
Captain was given a greater interest in the liberty, then he would
discharge his functions more effectively. Under the old system
rents and the profits of jurisdiction were the responsibility of
the Receiver, who in a good year had to account to the Auditor for
the surplus remaining after the payment of necessary-expenses.

The drawback of this arrangement was that it could easily lead to
discord between the Captain of Norham and the Durham administration
over non-existent but expected residues of income and the real or
imaginary needs of the defenders of Norham, starved of funds by

a grasping Exchequer.1 With thé conversion of the liberty into
a farm however, the Captain/Farmer had complete controliof all the
resources of Norhamshire after the payment of a fixed sum to the
Bishop, giving him a guaranteed income with which to defend his
charge, besides an assurance of financial assistance from the
Bishopric when under pressure, In principal it was a sound
method oi disposing of the Bishop's border commitments, but it
seems to have foundered on the rock of reality. In spite of

protestations to the contrary the farm was frequently taken out for

1l £&s seems to have happened in an apparent interval between
leases, in 1524, William Frankleyn to Thomas Lord Dacre,
9 March 1524, Thomas Lord Dacre to William Frankleyn, 13 March
1524, Calendar of Letters and Papers, Foreign and Domestic,
of the Reign of Henry VIII, London, 1864-1932, IV, Pt.I, 151
and 157.
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profit during the lulls in .border warfare. There are several
pieces of evidence that the maintenance of the Castle defences

was not undertaken in the proper spirit, in spite of the £2000
surety; at a time when Norhamshire's peacetime value was rising,
s is indicated by the increase of the Bishop's reant from £80 to
£120 p.a.l Again several of the Captains were exceedingly eager
to obtain direct control of the Tweedsmouth salmon fisheries, t?e
Bishop's most lucrative asset within the franchise.2 Surely an
indication that even in this northern trouble zone there was still
an opportunity for financial gain. The most unsatisfactory o?
the 16th Century farmers were certainly the Dacres, whose record
as Wardens of the Marches was far from impressive.3 As farmers
under Bishop Ruthall they were exceedingly troublesome1 and during
the interval between their 1522 and 1526 tenures they became
involved in wrangles with their rival, Sir William Bulmer, over the

collection of the Norhamshire rc—:nts.br The crux of the problem was

1l The answer of Thoﬁas, Lord Dacre and Philip Dacre his brother,
deputies to William Dacre, Lord Graystock, to a bill of
instructions from William Frankleyn, the Bishop's Chancellor,
7 February 1522, Calendar of Ietters and Papers, Foreign and
Domestic, of the Reign of Henry VIII, London, 1864-1932, III,
2031. Sir Christopher Dacre to Cardinal Wolsey, 26 March 1526
(8.P. 1/37/2052); Calendar ot letters and Papers, Foreign
and Domestic, of the Reign of Henry VIII, London, 1864-1932,
Iv, Pt.I, 2052, Sir Thomas Strangeways to Cardinal Wolsey,
9 September 1528 (S.P. 1/50/4711); Calendar of Letters and
Paperns, Foreign and Domestic, of the Reign of Henry VIII,
London, 1864-1932, IV, Pt.II, 4711.

2 S.P. 1/37/2052, 1/50/4711. The captain/farmers could only
claim the rents payable by the fishery lessees.

3 M.E. James, Change and Continuity in the Tudor North: the Rise
of Thomas First Lord Wharton, York, 1965, pp.5-6, 45-46,

4 Thomas Lord Dacre to Cardinal Wolsey, 27 December 1523,
Calendar of Letters and Papers, Foreign and Domestic, of the
Reign of Henry VIII, London, 1864-1932, III, 3688.
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that the farmer's occupation of the Captaincy was usually of short
duration. There was consequently no incentive to improve the
ruinous condition oi the fortifications which had resulted from
his predecessor's laxity and self-interest.

The second possible motive for the creation of a farm was to
assure the Bishop of a certain income from an area where rent
collection was difficult and receipts fluctuated with every
vicissitude of border warfare and brigandage. At first the
bishop was certainly the beneficiary during intervals of peace,
although during times of war he derived no advantage from the
arrangement. But as the Tudor policy of firm government,
exercised through loyal crown servants and the Council of the North,
began t; take effect in pacifying the border regions, the advantage
passed to the lessee, until from the economic viewpoint the £120 p.a.
farm became an extremely good bargain. In 1561 for example}
just after the liberty had been appropriated by the Crown, the
total value of the farm to the lessee was £243.10.0%, plus twenty
barrels oi salmon. Out of this he had to pay the rent of £120
and the barrels of salmon valued at £12 and £111 worth of fees.
Fees to the value of £80 were retained in his own hands however,
which gave him a total outlay of £163 and a net profit of £80. 1
By now Norham had practically lost all the strategic importance
it once had to Berwick, so there was little or no outlay on defence
works, The fact that Sir Robert Carey could sell his interest
in Norhamshire to the Earl of Dunbar for £6800 in the early 17th

Century shows that the liberty was fast becoming a sound land

1 Survey dated 3 Eliz., J. Raine, The History and Antiquities of
North Durham, London, 1852, pp.15-27.
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investment in spite of its stormy history.1

As part of the bishopric estates Norhamshire and Islandshire
consequently had only a limited valﬁe. Until the final
deprivation of Bishop Tunstall their total contribution to the
annual episcopal income was only £132 and in many years it was
totally non-existent. Unlike the more southerly estates they
did not provide sustenance for the Bishop so much as financial support
for the upkeep of Norham Castle. When that support failed then
the possession of the liberty was a burden rather than an asset.
In these circumstances the contact between the Norhamshire estate
administration and Durham was extremely slender even when it was
not being employed in the service of a Captain/Farmér. After
1558 the connection lapsed completely, since the 1iberty_Wgs seized
by the Crown and never restored to the Bishopric of Durham..l2 After
a number of complaints from Bishop Pilkington the Tweed fisheries
were eventually returned, although these were immediately leased
back to the Crown hy Bishop Barnes for a term of one hundred years,
at a rent of £82 per annum.3 After his death the rent ceased to

be péid.w

(ii) Bedlingtonshire

Although situated in Northumberland the Lordship of Bedlington
was classed as part of Chester-le-Street Ward and included in the

Receiver-General's particular charge for the County Palatine. In

Ibid, p.3l.

2 Bishop Pilkington to Sir William Cecil, concerning the great
inconvenience of the detention of his lands, with a note of the
same, 13 March 1565, Burghley Papers (Lansdowne MSS 8/84).

3 Volume of Transcripts (Church Commission MSS 54137, Folio 85)
L Vide infra, p. 307.
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spite of its size it boasted its_own Chief Stewardl(fee of £2 p.a.),
who was completely independent of both the Stewards of Norhamshire
and Durham. In status this officer was on a par with the

Stewards of the Borough Courts and was usually a member of the
local gentry.l There is no surviving evidence for a Clerk, but it
is probable that one existed. Bedlington's officer of receipt

was the Bailiff (fee of £2.6.8. p.a.) who has already received
mention as one of the salaried collectors.2 In addition to his
accounting duties he filled the Keewmership of Choppington Woods.
There is no evidence of growing timber within the lordship, so

this secondafy post was probably a sinecure.

(3) The Yorkshire Estates

(i) The Manor of Craike

The manor of Craike being a small, isolated enclave like the
lordship of Bedlington was provided with a similar sort of estate
administration. Once again there was a Steward (fee of
£2.13.4 p.a.) and-a Bailiff, recruited this time mostly from the

3

Yorkshire gentry. In this instance the Bailiff was, rather
surprisingl&, not an accounting official. The officer of receipt
responsible to the Exchequer was an unpaid Reeve or Collector,

appointed to office in the same manner as his Durham counterparts.

1 E.g. George Percy, temp. Bishop Bainbridge; Sir Philip Dacre and
Sir Thomas Hilton of Hilton, Co. Durham, temp. Bishop Tunstall;
Cuthbert Ogle, temp. Bishop Hutton; and Thomas Ogle, temp.
Bishop James. By the time of Bishop Neile, however, the office
had become the preserve of professional officials, like Hugh
Wright, gent., Clerk of Great Receipt.

Vide supra, p.4lb.

3 E.g., Thomas Fairfax, temp. Bishop Tunstall; William Gibson of’
Welburn and George Winne (of Guisborough?), temp. Bishop James -~
Stewards; William Norton (of Norton Conyers ?), temp. Bishop
Tunstall - Bailiff.
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Both customary and leasehold tenements were encompassed within

this Collector's charge, but when the whole of the demesne was
demised to one tenant then it was usual for the farmer to deliver

his own rent to the Exchequer.1 The Bailiff could only have been
involved in assisting the Steward of the Halmote Court and

managing the demesne. . Since the latter was always put out to

farm, the post must have been almost in the nature of a sinecure.

As part of the manor the Bishop had possession of the western part

of Galtres Forest, in the shape of Craike Park. In connection

with this there was a Master Forester (fee of 1d per day), whqse-
office lapsed after the episcopate of Bishop Bainbridge, and a
Park-Keeper. Since the enclosed Park was stocked with fallow-

deer, at lecast in Bishop Pilkington's time, the Keepership entailed
active duties.2 Like the Keepership of the Manor, which was
concerned with the custody of the manor-house, it was frequently
retained by the Bailift, Qith an overall fee' of £7.12.0 p.s.

Because oif its potential Craike suffered the same fate as Norhamshire.
In 1586 the Queen acquired an eighty year lease of the whole manor
which thereby passed out of the Bishop's direct contr_'ol.3 Yet

appointments to the offices of Steward and Bailiff continued to be

made into the early 17th Century.

(ii) Allertonshire

The same pattern as laid down for the main body of the estates

in County Durham and repeated in miniature for Norhamshire,

Craike Collector's Account, 1582-83 (Church Commission MSS 189977)

Collection of Officers and Offices (Mickleton-Spearman MSS.2,
under Craike.

3 Volume of Transcripts (Church Commission MSS 54137, Folio 89).
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Bedlingtonshire and Craike, was present again with.a few miner
variations in the two remaining forkshire liberties. The
Stewardship of Allertonshire (fee of £10 p.a.) was of sufficient
prestige and value to attract . incumbents of high standing. As

the lordship's most desirable office we find it occupied under
Cardinal Wolsey by Sir Thomas Tempest of Holmside, Co. Durham,
sergeant -at-law, Steward of the Bishopric and a member of the

Duke of Richmond's Council; and under Bishop Tunstall by Sir George
-Conyers of Sockbum, Co. Durham, another member of the Council of

the North. Iater under Bishop Barnes the office fell into the
hands of Secretary Cecil's firstborn son, Sir Thomas, and his
grandson William.1 This post was most certainly exercised by
proxy, but not so the Particular-Receivership (fee of £5 p.a.) where
the employment of.a deputy was exceptional and confined to the
second half of the 16th Century. With the Receiver for
Howdenshire, the Particular-Receiver was the only officer of receipt
not responsible to the Durham Receiver. The income from both
Norhamshire and Craike was included in the Receiver-General's
particular account for the Durham estates unaer foreign receipts,
but the Allertonshire and Howdenshire returns were only entered into
his general view of account. In theory the Particular-Receiver
was equal in status to the Durham Receiver, but subordinate in
practice, because of his smaller charge and the Durham Receijer's
elevation to the Receiver-Generalship. Being an officerlwith
practical dqties he tended to be a2 member of one of the local gentry

families, such as the Scarlets and the Lasc,elles.l It was also

1 Collection of Officers and Offices (Mickleton-Spearman MSS 2,
,under Allertonshire).
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customary for him to retain the post of Bailiff (fee of £3.18.0 p.a.),
which probably involved him in the collection of leasehold rents
and management of the borough, when not put out to farm. The
rest of the actual rent collection fell to the usual complement

of impressed collectors. Two other posts were the Reepership

of Clack and Cotcliff Woods (fee of £1.1.0 p.a.) and the Keepership
of Allerton Manor (fee of 18.7d. p.a.), which were frequently held
in conjunction. They too were monopolised by the gentry,
including the Cecils, and their attendant dutie¢s performed by
deputies.1 A deputy was certainly necessary in the case of the
Keepership of the Woods, since there Qas sufficient standing timber

to warrant full time employment.2

(iii) Howdenshire

In Howdenshire the position of the Chief Steward and the
Particular Receiver was similar to that ot their Allertonshire
counterparts. The Stewardship (fee of £7.6.8. p.a.) was again
a highly attractive office, although in this case not the most
highly fee'd; its most celebrated occupants being Thomas Cromwell
and Robert Dudley, Farl of Leicester.3 In the early part of the
16th Century it was monopolised by the Constable family.u Here
there is definite evidence for a Clerkship of the Halmote Courts
(fee of £1.6.8. p.a.), which is lacking for Allertonshire.l+ A1l
the Particular Receivers (fee of £10 p.a.) appear to have shouldered

their responsibilities in person, including Ralph Dalton, who was

1 Collection of Officers and Offices (Mickleton-Spearman MSS 2,
under. Allertonshire)

2 Allertonshire timber warrants (Church Commission MSS 19027k,
220830).

3 Howdenshire Receiver's Account, 1574-75 (Church Commission
MSS 189076). '

bk  Collection of Officers and Offices (Mickleton-Spearman MSS 2,
under Howdenshire).
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simultaneously Clerk of Works to Bishop Tunstall. They did not
discharge the functions of a bailiff however. Owing-to the
sprawling nature of the liberty and the size of the charge there
was a separate Bailiff for each of the three Bailiwicks of Howden
(fee of £2 p.a.), Woodside (fee of £3.0.8 p.a.) and "inter Ouse

et Derwent" (fee of 6/8d p.a.). These were principally involved
in the collection of court profits and freeho}d rents, although
the Bailiff of Howden was also intimately concerned with the
borough of that name. They were headed by a fourth bailiff, the
Bailiff of the Liberty (fee of £3.6.8. p.a.), whose province was
estrays and the goods of felons and fugitives. He, like his
colleagues, was recruited from the local gentry.1 There were two
parks in Howdenshire, both with keepers. Walkington Park of 240
acres was disparked and wooded by 1500 and the parker transformed
into the Keeper of Walkington Wood (fee oi £1 p.a.). He was
probably in active employment until circa 1550, by which date all
the timber at Walkington had been consumed in staith-building,
leaving only the herbage and pannage to be farmed out.2 After
1550 there is no further trace of this officer, The Keeper of
-Howden Park (fee of £1.6.8 p.a.) on the other hand, appears to have
survived as a sinecurist, since the park of 11 miles circumference

3

was farmed out for agricultural purposes. Finally there were

1 Collection of Officers and Offices (Mickleton-Spearman MSS 2,
under Howdenshire).

2 An assertion deduced from the Howdenshire Receivers' Accounts
(Church Commission MSS). By 1648 Walkington Wood was again
producing timber, according to the Parliamentary Survey of
Howdenshire (Church Commission MSS 23384).

3 E.g., @ survey of 1560 reveals that a lease of the Park was held
by the widow of Bishop Tunstall's nephew, Sir Marmaduke Tunstall
of Thurland, lLancs., whilst Laurence Haly, a former Bailiff of
Durham and servant of Bishop Tunstall, was drawing an
exceptionally large keeper's tee of £3.12.0 (Church Commission

188550).
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keepers for ?he two manors of Howden and Wheel Hall (fees of
£1.14.4 p.a. and £3.0.8 p.a. respectively), where the Bishop owned
two serviceable residences and a guantity of demesne land. These
otrficers were occupied in the maintenance of the episcopal property
and the bandding of payments and rents in kind; between 1529 and
1550 they were also engaged in.modest farwming operations on the
Bishop's behalf.1 However two long leases made out to the Queen
by Bishop Barnes in 1584 and 1586 destroyed much of their ‘raison
d'etre", although they did not cause their disappearance, from the
list of fee reéipients.2 As will be observed below there was
sufficient expenditure on flood prevention in Howdenshire to warrant

3

the presence of a clerk of works, Yet no official appointment
was ever méde outside the Palatinate, . Whenever there was a call
for projects outside the orbit of the Durham Clerk of Works, the
necessary authority and resources were assigned to carable estate
servants or tenants of the immediate vicinity, or in the case of

the Howden waterworks, to commissioners for sewers; i.e. to trusted

individuals with essential local knowledge.

(4) Conclusions

From this study of the structure of the estate administration

it can be seen how deceptive and superficial was its apparent

5

hierarchical rigidity and departmentalismn. The multitude of

1 Howdenshire Receivers' Accounts (Church Commission MSS).
Infra, p.162.

2 Volume of Transcripts (Church Commissicn MSS 54137, Folios 87 and
89).

3 Vide infra, p.l63.

4 E.g., in the 1590s sizeable construction and repair projects in
Howdenshire were entrusted to John Gates Esq., Receiver, laurence
Harrison, Bailiff of Howden, and William Thorneton, Bailiff of
Ouse and Derwent, lList of Payments, 1595-1601 (Church Commission
MSS 189189).

5 A summary of the structure of the administration of the outlying
estates is contained in Appendix V, section b), p.465.
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officers within the administration had evolved originally as steps
towards a more efficient estate management, but with the passage
ofltime many of them had become merely means of rewarding and
gratifying leading tenants, the Bishop's personal servants, relations
and counciliors, the influentiél northern gentry and nobility and
even national figures. Thus it was not uncommon for important
members of the hierarchy to be in possession of several offices;
both within and outside the Bishop's service, performing most, if
not all of their duties, by proxy. At many levels therefore, the
Bishop's executive officers were a numbér of deputies, their
identity lying hidden beneath that of their masters and ewmployers.
In some 'instances the deputy made such a profound impression that

he received official recognition, like the Under Sheriff, the
Learned Steward and the Particular Receiver for the Forest of
Weardale. - In these circumstances, where appoiﬁtments were not
based upon suitability, it is obvious that the formal administration
was limited in value. Outside the Exchequer, the one department
in which an official's abilit& Qas essential, the real business of
administration was undertaken by a body of trained councillors,
skilled in all aspects of estate management and government and
devoted to the Bishop's interests, Regardless of their official
positions, these trusted servants can be found in any pontificate
acting as the Bishop's commissioners in all kinds of affairs. They
are the men that must be singled out if the administration of the
bishopric estates is to be properly understood. At the same time
the inner circle was never very large and could not be expected to
bear the whgle burden of administration. Hence the continued
employmenf and popularity of the Exchgquer method of acceunt, which

ensured a minimum degree of efficiency from the officers of charge,
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regardless of their self-interest.and lack of devotion to the
Bishop's service,

It shou;d also be observed that most of the estate administration
was geared to the collection and receétion of an episcopal income
derived from rents and the profits of the Bishop's several
jurisdictions. After the first few decades of the 16th Century
the Bishop of Durham ceased entirely to be an entrepreneur; becoming
a complete ''rentier" landlord at a time when other large landowners
were seeking profit out of the direct exploitation of their assets.
Consequently almost all the important offices were offices of
charge, where the charge took the form of rents and other dues,
never profits arising from the investment of capital and the
expenditﬁre of effort. Where the estate officials were not
accounting officers they were either officers of order, or custodians
of the episcopal residences, parks and woods, and frequently

sinecurists.
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CHAPTER III

The Machinery of Estate Administration

With the administration broken down into its componenf parts
the next step is to describe how it was put to work in the Bishop's
service. Like the administrative structure, the machinery of
administration was also strongly influenced by the Bishop's complete
evolution into a '"rentier" landlord. It was designed to ensure
a minimum of efficiency in handling the temporal income, rather
than to provide a more. functional and positive administration in
a wider sense. Hence we find the bulk of the administrative

machinery closely geared to the working of an accounting system.

(a) The Accounting System

The geﬁeral principles of the accounting system were time-
honoured; borrowed and adapted from the Royal Exchequer to suit
the particular needs of the northern frauchise. Forﬁnst as in
other sectors the procedure elaborated at Durham mirrored the well-
tried methods of the Royal administration, so in the realm of
finance it was perfectly natural for the Durham Exchequer to
reflect a superior organisation which had been carefully evolved
over the centuries to a high degree of perfection. As will emerge,
there viere differences between the two systems which tend to conceal
the fact that one was the parent of the other. Yet these
discrepancies resulted directly from the divergence in size between
the respective units and were ohly of superficial importance. The
cementing bond was still readily apparent in the form of a common

basis of general principles first posited long before in the
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"Dialogus de Scaccario".1

Whether employed at Westminster, Durham, or on any landed estate
in England, the purpose of the Exchequer method of account was to
provide the officers of order with a means of controlling the
officers of charge. The basic concept behind the system was the
liability of the accounting official, The accountant, whether
an ofticer of receipt or expense, carried out his various monetary
transactions during £he course of a financial year running from
Michaelmas (29 September) to Michaelmas. At the end of it there
occurred an annual audit where he was charged with responsibility
for a predetermined sum of money and summoned to give an account
of its disposal. If he could discharge his obligation all well
and good. If not, his liabilities were assessed, the particulars
of his debt recorded and the necessary steps taken to guarantee-
final acquittance. The advantage of this method of account was
that if the sum total of income due was found lacking, the onus
could be fixed squarely where it belonged. | The end product of
the process was a series of accounts which seryed not as a record
of actual income and expenditure, giving some indication of profits
and losses, but as a formal declaration of each gccounting official's
liability for a stated sum of money. Even though the 16th and 17th
Centuries are frequently portrayed as an epoch of emergent
capitalism and even as the age of the first industrial revolution,
the reasons for the continuing universal popularity of this

. 2
mediaeval procedure in estate administration are not hard to find.

1 C, Johnson, ed., Dialogus de Scaccario, London, 1950, passim.

2 E.g., C., Wilson, England's Apprenticeship, London, 1965, Pts.
I-II. J.U, Nef, The Progress of Technology and the Growth of
Large-Scale Industry in Great Britain, 1540-1640, Economic
History Review, 1934-35, v, 3ff,
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Even for the most progressive landlords, seeking to increase their
incomes by rack-renting and modernising tenures, or by opening up
mines and undertaking intensivé pasture farming, the basic conaern
was still to secure all that was their due. The difficulties
inherent in rent extraction were manifold, yet at the same time
there was an almost complete dependence on estate officers whose chief
aim was the derivation of a profit from their offices, for the least
amount of effort on behalf of their employers. The difficulties
of ecclesiastical landlords were worse than those experienced by
their lay counterparts and afforded little opportunity for the
development of a more modern approach to landownership and
accountancy. So essential was the Exchequer system to the Durham
administration that without it there could have been no employment
of the unpaid collectors who outnumbered the paid officials as
officers of receipt.

The practical operation of the principles of accounting can be
conveniently studied through the formal accounts resulting from the
annual audit. One of the most fundamental of this series was the
Receiver-General's Account.1 This was the Receiver-General's
particular account for the County Palatine, Norhamshire and
Islandshire, Bedlingtonshire and eventually Craike. It is
important both as a summary of the findings of the accounting
procedure with reference to all the episcopal estates with the
exception of the two Yorkshire Liberties, and as a sound illustration
of the purposes served by the audit. The Account is worth
describing at some length as its format was repeated.in all the sub-
accounts from which it was derived.

The primary purpose of the Account was to furnish the Bishop

1 A translation of a typical Receiver-General's Account is contained
in Appendix VI, pp.467-487,



70

with a fairly detailed summary of the amount and form of the income
which he could call upon his chief particular receiver to produce,.
This information was contained in the first part of the Account, the
Charge. In the second half, or Discharge, it was determined
exactly how this potential revenue, for which the Receiver-General
was held responsible, had been disposed.

The first entry under the Chérge was usually the sum total of
arrears brought forward, At the end of each account the arrears
for the year in question were added to the amounts still outstanding
from previous years and then attached in due course to the new
charge for the following year. Accumulated arrears consequently
became an integral part of the charge and when steadily mounting
up over the course of a long pontificate could eventually constitute
a large proportion of the sum total of incoﬁe due. However the
arrears of a predecessor were of no concern to an incoming bishop,
s0 that the account for his first ;ear at least was not burdened
by such an appendage. In the account for 1509-1510, for example,
Bishop Ruthall (1509-1523%) had not been in possession of the See
long enough for a backlog of outstanding payments to appear.

The arrears gave way to the Charge proper, composéd of a long
list of expected receipts from various sources, arranged under
distinct headings. When combined, with any arresrs added, they
provided the sum total of income due. It must be stressed that
the Account was in no way a record of actual payments made into
the Exchequer. No attempt was made to assess the amount of the
Bishop's‘::;; income; only to provide an acgurate estimate of what-

the Receiver-General, in his particular capacity, ought to receive.

1 A translation of a typical Receiver-General's Account is contained
in Appendix VI, pp.467-487.



71

For this purpose the Charge was quite detailed and explicit, for
even the casual profits were fully determined by the time of the
audit. There was no uncertainty about the Charge. It was a
definite sum which had to be accounted for in one way or another.
The procedure was to list the charge of each individual sub-
accountant responsible to the Receiver, whether he was an official
or a tenant rendering his own account. The first sections of the
Charge were compiled from the accounts of the Collectors, Coroners
and Bailiffs, Then followed the contributions of the Master
Forester and the farmers of the Bishop's parks and mineral resources.
(The latter were included in the Master Forester's section until
after 1586, although outside the High Forest of Weardale this
officer was only personally responsible for the Parks 6f Wolsingham
and Stanhope.) Next in varying ofder came the amounts of income
due from the Escheator, Sheriff, Sequestrator (the Sequestrator was
concerned with the Bishop's spiritual jurisdiction and does not
figure after 1552) and a number of appropriated benefices, which
before the Dissolution had been in the possession of certain regular
orders. The last of the main categories was the foreign receipts;
a miscellaneous assortment of rents and dues mainly arising oﬁtside
the County Palatine in Norhamshire and Craike., In the account
for 1509-1510 the last entry of all concerned the fees collected in
Chancery, but occasionally there were a few additional items, such
as the rent charges for the episcopal property on the Tyne Bridge,
the Bedlington iron workiungs and the Weardale lead mines.1 A
separate note was also made of deodands, treasure trove, wrecks and

royal fish whenever they occurred.

1 A translation of a typical Receiver-General's Accouné is contained
in Appendix VI, pp. 467-487.
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With the comyletion of the Chafge (a sum total of £2921 in
1510) the Receiver-General had to account for his supposed receipts
in the Discharge. Seyeral courses of action were open to him,

In practice he had already received a substantial part of the Charge
during the course ot the financial year. With regard to this he
could prove either that he had disposed of it in some specific

way, such as by defraying expenses and handing over the balance to
the Bishop, or that he still retained it in the Exchequer. As

for the remainder he could successfully demonstrate that it was
unleviable or had been legitimately retained or spent by the sub-
accountants, and be credited with a reduction of his charge.
Otherwise he simply had to admit that it still had to be delivered
into his keeping and accept his responsibility for it in the form

of arrears. The end result was his discharge from all liability
for his onus, excepting the arrears and any money lying in the
Exchequer, The inclusion of these cash reserves with the arrears
in the Receiver's Debet is indicative of the bias of the accounting
system, The Receiver-General did not fulfil his obligations
simply by amassing the episcopal revenue in the Exchequer. He did
not receive final acquittance until he had satisfied all the
administration's operational expenses and delivered the annual
surplus over to the Bishoﬁ.

The procedure commonly followed at the base of the Account was
for the Receiver-General's outlay,; including his payments to the
Bishop, (£2525 in 1510) to be assessed and then deducted from the
total charge (£2921), leaving a Debet or remainder (£395). It was
at this point that the accountant usually claimed for his
allowances, if any; a mixture of relinquished debts and various

forms of concealed income which had not passed through his hands.



The significance of this arrangement for the researcher is that
actual income, never specifically mentiomned in the Account, was
equivalent to the sum total of the Receiver-General's disbursements,
except on the occasions when the Debet included deposits in the
Exchequer or concealed income. In 1510 for example, besides the
£2525 actually disbursed by the Receiver-General, there was a
further £69 lying in his safe-keeping, which brought the total of
actual income up to £2594.1 The value of the Receiver-General's
account for determining actual income is purely incidental ﬁowever.
Iike all other accounts it was based on the ideal that actual
income should equal income due. Its chief object was to establish
the liability of the chief accounting official for a predetermined
sum; a task which necessitated a record of his outgoings, but not
his receipts. In the event it was of no consequence even to
estimate total outgoings, since allowances for decayed rents and
land retained for the Bishop's own use were sometimes inserted
amongst the real disbursements; thereby signifying that the only
requirement was the calculation, by a frocess of elimination, of the
"accountant's final liability. In the cases where real payments
were confused with remissions, the only way to ascertain the sum of
real outgoings, and hence actual income, is to total up the
individual disbursements; something that was never attempted at the
time by the Audit officials.

The presentation of the Receiver-General's Account is worthy
of note. Every year two copies were produced; one on paper, the
other on parchment. The paper copy was probably for office

consultation and the use of the Auditor and Receiver-General, whilst

1 A translation of a typical Receiver-General's Account is contained
in Appendix VI, pp. 467-487.
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the pafchment version was for the Bishop's perusal and ultimate
preservation as a formal record. The latter took the form of one
long, continuous roll, coﬁposed.of between five and ten separate
membranes, sewn end to end, with the account written in Latin on
one side oﬁly. For a short period during the second half of the
16th Century all the membranes were sewn togetherlat one end and
both side; utilised, but this variation occurred more frequently

in the Collectors' Accounts. The paper copies, produced on the
same principle, were usually longer, with the writing more widely
spaced and informal. During the reign of Charles I they were
reshaped into book form. The actual composition of the document
-probébly remained constant from its.inceétion right up until 1642;
for the 16th and l;hCentury Accounts are identiéal in this respect
to those of William Chancellor, Constable and Receiver-General in

- 1416-17, and William de Elmedon, Constable and Receiver in 1385-86.1
This implies that even if the Receiver-Géneral did not eclipse the
Steﬁard until circa lhgb;‘his financial duties were fully developed
well before that date,

Almost identical to the Receiver-General's Aécount was the
Account of the Clerk of Great Receipt.2 .It was based entirely .
upon the same pattern and contained the same information, although
with a few differences in preéentation; notably fhe provision of

details for the arrears which uéually headed the Account. This

1 Recelver-General's Account, 1416-17 (Durham University Department
of Palaeography and Dlplomatlc, Church Commission MSS 189809).
Receiver's Account, 1385-86, W. Greenwell, ed., Bishop Hatfield's
Survey, Surtees Society Vol.32, London, 1857, Appendix III.

2 Examples are extant for 1581-82, 1585-86, 1590-91, 1592-93,
1601-02, 160304, 1630-31 and 1651 32 (Church Commission
MSS 189565, 190312, 189867, 189981 189869, 189870 189874 and
aa0130)
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duplication is explicable if #he Clerk of Great Receipt is cast as
the acting execﬂéive officer in the Exchequer. If he was the
deputy receiver then he would need his own copy of the Receiver-
General's Account and a more detailed break-down of arrears than
his superior.

The purpose in lingering over the Receiver-General's Account
is two-fold. In the first place all the accounts resulting from
the audit proceedings were identiqal to it in structure and
fulfilled the same function. To describe the Receiver-General's
Account therefore, is to describe them all. Secondly the
Receiver-General's Particular Account was one of the most
comprehensive,.without some knowledge of which, it would b€
considerably more difficult to understand the workings of the

adminiétrative'mabhine. Although final responsibility for the

accumulation of income devolved upon the Receiver-General, it was
also shared by the.subordinate officers of receipt, whose primary
duty waé the collectién'df revenue., . Consequently, those sub-
accountants who were individuélly responsible for part of the
Receiver-General's charge, rendered their own personal accﬁunts at
the audit and were assessed separately for a portion of the chief
accountant's 1iability. The theoretical implication is that
they were faced with a double liability; the greater to the Bishop
.as represented by his auditor; the lesser to the Receiver-General,
their immediate superior, who could suffer through their failings.
There were two copies of each latinised sub-account on the
eétablished pattern, but fairly wide differénces in length and
content. fhe Accounts-of-fhe Norhamshire Receiver (so long as
theyexisted), Master-Forestér, Bailiffs and Collectors shared the

nearest affinities with the master account, their charges being
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arranged under separate headings for each class of revenue.1

Before 1500 the Accounts of the Bailiffs of the Manors of
Darlington, Stockton, Bishop Middleham and Evenwood, and the

Borough of Stockton, were all engrossed upon one roll, but a lack

of evidence makes it impossible to determine whether this practice
continued after the turﬁ of the century. The other Bailiffs!
Accounts certainly remained separate entities throughout.

Containing the lightest charges of all, the Collectors!' Accounts
were so brief that they could all be fitted into four rolls,
arranged under Wards. The four Coroners' Accounts on the other
h&nd, had their contents arranged under place-names rathe; than

type of income, because of tbeir diverse and widespread nature;
whilst the Escheator's Accounts went under the names of the tepants-
in-chief and freeholders from whom he was extracting feudal dues.
Finally, since the Sheriff's Accounts were wholly concerned with the
profits of justice, they took their headings from the various

3

courts at which justice was dispensed. In all these accounts
the charge was longer than the discharge, since the ordinary
officers of receipt could claim very few expenses and allowances
in comparison with the Receiver-General. The discharge usually

consisted of very little more than a record of payments into the

Exchequer. As for the tenants who delivered their own rents to

1 Typical examples are: the Account of John Durham, chaplain,
Receiver for Norhamshire, 143%0-31; the Account of George Lumley,
knight, Master Forester, 1500-01; the Account of William Betts,
Bailiff of Darlington Borough, 1506-07; and the Collectors'
Account for Stockton Ward, 1544-45 (Church Commission MSS 190005,
190033, 188918 and 188855).

2 Typical examples are: the Account of Brian Hudleston, Coroner
of Darlington Ward, 1540-41; and the Account of John Parkinson
Esq., Escheator, 1516-17 (Church Commission MSS 188795 and
189608).

3 A typical example is the Account of Robert Bowes lisq., Sheriff,
1562-63% (Church Commission MSS 189477).
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Durham, they were not obliged to attend at the audit and submit

to an official scrutiny. Since their accounts were uncomplicated,
they could easily be checked against lease enrolments, acquittances
and the Book of Great Receipt, without recourse to the full
accounting procedure. That only came into operation where an
officer was interposed between landlord and tenant, receiving
revenue from a variety of sources, or defraying a variety of
expenses; where the maintenance of a detailed check was an essential
precaution against the Bishop's finaucial loss.

The Receiver-General's discharge also brought the officers
of expense into the picture, princifally the Clerk of Works, and
- occasionally the Treasurer of the Household.1 It was just as
necessary to keep a strict account of their spending as it was to
superyiée the officers of receipt in the collection of the episcompal
income, In their case exactly the same accounting procedure could
be applied; their charge being the amount of . money they had received
from the Exchequer, and their discharge, a report of its disbursement
in the Bishop's service. Any surplus remaining over at the end
of the year's activities was their responsibility.

The entrepreneurial officers, like the Instaurer, the Approvers
of the Bishop's coal-miﬁes and the Surveyor of the Weardale Lead Mines
also rendered their accounts; their format depending upon
circumstancesl As officers of expense their charge consisted of
the provision of working capital from the Exchequer and their

discharge of the defrayment of working costs. Alternatively as

1 The Treasurer of the Household usually received his allocation
of income by way of the Bishop himself, but occasionally part of
it arrived directly from the Exchequer.

2 The Account of Robert Adthy, Clerk of Works, 1532-33 (Church
Commission MSS 190065)
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officers of receipt their charge comprised receipts from their
operations and their discharge consisted of payments into the
Exchequer. In practice there were no hard and fast distinctions
however, and it was usual for officials of this type to be both
officers of receipt and officers of expense in the same account.

Similar to the account rendered by the Receiver-General in his
particular capacity were the Accounts of the Particular Receivers
for Howdenshire and Allertonshir'e.2 All three accounts performed
the same function in establishing the liability of the chief
accountants, but they differed in that the Yorkshire accounts were
not summaries like their Durham counterpart. Although there were
separate audits for Howdenshire and Allertonshire, the Particular
Receivers appear to have been the only officers of receipt there to
render an account; probably because of the smaller amount of income-
derived from these quarters, Consequenhtly there were no sub-accounts
to be condensed into the Particular Receiver's statements, with the
result that they contained a greater wealth of detail than the
Receiver-General's Account. From the pontificate of Bishop James
(1606~17) however, the Howdenshire Bailiffs did begin to account
separately.

The Accounts of the Receiver for Norhamshire and the Reeve of

Craike were also initially main accounts, although they became

1l Typical examples are: the Account of John Robynson, Instaurer,
1514-15; the Account of William Lee, Approver of the Coal-Mines
at Raby, Grewburn and Hargill, 1502-03%; and the Account of
William Frankeleyn, clerk, Surveyor of the Weardale Lead-Mines,
1524-25 (Church Commission MSS 190188, 190026 and 190018).

2 Typical examples are: the Account of William Roakebye, gent.,
Receiver for Howdenshire, 1608-09; and the Account of Thomas
layton, gent., Receiver for Allertonshire, 1584-85 (Church
Commission MSS 189196 and 189377).
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absorbed into the Receiver-General's Accoﬁnt under the heading

of Foreign Receipts. The Norhamshire Account was the first to
lose its separate identity between 1496 and 1504, when the receiptg'
from Norham were included in the Durham Accounts and the Receiver/
Farmer relegated to the status of a sub-accountant, bound to
attendance at the Durham Audit. The policy of putting the liberty
out to farm and the Crown seizure of 1558 set the seal on its
extinction.1 The éraike Account maintained its complete independence
of Durham until 1567, when the manorial demesne was leased out
wholesale and its farmer began to account directly, instead of
through the mediation of the Reeve.2 Thereafter the demesne rent
appeared in the Receiver-General's Foreign Receipts. Then in 1585
the whole manor was leased to the Queen and the rest of the Account

3

went into abeyance. Although the Reeve of Craike was a principal
accountant until 1585, the size of his charge had never warranted
a separate audit; He had rendered account first at Northallerton
and later at Durham.a

In addition to all the particular accounts there were finally
others which applied to all the bishopric possessions as a corporate
whole; summarising the particular accounts for the benefit of the
Bishop and his chief financial officers. Although the records
in this category boré three different titles (Declarations of
Account, Views of Account and Valors), they were all of a similar

nature and designed for the same ends.h They were simultaneously

the accounts of the Receiver-General in his widest capacity, general

Vide supra, pp.53-58.

A typical example is the Account of Christopher Fenton, Reeve,
1528-29 (Church Commission MSS 189917).

3 Vide supra, p.59-60,.

L A typical Declaration of Account is summarised in Appendix VII,
pp. 488-491,
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statements of the annual deployment of revenue from all sources
and valuations of the episcopal esta£es. Although there were
frequent, minor deviations in compilation, too numerous and
inconsequential to rélate, the aim was always the same; to condense
the findings of the particular accounts into one final statement.
The format used was identical to that of the Receiver-General's
(Durham) Account, except that the Declararation and its kin were
usually produced in book form, rather than on a roll of parchment.
In fact they were Receiver-General's Accounts, with the chief
accountant's charge and discharge enlarged to céver his wider
responsibilities and the amount of detail curbed to accommodate
the comprehensiveness of fhe documents, Cne noteworthy alteration
in presentation occurred in 1538/39. Arrears were henceforth
removed from the main body ;f each account and appendixed in a
Declaration of Arrears. to its successor. By 1573 however, there.
had been a reversion to the eérlier layout. Possibly thé new
procedure had been donfined to the pbntificate of Bishop Tunstéll.1
It should be remarked fhat there was also a View or Declaration
belonging to the Clerk of Great Receipt, which had absolutely nothing
in common with the Receiver-General's Declaration.2 Instead it
was similar in appearance to the Receiver-General's (Durham)
Accouht, with the distinction that'some.attempt was madé to
differentiate between actual income and income due. Details of
the charge were presented in the ordinary way, but the sum totals
were split into actual payments and arrears. This again seems to

point to the Clerk of Great Receipt as the Receiver-General's

1 E.g., Declaration of Account, 1539-40 (Church Commission MSS 221667).
There are no extant accounts for the period 1552-1570.

2 There are extant examples for 1586-87,.1587-88, 1588-89 and
1590-91 (Church Commission MSS 180011, 195711, 189581 and 220006)
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executive officer.

All these accounts were cenfral to the working of the
administrative machinery; yet they Aid not of themselves supply all
the requirements of an efficient accounting system. The actual
compilation of the accounts depended entirely upon the evidence
produced ét the Audit, by the accountants on one side, and the
Exchequer officials on thé,otﬁer. In accordance with the '""modus
opérandi", all this evidence had to be in writing; giving rise to
a situation in which every fact inscribed in the formal accounts
was substantiated by some supporting record. The accounts were
also very much summary documents, leaving much to be desired in
the way of detail. Hence the provision of a further class.of
records to remedy this defect.

Of all the documents empioyed at the Audit to determine the
liability of the accounting officials, the most fundamental was the
Survey, drawn up periodically by the Surveyor's office to provide
an exact up~-to-date description of the bishopric estates and the
various sources oif episcopal income. As an authoritative,
ﬁnchallengeable assessment of rentals, it served as the basic
source of information for the compilation of each accountants'
charge. It is not clear how frequently fresh surveys were made,
but the dates of extant examples seem to suggest that they were

1 They were composed

likely to accompany a change of incumbent,
by reconciling a corpus of written evidence with the answers given
to a compréhensive set of questions by sworn juries of men known

to be familiar with the various components of the bishopric estates

1 Extant examples are: Survey of Howdenshire, 1561; Survey of
Craike, 1561; Survey of the Bishopric, 1588; Survey of Stanhope,
1595; and Survey of Allertonshire, 1595 (Church Commission
MSS 188550, 221025/1, 195566a (Halmote Court Miscellaneous
Book M.64), 277863 and A/11/18).
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for a considerable period of time.1

After the Survey the most important record was the Book of
Great Receipt.2 Compiled by the Clerk of Great Receipt during
the course of the financial year, probably from office memoranda,
it recorded actual day to day payments made into the Exchequer by
all the sub-accountants - officers and tenants - who were responsible
for the Receiver-General's particular charge. In spite of its
detailed nature and piecemeal eompilation, it was still composed
in a latinised manner. Entries were made under the same headings
as those employed in the Receiver-General's Account. Beneath
them was a space reserved fér each individual payee, whether an
officer, an unpaid collector, or a farmer. The entries themselves
consisted of a number of untotalled payments; the relevant
information being the date of payment, the amount paid in and the
name and credentials of the payee. Sum totals did occur at the
end of the various sections,.but were not really vital to the Book's
main function, which was to prove the validity of the sub-accountants'
discharge with regard to the sums which they had forwarded to the
Exchequer, At the same time this document did have other uses,
In addition to the record of receipts there was also a separate
note in just as detailed a fashion of the payment of arrears and
all disbursements made out of the Exmequer.3 - The former assisted
in the compilation of the documents devoted specifically to arrears,

whilst the latter confirmed the validity of the Receiver-General's

own discharge.

1 Articles to be inquired of in the Survey for the Bishop of
‘Durham, relating to the Manor and Borough of Darlington
(Mickleton-Spearman MSS 91/16).

E.g., Church Commission MSS 220243,
Appendix XXIII, p.551-558.
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Yet the sub-accountants did not merely rely upon the Book of
Great Recéipt to register their transactions with the Excheguer and
obtain release from their onuses. Whenever they submitted a
payment they were issued with a Receipt or Acquittance, which,

Qhen produced at the Audit, served both as a double-check and a
safeguard for their interests.1 The surviving examples of Receipts
fall into three main types, of which the most distinctive is the
Bill of Indenture. This began life as a blank, oblong scrap of
parchment, on which the%details ot the transaction to be recorded
were written twice. For example:

This indenture made at Durham, 5th December, in the first

year (1509) of the pontificate of Lord Thomas (Ruthall),

Bishop of Durham,; bears witness that William Adamson,

collector of Redworth, has paid to ~--, Receiver-General of

the Durham Exchequer, out of the issues of his office, this

year - £3.6.6%.

The duplicated receipt was then cut in two, in a serrated or indented
manner; one half being presented to the accountant and the other
lodged in the Exchequer, At the Audit both halves were reproduced;
one to substantiate the accountant's claims for dischargé and the

other to check the veracity of his statements and evidence. The
authenticity of his part of the Bill was ascertained by matching up
the jagged indentatiqps of its cut edge with those of its Exchequer
twin. The Bill of Indenture seems to have been supplied
principally, although not excluéively, to officers of receipt,

rather than to farmers. It was the Durham equivalent of the

wooden tally which was apparently still in use at Westminster. It

was frequently a record of more than one payment and often announced

the amount of money still outstanding. One unusual feature is that

1 Extant examples can be found in bundles of véuchers for 1509,
1534-35, 1604-05 and 1600-17 (Church Commission MSS 221162,
221163, ALk and 221636).
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it was mass produced, with blanks in the appropriate places, to be
filled in as required; an early version of the modern printed form.
A variation in the common formula was the Bishop's Indenture of
Receipt, which acquitted the Receiver-General of all the deliveries
of cash he made to his master.l -

v (o U e v

The second class of Acquittance is mere--identical to the receipt
as we know it today. Written on a narrow piece of parchment-or
paper, it mostly recorded a single payment into the Excheguer and
was signed by an Exchequer official. Two copies were again made,
but they were not indented. Most of the extant examples are drawn
up in favour of farmers, but their use by officers of receipt was
not precluded, just as Bills of Indenture were not debarred to
tenants. Faced with the guestion ot whether the two forms of
acquittance were interchangeable or ndt, the tentative conclusion
is that they were employed simultaneously and in conjunction; the
simple, sign;d receipt és-a record of individual payments and
the Bill of Indenture as a legally valid, formal summary. Tﬁis
conviction is based on very slender grounds however, for there is
only one surviving example of both types recording the same
transaction,

Thirdly there is a paper version of the second category lacking
the official stamp of a signature. This was probably not an
acquittance at.all, but simply a memorandum, noting a payment to
be entered later into the Book of éreat Receipt.

Another document brought into service at the Audit was the

Halmote Court Rental.2 One of the administration's most pressing

1l E.g., Bishop's Indentures of Receipt, 1604-05 (Church Commission
MSS 221171) '

2 E.g., Rental for Allertonshire, 1627 (Church Commission
MSS 190163).
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concerns was the nzed to revise the Bishop's rent-rolls;.as tenants
died and holdings constantly changed hands. If the officers of
receipt were to perform their duties'with a modicum of success,
their charges had to be brought up to date every year. The need
for frequent revision was particularly applicéble to the Collgctors,
who were often new to their tésks and of necessity had to be
furnished with fresh particulars. Accordingly an annual inquiry
was conducted through the medium of the halmote or manorial courts
to update the most recent sarvey'on tenancy details, and the findings
were embodied into a separate rental for each accounting officialj
not only to expedite the performance of the officer's functions,
but also to provide the Auditor with an accurate copy of his charge.
The Rentals which have survived for posterity are the Exchequer
versions; small slips of parchment, bundled together year after
&ear, by wards. Their contents comprised the name of each officer
of receipt, the sum total of the rents for which he was responsible,
the names of the tenants in his charge, the natﬁre of their teﬁures
and the amount of rent due from each. By this means it was
ensured that income was not whittled down to an unreésonable
degree by the ignorance of the accounting officials or the
concealments of the tenantry. ., Altogether the Halmote Court
Rentals provided a useful suﬁplement to the more infrequent, full-
scale surveys, by means of which a more searching inquiry was
conducted.

Not all the.officers of receibt were in ; position to pay their
- whole quotas into the Exchequer. Many of them were faced_withaa
number of small expenses, which had to be defrayed out of the
revenue they had bollected. Heﬁce the.presence at the Audit of

a miscellaneous group of documents which can best be described as
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evidence in support of applications for expenses and allowances,
Records of this type can be found attached to the Accounts of the
Particular Receivers for Allertonshire and Howdenshire;1 They
include receipts signed by the recipients of fees and wages, lists
of audit and court expemses and details of the cost of repairs,

A related form of evidence in support of a reduction in
liability was the record of repairs submitted at the Audit by the
farmers of thé Bishop's mills whenever their lecaseholds were in need
of attention.2 This consisted_ of particulars of reparations,
together with their cost aﬁd the lessee's signature, Although
the Bishop was responsibie'for at least the provision of basic
materials, it would seem that building operétions were frequently
cénducted by his mill-tenants themselves, rather than the .Clerk of
Works; they submitting a claim for their eipenses and receiving
reimbursement, or a reduction in rent. In the case of these and
similar claims for allowances, it is noticgable that the "Auditor
had to rely heavily upon the word of the accountant, without
recourse to the double-chiecks provided for receipts. Doubtless
an oath was considered a sufficient guarantee where only small sums
of money were infolﬁed. |

A further way in which an accountant might legitimately claim
_to have his liability reduced, was by the production of a Bishop's
Warrant. Warrants were written instructions ordering an officer
to carry out some specific task. If the task involved expeﬁse,
or alternatively the receipt of cash, then the recipient of the

warrant, or his superior if he was not himself an accounting

1 E.g., Allertonshire Receiver's Accounts, 1520-21, 1527-28 and
1596-97 (Church Commission MSS 189%63, 189372 and 189387).

2 Tenants' claims for mill repairs are to be found in the bundle
of vouchers for 1509 (Church Commission MSS 221162).
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official, was required to produce it at the Audit; suitably
.cancelled'by a senior member of.the administration, to prove that
the orders really had been carried out. The extant examples in
this category are all timber warrants, directed by the Bishop to
the Keeper of Clack and . Cotcliff Woods in Allertonshife and
authorising him to sell or provide timber for certain aspecified
purposes; As in this warrant for 1601:

’

These are to require and authorize you to deliver to Thomas

Todd, farmer of my water corne milne at Osmotherly, two such

tymber trees out of my woodes of Clack, as his workmen shall

think fitt and needfull for the repayring of the saide milne

wheale and the armes and buckett boordes thereof. And

this shalbe your warrant, to be retorned at my next Auditt.

At B, Auckland this 26th of Februarie 1601. Eliz. 44, Tobie

Duresme. .

To the keeper of my woodes at Clack or his deputie.

(In a different hand - the cancellation.) Delyvered 2 trees

upon this warrant by the keeper. Francis Lascelles (Receiver)
The value oi the warrant to both accountant and Auditor is readily
apparent. If timber had been requisitioned for repair work on a
mill.or episcopal manor, then it was supplied free and the keeper of
the woods was not charged for the sale price. On the other hand,

if the warrant had instructed him to provide the churchwardens of

Northallerton with two trees for the repair of their church, at
6/8d. each, then there would have been a.monetafy transaction
: involved, and the warrant would accordingly indicate that the keeper
was accountable for l}/#d.2

With the officers of expense the audit procedure was somewhat
different. Since they were in receipt of lump sums from the

Exchequer the safeguards against misappropriation were rather less

effective than in fhe case of the officers of receipt. The

1 Church Commission MSS 19027h4.
2 Timber Warrant, 1601 (Church @Gommission MSS 220830).
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Auditar could ensure that the latter accounted for every last

penny, but once the former had been allocated their quota, it was
almost impossible to check whether they were disposing of it in

the proper manner. In the circumstances a great deal of trust had
to be placeq in the officers of expense, who were usually more
devoted to the Bishop's service than the officers of receipt. All
they were required to producehat the Audit were'particulars of their
yearly expenses.  These particulars were arranged in book form.
Most typical of its kind was the Book of farticuiars of Account
belonging to the Clerk of Works, in which this officer's outlay

was broken down into its component parts, in minute detéil.l In
the same vein was the corresponding Howdenshire Book of Payments,
otherwise knéwn as thé Book of Waterworks, since its contents were .
mainly cohcerned with the running battle against the wéters of the
R. Ouse.2 The pfocedure in both thesg books was to itemise
expenditure under the headings of'the varioﬁs works and projects
undertaken. In a different sphere- the Household Book achieved

the same ends for the Treasﬁrqr of the Household, whilst the Clerk
of the Weardale Lgad—ﬂines pdssessed a'similaf Book .of Accoun_t.3
Taking into account the modifications demanded by the differences
in subject matter, all these records of expense were modelled

upon the second section of the Book of Great Receipt, which listed
all the disbursements made out of the Exchequer.

Moving from the records used in evidence at the Audit to those

1l E.g., the Book of Particulars of.Accqunt of Ralph Dalton, Clerk
of Works, 1543-44 (Church Commission MSS 190072).

2 E.g., Howdenshire Book of Payments, 1522-23 (Church Commissibn
MSS 220920).

3 The only extant Household Book is a variant entitled Book of
Wheat, Malt and Carriage of Fuel, dated 1490-91; the only extant
lead-mine book of account is dated 1527 (Church Commission
M8S 220198/6 and 190020).
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which were derived from it and supplemented the bare essentials of
the formal accounts, it is found that they were designed for the
purpose of tracking down arrears. The most basic was the Book

~of Transumpt, another formal, latinised compilation produced on
paper.1 . By weighing the information given in the Book of Great
Receipt against the charge for which each accountant was responsible,
and the evidence produced by him at the Audit, this Book set out to
establish the exact nature of his liability at the end of the
financial year. The method employed is illustrated by this
typical item, drawn at random from one of the Books gnd referring
to the collector for the village of Blackwell in Darlington Ward:

Blackwell. John Cornforth, Collector.
(The charge is given first.)
£19.17.9 p.a. in rents and farms.
£ 1.10.0 in lieu of 6 quarters of wheat, owing by
custom, at 5/0d. per quarter.
£1 in lieu of 15 quarters ot oats, owing by custom, at
1/4d. per quarter.
16.8d. in lieu of 5 quarters of barley, owing by custom,
at 3/4d. per quarter,
8d. in new rent from the aforementioned John, for a
- parcel of land belonging to the Lord's waste, called
Stakepathe. '
£ 1. 3.6 in profits from the 3 halmote courts held this year.
Total g2k, 8. 7.
(The discharge)
Of which 6/8d. in decayed rente for various parcels (an
allowance)
Remainder owing is £24.1.11.
Of which £17 was paid to William Frankeleyn, clerk,
Receiver-General of the Durham Exchequer, by Iadenture
Still owing, £7. 1l.1ll. .
Which was paid to the aforesaid Receiver-General, according
to the entries in the Book of Great Receipt.

The extract presents some idea of a document which was intended to
supplement the bald summary of the Receiver-General's (Durham)
Account. It was in fact a precis of the many sub-accounts

condensed into it. In our particular example the Collector was

1 E;g., Book of Transumpt, 1594-95 (Church Commission
MSS 220183). '
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discharged, but this was not always the case. The chief value

of the Book of Transumpt was that it revealed at a quick glance to
what extent each accountant was in arrears. Consequently it became
one of tﬁe principal sources fof the compilation of the other
records of arrears, which were frequéntly Qound up with it, The
layout of the Book followed the same pattern as the Book of Great
Receipt, but in this case there was no provision for details or
overall sums. These could all be checked in the various sub-
accounts, the Book of Great Receipt itself and its attendant
acquittances. Unlike its fellow reference-work it was defimitely
a post-audit product, based upon the audit proceedings. Many of
the extant cppies show signé that they were continually being
revised, as arrears were gradually faid off after the end of the
financial year. Attention should also be drawn to the existence
of several prototype versions, bearing the marks of copious
alterations.1 The se were probably rough drafts of the formal
Book of Transumpt before it reached its finalised form.

Details of arrears, gleaned mainly from the Book of Transumpt,
were ultimately eﬁtereé inté the Book of Arrears, the most
comprehensive record of outstanding payments.2 In fact the
derivation of the latter from the former was so great that it was
frequently presented as an appendix to it, rather than as a
separate entity. = The technique employed was not only to provide
particulars for current arrears, but also to take the whole of a
bishop's pontificate and break dowh.the sum total of all outstanding

debts into their details year by year. For the most recent

1 E.g., Book of Transumpt, 1596 (Church Commission MSS 221681).
2 E.g., Book of Arrears, 1561-73 (Church Commission MSS 220002).
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financial year the indisputable source of information was the‘
Book of Transumpt; for earlier years, the entries of dischafged
arrears contained in the Book of Great Receipt. The resulting
document was a comprehensive schedule of arrears, clearly stating -
the amount and origin of each separate debt, the name of the
accountant charged with responsibility for it and the year in which
it was incurred. A summarised version of the Book of Arrears was
the Declaration of Arrears, attached to the Declaration of Account
during the pontificate of Bishop Tunstall.1

In addition to the Book of Arrears, giving substance to the
bald figures of the main accounts, there was also an Account of
Arrears, based on the principles of the Receiver-General's Agcount
and highlighting arrears in an entirely different way.2 The
purpose of the Book of Arrears was to supply information on
individual debts and only incidentally to give some indication
of the overall reduction of arrears. The fuunction of this second
document on the other hand, was to render an annual account of the
gradual discharge of the sum total of ocutstanding payments.
Particulars were of little concern; the only aim was to determine
how much of the arrears had been paid up, or written off, and the
améunt of the remainder in gross. The Receiver-General was the
accounting official, with a charge comprised of unpaid arrears
and a discharge resulting from their payment or abandonment.
An actual example might usefully be considered; the Account
produced after Michaelmas 1511, at the end of Bishop Ruthall's
third year at Durham, with the arrears of his first and second

years as its subject.2 The reason for the time lapse of omne year

1 Vide supra, p.80.
2 E.g., Account of Arrears, 1511 (Church Commission MSS 189773).
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was simply that the partial payment of the second year's débts could
only take place during the course of the third. There were £219
outstanding from the first year and £395 from the second, with a
total liability of £617. The discharge opens with exonefations.
An allowance ot £38 was made for a number of feeS'whichlhad first
been approved and then disallowed; they were now finally coniirmed
as legitimate payments and struck off the list of arrears.1

Further cancelled debts totalled £113. Of this sum £44 was
conneéted with the sale of a wardship which had fallen through, and
£66 with an overchanging of Lord Lumley for his livery. Actual
payments amounting to £114 were allocated to the repair of Norham
Castle (£110), foreign expenditure (£1) and the Clerk of the
Lead-Mines(£3). A further £%9 had been delivered to the Receiver-
Géneral and lay in the Exchequer. A1l these figures added together
gave the accountant a discharge of £265 (cancelled debts - £151;
actual payments - £153) and left him with a liability .for £312;
£123 deriving from the first year and £i89 from tﬁe second,

Details of the arrears were omitted throughout the account, but a
note refers the reader, for details, to a éertaiq roll of arrears.
This was probably an earlier variant of the Book of Arrears. It
should be noticed howeverr'that there are no surviving examples of
Accounts of Arrears dated after 1512, whilst the earliest extant
copy of a Book of Arrears was produced in 1521 and covers the years
from 1516. This suggests that perhaps the Account of Arrears fell
into abeyance, although there is no logical reason why it should not
have existed side by side with the Book or Roll of Arrears in a

complementary fashion,

1l If the fees had remained disallowed the Receiver-General would
have had a saving of £38 in his possession, for which he would
have been accountable,



93

Before leaving the material illustrative of the workings of
the accounting system, it is necessary to comment on the paucity
of supplementary records for Howdenshire and Allertonshire. Apart
from the Declarations of Account and the very full series of
Receivers' Accounts for the Yorkshire Liberties, almost all the
documents under inspection have been éonnectéd with the Receiver-
General's.parficular account; yhereby giving the impression that
supporting material was only considered necessary for the Durham
estates, However, the existence of.the Books of Payments, one Book
of Receipts, a View of Account and a few Bailiffs' Accounts - all
for Howdenshire - leads to the contrary opinion that a similar but
uncomplicated system of accounting was applied to the two smaller
appendages, as well as to the Durham est_ates.1 The lack of
evidence is probably due to the destructions of Time, rather than

to any deliberate omission.

(b) The Audit

The Audit and the work of the Auditor must now be considered.
R.L. Storey and G.T., Lapsley are both agreed that originally there
had-beén a commission of auditors.2 R.L. Storey cites the
regular participants as being past and present members of the
administration, of high rank and some financial ;xperience;
occésiﬁnally supported by an outside assessor. | A transition seems
tp have taken place at some stage, for by the 16th Century the
outside assessor had become a full-time official in receipt of a
fee, in overall control of the audit proceediﬁgs and responsible

for the production of the finalised accounts. The commission

1 Book of Great Receipt, 1566; View of Account, 1530; Bailiffs'
Accounts, 1612 and 1619 (Church Commission MSS 195129, 195128,
B.11.2 and 220863).

2 R.L. Storey, Thomas _Langley and the Bishopric of Durham, 1406-
1437, London, 1961, p.83. G.T, lapsley, The County Palatine of
Durham, Iondon, 1900, pp.267-268.
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still remained in support however; the Receiver-General to receive
money brought to the Audit and the rest to lend dignity to the
occasion.

The Auditor's work began officially at Pentecost or Whitsun,
half-way through the finanﬁial year, when some attempt was made -to
assess the interim state of the Bishop's income. But it was not
until after Michaelmas - usually at the end of November, or the
beginning of December - that he applied himself to the serious
business of the annual audit. The Audit proper occupied the space
of no more than seven days; five at Durham and one day each at
Alleffon and Howden. At Durham four days were devoted to the
Collectors and the fifth principally to the Bailiffs and Coroners;
although the Master Forester anq the Reeve of Craike, amongst others,
are also known to have been summoned on.that day.1 Lack of
evidence for the Yorkshire Liberties makes it difficult to
determine whether it was the Particular Receivers only who accounted,
or further sub-accountants as well, Notice of the date on which |
each officer had to attend was usually given at the beginning of
October, in an official Summons to the Audit, written in the name
of the Auditor and delivered by the Bailiff of the Exchequer. An
example of this summons is informative.

After my harty comendacons these are to require you and in

the name of the right reverend father in God Thomas Lord

Bishop of Durham to comaund you personally to appeare before

me his Lordship's Auditor in the Exchequer att Durham upon

Thursday the first day oif December next and there to yeeld

and determine ye whole yeares accompt ended at Martinmas

last in the year of our Lord God 1642 bringing with you all
Rentalls in Parchment (and for the perfecting thereof I

1 Audit Paper, 25 November 1600 (Church Commission MSS 221271).

2 Audit Summons (Church-Commission MSS 221062). Although this
Summons is dated 5 November, 1 October was a more common date.
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desyre and in the name of the sayd reverend father require
you playnly to distinguish the coppyholders names and their
rents ye leasors names and their particular rents and
lykewise ye freeholders names and their several rents) Bills
Estreets of Halmott Courtes and all other writings whatsoever
conceraing the said Accompts: and also to give notice to
all such farmers and tenants whoe hold by lease and have not as
yet inrolled their leases before me that they either bring
or send them in that day to be inrolled.. Fayle not hereof
at your perill togeather with the returne of this precept.
Durham this 5th November 1642,
To the Collector of Cockerton.
Your loving friend Richard Baddeley. Auditor to the Bishop
of Durham.
From the summons, which adopted a standardised form, it is apparent
that attendance was compulsory for all accounting officers, but not
so for the influential tenant-farmers who paid their own rents into
the Exchequer. In their absence, the Receiver-General would
produce his copies of their acquittances, so that the Auditor
could assess the respective amounts of their discharge and

"debets“.1

It also emerges that the officers of receipt had to
produce their rentals and any other evidence which might help to
fix their onus and secure release from it, as was suggested above.
Furtherumore it is significant that tﬁey were exhorted to make a
clear distinction between the varicus tenancies in théir care, and
that the enrollment of leases was an additional feature of the
audit proceedings. Not only was the Audit the means of ensuring
an adequate collection of the Bishop's temporal income, but it also
provided the setting for an informal survey of the episcopal
estates, which was of especial value for netting casual revenue
and keeping tenancy particulars up to date.

The method of conducting the Audit could not have differed a

great deal from the procedure outlined in the well-known Dialogus

I Instruccons in the Office of an Auditor (Middleton-Spearman

uss 7/64).
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de Scaccario. According to the "Instruccons in the Office of

an Auditor", probably written in the tirst half of the 17th Century,
the age=-old technigue of calculating by means of counters and a green
baize cloth was still being practised.1 Equally mediaeval in
origin was the cuétom of rendering matter-of-fact accounts into
Iatin, and the use of Roman numerals. Each accounting officer
went before the Auditor in turn, with the Exchequer staff standing
by to provide substantiating evidence and to receive any payments
that might be made. With the aid of surveys, Views of Account,
other past accounts, Rentals and Extracts from the Court Rolls, the
Auditor then proceeded to establish the officer's charge in some
detail, his clerk noting down the. particulars in the recognised
accounting style.2 It Qas then the turn of the Accountant to
secure his discharge from as much of the onus as possible, by means
of the evidence at his disposal. The counters were ﬁoved from
square to square, as totals were assessed and the discharge
subtracted from the charge, until the officer finally received his
"quietus est!, or alternatively was informed of the amount of

his "debet'.

With the Audit over, the Auditor was then free to embark upon
the second stage of his task, which took him well into the next
financial year., In the first place the remaining sub-accountants
of high rank who had not accounted at the Audit, had to be dealt

with., Then all the sub-accounts had to be drawn up in their final

1 Instruccons in the Office of an Auditor (Mickleton-Spearman
MSS 7/6k). o

2 Information regarding court proceeds was extracted from tlie
various court records, to assist the Sheriff, Bailiffs, Master
Forester, Collectors, etc, in their levying and to provide
the Auditor with a means of assessing and checking casual
income.
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form; since it was surely a physical impossibility for the Audit
Clerk to have engrossed them all in the short space of the official
sitting. With thaf part of the business finélly complete, it
.was then possible to deal with the Receiver-General's particular
account, assemble the material for his general Declaration of
Account and complete such post-Audit record; as the Books of
Transumpt and Arrears. In this way the Auditor's duties occupied
his time for much longer than the iﬁitial seven days; ' With the
neeQ for continual revision and amendment of the financial'records,
it is more than likely that he was fuliy absorbed until Pentecost
came round again.

Clearly the audit procedure was based on the model of the
Royal Exchequer, of which the Durham Exchequer was a reflection.1
This is obvious in some respects, but more obscure in others.

The parentage of the Audit is readily apparent, but where is

the meticulous duplication of records and the variety of
functionaries from chamberlains to tally-cutters, so much in
evidence at Westminster? The short answer is that these accretions
were absent at Durham simﬁly because there had never been any need
for then. As'a landowner first and foremost, it was the
principles and broad outline of the Exchequer system which appealed
to the Bishop of Durham, not the embellishments resulting from its
application to a whole kingdom. The complicated records of
receipt for example, were reduced to simple proportions and the
Pipe Roll replgced by the Book of Great Receipt. Again the

accountant did not have to wait expensively whilst his particulars

1 A.B. Steel, The Receipt of the Exchequer, 1377-1485, Cambridge,
1954, passim; W.C., Richardson, Tudor Chamber Administration,

1485-1547, Baton Rouge, 1952, passim,
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and payments passed through the appropriate channels, until a tally
was ceremoniously cut. Instead he emerged quickly with the

cheap and easy siubstitute of a paper or parchment receipt. The
modifications were many and various, trifling and extensive, bu£
they all pointed in the same direction. =~ A basic formula was

being modified in accordance with the particular requirements-&f the
episcopal administration, until, in many respects, it was almo;t
moulded into soﬁething new, It cannot be sufficiently stressed
that size was the critical factor, With a small unit, personnel
could be kept to a minimum, with greater efficiency, less

corruption, and simplification and flexibility of procedure.

(e) Ihe Administrative Machinery in Motion

By the 16th Century the process ot evolution was complete and
at least in theory the accounting system had attained a high degree
of perfection, Yet the most oBvious characteristic of the
administrative machinery in motion is the discrepancy between its
theoretical rigidity and the fluidity of its practical application.
Sometimes rigid prdcedure was waived on the grounds of expediency.
For example, although in theory all in-payments made by the
officers of receipt had to pass through the Exchequer, it was quite
customary for the Particular Receivers of Howdenshire and
Allertounshire to deliver part or even the whole of their receipts
direct to the Bishop or the Treasurer of the Household, without
the mediation of the Receiver-General.l The transactions were
recorded as a matter of coeurse in his office, but the mouney never

actually passed through his hands. This by-passing of the proper

1 E.g., the Howdenshire Receiver for 1595-96 sent £271.8.2.
directly to the Bishop and only £42.7.8. to the Durham
Exchequer. °~ Howdenshire Receiver's Account (Church Commission
MSS 189006).
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channels was in no way detrimental to the administrative system
(unlike the assignments of uncollected revenue which so seriously
. impaired the working of the Royal Exchequer in the 15th Century),
since its use was ;estricted in favour oi the Bishop himseli.

As an effective means of providing the Bishop with ready cash, it
was a pfoduct of the relatively small size of the economic units
involved, which rendered the financial system less prone to
standardisation than the Westminster original.

In other respects however, fluidity was an indication of the
weakness of the accounting systeﬁ once human fallibility was thrown
into the balance; a sign of the administration's stoic acceptance
of its inability to,maiﬁtain discipline and compliance with the
rules. In the Palatinate most of the Bishop's rental income was
meant to be paid into the Exchequer twice yearly, at Penﬁecost and
Martinmas, but this was not what happened in practice. From an
analysis of the Book of Great Receipt for 1525-26, which is typical
of its kind, it is found that instead of being two, as might be
expected, the average number of yearly payments made into the
Exchequer by the Collectors of the Tour Wards.was:

for Darlington Ward - 4,5

for Chester Ward - 8.0
for Easington Ward - 5.6
and for Stockton Ward . - 4,7 1

Furthermore, although the two rent days were 20th May and 1llth
November, a classification of individual payments reveals that
deliveries were being recorded steadily from May of oné year to

June of the next.2 Only two payments were made in May 1526 when

1 Church Commission MSS 220243/2.
2 Appendix VIII, pp. 492-493.
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the first instalments were due. In fact the Pentecost quota seems
to have been paid off in part during the months of June and July,
with occasional deliveries right through until October. November
again failed to produce the activity associated with Martinmas, but
December gave clear indications that it was the month of the Audit.
Nevertheless this was not the end of the story, for receipts still
continued to trickle in until half way through the next financial
year.

A similar picture is presented by a document purporting to
show how much of the rent due at Whitsun 1602 had actually been
paid on or near the proper rent day. The information contained

in it has been summarised in Table I.

TABLE I

The Receipt of Income due at Whitsun 16021

Total Charge Paid Unpaid2 Unpaid Dues

as a Percentage

of the Total

Charge
Darlington Ward #£352. 6.11 £241, 3. 3 £111. 3. 8 31%
Chester Ward 225.11. 6 80.13, 4 144,18, 3 649
Easington Ward 201. 8. © 174, 1. 7 27. 6. 5 13%
Stockton Ward 169.11. 5 155. 7. 9 4, 3. 8 8%
Mines 58. 4. 9 22. 6. 8 35.18. 1 60%
Master Forester 83.11. 5 b2,13. &4 40.18. 1 | L 82
Foreign Receipts 89, 9. 1 27. 9. 1 62. 0. 0O 70%
Churches Ly, 6. 8 13, 6. 8 31. 0. O 70%

1 Rents due at Whitsun 1602 (Church Commission MSS C126).

I.e., unpaid by 12 June 1602, In theory the accountants were
allowed 14 days grace after the appointed mid-year rent-day,
which in 1602 fell on 23 May.
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Most ot the outstanding accounts were settled in the course of the
following two months, and all payments - apart from the inevitable
arrears - were eventually cleared up. This in no way detracts
from the argument that the official rent-days were not taken all
that seriously in practice. Unfortunately the accounts do not
show whether the backwardness in payment stemmed from the Bishop's
tenants, the officers of receipt, or both.

.This slackness was by no means new in 1602 and occasionally
could cause the Bishop a great deal of embarrassment. Bishop
Senhouse (1502-05) for example, found himself in quite a desperate
situation. In August 1502 he was.obliged to write to his
Chancellor thus:

",... God wyllyng, I must be with the King is grace affor

next Chrystmase, accordyng to the Kyng is desyr and alsoe my

promyse mayd to hys hyghnes for the payment of £1200 in full
payment for my temporalts that is dew to the Kyngis grace at
last Wytsundtyde and now I hav receyved, as ye write by

Robert Bentley, the some of £471.6.4. ...... Me thynk this

receyt is verrey lytyil for the Wytsonday farmes with the

oythir I hade when I went to London, ther for I hertly besych
you to let me have wryttyng a perfyt knowleg booth of the
cronars and awther baylyers and mynesters who is behynd

at this tyme. Ye know my chargs that I hav, viz, for my

temporaltes and my bulles and for no thyng els. My mynde

is not to trobyll you, but I my selff shall trobyll theym thatl

dewth nut their dewtes be me, seyng the danger I stand in ..."
Senhouse obviously believed that only personal intervention could
remedy the deficiencies of the accounting system in motion,

The dates of the many consignments of money into the Exchequer
would seem to imply therefore, that the end of the financial year
and the annual Audit were not seriously considered to be final
deadlines by which all transactions had to be completed.

Accordingly the Audit must be reviewed not so much as the natural

culmination of twelve months' undeftakings, but more as a momentary

1l J. Raine, ed,, Historiae Dunelmensis Scriptores Tres, Surtees
Society Vol.9, London and Edinburgh, 1839, Appendix CCCXII.
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freezing of one long continuous chain of monetary operations, which
refused to be pigeon—holéd into the neat arrangement of a succession
of financial years. Its purpose was to present a "still" of a
very fluid seituation, allowing the Auditor to review the financial
position and firmly secure liabilities against any advantage that
might be taken of the prevailing disorder,

It is also obvious that if the Audit had been held exactly at
the end of the financial year, its findings would have produced a
very false picture of the state of the episcopal revenue. Hence
a delay, both before the rendering of accounts and the compilation
of the post-audit records, thereby allowing the stockpile of arrears
to be reduced to manageable proportions. The value of this
interval of grace is well illustrated in the Books of Arrears
covering Bishop Tunstall's pontificate (1530-59).1 In them it is
possible to identify two sum totals of arrears. The larger total
represents the payments still outstanding at Michaelmas; the smaller,
the amount oI arrears recorded when the Books were finally written
up in March or April of the following year. The administrators
were fullyaware tht a certain amount of money owing at the otficial
end of the financial year would be paid in fairly soon afterwards,
amd for this reason could not really be classed with the proper
arrears., Due allowance was accordingly made by the introduction
of the time-lag, so that the temporary debts could be eliminated,
If the figure given for the final totgl of arrears in any one year
is subtracted from the Michaelmas sum, as in Table II, it is possible
to estimate what proportion of the Bishop's income habitually took

the form of deferred payments.

1 Books of Arrears, 1533-58 (Church Commission MSS 195701 and
195702). '
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TABLE II

Payment of Arrears between the Audit and the Compilation of the
Book of Arrears during the Pontificate of Bishop Tunstall.

Year Amount of Amount of Difference or
Current Arrears Current Arrears Amount of Post-
at Michaelmas finally recorded Audit Payments

in the Book of
Arrears

12(1540-41) £204 £ 51 £153

13(1541-42) 1k42 50 92

14 (1542-4%) 275 63 212

15(1543-4k ) 325 118 207

16 (1544-45) 273 178 95

17(1545-46) 157 122 35

18(1546-47) 284 207 77

19(1547-48) 207 145 62

22(1550-51) 340 291 49

23(1551-52) 624 L] 183

24(1552-53) 461 317 144

25(1553-54) 367 249 118

26 (1554-55) 299 246 53

27(1555-56) 217 186 31

28(1556-57) 183 79 ' 104

It is apparent therefore, that the accounting system was
resilient mainly because of the necessity to make allowances for
men's inadequacies. It was to the administration's credit that
it could adopt an accommodating attitude. Only by being compliant
could it endow the accounts with clarity and prevent them from becoming
meaningless, On the other hand, its compromises were an admission
of weakness. They proved that both tenants and officers alike
were unwilling or unable to conform to the basic requirements of
" the administrative system.
Overdue rents in irregular installments were only one part

of the deficiencies. The decayed rents and arrears which litter
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most accounts bear witness to the inability and unwillingness of

the episcopal officers to maintain the value .of the Bishop's

property, or complete the process of rent-collection. The worst

situation that could develop is described in a piece of advice

concerning the Bailiffs of Howdenshire, written for the benefit of

Bishop Neile in 1619.1

First for your Lordship's rents.,

Every bailiff within his several division, ought to gather
all free rents and pay them to ths Receiver; which being . by
the bailiff's neglected, not only the want of your Lordship's
rents when they are due, but also the Receiver, is much
prejudiced. For your Lordship's copyhold rents there is a
certain rent known what (which) every several town pays to
your Lordship's Receiver, which is gathered and paid by
certain greaves (reeves); which (the rent) is appointed for
every town; which ought to be paid quarterly, but it is
hardly to be gotten at the half-year's end; (2) for.remedy of
which your Lordship may charge the Bailiffs to gather these
rents of the greaves, and for want of which to distrain the
goods of the greaves, and carry them to the manor at Howden,
there to be kept until your Lordship's rents be paid; by
which means your Lordship's rents will be paid in due course.
And your Lordship to take . bond of the bailiffs for the true
payment of these rents to your Lordship's Receiver, and for
their true service and due execution herein; and likewise

to gather the yearly estreats of courts, and to make true
account thereof. Also, whereas your Lordship is much
prejudiced by reason that there is no perfect record of your
Lordship's freeholders, as there is of copyholders and (although)
not so perfect as they may be, may it please your Lordship to
appoint some to.take a survey, and that the Clerk shall make
warrants to the bailiffs to summon all the tenants, both _
freeholders and copyholders, to appear at the next head court,
which is upon Monday -after Michaelmas Day for copyholders, and
Tuesday next after for freeholders; there to be sworn to their
fealty and true service to your Lordship, which has been
heretofore neglected. Also for the true payment of their
rents, and to give a due account and particular of all such
lands, both copyhold and freehold, which they hold of your
Lordship. And that at the Head Courts, charge shall be
given to the juries to present all such tenants as are

seised of any freehold land fiom time to time; for it is
supposed that much oif the land in Howdenshire is held by
knight service, and for want of inquisition after the death
of’ the ancestor, your Lordship remains not only ignorant of

Church Commission MSS A159. The spelling has been modernised
and the punctuation altered to improve the meaning.

In Howdenshire rents were meant to be paid quarterly and not
half-yearly as in the Palatinate.
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your tenants and tenures, but also loses much profit

for want of wardships; and also every freeholder at every

change, to enter their deeds upon record, by which means

your Lordship may know your tenants' reliefs, and other dues

upon exchange ot tenants.
The author of this memorandum has painted a gloomy picture of lack
of discipline on the part of the estate officers and rent evasion
on the part of the tenantry. It should not be taken completely
at its face value. The Howdenshire Receiver's Accounts for 1619
and 1620 are unfortunately missing, but other extant accounts
relating to the early 17th Century clearly leave the impression
that both before and after 1619 Howdenshire's arrears record was
remarkably good, Nonetheless even if the degree of collapse was

being exaggerated, the depicted breakdown was probably not an

judging

unfamiliar occurrence, stwmortherstonnauwen
by the deciphered evidence of the Exchequer's assemblage of
documents. Heowoudd=appear=dthatcateaddssdines=thore-wac«a-—gerbadn
degre:
Lousemmetbrained=withinpuressonablowhBonndssbyubhesblasweisthe
aeeeaa%éﬂg—eéebemuaﬂd—déeeépimaa@#mmeaammmSa ’ For the ﬁost part

a tolerable state of affairs was preserved, but occasionally, as

agpentoand=eoldestbonwof=rontegaminh—had

allegedly in 1619, the situation deteriorated to the point where
it attracted adverse comment. Then a special effort was mde

to imbue both the administration and the tenants with some respect
for the Bishop's interests. In general, wherever certain rents
were involved, both tenantry and officers could usually be cajoled
into respectively disgorging and gathering them, so long as they
were actually leviable. But as Bishop Neile's adviser implies,
more difficulty lay in fhe sphere of casual profits, where it was
comparatively easy to conceal the pertinent facts when aided by

the complicity or indifference of the lower echelons of the
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administration, It was a problem that could only be overcome
by the use of frequent surveys, and moré especially, by the
diligence of the Bishop's officers.

Yet the diligence of the administrative personnel was most
difficult to attain. Indeed its absence lay at the very root
of the administration's weaknesses, As a landlord the Bishop
depended heavily upon the officers of receipt. Unfortunately
many of them were only loosely attached to his service. Many were
not even of his own appointment. Many were recruited from the
tenantry and consequently can hardly be blamed for furthering their
own interests, or lacking the necessary degree of impartiality.
In addition the officers of charge were the "victims" of an
accounting system thch was tacitly founded upon the assumption
that an accountant would cheat and falsify unless deprived of the
opportunity to do so and take no pains unless obliged to do so,
With this basis of mi§trust there could be little corporate action
to the advantage of the Bishop. -Perhaps there never was any
attempt to breed unqualified loyalty outside the inner circle of
éounsellors; perhaps it was dismissed as a hopeless task. - The
exploitation of the unpaid Collectors implies that total reliance
was placed upon the accounting system for the maintenance of an
adequate service. The checks and balances of the accounting
system could keep the administration reasonably free of the worst
excesses of inefficiency and cor?uption, but success beyond the
most unambitious 1iﬁits depended very largely upon the degree of
co-operation into which the estate officers were prepared to enter,
and the presence of sufficient determination to enforce the rules
of the accounting system. Both requirements were frequently

lacking.



107

A great deal of administrative weakness was due to a failure
to enforce the satisfaction of obligations by tenants and.officers
of receipt. Not that the means were absent or inadequate. They
were as comprehensive as the variety of accounts, but the mounting
tofals of arrears for most of the pontificates point to only
occasional use; the reason being the Bishops' general unwillingness
to alienate either tenantry or estate officers.

At tenant level all leases carried provisions for eviction or
distraint of goods if the rént still remained unpaid after a stated
period of grace.1 | Yet there is hardly any evidence that the
Bishops exercised their rights in this way, although the irregular
payment of rent afforded amflé opportunity. Legitimate eviction
was most uncommon, let alone the arbitrary action of Bishop Neile

(1617-28), who rid himself of an unwanted leaseholder at West

Auckland on the grounds that the village collector had paid his rent
into the Exchequer a day too late..2

Procedure according to the strict letter of agreement seems to
have been avoideq in favour of recourse to bonds for debt and legal
action. Whenever a tenant or accounting officer was found to be
in debt to the Bishop, he could be made to enter into a bond for
the satisfactory payment of his arrears by a fixed date. If the
Bishop still failed to receive satisfaction, then the logical
progression was an action for debt in Chancery. Two examples
may_be taken from the Orders, Decrees and-Reports of the Durham

Chancery for 1638.j Bishop Morton sued Christopher kmerson,

deputy to Richard Emerson, collector of rents in the three parks

E.g., mill lease, 1551, Appendix XXVIII, pp.572-573.

2 Parliamentary Survey of Evenwood, 1647 (Church Commission
MSS 23380).

3 Durham Chauncery Orders, Decrees and Reports, 1638 (Durham MSS 5/21).
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of Weardale, for arrears amounting to £1Q.15.1, pertaining to the
years 1632-1635, At the same time Archbishop Neile of York
brought an action against the feoffees of a school at Wolsingham,
for rent owing to him as a former Bishop of Durham. The large
proportions of arrears however, indicate that lawsuits against
defaulters were probably still the exception rather than the rule.
A letter frgm Bishop James in December 1616 to the Allertonshire
Receiver, Francis Lascelles,lcertainly implieé that they were more
of an occasional deterrent than a normal, automatically employed
expedient.1 He was instructing his officer to call iﬁ some
ou£standing bonds.

'‘And I pray you, (as I know you will) with what convenient
speede you may, to gather upp that which is behinde, and also
to call for such money as is due upon bond. I have bene
hitherto loath to sue them, but if they shall not make more
accompt of payments, than hitherto they have done, they will
force mee to doe that which I am not (but by necessitie)
willing to doe.

As regardé his officerg-the Bishop had an extra-safeguard in
surétieé.- The se Qere undertaken by the officers of chargé.before
the assumption éf their duties, in order to ensure . a reasﬁnable
performance of function. An officer laying'dowh a surety was
obliged to stake.a considerable sum of money and a number of
guarantors against thé proper execution of the charge in his care.
If he failed to satisfy the Bishop or his officers. of order, then
his surety was forfeit. With the high-ranking §fficers at leagt,
this was no inconsiderable incentive to place the Bishop's interests
on a par with their own. That sureties were in frequent use at

Durham is certain, although there is no surviving evidence of an

officer actually losing his deposit. Again it is likely that

1 .Bishop James to Francis lLascelles, 20 December 1616 (Church
Commission MSS 220841).



109

insufficiencies had to be really excessive before the Bishop took
such drastic action; although it appears that in December 1516
Bishop Ruthall had the Coroner of Dariington Ward, the Bailiff

of Darlington and the Collectors of Coundon and Redworth
~imprisoned over their arrears of that year.1 R.L.-Storey asserts
that in the time of Bishop Langley the chief officers put down
sureties to cover the payment of arrears.2 It has already been
noted that a bond of £2000 was demanded from the Captain/Farmers
of Norham Castle, and that Bishop Neile was advised to take
guarantees from the Howdenshire Bailiffs.3 The most interesting
evidence however, is contaiﬂed in & lstter sent in 1642 by a

Mr. Philip Darell to Richard Baddeley Esq.,.Bishop Morton's
inexperienced Auditor, who in spite of a complete lack of
professional qualifications, seems to have ac@uired his position
because he was the Bishop's highly-favoured.secretary.4 Darell,
who had considerable experience of thé auditor's art, had probably
already acted as tutor to Baddeley upon his appointment in 1640,
but by all accounts his pﬁpil still had much to 1earn.5 Baddeley
had appérently acted againét his adviser's instructions in accepting
an insufficient éurety from Moses Skepper, the Coroner of Chester
Ward, who had just died owing the Bishop £393. Darell warned
his protégé to be more careful in future, especially in the case of

a néwly-appointed Receiver-General. He pdigted out that in the

1 J. Raine, ed., Historiae Dunelmensis Scriptores Tres, Surtees
Society Vol.9, London and Edinburgh, 1839, Appendix CCCLI.

2 R.L. Séorey, Thomas Langley and the Bishopric of Durham, 1406-
1437, London, 1961, pp.70 and 8k,

3 Vide supra, pp. 54, 104.

4L Philip Darell to Richard Baddeley, 17 May 1642 (Mickleton-
Spearman MSS 7/10).

5 Philip Darell to Richard Baddeley, 19 April 1640 (Mickleton-
Spearman MSS 7/11).
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King's service a receiver with a charge of £3000-g4000 would be
required to provide thirty bondsmen, each standing in surety for
£100 on his behalf; whilst the receiver himself would have to
contribute a further £500. At Durham, where the Receiver-General's
particular charge was roughly £2000, he advised Baddeley to ask for
sixteen guarantors pledging £100 each, with £400 more from the
Receiver. In the light of this evidence sureties probably played
an important r'dle as incentives towards good behaviour. In another
respect they must have enhanced the prestige of the Auditor, the
officer responsible for their arrangement.

A record of a surety for adhering to the terms of a lease has
also been discovered.1 This occurs amongst lease enrollments for
1622 and concerns lanchester Mill. The farmers, George Kirkby-
and Jane Whitfield, were pledged to forfeit £66.13.4 if they broke
the terms of their indenture. This was a very high figure
considering that the annual rent for the mill was only &£3. The
arrangement was certainly exceptional, for there is no other example
in a full set of Enrollment Books from Bishop Tunstall's pontificate
onvwards. ’

Although most of the administrative machinery was intimately
bound up with the accounting system, a.brief mention must be made
of the means used for maintaining general contact with the tenantry
and the estate orficers. There were the commissions composed
from the inner circle of counsellors, which were appointed for
the investigation of any matter needing attention'.2 Surve&ing
the Bishop's property was the most common task allotted to them.

For the issuing of commands or licences to specific persons recourse

1 Lease Enrollment Book (Church Commission MSS 184959, p.385).
2 Vide supra, pp.22-23.
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was had to Bishop's Warrants, which have already received notice
with reference to timber allocations.l They might be used to
authorise a copyholder to make an intake from'the waste, or claim
timber for the repair of his tenement; or alternatively, to order
the tenants of a particular village to cafry fuel to the Bishop's
Palace. Warrants were also employed for the conveyance of
instructions to individuals going about the Bishop's business.
Disciplinary measures wefe usually exercised through the courts.
The halmote and forest courts served for the regulation of the
agricultural community, punishing such anti-social offences as
overstinting, allowing stock to stray and failing to maiqﬁain
hedges and ditches. More heinous offences, perpetrated against
the Bishoyp ﬁimself, such as the wholesale, unauthorised cutting of
timber, were reserved for the Chancery Coﬁrt. Both types of
court also acted as registries for land transactions. The lower
courts recorded the transfer of customary tenements, whilst the

higher court catered in the same way for leasehold transactions.

(d) Conclusions

It is apparent that the Bishop of Durham was equipped with a
very sound method of accounting and effective precautionary measures
against defaulters. Yet a certain amount of laxity had developed,
because of the unwillingness to use the disciplinary machinery at
his disposal. Strict enforcement of all his claims would have
generated so much ill-will that the resulting increase in economic
and administrative efficiency would have been easily outweighed.
Even upon secular estates governed by the rules of inheritance, a

certain degree of toleration had to be allowed by the owners, if a

1 Vide supra,pp.8-87. Warrants, 1634-38 (Church Commission
MSS 221344).,
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reasonable amount of cooperation on thé part of their officers and
tenants was to be maintained. How much more important was the
tacit non-enforcement of rules to the Bishop of Durham, who.was
expected to be an influential figure in the North-East, yet had to
begin from the bottom in building up a personal following Qithin
his diocese. With these considerations uppermost it is easy to
understand why no appreciable improvement in the episcopal income

occurred within the 140 years between 1500 and the Civil War.
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CHAPTER IV

Receiﬁts

"(a) Income Due

From the descriptions of the administrative structure and
machinery it has been ascertained that the administration's most
important function was the collection of the Bishop's temporal
income. The aim in this present chapter is to enlarge upon
the sources and the scale of this income, to prove that it was
deriﬁed principally from the bishopric estates and was composed
chiefly of rents, ' The initial concern is with income due, as

expressed in the Receivers' charges.

(i) The County Palatine of Durham

The largest contribution to the Receiver-General's particular
charge was made by the Collectors of the Four Wards.l It consisted
basically of rents derived from the manorial demésne and bondland,
and a host of commuted customary works and serviées. By 1500 the
Collector's charge was fast becoming an anachronism. As can be
discerned’ from an analysis of the 1588 Survey, it could be
expressed quite simply in terms of freeholds, copyholds, leaseholds
and tenancies-at-will, with the commutations completely transformed
into ordinary rents.2 The general tendency was for demesne land

to be held by lease and bondland by copy of court roll, but there

were many important exceptions; especially in Easington Ward where

1 Vide infra, a summary of the Collectors' charge for Darlington
Ward, Appendix IX, pp.494-501.

2 Vide infra, Appendix X, pp.502-508,
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a great deal of bondland had heen convenrted into 1easeholds.l The
conversion of the formerly servile tenures into leaseholds during
the period when copyhold tenures were emerging, is indicative of
a progressive policy on the part of the Bishops w@f the time.

The revenue connected with the fifty seven Collectorships

comprised approximately 47% of the total temporal income derived

from the Palatinate. The Collectors' charge was divided thus:

Number of Collectors Contribution to the % of the
Receiver's Charge Receiver's Charge

Darlington Ward 25 £420 - ghko 16%

Easington Ward 15 £340 - £390 - 13%

Che ster Ward 9 £280 -~ 53#02 11%

Stockton Ward 8 £200 - £210 . 7%

With the aid of a Receiver's Account for 1385-86, a Valor for

1479 and a number of early 16th Century Collectors' Accounts, it
has been possible to detect a considerable decrease in the amount
of certain revenue (i.e., rents and commufed works and services)

during the 15th Century prior to 1479.j Altogether decayed

1 Bondland had been converted into leaseholds at:

Darlington Ward Middridge, Heighington, Killerby and Coundon;

Easington Ward East Burdon, Ryhope, Little Thorpe, Shotton,
Sherburn, Morton Grange, Shadforth, Tunstall,
Cassop and Easington;

Stockton Ward Sedgefield and Cornforth

On the other hand, demesnc land had been converted into

copyholds at: '

Darlington Ward Cockerton, Darlington and Wolsingham;

Chester Ward Whickham, Ryton, Whitburn and Cleadon;
Easington Ward Newbottle, Houghton-le-Spring and Bishop
Wearmouth;

Stockton Ward Hartburn.

2 The charge for Chester Ward was adversely affected by the Grand
Lease, which removed Whickham from the list of collectorships
from 1578.

3 Durham Receiver's Account, 1385-86, W. Greenwell, ed., Bishop
Hatfield's Survey, Surtees Society Vol.32, Durham, 1857, Appendix
III, pp.260-275. Valor, 1478-79; Collectors' Accounts, 1505-06,
1506-07 and 1545-46 (Church Commission MSS 189676, 188786, 188817
and 188824), Calculations have been possible because decayed
rents have been removed from the Valor and all subsequent Receiver's
Accounts, but not from the Collectors' Accounts,
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rents accounted for a reduction of £221.11.114 in the Collectors'

charge, composed thus:

Darlington Ward £50. 4, 2

Chester. Ward 31. 4. of
Easington Ward 112. 9. 43
Stockton Ward ©27.14, 43

ﬁetween 1479 and 1550 rents continued to decline even_further, or

at least remained sfatic. From 1550 onwards a gradual improvement
set-in, but by 1640 rent increases had still only accounted for

less than a quarter ot the pre-1479 losses. Total improvements

between 1479 and 1640 amounted to £62.8.23:

Darlington Ward £43,11, 2
Chester Ward _ 18. 5. 7
Stockton Ward 11. 53

Loéses in Ea#ington Ward still continued however, to the extent of
£12. 6. 54, which reduced the overall increase to £50. 1. 9. At
the same time there was a definite thdﬁgh uneven growfh in the
casual profits derived from the halmote cbﬁrts, in spite of a
considerable transference of business, ﬁo the Justices ot the Peace.
Before 1550 total court profits rarely'exéeéded'£40, but by the
early 17th Century a figure betweenlﬁso and £100 was much more
common, A probable explanation for this gradual rise can be found
in the quickening rate of iand transactions detectable after 1550,
and resulting in an increase in the number of copyhold fines. The
growth of both certain revenue and césual profits is perhaps
indicative of the beginnings «fa recovery from an agricultpral
depression éxténding over a long period prior to the mid-16th
Century. The scarcity of pre-16th Century accounts makes it
impo§sib1e to describe with any accuracy the way in which the

depression came about. It is only certain that at some stage
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prior to the 16th Century, a substantial decrease took place in the
amount of land under cultivation. The Durham situation would
seem to conform to a general economic pattern, however, It is
probable that a high peak of development on the bishopric estates
occurred during the century and a half preéeding the Black Death
of 1%349; and that the reason for the noticeable decay of income was
the decimation of the population by plague epidemics. A severe
reduction in the numbers endeavouring to live off the land meant
that the cultivation of the soil became less intgnsive. Iringe
tenements were abandoned with a consequent loss of revenue for the
Bishop. In the North recovery from the epidemics appears to
have been slow. Not until the mid-16th Century is there any
sign of a population expansion.beginning to repléce the losses of
the 14th Century.l

Contrary to expectation the same trend towards improvement is
not reflected in the Bailiff's charge, although comparison with the
15th Century position'is rendered difficult by lack of material.
Charge increases during our period were slight or non-existent, with
a serious decline from the pre-1500 level in the case of the Manor
of Bishop Middleham. Only the revenue derived from the Cify_of
Durham showed a substantial improvement, which may have been a
retflcction on its increasing prosperity as a county town. The
Bailiffs were responsible for an approximate average of £200 p.a.,
constituting about 8% of the Receiver-General's particular charge.
Between.1500 and 1640 their regular contributions were:

The Bailiff of Gateshead Borough £352 approximately
The Bailiff of Auckland Borough £ 3 - g4

1 P. Dickinson, The Historical Geography of Durham during the
Middle Ages, Durham, 1958, passim. (Unpublished Ph.D. thesis)

2 Gateshead was removed from the list of bailiwicks with the making
of the Grand Lease, 1578.
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The Bailiff of Darlington Borough £11 - £20
the Bailiff of Durham £ 8 - £33
the Bailiff of Stockton Borough '
and Manor £61 - £66

the Bailiff of the Manor of

Darlington & Coatham Mundeville £45 - £48
_the Bailiff of the Manor of

Bishop Middleham £19 - £22
the Bailiff of the Wapentake of

Sadberge £29 approximately
Sunderland £ b

The composition.of their charges can be judged from a summary

which caters for all fhe Bailiwicks except Durham and Sadberge.l

The basic distinction between Borough Bailiffs and Manorial Bailiffs
is there readily apparent.

The remaining landed income associated with the Four Wards was
collected by the Coronefs, who were responsible for some of the more
important 1easeh§1ds within the episcopal manoré, and the tenancies-
in-chief and freeholds without.2 Their share of the Receiver-
Genergl's particular 1iabi1ities was approximately 17.7%, composed

in the following way:

Contribution to the

Receiver's charge % of the Receiver's charge
Darlington Coroner. on average £230 8%
Chester Coroner £200 ' 7%
Easington Coroner £ 60 2%
Stockton Coroner £ 20 0.7%

As with the Bailiffs there is no sign of that gradual improvement

visible in the Collectors' charges. Apart from Stockton Ward,

1 Vide infra, Appendix XI, pp. 509-511. The Bailiff of Sadberge
differed from his collecagues in that he was basically the collector
of freehold rents within the Wapentake of Sadberge; vide supra,

P .16. There are no extant accounts for the Durham Bailiwick.

2 Vide infra, Appemdix XII, pp.512-515.
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where there occurred an insignificant increase of 13/4d., there

was in fact a continuing decline from 1479 to 1640.

Reductions in the Coroners' charge, 1479-1640.

Darlington Coroner £39. 0. 7
Chester Coroner 49,15, 0
Easington Coroner 59.10. 8%

Total reduction,

1479-1640 148, 6. 33

In addition the pre-1479 losses amounted to £116. 1. 5%. Most of
the reductions had taken place before the second qmarter or the
16th Century however, which means that at least the fast rate of
devaluation was halted. One serious complication with regard to
the Coroners' Accounts is that the farms of the Boroughs of Darlington,
Auckland, Durham and Gateshead were included in them as well as in
the Bailiffé' Accounfs. The most probable explanation of this
baffling duplication is that when the boroughs were put out to farm -
as was common in the 16th Century - the Cdroners assumed
responsibility for the rents, leaving the Bailiffs with a purely
formal liability. The implication of this arrangement is that
the Bailiffs' quota of the Receiver-General's particular charge
must be halved, and the Receiver-General's charge itself reduced
by U4%.

At the most conservative estimate the revenue assembled by
the Durham collectors, bailiffs and coroners accounted for 73% of
the temporal income derived from the Palatinate, Norhamshire and
Craike. | Most of the remaining 27% also had its origins in land.
A further 6% - 7% came from the forest areas and parks superintended
by the Master Forester, whose charge varied between a minimum of

£150 and a maximum of £200 p.a. Apart from casual income in the
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shape of proceeds from the forest courts and wood sales, revenue
again mostly took the form of rent. ‘The Master Forester and his
Receiver were personally responsible for £i4l4 collected from thé
customary tenants and leaseholders of the High Forest of Weardale
itself, whilst the rest of their charge was principally composed
of rents for herbage rights-within the several parks. The upper
limit of the contribution obtainable from this source was

£139. 13. h;

Stanhope 0l1ld Park £66.135, 4
Stanhope New Park 8. 0. 0
Wolsingham Park 26.13%. &
rvenwood Park 20, 0. O
Auckland Park 13. 6. 8
Bedburn Park - 2. 0, 0
Gateshead Park 1.10. O
Birtley Wood 1.10. O

but in practice this was seldom attained because of other
priorities, The needs oi the Bishop's deer occasionally took
precedence in Stanhope New Park and Auckland Park. In the latter,
pasture was also frequently retained for the Bishop's own use.

At Birtley, the wood's grazing qualities were almost certainly
subordinated to forestry needs. At Bedburn also, we learn that

in 1500 the herbage was not put out to farm because young saplings
had to be protected against grazing stock.l The Gateshead tark
herbage rights were assigned as part of an officer's fee in 1529.2
It is not surprising therefore that the Master Forester's charge

remained at its 1479 level for the whole of our period. Effective

impr ovements were in any case out of the question when the

1 Master Forester's Account, 1500-01 (Church Commission MSS 190033%)

2 To the Keeper of Gateshead Park and Tower. Vide Enrollment
Book (Church Commission MSS 184957a, p.157).
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inhabitants of the High Forest guarded their tenures so jealously,
and the largest and most lucrative.of the parks - Stanhope and
Wolsingham - were acquired by the Crown on long leases in 1582 and
1585 respectively.l

The Bishop of Durham was also in possession of some of the
most extensive mineral resources in the country. Unfortunately
the vast economic potential of the Durham coalfields was realised
not to his advantage, but to the enrichment of those entreprencurs
who made a success of farming the mines. Not that they were
undeserving of any profits they might earn; mining was a risky
business, with many restrictions limiting thé ability of the farmer
to exploit the full potential of his lease. | Furthermore if he
was not a member of the Newcastle Hostmen, he found his activities
severely curtailed by their monopoly of the coal t-rade.2 In the
circumstances it is not surprising to find that mine leases
produced more decayed rents than any other type of property.
Nevertheless the 16th and early 17th ﬂénturieslwitnessed an
increasing exploitation of the Durham coal measures, from which the
Bishop was unable or unwilling to gain any immediate benefit; with
the result that the income from mineral wealth was hardly less

static than that from more orthodox sources,

1 Volume of Transcripts (Church Commission MSS 54137, folios
87-88) '
2 J.U. Nef, The Rise of the British Coal Industry, London, 1932,

I, passim.
R.L. Galloway, Annals of Coal Mining, London, 1898, pp.82-170.




(a)

Type
Coal

Lead
Stone
Slate

Iron

(b)

The Durham Mines and their Rental Value, 1640%

TABLE III
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The mines exploited continuously from the early 16th Century

until 1640, with the annual rent reserved to the Bishop in 1640

Raby, Grewburn and Hargill (Raby replaced

Location

by Carterthorne in the 1590s; near

Evenwood )

Tow Law (nearWolsingham)

Findon (near Durham)

Knycheley (near Consett)

Urpeth (near Chester-le=Street)

Whickham and Gateshead (the Grand Lease)

The High Forest of Weardale

Hunwick (near Bishop Auckland)

Plawsworth (near Chester-le-Street)

The High Forest of Weardale

Total

Coal

Slate

The mines newly exploited in the early 17th Century

Hunwick, Etherley & Coundon Moors

Evenwood

Morton

Frankland

Blackburn Fell (niear Lanchester)

Plawsworth

Chcster-le~-Street & Roughside

Tanfield (near Stanley)

Ryton

Charlaw

Streetgate (near Whickham)

Hollenbush (Chapelry of ILamesley near

Ravensworth)

Eighton Banks (near Gateshead)

West Thickley

Total

Rent

£108. o.
13.

1. O.

1. 6.
2.13.
117.15.

5. 0.
1. O.
5.

5. 0.

2h2,.1h,

6. 0.
1. O.

3. 6.

20. 0.
l. O.

6. O.

2. 0.

16. 6.
13,

1. O.

= | < &£ 0o & &

O F 00O O O O & F O ©

=

65.11. 8

1 The table is mainly based upon the Receiver-General's Account

for 1639-40

(Church Commission MSS 220233)



The two main mining cent?es of long-standing were Whickham and
Gateshead in the north and Raby in the south-west. As can be
seen from Téble III, a number of new developments were taking place
throughout. the county.- by 1640. An incréaéé in the Bishop's
overall returns would definitely have resﬁlted from these had the
new gains not been offset by a serious loss of revenue from the
most productive mines, The first bléw was delivered in 1578, when
Bishop Barnes (1577-87) was cajded into leasing the whole of
Whickham and Gateshead - ostensibly to the Quéen - for-a term of
seventy nine years, at a rent of £117.15. 8 per.annum.1 In 1511
the coal-mines there had only been worth £48 p.a., but by 1573 their:
annuai rental value had risen to £222.2 So not only were the
contributiéns of Whickham and Gateshead to the income from land
completely curtailed, but there was also é reduction in the ﬁine
revenue of at least £100; a total ioss of about £175 p.a. The same
story was repeated for the Raby grouping. In 1524 the Raby,_
Grewburn and Hargill pits were leased for £180 p.a.§ Yet when the
See fell into the hands of the Crown in 1587, af the death of .
Bishop Barnes, fhe whole lot was farme& out to a cértain Henry
Smith; on a long lease, for £108 P.d. -Under the terms of the
agreement. Smith was able to develop the Carterthorne mines, and
according to J.U. Nef, was realisiné.a clear minimum profit of
£100 é.a. by 1598; a return only exceeded in the larger Tyneside

enterprises.# In 1646 Carterthorne alone was sublet for £350 p.a.'5

1 Volume of Transcripts'(Chupch Commission MSS 54137, folio 85)

2 Receiver-General's Accounts, 1510-11 and 1572-73 (Church Commission
MSS 188771 and 190203%).

3 R.L. Galloway, Annals of Coal Mining, London, 1898, p.1l05.

-4 J.U. Nef, The Rise of the British Coal Industry, London, 1932, I,

0.38. .

5 Parliamentary Survey of the Manor of Evenwood, April 1647 (Church
Commission MSS 23380). .
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Consequently the profits from the newer mines were cancelled out.
In 1573 the mineral farm was worth £344 (12% of the Durham Receiver's
charge), having gained almost £100 in value since 1500. But then
Crown interference set in, and the annual yield dropped down to
below £250. Recovery was slow, and by 1640 it had only increased
to £300.

The last main category of estate income came under the heading
of Foreign Receipts. Although the rent (£9.3.4) of three
meadows (Bishopsmeadows_below Frankland, Wideplace and
Brackenburyley) lying within County Durham itself was a regular
item, the prin;ipal entries referred to rent charges arising outside
the County Palatine.  Before 1559 the main bulk of foreign
receipts was comprised of the Norhamshire rent of £120 p.a. The
basic level was thus £130, or just over 4% of the Rece;ver—General's
particular charge; sometimes augmented before 1530 by the proceeds
of lead sales. Atter 1559 Norhamshire was wrested from the Bishop
of Uurham. At some date after 1576 the Tweed salmon tfisheries
were restored, but the rent of £82 p.a. only appeared once.l The
gap was filled from 1567 onwards by the inclusion of the Craike
receipts. At first these consisted of the surplus remaining
after the satisfaction of all Craike expenses, and lay in the
region of £35 - £40 p.a., but with the Crown lease of 1585, they
were transformecd into a certain rent of 51 p.a.2 With the
addition of other miscellaneous payments, foreign receipts again
expanded to reduce the 4% loss arising from the alienation of
Norhamshire by half.

A_reasonable estimate of the total contribution of the Durham

1 Vide supra, p.58.
2 Vide supra, p.60.
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estates, Norhamshire (before 1559) and Craike (after 1567) to the
Durham Receiver's charge would be approximately 95%, of which at
least 90% took the form of rents. Receipts arising from a numbér
of Northumberland churches accounted for a further 3%, leaving a
final 2% to be divided as casual income between the Sheriff,.the
Escheator and the Chancery. That portion of this small remainder
originating in the Escheator's office is worth examining, since it
also was derived from land.

The Escheator's charge was always extremely variable, since the
bulk of his receipts were irregular. The only certain income came
from the 0ld Escheats, a selection of small rents from land which
had escheated long since to an earlier bishop and had remaingd in
the hands of his successors. In 1525 these amounted to
£2.14, 7, but by 1617 they had dwindled to 15/2. The main
substance of the charge was composed of New Escheats or feudal dues.1
As far as surviving records show (summarised in Table IV) there
seems to have been a gradual curtailment of feudal incidents, until
finally only the 0l1d Escheats remained. Yet there is no logical
reason why the Escheator's returns should have dwindled away to

nothing after the middle of the 16th Century; unless all feudal dues

were successfully claimed by the Crdwn, for which there is no

1 Vide infra, Appendix XIII, pp.516-517.
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TABLE IV -

The Escheator's Charge, 1509-1641

1535 £52.18. 8 1555 £ 1. 6.4* 1578 £198.11. 5
1511 148.18. 1539 S51. 9. 2 155  3.10.2 1581 64, 4, O
1512 262. 5. 1540 58. 6.11 1558 5. 6.4 1585  1.10. 4

1509 £176. 9. 6
6
5
1514 216. 6. 4 1541 38.11. 1559 3. 6.4 1586  1.10. 4
9
1
?

2
1518  84.14. 1542 48.15. 2 1560 3. 6.8 1595 12, 8"
1519  73.17. 1543 66. 7. 6 1561 3.10.4 1597 12. 8"
1521 104. 8. 1544 78, 8. 4 1562 7.10.4 1598 12, 8"
1524 122.12.10 1545 54,19. 7 1563 1.10.4 1599 12, 8"
1525 44, 1. 8 1547 49,15. 7 1565 1.10.4 1600 12. 8"
1527 32. 0. 2 1548 40.18. 7 1566 1.10.4 1601 12. 8"
1528 65. 9.10 1550 60. 9.11 1568 1.10.4 1605 12, 8"
1529  19. 1. 5 1551 74, 8. 7 1569 1.10.4 1607 12, 8

1530 25.13. 5 1552 37. 6. 7 1570 1.10.4 1617-42 15, 2~
1532 34,15. 9 1553 15.13, 0 1573 13. 5.0
1533 25.13. 6 155 5.13. 0 1575 1.10.4

* denotes 0ld Escheats only

The total amounts of temporal income due from the County

1 They have been calculated by

Palatine are summarised in Table V.
éubtracting arrears brought forward from the rest of .the charge in
each of the extant Receiver-General's Accounts, Between 1509 and
1641 the level tended to fluctuate between £2800 and £2500 p.a., with
the emphasis upon £266O = £2700. (Interestingly £2,722 was the
size of the charge in a Durham Receiver's Account dating from

1385-86, although no conclusions can be inferred from this single

scrap of evidence.)a This denotes the continuation of a decline

1l A fuller set of figures on which 1t is based, is set out in
Appendix XIV, pp. 518-522,

2 Durham Receiver's Account, 1385-86, W, Greenwell, ed., Bishop
Hatfield 's Survey, Surtees boclety Vol.32, Durham, 1857, Appendix
IIT, pp.260-275. Valor, 1478-79; Collectors' Accounts, 1505-06,
1506-07 and 1545-46 (Church Commission MSs 189676, 188786, 188817
and 188824). Calculations have been possible because decayed
rents have been removed from the Valor and all subsequent Receiver's
Accounts, but not from the Collectors' Accounts.
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from an earlier peak, accentuated between 1551 and 1600 by the
partial loss of Whickham and Gateshead and the cuts in revenue from
mineral resources. It is only after 1600 that a slight recovery
is visible; the fruit of an economic revival and the gradual
recovery of rents witich had been written off during the cour;e of

the previous two centuries,

TABLE V

Income due from the Palatinate of Durham, 1509-1641

1509 - 1550 1551 - 1600 1601 ~ 1641
Number of years for which evidence: is available

26 27 14

Level of
income due
£3200
3100
2900
2800
2700 10 5
2600 7 19
2500
2400
2100 1

N R

H o0 N

(ii) The Manor of Craike

The returns of the manor of Craike have already received some
mention in connection with the Durham receipts, since it was in fact
part of the Palatinate, but a few more details would be of value.
Income due varied between £47 and £55 p;a. Ité composition can

be illustrated from the Reeve's Account for 1505-06.1 8 free

1 Craike Account, 1505-06 (Church Commissioan MSS 189900).
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rents brought in less than £2. 130 acres of Exchequerland,
called Fordland, divided among twenty seven occupiers, contributed
a little over £3. Then came 116 acres of demesne (£6), and 23
bovates (207 acres) of copyhold land (£6) whose rent included the
commutation of customary services. 83 cottage lands with their
attenéant comnuted bondworks brought in a further £6. In
addition there were the receipts from 28 portions of mecadow (£10)
and the farm of the herbsge rights within the Park and Overfosse
(£11). In a Parliamentary Survey of 1648 there was also
reference to 250 acres of woodland.1 Since there were only
infrequent sales of toppings and loppings, one must conclude that
timber, when cut, was used solely for building or repair work.
Finally there were the profits oi two courts leet and two courts

baron, and the rents for the windmill, forge and common oven (£3).

(iii) The Liberty of Allrtonshire

Until 1577 the Allertonshire Receiver was charged with roughly
£330-£350 p.a. of which approximately £327 was comprised of certain -
rents and the remainder of casual revenue.2 . The casual payments
were mainly profits of jus£ice, in the shape of the proceeds of
18 courts baron, 2 "capital” courts, and 2 sheriff's tourns
(received by the bailiff), 2 halmote courts (charged against the
collectors of seven villages), and 1 forest court. Another
occasional item was the sale of timber, bark and underwood from

Clack and Cotcliff Woods, with further small sums derived from the

sale of "estrays'", The main sources oif the certain rents were the

1 Parliamentary Survey of the Manor of Craike, 1648 (Church
- Commission MSS 23%377).

2 Vide infra, Appendices XIV-XV, pp. 518-527.



128

borough of Northallerton; the enclosed manorial demesne, with a
further 72 oxgangs-lying in the open fields, 33 more oxgangs at
Brompton, 16 oxgangs at Osmotherley, 8 at Romanby, and Sowerby
Grange; 248 éxgangs of copyhold land;

58 oxgangs at Knayton
24k oxgangs at Borrowby
60 oxgarngs at Romanby
66 oxgangs at Brompton

4O oxgangs at Thornton-le-Beans; 1
and an assortment of freehold rents. All together these
p;éduced £266 p.a., or 81% of the certain rents. Further revenue
E=ISTINT) was provided by seven primcipal mills, situated at
Northallerton (2), "Brawath'", Osmotherley, Borrowby, '"Urlawe'" and

CLi15.10.0)

”Sowerb%F a consi@erable acreage ol meadow not included with the
demesne .(£15), and the lucrative corn tithes belonging to Leake
Rectory (518).2_ The copyhold land also gave rise to 248 woodloads,
248 hens, 1240 eégs.anﬂ 372 day works p.a.; all commuted at the
rate of £9.7.0 p.a. Many of these reéeipts were unleviable
however. By 1577 certain income had been reduced to £251 p.a.
by the omission of £76 worth of decayed rents. Thereaftér the

income due from Allatonshire was usually fixed at between £250

and £290 p.a.

(iv) The ILiberty of Howdenshire

The same pattern was repeated to a lesser extent for

Howdenshire, where the Receiver had a much weightier onus. Before

1 The number of copyhold oxgangs has been extracted from the
Allertonshire Receiver's Account of 1512-13 (Church Commission
MSS 189362). A different set of figures are contained in a
Rental of 1627 (Church Commission MSS 190163): Knayton -
58 oxgangs, Borrowby - 24, Romanby - 52, Brompton - 78, Thornton - 40,
Osmotherley - 13; a total of 265 oxgangs.

2 The corn tithes were drawn from the villages of Borrowby, Nether
Silton, Kepwick, Great and Little Leake and "Brawathe'.
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1577 it amounted on average to between £500 and £520 p.a:, with
certain income contributing approximately £486 p.a.1 Casual
receipts were again mainly composed of the.usual court proceeds,
collected by the Bailiffs, although after 1607 they were removed
from the Receiver's charge.2 Other variable sources of income
were '"estrays'", the goods and chattels of fugitives and feions and
the sale of timber and faggots from Walkington Wood.  The
composition of the certain rents can be expressed thus:

£364 (75%) was contributed by the free farms and bondland which
constituted the major part of the libérty. The freeholds were
a}l pervading, but copyholds were concentrated at Howden, Skelton,
Kilpin, Saltmarsh, Belby, Eastrington, Ellerker, Brantingham,
Welton, Melton, Walkington, Knedlington, Asselby, Barmby, Cliffe
and Ricall. The rent attached to them was mecant to be surrendered
to the Receiver in four installments; within fourteen days after
Lowsunday (lst Sunday after.Easter); Midsummer (24th Juné),
Michaelmas (29th'Sep£ember) and Andrewmas (30th November). The
Bailiffs were faced with the collectidn of fhe free rents and were
also responsible for the bond-rents, collected by unpaid reeves.

. £4.8.9 (0.8%) was derived from the commutation of autumnal works
attached to the bondland, .

£3.14.8 (0.7%) was the value of 348 hen-renté.ﬂ

£23.12.0 (5%) came from the farm of the demesune and herbage rigﬁts:
£15.17.4 (3%) was derived from the leasing of several mills at
Howden, Kilpin, Walkington, Barmby, Ricall, Welton, Ellerker, Hale,

Asselby and Cliffe, and the farm of fishing rights. Waterways '

1 Vide infra, Appendices XIV-¥V, pp.518-527.
2 Howdenshire Bailiffs' Account (Church Commission MSS B/1l/2).































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































