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PREFACE.

IN the multiplicity of books on London it is strange
that for more than forty years no history has appeared.
Thomas Allen’s five volumes reached a second edition
in 1839, being continued, but unfortunately not corrected
by Thomas Wright. Since that time no serious attempt
has been made to tell the story of our great city’s origin
and growth, although the materials have gradually accu-
mulated in abundance: and many chronicles, diaries,
and collections of records have been printed. The
‘Liber Albus’ and the ‘Liber Custumarum’ have been
edited by the lamented Henry Thomas Riley for the
Rolls Series, and extracts from the Letter Books for
the Corporation. He also issued a translation of a
chronicle which he attributed to Fitz Thedmar, and
the Camden Society published several later London
chronicles. Finally, last year Canon Stubbs printed his
‘Annales Londinienses’ and ‘ Annales Paulini’ Not to
mention everything of the kind, it will easily be seen that
a complete change has come over the aspect of London
history in a single generation. Allen had no better
authority than Stow, but we have the very documents
from which Stow worked, and many others besides. It
is a matter for surprise that they have been so little
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used. An allusion to the existence of any authority
~ higher than Stow’s is of the rarest occurrence. One
brilliant exception only proves the truth of this assertion.
The papers contributed by Mr. Clark and Mr. Green to
a volume entitled ‘Old London,’ published in 1867, show
what might have been done by literally hundreds of
writers who yet have preferred the beaten track.

I have endeavoured, therefore, in the first of these
volumes to weave the history of the city of London as
told by the chroniclers into a continuous narrative : pre-
facing it with a topographical account of the site, and by
an attempt to describe the effects on London of the
Roman and Saxon invasions. The medieval history
includes that of the guilds, the wards, the churches, the
monasteries, and the companies.

Of the later period, so well illustrated by Maitland,
Malcolm, Lysons, and others, I have said comparatively
little, as their works are well known and generally acces-
sible.  Such subjects as the great plague, the churches
of Wren, the rise and progress of banking, and the
modern commercial development of London would each
require for adequate treatment a volume to itself, and, in
fact, many such volumes exist. 1 have therefore en-
deavoured to state the mere outline in each case and
to refer my readers to the authorities consulted.

The second volume contains a detailed account of
each parish of the suburbs, prefaced by a sketch of the
history of Middlesex. Here the continuous method has
of necessity been abandoned: but I have directed my
attention in each chapter chiefly to an attempt to show
the origin and growth of the present condition of the
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suburbs, with special reference to the accumulations of
land in the so-called “ Great Estates.” I have in almost
all cases tried to omit mere local gossip, unless it
happened to be of a kind likely to illustrate the history,
or had not been already noticed by other writers. I
have avoided as much as possible such things as pro-
cessions, executions, duels, and the loves of Charles II.:
but I have endeavoured to trace each manor from its
earliest mention to the present day, and to explain local
names and other circumstances by the history. I trust
that the numerous maps and plans may prove interesting
as showing in so many cases a state of things which has
passed away for ever, and as accounting for what we see
by what our forefathers saw when so much that is now
densely populated lay in open fields.

I should be sorry to be understood as disparaging the
delightful memoirs of Cunningham, Leigh Hunt, Jesse,
and others. They are entertaining to read, and if they
add very little to our real historical knowledge, they at
least serve to keep alive an interest in scenes and places
which might otherwise be passed by. The worst of them
is that they set a bad example, and their imitators have
produced by the dozen, nay, by the hundred, books in
which truth has been a secondary object, books which
bristle with errors, and which are so far from history that
they are not even good fiction. There is not a mistake
in Stow or Cunningham that they have not taken up and
expanded, accepting guesses as certainty, and asserting
boldly what their authorities cautiously conjectured. To
take a single example: among the almost countless lists
that exist of the mayors and sheriffs, there is not one
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which has not been directly founded on Stow’s. From
the imperfection of his materials, it was necessarily im-
perfect, and was only completed by a system of elaborate,
but often erroneous guessing. Yet contemporary chroni-
cles containing the correct names are in print in abundance,
and overlap each other in such a way as to make the
task of forming a new list a mere school-boy’s exercise.

I ought to mention, in order that any critic who is kind
enough to notice this book may be saved the trouble of
arranging “ parallel passages,” that I have been in the
habit for many years, as I pursued my investigations,
of writing articles on old London and its environs in
various periodicals, chiefly the Quarterly and Saturday
Reviews, and the Archeological Fournal. 1 have re-
ceived much kind help from various quarters, and have
to thank Mr. C. Trice Martin of the Record Office, Dr.
Reginald Sharpe of the Guildhall, and Mr. W. M. Trol-
lope of Westminster, for replies to questions which they
must often have considered exceedingly troublesome if
not impertinent. I have obtained much information
from Mr. J. Henry Middleton, who kindly gave me the
elaborate plan of Westminster Abbey which illustrates
Chapter XVI. Mr. J. J. Stevenson kindly gave me leave
to use one of the illustrations of his * House Architecture,’
for which I heartily thank him; as well as Mr. John
Ward, F.S.A,, for the gift of a view of Buckingham
Gate. _

1 have also to acknowledge the sympathy and ever
ready assistance I received from the deeply lamented
John Richard Green, whose death in the maturity
of his powers is announced even as I write. To his
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encouragement and advice I owe it that I ever com-
menced the studies which have resulted in the pro-
duction of this book. His inexhaustible stores of know-
ledge and his unfailing historical judgment were my
constant resource during the many years in which I
have been engaged in gathering materials and placing
them in order. If I could have had his help until my
work was completed I might have solved difficulties
which now seem insuperable.

I trust that some of the problems which I have stated
may awaken an interest in the minds of investigators
able to solve them. We know very little, for instance,
about the history of guilds and companies, about the
origin of the office of alderman, about the early division
of parishes, and many other subjects at which I have
been obliged only to hint. Hitherto the most competent
antiquaries have avoided such questions. Yet they are
of the highest interest, and I can only regret to have been
able to do so little towards giving them a satisfactory
answer. Let me conclude these “fore words” with a
quotation from ‘Twelfth Night,’ and without further
apology

¢ I pray you let us satisfy our eyes

With the memorials and things of fame
That do renown this city.”

March, 1883.
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HISTORY OF LONDON.

CHAPTER L

THE SITE OF LONDON.

LONDON is the name of an ever-widening tract of country
covered by the buildings of a city already so large that
it is equalled by no other in the world. We may even
doubt if any city of the past was so great. Its popu-
lation is known to a unit ; and as there is no such trust-
worthy information to be had about any ancient city,
it is impossible to compare London with Rome, or
Babylon, or Memphis. But as compared with Paris, the
nearest competitor, London is almost twice as large ; and
as compared with New York, it is three times as large.
As compared with cities in our own islands, London
exceeds Glasgow or Liverpool by more than three million
inhabitants.®

The growth of London has been very rapid in modern
times. Those of us who can remember it for a dozen
years are already unable to trace the older features of
many places over which the resistless tide of building has
crept. When the Crystal Palace was placed in Hyde
Park a little more than thirty years ago, there were only

® Paris, 2,225,910 (1881). New York, 1,206,590 (1880). Glasgow,
511,832 (1881). Liverpool, §52,425 (1 9 London, 3,832,441 (1881).
In 1801, it was 958,863. \

VOL. L. ’ B



2 HISTORY OF LONDON.

a few isolated villas between it and Brompton. When it
was removed to the top of Sydenham Hill there were
not even villas between it and Dulwich. Now, in 1882,
the statue of Prince Albert looks out over a sea of houses
from Hyde Park to the top of Sydenham Hill, un-
interrupted save by the Thames. For a time the suburbs
of London were confined within the hundred of Ossul-
ston, and a corner of Surrey; now the whole of the
hundred has disappeared, and is no longer reckoned
among the divisions of Middlesex ; while on the other
side of the river the hundred of Brixton has been
similarly devoured, and Greenwich in Kent is as much
a part of London as Wapping or Chelsea. The streets
extend far into Essex, and there are suburbs even in
Hertfordshire.

As the houses advance, the natural features are obli-
terated. The shady lanes, the palings and orchards, the
green meadows where we were wont to be thankful for a
moment’s respite from the din and bustle of the streets,
are turned into villas first, then into rows of houses.
The hollows are levelled up, the hills are levelled down.
The brooks no longer run, the trees and the grass no
longer grow. There is no more seed-time or harvest for
the land the great city covers. The scanty vegetation
which may still be found within its boundaries is artificial,
for even the sky is invisible during a great part of the
year. All seasons are alike to the thorough Londoner.
The summer heat only drives him to the shady side; the
winter wind does but make him call a cab. The railways,
under the pretence of taking him farther and farther out
of town, only bring the town farther into the country,
and cover a larger district with villas and avenues which
are merely mockeries of country villages and natural
woods.
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For my present purpose, therefore, which is to describe
the London area as it was before the houses, it may be
convenient not to go beyond the valley bounded by
Hampstead on the north and Sydenham on the south;
although we are constantly being reminded that the tide
has long ago overflowed these limits, especially to the
south, and has poured down the sunny slopes far into
Kent and Surrey. I shall ignore Norwood, reckon
Croydon a country town, and speak as if Anerley was
really what its name is said to import—a place remark-
able for its lonely situation.

The London district, thus restricted, lies between two
lines of heights, and is traversed by a winding river of
considerable width. The northern range is the highest,
nsing at Highgate to 424 fect, and at Hampstead to
about twenty feet more. The southern range nowhere
attains a greater elevation than 370 feet, but we may note
that while Highgate and Hampstead stand comparatively
alone, Sydenham Hill and Denmark Hill are flanked by
several minor heights, such as Nunhead and Forest Hill.
The northern range, too, differs from the southern in
another particular: it does not fall to the level of the
water at once; but between it and the lowest ground
there is interposed a line of intermediate heights, some of
them rising above 100 feet. It was on one of these
minor hills that the original nucleus of London was
placed. But in one important respect, its position was
utterly different from what it now appears. When
London was confined to the hill above the Wallbrook,
the water of a broad lagoon was stretched in front of it
to the south, filling the valley toward the Surrey hills,
and washing almost to their feet. Though Camberwell
and Peckham may even then have been dry ground, they
were on the margin of a vast shallow lake, interspersed

B 2
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with marshes and dotted with islets. The river flowed
from Lambeth to Deptford, or from Chelsea to Black-
wall, at every high tide, and at low water left little land
between. Now it is first deflected to the northward as it
passes Westminster, it turns to the east at Charing
Cross, at Rotherhithe it starts in a southerly direction
and, when it has rounded the Isle of Dogs, runs north-
ward again to Blackwall. The Isle of Dogs, before the
docks covered all its interior surface, was for the most
part seven feet below high water mark. The land on
which Lambeth and Kennington and Newington stand
was river or morass, the site of Southwark and Bermond-
scy was a string of little islands. Other places were left
dry at every change. The river brought down quantities
of soil, mud, sand, gravel; and one by one little settle-
ments could be made and embankments could be thrown
up to protect the marshes. That such is the history of
many of the South London districts is evident from their
names, and still more evident if we inquire into the level to
which they have been artificially raised. Upper Ken-
nington Lane is in places only from twelve to fourteen
fcet above the Thames. The Old Kent Road, a thorough-
fare on which the made earth is everywhere deep, rises
somectimes no more than seven feet; and Southwark
Park, in spite of modern filling, is only six feet above
high water. There are onc or two spots in the Ber-
mondsey district which, on an exact map, have a minus-
sign before the number which denotes their level, and
are, like Dutch “polders,” actually below high water
mark.

One by one the little eyots became islands dotting
the lagoon, one by one the marshes were embanked
and became meadows; so that, when the Romans ran
their great southern road across a bridge to South-
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wark, and on piles and embankments to the higher
levels inland, the whole peninsula gradually became
habitable.

But there are other low-lying districts in London. The
Isle of Dogs represents the delta of what was, at a not
very remote period, a tidal estuary. The Lea river,
flowing down from the wooded hills of Essex and Hert-
fordshire, was wide and full. To the west also, an
estuary filled what is now St. James's Park, and an
island, which is first known in history as the Thorn-ey,
was at its mouth. In the ornamental water, we trace the
last remnant of an inlet from whose surface Westminster
gradually rose into the daylight of modern history.
Thickets may have given it the older name. Centuries
before the western monastery had been raised to afford
its sanctuary to human fugitives, the wild deer swam
over to hide from the savage hunter. A skeleton found
under the foundation of the Victoria Tower in the new
Palace of Parliament, tells of an age when antlered stags
roamed through the forest, and when the men who slew
them, slew them with weapons of stone.

Above that part of the Thames Lagoon which is
represented by the flats of Pimlico, flats only reclaimed
in our own day, rose and rises the westernmost and
highest of the low range of hills which I mentioned
above. Each hill is separated from the next by a valley,
through which a brook ran ; and the whole range runs in
an easterly direction in a line not quite parallel to the
edge of the river, but so tending to the south that while
Campden Hill is three-quarters of a mile inland, Tower
Hillis on the bank. The westernmost rises to a height
of 130 feet. We now call its northern slope Notting
Hill, and the eastern Bayswater Hill : but these are all
designations of the same eminence, which is divided from
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the next by a brook, the West Bourne. The West
Bourne originally fed the Serpentine, but it now flows
underground, if it flows at all, and is degraded to the
rank of a sewer.

Going eastward, we next ascend to the sandy plateau
known in history as Tyburn, although by right it should
bear some other name. It falls short of the proportions
of Campden Hill by more than forty feet, but seen from
the lower lawns of Hyde Park it appears to rise some-
what abruptly, and no doubt before the levelling hand of
modern man had been employed in rounding it, was
steep, if not precipitous. Down to the last century it
was covered by a barren heath, and its summit at the
Edgware Road was almost flat. The southern edge
approached very near the head of the little estuary of
which I have spoken as being now St. James’s Park. If
we stand within Cumberland Gate and look due south
over the only open ground we can now find on the whole
hill, we can easily, if the day is clear, obtain an idea of
the ancient geography of what is now the “ West End.”
All the districts to the south, as far as the Thames, are
on a much lower level. The nearest high ground we
can descry is very far off. As the sun gleams on the
roof of the Crystal Palace, we recognise Sydenham Hill,
At our feet is the river, shallow and wide—so shallow
indeed, at-times, that it is no mere tradition which affirms
the existence of a ford at Westminster. On the right is
the valley through which the West Bourne took its
course, and on the left, if we could strip off Brook Street
and Grosvenor Street, and the adjacent quarter as far as
South Street, we should be able to follow the windings
of another stream. How entirely the face of nature has
been altered may be seen in a moment if, when passing
through Davies Street towards Berkeley Square, the
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curious traveller will tum to the left into Bourdon Street.
Fifty yards off he will see the valley through which the
Tyburn ran, and can judge how much the ground rises
on either side.

The course of the Tyburn was carefully followed and
mapped before it made its last appearance in daylight.*
Its source was in Conduit Fields, not far from the “ Swiss
Cottage,” on the first slopes of Hampstead. Thence it
ran for a few hundred yards through the Regent’s Park,
across the road at Sussex Place, between Gloucester
Place and Baker Street, across the Marylebone Road,
and turning westward, under Madame Tussaud’s, by
South Street to the foot of the High Street of St. Mary-
lebone.+ Thence it is easily traced to Oxford Street,
for Marylebone Lane once overhung the left bank of the
stream, and marks its windings for us. The brook ran
nearly along Mandeville Place, crossed Wigmore Street,
and reached Oxford Street at Gee’s Court. To trace
its further course we must follow the lowest levels of the
ground as best we can through a labyrinth of lanes
behind the fine houses in Bond Street; and tending
a little to the west, through South Molton Lane, across
Brook Street, by Avery Row to Grosvenor Mews, just
behind the Grosvenor Gallery. Little Bruton Street and
some more mews take us to Berkeley Square, at the foot
of Hay Hill. Thence we go through The Passage, whose
hollow sounding pavement seems to betray the fact that
the brook runs between the gardens of Lansdowne House
on the right and those of Devonshire House on the left.
We are now very near Piccadilly, but the brook again

® J. G. Waller, in the ¢ Journal of the London and Middlesex Archao-
logical Society,” vol. v. I have to thank Mr. Waller for much assistance
in writing this chapter.

+ For the history of St. Marylebone, see chapter xxi.
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turns westward for a few yards, and only reaches the
Park at Engine Street (now called Brick Street), whose
name probably indicated the existence of a water-wheel
at some not very remote period in history. Across the
Green Park the windings of the Tyburn are occasionally
revealed by a line of mist, which shows that it has not
been wholly dried up in its underground course. Near
Buckingham Palace it divides, and while part falls, or
used to fall, into the Thames through the ornmamental
water in St. James’s Park, part also ran into the ancient
abbey buildings at Westminster, having been carefully
piped by the monks for their own use; and a third
branch, passing close to, if not actually under the Palace,
flows nearly in a straight line through Pimlico to Mil-
bank, where, under the name of the King's Scholars’
Pond Sewer, it falls into the Thames not far from the
mouth of the Ranelagh Sewer, in which we recognise all
that is left of the West Bourne.

The number of these small brooks across the site of
modern London is very remarkable, but may be ac-
counted for in part by the existence of the next hill
after we have crossed the Tyburn and are proceeding
eastward. This, the central hill of modern London, is
not so high as those beyond the Tyburn and the West
Bourne ; but it is of far greater extent, and its southern
slope is more gradual. Its highest point is at Regent’s
Circus North, and it extends back to Regent’s Park, and
south to Charing Cross and the line of the Strand, the
lower slope being sometimes rather more steep, as at the
Haymarket, or in Wellington Street. So thickly is it
covered with streets that we cannot easily recognise the
geographical features; and but for the friendly aid
afforded by such an open space as Regent’s Park, we
might find it-hard to understand that all the ground
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which Oxford Street traverses from Stratford Place to
Holborn Hill is upon it; that it extends northward in a
wide and nearly level plain to the foot of Hampstead
Hill, and that its southern slopes are skirted by Pall
Mall, the Strand, and Fleet Street along a distance of
not less than two miles.

We shall be able to see more clearly when observing
the geological structure of the London soil, that from
the dense bed of clay which is, as it were, dammed up
by this hill, most of the streams which cross the site
of London take their rise ; but its own surface, with the
exception of two little rivulets which cross the Strand—
at Ivy Bridge, Adelphi, and at Milford Lane, Temple Bar
—is smooth and unfurrowed. It rises ninety feet at
Regent’s Circus and eighty-five at Tottenham Court
Road. Regent's Park occupies a kind of ridge be-
tween two slight depressions, west and east; and is
backed up immediately on the north by Primrose Hill
and Barrow Hill, spurs of Hampstead.* The Tyburn
rose on the western side of this ridge, and on the eastern
another brook, or rather river, wound along through steep
banks, turning more and more to the south, until, as we
descend Holborn Hill, it stops for the time our further
progress. We are on the edge of the Fleet, the eastern
boundary of our great west-central hill.

The Fleet+ has wholly disappeared now, but it was
once a very prominent feature of London geography.
Both it and the Tyburn took their rise in the dense clay
of the region just below Hampstead, but while the
Tyburn took its course towards the west, the Fleet ran

® It is probable that Primrose Hill and its companion, now crowned by
a reservoir of the Middlesex Water Company, were, in part at least,
artificial mounds. Tumuli existed in many places in the same district.

t J. G. Waller, ‘London and Middlesex Transactions,’ iv. 97.
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towards the east. The Tyburn by its subdivision inte
several streams forms the delta of Westminster. In
this respect, and indeed in its whole course, it differed in
character from the Fleet ; for the Fleet did not love to
wander through open meadows or go miles out of its
way to avoid a hill. On the contrary it seemed, wherever
it came, to have made its mark as deep and indelible as
it could ; and its early name of Hole-bourne is easily
explained when we find it running between banks so
steep that in places they may be called cliffs.* The
Hole-bourne was the early course of the Fleet. It is
now buried under earth, pavement, arches, and the
long sepulchral vaults of the main drainage system.
This has been its fate from its source at Haverstock
Hill to its outfall at Blackfriars. Nowhere can we
trace its wanderings except by the contour of the land
through which it flowed. For two miles from the so-
called Vale of Health, past the Gospel Oak—where in
the middle ages the parishioners came, with their priest
reading his service-book, to trace and mark their boun-
daries—skirting the slope of Cantelowe’s, now Kentish
Town, leaving Camden Town on the right, it reached
at last St. Pancras Church, which, far away among the
fields, was noted even in the sixteenth century for its
deserted air. The Hole-bourne now begins to show its
character and deserve its name.

At Battle Bridge, now King’s Cross, the brook begins
to enter the long valley from which it only emerges
when the journey is over. High clay hills are on either
side. One is crowned now by the walls of Coldbath

® Yet so completely have they been covered and disguised that Stow and

others have been forced to invent an ¢‘ Oldbourne,” and to make it flow

down Holborn Hill to account for a name which, even three centuries ago,
- had begun to lose its special appropriateness.
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Fields Prison. On another are the equally cheerful
institutions of Clerkenwell. All are now covered, and
it would be difficult indeed to find the slightest trace of
the camp which was said to have been the resting-place
of Suetonius, before his defeat of Boadicea at Battle
Bridge below. Modern science might have been able,
did any remains exist, to say if it was not rather an
English or Danish fortification, and so confirm or refute
the tradition that here Alfred won a victory. It would
be rash to say now, unless indeed we might imitate an
antiquary of the last century, who thought he had found
still more tangible proofs of the Roman occupation.®
As elsewhere on the Thames valley, mammoth bones
have been discovered along the course of the Fleet ; and
of one such skeleton, Bagford writes to Hearne that,
though some will have it the elephant lay there since
the universal deluge, he for his own part, is inclined to
think it was brought over by the Romans and killed in
the fight by a Briton.

Ingenious as it is, this hypothesis will not suffice to ex-
plain all the discoveries of elephantsalong the shores of the
Thames and the Lea. There have been other discoveries
also, to throw a light on the early condition of Middlesex ;
and the remains of a vast forest on this northern shore of
the estuary, may occasionally be found at no great depth.
The modern decline of the Fleet,from a river to a brook,
and from a brook to a drain, may be in part accounted
for, as well as the decline of the smaller streams already
mentioned, by remembering how much trees do to

® We cannot afford to laugh at Bagford, or Conyers his informant, In
a history of London remarkable for the number and excellence of its
illustrative woodcuts, this charming theory is enunciated and defended.
The volumes are undated, but bear internal evidence of being less than
five years old,
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increase and retain moisture in the air and soil. If
Hockley means a field or lea abounding with oak trees,
then we have, in the name of a place on this part of the
Fleet, some evidence as to both the river and the land.
Scragg Hollow, Hockley in the Hole, is memorable in
history as the birthplace of Jonathan Wild. It was
close to where the Clerkenwell Court is now.

When the bourne emerges from behind the hills and
turns into its tidal course, it becomes the Fleet. This
end of our great west-central hill is now variously
designated according to the side from which we view it.
There is Holborn Hill, Saffron Hill, Back Hill, Ely Place,
Hatton Garden, Kirby Street, or Field Lane ; but the
brook preserves its characteristics to the end. The
banks on the eastern side were, and are, so high that
they have refused to submit to the greatest of modern
obliterating agencies; and even the railway across
Ludgate Hill has left at one or two points steep ascents
like that long known as Break-neck Steps. Snow
Hill has been abandoned for the Holborn Viaduct;
and the whole district of Farringdon Street, which
actually runs over the course of the old Fleet river,
presents the inquiring geographer with a marvellous
example of the power of modern engineers to disguise
and change the natural appearance of a valley and a
tidal estuary. :

The first bridging of the Fleet must have been ‘a
serious matter. In Roman times the only direct road
across it to our fourth hill, from High Holborn, that is,
to Newgate, was by the Holborn Bridge. The street
called Holborn Hill led to it: and Snow Hill was the
way up the opposite acclivity. When another bridge
was made many centuries later, it was lower down.
‘This was the Fleet \I‘Bridge, and the road which led to
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it was Fleet Street : while the opposite hill was called
after the Fleet, Flood or Lud, Ludgate.*

The Fleet formed the western bulwark of London for
hundreds of years: its existence must have been one
of the chief inducements which brought about the first
settlement on the hill above. There was no such stream
westward for many miles, no creek or harbour with such
high protecting banks and a tide which flowed so far
inland. The Fleet was still navigable in the reign of
Edward I. Ship Court and Seacoal Lane remained till
lately to tell of the time when there was a natural haven,
situated in immediate proximity to the city. Such a
waterway must have been a protection in war as well as
a commercial port in peace, and London, seated thus on
a lofty hill, with, as we shall see, a smaller harbour in its
very midst, and protected on one side by such a tidal
estuary as the Fleet, and on the other by the Lea, was a
place of natural strength, yet admirably adapted for pur-
poses of commerce.

Our fourth hill, then, looked westward over the Fleet,
and eastward over the Wall-brook. Of its real height
and its form we know little. It was included within the
second Roman wall, and there are places in it where the
original surface is forty feet below the present level. Its
level summit extends from the west front of St. Paul’s to
nearly the eastern end of Cheapside: where a valley,
deep and winding like part of the Upper Hole-bourne,
descended to the level of the Wall-brook.t

* Some have thought ‘‘Lud ” a reference to the assembly of the leod or
lcet in St, Paul’s Churchyard. Both derivations are doubtful. See chapter
xvii.

t This name is sometimes spelt with one 1, but the existence of the
original Roman wall on its bank was not established till lately, * Walbrook,”
if wal or gae/ means a foreigner, could be taken as an early English
reference to the port of Dowgate and the merchants who came to it; but
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On the south, or river side, the hill was precipitous.
There is a vague tale of some ancient remains in the
corner over Dowgate, which were supposed to indicate
the site of an ancient British village. Its existence is,
however, very problematical. Sir Christopher Wren dis-
covered what he considered British graves, “ wherein were
found ivory and wooden pins of a hard wood, seemingly
box, in abundance, of about six inches long. It seems
the bodies were only wrapped up and pinned in woollen
shrouds, which being consumed, the pins remained en-
tire.”* But he goes on to say that “in the same row
and deeper were Roman urns intermixed. This,” he
continues, “ was eighteen feet deep or more, and belonged
to the colony where Romans and Britons lived and died
together.”

This passage proves a few points which do not seem
to have occurred to the majority of the historians of St.
Paul's. If there were interments here we may be sure
that this was not the site of a Roman city or fortress at
the time those interments were made. Therefore this
was not, as Milman and others have supposed, the hill
on which the Pretorium stood. If it was a cemetery, it
could not have been at the same period a fort. It may
possibly have been a British burial-place, but Wren is
careful to say that the Roman urns lay, in some cases,
deeper than the British graves ; and there is nothing of
any other interments carlier or deeper than those where
Roman urns were intermixed. The passage, in short,

the wall which overlooked it affords a better derivation. Geofifrey of
Monmouth derives the name from Livinas Gallus, In the Rot. Pat.
Edward 111, it is Walebrok.

* Wren's * Parentalia,” p. 266, quoted in Murray’s ¢ Handbook to St.
Paul'’s,’ p. 5, where this note comes after a general assertion that this was
the site of the Roman pretorium. The interments dispose of this idea.



THE SITE OF LONDON. 15

gives us little information ; but we do gather distinctly
that, whatever it may have been before the Romans
came, after they came, it was for a time at least, outside
the city wall.

Another discovery has been mentioned. Camden tells
us of the finding of “an incredible” quantity of skulls
and bones of cattle, stags’ horns, boars’ tusks, and im-
plements and vessels thought to be sacrificial. Apart
from the implements there would be nothing so very
incredible about this discovery. Bones and skulls and
tusks have been found at other places in the Thames
valley. The implements are a puzzlee. Were they of
pottery, of metal, or of stone? Were they knives or
arrow-heads? It is absurd to try to draw conclusions
worth having from traditions like these. A kitchen-
midden of any kind would answer sufficiently well to the
description : and there is nothing positively conclusive
against the bones being those of the elephants and bears
of the glacial epoch. The Romans of a later time
occupied the hill, as we shall see when we come to
speak of Roman London. Meanwhile, we have only
to note one other point relating to this hill, and then
coss the Wallbrook to the next one. In Panyer
Alley is a little monument familiar to every one, since
Cruikshank sketched it for Hone, with an inscription
as follows :—

¢ When you have searched the city round
Vet still this is the highest ground.”

The height here is fifty-nine feet. But we find a slightly
greater elevation on the neighbouring hill,—for the site
of the “ Standard” on Cornhill is sixty feet above sea-
level—and where a free choice existed, we may suppose
the higher of the two was the first inhabited. At the
same time it is well to remember that our knowledge
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of the original level is extremely slight. In Paternoster
Row and St. Martin’s, remains have been found at a
depth from twelve to sixteen feet: at St. Paul’s, as we
have seen, Wren found interments at eighteen. In the
valley of the Wallbrook a villa floor was lately uncovered
not less than forty feet below the present surface. So that
it would be impossible to say that the western hill was
higher or lower than the eastern; and we may safely
assert that before they were built on, neither exceeded
nor fell far short of forty-five feet above the river shore
below.

The Wallbrook took its rise in the fens beyond Moor-
gate, and flowing through a depression, still well marked,
near Lothbury, passed under the site of the Church of
St. Mildred’s, in the Poultry, which during the middle
ages was built on an archway over the brook. Thence it
passed a little to the westward of the Mansion House
and through a kind of ravine to a creek at Dowgate.
The present street called by its name runs very nearly
parallel to the course of the stream.

On the eastern hill, if anywhere, there may have been
an early British fort : that is, before the coming of the
Romans. The situation, guarding a little port below, and
guarded itself from danger on the west by the brook, is
more suitable than that on the hill of St. Paul's, where
the port formed by the mouth of the Fleet was more
subject to inconvenient tides ; and also, in all probability,
to heavier winter floods. On the east was a wider
valley, slightly sloping to the levels of the Lea, and
without any high ground nearer than Barking.

Here, long before the coming of the Romans, the old
Celtic chieftain of the district may have placed his
fortified cattle pen. Behind him were densely wooded
hills stretching beyond Hampstead and Highgate to
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St. Albans, with only the marsh of Finsbury® between.
To the west the Wallbrook brawled over its stones. To
the east, with an intermediate fen,} was the wide valley,
where the Tower was placed in later times. He thus
saw himself almost surrounded by an inland sea, whose
rolling waves ebbed and flowed far up among the forests,
which were afterwards to be Essex woods, past Barking
to Waltham on the north-east, with a smaller estuary
winding among the hills to King’s Cross and Hampstead
on his western frontier ; and before him an archipelago
of little islets in a wide lagoon. The Celtic name clung
to London when everything else was changed. The
derivation of “ Londinium” from “ Llyn-din,” the lake fort,
seems to agree best with the situation and the history.
The Roman could not frame to pronounce the British
word “ Llyn,” a word which must have sounded to his
ears very much like “ Clun ” or “ Lun,” and the fact, if it is
afact, that Llyn was turned into Lon, goes to increase
the probability that this is the correct derivation of
the name. The first founder called his fastness the “ Fort
of the Lake,” and this is all that remains of him or it.}

* Finsbury may be the borough or bury of Fin, but cannot possibly be
derived from ““fen.” It was early called Vynesbury.

t Marked by Fenchurch ; here there can be no difficulty.

$In1876 I received a letter from the late distinguished antiquary,
T.G. Godfrey Faussett, of Canterbury, in which the following passage
occurred :—

““Much as one hesitates about Celtic names, I have never doubted what
it was that the Romans turned into Londinium—to wit Llyn-din—the lake
fortress.  No doubt you know both the words in Welsh, the latter now-a-
days more usually ¢ dinas,’ and common enough. Llyn you know is pro-
nounced Zusn, a sound which Roman lips could not make, and got over it
tow they could—sometimes with an o, sometimes with an i, sometimes
with their u, pronounced 0o. So you will find the Usk is Isca—Romney
(Welsh, Rhymney) is Limenis, Ritupee and Rutupie are used promis-
cuously, &c., &c. London was in those days emphatically a Llyndin, the
fiver itself being more like a broad lake than a stream, and behind the

VOL. 1 C
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Here each morning he could assemble his herds and
herdsmen, and send them out to graze on the green
western hills, along Holborn, or the marshes of the
Strand. From his “Dun” he could watch that they did
not stray too far, and could sally forth to their rescue when
the wild men of some other tribe were seen descending
from the northern heights. Here, perhaps, in case of
extremity, he could summon his clansmen to his help, and
defend his borders at Old Ford, or attack a rival at
Primrose Hill. In his creek at Dowgate, too, when
summer days were calm and boats could thread their
way among the islets and shoals, and could venture
across the lagoon, he might receive the visits of distant
cousins from Greenwich, or the still rustic Stockwell.
And here too, no doubt, now and then in the long course
of years, a foreign merchant, tempted by the natural
harbours, may have sailed up the estuary, and circum-
navigated the shallow bays, offering trinkets and weapons
for gold and pearls—perhaps for pale captives and red-
haired girls. The first commerce of London must have
been carried on in such goods as these, and a necklace or
a hatchet formed in all probability its earliest import.

The geological features of the London district have
been the subject of anxious investigation. For my
present purpose it will not be necessary to do more than
describe the surface, merely premising that two deep
borings, one made at Kentish Town, in the northern
suburbs, and the other at the intersection of Oxford

fortress lying the °great northern lake,” as a writer so late as Fitz-
stephen calls it, where is now Moorfields. I take it it was something very
like an island, if not quite—a piece of high ground rising out of lake, and
swamp, and estuary.” No satisfactory explanation of * Thames " has ever
been offered.
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Street and Tottenham Court Road, gave results as
follows :—The first stratum, after a bed of alluvium, con-
sisted of clay, which in one place was sixty-four feet
thick, and in the other 236, Under the clay were
between seventy and ninety feet of “Lower London”
Tertiary beds, consisting of pebbles, sand, and sometimes
shells. Under these the Chalk, 645 to 655 feet in
thickness.*

The surface is very different in different places. In
the north-western suburbs, for instance, and especially at
Finchley, there are beds of glacial drift, rich in fossils.
In some places again, as at Woolwich, are deep layers of
peat. On the top of Hampstead Hill, which consists
mainly of heavy clay, there is a capping of “Lower
Bagshot” sand. As a general rule, however, the whole
of the London district, north of the Thames, is on a
surface of clay, with here and there a superficial bed of
alluvial gravel or of sand, of varying depth. The line
of each of the brooks, which I have described above, is
marked by a bed of surface clay. The summits of the
hills are of more or less pure sand or gravel. Thus
Campden Hill is sandy, while the lower part of Kensing-
ton and Holland Park are on clay; and in the whole
district called South Kensington, down through Chelsea,
almost to the river's bank, there are patches of clay, of
gravel, and of sand, intermixed in such a manner as to
make it impossible to distinguish them. The eastern
end, for example, of Cromwell Road, is on sand, the
western end is on clay, as is the greater part of Earl’s
Court Road; though immediately beyond the sands
crop up again.

* I must refer the reader who wishes for further information to a ¢ Guide
to the Geology of London,’ by William Whitaker, B.A., F.G.S., which
has been published by the authorities of the Geological Survey Office.

C 2
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These examples are taken from a single parish, but in
others it is much the same. A deep bed of sand occurs
to the west of Portman Square, and a heavy bed of clay
to the east; so that while Upper Seymour Street is on
sand, Lower Seymour Street is on clay. It will be seen
in a moment, by reference to the map, that there is here
a slope towards the Tyburn, the whole of whose course
is through clay.

The great “ West Central ” hill of which I have already
said so much, is covered with alluvial gravel, the clay
being, however, very near the surface. In the boring
mentioned above, 22 feet are allowed for “ alluvium, drift,
&c.”; but the figures are doubtful,* and in most places a
single 2 would represent better the depth of the gravel
By the shore of the Thames along the Strand, and in
the line of the Fleet along Farringdon Street, where
there is not made earth there is clay. The steep ascent
of Ludgate Hill is formed of a clay bank originally
rising like a cliff, 40 feet above the river. The whole
soil of the city is now made earth, and in places there
are layers of ashes many feet in thickness. The depth
of the soil varies from two causes ; one, of course, being
the comparative antiquity of the site; the other, the
situation having been originally a hollow, now filled up,
as along Broad Street and Wallbrook. The ancient sur-
face of Mincing Lane, Gracechurch Street, and Lombard
Street is generally found at a depth of 17 feet; but in
Mark Lane it is 28 feet, and in Fenchurch Street 22 feet.
In Leadenhall Street, which stands high, the old level is
found at g feet 6 inches. A pavement was found at
Lothbury and another at Bucklersbury, both in the
valley of the Wallbrook, now filled up, at a depth of
40 feet. On the western hill Wren found interments

* Mr. Whitaker puts a ? to them.
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about 18 feet below the modern surface; and in Pater-
noster Row, Cheapside, Bow Lane, Queen Street, the
depth of the Roman remains discovered varies from
12 feet to 15 feet, as we have already seen.

The East End is more uniformly on clay than the
West, especially near the river ; but great beds of alluvial
drift are found in several places. I have spoken already
twice of the occasional discoveries of fossils in this
superficial formation, and may illustrate them further by
referring to the largest find of all, that made by Sir
Antonio Brady near Ilford, a place beyond my limits,
but on the same soil as many parts of London. Here,
in what is called brick earth,* a brown loam, much
esteemed by market gardeners, which is found for the
most part at low levels only and is often interbedded
with gravel and sand, a large number of bones and teeth
of various animals, extant or extinct, were collected.
So various and remarkable are some of these remains
that one might fancy the Zoo of the period was
situated at Great Ilford. The list comprises the bison,
musk sheep, Irish elk, beaver, lion, hyena, bear, rhi-
noceros, and hippopotamus, besides wolves, horses, oxen,
pigs, mice, and such small animals in abundance, and,
above all, not fewer than three distinct kinds of elephants.
In this one “incredible” discovery, as Camden might
have called it, there were the teeth of as many as a
hundred different mammoths of this last kind (Elephas
primigenius).

North of London, as I have already pointed out, the
clay of Regent’s Park used to give birth to the water-
courses traced above ; and though it is partially drained
by the canal, and in other ways, it remains a deep and
dense mass of very impervious character. This, the

* Whitaker, ¢ Geology of London,’ p. 69.



22 HISTORY OF LONDOMN.

London Clay of geological writers, extends eastward
beyond Kentish Town, and westward beyond Paddington
and the northern part of Bayswater, along St. John’s
Wood, Maida Vale, and Waestbourne Grove: the
higher ground along Hyde Park being more alluvial,
although in places, especially in valleys as at Lancaster
Gate, the clay comes to the surface. Near the Thames
on both banks are wide beds of the so-called “brick
earth,” or loam, already mentioned, and the pure sand
becomes less frequent.

On the south side the formation is very similar.
Sydenham Hill, like Hampstead, is of clay, but without
its capping of Bagshot sand. The valley, as we descend
towards the Thames, is alluvial, the sand occurring rather
more rarely than on the north bank. In many places
there is peat, and signs of very recent watery action are
abundant. At the extreme east, near Greenwich, the
formation known as Thanet sands, and the Blackheath
sands, and other lower tertiary beds appear ; but they
are beyond the limit of this book.

So far we have only observed the surface on which
London has been built ; but if we wish to know what
lies below that surface, information is easily obtained.
At the Museum of Practical Geology there is a large
model, on a scale of 6 inches to a mile, showing the
formation of the *“London Basin” within an area of
about 165 square miles; or from Turnham Green, on
the west, to Barking, on the east; and from Hampstead
on the north, to Penge, on the south. It shows the
strata down to the “ Gault,” which at the time the model
was made, had only been touched in two borings, one
already referred to, at Kentish Town, and the other at
Crossness. Since then some lower beds have been
reached, but it is safe to say that the Gault underlies the
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whole of London, with the “Lower Greensand ” under-
neath it, and at a depth of over a thousand feet the
“Devonian ” formation. Above the Gault is the “ Upper
Greensand,” and so far none of these strata appear on the
surface. Next above them is the Chalk, which does not
crop out anywhere within the limits of London, but is to
be seen at the surface as near as Chislehurst. This
formation is about 800 feet thick. Above it are, at
varying depths, the sandy beds named after Thanet,
Woolwich, and Blackheath, where they have been ob-
served. Above them is the great bed of “ London Clay,”
some 450 feet thick, capped here and there, as on the
summits of Hampstead and Highgate, or in the upper
parts of Richmond Park, by “ Bagshot sands.” On the
surface, as we have seen, are alluvial deposits of various
periods, but all postpliocene, consisting of glacial and old
river drifts.®

As an example of the variations of elevation in
London, the following lists, giving the heights in feet as
marked in the Survey maps, may be found useful. The
first gives the levels along Oxford Street and the other
streets in a line with it or nearly so from Shepherd’s
Bush in the west to Mile End in the east. The second
gives the levels along a route from Regent’s Park to
the Crystal Palace :—

L Palace Gardens, 9o.
Shepherd’s Bush, 21. Orme Square, 95.
Uxbridge Road Station, 26. Broad Walk, go.
Holland Park, 33. Craven Lane, 81.
Clarendon Road, 39. Ornamental Water, 61.
Lord Holland’s Lane, 60. Victoria Gate, 82.
Ladbroke Road, 64. Hyde Park Gardens, 8o,
Plough Lane, 93 Albion Street, 79.

* Whitaker.
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Fountain in Hyde Park, 77.
Marble Arch, go.

Hereford Gardens, 92.
North Audley Street, 83.
South Moulton Lane, 68.
Vere Street, 82.

Regent's Circus, N., go.
Berners Street, 87.
Tottenham Court Road, 8.
Gray’s Inn Gate, 70.
Farringdon Street, 28.
Newgate Street, 59.
Cheapside, 59.

Poultry, 50.

Cornhill, 6o.

Aldgate, 54.

Goulston Street, 50.

North Street, 40.
Cleveland Street, 36.

St. Peter’s Road, 35.

1L

St. Katherine’s, Regent’s Park, 120,
Euston Road, go.

Regent Circus N., 9o,

Regent Circus S., 65.

Waterloo Place, 40,

Charing Cross, 24.

Whitehall, 15.

Bridge Street, Westminster, 15.
Christ Church, 2.

Elephant and Castle, 14.
Walworth Road, 13.

Boundary Lane, 10,
Camberwell Green, 19.
Denmark Hill, 100.

Dulwich, 91.

Crystal Palace, 365.

Such are the geological and geographical features of
the site on which London has grown. To follow its

growth we must look back to a period which may safely
be placed near the beginning of the Christian era. The
Roman general, Julius Casar, may or may not have
visited the Llyndin on the lower Thames. He was in
Britain in B.C. 54, and it is not until a hundred and six
years later that we meet with the first historical notice
of London.
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CHAPTER IL

ROMAN LONDON.

“FuLL fathom five” is it buried. Moderns, standing
on the accumulated ruins of a succession of cities, can
but peer down through the darkness of twenty centuries,
and dimly discern a few broad facts. All else is wrapped
in mystery, obscured by fable, overlaid by tradition, and
confused by ingenious but unsupported guesswork. The
accumulation of earth over the ancient level resembles
nothing more than the accumulation of literature over a
few historical facts. Just as the city of the present must
be cleared away, so to speak, before we can find the city
of the past, so the early history must be sought by
sweeping out of sight at once all we find as to the origin
of London in the pages of the medizeval chroniclers,and,
it must be added, almost all that has been written since
up to a very late period. We must construct for ourselves
such a view of the subject as will square with what we
know for certain. Lud and Belin must flee away with
Troy-Novant, and Llyn Dinas. St. Helen and her wall,
St. Lucius and his church, must disappear with the
temple of Diana on the site of St. Paul’s. It is rather in
spite of what has been written about it, than with its
help, that we must approach Roman London. Some
theories and some traditions we may examine, but with
caution, and come to our task with our minds wholly
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unfettered and untrammelled.* A very few documentary
facts are beyond dispute. Something has been dis-
covered by excavations unsystematically conducted. The
sites covered by modern buildings cannot be thoroughly
examined. Now and then, under an old foundation, an
older one comes to light; and piecing them one by one
together we obtain a few leading lines, and can re-
construct some of the ancient thoroughfares, and lay out
anew some of the ancient streets.

A glance at the map suffices to bring out clearly one
important point. A great many of the ancient roads—
roads, that is, which may be older than the Roman occu-
pation, or that may have been diverted or altered by the
Romans on a systematic scheme—seem to converge
towards a single spot on the northern or left bank of the
Thames. Some of these roads, we may observe, for
example, after traversing the country for perhaps hun-
dreds of miles in a line which is nearly straight, are
turned aside in order to reach that point. There must be -
a reason for such a course. A few moments’ observation
shows us what that reason was.

We have already seen that the narrowest place on the
Thames, for many miles, namely, between Battersea and

* Here are some examples of the way  history  has been employed upon
London :—Richard Newcourt dates it in the year of the world 2855 :
Thomas De Laune says, in 1681, ¢ This city was built 2789 years ago,
that is 1108 years before the birth of Christ and (by the exactest com-
putation) in the time of Samuel the prophet and 350 years before the
building of Rome.” Allen and Wright, in 1839, had not attained much
further ; after repeating the old story, they continue :—*‘ Dismissing this
fable, it will appear that the Britons had formed towns, and that to them
must be attributed the foundation of London. Ceesar in his ¢ Commentaries’
denominates it the chief city of the Trinobantes.” Casar’s mention of a
¢4 civitas Trinobantum ” may very possibly be London. It may very possibly
be St. Albans. In short it may very possibly be one of half-a-dozen places,
By ““very possibly” most imposing structures of this kind have been raised.
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the mouth of the river, is at a little wharf adjoining
Thames Street, or just opposite to St. Olave’s church on
the other bank. If the roads of which I have spoken
were to cross the Thames by a bridge, it is obvious that
the narrowest place was the most likely to be chosen.
If, on the other hand, a road was to cross by a ford, it
is likely that the place where the river was most shallow
would be the best. The river was deep where it was
narrow and shallow where it was broad.

Now, we find that one of the widest places is between
Westminster and the site of the new St Thomas’s
Hospital. In ancient times it was not only wider there
than it is now, but the river also spread over a large tract
on both sides, which must have been marshy, and probably
even foreshore, covered at every high tide. There is
still a district called Lambeth Marsh, on the right bank ;
and St. James's Park® occupies the place of a similarly
low-lying, and, not very long since, marshy place. If we
look at the map, accordingly, we see that a very ancient
way passed down what we call Edgware Road, and in a
straight line, now slightly diverted, by Park Lane,
towards Westminster, where it ran along a low ridge—
now Tothill Fields—and so reached the Thames. Again,
on the other side, we find a similar road seeking at once
the Surrey Hills, and so crossing to the southern coast.
This ancient way, which came from Chester and went
towards Dover, was called by the English the Watling
Street. Its course, as some have observed, follows that
of the Milky Way in the starry heaven above; and the
same name was applied to both. On the Surrey bank,
close to St. Thomas’s, is a place still called Stanegate, or
“the paved way.” The country road beyond was the

* So lately as the time of Charles IL occasional high tides converted
the Palace of Whitehall into an island,
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¢« Stane Street.” It is therefore more than probable, and
very little less than certain, that the Watling Street
crossed the Thames—perhaps by a ford—just here.

This must have been before a certain remarkable event
to which we next turn. There is another local name
which catches our eye, just across the Thames, near
London Bridge. It is Stony Street. The word “ Stony "
connects it at once with the Stane Street mentioned above.
But how comes it there? There can be but one answer,
when we observe, first, that an ancient street in the City
is called Watling Street. A very small portion of it lies
in the old direction, which was from a point on the bank
nearly opposite Stony Street, to the north-western
corner of the outer city wall. But how can we connect
Watling Street with the Edgware Road? The answer
comes from an old Saxon charter, of which, unfortunately,
only a copy has been preserved, a charter of King
Edgar,* in which we read of a “broad military road ”
between St. Andrew's, Holborn, and Tyburn. This road
connected the Watling Street in London with the
Watling Street which came down Edgware Road : and
so we find that the old road which went on to a ford, at
Westminster, where the Thames was widest, was diverted
to the east, and passed through London to the point on
the north bank at which the Thames was narrowest.
The reason for the alteration must have been the open-
ing of a better road, by ferry or bridge, at London.

To the building of the bridge London owed its early
prosperity. The exact period at which it was built has
not been ascertained. Coins in a continuous series were
found in the bed of the river when the old foundations
were taken up, ranging from the republican period to-
that of Honorius, which seems to prove that the bridge

* Widmore’s ¢ Enquiry,’ p. 22 ; and Kemble, No. 569.
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was first made before republican coins had gone out of
use ; therefore early in the Roman occupation. It pro-
bably at first consisted of great beams, founded on piles,
and the coins held ready to pay the toll slipped from
careless fingers through the gaping boards into the stream
below. Some may have been thrown in as a religious
offering to the deity of the river. The piles remained
and formed the foundations of the medizval bridge.
Similar piles protected Southwark, and they have been
found all along the road into Kent until the marshes
had been crossed and the higher ground reached.

I have spoken of the building of the bridge first be-
cause it is the first ascertained fact in the history of
Roman London. The second fact is of a different kind.
We arrive at the earliest distinct mention of London by
name. Tacitus® tells us that in A.D. 61 it was full of
merchants and their wares, but was undefended by ram-
parts. It was a place of comparatively large population,
though of little military importance. From its abandon-
ment by the Roman general, Suetonius, I am led to
think that only a ferry (¢7ajectus) existed as yet, and that
the bridge had not been completed. It was a large open
British town, full perhaps of Roman merchants and
traders, but not a Roman colony; and it was not
worth the risk of defending against Boadicea. That risk
seems to have been great, or Suetonius would hardly
have left the place in spite of the prayers and tears of
the inhabitants. All, says Tacitus, who, on account of
their unwarlike sex, or weak old age, or because of the
attractions of the situation,t remained in London, were
slain by the enemy.

_* Tac. Annal,, lib. xiv. c. 33. *‘ At Suetonius, mira constantia, medios
inter hostes Londinium perrexit cognomento quidem colonia non insigne, sed

topia negotiatorum et commeatuum maxime celebre.”
% “Loci dulcedo.”
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As to the size of London at this time we know
nothing. Verulam, and Camalodunum, and London, all
taken together, contained 70,000 people—that is, the
number massacred amounted to 70,000. Many, no
doubt, escaped ; and it has often been assumed that
London must have contained 30,000 people. But we are
not warranted in coming to any conclusion which would
make it equal in size either to Verulam or Colchester
which were colonies. All we can accept as certain
is that London was the least considerable of the three.

Strange to say, we have no further mention of the
place by any Roman author until after the lapse of more
than two centuries. We have, therefore, to turn to the
results of diggings, and other investigations of the kind,
to find out something about it. The Romans do not
seem at first to have perceived the advantages of the
position. They had a small fortified town, perhaps only
a barrack here; and, though it became wealthy and
populous very speedily after its destruction by the Iceni,
it was not defended. It consisted in fact of a fort com-
manding the bridge, and possibly connected with a
similar fort at Southwark ;* of a port, perhaps two ports,
one at Billingsgate, and one at Dowgate ; and of a vast
ring of suburbs, surrounding the fort on the east, north,
and west sides, and extending as far as Bishopsgate,
Newgate, and even Westminster.t

Of the Roman buildings we can form an approximate
idea. They were, no doubt, like Roman buildings else-
where. Several castles or forts which answer very well

* It is by no means impossible that the principal Roman station was on
the southern side. This would account for Ptolemy’s placing London in
Cantium,

t The remains of a Roman building, perhaps a villa, with a hypocaust,
have been recently found in the nave of Westminster Abbey. They may
date from the time when the chief road to Dover crossed the Thames here.
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to the remains discovered in London are still standing
in various parts of the world. Such a place as Rich-
borough gives us a distinct view of the kind of fortress
the Romans would make in London. Let us take for
granted that London Stone marked the site of a gate
in the western rampart, for, though it is no longer in its
original place, it is not very far from it, and let us enter
and walk up from the valley of the Wallbrook to the
level ground above. We are now in an oblong walled
space, extending along the brow of a line of low bluffs
from what is now Dowgate Hill on the west to the
place where a bend occurs in the line of Little and
Great Tower Street.® I do not know that the bend is
caused by this having been the site of a Roman bastion,
but it is not impossible. At the south-western comer,
overhanging Dowgate, was a great semicircular bastion,
built of stone and thin tile-like bricks in alternate
courses. It was so large that its foundations extended
from what is now Scot’s Yard, beside Cannon Street
Station, to Laurence-Pountney Lane. Here the level
ground approaches nearer the river, and the lanes which
now lead down to Thames Street are shorter and
steeper, though after the Great Fire they were altered
and levelled to a considerable extent. The east and
north sides of the fortress were defended by ditches full
of water. Traces of the northern ditch remained for a
thousand years or more in the neighbourhood of Lom-
bard Street,t and were looked upon as forming the bed
of a stream which ran into the Wallbrook according to

® Among projected improvements is one for the straightening of Tower
Street,

t Stow says, ¢‘ Langbourne Water, so called of the length thereof,” rose
in Feachurch Street, crossed Gracechurch Street, and ran down ¢ Lumbard
?uuh" It does not seem to have occurred to him that the course indicated
sup hill. It was covered before his time.
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some, or by “divers rills or rillets to the river of
Thames.” Streams do not run up hill, and though the
English called the ditch a bourne, and the ward through
which it ran Langbourne, we can have little hesitation
in thus identifying it, the more so, as the earliest form
of the name is not Langbourne but Langford. The
Langbourne ran from the north-eastern corner of the
little city to the declivity of Wallbrook, all along the
northern front, except where a thoroughfare parallel to
that now called Gracechurch Street, but more eastward,
and nearly on the site of Botolph Lane, crossed it, and
went out north by what the English afterwards called
the Eormen Way, towards Ancaster and Lincoln. The
whole oblong space, therefore, was crossed by two great
streets, the Watling Street from the west and north-west,
and the Eormen or Ermyn Way from the north and
north-east. The two met® at the bridge foot, and here,
therefore, was the market place, still called East Cheap.
There was possibly a small river postern at the spot now
or lately marked by Ebbgate Lane,and probably a larger
one opening on the bridge.

The walls which defended this Pretorium, as some
have called it, were enormously strong, but have almost
all gradually disappeared under the inexorable hand of
modern improvement. Cannon Street Terminus destroyed
the great south-western bastion. An immensely massive
portion was laid open lately on the east side, in Mincing
Lane, and not destroyed, only because destruction was
too expensive. All kinds of Roman remains have been
found within the walls. All, that is, except funeral relics.
No interments were made within a Roman city, and we
find none here. The moment we pass the limits marked

* A third road, the Vicinal Way, ran eastward from the northern gate
towards Essex—but was hardly yet in existence,
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above, the interments occur, some of them close under
the wall, as at St. Dunstan’s church, on the east, and in
Lombard Street on the north.

Outside the fort on the west was the steep bank of
the Wallbrook, and its mouth at Dowgate. The course
of the stream was turned by the bastion mentioned
above, and close to it, with probably some kind of bridge,
was the chief gate opening on the Watling Street.
Vestiges of rude buildings have been found on the
opposite bank of the brook, which have led some writers
to suppose that a native village, perhaps of Dowgate
fishermen, stood on the height. Remains, too, have been
found which would indicate the existence then or later
of something like a place for boat-building.

Within the fort, close to the western wall, and there-
fore overlooking Dowgate, was a large hall or basilica
with a tesselated pavement, perhaps the residence of the
governor, or the court where justice was administered.”
But with this exception we know of no-great building
within the walls, and though a bath has been found near
the river-side, we may conclude, from the absence of an
amphitheatre or any great temple, that up to the middle
of the third century at least, the military force in London
was not large, and probably was kept apart from the
suburban population and within the fortifications. In
the later wall fragments of buildings with architectural
and artistic pretensions are sometimes found, such as
capitals, broken friezes and portions of sculptural decora-
tions. But the buildings to which they belonged were
more probably outside the wall of the Roman castle.

The Roman part of the place was very small, but, up
to the time when the great wall was built, London was
a city of suburbs as it is to-day. The long peace of Roman

* Harrison, p. 7.
VOL. L L
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rule rendered it unnecessary for the ordinary townsman
to live within fortifications. In this respect London
differs and, as it appears, differed fifteen hundred years
ago, from the cities of the Continent. The whole of the
ground round the Roman fort was covered with houses,
some great, magnificent, artificially warmed, frescoed and
painted, and some also, no doubt, mere hovels. There
were gardens, trees and orchards, and among them what
was not to be seen in any other Roman town of the size,
the tombs and monuments of the dead. The population
was singularly careless in this respect, and the hand of
the modern excavator sometimes® comes upon the
mosaic floor of a Roman villa, with a portion of the later
wall built across it, and a grave underneath it.

The banks of the Wallbrook were especially popular
as sites for villas. All along its winding course, at
a varying depth, we come upon evidences of the wealth
and luxury of these old dwellers in the pleasant ravine
beside Threadneedle Street, or the rounded summit of
Cornhill by the great northern highway. It is here that
the finest remains have been found, many of them
covered with layers of black ashes which betray at
once the fragile character of the wooden houses, and the
constant occurrence of destructive fires.

The merchants came into the port from many foreign
shores. The oysters of Britain, the iron, the tin and
lead, and perhaps also the corn, were embarked at
Billingsgate and Dowgate. The merchants built their
one-storeyed houses round the castle, and have left us
a few evidences of their wealth and tastet We may

* As at Camomile Street a few years ago.

t See Mr. Roach Smith’s Catalogue of his London Museum, and Sir
William Tite’s ¢ Antiquities exhibited at the Royal Exchange. To the

latter work, and other books and papers by the same author, I am chiefly
indebted for this view of Roman London.
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picture them to ourselves, as they assemble in the narrow
lanes, aping Roman manners and wrapping themselves
in Roman togas to hide the “bracca ” which the climate
rendered necessary. We see the British maidens tripping
down the steps by the Wallbrook, to fill great red jars of
Kentish pottery, where now clerks hurry down from
Threadneedle Street to Broad Street and never think
why stairs are necessary between the two parallel rows
of houses. We may visit the market-place, and where
now the Sailor King's statue looks down on the crowd
of omnibuses and drays, may see some foreign slave
merchant, with cunning, swarthy face, as he haggles over
the wretched gang of fair-skinned children from beyond
the northern forests. We may perhaps stand by and
see the Roman base coin counted out by the money-
changers, and hear the frequent ring to test the genuine-
ness of some plated “ penny.”* Or we may witness a
dispute between a Gaulish merchant and a Frankish
mercenary, and a riot may ensue, the guard be called out,
and the ringleaders taken before the proprztor or the
centurion. Perhaps he sends them on to York for trial,
and writes with them such a letter as Claudius Lysias
wrote to Felix. t

Such must have been Roman London during two-thirds,
at least, of its existence. It is not the picture usually
drawn ;1 for we are accustomed to talk as if Roman
London was always the same, and to forget that it
underwent many changes, and only acquired the walls
which still, in a sense, survive, towards the end of the

* By far the larger portion of the denarii found in the Thames consist of
lead anil brass, plated with silver. (Roach Smith, p. 89.)

t Acts xxiii. 26.

1 This, which is the only chronological and therefore reasonable view,

¥as first described by Mr. Arthur Taylor in the ‘Archeaeologia,’ xxxiii.
tor,

D2
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Roman occupation of Britain. It was still an unwalled
town when the next event of which we have documen-
tary evidence occurred.

The story is a curious one, but it may be noted as
characteristic of our city that the mention of a great
fog is the means of removing the mist which, for
nearly two centuries and a half, had enshrouded its
history.

It was now near the close of the third century of the
Christian era, and Diocletian, the Emperor of the Roman
world, had just (A.D. 286) associated Maximian with him
in the government. The two emperors were univer-
sally acknowledged except in Britain and Gaul, where
Carausius had long been chief commander of a fleet for
the suppression of German piracies in the Channel. He
now declared himself, or was elected by his soldiers
“ Emperor.” His insular residence was at Clausentum,
now Bitterne, on Southampton Water, where a Roman
stone pier still exists ; but he was probably more often at
his Gallic capital, Boulogne. He was very wealthy, as
he had retained the booty taken from the pirates, and
was popular with his soldicrs in consequence. For seven
years he maintained his power, and, feeling no doubt
pretty sure the emperors would not acknowledge him,
he took the matter into his own hands, and pretending to
recognise Maximian as his colleague, struck a gold medal
at London—perhaps the earliest coin minted there—on
which the name of his rival appears, with an inscription
which implies the simultaneous existence of three
emperors.* We should know little indeed of his reign

* Obv.—MaximIaANUs P. F. AuG. Laureated head of Maximianus to
the right ; rev. SALUS AUGGG. Personification of the goddess Salus
standing, and feeding a serpent from a patera. In the exergue M.L., for
MoNETA LoNDINENsIS. (Roach Smith, Catalogue, p. 86.)
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were it not for the large amount of money he issued,
much of it at London. This is the only thing to connect
him with the place, which it is, however, evident that he
held and used as a treasury.

At length the Casar, Constantius, sent by the two
emperors, marched upon Boulogne and laid siege to it.
Carausius fled away to Britain, where he might have
remained long in comparative security ; but his prestige
was gone when his cowardice became apparent, and he
was murdered by Allectus, one of his officers, who
assumed the purple, and for three years held sway in
Britain while Constantius was occupied in reducing the
rebellious Franks to obedience. The capital of Allectus
was probably Clausentum. It was certainly not London,
though he coined some money there.®

Allectus stationed his fleet off the Isle of Wight, and
swept the Channel. He largely recruited his army from
the Franks whom Constantius had driven out of Gaul,
and a descent upon Britain in the teeth of such an arma-
ment was a work not to be lightly undertaken. But
Constantius, though he went slowly about the business,
went surely. He gradually assembled a fleet at Havre,
and selected a trustworthy officer to command it. This
was Asclepiodotus, of whom it is strange that we hear
so little in subsequent history. News of the intended
invasion reached Allectus, who probably thinking Clau-
sentum sufficiently protected by his fleet, marched
eastward, lest the troops of Asclepiodotus should land in
Kent. London, or more probably Southwark, was evi-
dently his base of operations: and his army, too large for

* ¢The Celt, the Roman, and the Saxon,’ by T. Wright, p. 113, &c., a
summary of almost all that is known of these emperors. In the following
pages 1 have given my own version of the events so far as they relate to
London,
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the citadel, was encamped on some of the hills* on the
south side of the Thames. The bridge, open behind him,
and, in case of defeat, the possibility of retreating north-
ward beyond the Tharhes, made his position very strong.
Asclepiodotus was ready in A.D. 296, and having
assembled his galleys at Havre, and taken his troops on
board, found his progress impeded by a fog and an east
wind. But the conqueror of Britain must not be afraid
of either the one or the other. Asclepiodotus set sail in
the fog, thereby eluding the fleet of Allectus ; and using
the side wind in a way few Romans had attempted
before, he landed in the west, thereby eluding also the
army of Allectus. The place of his landing is unknown,
but the story reminds us of the landing of William of
Orange in 1688, the more so as the result was similar.
The Romans in Britain, whether colonists or Romanised
natives, were probably very tired of the ten years’ tyranny,
first of Carausius and afterwards of Allectus; for the
island was of necessity cut off from the Continent by a
blockade like that established by Buonaparte at a later
date; and the “citizens of Rome,” living in Britain,
missed the commerce and all the other benefits of their
_august position, and found themselves reduced to their
pristine condition of mere islanders. We cannot doubt
that Asclepiodotus, long expected, was warmly welcomed
and his expedition forwarded towards London by the
colonists of the west. But before he commenced his
march, he burnt his galleys, and having thus both re-
lieved a large number of men from guarding the fleet,
and also cut off all chances of flight in case of defeat,
he turned eastward, and was soon heard of in London
as being on his way along the left or north bank of the
Thames.

* There are traditions and reports of camps at Clapham and Vauxhall.
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Allectus, thus taken in flank, or perhaps in rear,®
hastily summoning his soldiers, some of whom may have
been encamped as far out as Wimbledon, commenced to
cross the Thames by the bridge at London. But it was
a work of time and skill to march a large army through
a narrow outwork, over a narrower bridge, through the
very circumscribed walls of the fort of London, and out
into the crowded suburbs by the only gate which opened
upon the Watling Street. Whether from want of experi-
ence or panic, Allectus failed to accomplish the task.}
He was met by Asclepiodotus with a superior force
defeated and slain. His mercenary Franks, who prac-
tically held the city already, some of them in all proba-
bility having not yet passed the bridge, commenced
plundering and burning, with an idea of escaping across
the sea with their booty ; but Asclepiodotus gave them
no time, for he immediately marched into the intricate
network of villas, orchards, and cemeteries which sur-
rounded London, and killed the greater number of the
marauders.

The citizens warmly welcomed Constantius when
he came over, for the mercantile class in London
desired peace, a strong government, and open communi-
cation with the Continent, all of them gifts which he
brought with him. But he did not stay. The Picts and
Scots were troublesome on the northern frontier; he
made his headquarters at York,} and we hear no more

* The facts on which this narrative is based are very meagre; a long
and careful consideration of the geographical as well as the documentary
exigencies of the case has induced me to piece together what may be
considered a reasonably .vunected account.

t Some of us may remember the duke of Wellington’s opinion as to
the difficulty of marching 20,000 men out of Hyde Park.

+ It may be worth while to note that, though the wife, or concubine, of
Constantine was possibly a British slave girl who attracted and retained
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of London for half a century. When Constantine, his
son, became emperor in 306, he was in Britain ; but his
connection with London is only marked by the issue of
coins bearing his name, and a London mint mark. There
are also coins bearing the name of his mother, Helena,
which have the syllable “ Lon” in the mint mark.* They
seem to point to the presence of the divorced wife of the
late emperor in Britain, or may have been coined by her
son merely in her honour. There is no proof that Helena
ever set foot in our island. Coins of the emperor’s wife,
and of his two sons, Crispus and Constantine, are also
found with the presumed London mint marks ; therefore
it seems probable that, during the ascendancy of this
family, London began to be looked upon with increasing
favour. It is certain that, either under Constantine him-
self, or under one of his immediate successors, the outer
wall was built.

Though the building of the Roman wall, which still in
a sense defines the city boundaries, is an event in the
history of London not second in importance even to its
foundation, since it made a mere village and fort with a
“ téte du pont” into a great city and the capital of pro-
vincial Britain, yet we have no records by which an exact
date can be assigned to it. All we know is that in 350
London had no wall : and in 369 the wall existed.t

his fancy during this expedition, the whole London legend of St. Helena
and her father, *old king Cole” of Colchester, has about as much con-
temporary authority as the nursery rhyme about the ‘‘fiddlers three.” Yet
1 saw it not long ago fully and gravely detailed in the history of a church
in the city dedicated to the saint. Wright (p. 371) calls Helena the
daughter-in-law of Constantine ; a very gratuitous assumption, but one
which, so far as London evidence is concerned, may be correct. Gibbon
makes her the daughter of a Nicomedian innkeeper and allows the marriage.

* Roach Smith, p. 97.

t These dates are arrived at by Sir William Tite (Archeol., xxxvi.
203) by a comparison of two passages in Ammianus. It will be well
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The new wall must have taken in an immense tract
of what was until then open country, especially along
the Watling Street, towards Cheap and Newgate. It
transformed London into Augusta ; and though the new
name hardly appears on the page of history, and never
without a reference to the older one, its existence proves
the increase in estimation which was then accorded to
the place. The object of this extensive circumvallation
is not very clear. The population to be protected might
very well have been crowded into a much smaller space,
But at that time Roman houses were seldom more than
one storey in height, and spread over a large space,
especially as most of them were rather villas than town
houses, and were, of course, surrounded by extensive
gardens and pleasure grounds. Among the trees and
flowers rose frequent terminal figures and occasional
shrines of rude but costly workmanship, in which the
successful merchant burnt incense before a precious
bronze Mercury brought in his last cargo from Rome
itself, or the idle man of pleasure set up an ill-sculptured
effigy of Diana, in the hopes of obtaining by her favour
good sport in the wooded hills of Middlesex.

The wall enclosed a space of 380 acres, being 5485
yards in length, or 3 miles and 205 yards.* The por-
tion along the river extended from Blackfriars to the
Tower—the Thames bank being strengthened with
piles—and was finished by bastions and additional
defences at the angles. Near the chief gates, and, per-

here to caution the reader against supposing that any remains of the
Roman wall are now to be identified with certaintv. The wall was re-
built more than once in the middle ages, and the use of ancient material,
such as brick, has led to the ascription of much medizval work to the
Romans,

® These figures are Harrison’s. It is not now any longer possible to
trace exactly the course of the Roman wall.
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haps, at the Barbican on the long north face, there were
similar bastions. The wall was built in the usual Roman
manner, with alternate courses of thin bricks and stone.*
There were two land gates and three water gates, as
well as the gate to the bridge. Of the form and ap-
pearance of the wall and its towers we can only judge
by the remains of similar buildings elsewhere. There
have been so many renewals of the city defences that
little of the original work, except the materials, is ever
now to be seen. In one respect, however, the wall re-
mains almost intact, namely, as the boundary between
the city of London and the county of Middlesex.
There have been only three serious alterations of this
boundary. The ward of Farringdon Without, comprising
Smithfield, Fleet Street, and the valley of the Fleet, thena
marsh, was abstracted from Westminster and added to
London in 1346. The ward of Bishopsgate Without was
also added at a period not as yet fixed with certainty, but
probably a hundred years earlier.t These changes are
at the western and northern sides, and naturally fol-
lowed from the growth of suburbs without the gates.
The erection of a gate on the eastern side led similarly
to the addition of Portsoken as a ward,} which took place
early in the twelfth century. We must also notice
another alteration. The south-eastern corner of the wall
was removed, and the Tower of London was built on the

® Unfortunately few of the antiquaries who had an opportunity of
examining the wall while any considerable part of it was intact were
capable of distinguishing Roman from mediseval masonry. None of the
fragments I have had the good fortune to see appeared to me older than
the time of Edward IV., though full of Roman bricks.

t+ A ditch to enclose and defend this extramural ward was made in
1212.

T The history of Aldgate and the Portsoken will be found in a
subsequent chapter.
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site, between 1077 and 1199, a small portion of the city
precincts being invaded.

The course of the wall may be briefly detailed. Be-
ginning at Blackfriars, we may follow it in a northerly
direction along the crest of the hill above the Fleet.
A watergate, opening on the little river, was at Ludgate.
The chief exit on this side was at Newgate, almost on
the site of the medizval gate. Here the Watling Street
emerged from the city. The wall then took a north-
easterly course, between St. Bartholomew’s Hospital and
Christ’s Hospital, and, forming a kind of angle where
Aldersgate was afterwards made, turned north for a
short distance, and then east again to Bishopsgate, the
second great land gate of the city. It stood a little to
the east of the medizval gate, and gave admission to
travellers arriving from the north by the Ermyn Street,
and from the east by the Vicinal Way, which united
at this point. Thence sloping in a south-easterly direc-
tion, past the point at which Aldgate was opened in
the later time, it reached the Thames exactly on the
spot on which the White Tower now stands.® A little
to the westward was Billingsgate, a port of superior
importance to that on the Fleet, and still further west,
above the bridge, the smaller port of Dowgate at the
mouth of the Wallbrook.

The road from the bridge, dividing at Eastcheap, ran
northward to Bishopsgate, and north-westward to New-
gate. The northward street passed, in a line parallel
with Gracechurch Street, but lying further east, over
Comnhill, whose name possibly denotes its open condition
when the Saxons came, and, dividing outside the gate,
the left-hand branch ran on towards Lincoln and York,

® This must be the explanation of the common ascription of the Tower
to the Romans.
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the right branch over the Old Ford of the Lea into
Essex. When a new bridge was made at Stratford, a
little lower down the stream, or a little earlier, when
the roadway to Stratford was paved, another entrance
was made to the city at Aldgate; but this would be
after the Roman time.*

The new city, which was still smaller than Uriconium,
and probably York and Verulam, does not appear to have
contained a single public building of importance. There
was no forum, unless the supposed basilica within the
citadel be considered part of one; there was no amphi-
theatre, no temple worthy of so great a city. Some
remains were found under Bow church in Cheap by Sir
Christopher Wren, and were decided to be those of a
temple, on what grounds we have no means now of
finding out. Sir Christopher discredited the idea of a
temple of Diana on the site of St. Paul's :—*“I must
assert that, having changed all the foundations of old
St. Paul’s, and upon that occasion rummaged all the
ground thereabouts, and being very desirous to find
some footsteps of such a temple, I could not discover
any.” Had Sir Christopher Wren known that at the
time this hill was first included within the walls of
London, a Christian family was on the imperial throne,
and that, although idolatry had not yet been expressly
abolished, it was unlikely that any great heathen edifice
would adorn the new city, he might have saved himself
some troublef The absence of ornamental pavements

* See chap. vi.

+ Yet it is reasserted without a particle of proof by the author of
Murray’s ¢ Handbook to St. Paul’s ' (p. 6), chiefly on the grounds of the
altar of a hunting goddess, or god, having been discovered in Foster Lane.
A piece of sculpture is found near Goldsmiths’ Hall : the figure onitheld a
bow ; therefore there was a temple of Diana on the site of St. Paul's.—
Q.E.D. Too much London history is of this sort.
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so far west, or of the other signs of occupation so fre-
quent about the Wallbrook, shows that, in all probability,
the suburb here, if indeed there was a suburb, was incon-
siderable ; for it is possible enough that, in order to take
in the geographical features described in the last chapter,
the ground surrounded by this new wall may at the time
have been in many places absolutely open, while in
others the sites of villas which extended beyond it were
traversed by it. It is also just possible that such changes
in the direction of its course as that by Aldersgate were
caused by the desire to enclose a building or avoid a
swamp ; but it is more likely that this angle contained a
postern protected by a barbican.

The question is often asked as to whether any vestiges
of Christian worship have been found within this area.
There can be but one reply. Nothing to indicate the
existence of a church, and only some doubtful indications
of Christian burial, have yet rewarded the most care-
ful search. A pin or two, ornamented with crosses,and a
seal or stamp, dredged out of the Thames, are all that can
possibly be classed as of the Roman period. The absurd
claim lately put forward, with encouragement from very
high quarters, on the part of St. Peter’s-upon-Cornhill to
represent a church founded in Roman or British times,
would be too ridiculous to deserve notice here, were it not
that a few years ago the parish, or some of its repre-
sentatives, celebrated the 1700th anniversary of the
foundation by a religious service. Such a celebration,
though turned to a charitable object, looks like playing
at religion, and is not calculated to further a love of
truth and honesty among those for whom the Church is
supposed especially to labour. There is certainly a very
ancient tradition, and perhaps something more than a
tradition, as to a Bishop of London ; and it is supported



46 HISTORY OF LONDON.

by the recorded presence of a British bishop named
Restitutus, sometimes said to have been Bishop of
London, at the Council of Arles in 314.* Itis remarkable
that of the fourteen bishops mentioned by Jocelyn, a
monkish chronicler of the twelfth century, as having
succeeded each other in this see, not one is afterwards to
be found as the patron saint of a London church.

I hoped at one time, by means of a classified list of the
city church dedications, to have been enabled to arrive at
some positive conclusions on the subject. In the result
I only found that the presumably oldest churches, such
as St. Peter’s, St. Paul’s, St. Mary-le-bow, St. Stephen’s,
St. Andrew’s, and others, were dedicated to the apostles
and members of the primitive Church, and that there was
not a single case in which any reminiscence, however faint,
could be traced to a British saint. There are some
churches, such as St. Helen’s and St. Alban’s, of which
the history and origin are well known as comparatively
recent, which are dedicated to saints supposed at the
time of the dedication to belong to the ancient British
Church. Moreover, among the dedications to the Blessed
Virgin and the Apostles, there are many churches of
which the origin is on record.t Yet, as the wall was built
after the conversion of the West, Roman London—that
is “ Augusta,”—was always a Christian city, a fact which
may be taken to account in some measure for absence
of remains of temples.

* Mr. Stubbs (“ Episcopal Succession in England,” p. 152) also mentions
a British bishop, Fastidius, as living in 431. He gives the apocryphal list
of British bishops of London, beginning with Theonus or Theanus, who
was said to have built the church of St, Peter in the time of Lucius, but
adds a caution as to the *‘ uncritical” state of the list, which, by the way,
does not include Restitatus.

t I shall bave occasion to return to this subject when speaking of the
Saxon and Danish dedications.
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That no very magnificent city ever filled the space
thus walled-in is abundantly evident from the remains
found. A more poverty-stricken exhibition cannot be
imagined than the Roman museum at the Guildhall, yet
it contains by far the finest collection in existence.
From the mosaic pavements here and at the British
Museum, we learn that in such arts as those of house
decoration the Londoners were fairly advanced, but that
the rooms they occupied were miserably small. There
are few other works of art—gold there is none, and the
statues and statuettes are for the most part fragments, of
foreign make, but never remarkable for excellence of
design or beauty of material. In the British Museum a
small silver statue of Harpocrates is preserved, which
was dredged out of the Thames in 1825. A bronze figure,
said to represent Diana, was found near the Deanery,
between St. Paul’s and the river bank, and forms, with
the altar mentioned above, the chief or only argument
for the existence of a temple on the site now occupied
by the church. A few bronzes of an ordinary kind have
also been found. London Stone, a cubic foot of oolite,
protected in 1869 by an iron grating, is probably a
Roman relic, and is typical of the mutilated and un-
shapely condition of almost all that has been discovered.
The early condition of London, a fort surrounded by
unprotected villas, is sufficient to account for this
apparent poverty, while its later condition, fitting loosely
within a wall too large for it, in a period of disaster and
decay, renders absurd any very sanguine expectations of
the future disclosure of more important remains.

I now resume the enumeration of the historical notices
of Roman London. In 360, Lupicinus, the lieutenant of
Julian, being despatched to Britain to repel an invasion of
the northern barbarians, set sail from Boulogne, landed
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at Richborough,* and marched to London, but of his
further proceedings we know nothing. It is probable
that even for the time his efforts were unsuccessful.
The Picts and Scots were making daily progress, and in
368 were already in sight of the walls. They plundered
the surrounding country, the forests affording them
cover, and nothing but the new wall would have been
able to resist them, but Valentinian sent an able general,
named Theodosius, who, landing like Lupicinus, at Rich-
borough, was able, finding the barbarians scattered about,
to defeat them in detail, and relieve London. He
restored the plunder to its owners, and was joyfully
received by the citizens at their gates. This Theodosius
was father of the emperor of the same name, who, dying
in 395, was succeeded by the feeble Honorius, under
whom the Roman occupation of Britain came to an
end.

Of London at this crisis we hear nothing. That it
enjoyed some years of comparative security and peace
after the Romans withdrew is very likely, but the
history of the time has yet to be written. Though it is
pretty certain that to the end of the occupation a strong
imperial force was constantly within its fortifications,
we cannot even tell by which of the legions the troops of
the proprator were supplied.

I have thus endeavoured to piece together the few
fragments, topographical or documentary, which relate
to Roman London. The result is more shadowy than I
wish. The historian cannot but shrink from seeing his
pages abundantly sprinkled with such words as “ possibly,”
“ perhaps,” “in all probability,” and yet, when I come to
look at the passages in which I have been minded to ex-
press myself with a fair measure of certainty, I regret to

* Or Rutupiz, near Sandwich in Kent.
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observe that in each case an alternative story may be, or
has been put forward. If I have succeeded at all, it is
only in showing how very little we know about the early
history of the city. That it was ever the capital of
Britain, as so many have asserted, can only be doubtfully
proved regarding the short time which elapsed between
the building of the wall and the withdrawal of the
imperial troops. It was only named Augusta during the
brief period which succeeded the re-organisation of the
empire under Constantine and his family. The remains
discovered tell us little in comparison with what we
know of several other British towns. But we do know
that far beneath the feet of the busy throng which presses
every day the pavements of modern London, there lie
buried the traces of an ancient city—a city which has
well kept up the character accorded to it by Tacitus, and
through whose streets there has been no cessation of that
concourse of merchants, that crowd of forcign peoples,
that activity and bustle which have made it, during
nearly 2000 years, a thriving commercial city. A foreign
poet spoke of it in the 17th century in words far more
true now than they were then, when he said of London
that it was,—

‘¢ Cunctas celebrata per oras
Cor mundi, mundique oculus, mundique theatrum,
Annulus Europes, presignis adorea terrwe.”*

* From *Venceslai Clementis 3 Lybeo-Monte Trinobantiados Augusta,
sive Londoni: libri vi.’ The date is claborately concealed in a chronogram,
but appears to be 1636, and the poem is dedicated to Charles I. by
* Autor, Christi exsul.”

VOL. L E
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CHAPTER IIL

SAXON LONDON.

I'T was necessary to conclude the last chapter by a refer-
ence to the insuperable difficulties presented by much of
the history of Roman London. These difficulties are
doubled when we approach the subject of Saxon London.
We have to attempt the construction of a continued
narrative from the most meagre facts. The Romans
left Britain in 410.* The East Saxons are in London in
609. Of the intervening years, eventful as they were
to the country at large, we have no records rclating
to London, except that after the fatal battle of Cray-
ford, in 457, the fugitives of Kent took refuge within
her walls.

All that can be done, therefore, by the historian is to
place in chronological order the notices found in the
most nearly contemporary documents—for of really con-
temporary documents there are none—and to mention
such topographical facts as may seem to bear on the
question of the first conquest of London by the Saxons.

From the year 369, then, when Ammianus Marcellinus
tells us of the expedition of Theodosius, to the year 457,
we have no mention of London. In the interval the
Saxons were pouring over the land. We know that the
great and terrible events which were to make Britain

® Green, ‘ Making of England,’ p. 24.
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into England, were happening all through the island.
The half-Romanised cities were everywhere yielding to
the heathen invader, and being destroyed deliberately
and slowly, or else were resisting him, and being destroyed
with fire and massacre. The great storm rages: the
clouds hide all the landscape: the thunder roars: the
lightning dazzles our sight : then a corner of the obscurity
clears for a moment, and we see London standing alone
in the midst of the tempest. “This year,” says the
Chronicle, grimly, “ Hengest, and ZAsc his son, fought
against the Britons at the place which is called Cregan-
ford, and there slew four thousand men ; and the Britons
then forsook Kent, and in great terror fled to London.”
We see the city surrounded by the invaders, and the hap-
less fugitives from the slaughter in the valley of the Cray
crowding the gates. Then the cloud settles down again,
and we see no more. Augusta has made her very last
appearance on the stage of history. What went on
within the Roman walls after that fatal year, 457, we
know not. There is silence everywhere, and it lasts for a
century and a half. In the passage from the Chronicle
we are admitted to one glimpse of the awful drama: but
the rest of the tale is untold. The dénolment must be
guessed. The third volume is lost.

It is easy to talk lightly, but this is one of the most
awful episodes in our history. What the hapless Britons
must have suffered from their conquerors cannot be
realisedor described. That a great nation should have been
so completely effaced, and in so short a time, is in itself a
marvel. But that the conquest of Essex and Middlesex,
and above all, of the great walled city of London, should
have taken place without any historical notice whatever,
is even more extraordinary. “No territory,” remarks a
great foreign historian, “ever passed so obscurely into

E 2
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the possession of an enemy as the north bank of the
Thames.”*

When we next meet with London, she is the chief
town of a Saxon kingdom. The invaders of Britain, as
enumerated by the chronicler, were Old Saxons, Angles
and Jutes. From the Old Saxons came, he says, the
men of Essex and Sussex and Wessex. This is the first
time we hear of Essex, namely in 449. Under the year
491, we have an account of the conquest of the Channel
coast by the tribe afterwards known as the South Saxons.
Under 495 we have the beginnings of Wessex. But of
the East Saxons, the conquerors of London, we have no
history. How their progress was crowned by the posses-
sion of the most important position in England, we do
not know. We find them in full possession.t It is in
604. “This year,” says the Chronicle, “ Augustine hal-
lowed two bishops, Mellitus and Justus. He sent Mellitus
to preach baptism to the East Saxons, whose king was
called Seberht, son of Ricula, the sister of Ethelbert,
whom Ethelbert had there set as king. And Ethelbert
gave to Mellitus a bishop’s see at London, and to Justus
he gave Rochester.”

From this short passage we learn that in spite of the
strength of London, the men of Kent were stronger than
the East Saxons. The king of Kent appointed Seberht.
Had the wall been broken down? This is very probable.
It was no defence a few years later against the Danes,
and had to be rebuilt by Alfred. The Essex men made
no attempt to resist Egbert in London in 827. In fact,
there is necgative evidence enough to make it a very
strong presumption that London, while it was occupied

* Lappenberg, i. I11.
+ Turner says the settlement occurred about 530, basing the date
evidently on Matthew of Westminster, who names 527.
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by the East Saxons, was not a place of military import-
ance. It was perhaps too large to defend. Its walls
were perhaps unsuited to the Saxon system of warfare.
Whatever be the cause, it is certain that the occupation
of London was no source of strength to the Essex kings,
who were alternately subdued by Kent and Mercia and
Wessex, and finally subsided into mere local nobles.*
London, in short, was rather a source of weakness than
of strength ; and it is worth while to inquire why. The
answer which occurs to me is twofold. First, the walls
had to be kept up. They were always getting out of
repair. A single breach in so great a length ruined the
value of all. Had the old Roman fort remained, their
tenure of London might have had great results for the
East Saxons. The costs and charges summed up under
the old formula, “burh-bote and bryc-geweorc,” must
have fallen very heavily on the inhabitants. At a slightly
later period we shall find that there were very valiant
men among the citizens, and the exceptional discipline
required for keeping their defences in working order may
have contributed to increase their martial spirit. But at
first, when they were few in number, these charges were
aburden too great for them. And a second source of
weakness to the East Saxons in the possession of London
lay in the fact that other people were interested in it.
There was the bridge which led into another kingdom.
There was the port occupied by foreign merchants. The
East Saxons would seem never to have had complete
power, and if the king of Kent could appoint a bishop,
and could station his own officer, like a modern consul in

_* A“Sigred Dux,” who witnessed a charter in 810 is supposed to be
identical with Sigered, king of Essex, who was present at a Witan ‘“in the
royal city of London,” in 811. A Sired is recorded to have built a church
t Aldgate before 1100,
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an oriental port, to look after the commercial dealings of
his subjects, it will be easily understood that the Essex
kings had the trouble, the expense, the military duty to
perform in London, and yet were themselves little the
better.

We may incidentally gather a few other infercnces
from the Essex occupation. The Britons left in London
must have been very few. With the single and doubtful
exception of Dow-gate—the first syllable of which may
be Celtic, none of the local names survived. The Saxons
re-named everything. The great streets became, what-
ever they may have been before, Watling Street and Corn-
hill, and the Ermyn Street. The market-places became
East and West Cheap. The western and eastern ports
became Lud-gate and Billings-gate. In England many
rivers retain Celtic names, like the Thames itself. But
in London we have the Hole-bourne, the Fleet, the Wall-
brook, the Lea.®* When we examine the direction of the
Roman remains, the facing, for example, of a villa, as
shown by its pavement, we do not find it coincide with the
direction of the modern streets. The great northern road
entered the Roman wall considerably to the east of the
medizval Bishopsgate. The Watling Street led to a gate
which was by no means on the exact site of Newgate.
In short, there are evidences, rather negative, it is true,
than positive, to show that the East Saxons found
London desolate, with broken walls,} and a scanty popu-
lation, if any; that they entered on possession with no
great feeling of exultation, after no great military feat
deserving mention in their Chronicle; and that they re-
tained it only just so long as the more powerful neigh-

* The Lea may bear a Celtic name analogous to the modern French eass.

t ¢ Good reasons may be given for the belief that even London itself for
a while lay desolate and uninhabited.”—Guest, ¢ Arch. Journ.,’ xix. 217,
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bouring kings allowed them. This view is the only
one which seems to me to account for the few facts we
have. That there was no great or violent conquest seems
clear from the continued existence of the bridge, and
from the continued concourse of foreign merchants;
and it is very possible that these foreign merchants
occupied a small habitable area in a vast wilderness of
abandoned villas and open fields. I have already endea-
voured to show that, until the last few years of the
Roman occupation, London cannot have been very
populous. The wall included many large empty spaces.
When the city became Augusta, and was dignified with
the presence of great Roman officials and a Roman
army, it became populous enough. But if we subtract
the army and the officials, and also the “concourse of
foreign merchants,” who in time of war would retire to
their own lands, there may not have been much left; and
the Britons, defeated at Crayford, and so closely pressed
that they did not even destroy the bridge after them,
very possibly stayed but a short time in London, which
the successors of Hengest left peaceably to their East
Saxon neighbours—a possession of no value to people
who did not fight from behind walls. In Anderida and
Richborough and Canterbury, we see the same low value
placed on Roman defences. Anderida and Richborough
were not even occupied as forts. The Britons had lost
the art of using walled cities, the Saxons had not
acquired it. London was equally useless to both.

The written history of London at this period is the
history of the Church. It is to be feared that the
Londoners did not take kindly to the change of religion.
To their independent minds it must have seemed a sign
of servitude. Ethelbert had seen Gospel light in a
woman'’s eyes, and were they to give up their gods, and



56 HISTORY OF LONDON.

undergo a rite which made every British slave on their
farms their equal in the sight of religion? Were not
their princes, the family of Erkenwine, Offa’s son de-
scended from Woden, the great god of the north? Yet,
Ethelbert not only ordered them to abandon the worship
of the divinities who had brought them safely from over
the sea,and given the Welsh of London into their hands,
but imposed on them a bishop, and built for him a
cathedral. Beda, who fully ranks with the Chronicle as
an early and trustworthy authority, tells us that Ethelbert
had command over all nations of the English as far as
the Humber, and that he built the church of St. Paul in
London, where Mellitus and his successors should have
the Episcopal See.

Of London itself, at this time, Beda tells us something.
It was, he says, the “ metropolis” of the East Saxons,
who were divided from Kent by the river Thames.
The word “ metropolis” has of late years been so often
applied to London that it is interesting to note its first
use. Beda, no doubt, in this instance, refers to the
ecclesiastical position of the place, with its bishop and its
church; but in this connection his words have a larger
meaning, and leave no doubt on the mind that Seberht,
in his official capacity as king of Essex, had his head-
quarters in London ; just as Mellitus, in his official capa-
city as bishop of London, had the regions peopled by
the East Saxons for his diocese.

Seberht reigned more than twelve years after his con-
version before he “ departed to the heavenly kingdom,” as
Beda quaintly says. After his death the mission of
Mellitus failed. Without his support, and that of Ethel-
bert, for both were now dead, the bishop found his
teaching vain. The son of Ethelbert had outraged the
laws of the church of Canterbury. His cousins, the three
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sons of Seberht, went further; they openly relapsed,
-and, worse than all, in the eyes of the chroniclers, they
gave the people leave to believe what they chose. The
bishop and his church had no sanctity in their eyes.
They saw in the sacrifice of the mass a kind of fetish—a
ceremony which impressed their imagination and worked
on their superstitious fears; and they tried to force
Mellitus to communicate with them, though they were
unbaptised. On his refusal they turned him out of
London.

Beda is not slow to add the appropriate moral, and in
so doing gives us a valuable little historical note. The
kings, he says, did not long continue unpunished in
their heathenish worship ; for, marching to battle against
the men of Wessex, they were all slain with their
army.

Unfortunately, it is impossible not to suspect that here
Beda has constructed history on the principle of “after,
therefore, because,” since the Chronicle, which says
nothing about the sons of Seberht, tells us only that, in
616, Ethelbert, king of Kent, and Laurence, archbishop
of Canterbury, died, and that Mellitus, “ who formerly
had been bishop of London, succeeded to the arch-
bishopric. Then,” it continues, “the men of London,
where Mellitus had formerly been, became heathens
again.” This ambiguous passage, taken literally, says,
therefore, that Mellitus had ceased to be bishop in
London before he became archbishop; but that the
relapse of the East Saxons did not take place till after
he became archbishop. Though this is the literal
meaning of the words, I think it would be straining them
not to allow for a certain awkwardness of construction
which would leave it possible that Beda's account, and
that of the Chronicle, are mainly in accordance.

-



58 HISTORY OF LONDON.

This battle with the men of Wessex is, after all, the
important part of the story. The West Saxons appa-
rently did not possess themselvesof London.* Eventually
—but not for two hundred years—Wessex was to be
paramount in London ; but here we only find the succes-
sion of Essex kings unbroken, and the notices of their
chief city more and more unfrequent. We have seen
them subject to Kent and subdued by Wessex, and when
we next hear of London, it is fifty years later, and they
are then subject to Northumbria. Oswy, king of North-
umbria, converted—we know not by what means—
Sigebert, king of Essex. It does not appear quite
clearly that this Sigebert had possession of London, for
when Cedd, the brother of St. Chad, came at his request
to preach to the heathen of Essex, he took up his head-
quarters several miles further down the river—at Tilbury.
Here, in any case, he soon gathered a congregation, and
eventually succeeded in converting the whole population.
In 654 Cedd was consecrated at Lindisfarne, by Finan
and two other bishops, as bishop of London.t Of the
ten years of his episcopate, we only know that when
they closed London was no longer in the power of
Northumbria, but in that of Mercia, since Beda tells us
of Wina, a West Saxon bishop, that, being expelled
from Winchester, he took refuge in Mercia, and, on the
death of Cedd, purchased with money from king Wulf-
here the bishopric of London.

Under such unfavourable circumstances was London
Christianised. It is not surprising to find, a little later,
that one of the kings of Essex—for there were usually
two, reigning as colleagues,—and all his people seceded,

® What they did with their victory may be found in Mr. Green's
¢« Making of England.’
4 Stubbs, ¢ Episcopal Succession,’ p. 2.
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during a terrible plague, from the church of Wina, and
returned a second time to Woden and Thor. Once more
Mercia interferes ; and though we have good ground for
concluding that it was not the Londoners who had
turned apostate, we cannot separate them from Essex, and
have other grounds for believing that Mercia was at this
time still in possession of the city,* though it yielded to
Wessex in or before 693. Jarumnan, bishop of Lichfield,
the bishop, that is, of the Mercians, converted them a
second time ; and, if we may believe the saintly legends
of later time, Osyth, the daughter of the king of Surrey,
and wife of the recalcitrant Sighere, took an active part
in furthering these missionary efforts.t

The other king of Essex at this time was Sebbi, who
was neither brother nor uncle, but probably cousin, of
Sighere. Sebbi’s name is interesting to the Londoner.
A charter,} witnessed by him, by his cousin the second
king, and by the saintly Erkenwald, bishop of London,
is still extant § in the British Museum. It relates to the
grant of some land by one of the royal family, Othilred
namely, to Barking Abbey. Sebbi signs himself “Ego
Sebbi, Rex East Sax.” Under his cross is that of his
colleague Sighere, who is simply described as “Rex.”
This is the earliest East Saxon document of the kind
now extant. i

We thus see Christianity finally established in London.
The scandal which Wina may have caused by an irregular
or simoniacal election was speedily forgotten under the
great Erkenwald. The Church took root; and already,

* Green, ¢ Making of England,’ p. 386.

t See Life of St. Osyth, in Mr. Baring Gould's Lives of the Saints.’ I
lf: :m'y to say it will not square with any possible arrangement of known

§ *Codex Dipl.,’ vol. i., No. 35.

§ Cott. MSS. Aug. 2, 29.
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in searching into the beginnings of London history, we
catch sight here and there of the name of a Saxon saint,
or have something better than tradition on which to
found a local name. The northern entrance of the city
had fallen into decay. The walls, as I have ventured to
suppose, were ruinous. Bishop Erkenwald,* who seems
to have been a kind of civil authority as well as a bishop,
endeavoured to commence their reparation. To this end,
he built the gate ever since called, after him, Bishops-
gate.} Nothing can better show the decay of Roman
roads and Roman gates than the fact that, though
Bishopsgate Street leads from the bridge to the great
northern road, the old line was not preserved. The
Saxon gate was placed considerably to the west of the
older one ; and the roadway itself wound more or less,
and deviated from the straightness which its original
constructors had loved.

There is no church of St. Erkenwald ;1 but two saints,
of whom one may have been his contemporary, as the
other certainly was, are among the earliest dedications
in London. I pass by the St. Matthews, St. Peters, and
St. Michaels, of which there are so many, and the St.
Maries, of which in the city alone there are a round dozen
at least, because, except in a few cases, it is impossible
to fasten any date to the name. But if we look down a
list of London parishes, the names of St. Ethelburga and
St. Osyth will catch the eye. Both, according to saintly
legend, were daughters of kings, and both, we may

* Erkenwald is spoken of by Ine, king of the West Saxons, as *‘my
bishop.” London had therefore passed from Mercia to Wessex before
693.

+ This is tradition, but tradition of a kind which it would be absurd to
reject, yet it may be called after St. Botolph.

I It was not till our own day that another Erkenwald or Archibald
held the see of London.
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suppose, were concerned in the conversion of the be-
nighted East Saxons. Ethelburga, the niece of Ricula,
whose husband, King Seberht, was the first Christian king
of Essex, was herself the daughter of Ethelbert of Kent
and his French wife, Bertha. Her church in London
stands close to the bishop’s new gate. The connection
may be accidental, but there is nothing improbable in
the idea that the lady Ethelburga lived through the
troubles brought upon the see by the weakness of bishop
Mellitus and the wickedness of her cousins, the sons of
Seberht ; nor can it be wrong to suggest as probable that
her memory, after the night of trouble was overpast,
would be cherished when the religion she had loved be-
came once more the faith of the people. Be this as it
may, the church of St. Ethelburga, whose fabric is pro-
bably the oldest of all now remaining in London, was
built hard by the gate of the bishop.

Among the open spaces within the wall when the
Saxons came was the West Cheap, a market-place of
which I shall have more to say. In a network of
narrow lanes on the south side of this place, and on the
west bank of the Wallbrook, formerly stood the church
of St. Osyth. In later times, the saint was only remem-
bered by the name of the street; for, the church having
been “ restored” by Benedict Shorne, a fishmonger, of
the reign of Edward II, it became known by his name.
Later still, by a grotesque corruption, St. Benedict’s was
called St. Bennet Sherchog in ¢ Size Lane” It was
burnt in the Great Fire, and never rebuilt.

To this period, also, belongs another great name. St.
Botolph is commemorated by four churches, which call
for notice. He was the special saint of East Anglia.
To him in particular every wayfarer going north from
London Bridge would commend himself. He died in
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the highest reputation for sanctity, at “ Botolphston,”
or Boston, during the time Erkenwald was bishop of
London ; and we find among the most ancient dedica-
tions one church at the foot of the hill leading to old
London Bridge, and another without the Bishopsgate, at
the very first step upon the Ermyn Street. When
Aldersgate was built to relieve the traffic through what
until then was the only northern gate, a third church of
St. Botolph was built ; so that the traveller should lose no
blessing on his journey by patronising the alternative
route. When Aldgate was opened, probably late in the
eleventh century, a fourth St. Botolph’s Church was
erected on the new road into Essex. Botolph's Lane
still marks the line of the first road from the bridge,
and Botolph’s Wharf is on the site of the bridge foot.
St. Osyth,* if we may believe the legend, was
mother of Offa, a royal youth of “most lovely age
and beauty,” of whose history Beda has left us some
particulars. He deserted “wife, lands, kindred and
country,” and going to Rome in the company of his
overlord, Coinred, king of Mercia, he became a monk.
That he had actually reigned as king, a point omitted by
Beda, is proved by the existence of charters granted or
signed by him,t but so little was he remembered even a
few years after his time, that early copies of these
documents describe him as king of Mercia. He evi-
dently left no children, as Beda does not mention them,

* Her festival is 7th October, and she is described as “* Queen and
Maryr.” Stow passes the church over in a single line, in which he
confounds this saint with her namesake *‘ the virgin.”

t In the introduction to the ‘Codex Diplomaticus,’ p. xxv., Mr.
Kemble detailed the arguments which enabled him to replace Offa in the
list of East Saxon kings. He prints a copy of a charter in which Offa is
confounded with his great namesake of Mercia. Init some land is given to
the church at Worcester. Offa of Essex was probably little more than a
superior kind of nobleman at the Mercian court.
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and as he was succeeded in the empty royalty of Essex
by a cousin, Selred, of whom we only know that he was
killed in 746.

After this time there is no further connection to be
traced between London and the kings of Essex. By
insensible degrees, the kings of Mercia, who perceived
the importance of the place, held it and kept it; and in
a charter of Ethelbald, whose reign was prolonged from
718 to 757, we have special mention of the port and
shipping, being, in fact, the first notice of London in any
contemporary document now extant. It is in the British
Museum.® Ethelbald grants to the bishop of Rochester
leave for a ship, whether of his own or of another, to pass
without tax into the port of London—(¢n portu Lun-

~donie)—and speaks of the tax on shipping as his royal
right, and that of his predecessors. This grant was made
in 734. A little later the same king,in a charter written
in Anglo - Saxon, makes mention of “ Lundentune’s
hythe,” another allusion to the importance of the port.f
The great Offa of Mercia may have recovered it in 775,%
but among the multitude of his charters he has left no
mention of London,§ though later tradition says he had
a palace there. 'When we come to Coenulf, his successor,
however, we have one phrase of the highest value.
Coenulf speaks of a Witan, or national council, held in

* Cott. MSS. Chart. xvii. i. *Cod. Dipl.,’ No. 78. This manuscript
should be exhibited in a table case with the others of public interest.
There is in Kemble a charter of Erkenwald (No. 38) which is a copy or a
forgery : in it there is a mention of land *‘supra vico Lundoniz.” The
copy is very ancient.

t Kemble, No. 95. Mr, Kemble printed several other charters, all
more or less doubtful, in which London is mentioned before the close of the
eighth century, e. g. Nos. 97, 98, 106, and 159.

$ Green, 418. As to Offa’s palace, said to have been in Wood Street on
the site of St. Alban’s Church, see Maitland, ii. 1051.

§ Except in No, 159, which is of more than doubtful authenticity.
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London in 811. He calls it “the illustrious place and
royal city " (loco preclaro oppidogue regali), a description
which, if “oppidum” is used in its strict sense, would
imply that the Mercians set store by the fortifications-
Among the signatures is that of a king of Essex.

London may be said after this time to be no longer the
capital of one Saxon kingdom, but to be the special
property of whichever king of whichever kingdom was
then paramount in all England. When the supremacy of
Mercia declined, and that of Wessex arose, London went
to the conqueror. In 823, Egbert receives the submission
of Essex, and in 827 he is in London, and in 833 a
Witan is held there, at which he presides.

Such are the scanty notes from which the history of
London during the so-called Heptarchy, must be com-
piled. The Witan of 833 met to deliberate on a question
which, in its further developments, became one of the
highest importance to the city.

Already, while the newly acquired power of Wessex
was still in its infancy, a cloud of terrible disaster
hung over the land. Nothing, as the event proved, could
have been more fortunate for the dynasty of Egbert than
the necessity which now arose that England should be
under the rule of one strong hand. The Saxon’s hour of
retribution had come. What his heathen forefathers had
inflicted on the Britons, the Danes were about to inflict
on him ; but the English were made of sterner stuff than
the Welsh, and in time the struggle, having united
England and welded her into a single kingdom with
identical interests and aims, came to an end.

London had to bear the brunt of the attack at first.
Her walls wholly failed to protect her. Time after time
the freebooters broke in. If the Saxons had spared any-
thing of Roman London, it must have disappeared now.
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Massacre, slavery, and fire became familiar in her streets.
At last the Danes seemed to have looked on her as their
headquarters, and when, in 872, Alfred was forced to
make truce with them, they actually retired to London
as to their own city, to recruit.®

To Alfred, with his military experience and political
sagacity, the possession of London was a necessity ; but
he had to wait long before he obtained it. His prepara-
tions were complete in 884. The story of the conflict is
the story of his life. His first great success was the
capture of London after a short siege: to hold it was
the task of all his later years. He probably found the
Roman defences useless. The repairs effected by the
Danes must have been of a very temporary character, and
did not include any systematic restoration of the wall
Alfred knew the value of fortifications against savages,
and his first care was to renew what was left of the
Roman work. To his age we may probably attribute
the building of two new gates, if not three. Cripplegate
was never anything but a kind of enlarged postern, and
did not open on any important road, though it was
nearest to an outwork known as the Barbican. Alders-
gate was of more importance, as being ncarer thec Wat-
ling Street, while communicating eastward with the
Ermyn Street at Bishopsgate. Moorgatet does not
appear to have yet existed, although a small entrance
close to the Wallbrook may have survived from Roman
times. But we really know very little of the extent and
details of Alfred’s work. What we do know is that he

* They first took London in 839, ahd next in 851 or 852. In 852 the
battle of Aclea (probably Oakley, on the Stone Street in Surrey) was
fought, after which the Danes were quieted for a time.

t It is not mentioned in the list of gates as late as 1356. (Riley,
* Memorials,’ p. 291.)

VOL. L. F
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was successful. The Danes never again took the city by
siege.

Alfred appointed to the government of his new strong-
hold, Ethelred, the Alderman, his son-in-law. Whether
“the Lady of the Mercians” was with her husband in
London, we know not. But he signalised his government
by a brilliant feat of arms, one worthy of Alfred himself.
The Danes, within a few ycars of their retirement from
London, had assembled again in great strength at the
mouth of the Thames. Ascending as far as “ Beamfleote,”
now South Benfleet, in Essex, where a considerable tidal
estuary or lagoon existed, stretching far up among the
woods to the foot of the Laindon hills,® they formed a
kind of fortified harbour from which they were able to
plunder the country and to stop the traffic of the river.
The Londoners under Ethelred sallied out, defeated
them, and drove them back on their stronghold, which
was besieged and taken, together with the wife and sons
of Hastings, the Danish leader. But the Danes were
only spurred to greater excrtions; and assembling at
once with fresh reinforcements after their defeat at Ben-
fleet, they determined to attack London itself. Taking
a large flotilla of galleys up the Lea to a stronghold in
the forest about Ware, or possibly Hertford, they prepared
to spend the winter in recruiting, with a view to the final
capture of the city in the spring. But Alfred came him-
self upon the scene at this precarious moment, and by
one of those combinations of strategy and daring so
characteristic of him, he contrived to divert the waters of
the Lea into three channels ;} so that the Danish ships
were left high and dry inland, and the Danes themselves

* It is impossible not to connmect the almost certainly Celtic name

Laindon, with the similar name of a very similarly situated hill, London.
t This story rests on very insecure foundations.
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were pent in where their only chance of escape consisted
in a disastrous flight across an enemy’s territory.

This story is perhaps too circumstantial to bear the
stamp of truth, yet it is old enough to show that opera-
tions of considerable magnitude in the war were carried on
near London, when the Londoners performed “ prodigies
of valour,” according to the boasts of their descendants.
They certainly figure in the warlike annals of the time.
There were Londoners with Athelstan at Brunanburgh ;
and when all England was overrun and wasted with fire
and sword, they, at least, kept their own city intact.
The surrounding counties, Middlesex, Essex, Kent, Sus-
sex, even Hampshire and its royal city, were entirely in
the hands of the enemy, while London held out. At the
same time she increased in wealth. Security such as she
could offer naturally attracted property, and we find
Athelstan, when he established his mints, assigning eight
coiners to London and seven to Canterbury ;* from which
we may infer that these were the two centres of com-
mercial life. At a later date, there are many references
to this good time of old ; and the number of foreigners
in London when the Conqueror came shows that the
concourse of merchants still existed in spite of the
Danes. During the century and a half which elapsed
between the death of Alfred and the peaceful time of
King Edward, London Wick, and London Hithe, and
London Street were crowded whenever London Bridge
was open. Mercantile transactions were carried on under
difficulties, no doubt, when merchant adventurers had to
run the gauntlet of the Danish pirates if they travelled
by river, and of Danish brigands if they travelled by
land. Yet the merchants prospered, and as early as the

* At Canterbury the seven comprised two for the ** bishop " and one for

the abbot. We have no particulars as to London.
F 2
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reign of Athelstan we find a “frith-gild ” in existence.
Guilds, as we shall see further on, had a powerful in-
fluence on London history ; but as yet the association,
though recognised by the higher powers, was merely a
friendly society which met once a month for “butt-
filling,” drank their beer, subscribed fourpence to a kind
of insurance, ordered masses for the souls of brethren
deceased since the last meeting, and paid for the detection
and prosecution of thieves who had robbed any member
of the guild. Finally, the remains of the feast were dis-
tributed in alms. Notwithstanding the butt-filling and
feasting, this appears to have been a purely religious and’
social guild; and though it may have subsequently
become a power in the city, so far it is only of im-
portance as the first evidence of combination among
the inhabitants of London for anything like corporate
action.*

The weak Ethelred, of whose kingdom London and
Canterbury seem at one time to have been the only
remnants, did nothing for London but take refuge within
her walls ; and it is rather to the credit of the citizens
than of the king that we must put the victorious expe-
dition of g92. The treason and desertion of Aelfric, the
bravery of Thorod, the presence of two bishops on board
the ships, and many other circumstantial particulars, are
narrated by the chroniclers; all that is certain being,
that the river traffic was opened for the merchants, and
that a flank attack on the returning Londoners was
signally defeated. The paltry spirit of the king, who
on the one hand taxed his people for the disgraceful
payment of Danegeld, and on the other encouraged

* See ¢ English Gilds,” by Toulmin Smith, and the ¢ History and Develop-
ment of Gilds,” by Lujo Brentano ; also Stubbs’s ¢ Constitutional History,’
vol. i. passim. For the whole text containing the rules of the frith-gild, see
appendix to Kemble's * Saxons in England,’ ii. 521.
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them to the cowardly massacre of 1001, greatly in-
creased the difficulties of the city, which had, as usual,
to bear the brunt of Danish vengeance. Sweyn burned
to exact punishment for the murder of his sister.
Twice he essayed to subdue London, within whose
walls Ethelred had, as usual, sought safety ; and whether
he might have succeeded the first time or not we cannot
tell, for Ethelred bought him off with an enormous ran-
som®*—bought him off, that is, only for a time, while
his forces were being renewed for a supreme effort. In
1012 he took Canterbury, and carrying Alphage, the
archbishop, to Greenwich, he killed him there almost
in sight of the terrified citizens. The following year he
returned, and having been resisted by London alone,
he prepared to besiege the city; but Ethelred did not
await his onset, and having no longer a king to defend,
the citizens opened the gates and admitted the Danes.
London luxuries, however, or London fogs did not
agree with Sweyn, who died suddenly at Gainsborough,
after one winter in his new capital, and then the weary
contest began again. The miserable Ethelred returned
and reigned till 1016, when he died in peace at a good
old age, and was buried in St. Paul's. His grave
must have been among ruins or within newly rising
walls, for the old church, the church of Cedd and Sebbi,
if not of Mellitus and Seberht, had been burnt a few
years before. The most tangible relic of the Danish
occupation was found, not long ago, close to the site.f
It bears the only Runic inscription yet identified
in London: “Kina caused this stone to be laid over

* Said to have been 48,000/,

t In digging the foundation of Mr. Cook’s great warchouse on the south
side of St. Paul’'s Churchyard. I am inclined to me:tion the inscription
here, as it evidently belongs to an early stage of the Danish conquest—
peshaps to the earliest in the reign of Alfred.
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Tuki” When Kina gave Tuki, his brother in arms,
Christian burial in St. Paul's Churchyard, the war be-
tween the Saxons and Danes had entered a new phase.
We hear of no massacre under Sweyn, of no burning or
plundering. London was too rich to be injured, too
precious to the king to be abandoned to the soldiers.
She had many foreigners within her walls, perhaps many
Northmen, Danish or otherwise. The contest was hence-
forth between two royal families for the crown of
England, and the royal road ran through London.

The election and coronation of Edmund Ironside took
place in London, and soon afterwards commenced the
most memorable, because the last, regular siege of Lon-
don. Canute disputed Edmund’s right, and the king,
notwithstanding his tried bravery, showed a want of
military caution in leaving the protection of the city
walls. Alfred had set store by them ; they had been a
kingdom to Ethelred; and when Edmund went into
Wessex his cause was lost. Canute’s siege affords one
incident of remarkable interest. His canal® round Lon-
don Bridge has been vaunted as the crowning feat of
Danish strategy, while its failure has covered the Lon-
doners with glory. In truth, however, neither was the
canal a very wonderful work, nor was its success very
likely. In my opening chapter I endeavoured to de-
scribe the original aspect of the country south of South-
wark. Since the time of the Romans, no doubt, the muddy
archipelago had become less moist, and was now only
submerged at very high tides ; while banks and drains

* Many writers have been at the pains of tracing Canute’s canal, The
whole subject is discussed by Maitlund, Allen, Harrison, and others, I
have gone carefully over the ground, and I have also endeavoured to read

the various theories impartially. The result only, without further references,
will be found in the text
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everywhere conducted the surplus water back into the
Thames. A considerable stream, winding among the
green aits of Bermondsey, ran out in Rotherhithe, where
now St. Saviour’s Dock is marked upon the maps.
Another bore a high-sounding name in the local tradition
of the last century, and flowed, as the Tigris, into the
Thames above Southwark. In short, the difficulty of
identifying Canute’s canal is caused by the multitude of
competitors for the honour. But at that day, the ques-
tion of transporting a fleet of flat-bottomed galleys from
Redriff to Lambeth depended on the force of men avail-
able, the depth of the channels, the height of the tide, and
the distance from the threatening walls of Southwark.
Here and there a roadway or an embankment had to be
cut through. Here and there the black peat had to be
strengthened in a watercourse. Some of the chroniclers
speak clearly of the dragging of the ships. The work
was soon done, but London did not surrender, and
Canute, threatened from the west by Edmund, made a
feint of retreating. His sudden return and attack did
not surprise the citizens, and to the treason of Edric of
Mercia, as much as to any result attained by fighting,
must be attributed the position of Canute in his final
treaty of partition.®

At last London was his, but peaceably,t and he held
it and treated it peaceably. We may as safely reject the
story that London presented her new king with 11,000/}
as that 83,000/ was raised in all England ; but we need
not refuse to believe that the citizens paid heavily for

® Canate seems, for some reason, to have also made a ditch round
the north side of the city.—Florence of Worcester, ed. Thorpe, vol. i
P 173.

t A.D. 1017,

$ Equal to about a quarter of a million in modern money.
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their privileges, and secured freedom frogn molestation at
the highest price Canute could exact.

We find many traces of the Danes of this period in
London. Olaf came over as Thor and Woden had
come before. We disguise his name in Tooley Street, at
the southern end of London Bridge; but there are or
were churches of St. Olave in Hart Street,and in the Old
Jewry, in the city, while St. Magnus, in Thames Street,
looks across the river at his compatriot. Of St. Clement
Danes and St. Bride's it is not so easy to judge. The
first, when it was founded, stood far out in the green
fields of the Strand, on a hillock almost surrounded by
water; and the legend of a special Danish settlement
may or may not be true. The objection to it that it was
unlikely such a formidable colony should be placed half-
way between London and Westminster is easily disposed
of when we remember that there was no road through it,
either east or west, at the time, and that access to the
church must have been from the north. The road from
London to Westminster ran through Holborn. St
Bride’s cannot be attributed to the time of Canute. The
ground on which it stands was then under water.*

Under the orderly government of Canute some be-
ginnings of municipal organisation show themselves.
Money lies at the root of civic institutions. When Dane-
geld had to be assessed, when, under a sudden demand,
resistance was to be offered, when walls had to be built
and ships fitted out, it is clear some power existed which
could conduct or control the citizens. That it had a
purely mercantile origin, and may, therefore, have in-
cluded many foreigners, may be inferred from the first
mention of a body representative of the wishes of Lon-

* Both St. Bride’s and St. Clement’s, as well as St. Dunstan’s, were at
first only chapels or district churches to Westminster. See chapter xvii.
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doners. When Canute died the magnates of the realm
assembled in “parliament” at Oxford, and there came
up among them the “lithsmen” of London.* These
were the traders who, going abroad or coming from
abroad with their merchandise, were travellers by pre-
eminence, and not only the owners, but, during the long
peace of Canute’s reign, the creators of the city wealth.
This witan chose Harold, who died three years later;
and a similar assembly invited Queen Emma and her
son Harthacnut, or Hardecnut as he is called in his
charters, to come over from Bruges. Hardecnut, who
stood in the unusual position of having two half-brothers
—one on the father’s and one on the mother’s side,—and
who succeeded one of them, and was succeeded by the
other, chiefly signalised his reign by digging up the
body of Harold, and throwing it into the river. It was
found by fishermen—so runs the story,—and, being
handed over to the Danish colony, was re-buried in St.
Clement’s. Hardecnut speedily drank himself to death,
and Edward, called the Confessor, stepped into his place.
Edward’s history connects him rather with West-
minster than with London. In 1047, however, a council
sat in London, at which, while nine ships were sent out to
protect the Channel, no fewer than five were retained for
the defence of the port of London. In the rebellion, or
“pronunciamento ” of Godwin, London figures to some
extent, since the earl held Southwark for a time, and

~* A.S. Chron., 1036. Lithan is # navigatz. Norton (pp. 23, 24) goes
Into some elaborate arguments on this passage, to show that the merchants
were thanes rather than mere burgesses. There is really no proof either
¥ay. The word may mean sailors and may mean merchants, or rather
“commercial travellers.” In the East to this day, a foreign traveller is
called Khawaga, that is, literally, bagman. That any one should travel for
Pleasare was till lately incredible, and we still pray for travellers as for
those afficted,
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passing the bridge with his ships overawed the king in
the abbey-palace at Westminster.

We have some further notices of the beginnings of
municipal institutions in this reign. Edward directs his
writ * to London, to William, the bishop, and to Swet-
man, the portreeve, and another time to Leofstan and
Zlsi, the portreeves. A little later Esgar t the “staller,”
or marshal, and Ulph, are the chief officers of the city.
At a much later date, in the reign, namely, of Henry I,
we hear of Leofstan again. He is mentioned as head of
the old Knighten Guild, which was turned into the priory
of Holy Trinity. Two sons of his also figured in con-
nection with guilds. One, Robert, pays, in 1130, 16/ into
the exchequer for the guild of weavers ; and in the reign of
Henry II. the other, Witso, gives half a mark of gold for
his father’s office. ~ Unfortunately we do not know what
office is intended.t One thing is certain, London was
not included in any earldom.

Esgar, or Ansgar, the Staller, was at Hastings, and
was wounded, but was able to retreat with his men upon
London. “His wound was so severe that he could
neither walk nor ride, but was carried about the city in a
litter.”§ Edgar Atheling was chosen as king, but was
never crowned. Esgar must soon have seen the hope-
lessness of the struggle. William came to the bank and
burnt Southwark, then marched away to the west, crossed
the Thames at Wallingford, and marched north-east to.
Berkhampstead. He betrayed no symptoms of hurry.
The city was gradually but surely being surrounded. A
story has been told of a secret embassy from Esgar to

* ¢Cod. Diplo.,’ Nos. 856, 857, 861.

t There is little or no difficulty in the identification of Esgar and Ansgar.
+ See Stubbs, ‘Const. Hist.,” i. 406.

§ Freeman, ‘ Norman Conquest,’ iii. 545.
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Berkhampstead, and of private negotiations between the
conqueror and a party in the city. There is no necessity
for such a legend. The submission of London was open
and straightforward. The young Edgar Atheling was
among the messengers. He had never been crowned, and
was only a titular king. William received him well,
and saluted the chief men of London, as he says him-
self, “ friendly.” After some delay, caused by a real or
feigned hesitation, he accepted the proffered crown, and
appointed Christmas for his coronation at Westminster.
He was not the last king the Londoners elected ; but his
election by them is an event not to be lightly passed over.*
Under the long succession of English kings, during the
long Danish wars, the side of the city had been the side
of the conqueror. London had become more and more
important ; and in the embassy to Berkhampstead we
see the last act in the story of the Saxon domination—
a period of struggle, of gradual growth, of the slow
development of great constitutional principles, of increas-
ing wealth, in which, while we can find no trace of
Roman influence on municipal institutions or religion, we
must attribute its existence itself to the Roman wall
Morally, the Romans did nothing, materially they did
everything for Saxon London; and Edward in one of
his charters made no vain boast when he spoke
picturesquely of the city as fundata olim et edificata ad
instar magna Troje.

* The Londoners’ special place in the constitution of England is
described more or less clearly by all historians, but perhaps the most com-
prehensive summary is that of Mr. Freeman (‘ Norm. Conq.,” v. 411) :—
““ Edward the Fourth and Richard the Third were called to the crown no
less than Stephen, by the voice of the citizens of London. And in the
assembly which called on William of Orange to take on himself the provi-
sional government of the kingdom, along with the Lords and the members
of the former parliaments, the citizens of London had their place as of old.”
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CHAPTER IV.
LONDON AFTER THE CONQUEST.

WITH the removal of Edward the Confessor to Westmin-
ster, the position of London as the capital of England
had begun to change. At the Conquest it was completely
altered. True, the kings, and sometimes the queens, had
henceforth occasionally a residence in the city, but it was
no longer a permanent residence. The palace, or a relic
of it, of Athelstan and his successors, used to be pointed
out before the Great Fire. But when Norman William
and his successors had business in London, they lived at
Westminster or in the Tower.* If London thus in one
sense declined, in another she rose. She became more
independent. She began to look to her commerce more
and more as her true source of greatness. Her real
supremacy was always unquestionable. Westminster,
great as it is, and the ring of boroughs which now sur-
round the city, are, in truth, only suburbs. London is
the mother of them all. From the time of William she
acquired new life. Her liberties and privileges were
assured to her, and the history of medieval London is

* I am not concerned here to find out the capital of England, nor yet
to define the word metropolis. London is neither, except it be in the
blundering nomenclature of an Act of Parliament. If the capital of a state
is here, as in America, the seat of the Law Courts, then Westminster is our
capital ; but the new Law Courts are partly within the City boundary.
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the history of a long, but eventually victorious, struggle
against despotism, encroachment and robbery. The
charter which William, king, granted to William, bishop,
and Gosfrith, portreeve, is the first of a long list of similar
documents, in which the city, bit by bit, recovered from
the Crown the true ancient liberty which has been the
Teutonic ideal for so many thousand years.

London desiring nothing so much as peace, and having
already both had a taste of William’s harsh manner, in his
burning Southwark on his march westward from Canter-
bury, and having learned that she fared best under a strong
king, received the Conqueror, after a little hesitation, as her
just and lawful sovereign. It may be considered certain
that there was a strong Norman party in the city. The
bishop was a Norman, and if the name of the portreeve
be read Geoffrey, as it sometimes is, he may have been
a Norman too; one at least of the old portreeves was
unquestionably a Norman, for the name of Gilbert
Becket, of Rouen, is among the few that remain to us of
the list.* William’s charter, too, is peculiarly worded.
He greets, besides the two great officers, “all the bur-
gesses in London, Frenchmen and Englishmen.” The
charter is one of conciliation. The English might fear
the new dynasty. But William assures them of his
friendly feeling, and though we may conjecture that the
Norman bishop and the Norman party in general had a
voice in obtaining for their fellow-citizens this declaration
of the Conqueror’s favour, we may also believe that the
freedom they already enjoyed in their place of residence

* Green's *“ London and her election of Stephen,” in ‘Old London,’
P-296. 1 shall have occasion frequently in the next few pages to make use
of Mr. Green’s views, in this brilliant foretaste of his powers, and here
wknowledge them gratefully once for all. For a fragmentary list of
Portreeves see further on in this chapter.
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had endeared itself to them, and that they were in no
way reluctant to share its continuance. The text
then, of the First Charter is as follows *:—* William
king, greets William, bishop, and Gosfrith,t portreeve,
and all the burghers within London, French and
English, friendly ; and I do you to wit that I will that
ye be all law-worthy that were in King Edward’s day.
And I will that every child be his father’s heir, after
his father’s day : and I will not endure that any man
offer any wrong to you. God keep you.”

Brief, curiously jealous and scanty, as this document
is, it contains a sufficient statement of the condition of
the citizens. We learn from it, for example, that the
bishop, equally with, or perhaps it would be more correct
to say more than, the portreeve, was a great authority. His
exact position in the corporation was afterwards defined,
but at this time we only know that he lived in his palace

* The original of this charter, or a very ancient copy, is preserved at the
Guildhall. It is a little strip of parchment written in a rather more
crabbed hand than was usual at that period. Mr. Stubbs gives a careful
copy in his ¢ Select Charters,” p. 79, which differs little from the copy in
Riley’s ¢ Liber Custumarum,’ ii. 504, except that it is printed in ordinary
type. Riley, in addition, prints an old copy in the ¢ Liber Custumarum,’
(i. 246), and an old and very interesting translation into the English of
1314. These are followed by a Latin version. Another English transla-
tion is at p. 25. In fact the compilers of the city records seem to have
determined that if the original should be lost, a sufficient number of copies
would remain to establish its existence. The name of the portreeve is
variously spelt, Goffrey (p. 25), Gofregth (p. 246), Gofregd and Gofridum
(p- 247). Mr. Stubbs and Mr. Freeman (iv. 29) print it Gosfregth, and
Mr. Stubbs translates it by Gosfrith.

t+ Gosfrith, Stubbs, i. 404. The translation is that of ¢Select
Charters,” p. 79. Mr. Stubbs points out that the word por¢ in port-recve 1s
the Latin porfa not portus and implies a market-place. ‘From the
position assigned to the port-reeve in this writ, which answers to that given
to the sheriff in ordinary writs, it may be inferred that he was a royal officer
who stood to the merchants of the city in the relation in which the bishop
stood to the clergy.”
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on the north side of St. Paul’s, and was proprietor of a
great estate in Cornhill, at the other side of the Wall-
brook, and of two country villas, one at Fulham and one
at Stepney. We learn little of the portreeve, except that
there was a portreeve, but there can be no difficulty in
forming an idea of his position and duties. He was in
the port, that is the walled city, what a shire-reeve was in
acounty. Much ingenuity may be, and has been, spent
in trying to make him out to be more than this. The
result has only been to show that the reeve of London
stood towards the Crown in no exceptional position. As
to the mode of his appointment at this period we know
nothing, but there is a presumption, as we shall see
further on, that he was elected by his fellow-burgesses.
The first thing granted in the charter is that the
citizens should be law-worthy, and we have the historical
statement that they had been so under King Edward.
By “law-worthy” the king meant that the citizens
should have the privileges of freemen in the courts of
justice :* that they should not be judged, that is, by a
superior, but should have an appeal to the verdict of their
equals, as “ compurgators,” a kind of jury of neighbours
and friends who were willing, when a man was on trial,
to swear they ‘believed his oath.t There were other
forms of trial, and the Normans introduced the wager or
ordeal of battle; but it was never popular in the city.
The law-worthy man, then, could give evidence in a
court of justice, in his own favour or that of another, and
could call upon his neighbours and his friends to justify
him. It was a rude kind of law, but from it grew our

* Norton, p. 264.

t According to this view, to be law-worthy meant to be not in domsinio,
demesne, as were many other English cities at the time. I have avoided
the technicalities of law as much as possible,
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much-vaunted jury system, a system which seems, some-
how, unfitted for any race but our own, where it has
grown up from small beginnings and become a second
nature. The law-worthy citizens had, no doubt, unlaw-
worthy serfs under them, and there were besides in the city
a few people who, though free, had no rights as citizens,
from crime or poverty, or because they had not complied
with the forms of admission, whatever they may have been.

Further, William allows the citizens to inherit the pro-
perty of their fathers, a right which had always been one
of the privileges of freedom among English and Saxons,
but which was inconsistent with the spirit of feudalism.®
The estate of the father was divided among his children,
and primogeniture had not yet been introduced.

Such is the tenure of William’s charter. It will be
observed that he introduces nothing new. The citizens
were to continue in the freedom they had enjoyed under
Edward. We may therefore infer that the English,
French, German, Gascon, Flemish, and above all Norman,
merchants who frequented the market-places of London,
had alrcady, in spite of their mixed origin, combined and
organised themselves into a body, more or less corporate,
and that to be a citizen of London was to be a freeman
with certain definite privileges.

There was an influx of Normans after the Conquest,
as might be expected. Many of the citizens of Rouen
and Caen, says a nearly contemporary writer,t passed
over thither, “ preferring to be dwellers in that city, inas-
much as it was fitter for their trading, and better stored
with the merchandise in which they were wont to traffic.”
The Normans had already a colony there, as had the

* And was not accorded to tenants in demesne, except as a special favour.
t One of Becket’s biographers, in a MS. at Lambeth, quoted by
Mr. Green ut supra.
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Germans, the “ Rouen men” and the “ Emperor’s men,”
as they are called in a law of Ethelred; and it was not
until the occurrence of a war with some one of the
nations represented among the citizens, that any disa-
bilities in the way of trading, and eventually of citizen-
ship, were imposed on foreign-born settlers.®

William granted privileges to the great walled “ port,”
and her mixed multitude of merchants ; but he determined
at the same time that, though they might remain as
strongly fortified as they could against foes from without
in general, they should have no defences against himself.
For this purpose he determined on the erection of a
fort where, without weakening the city, he might yet
bold the key to it. The Tower of London is to the wall
like a padlock on a chain. A piece of foreshore existed
just without the ditch, to the south-east, beyond Billings-
gate. In the line of the wall close by there was a strong
bastion, either of Roman work, or else built of Roman
materials taken from older fortifications. William deter-
mined to break the city cincture at this point, and to
replace with his own castle the ancient turret. At the
time he formed the plan he was encamped at Barking,
the nearest rising ground east of the city, and had evi-
dently surveyed the situation with care. The small
portion of the wall removed—according to some authori-
ties two bastions—was more than compensated by the
strength of the ditch and palisade with which William
surrounded his works. When they were completed,
they were calculated not only to protect, but to over-
awe the citizens and to control all the traffic of the
rivert Rather less than half the new enclosure was

* See Riley, ¢ Memorials,” p. 151,

t “Military Architecture of the Tower,” ¢Old London,’ p. 13, &c., by

George T. Clark, I shall have occasion to quote several times from this
valuable paper.

VOL. L G
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within the old city boundary. The whole Tower Liberty
consists of about twenty-six acres, twelve of them within
the ditch, of which the western portion is in the parish
of All Hallows Barking, in the city of London, and the
eastern and larger portion in the county of Middlesex,
and the original parish of Stepney.

William did not begin the building of the White
Tower till eleven years after Hastings, when, having
had some experience of the advantages of the site, he
entrusted the work to Gundulf, a monk from the Abbey
of Bec in Normandy. Gundulf, who had just been con-
secrated bishop of Rochester when he received William’s
commission,* appears to have given his first attention
to the repairs of his own cathedral, but arriving in
London in 1078, and lodging at the house of his friend, a
citizen named Admer Anhande, he commenced the
gigantic building on such a scale that though he lived to be
eighty-four, that is, for thirty years longer, he did not see
the completion of the whole design. The immense mass
of the walls disposes of the story that it was injured by
the great gale of 1090, though the scaffoldings may have
suffered. Mainly, the White Tower is still as Gundulf left
it, though the windows were altered in 1663, when the
“restorer ” Wren, who may have believed the building to
have been originally erected by Julius Cesar, put in
classical keystones.t It consists literally of four walls,
prolonged into turrets at the corners, and divided into
three storeys by timber flooring, and a basement of
masonry. It measures} 107 ft. north and south, 118 east

* Stubbs, ¢ Episcopal Succession,’ p. 22, 1077, Mar. 19, Canterbury.

t An example followed by Salvin and other Tower architects in our own
day, only that for classical features others, in various Gothic styles, equally
foreign to the buwiding, have been employed. Salvin's work is easily
recognised by a square-headed doorway or window which he borrowed
from a Northumbrian castle, and employed here and at Windsor with
disastrous effect. $ Clark, uf sup.
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and west, and is go ft. high to the crest of the battle-
ment. It contains a chapel, long used for the storing of
records, and afterwards ruthlessly scraped and renewed,
so as to have lost every feature of interest except its out-
line. There is an apsidal curve, apparent from the
exterior, where it is worked into the great south-eastern
turret. The chapel is 31 ft. wide, and 55% long, in-
cluding the apse. There are side aisles, which go round
behind the site of the altar, and above them an upper
aisle occupies the place of a clear storey, and as it could
be entered from the state apartments on the upper floor,
served for the use of the monarch himself, who could
attend mass, yet be invisible from below. The chapel
was dedicated to St. John.

Here, in 1503, the body of Elizabeth of York, who died
in the Tower, lay in state before its removal to West-
minster Abbey ; and it is probable that the burial of the
bones of her two brothers in the staircase wall below,
was due to the consecration of the chapel, which would
extend to the ground underneath. The crypt, long
known as Queen Elizabeth’s Armoury, and entered by
visitors through a window, and a lower crypt belowground,
were nevertheless used as prisons, but perhaps not till
after the year 1550, when the chapel was dismantled by
order of the Council. It remained a store for state papers
for centuries, owing to which circumstance the Tower has
been the residence of more than one eminent antiquary
as keeper of records, including Lambard and Selden, and
the republican Prynne, whose celebrity is of a different
kind. When the records were removed, it was intended
to make it a tailor’s shop for the soldiers ; but the inter-
ference of lord de Ros, at that time Lieutenant, was
successful in preventing this desecration.

The chapel and its appendages are the only walled

G 2
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chambers in the Tower. All the rest are made of wood.
It is remarkable that this, the keep of the royal castle
intended as the refuge and residence of the sovereign,
should contain but one fire-place, and hardly any of
the domestic conveniences common to Norman towers
of far inferior pretensions and very slightly later date.
The main entrance was 12 ft. above the ground, so that
the door could be easily defended, and led into a
narrow winding staircase. “Supposing a score of re-
solute men to garrison the keep, they could hold the
main door and postern against an army.”* As a
residence, however, the immense altitude of the state
rooms, chiefly 21 ft. high, the excessive coldness, the
difficulty of access, the inconvenience of the frequent
posts supporting the roof, must have been serious draw-
backs, to say nothing of the absence of privacy, although
no doubt some of the chambers were screened off by
panelled partitions, like the dormitories of old-fashioned
schools.

The surrounding buildings and the outer wall are of
later date, but are probably on the Norman site. “The
circumscribing ditch,” as Mr. Clark observes, “though
unusually broad and deep, was by no means too secure
a defence against a turbulent and notoriously brave
body of citizens.” The entrance, at the south-western
corner, faced towards no street then existing, and Tower
Street, Great and Little, must have been made by
degrees and through already existing buildings, as is
plain from its unusual irregularity of direction.t

* Clark, ¢Old London,’ pp. 39, 40.

t An irregularity, as I have endeavoured to point out above, partly
owing, no doubt, to its traversing whatever traces remuined of the eastern
wall of the inner Roman fort. Portions of the wall have been found
in Mincing Lane and other places adjacent.
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One of the last great events of the reign of William I.
was the completion of Domesday Book. London was
exempted from it. The reason of this is not very clear.
It has been used as a proof that London was not in
demesne—was not held by any overlord whatever; but
from what we know of the disposition of William, a claim
to such a condition of independence would certainly have
been disregarded. As a fact, the king’s interest in
London and its suburbs was very small. A few years
later, William Rufus had accumulated as much foreshore
at Westminster as served for his additions to Edward’s
palace ;* but in 1087 the king had only a few acres
in Middlesex. They lay in Ossulston,and are described
quaintly as no man’s land, and as having belonged to
King Edward. A piece of ground of three and a half
acres, which bore this name, was bought by bishop
Stratford in 1339, and formed into a burial-place for
people who died of the plague. It was afterwards joined
to the possessions of the Charterhouse, or Carthusian
Priory of the Salutation, and it has been identified, not
without reason, as part of the plot of twelve and a half
acres, “ de nane maneslande,” which King Edward and
King William had owned, and which was valued at five
shillings.

The king had also thirty cotters—we are not told
where, but within the boundaries of Ossulston. They
were probably owners in fee of small villas without the
walls; their united rent only amounted to fourteen shil-
lings and tenpence-halfpenny. He had also two other
small holdings.

“ At Holeburne,” says the record, “ the king has two
cottagers who render yearly twenty pence to the king's
sheriff.” A distinction may here be intended between

* See below, chapter xvi.
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the sheriffs, for in the next line we are told “the sheriff
of Middlesex always had charge of these cottages in the
time of King Edward.”

The other piece of land has often, on slender grounds,
been identified with the celebrated garden of Ely Place.
It was also in Holborn, and is thus described : “ William
the chamberlain renders yearly to the king’s sheriff six
shillings for the land where his vineyard is situated.”
Attempts have been made to identify this chamberlain
as the official who eventually blossomed into “ mayor,”
but the grounds are insufficient.* William the chamber-
lain was also a holder of lands in Kingsbury, Eia, and
Stepney. The first named was a farm belonging to
the Abbey of Westminster, and cannot have been long
in William's occupation ; it had belonged in the time
of the Confessor to a certain Aylwin Horne, who had
taken it in pledge from a vassal of the abbey. The
Stepney holding was under the bishop of London, and
consisted of land worth thirty shillings. The holding in
Eia, or Eybury, had a little history attached to it
Though William is returned as the tenant, it appears
he had lost it four years before, and the king's dues
amounting to twelve pounds were unpaid. The manor
itself was then part of the estate of Geoffrey. Mandeville.
Why William the chamberlain had lost his holding we do
not know, but the expression of the record, amisit, is clear,
and we cannot suppose he voluntarily resigned possession.

Another citizen who is frequently named in the record
is Deorman.tf Among the most ancient records in the

* Mr. Riley in a brief note, ¢ Memorials,’ p. 3, says positively *“at this
period (1272), the offices of mayor, chamberlain, and coroner, in the city
were held by the same person.”

t H. C. Coote, * Transac. Lond. and Midd. Arch. Soc.,’ iii. 153. If

the reader wishes to see an amusingly erromeous interpretation of an
ancient document, he may look at Allen, i. 51, where Deorman is
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archives of the city is a little piece of parchment, in
many respects similar to the charter granted to London
itself by William I. In it “ William, king, greets William,
bishop,” as before ; but the third name is that of Sweyn
or “ Swegen, the sheriff,” and “all the king’s thanes in
Essex,” stand where the burghers of London stood in
the other charter. The grant is one of a hide of land at
Gaddesden to a man named Deorman. The same man
is called in Domesday Deorman of London. He had
an estate at Hertfordshire which had belonged to
Aylwin Horne, and evidently he was in favour with
the Conqueror, and was one of the few Englishmen who
held directly from the king without the intervention of
an overlord. One of his sons was named Algar, and
as it appears that his holding in Islington had belonged
before him to a thane of King Edward’s, called Algar,
it is more than likely that we have here father, son,
and grandson. Algar the second -was a prebendary of
St. Paul’s, but his brother Thierry carried on the succes-
sion of the family. The Norman name shows the
tendency of the times, and Bertram, Thierry’s son, goes
further and takes a territorial surname, appearing in
some charters as Bertram of Barrow. Barrow has been
identified with Highbury, a manor in Islington; and it
would seem that the family of Algar continued on the
same land till their male line became extinct in the
reign of Henry IIL

William Rufus carried on his father’s works at the
Tower, and, as we shall see when we look into the
history of Westminster, almost equally great works
there. These and other burdens fell on city and county

translated ¢ the people,” or at Norton, p. 257, where we are told that the
king *‘merely states that he has granted to his dear man or men (friends) a
certain piece of land.” One of his sons is named on p. 163, n.
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alike ; and the chronicler of the day, in noticing the
arrival of Henry I. in London, after his brother’s death,
mentions that before Maurice, the bishop, crowned him,
he made him swear to annul all the unrighteous acts of
the late king. How far the city was concerned in the
selection of Henry, which took place at Winchester, we
know not ; but we do know that though Rufus was only
killed on Thursday and buried on Friday, Henry was in
London on Saturday and was crowned at Westminster
on Sunday. From subsequent events it is clear that to
London he owed a debt of some kind, perhaps of grati-
tude for his welcome on this occasion. His charter,
enlarging the liberties of the citizens, already so large,
was not granted, we may be sure, for nothing. Unfortu-
nately, although the original document still exists in
the city archives, it is undated; but from the names
appended to it, or some other evidence, Rymer (‘ Feedera’)
dates it in 1101, the first year of the new reign, and says
it was signed at Westminster. The London names may
include that of Hubert Roger the chamberlain, but he
may have been the chamberlain of Winchester, or an
official of the palace. William of Montfitchet, the bishop
of Winchester, and Robert FitzRichard, bear London
names. Montfitchet’s Tower was on the Thames bank,
within the city boundary and not far from Baynard’s
Castle. How Gilbert de Montfitchet, or Montfiquet, who
“came in with the Conqueror ” obtained his tower we do
not know. It may have been an ancient bastion, and
have been committed to his charge by the king or by
the city authorities. The gates were so leased at a later
time, and Baynard’s Castle was long held by the Fitz-
walters, as standard-bearers of London.* Montfitchet’s

* In 1347, the Lord Fitzwalter of the day claimed certain rights and
privileges in Castle Baynard Ward, but his claim was refused by the
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Tower was demolished and its materials appropriated
to the fabric of the 'Blackfriars’ House early in the
thirteenth century. '

The charter of Henry I. is even more important in
the history of the city liberties than that of his father.
His grants are of two kinds. They may be classed as
remissions, and as gifts. Thus, he absolves the citizens
from the payment of any kind of feudal service, such as
occasional levies and rates, summed up under the word
Scot ; from Danegeld, a tax which, originally imposed for
the purpose of expelling or buying off the Danes, had
now become a regular source of royal revenue; from
Murder,a tax payable to the king by a district in which
an assassination—especially of a Norman—had been
committed : from Wager of Battle, a form of trial very
repugnant to civic ideas ; from having to provide lodgings
for the king’s household ; from tolls such as Passage,
or payments at ferries, and Lestage, or a tax on
leather, which were remitted throughout England to
the citizens of London; and from Miskennings, the
use by lawyers of an unknown tongue, or, as we
should say, special pleading, in its worst sense, in
the courts.

The second form of grants was of the nature of gifts.
Thus Henry handed over to the city the revenues of
Middlesex ; he gave the county to them “to farm,” on a
payment of 300/ a year, which has been made ever
since; and he allowed them to appoint from among
themselves a sheriff to receive the demesne dues. In
addition they were to have leave to hunt as their

mayor, aldermen, and commonalty, on the ground that it was repugnant
to the liberties of the city. Mr. Riley, in noticing this decision, adds that
the Fitzwalters had parted with their castle in the reign of Edward L
—¢Memorials,’ p. 236.
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ancestors had hunted in the forests of Middlesex and
Surrey and on the Chiltern Hills. A hunting licence of
this kind was indeed a great concession from a king of
the line of William the Norman.

He also gave them leave to appoint their own justiciar
and relieved them from having to resort to any court out-
side the city. It has been supposed that the justiciar
here mentioned means a mayor or chief magistrate, and
that the grant includes that of the election of the
supreme executive officer of the city. It may be so,
but all probability is against this view. For by this time
the citizens already appear to have elected their own
portreeve, by whatever name he was called ; and it is
absurd to suppose that the king gave them power to
appoint a sheriff of Middlesex, if they were not already
allowed to appoint their own. The omission of any
reference to the portreeve in the charter cannot, in fact,
be otherwise accounted for.

It is very desirable to place this question of sheriffs
and mayors in a clear light, and it may be well to
endeavour to do so here once for all. The grant of
Middlesex to farm, by Henry I, enables us to form a
very distinct opinion. From that day to this every
citizen of London is a potential sheriff of Middlesex.
For every citizen has a voice in the appointment of the
officer whose business it will be to collect for him as joint
tenant of the king, the king’s revenue in Middlesex.
The sheriff of Middlesex, therefore, represents the whole
body of citizens acting in their corporate capacity. He
is not a high sheriff appointed by the king, but rather a
sub-sheriff appointed by the corporate body in which
the sheriffship is vested. The exact period at which two
sheriffs were appointed must have been when the city
sheriff, or portreeve, became mayor. The first mayor on
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record is Henry FitzAylwin, in 1189,* and though there
may have been bailiffs of equal, or almost equal rank and
power before him, it is certain that in a charter of
Henry II. which, though undated, cannot safely be
placed earlier than 1173, two sheriffs are mentioned.” It
is probable therefore that the sheriff of Middlesex and
the sheriff of London finding their duties clash, made
themselves an arrangement by which one of them was to
hold the county shrievalty on alternate days with the
other ; or else that by the appointment of one of them
to superiority over the other, a sub-sheriff became neces-
sary. It is very probable that the sheriff of London, a
“high ” sheriff, that is, if there be any meaning in the
term, became mayor ; while the sheriff of Middlesex, a
sub-sheriff in the modern sense, had a colleague appointed
to do the sub-sheriff’s work with him in London. For
centuries one sheriff was nominated by the mayor, and
the other elected by the people, as in many parishes the
vicar chooses one churchwarden and the people the
other ; and we find to this day that the mayor performs
the duties assigned in a county to the high sheriff. He
is still allowed to nominate one or more of the citizens as
sheriff on approval, but, as happened lately (1879), the
commonalty may refuse his candidate. In civic cere-
monials the aldermen, as follows from what I have stated,
go before the sheriffs, and so does the recorder on some

* This is the date assigned to FitzAylwin’s first mayoralty in the ¢ Liber
de Antiquis Legibus.’ But ‘‘it is improbable,” observes Mr. Stubbs
(*Chronicles,” p. xxxi.), ‘‘that London had a recognised mayor before
1191, in which year the communa was established, at the time of Long-
champ’s removal from office ; and there is, I believe, no mention of such
an official in a record until some three years later.,” In the first of the two
chronicles in this volume the beginning of the mayoralty is placed in 1209,
In the ¢ Chronicle of London,’ printed in 1827 (from Harl. MS. 565, and

Cott. MS, Juhius B. 1), under the tenth year of King John, is this distinct
assertion :—** In this yere was the first maire of London.” See below, p. 122,
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occasions, if not on all. The sheriffs, in short, are the
mayor’s deputies.* John Carpenter, who, in the time of
the famous Richard Whittington, compiled the so-called
¢ White Book’ of the city records, sums up their position
when he describes them as the executors of the mayor’s
judgments and precepts, as the eyes of the mayor, ever
on the watch, and as taking upon themselves a share of
that anxiety which the mayor could not bear alone ; “for
the sheriffs and all their officers both ought to be, and of
usage have been, subject to the mayor for the time being
as the limbs are subject to the head.”

Of the exercise of the other privileges granted to the
citizens, we have many curious anecdotes in the old city re-
cords.t Two or three which, though belonging to a slightly
later period, are in point here, may be taken as examples.

On Sunday, September 14th, 1276, Ponce de More,
who was probably a French wine merchant, living by the
Thames bank, in the parish of St. James Garlickhythe,
sent to inform the authorities that Adam Schot, his
servant, was lying dead in his house. The chamberlain
and sheriffs immediately repaired to the spot. They
called together the men of the ward, which was then
called after Henry de Coventre, its alderman, but was
afterwards known as Vintry ward ; and diligent inquisi-
tion was made as to the causes of the unfortunate
Adam’s death. From the evidence they soon collected,
it appeared that the previous Wednesday afternoon he
had gone to the garden of one Laurence in the adjoining

* In a letter to the Zimes, lately, a member of the Herald’s College
gravely asserted the precedence of the sheriffs of London as equal to that of
high sheriffs of counties. But it will be seen from the following remarks
that their position is in reality very different.

t The insertion of these examples in this place is an anachronism ; but
the letter books, from which they were selected by Mr. Riley, only go back
to 1276. .
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parish of St. Michael Paternoster,* and had climbed a
tree to gather some pears. But the branch on which he
was standing broke, and Adam fell heavily to the
ground. “By reason of which fall,” says the narrator,
“his whole body was almost burst asunder.” In this
miserable condition the poor lad lingered through
Thursday and Friday and died on Saturday.

The jurors viewed the body, but no wound appeared
on it, and they found that no one was suspected of
having caused Adam’s death. The pear-tree was valued
for deodand t at five shillings, and John Horn the sheriff
was held answerable for it. At the same time, as a pre-
caution, the two nearest neighbours were called upon to
find sureties who would be able to answer for them in
case fresh evidence arose, or it appeared that the
story told by Ponce should prove untrue. Ponce de
More himself and all his household were similarly bound,
and the matter dropped.

It so happened that among the sureties there was a
man named Laurence Duket, whose subsequent history
is very illustrative of the city usages. Eight years after
the accident to Adam Schot, he was one day in the
market-place, near the great church of St. Mary-le-Bow,
and unfortunately fell in with an acquaintance, a clerk
named Ralph Crepyni They quarrelled about a lady
with whom Crepyn had very tender relations. Alice atte
Bowe, to judge from her name, lived near the church;

® This was a church in the same ward, and not in Paternoster Row, as
I have seen it described. I note the point because in my ¢ In and Out of
London,’ I mistakenly alluded to this inquest as evidence that a garden
adjoined the north side of St. Paul's. That fruit-trees did grow there,
however, is proved by a story which will be found in chap. viii.

+ Deodand was a kind of fine paid for the redemption from forfeiture
of an animal or, as in this case, of a tree by which a death had been caused.

$ See ‘French Chron.,’ p. 240. Crepyn was M.P, for the city.
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and when her dear Ralph was brought home to her on a
stretcher, badly wounded, she vowed vengeance on Lau-
rence Duket, who had assaulted him. Laurence, knowing
he was in greater danger from the anger of the woman
than if the sheriffs themselves were in search of him, fled
to the church, and concealed himself in the steeple. But
Alice, living close by, had either seen him or heard that
he had been seen to hide himself; and she determined,
notwithstanding the sacred character of the building, to
have him murdered in it. To this end she assembled a
number of ruffians in the dead of night, and arranged
with them to do the deed in such a way that detection
seemed impossible. Acting on her instructions they
stealthily entered the church, found the unhappy Lau-
rence, strangled him, tied the cord to the mullion of one
of the windows, and retired as stealthily as they had
come.

Next morning, of course, information of a shocking
discovery in St. Mary’s was brought to the sheriffs, who
held a hurried inquest on the body. One of the sheriffs
was, apparently, among the friends of Alice atte Bow ;
and, no doubt, he hastened the verdict of felo-de-se, which
was presently returned. The body of the murdered man
was therefore dragged by the heels through the streets,
and thrown into the ditch outside the city wall.

But the fact was that when Laurence Duket took
refuge in the church he was not alone. A little boy—
perhaps a street beggar, perhaps one of his own family,
an apprentice or servant, for he was a man of substance—
had accompanied him into the sanctuary, and remained
with him in the dark church. We can picture to our-
selves the poor little fellow shivering behind the tall
tomb of some civic dignitary, while he listened to the
tread of muffled feet on the marble pavement, and
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the whispered council of the murderers, and can realise
his horror when, with the dawn of day, he saw the stark
stiff corpse hanging to the window-sill between him and
the lightt No wonder he fled in terror, and was not
forthcoming at the inquest.

But his story soon became known down by the river
in Duket’s old home. All London was stirred ; numerous
arrests were made. The whole truth gradually came out.
The boy’s evidence was fully confirmed, and no fewer
than sixteen persons were condemned either as principals
or accessories, while the sheriff, Jordan, whose place of
residence or business is sufficiently indicated by his
surname, Godcheap or Goodcheap, was removed from
office. The body of Laurence Duket was found and
brought back, and honourably interred in the church-
yard ; but the church itself was closed for a time under
interdict, and the doors and windows filled up with
thorns. The lady who was at the bottom of all this
mischief underwent the terrible penalty annexed to
murder by a female, and was burnt to death in the
market-place, while seven of her accomplices were
hanged in the cruel fashion then in vogue. They ap-
pear, for the most part, by their names to have belonged
to respectable city families. Ralph Crepyn himself, with
two other clerks and the sheriff, remained long in prison,
but were at length released on payment of fines, or, as
the chronicler describes the transaction, were “ hanged by
the purse.” ®

The way in which the chamberlain, coroner, or sheriff,
as the case might be, dealt with accidents and offences
is thus illustrated, and, in addition, a few other examples
will be sufficient.

* The full authorities for this tragic tale are cited in Aungier’s edition of
the ‘French Chronicle’ (Camden Soc., p. 19.)
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On Monday, in March, 1276, information was brought"
to Gregory de Rokesley, the mayor, coroner or chamber-
lain,* and to the sheriffs, that Henry de Flegge was
lying dead in the dock of the ward of Castle Baynard.
They proceeded to the spot, and called together the men
both of this and the adjoining ward of Queenhithe, who
made diligent inquisition as to the cause of death.
Henry de Flegge it appears, not being a Sabbatarian
according to modern notions, took his horse to water in
the dock on the preceding Sunday morning. The horse,
however, fulfilled the warning of the proverb, and refused
to drink. Henry spurred him, and the horse, filled, we
are told, with exceeding viciousness and strength, carried
him out into deep water, where he was drowned. The
result of the inquiry must be given in full.  “And be-
cause it was presented by the jurors that the said Henry
de Flegge was first found, after the misadventure, near
the quay of Baldwyn le Buscher (Woodmonger), and’
was removed therefrom, and taken by Henry Lapewater
and Roger le Folur (Fuller) to the quay aforesaid, with-
out leave of the chamberlain, the same Henry was
attached by John Wyther, carpenter, and Adam Absolon,
girdler, and the said Roger by Henry Smith and Robert
de Everesham, dyer. And the four nearest neighbours
were attached, the two neighbours nearest to the spot
where the body was first found, and the two neighbours
nearest to the spot where the body was viewed by the
coroner. And the said horse was appraised at one
mark,” for deodand.t

As examples of the right of “infangthief,” or the
criminal jurisdiction of the mayor and sheriffs over

* These offices were till then united. (Riley, p. 3, note, and Lansdowne
MSS. 558, fo. 206.)
+ Riley, ¢ Memorials,” p. §.
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thieves taken within their boundaries, we might select
several illustrative cases. One will suffice. Certain
Welshmen, thieves, were taken up in 1311 for robbing a
lady named Dionisia le Bokbyndere, who had to find
sureties that she would prosecute them at the next ses-
sions as having committed burglary in her house “in
Fletestrete, in the suburbs of London.”* The accused
were committed to Newgate, but the king's marshal,
Peter de Bernardestone, came and claimed them as
belonging to the king’s establishment and household,
adding that if any one wished to prosecute them he
could do so before the seneschal.t To this demand the
mayor replied by calling together the “good men of the
commonalty,” who agreed with him in utterly repu-
diating the right of the king’s marshal to receive custody
of the Welshmen, as, “according to the custom and
franchise of the city, persons attached within the liberties
thereof for such felonies and trespasses as this, ought not
to be delivered elsewhere than within the same city,
before the justiciars of our lord the king, or the officials
of the city.” §

As an example of the freedom from the billet, or obli-
gation to receive the king or his servants into lodgings,
an obligation very strictly and arbitrarily enforced else-
where, we have the record of the reception in 1317 of the
clerk of the Marshalsea, with a request that such lodgings
might be assigned by the choice of the city authorities
in the suburbs, and of the appointment of two delegates
to go with him for the purpose.

It would be easy to multiply examples of this kind.

* Fleet Street was included in the ward of Farringdon Without, when
that ward was defined in 1346.

t A court official, or controller.

* The sequel is unrecorded, Riley, p. go.

VOL. L H
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Very possibly, the city was slow to put its privileges to
the test. At first the king’s authority was paramount
everywhere, but little by little each article of the charter
was asserted, and the arbitrary interruptions of the city
liberties which at first took place on the occasion of each
assertion, especially under weak kings like Henry III
and Edward II, only served to show eventually how
strongly they were founded.*

Besides the charter to the citizens, Henry I. granted
one to the church of the Holy Trinity at Aldgate, by
which he gave it the rights of the old knighten guild,
mentioned in the last chapter. This act dissolved the
guild, but whether in displeasure or in favour we know
not.t The prior of the fraternity attached to the church,
whom Stow calls the first canon regular in England,
became alderman of the ward of Portsoken, which lies
without the wall. Presumably, therefore, the head of the
old guild was alderman of the same ward. The disso-
lution of the guild may have been connected with the
other charter. The grants of liberties, as detailed in it,

* Stow (p. 108, Thoms's ed.) gives a list of portreeves, among whom he
includes Godfrey, whom he names ¢ de Magun, or Magnavile,” in the reign
of William I. and William Rufus, and Hugh de Buch, in the reign of
Henry I, Auberie de Vere, earl of Oxford ; after him, *¢ Gilbert Becket, in
the reign of King Stephen ; after that, Godfrey de Magnavile, the son of
William, the soh of Godfrey de Magnavile, earls of Essex.” These, he says,
were portgraves or sheriffs of London and Middlesex. He goes on toname
Peter Fitzwalter and John Fitznigel, as ruling in the reign of Henry IL
It is apparent that he mixes up two families by connecting the *‘ Godfrey,
Portreeve ” of the Conqueror’s charter, with the Mandeviles ; one of whom,
as we shall see (p. 101), was arbitrarily made governor of the city and
county by the Empress Maud, during her brief tenure of London. The
list of genuine portreeves stands therefore as follows :— Godfrey, Hugh de
Buch, Gilbert Becket, Peter Fitzwalter, and John Fitznigel. To these
may be added William Chamberlain, at the time of the compilation of
Domesday Book (see above p. 86), and the Saxon portreeves, Swetman,
Leofstan, Zlsi, Esgar and UIf (see above p. 74).

t See further on this subject in chapter v,
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which I have endeavoured to illustrate by anticipating
the chronological course of events, may have been in
some way conditional on the suppression of the guild.
We saw, in speaking of London under Edward the
Confessor, that at one time the head of the knighten
guild was portreeve, Whether he was always the port-
reeve—whether, that is, Portsoken was a kind of
manor assigned for the maintenance of the chief magis-
trate for the time being,—is one of those questions we
shall never now, in all probability, be able to answer.
It has been suggested * that the office of portreeve was
now abolished, and that of sheriff substituted for it, the
citizens being recompensed for the loss of their ancient
officer by obtaining leave to elect the newer one. If
Henry discouraged or disliked guilds, it is remarkable
that we first hear of the weavers in 1130, when Robert,
Leofstan’s son, paid 16/ into the exchequer for them.
In many cities, here, and on the continent, the weavers
are the most ancient and most persistent of the commer-
cial guilds.

The London election of Stephen shows plainly the
increasing influence of the citizens in public affairs.
Henry I. died early in December, 1135 ;1 and Stephen
showed more wisdom than he ever again appeared to
possess, when by a forced march he threw himself upon
the goodwill of London. The nobles had held aloof
from his party, the burghers“supported him, and as the
result proved with success. In the four-and-twenty days
which had elapsed since Henry’s stern rule had been
relaxed by death, disorder had broken out. “The
traders could see the pillage of their wains as they
wound along the banks of the Thames ;” London wanted

* Stubbs, ‘Const. Hist.," i. 406,
+ Mr. Green’s paper in ¢ Old London,’ mentioned above,
H 2
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a leader, a defender, and the far-off empress was for-
gotten in the presence of a ready soldier. So the alder-
men gathered the folkmote “and these providing at their
own will for the good of the realm, unanimously agreed
to choose a king.”* If we may trust the report of the
chronicler on this occasion, the citizens reverting to ancient
precedents, and remembering what had been done by
their fathers in the old Saxon time, asserted that it was
the special right and privilege of London to choose the
successor of a deceased monarch ; and the doctrine once
clearly laid down, no one was found so bold as to dispute
it. The meeting was held, no doubt, on the old meeting-
ground where the churchyard of the cathedral touched
the corner of the great market-place. Hastening from
their booths and sheds, the citizens followed their “alder-
men and wiser folk,” as they defiled in procession across
Cheap from their Guildhall ; the speeches at St. Paul’s
Cross were soon over ; the handsome, graceful figure of
the Count of Blois was seen above the crowd, surrounded
by the city magnates, who, assuring the people that the
new king would confirm their privileges and respect their
rights, led the way into the church, where the clergy
looked on sullenly. They had no bishop to guide them,
and they were moreover already pledged to Maud. But,
however inspired, Stephen had a bishop ready. He
never showed such promptness and forethought again;
had he conducted the rest of his life after this beginning,
the course of English history had been altered. The
bishop of London, Gilbert “the Universal,” was dead,
and no successor had been appointed ; but William of
Corboil, the Primate, had been already fetched from
Lambeth,t and no time was lost in crowning the new

® ¢ Gesta Stephani,’ p. 3, quoted by Mr. Green.
t The archbishops already rented Lambeth, See below, chapter xxii.
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king. “Oathwas exchanged against oath. The citizens
swore to defend Stephen with money and blood, Stephen
swore to apply himself with his whole strength to the
pacification of the kingdom.”

London kept her promise to the king of her choice.
He broke his to her. The annals of his reign are a
miserable record of wars and fires and robberies. Scarce
four years had elapsed from that winter day in the
enclosure of St. Paul’s, before Stephen took away from
the citizens the right to elect their sheriffs, and only
restored it on the payment of a fine, which, though it was
but a hundred marks of silver, was exacted at a time
when the city was still tottering under the heaviest blow
it had received since the days of the Danes. In 1136
occurred what was known for generations afterwards as
the Great Fire of London. It commenced near London
Stone, in the centre of the city, and spread westward
along Watling Street to the newly built cathedral, where
it consumed the shrine of St. Erkenwald, and eastward
to the gate on the Essex road which had only been
opened a few years, and flinging itself with especial fury
upon the bridge, burnt even the old woodwork which con-
nected the Roman piers. In short, whatever was left of
Roman London or Saxon London, if there can have been
anything, was consumed in this the first of the “Great
Fires.”

In spite of Stephen’s perfidy the citizens remained
staunch. They had a choice of evils, perhaps, and chose
the least ; for Maud, when she got the chance, not only
rescinded the grants of her father and grandfather, but
went so far as to give the earl of Essex ®* Middlesex to
farm, the Tower of London as his castle, the sheriffship

* Geoffrey. It is impossible, at this point, not to recall an earlier period
when London was subject to Essex (chap. iii.).
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of Middlesex and even the sheriffship of London, and
the office of justiciar, so that no person could hold pleas
in either city or county without his permission. In
short, she did at a stroke what the Londoners had always
so much dreaded, and by putting them “in demesne,”
reduced them at once to the position of any petty town
in the country where the overlord plundered as he
pleased from his castle on the hill.

This monstrous act roused the inmost feelings of the
Londoners. Stephen had been made a prisoner at
Lincoln. Essex was busy fortifying the Tower afresh.
It was evident he intended to assert his extraordinary
rights to the utmost. No citizen was safe in his house or
in his shop. His goods and his family were alike at the
mercy of the new overlord. Stephen’s worst tyrannies
were not so terrible as the mere thought of what might
now befall them. There was, of course, a weak-hearted
party in the.city. Its headquarters were at St. Paul’s.
There had been a disputed election to the bishopric,
which Maud eventually terminated by the appointment
of Robert Seal (de Sigillo) a monk of Reading, and the
dean was a leader of the empress’s party. But the
opposite side was stronger. A deputation of the prin-
cipal citizens attended at Winchester when the estates
of the realm were assembled there ostensibly to recog-
nise Maud as queen. They clamoured for the release
of Stephen, remembering perhaps that to recognise
Maud would be to stultify themselves, and they com-
plained openly and loudly of oppression.

But the queen’s party in the city meanwhile had
everything their ownway ; and a deputation was actually
sent to her at St. Albans, where she awaited the decision
of the council at Winchester. She was invited to
London, and on her entry was received respectfully, if
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not enthusiastically. As a return for their surrender
the citizens naturally expected a renewal of their ancient
privileges and petitioned accordingly, but Maud did not
know how to use prosperity, and instead of taking the
opportunity thus presented of attaching permanently the
most powerful city in her dominion, she behaved with
such arrogance, and refused the petition so disdainfully,
that waverers and even the more devoted “empress’s
men” were disgusted and returned or deserted to
Stephen. Theempressfled. Stephen’s adherents, though
they could not take the Tower, and probably did
not try, were bold enough to march after Maud to
Winchester, and were rewarded by the capture of earl
Robert, her best councillor and general. This put them
on a safer footing, and when Stephen had been released
in exchange for Robert, and the Tower had been
surrendered to him, London once more breathed freely.

With the accession of Henry II. a period of compara-
tive prosperity set in, and London obtained a confirma-
tion of all the liberties granted by his grandfather,
together with some definitions of smaller points in dispute.
Henry was the first of the Angevin or so-called Plan-
tagenet kings. With him begins a new era, and a new
dynasty. This will be the place therefore in which to
pause, and endeavour to reconstruct, if we can, a picture
of London as it was towards the end of the twelfth
century.

Fortunately for such an inquiry an enthusiastic citizen
of London, engaging to write a life of St. Thomas of
Canterbury, whom he claimed as a “fellow citizen,” *
thought it would not be complete without some account
of his hero’s birthplace, and adducing the example of
Sallust, who, in narrating the history of a Roman expedi-

® ¢ Ejusdem domini mei concivis.”” (Fitzstephen : Prologue.)
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tion against the Moors described the situation of Africa,
presents his readers with “a view of the site and constitu-
tion of the city of London.” His view, meagre to a
degree, is yet most valuable at the present day as the
earliest account extant. We may have some things to
add to it—some few things to correct; but the account
written by Fitzstephen tells of what without him we
could never have known. He loved the city as his own
birthplace and that of the saint of whose friendship he
was so proud. He sums up its merits in a few words.
London, according to him, was accounted in the reign of
Henry II to be happy in the wholesomeness of its
climate, in the profession of the Christian religion, the
strength of its fortresses, the nature of its situation, the
honour of its citizens, the chastity of its matrons, and
the number of illustrious persons that inhabit it.

It is evident from this exordium that Fitzstephen is
determined to say nothing but what is good about
London. His description has in it a foretaste of the
great movements of the thirteenth century. There is a
youth and joyousness about it which in itself tells
of prosperity. The city, in truth, within its ancient
walls, was indeed young. It had been rebuilt almost
completely. Its new churches, and the great cathedral
church in particular, were sending their shingled
spires towards heaven, and new modes of construc-
tion in stone were producing results in magnificence
and stability unthought of before. The curate of
Colechurch was preparing his plans for the bridge which
was to immortalise him. Bishop Richard FitzNeal was
writing on law and reforming the procedure of the king’s
courts. Ralph of Diss was engaged in his deanery
on the epitome of the chronicles. There was a general
wakening.to new life. The citizens were now sure of
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their position. They had withstood the oppressor and
had come victorious out of the struggle. Troubles and
contests were indeed before them and they knew it, but
they also now knew the way to attain success. Within
a few years, before the last decade of the twelfth century
had been entered, the municipal constitution received its
capstone ; and Fitzstephen’s ink was hardly dry before
Henry FitzAylwin assumed office as the first of the long
line of London mayors.®

In spite of the air of happiness and contentment which
imparts such a rosy colour to the pages of Fitzstephen,
there are sentences here and there which both betray a
memory of very different times and an apprehension of
their recurrence. This city, he repeats in one place, on
the whole, is doubtless most charming; but he adds
significantly, “at least when it has the happiness to be
well-governed.” He wrote when Henry had reconciled
himself to the Church, and when a momentary gleam of
popularity was still reflected on his reign. He mentions
as a native of the city Henry IIL, meaning, of course,
the ill-fated prince whom his father had caused to be
crowned in his own lifetime, but who died of fever at
Limoges in 1184, while engaged in rebellion. Inthe body
of the book, too, he expresses himself as apprehensive of
tyranny on King Henry's part: and alludes in this
chapter to the frequent fires, while he censures the
drinking habits of the inhabitants. On the whole, how-
ever, he sees few drawbacks in a city life; though, monk
as he was, he takes evidently a keen interest in all
manly sports—horse-racing, hunting, skating, even
cock-fighting, which last he tells us was practised on

* In 1130 a chamberlain is mentioned as rendering part of the account.
Pipe Roll, 31 Hen. 1, quoted by Stubbs, ‘Const. Hist.,” i. 406. The
mayor is often called *‘ chamberlain ™’ at a far later date.
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Shrove Tuesdays by the boys in school-rooms, with the
approval of their masters.

One cannot but wish he had devoted a little less space
to the amusements of London, and a little more to the
topography — that he had omitted the account of a
great eating-house at Billingsgate, and told us something
of other public buildings. There remains, however, a
picture of manners we could ill spare ; and, short asisthe
account of the city, it is all we have. He mentions the
wall, with its seven double gates, and tells us that it only
extended round the three landward sides, having been
undermined by the river on the south. He says there
were a hundred and twenty-six parochial churches, with
thirteen which belonged to the various conventual
establishments, This number must include those in the
suburbs. He also mentions three schools, and describes
the mode of study. He has much to say of Smithfield,
and a little of the shops of tradesmen, though he does
not name Cheap.

On the government of the city there are only a few
lines. He compares it with the government of ancient
Rome, in that, like Rome, London is distributed into
regions, and has its annual sheriffs instead of consuls.*
He alludes also to the aldermen as senators, and
speaks of inferior magistrates, and of meetings on
statutable days, which may be a reference to the borough-
mote. His heart is evidently in the forest with its
hounds and hawks. He dwells with pleasure on the
gardens without the walls, and almost the only local
names given are those of Clerkenwell, Holy Well, and
St. Clement’s Well.

Nevertheless, it is possible to attain a little clearer

® In 1130 there were four sheriffs, or vice-comites, who jointly account
for the ferm of London. Stubbs, ¢ Const. Hist.,’ i. 406,
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knowledge than what is afforded to us by the actual
words of Fitzstephen. The few notes he gives us as to the
wall are valuable. The seven double gates must be those
which were not mere posterns, which were single gates
for foot-passengers. Such a postern existed facing the
Tower near the church of All Hallows ; but the eastern-
most “double gate ” must have been Aldgate. This was
‘not one of the Roman entrances, for the simple reason
that the Lea was not in the Roman time fordable in this
direction. Perhaps the alteration in the course of this
river, commonly ascribed to Alfred, may have rendered
it possible to make some kind of passage; and it is
evident that several miles would be saved to persons
travelling into Essex if they could cross the Lea at
Stratford, instead of Old Ford, or by leaving the city at
Aldgate instead of Bishopsgate. A fortunate accident
hastened the building of a bridge. The queen of
Henry I., Matilda or Maude, is said to have run some
risk at Old Ford on a journey into Essex, about the
year 1110, and in consequence to have commanded the -
building of a bridge, or system of bridges, over the arms
of the Lea, lower down. The road from Aldgate was
probably in existence already, and the principal crossing
was known as the Stratford—a term which shows that
the roadway was paved, and perhaps in part a causeway.
The stone arch or arches gave the new bridge the name
of Bow.* The exact date of the opening of Aldgate it
is now impossible to determine.t The name seems to
show us that it was older than some other gate—
perhaps Newgate, which was certainly rebuilt more

* As St. Mary-le-Bow is similarly called from its arched crypt, which,
in turn, gives its name to the Court of Arches.

t The traditional story given by Stow and others about King Edgar and
the thirteen knights is obviously an anachronism to say the least,



108 HISTORY OF LONDON.

than once. But in the earliest records it is always
written Ale-gate or Algate, not Ealdgate, which would
be the proper form if Oldgate was meant.*

From Aldgate the wall passed without interruption to
Bishopsgate,t and thence westward to Cripplegate. If
Moorgate existed it was only as a postern,} and Cripple-
gate was probably little more. Aldersgate came next, and
thence the wall led to Newgate, which at one time was
called Chamberlain’s Gate, either because the sheriff,
coroner, or chamberlain, had there his prison, or because
it was rebuilt by some one of the name.§

From Newgate the wall followed the crest of the deep
clay bluff under which the tidal Fleet gave a mooring-
place to shipping. Cargoes were discharged at the foot
of Ludgate Hill, and it was perhaps about this time
that a bridge was thrown across the river, with the
effect of restricting the ship traffic, and eventually of
impeding the water-course. It is most likely, however,
that very few houses were to be seen along the modern
Fleet Street, and that the “ populous suburb,” which, as
Fitzstephen says, united London and Westminster, was
rather along the line of Holborn than the Strand.

From Ludgate, by Blackfriars, to the Thames bank,
there was no other gate, and the wall along the bank
had disappeared. The Thames, says our author, which
abounds with fish, and in which the tides ebb and flow,

* Pepys spells it Allgate (iii. 265), but we cannot lay much stress on his
spelling.

+ See above, chapter iii.

1 There appear, at a later period, to have been two of these posterns.
Newcourt (i. 256) speaks of a place called ¢ the Little Postern,” which
almost implies the existence of a greater one.

§ The Compter, a sheriff’s prison in Giltspur Street, stood more nearly
on the site of the old Roman gate, and may have been the original prison
of the portreeve.
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runs past the city on this side, but has in a long tract of
time, washed down, undermined, and subverted the walls
in that part. He is so much more circumstantial than
usual in this passage that he must be alluding to some
occurrence of note at the time ; and if we remember first
that the river wall must have been perfect when Canute
falled to take the city by compassing the bridge, and
secondly, that the building of the Tower made the
river-side walls worthless, we may date their fall a very
few years before Fitzstephen wrote. .

His seventh gate, we find, was on this south side and
defended the bridge. Of the bridge itself he says
nothing here ; but he probably wrote while it was still in
course of reconstruction after the disastrous fire of 1136.
In another passage he mentions a bridge on which
Spectators stood to watch aquatic sports, but he must
dlude to Holborn bridge, or some minor work of the
kind, as it would have been impossible to fix the trunk of
atree in the middle of the Thames to hang a target on.
The point, however, has little bearing on the subject in
hand ; for there must have been a bridge of some kind
over the Thames, and a gate to defend it.

Of the comparative importance and size of the city
gates we may form some idea from an entry relating, it
s true, to a much later period, but sufficiently near for
Ourpurpose. In 1356 there were many complaints made
of the state of the roads leading to the city, and the
authorities determined to impose tolls on carts passing
the gates, For this purpose collectors were appointed,
and we can judge, by the number of collectors at each
gite, on which road the traffic was greatest One
Collector was sufficient for Ludgate, but the rest had two,
and Bishopsgate four.

Fitzstephen tells us little of the interior of the
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city. The churches in his day had already attained the
number of 126, so that the parishes, as defined at present,
were already in existence. To judge by the size of the
parishes then, we find that the population was but scanty
about Newgate, and not much greater at the East-end
about Aldgate ; that the river’s bank, and the line of
the two ancient thoroughfares, the Watling Street and
Bishopsgate Street, were the best inhabited ; and that
already the wide open space about the Cheap was being
contracted, and lines of booths were being turned into
streets. From his mentioning that the shopkeepers did
not live at their place of business, it is clear that to some
extent at least the old se/ds or sheds existed in the
market-place, and could be removed in case of need, for
a tournament or a procession. These rows of selds
resembled eastern bazaars. They were so arranged that
wares of each kind were exhibited separately, and the
modern streets which occupy their place still recall by
their names the trade of the ancient occupants.

Thus the Poultry was the poultry market. Adjoining
it was the Stocksmarket, so called from a pair of stocks
for disorderly persons, on a site now covered by the
Mansion House. In Friday Street, leading to Old Fish
Street, were to be found provisions suitable for fast days ;
the bakers had their sheds in Bread Street ; there was a
Honey Lane, a Milk Street, a Wood Street, a Soaper’s
Lane,* and so on. Each and all of these were eventu-
ally taken for permanent buildings, but at this time and
long afterwards Cheap must have been a vast perma-
nent market, or fair. So late as the thirteenth century
an open field existed in the middle. The Cheap con-
sisted of two branches. One lay north of the main
thoroughfare ; its most southern part was the Poultry.

® Riley, xviii. Now Queen Street, See Appendix G.
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The other portion was to the southward and westward
and terminated with the changers’ stalls close to Watling
Street. This corner must have been the Threadneedle
Street of the time.* The headquarters of the mercers
and haberdashers and other shops for clothing are suffi-
ciently indicated by such names as Hosier Lane, now
Bow Lane, and Cordwainer’s Street, which gave a name
to the ward in which half the market-place was situated.
The roadway as far as Bow Church ran along the north
side, and thence passed through the Poultry to a bridge
over the Wallbrook, close to a church dedicated to St.
Mildred. This roadway skirting the market-place was
Cheapside. There was no Cheapside at Eastcheap,
where the market of produce brought over London
Bridge, or into the city by Bishopsgate, was held in the
open place formed by the junction of the principal
roads.

Other open spaces were the Romeland{ at Billings-
gate, the Romeland at Dowgate, the churchyard of St.
Paul’s, which adjoined the western end of Cheap, and
was the place for popular meetings, and where a tower
stood with a bell to summon the citizens, and the’ site
north of Paternoster Row, to which, in 1225, the Grey
Friars removed from Cornhill} London still fitted very
loosely within its walls, and many houses, even then, were
surrounded by extensive gardens, especially those which
were situated close to the wall, “well furnished with
trees, spacious and beautiful.” Of the street architecture
we can form but a very vague idea. The pointed arch
had not yet come in. There were few buildings of stone,

* Stow says he has read of no housing otherwise on that side (the high
Street of Cheap to the Standard), but of divers sheds from Soper’s Lane,
Thoms’s Stow, p. 97. It was afterwards called Goldsmith’s Row.

t In modern pronunciation, Roomy land.
{ Now Christ’s Hospital. It was occupied by shambles.
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There was little window glass. Some of the houses of
wealthy Jews * may have resembled those at Lincoln, and
presented the round-arched and zigzag moulded features
of the later Norman style. A few churches, like St
Bartholomew’s outside the wall and St. Paul’s within,
had long aisles of stout columns ; but vaulted roofs were
still rare.

Among the thirteen conventual churches 'mentioned
by Fitzstephen, there were, besides the Confessor’s
church at Westminster, the church of the hospital of St.
Katherine beyond the Tower, built by Stephen’s queen,
St. Mary Overey’s priory, at the southern end of London
Bridge, founded in 1106, the priory at Aldgate, of which
the first prior, Norman, is said to have been “the first
canon regular in all England,”t the new Temple church,
and the rising buildings of the prior of St. John at
Clerkenwell, almost all without the walls,} together with
two or three which must be noticed separately.

When Fitzstephen tells us of the thirteen con-
ventual churches in London, we cannot but wish he
had enumerated them. Our difficulty is to know where
he drew the line between city and suburbs. Did he
reckon in Barking as well as Westminster? Did he
count Merton and Bermondsey? All are within the
modern suburbs. Of those actually within the walls the
number was but small in his day. A great increase had
taken place, both in the number of convents and also in
the different orders of monks, friars, and nuns. Stricter

® In 1215 the army of the barons repaired the city gates and walls

with stones taken from the ruins of the Jews’ houses. Stow, p. 12.
4 Thoms’s Stow, p. §3.

1 There were in existence or lately founded about the end of the twelfth
century, besides St. Paul's and the churches mentioned above, the hospitals

of St. Giles and St. Mary (Spital), the nunnery of Clerkenwell and that
of St. Helen’s, Bishopsgate.
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rules attracted ascetic minds, which had but scant respect
for the old Benedictines. The security from Danish
invasion, and the reparation of old foundations, acted
also as incentives, and the neighbourhood of London
was soon full of religious houses. It is possible that the
sacred character of the inmates enabled them to dispense
with the protection of the walls where laymen would
still have feared to build, and the history of a religious
house contains almost always some reference to the
loneliness, or bleakness, or dampness of the site chosen.
Within the city a few monasteries sprang up, but the
greatest were about the gates, as at Aldgate, Newgate,
and Bishopsgate. The houses then most newly founded
were of canons regular, as at Holy Trinity, Aldgate, and
at St. Bartholomew’s, outside Newgate. Even as Fitz-
stephen wrote, the first Dominicans may have been
making their voices heard in the city, and the first
Franciscans have been seen begging in the streets ; but
his reference cannot be to them, as their “miserable
barrack-like houses ” * were still unbuilt,

The family of St. Thomas of Canterbury were slow to
appreciate their distinguished position; but about
twenty years after his martyrdom, Agnes, his sister,
who had inherited the old mansion of the Beckets in
Cheap, determined to dedicate it to religious uses.
Her husband, a Norman knight engaged in Henry’s
Irish expedition, consented to the establishment of the
hospital of St. Thomas, called “of Acon.” The name
has proved an insoluble puzzle. It may have referred
to an oak tree which grew near the house, as a church
close by was known as St. Martin Pomary, “of apples
growing there.”t It may have been from the oaken

* Pauli, *Old England,’ p. 60,
+ Newcourt, i, 410,
VOL. 1 I
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panelling or framing of the principal apartments. At
a later period it was looked upon as a reference to Acre,
which was taken about the year of the foundation by
the Crusaders, and in which a hospital of St. Thomas
was also dedicated. Agnes Becket’s husband, Thomas
FitzTheobald, was baron of Helles, in Tipperary, and
the progenitor, whether by Agnes or another wife is un-
known, of the Butlers, earls of Ormond, who at a later
period connected - themselves closely with the house
which she dedicated as her sainted brother’s birth-
place, “in free, pure, and perpetual alms for evermore.”
A colony of monks of the rule of St. Augustine was
placed in it; and soon a fair chapel arose, and the
monastic buildings spread until they fronted the market
place all the way from Ironmonger Lane to Old Jewry.
The parish church, St. Mary Colechurch, was squeezed
into a corner, and perched on lofty arches. Two
Jews whose land abutted on that of the canons
were compelled to give it up. One of them bore
a name which was plainly unfortunate for him. It was
probably thought little less than blasphemy that a
miserable unbeliever like Moses of Canterbury should
be settled so near the holy precincts where his namesake
was born. We cannot help suspecting Sir Peter of
Colechurch, the curate or vicar of the parish, of inciting
the monks to this extravagance in architecture. He was
a noted builder, and was engaged on the colossal work
of making a new bridge over the Thames. In one of its
piers he placed a small chapel of St. Thomas of Canter-
bury, and was buried in it himself. The monks im-
poverished their house, however, and in the year 1444
their master, John Neel, petitioned parliament to relieve
them of their burdens, by altering the constitution of the
hospital, so that it might receive the gifts of the faithful.
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Among other reforms Neel projected the opening of
a school—one of four which he and some other en-
lightened clergymen succeeded in giving to their fellow-
citizens, who, notwithstanding the boasts of Fitz-
stephen, had but few educational advantages before
the middle of the fifteenth century. This period of
trouble brought the brethren help from without. The
earl of Ormond’s claim to be of founder’s kin, although
supported by a doubtful pedigree, was too good to be
rejected, backed up as it was by the gift of a manor and
advowson in Buckinghamshire.®* The earl came to an
untimely end in the Wars of the Roses, but his two
successors were buried in the church, which was
patronised also in the next generation by the earl of
Wiltshire and Ormond, of the Boleyn family, whose
terrible son-in-law, Henry VIII., dissolved the mon-
astery.t The Mercers obtained the site, and their chapel
and school perpetuated the older foundations.

The great priory of St. Bartholomew, Smithfield, was
also in existence in Fitzstephen’s time. It is difficult
to say when the parish church was first built, but it
probably existed long before Henry 1. founded the
priory in the beginning of the twelfth century. He
brought in Augustinian or Black Canons, who opened
close by a hospital for the poor. The first prior, Rahere,
had seen a vision of the apostle, such was the tale
invented by the monkish legend-makers to account for
the dedication ; but it is unnecessary. St. Bartholomew’s
church was rebuilt and annexed to the new foundation.

® Herbert, ¢ Companies,’ i. 262. The date, 1472, quoted by Herbert from
Strype must be incorrect, as the earl was beheaded after the battle of
Towton, in 1461. There is further confusion in Herbert as to the next two
earls, John and Thomas.

t Another hospital of St. Thomas still survives. It has migrated west-
ward from its original situation near Bermondsey Abbey.

I2
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The history of Rahere is overlaid with fable, but would
be interesting if we could recover it. He is said to have
been a courtier of Henry I, and renowned for his wit.
He repented while still in the prime of life of his idle
and vicious life at court, and made a pilgrimage to Rome,
where, during a dangerous illness, he vowed to build the
hospital. He obtained the whole parish from the king,
it is said, though we are not told how the king became
possessed of it. Other particulars, equally difficult to
reconcile, are added. Rahere feigned madness to attract
a crowd, and compelled the people when they assembled
to help him with his building. They carried great stones
and other materials. They drained the marshy soil
Gradually the hospital rose in all its magnificence, and
was soon followed by the priory and the church. We
only, however, know for certain, that Rahere became the
first prior, and completed the buildings in 1123, after
having laboured at them for more than twenty years.
He obtained from the king a charter conferring great
privileges on the priory and hospital,® which were to be
exempt from all servitude except “episcopal customs.”
He further, as an addition to the endowment, obtained
leave to hold a fair in the “smooth field” or Smithfield,
adjoining, and for many centuries, down to our own day,
“St. Bartholomew's” has been another name for the
assembling together of the lowest class of mountebanks
and players, and for a period of saturnalian license too
frequently ending in tumult.t It was not abolished until
1855,

* There is a possibility that the hospital existed long before, and that
the priory was founded to receive a fraternity formed for the charitable
purpose of carrying it on. The estates of the two institutions were always
separate,

t+ I do not know why, but Bartholomew Fair has been a very favourite
subject with one class of London historians, Most books on old London
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The church of St. Paul’s must have been hardly
distinguishable in those days from that of a monastery.
Its canons were in many respects similar to those of the
great neighbouring foundation of St. Martin’s, which
claimed an antiquity very nearly coeval with that of the
cathedral. The conventual buildings of St. Paul’s were
on the north and north-western side, and were very
extensive, encroaching towards the north-east on the
open market place of Cheap. In later years the precinct
was, as we shall see, strictly defined : but in the time of
Fitzstephen, when there was probably much open or
waste land between the Cheap and Newgate, the church
of St. Paul's would have very little to divide it from the
church of St. Martin.

The house of St. Martin le Grand had been in exist-
ence within the walls from time immemorial. It was in
fact one of the oldest monasteries in the kingdom. The
dedication seems to connect it with the days of Mellitus
and Seberht and Bertha. A later tradition connected it
with Wihtred, who was king of Kent in the beginning
of the eighth century. But, like many others, this
house, however ancient its origin, was wholly renewed in
the settled times which followed the last Danish wars,
and may be reckoned to date from the reign of Edward
the Confessor. After William the Conqueror had been
two years on the throne a charter was obtained from
him by two brothers, Ingelric and Girard,* in which

re full of unsavoury details of the celebration. Perhaps the most
interesting is the passage in Smith's ¢ Book for a Rainy Day,’ p. 171, where
he describes the great Belzoni acting as a mountebank. Mr. Morley has
devoted a whole volume to Bartholomew Fair.

* Or Edward. Ingelric is called by Kempe (* History of St. Martin le
Grand’) and others, ear] of Essex. I do not know on what grounds. In
fact, the charter is open to considerable question, being very unlike con-
temporary documents of the kind. The privileges of Sanctuary are un-
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St. Martin’s is specially excepted not only from ecclesi-
astical but civil jurisdiction, and it naturally became the
city sanctuary of every malefactor who could hide within
its precincts. That such a public nuisance should have
been left unmolested all through the middle ages is
strange enough, but that its privileges, and those of other
similar places, should have survived until the close of the
reign of James I, and long after the church and monastic
buildings had perished, is characteristic of the perma-
nence of English institutions, good or bad. Criminals on
their way to Newgate passed St. Martin’s, and some-
times succeeded in reaching its refuge, from which they
could not be retaken. In the reignof Henry VIII. these
privileges were curtailed but not abolished : only the
greater crimes, such as treason and murder, being ex-
cepted. The church of St. Martin was early connected
with the guild of saddlers,* and seemed to have been
used by them as the scene of their religious meetings.
The canons of St. Martin’s concluded a convention with
the guild, in which they formed a close temporal alliance

questionable, and must have been of great antiquity. For some account
of Ingelric or Engelric, see Mr. Freeman's ‘ Norman Conquest,’ vol. iv.
723, &c. Mr. Freeman doubts the authenticity of the charter of 1068,
which indeed is only known by a copy no older than the reign of
Henry VI. (Dugdale, ‘ Monasticon,’” vi. 1323). Kempe perpetuates the
story that Engelric was the father of a certain Engelrica, mother, by
William, of Peverel of the Peak and other children. Mr. Freeman shows
the slender ground on which this scandal rests. Tanner (‘ Notitia ') rejects
the history of the foundation of St. Martin’s by Cadwallein, an ancient
British king ; but accepts that which makes Victred or Wythred, king of
Kent, the founder. It is not necessary to examine such legends critically.
‘ Wihtred, rex Cantwariorum, filius Ecgberhti,” died in 725. See
Florence of Worcester, i. 42, 50.

* See below, chapter vi. Kempe dates this connection ‘‘ about the
time of Richard the First.” Herbert (‘ Livery Companies,’ i. 16) makes
it still older. The convention refers to an ancient custom made by
Ernaldus, the alderman of the guild, at a yet earlier period.
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and also promised masses and other religious benefits.
It would not be safe to suppose that the modern
Saddler’s Company is in any way descended from this
ancient fraternity, which was evidently of the same
character as the other Saxon Frithguilds of which any
account has survived. The church of the college was
parochial until 1236, when St. Leonard’s Church, at the
corner of Foster Lane, was built for the laity. After the
fire, the parish of St. Leonard was united to that of Christ
Church, Newgate Street, and the little church was not
rebuilt.

Besides these great monasteries within the- city there
were others which will be more conveniently noticed in
their local sequence when we come to our survey of the
suburbs. At the time of Fitzstephen, however, we have
seen that already a great many religious houses existed,
and we can identify a sufficient number of them, whether
in London or in its neighbourhood, to enable us to
feel certain that in speaking of “thirteen conventual
churches ” he has made no exaggeration.

The domestic life of the citizens he hardly touches
upon, though there is much about their out-door games,
in the course of which mention is made of skating on a
“vast lake,” northward of London, the remnant, probably,
of the marsh which protected the wall on that side.* In
the numerous biographies of Becket which were written
after his martyrdom there are many quaint sketches of
life and manners at this time, and they give us glimpses,
the more precious on account of their rarity, of the
London home of a wealthy merchant. “ We see the very
spect of the house (the Mercers’ chapel, in Cheapside,
still preserves its site for us), the tiny bedroom, the larger
hall” opening directly on the bustle of the Cheap.

* See chapter i. p. 16.



120 HISTORY OF LONDON.

Rohese flings over her child’s cradle a coverlet of purple
sumptuously wrought.* As he grows older, she weighs
him annually, and gives his weight in garments to the
poor. Wealthy nobles, and gentlemen “well known at
court,” visit the portreeve in his city home. The young
Thomas hears of the learning and polish of the arch-
bishop’s household at Canterbury. He is initiated into
the mysteries of hunting and hawking, and takes his
pastime as a boy in the great forest of Middlesex.

* ¢Old London,’ p. 269, in Mr. Green’s paper already quoted.
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CHAPTER V.

THE STRUGGLE FOR LIBERTY.

WE now arrive at one of the most interesting epochs in
the history of our city, and yet we have to acknowledge
that the authorities are so contradictory, so vague, or so
prejudiced that it is difficult if not impossible to obtain
an adequate view of the events which characterised it.
London in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries was a
city in which the old Teutonic spirit of freedom had never
been subdued. In outward seeming at least, it preserved
that freedom by obtaining charters to define what before
required no definition. The burghers only asked for a
recognition of already existing rights. That recognition
they obtained easily enough by paying for it; and we
have now to see how far they were able to make their
freedom a reality as well as a name. The struggle was
of a twofold character. Among the whole body of
citizens there were always some to whom the oppressions
of the Court were not so irksome as the rising of the
people. They were often the most influential from wealth
or position, or both. They preferred the king’s favour
to that of the commons. In their eyes the assertors of
popular freedom were rebels and demagogues ; yet it is
through those eyes that we have to look if we would
watch the struggle and note the result. The popular
party had no chronicler ; and the chief record®* which has

® ¢Chronicle of the Mayors and Sheriffs of London,’ attributed to
Amald FitzThedmar, translated by H. T. Riley.
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come down to us is the work of a fierce partisan, one
who hated and feared the populace, as he contemp-
tuously terms them, and who does not scruple to accuse
his opponents of conspiracy, sedition, and cowardice,
though by doing so he discredits the whole city. If
Arnald FitzThedmar had been more impartial we
should lose much which now we know ; as it is, his very
violence occasionally throws a light on the opposite side,
which otherwise we should miss.

The accession of Richard was the signal for a
change in the title of the chief magistrate of London.
Henry FitzAylwin or FitzEylwin became the first
mayor, and so continued during five-and-twenty event-
ful years. The first was marked by a massacre of the
Jews, but as it took place at the time of the king's
coronation, and in consequence of a supposed evil intent
on the part of the Jews, who crowded to Westminster to
witness the festivities, it is probable that FitzAylwin had
not yet assumed the reins of the civic government.* For
the king was crowned on Sunday, 3rd September, 1189,
the massacre took place on the 4th, the new sheriffs,
Henry of Cornhill and Richard FitzReyner, were admitted
to office on Michaelmas Day, the 29th, and unless, as is
possible, the new mayor first acted on behalf of his fellow-
citizens, as chief butler at the coronation feast, he did not
actually come into office till the gth November.}

#* Mr. Stubbs (¢ Chronicles of Edward I. and Edward IL.,’ Rolls Series,
p. xxxi.) observes—‘‘It is improbable that London had a recognised
mayor before 1191.” He is first mentioned in a formal record in 119g4,
when he was one of the treasurers for Richard’s ransom. In the text I
have followed the received accounts, which have sufficient probability in
the absence of evidence to the contrary. See above, p. 91, mote,

t There is much confusion about the dates of the early part of Richard’s
reign, and the City records place these events in 1188, as they make the

year begin at Michaelmas. See *Chronology of History,’ by Sir H.
Nicolas, p. 300, &c.
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“When history drops her drums and trumpets and
learns to tell the story of Englishmen, it will find the
significance of Richard, not in his crusades or in his
weary wars along the Norman border, but in his lavish
recognition of municipal life.”* With regard to London,
however, his only known recognition at this period is a
precept addressed to Henry of Cornhill, one of the
sheriffs, demanding various articles for the accoutrement
of his army and himself. He probably sold lands,
houses, and privileges to individual citizens ; but although
he declared his readiness to sell the city itself could he
but find a purchaser, we do not find any record of
charters or other similar grants, till after his return from
captivity. The armour was provided, no doubt, and
Richard set forth for Palestine, while his chancellor,
Longchamp, bishop of Ely, took up his residence at the
Tower. He immediately began to give offence to the
citizens by an active prosecution of the works of defence,}
for which purpose he encroached on the city boundaries
to the westward to form the approaches, and took in
a piece of ground to the north, which belonged of
right to the newly founded Priory of Aldgate and its
Alderman-Prior. At the south-eastern corner of the
precinct stood a mill which belonged to the hospital of
St. Katherine, and near it a garden, which, as it closely
adjoined the royal apartments, had been let to the king
at six marks a year. Longchamp required and took the
land to round his corner according to the design which
no doubt he and Richard, a master of fortification, had
arranged. The so-called Iron Gate stands on the site.
These acts, trifling in themselves, but cumulative, caused
great annoyance, which was not allayed when Long-

* Green's * Stray Studies,’ p. 216,
t Clark, in ¢ Old London,’ p. 105.
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champ seized his rival in the regency, Bishop Pudsey,
and imprisoned him; nor when he insulted Geofirey,
archbishop of York, a popular favourite, the son of
Fair Rosamond, and half brother to Richard himself,
John, supported by public opinion and a large army,
summoned Longchamp to Loddon, near Reading, to
justify his behaviour. The bishop avoided the trap laid
for him and retired, through London, and in spite of the
obstruction of the citizens, to the Tower.

John’s conduct of affairs at this crisis must have given
the citizens that false idea of his character, for which
they were destined afterwards to pay so dearly. At-
tended by a crowd of nobles and prelates, he came to
the Chapter House of St. Paul's and held a council
there, and then, having caused the great burghmote bell
to be rung in the churchyard, assembled the people on
their old meeting ground—a proceeding in itself calcu-
lated to bespeak their favour. A letter from the king,
dated at Messina, where Richard was already feasting
and fighting and love-making, according to his wont,
was then read amid the rapturous applause of the
assembly. It defined the limited powers of the justiciar,
and the citizens by acclamation declared Longchamp’s
condemnation and deposition. A deputation of the
highest rank was sent to the Tower to apprise him of the
popular decree, and on hearing it he fell insensible on
the floor. In the morning John, attended by citizens
and barons and bishops, led the people out to East
Smithfield near the Tower, and thence summoned Long-
champ to surrender. He immediately came to terms,
and was allowed to cross the river to Bermondsey, whence
he escaped over the sea.

We find Longchamp back in London in 1194. Among
the popular leaders of the day was one of whom the
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modern historian would gladly know more. William Fitz-
Osbert,a man “ poor in degree, evil favoured in shape,”
and remarkable equally for the long beard which gave
him his nickname, and for his eloquence in persuading
the people to resist unjust assessments, was summoned
by his brother for having said he would be avenged on
king and chancellor for an unjust demand made upon him.
“I would lay out,” he avowed, “forty marks to buy a
chain on which I might hang them both, in recompense
for the money the chancellor took  from me in the
Tower.”

It is evident that Longbeard had been specially
oppressed, but the result of this trial is unknown, and
probably the return of the king in that year put a stop
to the prosecution. Richard was warmly welcomed by
the citizens, who almost immediately took out and no
doubt paid handsomely for a renewal of the charter of
Henry IL* Longbeard and his friends had to pay for
privileges which only benefited the wealthier classes.
The city’s share of the sum required for the king’s
fansom had to be raised, and there were great expenses
connected with his second coronation and with the
prosecution of the mayor’s claim to act as chief butler at
the feast in opposition to the city of Winchester. For
the chief butlership Longbeard cared nothing, but he
did care, and roused those about him to care, for an
unjust system, which threw the burden of payment on
the people. Once more we hear the great bell sounded
and see the folkmote assembling with anxious faces
and clouded brows. But Longbeard was powerless
against wealthy aldermen, and officials fresh from bask-
g in the royal smiles. A riot broke out, and several

_‘ This, the first charter of Richard I., is dated in the fifth year of his
Teign,
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citizens were slain. Longbeard was summoned before
the new justiciar, Hubert FitzWalter, archbishop of
Canterbury, who, however, seeing the number and
apparent determination of his supporters, dismissed him
with a mild admonition.

FitzOsbert’s prosecutors were not satisfied with this,
and took measures to have him arrested. He broke
from his guards, and took refuge in Bow Church, in the
middle of the market-place, and there, having, it was
said, laid up a store of provisions, and fortified the
steeple “with munition and victual,” he prepared to
stand siege and refused to come forth,

Passion Sunday. was at hand, and the archbishop, who
was present in person, was anxious to conclude the matter.
On the refusal of Longbeard and his companions to sur-
render, faggots were laid to the door and fired, and after
enduring the heat and smoke as long as they could, they
were obliged to sally forth, half-suffocated and blinded.
Even so, some bloodshed occurred before they were
secured and lodged in the Tower, and Longbeard was
badly wounded by a burgher’s son, whose father he had
killed. On Wednesday in Passion Week, notwith-
standing the sacredness of the season, FitzOsbert and
his friends were cruelly dragged by the heels through
the city and hanged with every sign of disgrace at the
Elms beside Smithfield.

We have these facts for the most part from witnesses
bitterly hostile to the popular cause, yet it is impossible
to mistake their significance. The people laboured
under a double disadvantage. The great men of the
city, like the great men of one of the Italian republics of
the same period, desired freedom for themselves and
nominally for their city ; but they were not unwilling to
appropriate to themselves alone the privileges purchased
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with the people’s money. When the king’s hand was
heavy on the citizens all suffered ; when it was light the
great men only were relieved. The civic rebellion of the
next century is a struggle, not against the king only, but
against an oligarchy. The martyrdom of William of
the Longbeard was lamented, if we may believe the
chroniclers, by no fewer than 52,000 adherents, miracles
were wrought at the place of execution, the gibbet
itself was carried away piecemeal, and the sacredness of
the season when he was put to death only added to the
fervency of the devotees, who “pared away the earth
that was be-bled with his blood, and kept the same as
boly reliques to heal sick men.”

The second charter of Richard is dated a year before
his death at Chalons. It relates to the “conservancy of
the Thames ”; and though the city had from time imme-
moria] claimed the privilege and duty of keeping open
the navigable part of the stream, a definition of its rights
in the matter was made the subject of a special grant,
and, no doubt, charged for accordingly. The grievance
chiefly to be remedied was the multiplication of wears
or weirs, by which the course of the stream was ob-
structed ; and the city had leave to remove and prohibit
such impediments in the way of open traffic both on
the Thames and the Medway. The New Wear, near
Rochester, has probably given its name to “The Nore,”
which is still the eastern boundary of the city jurisdiction.

John was hardly seated on the throne before we find a
Significant entry in the meagre annals of the day. Five
and twenty of the more discreet men, we read, were
SWorn, together with the mayor, to take counsel on
behalf of the city. The events indicated by such a sen-
tence, or by another, under the year 1209, are sufficiently
Well known. “In this year there were Pleas of the Crown
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at the Tower of London.” Meanwhile no fewer than five
charters were granted ; and it is evident, from the wholly
unimportant character of some of them, that they were
merely excuses for the receipt of heavy payments. The
interdict did not affect London in so severe a manner as
other parts of England. There were, no doubt, many
private chapels, many conventual churches, to which
citizens desirous of hearing mass, and willing to pay for
the privilege, could resort.

During all these years the rivalry between the wealthier
burghers and the ordinary craftsmen of the city continued
to rage. The “prudhommes” were arrayed at every
election, at every hustings, against the lesser folk. The
wards, as we shall have occasion to notice more distinctly
a little further on, were in the hands originally of the
landowners, and the alderman was still very much in the
position of a “lord of the manor.” His office was at
first always,and still usually, hereditary. These “barons”
of the city, as they were often called, formed among
themselves an oligarchy,® and ruled the merchant guild,
an association which had control of the civic govern-
ment, the revenues, and the trade regulations. Against
this tyranny the commons struggled in vain. When
craft guilds were formed to protect certain trades, they
were bitterly opposed, and in some cases actually sup-
pressed. The tradesmen’s difficulty lay in the fact that,
unless all of the same handicraft joined, their labour was
but vain. To insure this co-operation, recourse was had
to the crown, and charters of incorporation were obe
tained, Even so, the opposition of a small, but influential

* ¢ It was for the most part an aristocratic constitution, and had its
unity, not in the municipal principle, but in the system of the shire,”
observes Mr., Stubbs, speaking of the Norman period.—* Const. Hist.," i,
407,
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party, contrived to keep the craft guilds at bay, and
the reign of John, much as was accomplished for the
vindication of national liberty, left the petty tyrants of
the city untouched.

True, these very tyrants were themselves among the
magnates of the realm who extorted the Charter in 1215.
Geofirey FitzPiers, the first champion of the cause of
national freedom, has often been claimed as a citizen
himself, and a descendant of such a city worthy as God-
frey or Gosfrith the portreeve. At the first great meeting
of the barons, Geoffrey brought the charter of Henry I.
before them, and Stephen Langton expounded its full
significance.  This meeting was held at St. Paul’s.
Geoffrey died soon after in his residence at the Tower,
only surviving Henry FitzAylwyn, the first mayor, a
single year ; but archbishop Langton now headed the
barons, and on May 12, London threw open her gates to
their forces, led by Robert FitzWalter, the standard-
bearer of the city. At Runnymead London was well
represented, and her liberties secured to her by a special
clause of the Great Charter.

The temper of the city was fully aroused by these
events, For the first time men began to understand
what is now meant by the word individual liberty. The
tommons were not satisfied that their new mayor,
FitzAlan, or the general of their forces, FitzWalter,
or the Basings and Blunds and Bukerels and other
aldermen of wealth should alone enjoy the privileges
obtained at so much cost. Efforts were made from
time to time to obtain recognition of the popular party.
The name of Serlo le Mercer, mayor in the year of
Magna Charta, is significant. It denotes the election of a
member of a craft, one who had, indeed, no aristocratic or
other surname, and who was only known by his occupation.

VOL 1, X



130 HISTORY OF LONDON.

Meanwhile the meddling of the pope once more made
union necessary for the promotion of the common cause.
Innocent III. annulled the Charter, excommunicated the
barons, and suspended archbishop Langton. King John
triumphantly overranthe kingdom, and shut up the barons
and their army in London. The archbishop, their best or
only leader, had been forced to make the long and perilous
journey to Rome, to obtain from the Pope a reversal of
the sentence against him, and also if possible to put the
matters at issue in a clearer light. But the papal
decrees continued to fall on London at the king's
demand ; and the citizens, again torn by violent factions,
seem to have been unanimous only in defying king
and pope alike. “ The ordering of secular matters per-
taineth not to the pope,” they asserted ;* and Simon
Langton, when he counselled them to ring the bells and
celebrate mass as before, acted no doubt on an under-
standing with the archbishop his brother. We may see
in the removal of Jacob Alderman from the mayoralty
in 1217, and the substitution of Solomon de Basinges, a
temporary triumph of the aristocratic party, the same
party which had already committed London to the cause
of the French prince Louis. Dover Castle stopped the
way, however; and while the siege went on, and the
Londoners despatched FitzWalter with a contingent to
invest Lincoln in conjunction with a French force, king
John died, and immediately the whole aspect of affairs
was changed. The young king, proclaimed as Henry
II1., was speedily crowned at Gloucester ; * for by reason
of the war still continuing between himself and the
aforesaid Louis and the barons of England, he could
not come to London and there be crowned.”t Peace was

* Green, i. 249.
t ¢ Chronicle of the Mayors and Sheriffs,” p. 4.
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concluded in the following year, but not until Fitz-
Walter, whose military skill did not equal his courage,
had been taken prisoner in the narrow streets of Lincoln.
Butin the treaty of Lambeth the liberties of the city were
acknowledged, and the citizens who had been captured
during the late hostilities were now set at liberty. The
French and aristocratic party evidently came out of the
contest with a loss of prestige. In 1217,* “Serlo le
Mercer was again made mayor of London, and so con-
tinued for five years.” FitzWalter never recovered his
influence, and the popular party for a brief period became
so powerful that Constantine FitzAthulf or FitzOlaf,
who at a wrestling match ventured to raise the cry of
“Montjoye and St. Louis,” was taken up by the
justiciar without his aristocratic friends being able to
deliver him. No form of trial delayed the sentence, and
Constantine and two of his fellows were hanged ; though,
when he felt the halter round his neck, he offered 15,000
marks to save his life. t

Serlo was succeeded in 1222 by Richard Reinger,
another “ plebeian ” mayor—if I may borrow a term from
Roman history—who also ruled for five years. A re-
action began to set in about 1227, when the same sheriffs,
who, to judge by their names, Henry de Cokham and
Stephen Bukerel, belonged to the “patrician” party,
served for two years. A contest arose at the end of
their second period of office, and the popular party so
far prevailed that all the aldermen and principal citizens
joined in an oath that for the future they would not
permit the same men to serve as sheriffs for two con-

* This is the date in the Chronicle. It means of course the end of the
ear.
’ t The wealth of Constantine, his name, and the cry he raised are in my
opinion sufficient justification for this view of his case ; but he is some-

times, I am aware, reckoned among the popular leaders.
K 2
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secutive years. Eleven years of comparative tranquillity
were passed under two mayors, both of old city families,
Roger le Duc and Andrew Bukerel; the aristocratic
element reappears in the list of sheriffs; and on the
disgrace of Hubert de Burgh and his flight to Brent-
wood, though the bishop of London was able to restore
him to sanctuary, it is evident that the ascendant party
in the city had no sympathy with his cause. Their
opponents in the following year made an expiring effort,
and obtained the election of their nominee to one of the
sheriffships. But a charge was soon discovered or in-
vented to displace him. Symon FitzMary, whose name
sufficiently indicates his lowly origin, so sadly wasted
the property that formed the issues of the sheriffwick
that he was not allowed to receive them any longer—so
says the Chronicle *—and the clerks of the sheriffwick
were entrusted with the task of collecting them, and of
acquitting with them “the ferm of his lordship the
king.”

We have here the first indication of the growing
rapacity of the young king. Symon FitzMary, though the
chronicler frowns on him, was unwilling to hand over to
the Crown what he considered more than its due. He was
opposed, we may be sure, by the direct interference of the
aristocratic party, who had by this time forgotten the
old cry of “Montjoye,” and joined the brilliant band of
courtiers about the rightful heir of Henry 11. But they
soon found that the weak, rapacious, and fickle king
despised them as upstarts, treated them with contempt,
laughed at their assumption of nobility, and finally
added injury to insult when he threw his weight into the
scale against them, and actually commanded them to
admit Symon FitzMary to the sheriffship.

*p7
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In this bid for popularity Henry succeeded for a time.
The poorer citizens looked on him as their champion,
the more so as the mayor, William Joynier, absolutely
refused to admit FitzMary. Here he was acting strictly
within his rights; and though it is difficult to explain
the position taken up by FitzMary, it is easy to see that
Henry was engaged, with all the characteristic Angevin
cunning, in playing off one party against the other to
his own advantage, while he watched for an opportunity
of overthrowing the city liberties altogether.

A very small accident gave him this opportunity.
Under the guise of supporting the cause of the widow
and the oppressed, he was enabled to intervene in the
administration of justice, Symon FitzMary being once
more made his tool. Whether Symon was a single-
minded man—whether he had the liberties of his fellows
teally at heart—or whether, on the other hand, he
was a mere creature of the court hired to do a certain
piece of work and reckless of consequences, we cannot
tell.  But the case of Margery Vyel brought affairs to a
crisis,

She was the widow of a citizen named John Vyel, who
at his marriage had made a settlement on her, and, having
apparently prospered, died the owner of a considerable
property. His son was sheriff in 1241, but it does not
appear whether this son, Vyel the younger, was the son
of Margery or of a previous wife. Be this as it may, she
claimed in 1246 to be entitled to a third of her deceased
husband’s goods, as his widow ; but the city authorities,
sitting at Guildhall, gave judgment against her, on the
grounds that her settlement was sufficient, and that her
husband had made no further provision for her in his
Wil The widow Vyel was by no means content, and,
appealing to the king, brought about a serious con-
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flict as to the old question of the freedom of London
from the jurisdiction of any but its own magistrates.
The matter was made a party question. The king on
the one hand was anxious to humble the citizens. He
had received several serious rebuffs from them as to the
appointment of sheriffs and mayors. One mayor elected
by the citizens had refused to serve, in consequence of
the king’s personal ill-will.* Symon FitzMary, unfortu-
nately, played the king’s game for him by opposing
the election as sheriff of Nicholas Bat, another member
of one of the old ruling families, on the ground that he had
served the office in the previous year. Henry had on
more than one occasion “taken the city into his hands,”
as it was termed, appointing the mayor, however, to
govern it for him. He was now about to take a much more
important and tyrannical step. Having sent Henry de
Ba, or Bath, a justice, to St. Martin’s-le-Grand, to try the
case of the widow Vyel, on the refusal of the citizens to
acknowledge his jurisdiction, the king took possession of
the city, and, setting aside the mayor and the sheriffs,
appointed as his bailiffs William de Haverille and
Edward de Westminster. The mayor and principal
citizens journeyed to Woodstock, and had an interview
with Henry, but could not induce him to change his
mind. This was towards the end of August,} and the
time for new elections was approaching. William of
Haverille insisted on the lower officials taking an oath
of obedience to himself, and evidently anticipated a
prolonged term of office.  But on the 8th of September
the king changed his mind. Some money transactions
had no doubt taken place in the interval, and the mayor
and sheriffs were reinstated, undertaking on their part
that the city would plead in the king’s court as to the

* Gerard Bat, 1240. + 1248,
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case of the widow Margery, on the ninth of the ensuing
month of June.

When the eventful morning arrived the mayor*—
who had been re-elected—and the sheriffs attended at
Westminster, and were kept waiting for four days before
the king could be induced to attend to their business.
Meanwhile a kinsman t of the widow had been constantly
making allegations against the citizens, and they on their
part had actually deprived Symon FitzMary of the
office of alderman for taking her side. When at length
they were admitted to the royal presence a new demand
was made upon them. Before proceeding to the case
in hand, Henry announced to the astonishment of the
burghers that he had made grants in Middlesex to the
abbot of Westminster—he was at that time actively
engaged in the building and endowment of the Abbey
—and desired their ratification of certain franchises.
For these he proposed to offer certain exchanges of
equal value. Now, if there was one thing which
the aristocratic party in the city valued more than
another it was the farm of Middlesex, with the rights
belonging to it, which they had enjoyed since the time
of Henry 1. For once, after a few minutes’ hesitation,
they had to fall back on the despised commonalty.
“They could do nothing in the matter,” they replied,
“without the consent of the whole community.” Although
the king was much angered by this answer, evidencing
as it did that on some subjects all classes of the citizens

* Michael Tovy.

t Henry de 1a Mare.

1 This Symon FitzMary by a deed dated in 1246 (see Smith’s ¢ Topo-
guaphy,’' p, 2g) founded a priory at Bishopsgate to be in the special
Patronage of the bishop of Bethlehem, to whom and his successors an

ammual payment was to be made by the priory. The foundation still exists
under the name of ¢ Bedlam.”



136 HISTORY OF LONDON.

were at one, he dissembled for the time, and proceeded
to hear the case of the widow Vyel. It was speedily
determined against her, and the mayor and sheriffs went
back to London victorious but not triumphant, knowing
but too well that Henry would not let the abbot’s claims
rest, and that, in all probability, they would not so easily
have won their cause, but for the greater importance of
the new demand.

The king, who cared nothing for Margery Vyel, had
in fact been victorious. He had cajoled the citizens into
coming before his court at Westminster, and he foresaw
an infinite number of exactions, fines, gifts, bribes, and
other means of replenishing his exhausted exchequer in
this one great achievement. The claim of the abbot,
unfounded as it was, cropped up at intervals for fifteen
years, and was made a constant instrument of annoyance
to the citizens. At length, towards the close of 1263, after
many events of greater importance had taken place, and
while many questions of constitutional significance were
still pending, the case was decided, under the rule of Simon
de Montfort, in the king’s court at Westminster. By
verdict upon oath given by twelve knights of the county
of Middlesex, it was found that the sheriffs of London
had power to enter “all the vills and tenements” which
the abbot holds in Middlesex, even to the very gate of
the royal abbey itself. The tenants of the abbot were
bound to do suit and service like the freeholders of the
county at the County and Hundred Courts. This deci-
sion was duly pronounced by the justiciar, Gilbert
Preston ; and though the citizens denied the jurisdiction
of the court, they were not unwilling to accept its
sentence when given in their favour. The abbot,
therefore, by deed, formally renounced all claim
to the privileges illegally given him by the king—
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only however to reassert them on the first convenient
occasion,

Henry IIL, in the interval, still continued to plot against
the city liberties, and so far carried on his operations
under the disguise of supporting the popular cause. A
roll, sealed with green wax, was found in his wardrobe
at Windsor,* early in 1258. So the story ran, and that
the king had read it, and had learned from it that his
faithful commons were oppressed by the rich men of the
cty. How the roll with its green seal came into the
wardrobe remained a transparent secret. Henry was at
his wits’ end for money. He had just accepted from the
pope the crown of Sicily for his second son, Edmund ;
and parliament, at least the assembly which afterwards
grew into parliament, had refused his demands for aid
to prosecute the claim. The roll with the green wax
seal came opportunely to his help. John Maunsell, one
of the judges, and a fit implement of oppression, was
despatched into the city. The folkmote was summoned
and assembled on Sunday morning, January the 27th,
when Maunsell read the contents of the roll to the
people, and added that the king regretted to hear of
such oppressions and would by no means permit them.
It would be wearisome to go through all the subsequent
processes, more or less legal, by which Maunsell brought
the aldermen to their knees.t They went with Ralph
Hardel, the mayor, a member of the patrician party, to
meet the king at Knightsbridge on his return to West-
minster; but Henry sent a “certain esquire” forbidding
them to come into his presence. On the 1st of February
3 meeting was held in Guildhall to receive a message

* Spelt Wyndlesore, here and elsewhere in the Chronicle.
t The story is told with painful minuteness by the chronicler already
quoted, P 33, &e.
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from the king. The people attended in large numbers,
the mayor and aldermen being also present. John
Maunsell announced once more the king's desire to in-
quire into the grievances set forth in the now too famous
roll, and desired the city authorities to make oath as to
their assessment of tallages and other imposts. To take
the oath was not only to endanger themselves, but it was
also to give up an ancient and cherished privilege of the
city, by which no citizen could be obliged to make oath
in such cases as this. These objections were overruled
by the voices of the people. They gave assent to the im-
position of the oath by loud cries of “Ya, ya”; thus, as
the chronicler bitterly remarks, disparaging their own
liberties, “ which, in fact, these same most wretched crea-
tures had not been the persons to secure.”

The king’s triumph was thus complete, at least for the
moment. Maunsell, well instructed beforehand, lost no
time in taking advantage of the popular vote. The
mayor, the sheriffs, even the king’s chamberlain, were
removed. All the rolls of tallages were delivered to
John Maunsell. The constableof the Tower, Roger Bigod,
earl of Norfolk,* became governor of the city. The
inquisition, as it was called, sat daily at the Guildhall.
Six-and-thirty men of each ward were examined, and a
report was prepared on their evidence. All this was
done so speedily, that on the 1oth February Maunsell
had the act of accusation complete, and the city mag-
nates were summoned to Westminster to receive judg-
ment. Here Maunsell told them that they had been
guilty of changing the mode of making the tallage ; that
they had not read the roll of the last tallage to the
people in Guildhall, and so forth, a long list of charges
being gathered of, it must be allowed, the most trumpery

* Earl Marshal 1243.



THE STRUGGLE FOR LIBERTY. 139

character. The aldermen answered, clearing up some of
the charges, but, above all, putting themselves on their
privilege as citizens of London, and offering to defend
themselves according to the laws and customs of the
cty. An unseemly wrangle ensued. The offer of the
citizens was too reasonable to be conceded, and at
length they were dismissed with orders to return on the
morrow. A new accusation was now made. The matter
of the tallages, it was perhaps found, would not be suffi-
cient; and when the mayor and aldermen came to West-
minster they were charged before the king himself with
having altered the weights and measures of the city. It
was in vain that they pleaded that not the weights but
the method of weighing had been changed, and that the
change had been made on the recommendation of more
than 200 trustworthy men. It was evident that the
fable of the wolf and the lamb was being re-enacted.
Once more the folkmote was summoned to meet in St.
Paul's Churchyard, and John Maunsell,* addressing the
people in a kind of sermon from the Cross, promised
them all their rights and liberties at the hands of the
king, who thus placed himself as it were in competition
with the mayor and aldermen. The speaker went on to
put a supposititious case, in which he asked the people
what they could expect if, when their champion the king
accused these men of oppression, they should be allowed
to acquit each other, every alderman calling upon his
fellows as compurgators. This question, of course, the
populace answered as they were expected to answer, in
contravention, as the chronicler sadly observes, “ of the
privileges of the franchises that had been granted unto
the city of old, and by their predecessors, citizens of
blessed memory, obtained.” No conference of discreet

* It may have been one of the other commissioners.
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men was held. The voice of prudence was drowned in
the acclamations of the populace, “sons of divers
mothers,” says our historian in bitter scorn, “ many of
them born without the city, and many of servile con-
dition.” The mayor and aldermen once more proceeded
to Westminster, where Henry de Ba, their old enemy,
gave judgment, suspending them, degrading them, and
forbidding them to return to their respective wards with-
out the king's permission. Henry was present, and saw
that the time had come for an exhibition of magnanimity.
With a few exceptions, one of them being the mayor, all
were restored to their offices. William FitzRichard
became mayor, and one of the sheriffs was changed, a
man of the old Bukerel family being removed, and a
tradesman of lower rank substituted.®* These altera-
tions and reinstatements did not take place without
money payments, yet it is not easy to see what the king
had gained by the whole transaction, except the imme-
diate gratification of having humbled the chief citizens.
This was the year of the “Mad Parliament” and the
Provisions of Oxford, and it is possible that Henry
began to foresee a time when those very citizens were
the men on whom he might have to depend ; that the
populace was even more fickle than himself, and that
there were men among the city aristocracy who, loyal
as they were to their ancient privileges, were also willing,
if he would allow them, to stand by the throne in the
impending struggle. ’

Two men were, however, now coming to the front
with whom he would have to reckon. What Simon de
Montfort did for England, Thomas FitzThomas did for
London. He had been sheriff when the tallages question
and that of the alteration of weights had been brought

*® William Grapefige’s name is perhaps enough to prove this.
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forward. The roll with the green seal had been found
at Windsor when he was but three months in office.
He seems to have perceived the probable change of
front in the king’s policy, and he also perceived that by
such manipulations of the folkmote as he had now
twice witnessed, the cause of the people was only osten-
sibly advanced, but really retarded. He saw that to put
their trust in the throne, as against their own magistrates,
was but to admit wolves to do the work of the sheep-
dogs. As Simon de Montfort called a new power into
existence when he summoned the burgesses to parlia-
ment, so Thomas FitzThomas, by employing the most
ordinary means, and showing the people how to use
their own power, taught the  plebeian ” citizens to elect
for themselves representatives who as aldermen or mayors
should do what they could and what the law permitted
to remove their grievances. In 1262 the aristocratic
party failed in the elections. William FitzRichard *
was displaced, and the sheriffs, whose names for the
three years of his mayoralty had been Adrian and
Cornhill, Bruning and Coventry, Picard and de North-
ampton, were now Philip the Taillour and Richard of
Walebrook. The new mayor was Thomas FitzThomas.

Fit2Thomas must have been very busy during this
year. It was in his first mayoralty that Henry III. made
his retreat to the French court, feigning sickness, and
Simon de Montfort was organising his preparations for
enforcing the Provisions of Oxford, notwithstanding
Urban IV.s bull absolving the king from the oath he had
taken to observe them. Such were the unhappy cir-
cumstances of the countryt when FitzThomas’s first

“ His true character comes out in 1267. He became warden of the
aty at a time when the king abused its liberties after Evesham.

t For an account of Simon de Montfort, and his brief but memorable
career, see Green’s ¢ History,’ i. 293-307.
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mayoralty commenced. His second year was marked by
an attempt of the constable of the Tower to take “prisage”
of vessels coming up the Thames with corn—an attempt
defeated for a time by the vigilance of the citizens, and a
declaration on the part of FitzZThomas® that force would
if necessary be repelled by force. Shortly afterwards he
took the oath to Edward, afterwards Edward 1, as the
king’s heir and successor, and administered the same
oath to the aldermen, attending for the purpose at the
houses of those who were ill. So far there would seem to
have been nothing in his rule except evidence of a strong
desire to preserve the liberties of the city, and to act with
loyalty towards the Crown. But he had already contrived
to show the “ patrician” or retrograde party among the
citizens his determination to uphold the rights of the
poor as well as of the rich, yet the Chroniclet which
describes him at greatest length, was evidently written by
one of the fiercest of his opponents, and we have
therefore no account which even attempts to do justice
to his qualities. He pampered the populace—so we
are told. He taught them to style themselves the
commons of the city. He gave them the first voice in
everything, submitting every important measure to their
vote, and asking their will upon it. If they replied with
their familiar “Ya, ya,” it was done; and the aldermen
were little consultedi When Montfort made his great
march from Reading to Dover, a deputation of the

* This s clear from the ‘ Chronicle,” though the mayor’s name is carefully
suppressed.

t FitzThedmar, ¢ Chronicle of Mayors and Sheriffs,” already frequently
no;l c';‘(:;e chronicler contradicts himself palpably. The aldermen and chief
citizens, he says, were little or not at all consulted, adding, they were just as
though they had not existed. With so prejudiced a picture before us, it is

as difficult to arrive at the truth as to avoid taking the opposite view too
strongly.
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citizens was sent with the members of the council
at the king’s command. They took the opportunity of
assuring the earl that he possessed the sympathy of the
city; and something like a league was made between
him and the burghersto observe the Provisions of
Oxford, in fealty to the king, but always reserving the
liberties of London. FitzThomas immediately organised
the people by their wards. All aliens were dismissed.
The “commons” enrolled themselves by hundreds and
thousands ; vigilance committees were appointed, and
the worst excesses which ensued were only the destruc-
tion of some houses built upon common land, and the
opening of some lanes and rights of way, which here and
there powerful or wealthy persons had been suffered to
stop,

The conflict between the greater and lesser citizens, the
merchants and the craftsmen, came to a head when, upon
the earl’s first success, he demanded of the citizens that
they should formulate such rules as might be to their
advantage, promising to obtain their ratification from the
king in council. FitzThomas seized the opportunity
for legalising the existence of the new trade guilds. He
Summoned the people, and telling them to organise
themselves by their handicrafts, and to make such
Provisions as should secure the conduct of each, he dealt
a fatal blow at the old oligarchy. The chronicler in his
?Iatred of these proceedings styles the new “nations,”
nto which the mechanics had enrolled themselves,
“abominations,” and describes their guilds, correctly
?HOUgh,as “solely to their own advantage, and to the
Mtolerable loss of all merchants coming to London.”
The influence of FitzThomas showed itself further in his
obtaining at length the judgment, alrcady mentioned, as
to the claim of the abbot of Westminster ; thus vindi-
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cating his impartiality, and his anxiety for the full
recognition of the liberties of great and small.

But as the king, by a fluctuation in the tide of events,
began to recover his power, his old desire to annoy the
city showed itself anew ; and when November 1263 came
round, and FitzThomas was again elected, and actually
sworn in as mayor, a brilliant opportunity presented
itself for displaying the change of his policy in London.
He now no longer sought popularity with the commons ;
but on FitzThomas presenting himself at Westminster
for approval, sent to the barons of the exchequer a royal
writ forbidding his admission to office. This was just
before the reference of the questions at issue between
Henry and his subjects had been made to the French
king.* The news of Louis’s award, by which the Pro-
visions of Oxford were declared utterly null and void,
was received in most parts of England with something
like a sullen acquiescence. But the commons of London,
whom, as we have seen, Henry had just gone out of his
way to insult, wholly refused to abide by it. They had
not, they said, joined in asking for French arbitration,
and they would have none of it. After a momentary
pause their example was followed by the great com-
mercial towns of the south, the Cinque Ports, and by
nearly all the middle class throughout England. Mont-
fort was in Southwark rather hoping for than demanding
admission to the city, but the retrograde party among
the citizens contrived to keep the gates closed against
him. The queen was lodging in the Tower, as during
the publication of the award Henry had crossed to
France, and on her attempting to join him on his re-
turn home, as she rowed in state up the river, 'the
citizens assembled on the bridge reproaching her as the

* Louis IX., called St. Louis.
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cause of all their troubles, her foreign relations having
by their rapacity and misgovernment brought the king
into his present straits. She was at length obliged to
turn back under a storm of stones and foul words. The
commons were further angered by an attempt which
Henry made to take earl Simon from Southwark, and
bursting the Bridge Gate they admitted him with accla-
mations to the city. Here, no doubt, he counselled the’
steps to be taken for the public safety before he went to
attend the abortive parliament which Heanry had sum-
moned to meet at Oxford ; and the citizens immediately
throwing aside party feeling, and, acknowledging their
need of experienced guides in the abeyance of the
mayoralty, appointed Thomas Puleston their constable,
and Stephen Bukerel their marshal, thus turning ap-
parently to the leadership of their traditional rulers.
They rapidly enrolled themselves, being joined by Le
Despenser, whom Simon had made justiciar and had
lodged in the Tower. Their first exploit was not very
brilliant. It merely consisted in a march to Isleworth,
where they burnt the palace of the king’s brother.®

Immediately on the rising of the parliament the earl
of Leicester returned to London. Although he must
have censured some of the recent excesses, which included
3 massacre of the Jews, he cannot but have seen with
satisfaction the extensive preparations the citizens had
Made; and in the height of his difficulties must have
derived the greatest encouragement from his reception
in the city. A solemn treaty was drawn up, in which
Citizens and barons declared “ they would stand together
against all men, saving, however, their fealty to their
lord the king.” A march upon Rochester, which they
* Richard, king of the Romans, or, as he is described in the Chronicle,
king of Almaine,

VOL. 1. L
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occupied with the exception of the Norman keep, was
the first service on which the Londoners were employed.
They returned home for Easter—the last Easter for
many of them—before the battle of Lewes, a battle
which has been described as the Flodden of London.
Though their cause was victorious, the messengers who
brought the news that the king and his brother had
been made prisoners, and that five-and-twenty of his
lords had been killed or taken, had also to add that “ Sir
Edward le FitzRoy ” had driven the citizens before him
like sheep, and had wiped out the insult to his mother
in the blood “of a countless multitude ” of the commons.
The capture of the prince could not restore the husbands
and fathers for whom so many wept ; and when, on the
Tuesday before Ascension Day,* the army of Montfort
returned to London in triumph, to lodge the king of
the Romans in the Tower, and Henry IIL at St. Paul’s,
many a cresset fire was unlighted in the street,and many
a shuttered front told of death and mourning within.
The Provisions of Oxford being accepted, and the
constitution ratified by parliament, the difficulties of the
popular party might be supposed at an end. John
Maunsell was banished with the queen’s foreign relations,
and spent his time scheming with them for a descent
upon the southern coast. The king’s position was in
reality that of a prisoner, and earl Simon knew how
little the acts which he was compelled to sign as a
prisoner would avail when he became free. The parlia-
ment of 1265 was but scantily attended by earls and
barons. The addition of two citizens summoned from
every borough to sit with the knights from every shire
put the crown on the parliamentary edifice, and “has
done more than any incident of this struggle to im-
* 1264
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mortalise ” the name of the earl®* They met in the
chapter-house at Westminster on the 13th January, 1265.
Unfortunately the names of the first London M.P.’s have
not been preserved. On St. Valentine’s day they received
a solemn declaration from the king, that he and his son
were bound by the charter and would no more aggrieve
or cause to be aggrieved the earl of Leicester, the earl of
Gloucester or the citizens of London, for anything they
had done during the past commotions. How the king
kept his promise the subsequent history of Thomas
FitzThomas will tell.

He had acted as mayor during the year of the battle of
Lewes, although many of the usual formalities had been
omitted, and no “hustings” had been held. On the
expiration of the term he was again elected (28th Oct.,
1264), and on the morrow admitted to the full exercise
of his office by the king. On the 17th March of the fol-
lowing year, the king, now restored as far as it was safe
to restore him, to liberty, held a solemn court in the
cathedral church of St. Paul. A strange scene took
place. When the mayor and aldermen came up to do
homage and to renew their oaths of fidelity, FitzThomas
addressed the king in these memorable words :—“ My
lord,” he said, in a voice audible to the assembled multi-
tude, “so long as unto us you will be a good lord and
king, we will be faithful and duteous unto you.” t

The king was powerless to show the resentment he
must have felt at this qualification of the oath. He
nursed his wrath, as became the son of king John, and
in due time exacted the penalty to the full.

* Green, i. 300.

t This anecdote is interpolated as a marginal note by the chronicler,
who can scarcely find words to express his horror at the *‘ wondrous and

unheard of” conduct of ‘‘this most wretched mayor.”— Chron. Mayors
and Sheriffs, p. 77.

L2
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The Londoners undoubtedly did not flinch from the
duty they had laid upon themselves. Certain persons
belonging to the Montfort party were arrested for out-
rages committed at Stepney and Hackney, during the
raid of Simon de Montfort the younger. Having been
duly convicted, they were hanged on the 29th June.
Meanwhile prince Edward, who had escaped from cus-
tody, was engaged in the siege of Kenilworth, and after
various skirmishes which concern the history of London
only incidentally, had engaged the forces of Leicester and
Gloucester at Evesham. The Londoners had cause to
remember long afterwards a terrible thunderstorm which
burst over their city on the 4th August. To them it was
ominous of a long period of darkness and oppression.
The news of the death of earl Simon and the destruc-
tion of his party came to them in two days’ time, and
they must -have known, or at least feared, the worst.
Before the civic year was out, all the king’s acts done
under pressure of earl Simon were annulled—all the
oaths he had made and received, all the donations,
charters, and writings to which he had set his hand were
recalled ; and the parliament, which met at Winchester a
month after the fatal day at Evesham, disinherited or out-
lawed all who had been slain in the battle or taken at
Kenilworth. Many prominent citizens were among the
*“ disinherited,” as they were called; but the commons
met as usual on St. Michael’s day to elect their sheriffs,
and on the morrow accompanied them, with Fitz-
Thomas as their mayor at their head, to be sworn in
at Westminster before the barons of the exchequer.
But no judges were in attendance. The doors of Rufus’s
hall were closed against them, and they returned to
London with doubt and dismay depicted on every face.
Rumours had come to them of a vast force which the
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king was already engaged in assembling at Windsor for
the reduction of the rebellious city. Some were for
fortifying it against the king. Others, comprising, of
course, both those of the old court party who had always
been against the commons and those whom fear or hope
now caused to change their views, were for unqualified
submission. They were still sufficiently powerful to take
the lead in sending abject messages to the king by the
hands of monks and friars. But Henry knew his advan-
tage. The hour of vengeance had come. He turned a
deaf ear to all informal embassies; and at last the
citizens, whom suspense had by this time wholly de-
moralised, though a week had not elapsed since Michael-
mas Day, sent a letter sealed with the common seal,
throwing themselves on the king’s mercy. Sir Roger
de Leiburne was deputed by Henry to carry his terms
to the citizens. They were to remove all barricades,
chains or posts from the streets—the beginnings of un-
finished fortifications,—to submit themselves wholly in
life and limb, and, finally, to send the mayor and the
principal men with him to the court at Windsor, osten-
sibly to confirm the conditions named in the letter.
Leiburne met the citizens in the old church of All
Hallows Barking, close to the Tower of which he had
taken possession, and laid these terms before them, pro-
mising a safe-conduct to the mayor and his deputation.
There was nothing for it but to obey. They had always
professed obedience. They would have had nothing to
fear from a constitutional king, such a king as Fitz-
Thomas had described in his memorable speech at
St. Paul's. On Friday the sth October, therefore, they
set out upon a journey from which some of them were
destined never to return. It was not in the nature of
such a man as Henry to keep a safe-conduct granted
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under the circumstances. After long and vexatious
delays, the mayor was admitted to the castle, the
citizens remaining without until evening, when they were
taken in and lodged in the keep, on the site of the pre-
sent Round Tower.

The next day the mayor, with Pulesdon, Thovi,
Bukerel, and a certain John de Flete, of whom nothing
else is recorded, were separated from the rest of the
citizens who were lodged in the outer bailey, but, by a
piece of the most odious ill-faith, the five first-named
were reserved in the keep by the king’s orders, their
bodies, we are told, being granted to prince Edward
and the safe-conduct “ availing them nought.”

Having thus secured the principal citizens, Henry
proceeded to London, where he wreaked his vengeance
as he pleased on all who had offended him. He gave
away to his followers more than sixty houses, as even
the royalist chronicler admits ; hostages were demanded
for the good conduct of above sixty more ; their lands at
Lynn and Yarmouth were seized ; and finally, in con-
travention of another promise, Henry imposed a fine on
loyal and disloyal alike, amounting to no less than
20,000 marks, or close upon 100,000/ of our money.
Nor was this all. As if to heap insult on the fallen
city, and to add every sign he could of his indiscriminate
hatred, he issued a charter in which, acknowledging the
receipt of the fine, “ he remitted his indignation unto the
citizens.”

Thenceforth, for six long years London lay at the
king’s mercy. No mayor was elected, the city being
governed by wardens appointed by the king, and by
bailiffs chosen instead of sheriffs. Everywhere through-
out England the proscribed adherents of earl Simon
were in arms. The feeble king could but waste the
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public resources, and add to the general confusion, until
Edward, his son, now arrived at maturity, and not
oblivious of the teachings which in his early youth he
had received from earl Simon, took affairs into his own
hands, and gradually brought about a semblance of
peace.

Clear evidence of the poverty into which London
had fallen in these bad times is afforded by the charter
in which the prince,® then busy with his preparations for
the crusade, remits to the citizens their share of an aid
granted to him on the customs of the realm, and even
more by the fact that in gratitude they presented him
with the paltry sum of 200 marks.

Of the fate of FitzThomas we would fain know some-
thing. When he enters the keep at Windsor on that
fatal Monday, he disappears from public view. He was
alive a year later, at least in the belief of his fellow-
citizens ; for when, after a form of election, William Fitz-
Richard was admitted warden of the city and sheriff of
Middlesex, the “ fools of the vulgar classes” clamoured
for his release. “We will have no one for mayor!” they
cried, “save only Thomas FitzThomas.” But their
longings were in vain. The chronicler of the dominant
party mentions very circumstantially a plot to seize the
principal opponents of the mayor, which was frustrated
by the battle of Evesham, but he puts it into his narra-
tive as an afterthought, three years later; and its inser-
tion may possibly be taken—if it is taken seriously at
all,—to mark the receipt of some fresh intelligence of the
ill-fated prisoner, perhaps his death. It would be more
satisfactory to believe that with the settlement of affairs,

® Icall Edward * prince” for convenience. The title was not used for
kings’ sons till long afterwards, He is usually styled *Sir Edward” in
contemporary writings.
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or at the accession of Edward, he received his freedom ;
but his name occurs in no list of the pardoned, and we
see our last of him, perhaps, pacing the leads of the tower
on its lofty mound and looking wistfully eastward to
where he might descry the smoky canopy of the city
which he had loved so well and for which he had suffered
so much.

By imprisoning and gagging FitzThomas, Henry did
but render his views more enduringly popular. For
six years no election of mayor was permitted to take
place. The chief magistrates and sometimes their subor-
dinates were appointed by the king. One former mayor,
as we have seen, stooped to hold power on such terms.
But the policy of FitzThomas, which had made the
cause of the commons that of the craft guilds, gave
fresh strength to the popular party. The oppressions of
these six years, and the intervention of great provincial
nobles with their armies of half-tamed foresters and
yeomen from the bleak hills of the west, only made the
citizens of all classes long for a settled government.
Custody of the bridge, from whose parapets she had
been insulted, was given to the queen. By her the warden-
ship was farmed to collectors who spent nothing on repairs,
so that the whole edifice sustained “great damage and
peril.”  The state of the bridge was typical of the state
of the city. At length the increasing decrepitude of the
king and the corresponding growth of Prince Edward,
both in popular estimation and in personal vigour, gave
him sufficient influence in the management of affairs to
make some improvement possible. The slaughterer of
the citizens at Lewes was forgotten in the restorer of the
old law and order. Men remembered that he had
pleaded for earl Simon’s life, and had followed his
mutilated remains to the grave. The abundant harvest
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of 1267 had its indirect effect on the prosperity of the
citizens. And three years later, in 1270, they obtained
leave once more to elect their own mayor.

John Adrian, an alderman of the retrograde party, who
had figured among the number of royal wardens, had
influence enough to get himself elected ; but both he
and his sheriffs were displaced in the following year by
members of the trade guilds. It is evident from the
names as well as from the meagre records of the time,
both that the old contest still went on, and that by degrees
the new craftsmen were gradually gaining in wealth,
influence, and a settled policy. The wards begin to assume
their modern names, and are more seldom called after
their owners, or the aldermen who govern them. In
other words, the great estates were being broken up, and
the power of the old families was waning. They put up
Walter le Poter, who had been sheriff the previous year,
as their candidate for the mayoralty at the ensuing
election ; but he was defeated by the “ mob of the city,”
Wwho would have no one but Walter Hervey,* a worthy
pupil and successor of the ill-fated FitzThomas.

His opinions may be gathered from an anecdote told
by his enemies.t He was censured by some persons for
wishing to be mayor. No man, it was remarked, ought
to have an office who covets it. Such people think only
of their own promotion, and nothing of the welfare of those
Subject to them. Walter Hervey, on hearing this criticism,
f‘made answer to the people standing about him, affirm.
g and swearing by God and by his own soul to the
effect that he did not desire to be mayor, or any other
officer in the city, for his own sake; but that, solely

* “Who before was mayor,” says the Chronicle; but this is a mis-

takeor o misprint. He had twice been sheriffi—once by royal appointment.

t Chronicle, p. 156.
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from love of God, and from motives of charity, he was
willing to endure that burden and that labour.” Such
was his outspoken policy ; and he further dec¢lared his
intention of supporting the poor against the rich, and of
watching that they were not unduly oppressed in the
matter of tallages or civic expenditure.

It may easily be guessed that these sentiments did
not recommend him to the old oligarchy. The aldermen
appealed in a body to the court at Westminster. Walter
Merton was the ruling spirit of the council. The king
was ill, or he might have meddled to defeat the moderate
proposals of the minister. A warden was to be appointed
until five arbitrators on either side had decided on a
mayor. Evidently Walter le Poter had retired from the
contest, as he is named on the side of the aldermen, with
John Adrian, the late mayor, and Henry Waleys, who
was destined, in more settled times, to rule the city for
many years. Henry de Coventre and Thomas Basing,
members of the oldest and proudest of the patrician
families, were associated with them; while Hervey
nominated Robert Grapefige, Robert Hauteyn, Alan, a
capmaker,® Bartholomew, a grocer,} and Henry de Win-
chester, a member of one of the older families, who
apparently had thrown in his lot with the popular party.

Before the committee could sit, however, another and
greater arbiter had stepped in. Retribution, long delayed,
had come at last. With the cries of the men he had so
cruelly wronged ringing in his ears, Henry died. When
the citizens assembled in Westminster Hall, clamouring
day after day for the mayor of their choice, the noise, we
are told, “reached his lordship the king in bed, to which
he was confined by a severe illness.” This was on the
eleventh of November, and he never recovered, but died

¢ ¢ Le Hurer.” t ¢ Le Spicer.”
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on the sixteenth, and four days later was buried in the
noble church to build which he had robbed his people.
There we may still see his handsome fatuous face in the
earliest portrait of an Engli