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Abstract

During the sixteenth century, the medieval Palace of Westminster went from being the most-used royal
palace, where the king lived and worked alongside his administration, to becoming solely the home of
the law-courts, Parliament, and the offices of state. At the same time, the numbers of individuals who
came to the palace seeking governance or to take part in the business of the law-courts increased over
the course of the century. While Westminster had earlier been a public venue for governance and royal
display, the increasing absence of the English monarch from the palace created alternative uses.
Political culture came to focus on Westminster as entirely separate from the court. This article explores
how these changing uses created new forms of political and administrative culture. It examines how
the administrative offices, particularly the Exchequer, were remade to accommodate changing finan-
cial demands and the increasing contact between individuals and the Crown. It argues that the repur-
posing of the Palace of Westminster created a distinctly different set of relationships between the
Crown and the public. This gave the institutions that called the palace home the space to develop
as bodies that drew their legitimacy from their representation of the community of the realm as a
whole.
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Westminster today is a synecdoche for the United Kingdom’s political life. Images of the
nineteenth-century Houses of Parliament are immediately recognizable as the place
where politicians work, and are discussed in contrast to ordinary life elsewhere. During
the sixteenth century, the Palace of Westminster went from being a royal home, which
also happened to house Parliament and royal administration, to being the center of public
political life. Almost seventy years ago, Geoffrey Elton controversially identified a key
change in the nature of English government from household government to state bureauc-
racy in the mid-sixteenth century.1 This article returns to the debate Elton started and
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1 First set out in G. R. Elton, The Tudor Revolution in Government: Administrative Changes in the Reign of Henry VIII
(Cambridge, 1953), and immediately contested by G. L. Harriss, “Medieval Government and Statecraft,” Past and
Present 25 (1963): 24–31. The most influential critique began with D. Starkey, “King’s Privy Chamber, 1485–1547,”
(PhD diss., University of Cambridge, 1974) and was elaborated further in C. Coleman and D. Starkey, eds.,
Revolution Reassessed: Revisions in the History of Tudor Government and Administration (Oxford, 1986). For a summary,
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argues that this change was not planned, but rather was mediated by a series of decisions
made over the course of the sixteenth century that opened up crucial geographical and insti-
tutional space between the royal household, based at royal houses elsewhere in the Thames
Valley, and the work of administration and the law-courts, permanently housed at the Palace
of Westminster.

Thanks to a series of major losses, both architectural and archival, to date the palace has
received relatively little attention as a whole.2 Many of its buildings and records were
destroyed even before the devastating fire of 1834, and a full history of the palace and its
place in English and then British political life is still to be written. What has been done high-
lights the complexity of the area’s overlapping functions. Julia Merritt has written about the
way in which the manor of Westminster came to have a social prominence after 1540, when
nobles sought houses in the vicinity of Whitehall.3 Chris Kyle and Jason Peacey have shown
the richness of its intensely public political culture in the seventeenth century.4 Alasdair
Hawkyard has discussed the homes of the House of Commons at Westminster before
1548.5 A special issue in Parliamentary History has made the case for understanding the
Commons in relation to the palace’s architecture.6 There is, however, a disjunction between
understandings of the palace as a royal home before 1500 and its transformation into the
home of parliamentary governance and the bureaucracy of the state after 1600.7 To trace
the origins of this shift, this article therefore examines ideas about the court, the offices
based at the palace, and the changes in the buildings themselves. During the sixteenth cen-
tury, the palace was fought over, reimagined, and reworked to suit new administrative needs
as well as a changing conception of royal power in relation to the public. I use surviving
building accounts, buildings archaeology, antiquarian sources, and contemporary commen-
tary to argue for Westminster as a key locale for the transformation of public political life
during the sixteenth century.

This article aims to bridge something of a historiographical divide between the ways in
which early modernists and medievalists have separately discussed the structures of

see N. Mears, “Courts, Courtiers, and Culture in Tudor England,” The Historical Journal 46, no. 3 (2003): 703–22. More
recently, interest has turned back to early modern administrative history as a way to explore politics; see, for exam-
ple, K. Wright, “Revisiting the War in the Receipt, 1572–1609,” Parliamentary History 42, no. 1 (February 2023): 11–31;
L. Flannigan, “Signed, Stamped, and Sealed: Delivering Royal Justice in Early Sixteenth-Century England,” Historical
Research 94, no. 264 (May 2021): 267–81.

2 There is a recent survey of the medieval palace in W. Rodwell and T. Tatton-Brown, eds., Westminster Part II: The
Art, Architecture and Archaeology of the Royal Palace (London, 2016), and a set of plans from 1834 in M. H. Port, ed., The
Palace of Westminster on the Eve of the Conflagration of 1834 (London, 2011). Also on elements of the palace, see P. Binski,
The Painted Chamber at Westminster (London, 1986); J. Crook and R. B. Harris, “Reconstructing the Lesser Hall: An
Interim Report from the Medieval Palace of Westminster Research Project,” Parliamentary History 21 no. 1
(February 2002): 22–61; and the AHRC-funded project, “St Stephen’s Chapel Westminster: Visual and Political
Culture 1292–1941,” University of York, at www.virtualststephens.org.uk.

3 J. F. Merritt, The Social World of Early Modern Westminster, Abbey, Court and Community, 1525–1640 (Manchester, 2005),
ch. 5.

4 C. R. Kyle, “Parliament and the Palace of Westminster: An Exploration of Public Space in the Early Seventeenth
Century,” Parliamentary History 21 no. 1 (February 2001): 85–98, at 88–89; C. R. Kyle, Theatre of State: Parliament and
Political Culture in Early Stuart England (Stanford, CA, 2012), 113–17; C. R. Kyle and J. Peacey, “‘Under Cover of So
Much Coming and Going’: Public Access to Parliament in Early Modern England,” in Parliament at
Work. Parliamentary Committees, Political Power and Public Access in Early Modern England, ed. C. R. Kyle and J. Peacey
(Woodbridge, 2003), 1–23; J. Peacey, “‘To Every Individual Member’: The Palace of Westminster and Participatory
Politics in the Seventeenth Century,” The Court Historian 13, no. 2 (Autumn 2008): 127–47, at 132.

5 A. Hawkyard, “From Painted Chamber to St Stephen’s Chapel: The Meeting Places of the House of Commons at
Westminster until 1603,” Parliamentary History 21, no. 1 (2002): 62–84.

6 J. P. D. Cooper and R. A. Gaunt, “Architecture and Politics in the Palace of Westminster, 1399 to the Present,”
Parliamentary History 38, no. 1 (February 2019): 1–16, at 5.

7 S. Thurley, “Whitehall Palace and Westminster 1400–1600: A Royal Seat in Transition,” in The Age of Transition:
The Archaeology of English Culture 1400–1600, ed. D. Gamester and P. Stamper (Oxford, 1997), 93–104, at 93–96. The fun-
damental surveys remain those of H. Colvin et al., History of the King’s Works, 6 vols. (London, 1963–82).
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English politics, and to bring in recent discussions in court studies about the importance of
architecture and access.8 By examining the Palace of Westminster as a source in itself, due to
its status as the administrative hub of England and Wales in this period, it is possible to chart
the transition from personal household government (of the kind T. F. Tout outlined for the
fourteenth century) towards the more bureaucratic and impersonal state systems discussed
by Michael Braddick for the long seventeenth century.9 In doing so, I argue that there was
indeed a shift in the function of government away from the monarch, but it was not due to
Elton’s single period of revolution masterminded by the king’s Chief Minister, Thomas
Cromwell, or anyone else. Rather it was the interactions between royal decisions, the
increasing permanence of administrative offices in their Westminster homes, and pressure
from the wider populace at Westminster that transformed political life in the sixteenth cen-
tury. The removal of royal presence and its legitimation through ceremonial left a void.10

The increasing audiences of government and increasing experience of administration inter-
acted with the cumulative consequences of a series of decisions made about royal usage of
Westminster to create a more impersonal state in which visible royal personal involvement
in government was no longer the basis of the political system by the end of the sixteenth
century.11 These shifts then left open the possibilities that would be more fully explored
in the early seventeenth century—of political and administrative life that might draw rep-
resentative legitimacy from institutions alongside the monarch’s person, such as the parlia-
mentary installation of Henry, Prince of Wales, in 1610, and ending most dramatically at
Westminster in the conflicts of the 1640s.12

In addition to charting the shift in structures of power, this article explores the changing
geography of political life in the sixteenth century as administrative and legal business at
Westminster boomed. In recent decades, early modern historians have been interested in
the idea of state power as something contingent, performed, and negotiated in particular
locations, whether in a moment of conflict in 1534 Weymouth, as explored by Jonathan
Healey, or in the performances of history plays in the theatres in the 1590s, recently dis-
cussed by Lucy Clarke.13 While the metaphor of the stage and performance has not had
the same influence on medieval historians, they too have considered the relationship
between the governed and the institutions of government, with two different schools of
thought placing different emphases on the key locations of political power within the
English polity. For K. B. McFarlane and his followers, the framework for state action lay in
the localities and particularly in the networks of friendship, kin, and alliance that bound
the political elites.14 In contrast, Elton was inspired in his thesis about the revolution in
Tudor government by the work of the influential institutional historian of the thirteenth

8 D. Raeymaekers and S. Derks, “Introduction: Repertories of Access in Princely Courts,” in The Key to Power? The
Culture of Access in Princely Courts, 1400–1750, ed. D. Raeymaekers and S. Derks (Leiden, 2016), 1–15.

9 T. F. Tout, Studies in the Administrative History of Medieval England, 6 vols. (Manchester, 1920–29), i: 28–29;
M. J. Braddick, State Formation in Early Modern England c. 1550–1700 (Cambridge, 2003), 6; and see the extended discus-
sion in ch. 1.

10 F. Kisby, “‘When the King Goeth a Procession’: Chapel Ceremonies and Services, the Ritual Year, and Religious
Reforms at the Early Tudor Court, 1485–1547,” Journal of British Studies 40, no. 1 (2001): 44–75; J. Loach, “The Function
of Ceremonial in the Reign of Henry VIII,” Past & Present 142 (1994): 43–68.

11 C. W. Brooks, Pettyfoggers and Vipers of the Commonwealth: The ‘Lower Branch’ of the Legal Profession in Early Modern
England (Cambridge, 2004), ch. 4; P. Cunich, “Revolution and Crisis in English State Finances, 1534–47,” in Crises,
Revolutions and Self-Sustained Growth: Essays in European Fiscal History 1130–1830, ed. W.M. Ormrod et al. (Stamford,
1999), 110–37.

12 P. Croft, “The Parliamentary Installation of Henry, Prince of Wales,” Historical Research 65, no. 157 (1992): 177–93.
13 S. Hindle, The State and Social Change in Early Modern England, 1550–1640 (Basingstoke, 2000); L. S. Clarke, “‘I Say I

Must For I Am the Kings Shrieve’: Magistrates Invoking the Monarch’s Name in 1 Henry VI (1592) and The Downfall of
Robert Earl of Huntingdon (1598),” Historical Research 95, no. 268 (May 2022): 196–212, at 197; J. Healey, “The Fray on the
Meadow: Violence and a Moment of Government in Early Tudor England,” History Workshop Journal 85 (2018): 5–25, at 6.

14 K. B. McFarlane, The Nobility of Later Medieval England (Oxford, 1973); C. Carpenter, “The Beauchamp Affinity: A
Study of Bastard Feudalism at Work,” English Historical Review 95, no. 376 (July 1980): 514–32, at 524, 532.
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and fourteenth centuries, T. F. Tout, who charted the creation of new administrative offices
out of the various functions of the itinerant royal household as central to understanding
medieval politics.15 This article examines the re-creation of the stage on which the emerging
central state was performed for ever-larger audiences drawn from across England and Wales
—and indeed beyond.

The intersections between architecture, access, and ritual are particularly important to
understanding Westminster, because the medieval palace was distinctive in its geography
of access, and the ways in which the monarchs, their administrators, and the public inter-
acted that would not be replicated at Whitehall. The old palace conformed to none of the
expectations that had developed over the course of the late fifteenth century about palace
architecture and privacy. By 1500, the last major refurbishment at Westminster was a cen-
tury in the past. Richard II had reworked the palace extensively. He restored both
Westminster Hall and the Privy Palace, including the surviving hammer-beam ceiling in
the hall, completed in 1399.16 In the century that followed, the surviving accounts detail
the necessary ongoing repairs, but there was no effort to reimagine the palace’s geography.
In the early years of Henry VII’s reign, work concentrated on the queen’s personal lodgings
to the south of the site, for Elizabeth of York’s comfort.17 The wider palace remained a rabbit
warren of rooms that largely opened into each other without clear sequences for privacy and
control. Unlike the palaces that were built after 1450, there were no regular sets of rooms
through which one could move from very public presence chambers through to the most
private personal lodgings for the king and queen.18 In addition to the inability to tightly con-
trol access and signal favor through such access, the rooms regularly had multiple functions
that impeded any attempt to control access to the Privy Palace. For example, when
Parliament was in session at Westminster, the Painted Chamber, originally the king’s own
bedroom in the Privy Palace, was used for joint meetings.19 Similarly, the use of the
Lesser Hall (also known as the White Hall) for the Court of Requests in the 1520s would
have brought litigants and witnesses into the Privy Palace.20 Access routes were sometimes
unexpected, such as in 1494 when the future Henry VIII and his companions “toke thair
waye secretly by our Ladie of Pew through St Stephen’s Chapel on to the steyr foote of
the ster chambre.”21 Henry and those with him were moving along the riverbank side of
the palace from the Privy Palace to the water entrance where their horses waited, but to
move secretly through the palace they had to pass through the palace’s oratory, its chapel,
and the chapel’s cloisters to reach the Star Chamber, passing from relatively private to rel-
atively public areas and then back again. There was no entirely private route available to
them, and by this point, most other palace architecture was designed around controlling pri-
vacy and access, particularly to royal ceremonial. Whitehall would become a very different
type of space, even as it came to take on more public administrative functions in the seven-
teenth century. The type of private court ceremonial that Anna Keay discusses for Whitehall
in Charles I’s reign was not possible a century earlier at Westminster.22

15 I. Morris, “Some Origins of a Tudor Revolution,” English Historical Review 126, no. 523 (December 2011): 1355–85,
at 1365–68.

16 Works accounts for the Palace of Westminster, 1384–1399, The National Archives, London (hereafter TNA), E
101/473/ 2, 3, 5, 8, 11, 12.

17 Colvin, History of the King’s Works, iv: 286.
18 Compare the plans of Westminster and Greenwich in the unpaginated plates at the end of S. Thurley, The Royal

Palaces of Tudor England (New Haven, 1993).
19 J. Caddick, “The Painted Chamber at Westminster and the Openings of Parliament, 1399–1484,” Parliamentary

History 38, no. 1 (February 2019): 17–33, at 29.
20 L. Flannigan, “‘Allowable or Not’? John Stokesley, the Court of Requests, and Royal Justice in Sixteenth-Century

England,” Historical Research 93, no. 262 (November 2020): 621–37, at 625.
21 Cotton MS Julius B XII, fol. 90v, British Library.
22 A. Keay, The Magnificent Monarch: Charles II and the Ceremonies of Power (London, 2008), 28.
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The Palace of Westminster was a stage on which the wider community could access gov-
ernance and also affirm and legitimize their local self-governance, through its resident insti-
tutions, acting in public view: the law-courts, administrative offices, and Parliament, whose
multipurpose spaces can be seen in Figure 1.23 During the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries,
those institutions regularly and habitually shared their buildings with the monarch, the
royal household, and the wider court, and thus were stages of a different kind for the per-
formance of royal authority.24 By the end of the sixteenth century, the monarch, the house-
hold, and the court were permanently based elsewhere, if still within relatively easy reach,
and were present for ceremonial such as the State Opening of Parliament.25 Healey noted
that most of the “authoritative buildings” of the early modern state had “complex, layered
power” and those that were straightforward projects of royal authority such as royal castles
were often far from local life.26 But local affairs could be, and often were, brought to the
center, and royal finance depended on local agents.27 Healey’s own case study survives in
the archival record because it was brought to the Westminster Court of Star Chamber. By
exploring the changing uses of the palace’s rooms and corridors, which were available to

Figure 1. Map of the medieval Palace of Westminster. With thanks to Jill Atherton and Tim Tatton-Brown.

23 G. L. Harriss, “Political Society and the Growth of Government in Late Medieval England,” Past & Present 138
(February 1993): 28–57, at 35; J. Watts, “The Pressure of the Public on Later Medieval Politics,” in The Fifteenth
Century IV, ed. L. Clark and C. Carpenter (Woodbridge, 2004), 159–80; G. Dodd, “County and Community in
Medieval England,” English Historical Review 134, no. 569 (August 2019): 777–820, at 801–03.

24 I distinguish between the formal offices of the household and the wider presence of individuals at the court,
which integrated magnificence, governance, and domestic life, although they are interdependent. M. Fantoni, “The
Future of Court Studies: The Evolution, Present Successes and Prospects of a Discipline,” The Court Historian 16, no.
(2011): 1–6, at 1–2; see also the implicit distinction in D. Grummitt, “Household, Politics and Political Morality in the
Reign of Henry VII,” Historical Research 82, no. 271 (August 2009): 393–411, at 397.

25 H. S. Cobb, “Descriptions of the State Opening of Parliament, 1485–1601: A Survey,” Parliamentary History 18, no.
3 (1999): 303–15, at 306.

26 Healey, “Fray on the Meadow,” 18–19.
27 R.W. Hoyle, “Place and Public Finance,” Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, sixth series, 7 (December 1997):

197–215, at 214.
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both those undertaking the bureaucracy of the state and those who sought government
there, we can chart changing political structures that reached far beyond the palace itself.

Using the Palace of Westminster as evidence for state-building and changing expectations
of political life means that the key points of change are different to those that were used by
Elton’s Tudor Revolution and the subsequent debates about the nature of Tudor politics.28 The
changes do not neatly map onto individuals’ careers or even the divisions between reigns
and regimes. Instead, the moments of change came when the consequences of a series of
smaller decisions become apparent. The dates of significant change are thus almost acciden-
tal, points where a series of policy or personal decisions coalesced cumulatively into change
that had implications for the government experienced by those who flocked to Westminster.
There were three key points where decisions were made about the palace, whose implica-
tions were then worked out over the following decades. In 1502, Henry VII chose to stop
using Westminster as his habitual royal residence when in London, preferring his new pal-
aces at Richmond and Greenwich. Twenty-seven years later, in 1529, Henry VIII set up an
alternative royal home in the manor of Westminster, formalizing the divide between govern-
ment at the old Palace of Westminster and royal life and the court at Whitehall.29 This divide
would be extended over the rest of the century to meet new financial, political, and admin-
istrative needs. Finally, in 1572 when the site of the former St Stephen’s College returned to
royal ownership, its use became part of longer-running attempts to create administrative
systems that connected the court with the governmental offices and to manage the flow
of information and coin between the two sets of institutions, now routinely separated.30

Across the entire century, the quality that made the Palace of Westminster crucial for the
English state was its visibility to the political community, thanks to its status as the home
of the law-courts and administrative offices. Thus, the changes in its usages created the envi-
ronment in which the early modern bureaucratic state was created.

Royal home and royal administration, 1502 to 1529

At the start of the sixteenth century, Westminster united the monarch’s personal life with
that of his administration in one unwieldy, sprawling complex on the northern bank of the
Thames; here the king’s person and his government were regularly in the same place. For
late medieval kings, Westminster was the center of their working lives. They spent on aver-
age between a third to half the year living there, and even when they were absent, they were
rarely far away, itinerating through the houses elsewhere in the Thames Valley, connected to
the administration based at Westminster by frequent messengers. The notable exception was
when they were on campaign overseas, such as the years Henry V was in France. Some spent
more time at Westminster for personal reasons, such as Henry VI’s devotion to Edward the
Confessor’s shrine at Westminster Abbey, but no king could ignore the demands of the var-
ious administrative offices clustered around Westminster Hall for long, even if he could
retreat with his household to the Privy Palace to the south.31 When Parliament was in

28 Elton, Tudor Revolution; S. J. Gunn, “The Structures of Politics in Early Tudor England,” Transactions of the Royal
Historical Society, sixth series, 5 (December 1995): 59–90; Gunn, Early Tudor Government (Basingstoke, 1995); for a
deeply skeptical take on the tendency to see the court as the heart of political life, see Elton, “Tudor
Government,” The Historical Journal 31, no. 2 (June 1988): 425–43; Grummitt, “Household, politics and political moral-
ity,” 393, 395.

29 Thurley, “Whitehall and Westminster,” 93–104.
30 N. Jones, Governing by Virtue: Lord Burghley and the Management of Elizabethan England (Oxford, 2015), 137, 140.
31 Henry IV was continuously at Westminster from October to December 1399 before spending Christmas at

Windsor, and he was usually present in December just before Christmas: see C. Given-Wilson, Henry IV (New
Haven, 2016), 542–45. Henry V was near-continuously at Westminster when he was in England from 1414 to
1417: J. Catto, “The King’s Servants,” in Henry V: The Practice of Kingship, ed. G. L. Harriss (Oxford, 1985), 84–85.
Henry VI tended to spend between a month and three months each year at Westminster, spread throughout the
year, although in 1444 and 1454 he was not present at all, while in 1450 he spent the majority of his time there:
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session, the lords occupied the Queen’s Chamber or the Lesser Hall, while the Commons were
found across the wall in Westminster Abbey’s Chapter House.32 Westminster Hall itself
housed the central law-courts and the writing office of Chancery, while the Exchequer occu-
pied two buildings opening off of the northern end of the hall.33 Other administrative and
legal institutions were not fixed at Westminster but were regularly to be found there. The
King’s Council, both a decision-making body based near the monarch and increasingly
also an equity court, was colloquially known as Star Chamber after the room it occupied
when at the old palace.34 From the late fifteenth century, the Court of Requests, another
equity court, which operated as part of the itinerant royal household, could also be found
occupying various rooms in the palace.35 All of these bodies drew their authority from
the king’s person, but were also capable of acting without his personal presence. The staff
of these offices could often also be found in the royal household as part of the networks
that bound together administration and the court and regularly shared the palace’s
thoroughfares.

The Palace of Westminster also did not correspond to ideas around ceremonial, even
though it was the palace used for much of the most significant royal display in this period.
For example, the mid fifteenth-century Liber Regie Capelle, which details the practices of the
Chapel Royal and would continue to be used until the sixteenth century, states that the king
and queen would process to and from the chapel on feast days.36 At Westminster, the routes
to the chapel were either through a narrow passage from the Privy Palace or through mul-
tiple heavily used rooms. There was no straightforwardly ceremonial route that could be
used for the king to be seen on his way to mass and that would give controlled access for
petitioning. Instead, Henry VII and Henry VIII used the Palace of Westminster for large spec-
tacles where the intention was that the public would witness royal presence and royal mag-
nificence. Henry VII’s first return to Westminster from progress in the summer of 1486 was
the subject of a detailed heraldic account, because of the palace’s historic significance as the
place of legitimate government and administration. Henry was greeted as king by the canons
of St Stephen’s College and by the abbey monks, who processed with him through New
Palace Yard to the abbey.37 Other than the coronations—Henry’s own in 1485, Elizabeth of
York’s in 1487, and Henry VIII’s in 1509—the other major event held at Westminster to dis-
play the success of the new dynasty was the week of celebrations for the marriage of Prince
Arthur in 1502. Arthur and Catherine of Aragon were married in London at St Paul’s
Cathedral, but the celebrations were hosted at Westminster immediately afterwards. The
herald’s description suggests that there was a deep concern throughout for as many people
as possible to see these celebrations and thus demonstrate the security of the new dynasty.38

In a similar vein, tournaments were held at the palace to celebrate the birth of Henry VIII
and Catherine of Aragon’s short-lived son, Prince Henry, in 1511 and for the knighting of

B. Wolffe, Henry VI (New Haven, 2001), 361– 75. Edward IV tended to spend the winter and significant parts of the
summer at Westminster for the majority of his reign, with more time in palaces near to London from 1478 to 1482:
J. Ashdown-Hill, ‘The Full Itinerary of Edward IV’, rev. 2017, available at https://www.amberley-books.com/pub/
media/wysiwyg/The_Full_Itinerary_of_Edward_IV_by_John_Ashdown-Hill_-_revised_29.11.2017.pdf. Richard III was
present from Christmas 1483 until 1484, again in August 1484, before returning for much of the winter and spring
of 1484–85: R. Edwards, The Itinerary of King Richard III, 1483–1485 (Sutton, 1983), 12–15, 22–23, 27–36. Henry VII rou-
tinely spent between a third and half of the year at Westminster before 1502: L. L. Ford, “Conciliar Politics and
Administration in the Reign of Henry VII” (PhD diss., University of St Andrews, 2001), 205–83.

32 Caddick, “Painted Chamber,” 29.
33 F. W. Maitland, “From the Old Courts to the New,” Cambridge Law Journal 8, no. 1 (March 1942): 2–14, at 6–7.
34 J. A. Guy, “Wolsey, the Council and the Council Courts,” English Historical Review 91, no. 360 (July 1976): 481–505,

at 484–85.
35 Flannigan, “‘Allowable or Not’,” 625.
36 W. Ullmann, ed., Liber Regie Capelle (Cambridge, 1959), 65.
37 E. Cavell, ed., The Herald’s Memoir, 1486–1490: Court, Ceremonial, Royal Progress and Rebellion (Donington, 2009), 98.
38 G. Kipling, ed., The Receyt of the Lady Kateryne. Early English Text Society Original Series 296 (Oxford, 1990), 71–74.
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Charles Brandon in the spring of 1512.39 For jousts in 1515, there would have been work to
set up the stands for spectators and the tournament area; there are no surviving detailed
accounts for that occasion, only brief mentions in the king’s book of payments.40

Henry VII and Henry VIII came to Westminster to engage with the administration based
there, particularly early in their reigns when they were still establishing themselves with the
administration based in the palace. In the early years of his reign, Henry VII followed his
medieval predecessors in spending large parts of the year living in the palace.41 After
1502, he tended to stay there for the feast of Epiphany, for particular moments of public
spectacle, and for the large council meetings held at All Hallows in early November.42

Henry VIII followed his father’s pattern. He can be seen to be staying in Westminster for
a few days at a time in the 1510s, both before and after the 1512/13 fire.43 The fire, John
Stow tells us, destroyed the Privy Palace, and only the areas around Westminster Hall,
which were the public and administrative areas, were left in regular use.44 Whether the
privy lodgings were habitable or made habitable for Henry’s short stays or whether the
king used other areas of the palace as a temporary residence at this time is unclear. After
this point, Henry continued to attend to particular government ceremonial at the palace,
but did not reside there. He chose to stay at Lambeth Palace or elsewhere in London and
come to Westminster for the day.45 By 1526, even those most conservative of guides—the
royal household ordinances—acknowledged the change. The Eltham Ordinances make it
clear that Westminster had been removed from the royal itinerary.46 Westminster was not
listed among the standing houses,47 where the full panoply of Chapel Royal display accom-
panied the king. Instead, the palace was a venue for particular types of events, when the
monarchy was deliberately on unusually full display and the lack of privacy was not a dis-
advantage. Additionally, Cardinal Wolsey was probably involved with the rebuilding of the
cloisters of St Stephen’s College within the palace complex with heavily royal iconography
around the same date, showing the continued importance of the palace.48 Hence in 1515,
John Taylor was still able to use Westminster as his reference point for royal public magnif-
icence when discussing Henry VIII’s ceremonial entry into Lille.49

Despite Henry VII’s choice to make more use of Greenwich and Richmond in the last
seven years of his reign and Henry VIII’s increasing absence from Westminster as his
reign continued, the links between the royal household and royal administration continued
to be very strong at all levels of the social hierarchy and across the various offices in both

39 J. S. Brewer et al., eds., Letters and Papers, foreign and domestic of the reign of Henry VIII: preserved in the Public Record
Office, the British Museum and elsewhere in England, 23 vols. (London, 1862–1932), I: 2, no. 26 (hereafter Letters and Papers
Henry VIII); Letters and Papers Henry VIII, II: 2, no. (2.8–2.9) at 1449.

40 Letters and Papers Henry VIII, II: 2, no. (1.10) at 1444 and no. (3.9) at 1454.
41 See note 31 above.
42 Data for feast days tabulated in F. Kisby, “Kingship and the Royal Itinerary: A Study of the Peripatetic Household

of the Early Tudor Kings, 1485–1547,” The Court Historian 4, no. 1 (April 1999): 29–39, at 34; Ford, “Conciliar Politics,”
59–60.

43 Letters and Papers Henry VIII, II: 2, no. (1.3) at 1442, no. (2) at 1446, no. (2.8–2.9) at 1449, no. (6.1) at 1464 and no.
(6.9) at 1466.

44 “A great part of this Palace at Westminster was once againe burnt… since which time, it hath not beene reed-
ified: onely the great Hall, with the offices neare adioyning, are kept in good reparations”: J. Stow, A Survey of the City
of London Reprinted From the Text of 1603, ed. C. L. Kingsford, 2 vols. (Oxford, 1908), ii: 117.

45 N. Samman, “The Progresses of Henry VIII, 1509–1529,” in The Reign of Henry VIII: Politics, Policy and Piety,
ed. D. MacCulloch (New York, 1995), 59–73, at 70.

46 Eltham Ordinances, TNA SP 1/37 fol. 53; published in Collection of Ordinances and Regulations for the Government of
the Royal Household Made in Divers Reigns from King Edward III to King William and Queen Mary (London, 1790), 160.

47 The houses used for the great feasts of the liturgical year.
48 For a discussion of this, see E. Biggs, “‘A Cloister of Curious Workmanship’: The Patronage of St Stephen’s

Cloisters within the Palace of Westminster in the Early Sixteenth Century,” Historical Research 95, no. 269 (August
2022): 309–33, at 327–30.

49 Letters and Papers Henry VIII, I: 2, no. 2391.
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areas of royal service. Sir William Stanley, who served in local government under the
Yorkists, was both the Chamberlain of the royal household and one of the two
Chamberlains of the Exchequer under Henry VII.50 Sir John Heron and Sir John Cutte’s con-
current posts in both the King’s Chamber within the household and in the Exchequer facil-
itated financial cooperation between the two key institutions of early Tudor finance.51 Henry
VII’s financial management increasingly worked through the Chamber, rather than the
Exchequer, but the two institutions were not in competition, as they shared personnel
and regularly moved coin back and forth. That officers of the Chamber came to work out
of rooms in Westminster Abbey, and the Jewel Tower in the Privy Palace from 1505 increased
the cooperation there, even as the king himself was less frequently at the palace.52 Lesser
men such as the King’s Remembrancer, Robert Blagge, used their active work in the
Exchequer to advance themselves and their families. Blagge moved from the Exchequer to
the Chamber, as he climbed the ranks.53 Similarly, the goldsmith John Daunce built his
wide-ranging administrative and household career on his first known post as Teller of the
Exchequer, where he received and paid out coin.54 Under Henry VIII this pattern continued,
with the added involvement of Thomas Wolsey as Chief Minister to draw the various depart-
ments together. For example, John Gostwick can be found as a Gentleman Usher of the Privy
Chamber in the 1510s, then making a financial career in Wolsey’s household and as an audi-
tor of the Exchequer, before becoming involved with the new Court of First Fruits and
Tenths in the 1530s.55 Richard Lee appears active both at Westminster and in the royal
household, including as an Esquire of the Body in 1509 and as clerk of Star Chamber from
1516 until at least 1527.56 Both of these men and many others can also be linked to
Wolsey’s household, along with the officers of Chancery, under Wolsey’s management in
his role as Chancellor.57

From 1502 until 1529, the pattern of usage and royal activity at Westminster was at a low
ebb. Late medieval ideas about the close connection between the king and his administration
and the importance of being seen in public as a legitimate ruler continued to shape the pat-
terns of use of the palace. The royal household, the administrative offices, and the person of
the monarch were closely linked, both spatially and in terms of personnel. When the public
came to Westminster for Parliament or the law-courts, they would also often find the king’s
closest advisors alongside his administration. The routine presence of the public at
Westminster to access governance meant that Henry VII and Henry VIII chose to use the
palace as a venue for the most visible royal ceremonial when they wished for the widest
audience to their actions. Equally, the palace’s design and lack of modernization meant
that they increasingly chose to spend most of their time at the more private, up-to-date
houses elsewhere in the Thames Valley, particularly Richmond, completed in 1502. These
houses allowed for the management of the royal household and court and the control of

50 M. J. Bennett, “Stanley, Sir William (c. 1435–1495),” Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford, 2004) (here-
after Oxford DNB).

51 S. J. Gunn, Henry VII’s New Men and the Making of Tudor England (Oxford, 2016), 84; M. R. Horowitz, “An
Early-Tudor Teller’s Book,” English Historical Review 96, no. 378 (January 1981): 1–3–116, at 115.

52 J. D. Alsop, “The Structure of Early Tudor Finance, c. 1509–1558,” in Revolution Reassessed, ed. Starkey and
Coleman, 133–62, at 147; Horowitz, “An Early-Tudor Teller’s Book,” 113–14; D. Grummitt, “Henry VII, Chamber
Finance and the ‘New Monarchy’: Some New Evidence,” Historical Research 72, no. 179 (October 1999): 229–43, at 232.

53 J. D. Alsop, “Blagge, Robert (d. 1552),” Oxford DNB; J. D. Alsop, “Structure of Early Tudor Finance,” 144–47.
54 “Dauntesey (Daunce), Sir John (by 1484–1545), of Thame, Oxon. and London,” in The History of Parliament: The

House of Commons 1509–1558, ed. S. T. Bindoff (London, 1982) (hereafter The House of Commons); see also discussion of
his role in Horowitz, “An Early-Tudor Tellers’ Book,” 109.

55 N. Lewecky, “Serving God and King: Cardinal Thomas Wolsey’s Patronage Networks and Early Tudor
Government, 1514–1529 with special reference to the archdiocese of York,” (PhD diss., University of York, 2008), 277.

56 Letters and Papers Henry VIII, I: 1, no. 82; I. S. Leadam, Select Cases Before the King’s Council in the Star Chamber, 1509–
1544 (London, 1911), 106, n. 4.

57 Lewecky, “Serving God and King,” 57.
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access to the king’s person, but they did not serve as working administrative bases in the way
that Westminster had, and looking forward, Whitehall would.

Westminster and Whitehall, 1529 to 1572

After the fall of Cardinal Wolsey in 1529 and Henry VIII’s decision to rebuild the cardinal’s
Westminster home at York Place, just to the north of the medieval palace, to be his new
home of Whitehall, administration and the court began to be separated. This would have
long-lasting implications for both the structures of governance and ideas around governance
that would continue to be worked out in the following forty years under Henry VIII and his
children. Whitehall’s physical proximity to the old Palace of Westminster has tended to
obscure the major shift in political gravity that the new palace engendered in a period
where administration was itself in a great deal of flux thanks to the creation of new offices
and the reorganization of older ones. Simon Thurley has noted that the new spaces of
Whitehall were related to the mechanisms of Elton’s model of the Tudor revolution in gov-
ernment, but the implications have not been explored in depth.58 They continued to ripple
outwards after 1547 and changed both petitioners’ experience of the court at Whitehall and
their experience of administration based at Westminster, despite attempts to treat both sites
as a single complex.

Westminster and Whitehall need to be considered in relation to each other, but also as
separate physical entities. Although they were close together, they had very different pat-
terns of use and function, despite contemporary attempts to treat them as a single entity.
In 1536, Thomas Cromwell as Chief Minister oversaw the creation of a new liberty that
encompassed both these royal homes, joining them together legally and ensuring that com-
mentators would regularly refer to Whitehall as the king’s Palace of Westminster.59 In 1529
the ambassador from the Holy Roman Emperor, Eustace Chapuys, called Whitehall “the
house which once belonged to the Cardinal [Thomas Wolsey].”60 In 1533, “Westminster”
was still the old palace, but in 1536, the French ambassador was summoned to
“Westminster,” clearly Whitehall, for a conference with the Privy Council.61 Similarly, in
1551, the London diarist Henry Machyn called Whitehall “Westminster” in relation to
Princess Mary’s arrival at court.62 In Cromwell’s legal formulation, the old palace was to
“from henceforth be reputed, deemed, and taken only as a member and parcel of the said
new palace” and thus administration was subordinated to the king’s person and his
court.63 However, that was not how it would play out over the longer term. The creation
of the liberty and the monarch’s return to living in the manor of Westminster may seem
as if it were a return to the pre-sixteenth century patterns of the king living alongside
his administration, but that is to ignore the dramatically different access patterns, alongside
changes in the staffing of the household and administration. Rather, the architecture of the
new palace and the usages of the old palace combined to create further distance between the
monarch, administrative personnel, and the systems that provided governance as well as
the public that sought that governance. Whitehall conformed to the patterns of usage of
the other royal homes and served as a focus for the court and courtiers, while the old

58 Thurley, “Whitehall and Westminster,” 96–97.
59 28 Hen. VIII c. 12; available in The Statutes of the Realm 1101–1713, 9 vols. (London, 1810–1825), iv: 668.
60 Eustace Chapuys to the emperor, 8 November 1529, G. A. Bergenroth et al., eds., Calendar of Letters, Dispatches and

State Papers relating to negotiations between England and Spain: preserved in the archives at Simancas and elsewhere, 13 vols.
(London 1862–1954) (hereafter CSP Spain), 4:1 no. 211.

61 “[T]he great house of Vuasmaytre (Westminster),” Chapuys to the emperor, 20 November 1530, CSP Spain 4:2 no.
1153; Chapuys to the emperor, 10 March 1536, CSP Spain 5:2 no. 37.

62 R. Bailey et al., eds., A London Provisioner’s Chronicle, 1550–1563, by Henry Machyn: Manuscript, Transcription, and
Modernization (Ann Arbor, MI, 2006), no. 19, 17 April 1551, available at http://hdl.handle.net/2027/spo.5076866.
0001.001.

63 28 Hen. VIII c. 12.
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Palace of Westminster increasingly stood apart as the home of law, administration, and
administrators, with occasional forays into royal ceremonial.

The king’s Chief Minister in the early part of this period, Thomas Cromwell, was at the
center of Elton’s much critiqued thesis about the transformation of Westminster’s adminis-
tration.64 One of the major critiques is that of David Starkey, who has pointed to the impor-
tance of the Privy Chamber within the household in political life and Cromwell’s use of the
men working there.65 Before 1529, administration and the chamber would have worked in
greater proximity when the king was at Westminster. Cromwell wrote the legislation that
made the entire area a liberty, free from ordinary jurisdiction, and that made Whitehall a
royal residence. Yet his own working practices within this new enlarged complex remain
opaque and would repay further study. In the changing spaces of administration,
Cromwell seems to have made it his business to link together the existing key institutional
levers of power across Westminster and the royal court, wherever it was to be found, and the
court was now not at the old palace. Although he was working in changing spatial contexts,
and at the same time as new administrative offices, he does not seem to have particularly
grappled with the potential implications of the lack of public visibility of Henry VIII and
the future of the old palace. In his days working for Cardinal Wolsey in the 1520s, he
would have come to know the old palace and the physical intersection of the offices well.
Between the requests for him to obtain documents and his own notes about bills he had
promised to acquire, he was clearly regularly present at the old palace’s administrative
offices and law-courts.66 Sometimes his presence in the manor involved danger, such as
in 1527, when there was plague and rioting, and Cromwell helped to organize a watch on
Wolsey’s behalf.67 The new financial offices he helped to create in the 1530s were found hap-
hazard space wherever it might be claimed, as near as possible to other offices, as will be
further discussed below. His own Westminster lodgings were first at Whitehall until 1536
and then afterwards largely at St James’ Palace, Henry VIII’s new hunting lodge in the
manor, giving him some distance from both officials and the wider court.68 His interest in
the law-courts, the Privy Council, and the Exchequer, to name just three offices, would
have brought him back to Westminster, even as his meetings with the king after 1529
were elsewhere at court.69 Michael Everett has argued for the importance of his regular
attendance at the Privy Council, which met both in the Star Chamber at the old palace
and in the new royal lodgings at Whitehall, as the source of his political influence.70 In
1538, he was present at either Whitehall or the old palace when the wife of a man in sanc-
tuary showed him a draft pardon for her husband.71 All of these are preliminary observa-
tions, but they are suggestive. His business was confined to neither palace, even as new
possibilities began to emerge more generally out of the changing circumstances in which
he worked.

The physical distinctions between the old palace and Whitehall were very strong and this
had the effect of reducing the accessibility of the monarch. Whitehall was planned and built

64 Elton, Tudor Revolution; see discussion in G.W. Bernard, “Elton’s Cromwell,” History 83, no. 272 (1998): 587–607, at
587–89.

65 See, particularly, D. Starkey, “Intimacy and Innovation: The Rise of the Privy Chamber,” in D. Starkey et al., The
English Court from the Wars of the Roses to the Civil War (London, 1987), 71–118, at 71, 92–100, 109–110.

66 William Popley to Thomas Cromwell, 15 January 1522, TNA SP 1/23 fol. 271; calendared in Letters and Papers
Henry VIII, III:2 no. 1963. Remembrance of Thomas Cromwell, 1524, TNA SP 1/32 fol. 234, calendared in Letters
and Papers Henry VIII, IV:1, no. 955.

67 Laurence Stubbs to Thomas Wolsey, 6 August 1527, TNA SP 1/43 fol. 6; calendared in Letters and Papers Henry
VIII, IV:2, no. 3334.

68 D. MacCulloch, Thomas Cromwell: A Life (London: Penguin, 2018), 333, 439.
69 MacCulloch, Thomas Cromwell, 224.
70 M. Everett, The Rise of Thomas Cromwell: Power and Politics in the Reign of Henry VIII (New Haven, 2015), 149;

Thurley, “Whitehall and Westminster,” 97–98.
71 Letters and Papers Henry VIII, XI, no. 194.
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in a series of campaigns after 1529 to match recent ideas about palace architecture and the
wishes of Henry VIII and Anne Boleyn. It would continue to be developed throughout Henry
VIII’s reign, but most of its major elements were in place by the mid-1530s.72 The key differ-
ence for governance was that, in contrast to the old palace, visitors could be kept well away
from the royal household and the court unless they were wanted. The royal lodgings were
designed for privacy and increasing control, with orderly sets of rooms organized into
ranges where access was strictly limited. However, royal visibility was important enough
to legitimate kingship and the workings of political life that there were also regular routes
where the king and his court might be seen in predictable ways. One of the best examples of
this is the importance to petitioners of the regular processions to the palace chapel on
Sundays and feast days for mass, as discussed by Fiona Kisby.73 At Whitehall, the route to
and the design of the chapel conformed to the patterns that have come to be seen as typical
in the historiography of the royal chapels.74 The king and queen could process along public
galleries to the chapel on feast days and then sit in the Holy Day Closets above the nave to
hear mass. On selected feast days they might descend from the closets to take communion.
Both of these design choices increased the separation between the monarch and observers,
while heightening the visible ceremony of the occasion. The public processional route also
allowed members of the public to try to petition the king on his way to or from mass, even if
the household ordinances said that an usher was supposed to prevent individuals from
approaching.75 At Easter 1539 John Worth wrote of precisely this type of ceremonial.
According to his letter to Lord Lisle in Calais, Henry VIII processed around Whitehall and
then took part in the ceremony of creeping to the cross, a strongly pre-Reformation
practice.76 This was in contrast to the old palace, where both regulated public space and
truly private space were rare. Whitehall’s design allowed Henry VIII and his successors to
control the stage, while also taking advantage of the audience provided by the administra-
tive offices and law-courts still based at the old palace.

The king’s move to Whitehall made space available in the old palace that was used for two
things: expanded administration and grace-and-favor lodgings. There was no grand plan, but
the net effect of the choices made by Henry VIII during this period was to remove all func-
tions of the palace that had made it a royal home. In the following decades, the surviving
areas of the Privy Palace were allocated to other functions and became associated with
them, rather than simply being temporary occupants of spaces that might also be used by
the court. The House of Lords took over the Queen’s Chamber as their permanent meeting
place, while the Painted Chamber was used for various administrative purposes, including
conferences between the houses.77 The Court of General Surveyors originally reused the
medieval “Prince’s Chamber,” probably the former Queen’s Chapel, thus moving administra-
tion on a more permanent basis into areas of the former Privy Palace.78 The law-courts sim-
ilarly came to be the sole routine occupants of Westminster Hall, other than when there was
a coronation banquet or other exceptional royal ceremonial. Equally, the Privy Council was
now divided between the judicial functions that remained in the Star Chamber and the
administrative meetings that might be held in any royal palace but tended to take place
at Whitehall.79 The various expansions of the Exchequer’s premises will be dealt with

72 Thurley, Royal Palaces, 136–38.
73 Kisby, “‘King Goeth A Procession’,” 53, 56.
74 See plans of Whitehall and other Tudor palaces in Thurley, Royal Palaces, unpaginated; see also discussion in

S. Thurley, “The Cloister and the Hearth: Wolsey, Henry VIII and the Early Tudor Palace Plan,” Journal of the
British Archaeological Association 162 (2009), 179–95.

75 Kisby, “‘King Goeth a Procession’,” 56.
76 Muriel St Clare Bryne, ed., The Lisle Letters, 6 vols. (Chicago, 1981), 5: 478 (no. 1415).
77 C. Jones, “Accommodation in the Painted Chamber for Conferences between the Lords and the Commons from

1600–1834,” Parliamentary History 33, no. 2 (June 2014): 342–57, at 344, 346 n. 10.
78 Colvin, History of the King’s Works, iv: 289.
79 Thurley, “Whitehall and Westminster,” 98.
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below, because they are tied up with the new revenue courts of the 1530s, but the Exchequer
too became more firmly established within the palace. In 1548, the precinct of St Stephen’s
College within the palace became available on the dissolution of the chantries.80 Its chapel
became the first permanent home of the House of Commons, where MPs were to remain
until 1834.81 Rather than being allocated to administration at this point, the rest of the col-
legiate site was granted to a series of influential MPs who used it as a residence.82 Other
areas of the palace were similarly handed over to those who wished to have Westminster
lodgings, including plots within the former Privy Palace.

The withdrawal of the monarch from routine engagement with those working in or vis-
iting the old Palace of Westminster went alongside two other developments that helped to
reshape political culture and ideas about the role of the state. First was the rapid growth in
the reach of the administrative offices at Westminster due to the confiscation of much of the
Church’s lands and revenues, initially the monastic lands from 1536 to 1539 and then those
of the chantries in 1545 and 1548. Secondly, partially as a consequence, came the growth in
business for the law-courts from around 1560, both locally and nationally.83 These develop-
ments brought a wider range of individuals to Westminster than had come previously and
helped to shape the population’s increasing experience of the state as a bureaucracy rather
than as the medieval corporate and household kingship. The decision to confiscate the lands
of the monasteries immediately created new potential contacts between the Crown and
those who had been tenants of the Church as well as those former members of religious
orders who now had to draw pensions from the Exchequer. The former tenants owed
their rents to the receivers and bailiffs of the Court of Augmentations, while the former
members of religious orders needed to draw their pensions or have them drawn for them
at the Exchequer.84 The need for guidance to navigate the Exchequer can be seen in the
series of sixteenth-century printings of the fifteenth-century ordinances listing fees and
officials.85 As the king sold or granted out the former lands of the Church, the new owners
needed their proofs of ownership to be recorded in the documentation of the Court of
Augmentations or Chancery. Contemporaries were aware of the problems. Thomas
Wriothesley wrote to William Paget in 1546, expressing concerns over the work of the
Court of Augmentations, saying that the use of the new courts would cause the older
ones to decay and cause confusion in creating documentation in Chancery.86 Inevitably, con-
fusions or double grants needed to be litigated and that too brought individuals to
Westminster to plead their cases before the courts, particularly the judicial side of
Augmentations. The legal and financial business that thronged the palace in the years
after 1536 came to a palace without the regular presence of the monarch and dealt with
bureaucracies that were increasingly complex and autonomous in appearance.

That autonomy was two-fold. In addition to the importance of the expanding sums man-
aged by the royal financial administration to the creation of a bureaucratic state, as noted by
Peter Cunich, its workings in these decades brought new individuals into contact with an
increasingly distinct administration where personnel were shared between the financial

80 Inventory of St Stephen’s College, Westminster, 1548, TNA E 117/11/49.
81 First mentioned in 1550, Calendar of Patent Rolls 1550–53, 12–13.
82 The grants are to Sir Ralph Fane in 1550, to Sir John Gates in 1552, and to Sir Edward Hastings in 1554, Calendar

Patent Rolls 1550–53, 12–13. Letters Patent to Sir John Gate, 1552, TNA DL 10/404; calendared in Calendar Patent Rolls
1550–53, 325; Lansdowne MS 171, no. 169, fol. 359, British Library.

83 Brooks, Vipers and Pettyfoggers, 52–53.
84 For example, Court of Augmentations pensions vouchers, TNA E 314/27 part 1.
85 This is a true copy of the ordinaunce made in the tyme of the reygne of kynge Henry the. vi. to be obserued in the kynges

Eschequier, by the offycers and clerkes of the same, for takyng of fees of the kynges accomptis in the same courte (London,
1533), STC (2nd ed.) 7696; further editions are STC (2nd ed.) 7696.5, 7696.7, 7697–7704. It was sometimes also
included with the Boke of justices of peas (London, 1533) STC (2nd ed.) 14872 and STC (2nd ed.) 14883.

86 Thomas Wriothesley to William Paget, 16 October 1546, TNA SP 1/225 fol. 198; calendared in Letters and Papers
Henry VIII, XX:2, no. 273.
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offices and fewer officials had connections to the royal household and the court. The
increase in the amounts of money handled at Westminster meant that in practice alterations
would become necessary as financial responsibility was spread between many offices based
at the old Palace of Westminster, with associated judicial and arbitration functions.87 At their
height in the 1540s, six departments handled different aspects of royal finance. They were
the Exchequer itself, the Courts of Augmentations, First Fruits and Tenths, General
Surveyors, and Wards and Liveries, with the Duchy of Lancaster existing in parallel but
often sharing personnel. The two new offices of the Courts of Augmentations and First
Fruits and Tenths were accommodated alongside the other offices in the old palace. A
new set of offices for the Court of Augmentations was built in 1537 at a cost of £662, on
the site of an earlier set of Exchequer offices near Westminster Hall, formerly used by
the then obsolete auditors of foreign accounts.88 The Court of First Fruits and Tenths, per-
haps because of its more limited remit over ecclesiastical payments, seems never to have had
a fixed home and thus probably continued to meet in whatever rooms happened to be avail-
able within the complex.89 Between them, they handled most of the new revenues from the
confiscation and sale of monastic and collegiate lands that, along with the debasement of the
coinage, swelled the coffers and resources of the Crown for a time.90 At the same time, the
Exchequer drove many of the practical innovations of how to manage coin and communica-
tions. These innovations incorporated the Privy Council into the authorization process for
payments, and found ways to incorporate new forms of authority into their procedures
that did not rely on the monarch’s personal and routine involvement.91

The increasing separation between the royal household and administration can be seen
then in the careers of those men who worked in the old palace. They might work across
many of the offices in the palace, but now they were rarely also to be found in the royal
household. During these decades, the division between the royal household and administra-
tion became stronger as it became less convenient to try to combine roles. Men like Sir
William Paget, who focused on their presence at court, tended to use deputies to carry
out their obligations at Westminster. Paget used his deputies extensively in his role in the
Signet Office while he served as secretary to the council and in more nebulous intelligence
and finance roles.92 Sir Walter Mildmay also made his career in this complex environment,
first in the Court of Augmentations, then in General Surveyors, and on other financial com-
missions through the 1540s and 1550s. What is notable about his career is that until he was
made a Privy Councilor in 1558 he held no position in the royal household, despite serving in
ever more senior roles in Crown finance.93 Mildmay and William Cecil moved from admin-
istration to the court when they became Privy Councilors and would serve as links between
the monarch and the administration that acted in the queen’s name, as will be seen in the
next section. Thomas Audley, who ended his career as the Lord Chancellor, in the early 1530s
was, unusually, both a Groom of the Chamber at court and the Attorney General for the
Duchy of Lancaster, based out of the Duchy Chamber in the old palace. He was among the
last such royal servants.94 The lesser men who worked in the Exchequer were increasingly
only to be found in the other financial offices or in the Commons. Edmund Downing, who
was the deputy Chamberlain of the Receipt of the Exchequer from 1560 to 1576, never
held an household office.95 Similarly, the antiquarian Nicholas Brigham, one of the Tellers

87 See the summary in Cunich, “Revolution and Crisis,” 121 and table 5.1.
88 Colvin, History of the King’s Works, iv: 288–89.
89 Colvin, History of the King’s Works, iv: 289.
90 Cunich, “Revolution and Crisis,” 131.
91 J. D. Alsop, “Protector Somerset and warrants for payment,” Historical Research 55, no. 131 (May 1982): 102–08, at

103, 106–07.
92 S. M. Jack, “Paget, William, first Baron Paget,” Oxford DNB.
93 Ford, “Mildmay, Walter,” Oxford DNB.
94 Ford, “Audley, Thomas, Baron Audley of Walden (1487/8–1544), lord chancellor,” Oxford DNB.
95 “Downing, Edmund (c.1530–?96), of White Friars, London and Hendon, Mdx.,” in The House of Commons.
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of the Exchequer, who also oversaw the sale of Crown lands in the 1550s, had come to
Westminster due to his experience in the financial management of the Duke of Norfolk’s
household, but was not drawn on for the royal household.96 Sir John Baker was at the
same time Chancellor of the Court of First Fruits and Tenths, and the Exchequer,
Under-treasurer of England in the 1540s, and an MP.97 Parliament was often the link between
the two groups who were called on to advance royal interests in the Commons.98 For exam-
ple, the MP John Tamworth’s career was built in the royal household where he was Master of
the Privy Purse, among other roles, from 1559, as well as serving on local commissions, with-
out holding any administrative positions.99

Even after Henry VIII stopped using Westminster as a standing house, the palace
remained available to him. “The great house at Westminster,” to quote Chapuys’ description,
was a potential royal home, alongside its administrative functions.100 The 1536 Act of
Parliament renamed York Place as Westminster and so papered over the novelty of the func-
tions of the new palace. It also formalized an increasingly deep divide between the king’s
court, based at any of the royal homes, and his administration, which had increasingly set-
tled at Westminster in the fourteenth century, and now had ever more permanent homes
within the old palace. The Privy Council, split between the administrative and advisory
body that remained with the monarch at court, and the judicial body that continued to
meet in the Star Chamber in the old palace, epitomized this shift. Similarly, other offices
became more strongly identified with their new and exclusive lodgings. The law-courts
did not have to share Westminster Hall with the king’s household, while other offices started
their move into the Privy Palace, particularly the Court of General Surveyors and the House
of Lords. By the 1550s, the House of Commons had also acquired its own home in the former
St Stephen’s Chapel and the Exchequer offices had been remade. This increasing physical
identification between the offices and the buildings they occupied went alongside a growth
in business brought to the courts by the effects of the Reformation. Even as more individuals
had contact with the work of the offices and courts based at the old Palace of Westminster,
the monarch increasingly had less contact with those offices and with the wider public.
Instead, Henry VIII and his children were able withdraw into the court, where access was
more tightly controlled and where fewer individuals had reason to come. Whitehall’s formal
lodgings were not Westminster Hall, open to the public, thanks to the law-courts and the
administrative offices surrounding them. This divide between the administrative and social
elements of kingship was also increasingly reflected in a divide between those who made
their careers at court or in administration.

Public palace and public governance, 1572 to 1599

The last three decades of the sixteenth century saw a series of attempted reforms in gover-
nance, anxieties about the effectiveness of royal administration, and a deepening of the
divide that had begun to open up in the 1530s between the court and administration, cre-
ating the rupture between public governance and the monarch that would feature so starkly
in the politics of the early seventeenth century. This played out at Westminster both through
decisions made about how to use the various rooms and lodgings within the palace and in
what members of the public saw when they visited. Foreign visitors such as Paul Hentzner,
who visited England in 1598, dismissed the palace complex as an administrative center and
emphasized that the court was worth seeing, calling Whitehall “truly royal” and making

96 J. P. Carley, “Brigham, Nicholas (d. 1558), administrator and antiquary,” Oxford DNB.
97 Alsop, “Baker, Sir John (c. 1489–1558), administrator and speaker of the House of Commons,” Oxford DNB.
98 A. Hawkyard, “The Court, the Household and Parliament in the Mid-Tudor Period,” The Court Historian 16, no. 2

(Autumn 2011): 159–75, at 165–66.
99 “Tamworth, John (1524–1569),” in The House of Commons.
100 Chapuys to the emperor, 20 November 1530: CSP Spain 4:2 no. 1153.
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pleasure excursions to Hampton Court.101 A confluence of events in 1572 brought together
significant alterations at the old palace, both in terms of the buildings themselves and the
administrative systems they served. In that year, William Cecil became Lord Treasurer and
immediately began financial reforms in order to solve the financial crisis of the previous
year.102 At the same time, a significant set of the palace’s grace-and-favor lodgings were
brought back into administrative use, signaling a new understanding of the palace’s func-
tions and audiences. For this period, we are particularly fortunate to have the detailed dia-
ries of Richard Stonley, one of the minor officials of the Exchequer, who was charged with
embezzlement in the 1590s after a forty-year career in royal administration. His two surviv-
ing diaries give an insight into the working patterns of the old Palace of Westminster during
this period and the new ways developed since 1529 to connect it to the decisions made by
the Privy Council, which was based at the royal court, wherever it might be found.

Despite its increasing use by royal administration and Parliament over the course of the
sixteenth century, as well as later shifts towards using Whitehall for administrative space,
the Palace of Westminster continued to be a location for public royal ceremony. It tended
to be used for particular kinds of public royal ceremonial, as indeed it still is today,
which united the person of the monarch, their government, and Parliament, such as coro-
nation banquets and the State Opening of Parliament.103 These events usually focused on
the formal expression of the monarch’s relationship with the political community, mediated
through the institutions and long royal history of Westminster. Ceremonial that had become
particular to Westminster continued to be held there, while those public events that might
be held at any royal residence were no longer held at the old palace. While Elizabeth I came
to Westminster for the state openings during her reign, she never attended a chapel service
at the old palace, for example. While the increasingly confident parliamentary display has
naturally received the most historiographical attention, the other ceremonial uses of the pal-
ace continued to be important to the Crown. In Pauline Croft’s discussion of the parliamen-
tary installation of James I’s son Henry as Prince of Wales, the use of Westminster as the
venue was important for displaying political harmony between the king, Parliament, and
the wider political community, despite the simmering tensions between them.104

Westminster continued to be particularly publicly accessible and thus suitable for this
type of royal image-making. This installation was one of the last such events held at the
old palace. Henry’s brother Charles was not installed as Prince of Wales in the same way.
In the next reign, as Charles I’s relationships with the political community became more
troubled, he retreated into private court activities and personal rule at Whitehall, leaving
the public stage at Westminster to Parliament.105 In this, he continued and exacerbated
the trends begun in the early sixteenth century towards a bureaucratic sense of the emerg-
ing state, as seen in the occupants of the buildings. While beyond the scope of this article, it
is worth noting that Charles II began the gradual move of financial personnel to Whitehall.
The Treasurer and then the Treasury Commission, a division of the Privy Council with finan-
cial responsibility from 1667, began to meet in the Council Chamber in Whitehall after the
Restoration.106

Turning back to the late sixteenth-century shifts at Westminster itself, in 1572, a major
section of the palace returned to governmental use on the death of Edward Hastings,

101 Paul Hentzner’s Travels in England, trans. H. Walpole (London, 1797), 20, 56–57.
102 C. Coleman, “Artifice or Accident? The Reorganisation of the Exchequer of Receipt c. 1554–1572,” in Revolution

Reassessed, ed. Starkey and Coleman, 163–98 at 193–94.
103 Described in Cobb, “State Opening,” 310–15.
104 Croft, “Parliamentary Installation of Henry, Prince of Wales,” 192–93.
105 Keay, Magnificent Monarch, 28.
106 Stephen B. Baxter, The Development of the Treasury, 1660–1702 (London, 1957), 5–6, 19; Henry Roseveare, The

Treasury 1660–1870: The Foundations of Control (London, 1973), 34–35; William A Shaw, ed., Calendar of Treasury Books
1660–1667 (London, 1904), 1–2. My thanks to Kirsty Wright for her help on this point and for allowing me to read
drafts of her PhD dissertation.
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Lord Loughborough, who had held the collegiate buildings of St Stephen’s as a private res-
idence for over a decade.107 The college’s buildings were brought into the dominant usage of
the palace at this point: administration. The building works at the old Palace of Westminster
since 1559 had concentrated on making it meet the needs of government and administration.
Grace-and-favor housing was correspondingly de-emphasized, even as courtiers continued to
seek accommodation close to Whitehall and Parliament.108 In 1563–65, work had begun on
new buildings for the Exchequer, starting with a new “record house” and then rebuilding
many of the other buildings in the vicinity.109 By 1572 the Exchequer Chamber to the
east of Westminster Hall had been rebuilt, and new buildings, including a range on New
Palace Yard, had been added for the use of officials, including the Treasurer’s and Queen’s
Remembrancers. This required rehousing the Court of Wards, which moved to “the upper
end of Westminster Hall,” immediately to the south.110 The college’s site was then swiftly
added in 1572 to this emerging Exchequer complex to the east of Westminster Hall,
where resident officials managed the Crown’s revenues and where individuals came to inter-
act with government. After repairs and upgrades from 1572 to 1574, further works were
required in the mid-1580s.111 The college became the working base for the Tellers of the
Exchequer, the Auditor of the Exchequer (also known as the Writer of the Tallies), and
Walter Mildmay as Chancellor.112 The tellers dealt directly with coin paid into and out of
the Treasury and thus had regular contact with both the Privy Council and the general
public, as can be seen in the constant stream of letters to them about upcoming financial
obligations and payments that were expected.113 The Auditor of the Exchequer, Robert
Petre, who oversaw the tellers’ work, also was heavily involved in the juggling efforts to bal-
ance available cash with the Crown’s financial obligations. Francis Walsingham in 1577 asked
Robert Petre to confirm which of the tellers would be responsible for paying him, “if it bee
not Mr Freak [Robert Freke].”114 Mildmay gave up his rooms in St Stephen’s by around 1586,
probably because he was more often at court and the pressure on space in the palace was
intense.115

Richard Stonley, one of the Tellers of the Exchequer, was very far from the most reliable
agent of Crown finance; however, he gives us a glimpse into the administrative world of
Westminster at the end of the sixteenth century.116 Three of his diaries survive and are
now in the Folger Library because he was an early purchaser of William Shakespeare’s
plays. The two diaries that deal with his time at the Exchequer cover the years 1581–82
and 1593–94.117 By 1581, he had nearly thirty years of experience in the Receipt, where

107 Lansdowne MS 171, no. 169, fol. 359, British Library.
108 J. F. Merritt, “The Cecils and Westminster, 1558–1612: The Development of an Urban Power Base,” in Patronage,

Culture and Power: The Early Cecils, ed. P. Croft (New Haven, 2002), 231–48, at 231.
109 Colvin, History of the King’s Works, iv: 293–94.
110 Colvin, History of the King’s Works, iv: 293–94.
111 Declared works accounts, 1571–74 and 1586–87, TNA E 351/3206, 3208, 3209, and 32221.
112 For Mildmay’s use of the rooms, see the assertions of Chidiok Wardour in 1601, when Wardour attempted to

gain them for himself: Wardour’s petition, 1601, TNA E 407/71 fols. 113r, 120r, 210r. It was also mentioned in 1642 in
“A Book of All the Several Officers of the Court of Exchequer… by Laurence Squibb,” in Camden Miscellany 26. Camden
Society Fourth Series 14, ed. W. H. Bryson (London, 1975), 130–01 (henceforth “Book of Exchequer Officers”).

113 For the names and duties of the tellers, see J. C. Sainty, Officers of the Exchequer (London, 1983), 218–45.
114 Francis Walsingham to Robert Petre, 9 December 1577, TNA E 407/222.
115 The first mention of his successor in these rooms is in Declared works accounts, 1586–87, TNA E 351/3221.
116 For a brief summary of his life, see “Stoneley, Richard (c. 1520–1600) of Itchington, Warws, Doddinghurst,

Essex and London,” in The History of Parliament; Z. Hudson, “Locations, Networks and Cycles: Studying the
Everyday Life of Richard Stonley (1520–1600)” (PhD diss., University of Kent, 2017); see also the work of Jason
Scott-Warren, particularly J. Scott-Warren, “Books in the Bedchamber: Religion, Accounting and the Library of
Richard Stonley,” in Tudor Books and Readers: Materiality and the Construction of Meaning, ed. J. N. King (Cambridge,
2010), 232–52.

117 Diaries of Richard Stonley, MSS V.a.459 and V.a.460, Folger Library.
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he had been first appointed in February 1554.118 In between the two diaries, his financial
accounting practices were called into question by an enquiry by the barons and Treasurer
of the Exchequer and he was forced to start repaying the £12,608 that he had misused
and lost.119 His 1593–94 diary reveals that he was clearly much less trusted to handle the
Crown’s cash and was under tight scrutiny from the auditor.120 His last diary records life
in debtors’ prison, where he died in 1600.121 Stonley’s career was in some ways typical of
a later sixteenth-century administrator because he, like most of his colleagues, worked
only at Westminster. He served briefly as an MP, but otherwise can only be found in the
administrative offices rather than having any connection with the royal household.
Instead, his personal connections were with the City of London, where he lived, despite
the vow in one of his diaries to spend more time in his lodgings within the Palace of
Westminster rather than pay for boat fare.122 Stonley’s major connections were to the
Petre family, with whom he dined regularly at their home in Essex and elsewhere.123

Robert Petre was a colleague in the Exchequer. His brother had been one of the
Westminster officials who had moved from financial court to financial court before finishing
his career as a member of the Privy Council and Stonley’s patron.124

Stonley’s Westminster was one of administration rather than frequent royal display; he
never notes that the queen was herself present at the palace. He regularly rode to the palace
from his home in the City of London to either work in his offices in the cloister or to “keep the
receipt,” by which he meant being available to make or receive payments in the receipt of the
Exchequer, just off the northeast corner of Westminster Hall.125 Stonley tended to be present
during the law terms, the four periods each year when cases were heard in the law-courts dur-
ing the mornings. During the term, Stonley and his fellow tellers appear to have had a rota for
who would be available to the public, and outside of term Stonley at least ignored the palace,
despite the admonition that the tellers were always to be present in the mornings.126 Stonley
received messengers carrying money at his home in the city, as he paid for carrying part of the
tax receipts from his house to the chests at Westminster, but payments were nearly always
made at the palace, such as when he mentioned disbursing pensions in 1581.127 There was
not always enough coin available to him: in 1593 Stonley had to answer “such p[er]sons as
had success for paymentes of money… and put them over till Monday next.”128

This entire system was driven by a system of letters and discussions linking together the
queen, the Privy Council, and the officials based at Westminster. In 1572, the Privy Council

118 Appointment of Richard Stonley as Teller of the Exchequer, 4 February 1554, TNA SP 11/3 fol. 22; calendared
in CSP Mary, no. 71.

119 Auditor’s enrolment book, 1558–1603, TNA LR 1/44 fol. 215r–v; there is a working summary of the debt in
Papers relating to Richard Stonley, 1584–1597, TNA E 192/3/1 fols. 23r, 24r.

120 MSS V.a.460 fols. 29v, 32v, 34v, 35v, 40v, 45r, Folger Library.
121 For the large amounts that he was entrusted with, see Coleman, “Artifice or Accident?,” 186–87.
122 On 19 January 1582, he intended to “lye ther this next Terme” but the very next day was back in his home in

the City of London: MSS V.a.459 fol. 43r; V.a.460 fols. 22r, 31v, Folger Library.
123 MSS V.a.459 fols. 8r, 10v, 19r, 20r, 39v, 74r, 82v; V.a.460 fols. 28v, 49r, 75r, Folger Library; he commented that

the late Sir William Petre had been a “singular good master” to him, MSS V.a.459 fol. 54v, Folger Library.
124 C. S. Knighton, “Sir William Petre (1506/7–1572),” Oxford DNB.
125 On 4 and 6 October 1581, he “attended the recept till xi,” and on 25 November 1581 and 17 January 1582 he

“kept the recept.” MSS V.a.459 fols. 23r–v, 33r, 42v; V. a. 460 fol. 39v, Folger Library.
126 The tellers “attend constantly every morning throughout the yeare (except on Sundayes and the great festi-

valls) and in the afternoones when neede requires,” “Book of Exchequer Officers,” 133.
127 He paid 10 d. “in carriage of money to Westminster” in August 1581 and carried £1,500 of the subsidy money

with him in October 1581, and received subsidy money at home again in November 1582. MSS V.a.459, fols. 16v, 25v,
86v–90r, 92r, and MSS V.a. 459, fol. 22r, Folger Library. Surviving pension vouchers are in TNA E 314/27 part 1. For
one example of a pension paid by Stonley, see the case of Adam Sawyer, a former soldier who received 20 marks
yearly: J. Bain et al., eds., Calendar of the State Papers relating to Scotland and Mary Queen of Scots 1547–1603: preserved
in the Public Record Office, the British Museum and elsewhere in England, 13 vols. (London, 1898–1969), v, no. 6.

128 MSS V.a.460 fol. 40r, Folger Library.
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received a primer on how the Exchequer worked to aid them in this system.129 Weekly cer-
tificates were supplemented by explanatory letters when necessary.130 In 1588, the Auditor
of the Receipt, Robert Petre, wrote to Cecil at court to give him and, by extension, the Privy
Council, further financial information.131 Petre told Cecil and the council how much money
was available in the Receipt, what demands he expected on the stored money, and when
more cash was expected to be deposited. He also expressed his judgment that the
Exchequer could meet the demands for pensions to be paid without harming the queen’s
financial interests. In 1593, his successor, Vincent Skinner, similarly wrote of his intention
to juggle finances to meet payments due and asked for Cecil’s authorization for his plan.132

Confusion was also dealt with by letter, as when in 1576 the former teller Roger Alford was
asked about an authorization for double payment in a privy seal warrant that it turned out
Alford had already paid in 1558.133 Occasional meetings supplemented the written discus-
sions, such as when Stonley went to Hackney to speak to Walter Mildmay in person in
December 1582 and to Hendon in November 1593 to speak to Sir John Fortescue, the
Chancellor, about Exchequer business.134 Finally, when the spending was complete, accounts
were sent to court rather than being approved at Westminster.135 The distinction was now
very marked between the lesser administrators who kept the offices running and who were
the point of contact for the public at Westminster and those who served on the Privy Council
at court.

Alongside the complete distinction between the royal court and administration came a
clear sense that Westminster was the place for public business, even among the Privy
Councilors, and that the courts and offices based there looked to the needs of the wider pop-
ulation. Chancery commentator John Norden wrote that the common people flocked to
Westminster for access to the courts, including here the offices such as Chancery and the
Exchequer, during term time, and the presence of Parliament, that “draweth unto it a
great accesse of noble persons and others.”136 Similarly, in 1598, Paul Hentzner noted that
Elizabeth I’s ancestors used to live at Westminster, “for at that time the kings of England
determined causes in their own proper person,” but now had a truly royal palace at
Whitehall, so that the work of administration could be separated from the monarch and
their court.137 At the start of the conflict in the Exchequer over record-keeping practices,
fees, and housing that would be called by Elton “the war in the Receipt,” Robert Petre
reacted with exasperation to the proposals of another Exchequer official, Chidiock
Wardour, emphasizing the redundancy of his suggestions to maintain an extra record of pay-
ments in the pells and to store coin centrally that would slow down an already slow process
for the Crown’s creditors and debtors.138 Appellants continued to need to use knowledgeable

129 Peter Osborne wrote this treatise in 1572 but it was first published in 1658. See W. H. Bryson, “Exchequer
Equity Bibliography,” The American Journal of Legal History 14, no. 4 (October 1970): 333–48, at 334–35; P. Osborne,
The Practice of the Exchequer Court with its severall offices and officers being a short narration of the power and duty of
each single person in his severall place (London, 1658) STC (2nd ed.) R8740.

130 Vincent Skinner’s description of his job duties included “I do make weekly certificate to the L[ord] Treasurer
and under-treasurer…. of the state of hir ma[iesties] Receipt,” Papers relating to the Exchequer c. 1597, TNA E 407/71
fol. 95v.

131 Cecil Papers 166/80/2, Hatfield House.
132 Cecil Papers 23/100, Hatfield House.
133 Roger Alford to Walter Mildmay, 12 April 1576, TNA E 407/71 fol. 58.
134 MSS V.a.459 fol. 94v; V.a.460 fol. 38v, Folger Library.
135 Stonley sent a summary from Westminster to “my L[ord] Treasorer at the Co[u]rte” on 10 October 1593, MSS

V.a.460 fol. 32r, Folger Library; see also the Petition of Richard Stonley concerning his payments, 1596, TNA E 192/3/
5 fol. 5v.

136 John Norden, Speculum Britanniae. The First Parte and Historicall & Chorographicall Description of Middlesex (London,
1593), STC (2nd ed.) 18635, 48.

137 Paul Hentzner’s Travels in England, 20.
138 “Mr Wardoure by his Ignorance and bauldenis doth still truble your honor w[i]thall,” Robert Petre to William

Cecil, 4 April 1592, TNA E 407/219/3; see also G. R. Elton, “The Elizabethan Exchequer: The War in the Receipt,”
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neighbors and connections to navigate this complex system. In 1576, for example, one of
Walter Mildmay’s neighbors asked Mildmay’s son-in-law for help in navigating the world
of justice and the audit at Westminster because he could not go himself in person: under-
standing what was going on was still difficult.139 Walter Mildmay told another petitioner,
Robert Seyngfeld, that Mildmay’s own home of Apethorpe in Northamptonshire was “noe
place to here that matter, but [he] would here yt in the Quenes Exchecker.” Seyngfeld fol-
lowed this up with a letter complaining that he was “not able to trawell” to Westminster
and asking that Mildmay make an exception to the rule that public business was to be
kept for when he was in the correct location for it.140 Mildmay seems to have held firm
that Seyngfeld needed to find a way to bring the matter to Westminster, whether in person
or by proxy.

Alongside the clear sense from contemporary commentary that the palace was a place of
administrative business went a substantial increase in the amount of that business being
handled at the palace. Here the law-courts are the best example, because the number of
cases brought to the central courts can be tallied. Due to the need for Chancery writs for
litigation and the Exchequer’s increasing role as an equity court dealing with financial mat-
ters relating to the now-defunct Courts of Augmentations and First Fruits and Tenths, they
too will have seen rises in business in this period. Christopher Brooks has noted how the
law-courts continued to increase their business during these last thirty years of the six-
teenth century, adding to the business of the palace, with a meteoric rise after 1560, to
about ca. 13,000 cases annually in 1580 and ca. 23,000 cases in 1606.141 He argued that the
increase in litigation came from a combination of factors, including growing trade, inflation
making the old rules about suits needing to be concerned with goods over the value of 40
shillings apply to more potential suits, and the long-range effects of the Reformation on
manorial courts. All of these elements increased the numbers of litigants who could come
to Westminster and interact with the bureaucracies there to seek redress or to defend them-
selves.142 Added awareness and training in the law, whether formally at the Inns of Court or
through informal networks and news culture also helped to increase the accessibility of the
law-courts.143 Stonley himself was among these litigants, with cases relating to his lands in
Essex and elsewhere.144 The palace was a busy place by the end of the sixteenth century, but
it was busy with Parliament, bureaucracy, and the law, not with the monarch’s own presence.
Instead, the court surrounded the monarch, and administration was directed from there,
often at a considerable distance. The Westminster institutions were now a state bureaucracy
rather than a household government.

Conclusion

Across the sixteenth century, the old Palace of Westminster went from being the king’s chief
palace to the home of administration carried out nominally in the monarch’s name. Before
1502, no king might ignore for long the Palace of Westminster and its assorted administra-
tive and judicial functions. By 1593, John Norden could note that petitioners regularly asked

reprinted in idem, Studies in Tudor and Stuart Politics and Government: Papers and Reviews, 1945–1972, 4 vols. (Cambridge,
1974–92), i: 355–88 at 373–74.

139 Thomas Hurland to William Fitzwilliam, 7 November 1576, Fitzwilliam of Milton Papers, C 64, Northampton
Record Office.

140 Robert Seyngfeld to Walter Mildmay, 1 October [1575]: Fitzwilliam of Milton Papers, C 68, Northampton
Record Office.

141 Brooks, Vipers and Pettyfoggers, 50.
142 Brooks, Vipers and Pettyfoggers, 89, 93–5, 97, 98.
143 J. Walter, “‘Law-mindedness’: Crowds, Courts, and Popular Knowledge of the Law in Early Modern England,” in

Law, Lawyers and Litigants in Early Modern England: Essays in Memory of Christopher W. Brooks, ed. M. Lobban, J. Begiato
and A. Green (Cambridge, 2019), 164–84, at 168–70.

144 Stonley noted charges for obtaining documentation in June 1581, MSSV.a.459, fol. 6r, Folger Library.
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Elizabeth I to spend more time at Whitehall so that they could attempt to get through the
layers of security to bring their requests to her in person near to where they were accessing
government at the old palace.145 Between these two moments, the years after 1529 had seen
increased business thronging the corridors and less overlap between the personnel of the
monarch’s household and their administration, suggesting to Elton the appearance of a
Tudor revolution in government. Yet, these dates do not mark definitive turning points,
but moments when the policy implications of a cascade of choices reveal themselves in
the sources. Even as the accidental and incremental transformations in the sixteenth cen-
tury saw the administrative offices based at the Palace of Westminster become distant
and distinct from the monarch’s person, those changes were themselves not fixed. They
were dependent on the continuing sense of utility in the bureaucratic arrangements offered
to the wider population, and the interplay between the monarch, their officials, and
Parliament. In the charged political atmosphere of the 1640s, Speaker Lenthall denied
Charles I the knowledge of where five MPs had gone and asserted the rights of the
Commons in their own home over the king’s rights to his palace outside the moments of
public royal ceremonial that continued intermittently at Westminster. It was perhaps the
nadir of the separation between the monarch and Westminster’s occupants. New choices
would be made after the Restoration as Charles II chose to move Treasury officials into
Whitehall and began to create administrative systems that worked for him, once again spa-
tially linking personal governance, some officials, and the court, but this time not at
Westminster, but at Whitehall. Further developments then made the modern Palace of
Westminster the home of Parliament as opposed to the home of government at
Whitehall. Across the sixteenth century that trend was present, but not inevitable or com-
plete. It was an episode in the long and complex creation of the modern political and gov-
ernmental systems in and around the manor and then the city of Westminster.
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