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This edition is for Phoebe,
who started the whole thing off
when we were in school

If we do meet again, why we shall smile.
If not, why then this parting was well made.

Arthur Kincaid, D.Phil.
1942 - 2022

Arthur Kincaid’s death occurred while this book was in preparation. He had
intended a revised edition for several decades, an intention that took tangible
form in 2015, based on updating his research into Richard III which had been
a life-long commitment from childhood. It is a commitment he shared with
Annette Carson, who has carried the incomplete files through to final
publication and must take responsibility for any errors introduced in the
process. Dr Kincaid’s insightful work comports with the aims of the Richard
IIT Society, which has enabled this publication in tribute to a much-respected
academic, and in furtherance of continued research and reassessment of the
historical material relating to this monarch.
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FOREWORD & ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The passage of time and new interest aroused in Richard III by the recent discovery
of his skeleton and his re-interment make this an appropriate time to produce a
new edition of Buc’s History of King Richard the Third. Sir George Buc is the first
author to have tried to rescue Richard’s reputation through serious scholarship.
Unfortunately he has been steadily dismissed because no one reads his original
work, which, until my first edition came out in 1979, was known only in a heavily
altered, much shortened, plagiarized version by a young relation whose name was
essentially the same as his. That edition, apparently against all reason, but probably
because it is shorter and cheaper and now much more readily available, continues
to prevail.

To distance the original from the rampant edition of 1646, I feel obliged now
to change the spelling of the author’s name from ‘Buck’, which I preferred, to
‘Buc’, which Sir George himself preferred, though he always used the spelling
‘Buck’ for his family. This change was forced on me by the reissuing in 1973 —
just after I had completed work on the text of the original and was known to have
done so — of the version of the work published by the author’s great-nephew, who
spelt his surname ‘Buck’ and passed it off as his own. My plea to the then Richard
III Society not to back this republication met with the rejoinder that I did not hold
the copyright of it. How very different from the response of Professor Berners
Jackson in Canada who, as I was starting work on my edition of the original, had
been considering beginning one himself but graciously withdrew.

This 1973 republication made no sense of any sort. The 1646 edition (which
everyone persists in calling a 1647 edition, though such a thing never existed) had
for a long time been known to be useless. It was easily dismissed on the grounds
of failings which it did not share with the work of its original author, and thus the
damage it had caused to Richard III’s reputation may be assessed as incalculable.
Also, since Buc was mistaken for its author, it had damaged his reputation as well
for 330 years and goes on doing so when given a new airing. I shall deal in more
detail with the damage caused by this ill-advised republication in Chapter VI of
the Introduction. It plagued initial sales of my edition and has plagued second-
hand sales, since Amazon led people believe it and my edition were the same
work, though I tried in vain for over 10 years to get them to stop doing this. A.R.
Myers, chosen as a suitable person to write what proves to be an exceedingly
sloppy preface to it (see below, Chapter VI), had previously demonstrated in print
his poor opinion of the original author, based entirely on the ‘bastard’ edition.
More recently a facsimile of another copy of it (again dated 1647) has appeared
on the web — ascribed to Sir George Buck! I had no idea when I decided on the
spelling ‘Buck’ that all this was going to happen but was assuming that, with the
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original finally available, consultation of the bastard version would become a
thing of the past.

Looking back with more objectivity at the initial job of doing it, it seems an
insane thing to have undertaken, since it is basically impossible, fiddly and
demanding expertise in a wider range of areas than is possible. Only a young
person would have had that sort of nerve. I can only hope that this time through
I’ve managed to correct most of the errors in the first two editions without
introducing many more.

There are a lot of people to thank, many no longer alive, but I want to thank
them all, regardless. My gratitude remains due to several institutions and
individuals for access to manuscripts, old books, and information: in Oxford the
Bodleian Library, the English Faculty Library and Christ Church library (notably
Alina Nachescu in the last, and in the first, Sally Matthews has been particularly
helpful. It was a delight to see Colin Harris still working in rare books and
manuscripts in the Bodleian so many years after I first encountered him as a very
young man behind the desk in Duke Humfrey). And thanks to Isabel Holowaty of
the History Faculty Library for trying trace reasons for the existence there of the
printed edition of Buck without my edition of the original. To the British Library
on its original site and its present one. To Trinity College, Cambridge, the
University of Toronto Library (Thomas Fisher Collection), and the National
Archives. To Sidney T. Fisher of Montreal for lending his manuscript copy of the
History to the Bodleian and for providing information about it, and recently to
Pearce J. Carefoote, Interim Head of Department of Rare Books and Special
Collections, Thomas Fisher Rare Books Library, University of Toronto. To Major
W. Halswell for lending his manuscript of Buc’s Commentary to the Bodleian and
the British Library (it was subsequently purchased by the Bodleian).

Among those no longer with us, my greatest thanks are due to my mother, who
assisted me in my very earliest years of research on Richard III, age 13-17, despite
the fact that, as a professional historian, as I am not, her views often differed from
mine. That was how I learned to do research. History teacher Agnes Finnie was
responsible for initiating the interest in my school which ultimately led to this
work. Tremendous thanks to my first wife, Meg, who cheerfully supported both
my research and me during the years it took to do it. I also owe inexpressible
gratitude to my two Oxford thesis supervisors, R.E. Alton and C.A.J. Armstrong.
Reggie Alton, who taught me palaeography, took the time and the notebooks
containing my transcript of Cotton Tiberius E.X to the British Museum to double-
check my accuracy and resolve the points on which I had queries. That he was
rarely able to read what I had failed to is a tribute to his excellence as a teacher of
palaeography. And to Professor Charles Ross, who pointed me toward recently
published material and read and commented on the first edition before it went to
press. To Robert Levens, for identifying several of the Greek and Latin tags, and
to Jeannine Alton for assisting me in regularizing the French quotations. And
finally I cannot possibly omit expressing gratitude to Isolde Wigram for 50 years
of friendship, during which she unfailingly encouraged this work while it was in
progress and left me first choice of her collection of Ricardian books.

Among the living I want particularly to thank Annette Carson for persuading
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me to do a new edition of this work and for reading the previous one carefully
before I started, meticulously checking for formal consistency, assisting with
research, especially in calling my attention to recent publications, proofreading
the final version, and enabling it to be published. A lot of this cannot have been
much fun. Tremendous thanks also to my friends Dr John Blundell, Editor at the
Thesaurus Linguae Latinae, Munich and Professor Maureen Boulton of Notre
Dame University, USA for help respectively with the mediaeval Latin and
mediaeval French quotations.

I owe gratitude to Professor Alan Nelson for sending me references to Buc
manuscripts he discovered in the British Library after my work came out and to
Professor Gustav Ungerer for bringing to my attention his article on Buc’s
participation in the 1605 festivities in Spain celebrating the success of peace
negotiations. Also to my former student, Professor Franklin J. Hildy for advice on
references to Spanish theatre practices. And finally to the Richard III Society,
especially its tremendously helpful librarians Keith Horry and Marie Barnfield,
for allowing me to use their library, to Peter and Carolyn Hammond and Dr James
Petre for advice and encouragement, and to Peter Hammond especially for a
question that led to a correction in the text (I wish there had been more of those!).

Finally, I owe immense gratitude to my wife, Dr Deirdre Kincaid, for
proofreading the most difficult segment of this edition and also for saving me
from what would have been an egregious error. We have tried to eradicate all the
errors. This is an impossible task, and in cases of failure responsibility rests
entirely with me.

Arthur Kincaid
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REASSURANCE TO READERS

I have emended the text only in the case of (extremely rare) blatant misreadings
and conjectural emendations less good than they should be. And of course I have
done my best to get rid of all missing brackets and printers’ errors. This should
not affect the pagination, so that any existing references which cite the text from
my previous editions will still be valid.

Explanation of the notations to the text will be found on p. clxx within.
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INTRODUCTION
1. THE LIFE OF SIR GEORGE BUC

There is no need to introduce here a long biographical study of Sir George Buc,'
since that by Mark Eccles in Thomas Lodge and Other Elizabethans,? though its
organization makes it somewhat difficult to follow, is nearly exhaustive. It should
be sufficient to sketch the outlines of Buc’s life, filling in only details which have
particular bearing on The History of King Richard the Third and on his place in
English literature and historical scholarship.

Buc traces his own descent in his manuscript Commentary on the Book of
Domus Dei® and again in the History. Genealogy in an age when its methods were
not yet clearly formulated tended to be based to a considerable extent on guesswork
from philological evidence and to take colour from the wishes of the tracer. In the
Commentary Buc lists his own among families such as Percy, Neville and Vere as
examples of those springing from foreign nobility. His is almost the only family
below baronial rank which he mentions in this work on families that came to
England with the Conqueror. In the History he introduces his own genealogy as a
digression, for which he asks the reader’s pardon with a moving appeal to the
honour we owe our ancestors, from whom we have derived our claims to nobility
and gentility (see below, text, pp. 115-6). Buc was proud of his status as a
gentleman and his pride extended to the descent from which he derived that status.
‘Noblemen,’ as he says in the Commentary (f. 58"), are merely lords, whereas
‘gentleman’ has more honour in it, signifying descent ‘from generous parentes’.
Buc shared the passion for pedigree which flourished under the Tudors among
those newly acquiring court promotion. He needed to feel that in his own
promotion at court he was carrying on or restoring a family tradition. For, as he

1 In the previous edition of this work I used the spelling ‘Buck’, as appearing more familiar to modern readers.
‘Buc’ was an affectation peculiar to Sir George, probably derived fFr)om Lisle de Buc in Flanders, to which he
traces his family origins. It also has the advantage of seeming more classical, there being no ’k’ in Latin. He does
not use this spelling to refer to other members of his family or even to himself in the third person, but only as
a signature. Bearing in mind the urgent problem of differentiating Sir George Buc’s works from his great-
nephew’s plagiarized and drastically altered version of his work (History of the Life and Reigne of Richard the Third), and
how widespread is the use of ‘Buc’ in current scholarship to refer to Sir George, and also that ‘Buc’ appears
more frequently than ‘Buck’ in extant documents in Buc's hand, I have decided that it makes sense to change
my usage. There is no justification at all for A.R. Myers’s unsupported assertion in his introduction to Buc’s
great-nephew’s version of the History, that Sir George preferred the spelling ‘Buck’ (George Buck Esq., History of
the Life and Reigne of Richard the Third, London, 1973, reprint of a 1647 reissued copy of 1646 ed., cited erroneously
as 2nd ed., p. 5. See below, pp. Ixiv-lxv, cviii-cxi for discussion of this point).

2 Mark Eccles, ‘Sir George Buc, Master of the Revels’, in Thomas Lodge and Other Elizabethans, ed. Charles J. Sisson
(Cambridge, Mass., 1933), pp. 411-506.

3 Bod. MS. Eng. Misc. b. 106. Folio references will henceforth be given in my text. See below, pp. xxxvii-xlii for
a discussion of this work.
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tells us, his family was at one time prominent in the service of the crown, under
King Richard III.

On Camden’s authority, Buc cites as founder of his family in England Sir
Walter Buck of Brabant, a descendant of the earls of Flanders, who was one of the
foreign commanders serving under King John. He derives the name from Lisle de
Buc, a town in Flanders on the River Isle, near which Ludovick de Buck, a much
earlier ancestor, built a castle called Castle de Buck. The name, he conjectures,
comes from the German for beech (Buche in modern German), a tree very
plentiful in this region. Ludovick married a daughter of the king of France who
made him governor of Flanders in 621, and his family became earls of Flanders
in 880 through a second marriage with the French royal house. After producing
the father of Matilda, wife of William the Conqueror, the male line of the earls of
Flanders died out in 1119. Sir Walter Buck was one of its younger descendants.

Sir George disagrees with sources who censure the foreign leaders for taking
plunder under King John* and approves his ancestor’s subduing the Isle of Ely for
the king and having ‘good spoile’ there (Comm., f. 451). Lands were given to
Walter, now ‘Walter Buck’ratherthan ‘de Buck’, in Yorkshire and Northamptonshire
as a reward for his service. In the north the family intermarried with another of
the same surname, the Lords of Bucton in the Wapentake of Buccross — or, as he
says in notes for the Commentary in B.L. MS. Lansdowne 310, it was then called
‘Buck Wapentake’. He says in the same manuscript that this town was conveyed
to Ralph Buck in the charter of the foundation for Bridlington Abbey. Buc seems
uncertain of this family’s English origin. In the Commentary he sees it as a branch
of the Flemish family which came over with the Conqueror, a theory convenient
to the theme of that work. But in the History he applies the German derivation of
the name to this family rather than to the Flemish branch, and suggests they had
been native in England for a very long time.

A John Buck who lived under Richard II and was married to a Howard served
the Earl of Arundel, Lord Admiral of England, and was imprisoned for charging
the Spanish fleet without leave of his commander (Comm. f. 452"; History, text,
p. 115, and B.L. Cotton Julius I.XI, f. 97).> Arundel was also responsible for his
release from prison (B.L. Cotton Cleopatra V, f. 182Y). This must be the John
Buck who, Buc notes in what seems to have been his own copy of Cronicon
Glasterboriensis® was freed from the Tower by the Earl of Arundel, presumably
on this occasion.

About his family’s tradition of military service Buc says in his History:

And these Bucks were all soldiers, and so were the rest succeeding
these, for Robert Buck . . . followed Thomas, Duke of Norfolk,
and was with him at the battle of Flodden. And Robert Buck, my
father, served King Henry VIII at the siege of Boulogne, and the
Duke of Somerset, Lieutenant General of King Edward VI, at the
Battle of Musselburgh in Scotland. Et nos militavimus et bella

4 See below, p. cxxxv.

5 John Buck’s imprisonment and release into Arundel’s custody are also documented in Pat. Rolls (5 Nov. 1389),
p. 146.

6 This is now MS. Cotton Cleopatra DIV, 182". I am grateful to Alan Nelson for calling it to my attention.
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vidimus. [1, too, have fought and have seen war.] G. B.
(text, p. 116, marginal note)

The early Bucks followed not only the Howards but also the dukes of York,
soon to become the house of York. Laurence Buck served under Edward, Duke of
York, at Agincourt, and his son John Buck of Harthill in Yorkshire died in the
battle of St Albans fighting for Richard, Duke of York. His son, Sir John Buck,
according to his descendant’s account, served the Duke of York’s sons as a
Gentleman of the Privy Chamber under Edward IV and Richard III and was, Sir
George first tells us, Controller of the Household under Richard III. Like his
father he died fighting for his lord and, taken prisoner at Bosworth, was beheaded
two days later. Along with others of Richard’s followers, among them the ancestor
of Thomas Howard, Earl of Arundel, to whom Buc dedicated the History, and the
great-grandfather of Sir John Harington, he was attainted. His three destitute
children, Robert, Joan and Margaret, were, Buc tells us, taken into the protection
of Thomas, Earl of Surrey (later Duke of Norfolk) and brought up ‘liberally’
(Comm., f. 453) in his house in Suffolk. Robert Buck, who followed Norfolk at
Flodden, married a daughter of Sir Clement Higham or Heigham, M.P. and
Speaker of the House. Robert’s daughter Margaret was given in marriage by the
Duchess of Norfolk to her kinsman Sir Frederick Tilney of Lancaster, a cousin of
Edmund Tilney.” This was the earliest association of the Bucks with the Tilneys,
the last being the succession to Edmund Tilney in the post of Master of the Revels
by Sir George Buc, who was son of Robert Buck, Margaret’s older brother, by his
second marriage to Elizabeth Peterill.?

Interestingly, another descendant of Sir John Buck, Sir George’s cousin Anne
Barrow, was second wife to Sir Charles Cornwallis, who was lieger ambassador
to Spain when Buc was there in 1605. Sir Charles was, by his first wife, father of
the essayist Sir William Cornwallis, who preceded Buc in writing favourably on
Richard III. This unfortunately seems to have no significance apart from being a
coincidence, since Buc clearly did not know who the author of Cornwallis’s
Encomium of Richard the Third was (see below, p. cxxiii ).

Doubt is cast upon Buc’s claim regarding his great-grandfather’s position in the
government of the Yorkist kings by the absence of any mention of him in either
the Patent Rolls or B.L. MS. Harleian 433, the compendium of signet documents
from Richard III’s reign.” That he was neither a member of the Council nor a
Justice of the Peace makes it unlikely that he could have become Controller of the
Household, and indeed Buc himself in a revision of the History (see below, p. cxxvi)
retracts his earlier assertion to this effect. The only extant record of Sir John Buck
is of his attainder after Bosworth in the Parliament of the first year of Henry VII.'°

7 According to WR. Streitberger, ‘On Edmond Tyllney’s Biography’, Review of English Studies, 29 (1978), 25, Tilney
was not ‘Sir Edmund’, as his name is given in numerous printed sources of the 18th to 2 1st centuries (including
the previous editions of this work). He was rather ‘an esquire entitled to be marshalled with knights in virtue
of his position as Master of the Revels’. His epitaph does not cite him as ‘Sir’. E.K. Chambers in Notes on the History
of the Revels Office, under the Tudors (London, 1906), p. 68 states that in the order of precedence the Master of the
Revels should walk with Knights Bachelor and refers for this to SP Dom, CCLXXIX 86.

8 A detailed family tree will be found in Eccles following p. 505.

9 B.L. MS. Harleian 433. There now exists an edition of this in four volumes, ed. Rosemary Horrox and PW.
Hammond (Gloucester, 1979-83).

10 Rot. Parl. VI, 276.



Xviii ~ INTRODUCTION I

Possibly Buc was accepting family traditions at face value, not wishing to know
that his family’s origins were humbler than he liked to believe. That he does not
qualify his statement of John Buck’s position in Richard’s household until late in
the process of composing the History would suggest as much. The fact that no
record of a connection with the Bucs appears in the Howard household books
during Richard III’s reign need not cast similar doubts on this other family
tradition, for the association with the Howards originated after Bosworth. It might
of course have continued from their association under Richard II.

George Buc was baptized in Holy Trinity Church, Ely, where his father shortly
after became a churchwarden,!' on 1 October 1560.!> Robert Buck died in
Chichester where, in 1577, he had become Steward and Auditor. He had fought in
the Battle of Musselburgh and was described as ‘vir pius et prudens’. This
description, the date of his death, and details of his career and descent appear in
the epitaph provided by his son-in-law, Dr Henry Blaxton, to be seen in a copy by
his son George.'* George Buc followed his family’s traditions in adherence to and
benefit from the Howards, serving under the Lord Admiral Charles Howard, 1st
Earl of Nottingham, in 1596 on the Cadiz expedition and being preferred by him
to court favour. That he never lost an opportunity of expressing gratitude to the
family is apparent in his historical poem Daphnis Polystephanos, in the
Commentary, and in the History. The Lord Admiral, says Buc, treated him more
like a friend and kinsman than a follower (Comm., f. 453"). Buc was in close
contact with another member of the family, Thomas Howard, Earl of Arundel,
who was a fellow scholar and collector. He thus was indebted to the Howards not
only for their patronage of himself and his ancestors but also for the use of their
books and manuscripts and the viva voce information he received from them.

Sir George followed another family tradition in adherence to the house of York.
A.J. Pollard has noted Buc’s loyalty to the north of England, the place of origin for
many of his ancestors, and sees this as a major aspect of his attachment to Richard
II1, who shared this regional affinity.'* Perhaps Buc also saw the character of the
man for whom his great-grandfather died at Bosworth as a reflection on the
honour of his own house, just as he seems to find in the glory of the Howards an
opportunity not only to show gratitude but also to rehearse and celebrate his own
family. He appears to feel the sting of obscurity, mentioning in the History ‘noble
and worthy kindred” who will not acknowledge his family because they ‘flourish
not nor are rich’ (text, p. 116). He attributes this obscurity to the attainder after
Bosworth. In his historical poem Daphnis Polystephanos he says, “I am poore,
and I am as obscure as M. Scaurus was . . . and so haue been euer since the fatall
iourney at Bosworth’.**

Although no evidence exists that documents survived in Buc’s family to serve
as source material for his History, traditions did, for his grandfather was throughout

11 WH. Challen, ‘Sir George Buc, Kt., Master of the Revels’, Notes and Queries, n.s. 3 (1957), 326.

12 Ibid, p. 291.

13 B.L. MS. Cotton Julius EXI, f. 97.

14 Al]J. Pollard, ‘North, South and Richard III’, from Richard III, Crown and People, ed. J. Petre (Gloucester, 1985), pp.
349-355.

15 G[eorge] B[uc], dagvig IToAvorepavos (London, 1605), sig A4". Further references will be given in my text.
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his patron’s life closely associated with Thomas Howard, Duke of Norfolk, who
survived Bosworth. It is on the testimony of his grandfather that Buc gives his
account of Thomas Howard’s fortunes after Bosworth, a report which conflicts
with those accepted at that time and still in force (text, pp. 108f).¢ The Howards,
too, had their traditions, and they also had documents.

Buc was educated as a boy at Higham Ferrers in Northamptonshire under his
half-brother-in-law, Dr Henry Blaxton. When Buc’s family, including the
Blaxtons, moved to Chichester he probably continued his studies at the school
there of which Blaxton was master. He thanks Blaxton in the Preface to Daphnis
(sig. B4") for showing him charters at Chichester Cathedral. It seems possible that
he was himself a schoolmaster in Chichester for a time. We know, in any case, that
he held the title of ‘Master’, which Blaxton acquired and passed to Buc’s father
Robert, who passed it on to his son."”

There is good evidence of his having gone on to Cambridge.'® He then proceeded
to the Inns of Court, first to Thavies Inn as a probationer in or about 1580, and was
admitted to the Middle Temple in 1585 ‘as late of New Inn, gent., son & heir of
Robert Buck of Chichester, gent., decd’.!® He was an envoy to France in 1587, and
in the History mentions being there when he heard the news of Mary, Queen of
Scots’ death (text, p. 184). In 1588 he served against the Armada under Charles
Howard, the Lord Admiral. It was through his assistance that Buc became M.P. for
Gatton, Surrey, in 1593 and 1597. He tells us in the Commentary (f. 453") that it
was the Lord Admiral who preferred him to Queen Elizabeth.

In 1595 the queen suggested him for the post of French Secretary or Clerk of
the Signet, and Howard recommended him to Sir William Cecil for one of these
posts, but the latter did not fall vacant, and another suitor gained the former. But
Buc had at least won the queen’s attention. While serving with the Lord Admiral
on the Cadiz expedition on Sir Walter Raleigh’s ship, he acted as envoy from the
commanders to the queen, taking his instructions directly from the Earl of Essex
(B.L. Cotton Otho E.IX). As he says in a letter to Sir John Stanhope (f. 107),
Raleigh’s valour against the Spanish fleet, ‘if our Soveraign Mistress had seen it
\it/ would I think have been a sufficient expiation of all his faults. whatsoever’.2
He thought it ‘an honour & happiness’ to be part of the expedition, despite having
to march in full armour ‘in an extreme hot day’ (f. 107). In this letter he gives
details of the expedition and of his colloquy with Essex. He also reports his reply
to a Spaniard who asked about the queen’s health: ‘I told him that hir majesty had
as strong & as healthfull a body as the youngest mayd in her court’ (f. 108). This
is in harmony with the expressions of praise in his works, amounting almost to
worship of Elizabeth even after her death, which evidently had some basis in his
personal impressions. This letter, and his description in B.L. MS. Cotton Otho
E.IX, ff. 349-50 of his colloquy with Essex about what to tell the queen, have

16 All accounts of Thomas Howard’s life ignore Buc as a source for his adventure at Bosworth.

17 See Eccles, p. 420 and also his article on Buc in ‘Brief Lives, Tudor and Stuart Authors’, Studies in Philology, LXXIX
(1982), p. 18.

18 See below, pp. xxxvi, xxxviii .

19 Challen, p. 291.

20 Bod. MS. Eng. lett. B. 27, ff. 106-108, a 19th-century copy of the letter written 9 July 1596. No original
survives.
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unusual immediacy.

It seems that as early as 1597 there was mention of Buc’s candidacy for the
reversion of the office of Master of the Revels, then held by his distant relation by
marriage, Edmund Tilney.?! In the case of both Tilney and Buc, the responsibility
for their ultimately holding the post was due to the intervention of Charles
Howard, now Earl of Nottingham, whose family was entwined with them both.
W.R. Streitberger suggests that in 1595 Howard had backed a plan for Tilney to
be raised to a higher court position, Master of Ceremonies, and Buc to take over
the Revels,?? but this did not materialize. Streitberger in an earlier article remarks
with regard to Tilney that since the Revels had a direct effect on the monarch’s
comfort and also on court prestige, ‘the burden of choosing candidates . . . was
great’.? Most references to the choice of officer speak of the necessity for the
Master of the Revels to be a learned man: ‘the connynge of the office resteth in
skill of devise, in vndestandnge of histories, in iudgement of comedies tragedyes
and showes, in sight of perspective and architecture, some smacke of geometrye
and other thynges . . >

The playwright John Lyly believed that since about 1585 Queen Elizabeth had
led him to expect the reversion. Hearing with consternation of her leaning toward
Buc, he complained in letters of December 1597 and February 1601 to Robert
Cecil, in a letter to the queen herself, probably in 1598, and in other letters and
petitions.?® For the present, though, the queen found more use for Buc as a
diplomat.

In 1599 Buc was appointed Esquire of the Body. In 1601 he was chosen by the
queen, ‘in respect of [his] good discretion’ (B.L. MS. Cotton Galba D.XII, f. 330")
to undertake a diplomatic (basically secret service) mission to the besieged
Ostend. An English army under Sir Francis Vere, whom Buc had met on the Cadiz
expedition, was supporting a Dutch army led by Prince Maurice of Nassau against
the Spanish occupying force. The queen was worried by the delay in lifting the
siege and particularly about lack of military provisions and food. Buc was to
express her majesty’s concern for the wounded Vere’s recovery and to ask his
assessment of the situation. The queen does not want to do anything ‘basely or
without sound reason’, but she wonders if there ‘mought not be some meanes to
drowne the Towne’ (f. 332) or at least destroy the harbour if munitions suffice. If
Sir Francis is not able to write, Buc should offer to write for him. He is also to
deliver messages to Prince Maurice and was successful in so doing. After a three-
year siege the town was lost, though at great cost to the Spaniards.?

In 1600-1 the Duke of Bracciano paid a visit to the English court and was
entertained with what Leslie Hotson conjectured to be the first performance of
Twelfth Night. Buc was chosen to escort the duke, along with Baron Darcy, with

21 It was long assumed that Buc was Tilney’s nephew, even by me in previous editions of this book. Richard
Dutton, Mastering the Revels: the Regulation and Censorship of English Renaissance Drama (London, 1991), p. 265, n. 9 gives a
useful survey of this ‘widely propagated fallacy’.

22 Masters of the Revels and Elizabeth I's Court Theatre, p. 215.

23 ‘On Edmond Tyllney’s Biography’, p. 20.

24 Chambers, History of the Revels Office, p. 37 (see also pp. 42 and 46 for other such descriptions).

25 Chambers, The Elizabethan Stage, I (Oxford, 1923), pp. 96-98.

26 B.L. MS. Cotton Galba D. XII, ff. 330"-335.
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whom we later find him exchanging scholarly information.?’

In 1603, on the accession of James I, Buc became a Gentleman of the Privy
Chamber and received a knighthood. He also was finally given the reversion of
the Mastership of Revels. In 1605 his cousin Philip Tilney, who owned lands in
Lincolnshire, died intestate. Buc claimed the lands as common law heir and won
them with the support of Sir Edward Coke as his counsel.

In May to June of that year, Buc went to Spain, apparently in a Revels Office
capacity as Deputy Master of the Revels,”® accompanying the Lord Admiral and
Robert Treswell, Somerset Herald, on embassy to Valladolid for ceremonies to
celebrate the conclusion of peace negotiations between England and Spain. His
observations, if only there were more of them, might be extremely interesting in
view of the similarities we now know about between Spanish and Elizabethan
outdoor theatres.® Along with Treswell, Buc was consulted on matters of
precedence for the English contingent at a huge procession into Valladolid and at
banquets.*®

Treswell’s account, in a short book,*! is more detailed than Buc’s letters and is
extremely interesting. He describes one event which seems reminiscent of The
Castle of Perseverance. In the marketplace were built stands of 20 yards or more
equipped with scaffolds for the English audience. Spanish nobles stood to watch
in the windows of the king’s statehouse, hung with arras. In the centre was a castle
with a lady in it, menaced by monsters. Four knights, to accompaniment of drum
and fife, rescued the lady and fired the castle, with a show of fireworks. Enter
Venus, Pallas, Juno, and Cupid led by savages, then four other knights in blue and
white colours with crosses on their breasts like the knights of Malta, bringing the
chariots of Peace, Plenty, and others. Four more knights then entered, followed by
trumpets, and ‘fell to the Barriers’ two by two, first with staves, then with swords.
Some of these were English lords encouraged by the Spaniards to join in. The
judges included the Lord Admiral. Then followed dinner and impressive fireworks
(pp. 21-23). On a later occasion there was morris dancing by ‘gypsies’, eight
men, and eight boys attired as satyrs or shepherds who danced and played (p. 27).

They also saw a performance of Lope de Vega’s El Caballero de lllescas and
three interludes, but unfortunately we do not have any account of them from Buc,
and Treswell (p. 41) is little more than tantalizing, only describing the performance

27 Leslie Hotson, The First Night of Twelfth Night (London, 1954), p. 180.

28 Gustav Ungerer, ‘The Spanish and English Chronicles in King James’s and Sir George Buc's Dossiers on the
Anglo-Spanish Peace Negotiations’, Huntington Library Quarterly, 61 (1998), 309. He points out on p. 319 that
Tilney had written ‘a diplomatic manual of encyclopaedic proportions for the sole use of servants of the
crown’, which must have stood Buc in good stead. I am grateful to Professor Ungerer for calling my attention
to this article.

29 See for example Franklin J. Hildy, ‘The Corral de Comedias at Almagro and London’s Reconstructed Globe’,
Shakespeare and the Mediterranean: The Proceedings of the Seventh International Shakespeare AssociationValencia 2001 World Congess, ed.
Tom Clayton, Susan Brock and Vicente Forés (Newark, 2004); Hildy, ‘“Think When We Talk of Horses that You
See Them”, Comparative Techniques of Production, New Issues in the Reconstruction of Shakespeare’s Theatre
in the Elizabethan and Spanish Golden Age Playhouses’, Text and Presentation, XI (1991), 61-8; and John J. Allen,
‘The Spanish Corrales de Comedias and the London Playhouses and Stages’, in New Issues in the Reconstruction of
Shakespeare’s Theatre, ed. Franklin J. Hildy (New York, 1990), pp. 207-35.

30 Ungerer, pp. 322f.

31 Robert Treswell, A Relation of Such things as were observed to happen in the Journey of the Rt. Honourable CHARLES Earle of
NOTTINGHAM L. High Admirall of ENGLAND His Highnesse Ambassadour to the King of SPAINE (London, 1605).
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space which seems to have been used at least for the interludes: the entertainment
took place in a court covered with canvas to keep off the heat, with a fountain in
the middle. A stage had been erected ‘with all things fitting for a play’, and the
king watched ‘the interlude’ from a private space. Because clearly the Spaniards
did things lavishly we may suspect that the reference to ‘the interlude’ might have
incorporated all three interludes and perhaps the play as well.

Two letters survive from Buc to Viscount Cranborne,?? as he addresses Robert
Cecil by the title he had received the previous year. He ends the first, in May, with
a postscript asking his lordship to ‘think of some employment for me when I
come home, anywhere it please y* Lp.’” (f. 85Y). In his next surviving letter, of 3
June, he tells Cecil that though he had said earlier that the league would be sworn
next Sunday, on Saturday some vital papers seemed to be missing. By the time
they were found it was too late to prepare them for the ceremony, which was thus
postponed to the following day. We then have a cameo of Buc in action: he
announced that since this was a matter of great solemnity, the very cause of the
Lord Admiral’s being in Spain, it could not be done upon an ordinary day. To the
objection that this might delay their departure, he observed that next Thursday
was Corpus Christi day, and that was accepted.

Treswell gives more detail than Buc does of the Corpus Christi day parade
which preceded the signing of the oath: there were eight giants (three men, three
women, and two moors) playing tabor and pipe and dancing, followed by blue-
clad pilgrims, 25-26 crosses attended by representatives of their churches, pictures
of saints, precious relics, churchmen and ambassadors (French, Venetian,
Savoyard, and Moroccan as well as English), the king (and presumably the queen,
who was certainly there), and the Cardinal also with tapers. After this the oath
was sworn, with the king’s hands between those of the Lord Admiral, and then
signed (p. 42). This ceremony was attended, Buc tells Robert Cecil (f. 126), not
only by the ambassador and lieger ambassador (Sir Charles Cornwallis), but by
‘& all the grandes, & noblemen (who were all in black)’. In celebration there was
a splendid ‘Juego de Toro’ (bullfight) ‘in a fayre place well built well representing
the old Roman Theatres’ (f. 126"). Next came the Juegos de Cannas, which were
‘presented v. magnificently’: 40 drums and trumpets with coloured taffeta and 26
horses clothed in crimson velvet. Following them on horseback were the Spanish
dukes and knights, who were ‘in habit a la moresca’ with short pikes in their
hands. Then came the king and the Duke of Lerma and 20 other nobles. But, Buc
concludes, ‘I am ill advised to relate revelling matters at large to y* Lp.” (f. 126 v).

On 1 June the king invited the Lord Admiral to see a muster of armed men. The
guests were then invited to a masque in the banquet house, where thirty musicians
in long taffeta garments played and six virgins danced. They were eventually
joined by the (masked) king and queen and twenty-eight knights and ladies on a
stage made to look like a cloud. Others came forward and danced to the upper end
of the hall, then turned and joined the other dancers, and they all danced together.
After the king and queen had unmasked they took seats, and lords and ladies
danced galliards for them (Treswell, pp. 51-3).

32 TNASP 94/11/f.126-27.



THE LIFE OF SIR GEORGE BUC xxiii

On 7 June the Lord Admiral took leave of the king, and his party began the
Jjourney home. On their return they were celebrated, mention being made of their
success not only in the pulpit but ‘euen in their open plaies and Interludes’
(Treswell, p. [64] labelled erroneously 42). Despite their collaboration and Buc’s
later friendship with heralds, Treswell seems not to have interacted much with
him on this excursion: he refers to him in listing members of the expedition as
‘Thomas Buc’ (p. 4), with no reference to his knighthood.

Back in England, though earlier authors have seen Buc as exercising the
functions of the Revels Office earlier as Tilney’s assistant, Richard Dutton and
W.R. Streitberger both argue® that there is no evidence at all of Buc’s acting prior
to Tilney’s death in 1610. Possibly the confusion arose because Buc appropriated
to the Revels Office in May 1606, perhaps as a source of income while he waited
to become Master, the task of being sole licenser of plays for publication as
distinct from performance. Between 1607 and 1615 all plays licensed for
publication bore his signature, apart from A Yorkshire Tragedy (1608). He licensed
Timon of Athens in 1609, Coriolanus in 1610, Othello in 1614, The Tempest in
1612, and Twelfth Night in 1614.

The Master of the Revels was responsible for plays performed at court. Buc
selected and supervised court performances by the King’s Men of 4 Winter s Tale,
The Tempest, Much Ado about Nothing, Othello, both parts of Henry IV, and
Pericles. The players were obliged to present a full rehearsal for his approval
before he made selection. What he did not approve had to be altered before the
play could appear. The Revels accounts in the National Archives give some idea
of the time he spent in exercising his office.>* In 1612-13, the year of the Princess
Elizabeth’s marriage to the Elector Palatine, he was in attendance 125 days and 24
nights, then for 10 days and 5 nights he attended the Lord Chamberlain (the Earl
of Suffolk) to prepare ‘for the entertainment of the said maryed Princes’ (2046,
no. 18). In addition, he spent 15-20 days airing the wardrobe in the Revels Office.
In 1614-15 he was in attendance 115 days and 16 nights between October and 22
February ‘as well as for Rehersalls and making choice of plaies and Comedies
and reforming them’ (2047, no. 20), 20 days in the summer for airing the costumes,
and 23 days for triumphs at Easter in celebration of the king’s reign. In 1615-16
he claimed expenses for ‘wages and Entertaynmentes of Officers Artificers and
other ymployed aboute the finishing making and setting forthe of sundry plaies
Commodies feates of activity Maskes and Triumphes at Tylte and in airing the
stuffe belonging to the said office’ (2047, no. 21). In this year between the end of
October and the end of February he attended 107 days and 19 nights, and the next
year 127 days and 16 nights. In addition he was on hand for triumphs, Easter
celebrations, airing of garments, and the marriage at Hampton Court of Sir John
Villiers to the daughter of Sir Edward Coke. The visit of the Earl of Oxford ‘to my
lodging at Hampton Court’ which Buc mentions in the History (text, p. 170) must
have occurred on this occasion.

There is a scrap backing a note inserted in the manuscript of the History (f. 43")
that gives an idea of the day to day running of the office. He lists what he needs:

33 Dutton, pp. 146-151; Streitberger, Masters of the Revels, p. xiii.
34 TNA MSS. 1, 2046 (16-18) and 2047 (19-21). Specific references will be given in my text.
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‘Ink paper penns’, a ‘<ca>ndlestick’ (a prop for a play or an office necessity?),
and, needing to reach a decision on a play script or a speech he writes a note to
himself to ‘allow or suppress all’. Having made selection of a play for a particular
holiday or event, he and his four assistants had to fit up the hall for it, supplying
the huge number of candles required for lighting, as well as decorating it lavishly
and having furniture brought in, then taken away afterwards, for which they had
to organize the transport. He was also responsible for setting up venues when
native or foreign royalty was to be present, for banquets, dancing, and games of
various sorts, from tilting to bearbaiting to football. The Revels Office accounts
are a tantalizing mixture of branches with wire, pulleys and long ladders for
hanging them, roses and tassels, hooks, candlesticks, pans, and chamber pots.

Eccles gives what is probably a just estimate of Buc’s censorship practice:

From what we know of his acts as Master, Buc seems to have been
not at all a severe censor, but to have executed conscientiously and
moderately . . . the duties of a difficult office. . . . On the whole
perhaps it was as well that Elizabeth chose Buc, a gentleman poet
and lover of plays, from the point of view of the Court rather than
of the professional playwright, and one who had shown the
diplomatic qualities necessary to mediate between the players and
authority.*

In the controversy over the Biron performances George Chapman seems to
have recognized Buc’s gentlemanly qualities even in the heat of his frustration
and anger at the censor’s hesitation in licensing the play for publication, though
there is perhaps a sting in the tail of his letter. Buc, having licensed it for
performance, delayed to license it for publication because he had not yet seen the
copy intended for print. He had been bitten once, in that the Children of Blackfriars
spoke in their performance of it lines that he had ordered deleted, so his hesitation
seems understandable. Chapman writes impatiently about the delay of licensing
for the press due to the French Ambassador’s objection to the performance,
protesting that it is not his fault if actors decide to speak lines that have been
censored: ‘I see not myne owne Plaies; nor carrie the Actors Tongues in my
mouthe’. He ends the letter addressing Sir George directly:

how safely soever Illiterate Aucthoritie setts up his Bristles against
Poverty, methinkes yours (being accompanied with learning)
should rebate the points of them, and soften the fiercenes of those
rude manners; you know S, They are sparkes of the lowest fier in
Nature that fly out uppon weaknes with every puffe of Power. . . .>¢

Buc’s censorship can be seen in practice in the manuscript copies of The Second
Maiden’s Tragedy (B.L. MS. Lansdowne 807, ff. 29-56) and John van Olden
Barnevelt (B.L. MS. Additional 18653). Though the former, Janet Clare notes, is
a highly subversive play, dealing with regicide, Buc allowed it with minor cuts,*
though more than appear in other plays he censored. This argues for his not being

35 Eccles, ‘Sir George Buc’, p. 504.

36 Athenaeum, 6 April 1901, p. 433.

37 Janet Clare, ‘Art made tongue-tied by authority’: Elizabethan and Jacobean Dramatic Censorship (Manchester, 1990), pp. 165-
71.
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an unduly strict censor. He begins by correcting a minor grammatical error of
‘hath’ to ‘haue’ (f. 29, 1. 2). Several very general derogatory remarks about
courtiers he has altered or marked for alteration. The phrase ‘Frenchmen’s tortures’
(f. 55), which might have caused national offence, is altered to ‘extremest tortures’.
Passages on lust, particularly the king’s lust, are cut, and strong references to
tyranny are marked. A half-line, “Your kinges poisoned’ is crossed out, leaving ‘I
am poisoned’ (f. 55%). At the end of the manuscript he writes, ‘This second Maydens
tragedy (for it hath no name inscribed) may with the reformations bee acted
publikely. 31. October. 1611./. G. Buc.’ (f. 56). The play, probably by Middleton,
which has similarities to the lost partly Shakespearean play Cardenio, is still
referred to by the title Buc gave it because of similarities he saw between it and
Beaumont and Fletcher’s The Maid’s Tragedy. An interesting apparent idiosyncrasy
is evident in his marking for deletion references denigrating the general character
of women.

Buc usually puts crosses in the margins where revisions are required, and
corrections in his own hand appear in passages regarding overthrow of governments:
‘tooke that course / that now is practised on you’, which would seem to show too
specific a precedent for government overthrow, is changed to “cutt of his opposites’,
and ‘changed to a Monarchie’ was made ‘changed to another form’ (f. 26). Against
one passage he remarks: ‘I like not this: neither do I think y* the \pr./ was thus
disgracefully vsed. besides he is to much presented. [here.] G.B.” (f. 5%). The law
restricted representations of royalty onstage, but besides this, Buc appears to be
concerned about historical accuracy, unwilling that even popular literature should
misrepresent truth. And in this case, he was on hand at the time the play depicts,
on his 1601 embassy to the Netherlands, so he responds from personal experience.
T.H. Howard-Hill, who has studied his censorship of this play carefully, says, ‘His
initial objection was to the ignominy of [Count] Maurice’s exclusion from the
Council by a mere soldier acting for burghers. His second objection was to the
unhistoricity of the incident . . .”*® (something Janet Clare misses). Buc, as we have
seen, had met Count Maurice. Some examples of manuscripts he censored can be
seen in Dutton’s Mastering the Revels, Plates 8 and 9.

An undated letter exists from Buc to the Earl of Salisbury, the Lord Treasurer,
seeking an allowance for a house for the Revels Office. He has recently had taken
from him the house worth £50 annually, granted to him previously by royal patent,
since which time the Lord Chamberlain has hired a convenient house for the office,
but at a very high price and told him to put there the wardrobe and other items
belonging to the Revels Office. Buc points out that the previous Master had £45
per annum allowance and also £100 for recompense, while not required to hire a
house. Finally he pleads,

further [ humbly pray your Lordship honorably to consyder that
this office is the onley reward of my long, chargeable & faithfull
service [done] in the court & abroad; by land & by sea; in warr &
in peace for the space of wellneere 30. yeeres: & is the best meanes
of my living, which to take away is a punishment due to no serious,

38 TH. Howard-Hill, ‘Buc and the Censorship of Sir John Van Olden Barnevelt’, Review of English Studies XXXIX
(1988), 57, an excellent, detailed study of Buc’s censorship in this play.
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& capitall offendors. & not to loyall & serviceable subiects.
(B.L. Harl. 6850, f. 253)

He concludes by pleading for a favourable response, particularly ‘for her sacred
sake’ (Queen Elizabeth’s), who would surely have done more for him.

From 1615 he suffered difficulties with the Exchequer over payment of back
wages to himself and his men, who seem to have been in a desperate financial
state and who, he felt, were blaming him for not being urgent enough in demanding
payment. Late in 1621 or in 1622 Buc went mad, a madness Eccles attributes to
the struggles over wages,* but which Helen Maurer thinks it makes more sense to
attribute to Alzheimer’s.** John Chamberlain wrote to Sir Dudley Carleton on 30
March 1622, ‘Poore Sir George Bucke master of the Revells is in his old age faln
starke madd, and his place executed by Sir John Ashley [alternatively ‘Astley’]
that had the reversion’.* His death was not long in coming: he died on 31 October
16224 and was buried at Broadwater in Sussex.*

In 1618 Buc had contemplated marriage with Elizabeth Meutis of West Ham,
but his ‘humorous and shie proseeding’** was said to have stood in his way. Eccles
conjectures that his interest was less in the marriage itself than in reforming or
discomfiting his prospective heirs. His only brother Robert had become a Jesuit.
Buc’s will, later declared a forgery, stated that if the law barred his brother from
inheritance his heir should be his nephew Stephen Buck, a son of his sister Cecilia,
who had married a William Buck of Lincolnshire (no relation to Sir George’s
family). Stephen Buck took immediate possession of Buc’s lands and goods on
their owner’s death, but a general pardon was then granted Robert Buck, enabling
him to possess his inheritance. There followed a protracted legal battle. Stephen
Buck tried to prove that Sir George had conveyed his lands and goods to him and
his son George by Deed of Gift. There were doubts, however, as to whether the
document was genuine or forged, and whether if genuine it had been made before
or after the inception of Buc’s lunacy. Stephen Buck had at one time been
imprisoned for forgery and had since been in collusion with his uncle John Buck,
a notorious forger. There was, furthermore, evidence to show Sir George’s dislike
of his nephew. Consequently, in 1625 Robert Buck was declared his brother’s
heir. In the meantime, however, Stephen Buck and his son George had made off
with numerous of Sir George’s possessions and would soon make use of them.

39 Eccles, ‘Sir George Buc’, p. 481.

40 ‘Bones in the Tower: a Discussion of Time, Place and Circumstance’, Part 1, The Ricardian, VIII (1990), n. 44, p.
491.

41 The Letters of John Chamberlain, ed. Norman Egbert McClure (Philadelphia, 1939), 11, 430.

42 Eccles, ‘Sir George Buc’, p. 484, derives the date of Buc’s death from the inquisition post mortem, C
142/566/17 and on p. 482 attributes the common error of dating it to September 1623 to Malone and
Chalmers, followed by Greg. Despite which the Bodleian online catalogue ascribes the 1646 edition by George
Buck Esq. and its 1973 reprint to ‘Sir [italics mine] George Buck 1622 or 1623’ and John Ashdown-Hill queries
the date 1622 in The Last Days of Richard III and the Fate of His DNA (Stroud, 2013), p. 92 but does not explain his
reason for so doing.

43 Challen, p. 291.

44 Letter from Ambrose Randolph to Thomas Wilson, 5 April 1618, quoted in Eccles, ‘Sir George Buc’, p. 470.
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Buc has left us several of his minor works, in addition to the three surviving
historical treatises and some references to other compositions which have been
lost. For two poems in English he is given a place in Joseph Ritson’s biographies
of poets.! As a poet he is technically adequate but far from brilliant or inspired.
His first extant verse is a quatorzain which leads the group of complimentary
verses introducing Thomas Watson’s Hekatompathia or Passionate Century of
Loue, conjecturally dated 1581. This competent, conventional poem is entitled ‘A
Quatorzain, in the commendation of Master Thomas Watson, and of His Mistres,
for whom he wrote his Booke of Passionat Sonnetes’. In the Huntington Library
copy of Buc’s Daphnis, we have a six-line verse expressing gratitude to Lord
Ellesmere, to whom the author presented this copy.? These are Buc’s only extant
original poems in English, apart from his long poem Daphnis Polystephanos,
published in 1605. One further long poem, ‘A Poem of St George the Famous
Champion of England’, was misattributed to Buc in 1867 by W. Carew Hazlitt in
his Hand-Book to the Popular, Poetical, and Dramatic Literature of Great Britain,
but this was corrected in his Collections and Notes, Ser. 1 (1876), with information
that the poem was by a certain Gaudy Brampton of Blow-Norton.

Buc produced several short Latin poems:
1) A manuscript poem on the Armada victory, included in Richard Robinson’s
Archippus, ‘newly written oute’ (f.2) in 1602 (B.L. MS. Royal 18 A.LXVI). ‘Vnto
whiche ys allso added . . . Collections of English Voyages from 1580 to 1598’ (f.
14). Robinson describes the poem as ‘Certeyne Verses given me by one Mr Buck
a gent of my Lord Admiralles to be annexed vnto the Action praecedent, as I sett
yt downe in the Booke which I gave vnto his Honorable good Lordship in the
yeare aforesayd. 1589’ (f. 21). Buc entitles the poem ‘Aquilae Nigrae Austriacae,
et Leonis Albi Norfolcici, pugna, sive [llustrissimi Haerois CAROLI HOVARDI,
— Anglia Summi Admirallii, &c Victoria, . . . et Numine DIANAE nostrae
ELIZABETHAE DEI GRATIA, ANGLIAE, FRANCIAE et HYBERINAE
REGINAE, AVGVSTAE, FAELICISSIME TRIVMPHANTIS FIDEI
DEFENSATRICIS. &ct.’
2) A complimentary verse, one of a group by several authors, prefaced to the
1607 edition of Camden’s Britannia. It reappears in the 1610 translation of that
work.
3) A eulogy of London at the beginning of Buc’s own Third Universitie of

1 [Joseph Ritson], Bibliographia Poetica (London, 1802), pp. 146f.

2 The authenticity and biographical import of this verse are discussed in Eccles, ‘Sir George Buc’, pp. 438ff. A
copy appears in W.W. Greg, “Three Manuscript Notes by Sir George Buc’, The Library XII (1931), 307-21, Plate
V.
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England,® enumerating the physical attributes, the diversity of arts, crafts,
branches of learning, artifice, culture, wealth, and populace of the city.

4) A eulogy of Philip Sidney, praising him mainly as a military figure, B.L. MS.
Cotton Julius FXI, ff. 93v-94.

These, like Buc’s English poems, are competent and uninspired, rigid in
formality and metrical regularity, and conventional in heroic vocabulary.

Buc was also a verse translator from several languages, as numerous examples
in his History witness.* He claims (text, p. 85) the distinction of having preceded
Harington as a translator of Ariosto, but he does not say whether he translated the
whole of Orlando Furioso or merely portions of it. Probably the latter, for in
addition to the Ariosto translation in the Hisfory he presents a short one in The
Third Universitie, taking this opportunity to express criticism in terms which
suggest that in this case Harington’s translation preceded his:

Which verses I haue aduentured thus plainely to turne into English
Octaua, and could haue beene well content to haue spared the
Laboure had not Sir John Harrington discosted from the Author.
And yet I must confesse he hath performed an excellent part of a
translator in that his English Orlando.

(sig. Nnnnv)

The Third Universitie in the section on painting and cosmetology (sig. Oooo 3)
includes a verse translation from a Greek epigram by Lucilius about women painting
their faces. This particular translation is exceptionally clever and smooth and
reproduces some of the original’s wordplay. But ordinarily Buc’s translations,
generally in rhymed iambic epigrammatic couplets, are trite, lame, metrically
incompetent and make no attempt to approximate to the tone of the original.

There is a suggestion that Buc wrote a play. J.Q. Adams® presents a late
seventeenth-century list of early English plays, all probably in manuscript, compiled
by Abraham Hill (1635-1721), a book collector. Among those listed is The Ambitious
Brother by G. Buc. Adams suggests that Hill may have seen Buc’s name as licenser
and mistaken it for the author’s. Also, Buc was an avid book collector,® and this
might have been a book he owned. Adams warns that we should look to Eccles’s
biography for mention of other George Buc[k]s. He considers it possible, however,
that this is a dramatization by Buc of the subject of his History of King Richard the
Third — which in view of his revisionist sentiments seems most unlikely — and cites
Buc’s devising the dumb shows for Locrine as evidence of his direct involvement in
playmaking. We may note that such facility was an attribute expected of the Master
of the Revels: ‘The Mayster . . . oughte to be aman . . . of good engine, inventife
witte, and experience . . . for varietie of straunge devises delectable . . .’

We have Buc’s own hand to witness that he devised these dumb shows. The play
Locrine was published in 1595. In the copy now in the Bodmer collection in Geneva,

3 In John Stow, The Annales or Generall Chronicle of England (London, 1615), sig. LIII 6. Buc’s work runs from pp. 958-
88 (sigs. LIll 5-Oo00 3V). Since the page numbering is extremely erratic, quotations from this edition will be

identified by signatures.

See below, text, pp. 34, 69, 85, 116, 167, 193f, and 208.

Joseph Quincy Adams, ‘Hill’s List of Early Plays in Manuscript’, The Library XX (1939), 71-99.

See below, p. lix.

Quoted Chambers, Notes, p. 42.

N o
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he has written on the title page, ‘Char. Tilney wrote a Tragedy of this matter which
hee named Estrild. & which 1 think is this. it was lost by his death. & now some
fellow hath published iz.  made dumbe shews for it, which I yet haue. G.B.” Although
Samuel Tannenbaum attacked the hand as a Collier forgery,® his argument was
satisfactorily refuted by R.C. Bald.® As someone who has read at least a thousand
pages in Buc’s several hands, I see nothing in the inscription to suggest any
possibility of its being anyone’s but Buc’s and consider it unlikely to the point of
impossibility that a forger could have known Buc’s hand so well as to have produced
so minutely his every idiosyncrasy and to have done so with apparent fluency.

Two works of Buc’s on artistic subjects are lost. One is his Poetica, mentioned by
Camden in his Remaines in comments on Sir Philip Sidney’s epitaph, which he says
is ‘most happily imitated out of the French of Mons. Boniuet, made by Joach. du
Bellay, as it was noted by Sir George Buc in his Poetica’.*® Eccles remarks that in
this observation Buc surpasses Raleigh’s latest editor, who knows no source for the
corresponding stanza of Raleigh’s elegy on Sidney.!! This work of Buc’s on poets is
probably the one he mentions in The Third Universitie in the section ‘Of Poets and
of Musitians’ (Oooov) as ‘a particular Treatise’, though it is difficult to tell from the
context whether he is speaking here of a treatise on poetry or on drama. Chalmers
states that Buc ‘wrote a treatise — “of Poets and Musicians”, which recent Inquirers
have not been able to find’.!? Presumably this is the same treatise, and Chalmers has
simply adopted the section heading. Eccles notes' that the reference to Sidney
suggests that the work discussed contemporary poets. This would not be out of
keeping with Buc’s interests and activities, for although his antiquarian works and
classical education tend to overshadow the other aspects of his career, he was deeply
involved in one contemporary art form, the dramatic, was a dabbler in verse himself,
and wrote a treatise on contemporary London.

It is fitting that a prolific author who held the post of Master of the Revels and
possessed a peculiar sense of the dignity of things pertaining to his own origins and
activities should have written about the art of the drama. And indeed he did so, but
his work is unfortunately not extant. Only this reference to it survives, in his
summary of his comments on the craft of dramatic performance:

I might hereunto adde for a Corollary of this discourse, the Art of
Reuels, which requireth knowledge in Grammar, Rhetorike,
Logicke, Philosophie, Historie, Musick, Mathematikes, & in other
Arts (& all more then I vnderstand I confesse) & hath a setled place
within this Cittie. But because I haue discribed it, and discoursed
thereof at large in a particular commentarie, according to my talent,
I will surcease to speake any more therof . . .
(Third Universitie, sig. 0000 3)

8 Samuel Tannenbaum, Shakespearian Scraps and Other Elizabethan Fragments (New York, 1933), pp. 51-74. He reproduces
this inscription on Plate VIII (the transcript is mine).

9 R.C.Bald, ‘The Locrine and George-a-Green Title Page Inscriptions’, The Library, XV (1934), 295-305.

10 William Camden, Remaines Concerning Britaine, rev. ed. (London, 1614), p. 376.

11 Eccles, ‘Sir George Buc’, p. 413. Agnes M.C. Latham’s edition of 1929 is the one alluded to. Her edition of 1951
has not benefited from Eccles’s observation. There has been no edition of Raleigh since.

12 [George Chalmers], An Apology for the Believers in the Shakespeare Papers (London, 1797), p. 494.

13 Eccles, ‘Sir George Buc’, pp. 412ff.
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Buc’s attitudes to poetry and drama were ambivalent." Poetry was evidently for
him, as for other gentlemen of his status and educational background, a fashionable
pastime. Various comments in the History point to a contempt for fictitious works
as frivolous in comparison with history. His remarks on literary men are few and
little concern their literary pursuits. Sidney is mentioned twice in the Commentary,
both times as a valiant soldier (Comm. ff. 354 and 370). The same concentration
on his military at the expense of his literary skill is apparent in Buc’s Latin elegy
on Sidney mentioned above. Fulke Greville, whom Buc knew best as a fellow
antiquary, is called in the Commentary ‘a very noble & wis & learned gentilman’
(f. 408) and of Thomas Sackville Buc mentions only his honours and offices and
an anecdote regarding his death (Comm., f. 248). In a remark in the margin of his
own copy of Bishop Godwin’s Catalogue of the Bishops of England, though, Buc
says of Thomas Parkhurst, Bishop of Norwich in 1560, ‘hee was a meetly good
poet. & his poemes are extant’,'* but there are no other entries of this nature.
Buc’s comments in the History regarding Sir Thomas More’s poetic ability (text,
pp- 121 and 196) are backhanded compliments, designed to discredit More as an
historian. In the prose preface to Daphnis, he quotes Lydgate and Chaucer to
supportan argument thatthe terms ‘England’and ‘Britain’ are used interchangeably,
but passes from them very quickly to Higden. Like the modern historian, Buc is
wary of citing fictional sources for factual information:

Ion Lidgate disertly asseuereth in King Arthurs complaint in these
words, Great Britain now called England: and so likewise doth
Geffrey Chaucer in the Franklins tale (viz.) In England, that
Clepid was Britain: And Ranulfus Cestrensis a grauer Authour
preremptorily affirmeth that King Egbert . . . commaunded . . . that
Britain should bee called England.

(sig. B4)

Nearly all Buc’s quotations from poets and playwrights are classical, often
evidently from memory since he sometimes misattributes them. But occasionally
he quotes foreign Renaissance writers such as Ariosto. English translators fare
rather better in Buc’s esteem. He several times speaks highly of Harington as
translator of Orlando Furioso (Third Universitie, sig. Nnnnv, Comm., f. 417;
History, p. 168). He also makes reference once to North’s translation of Plutarch
(Comm., f. 426").

We must be wary of assessing Buc’s attitude to the stage, since most of the
remarks on it which have been habitually attributed to him may be additions to his
History by his great-nephew, George Buck Esq. (herein designated the ‘Editor’:
see Introduction IV below), and it is impossible to tell in some cases whether they
represent the original author’s intention or are merely embellishments. In one
case, where we have both the autograph version and the editorial ones, it is clear
that a reference to the stage is entirely the Editor’s (George Buck Esq.’s) addition.
When speaking of Richard’s calumniators and their attacking him by reference to
his bad dreams, Buc himself (text, p. 128) makes no mention of dramatic versions,

14 See below, pp. pp. cxliii-cxliv.
15 Buc’s MS. note in the Bodleian copy of F[rancis] G[odwin], A Catalogue of the Bishops of England (London, 1601),
p. 355.
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nor does Buck, Jnr in his handwritten copies. But in the printed version Buc’s
great-nephew gives us, ‘nay, they will dissect his very sleepes, to finde prodigious
dreames and bug-beares, . . . which they dresse in all the fright and horrour fiction
and the stage can adde’.'® Consequently, we must not be too hasty in accepting for
Buc’s own assessment of the stage, as Frank Marcham does,” this remark of
which there is no trace in the autograph manuscript, but which appears in some
form in all the editorial versions. Its style is strongly redolent of Buc’s revising
great-nephew’s style:

ffor the ignorant, and never-vnderstandeing vulgare; whose faith

(in history) is drawne from Pamphlet and Ballad, and their

Reverend and learned Autors, the stage, or those that playe the

bauds to it, for a living, Let them fly their owne pitch, for they are

but kytes, and Crowes, and can digest nought (soe well) as stench

and filth, to which I leaue them.

(B.L. MS. Egerton 2216, f. 270)

It is not at all likely that Buc, whose relationship with the actors was, as Trevor
Howard-Hill describes it, collegial,'® would have been so contemptuous of theatre
practitioners. Indeed, as we shall see, Buc consulted two professional theatre
artists, William Shakespeare and Edward Juby, about authorship of a play script
(see below, p. lix).

It is however natural that, despite his office, Buc should show to some extent a
gentleman’s contempt for drama, because as fiction it distorts the truth of history
and panders to the common people’s ignorance. Buc in his own writings appeals
specifically to the learned reader. His attitude toward poetry is evident in his
remarks on More, when he says that poetry assists in writing fables and relating
fantasies, giving authors licence to tell falsehoods.

And that Sir Thomas More was a good poet and much delighted
with poetry and with quaint inventions, his many poems and
epigrams yet extant testify; besi[des] the many petty comedies
and interludes which he made and oftentimes acted in person with
the rest of the actors. . . . And to these his practices fantastical and
his Utopia may be added.

(see below, text, p. 121)

He is moved by the ancient origins of drama and by the honour it bestows on
him and on his city to refer to it as ‘That first and most auncient kind of Poesy’,
and to accord the art as practised in his time the highest praise: ‘so liuely expressed
and represented vpon the publike stages & Theaters of this citty, as Rome in the
Auge of her pompe & glorie, neuer saw it better performed, (I meane in respect of
the action, and art, and not of the cost, and sumptuousnesse)’ (Third Universitie,
sig 0000").

Because his place in literature is determined not so much by his own
compositions as by the fact that those of so many greater authors passed through
his hands, and received the imprint of his directions for revision, we should be

16 George Buck Esq., History of the Life and Reigne, p. 78.
17 Frank Marcham, The King’s Office of the Revels (London, 1925), p. 4.
18 Howard-Hill, p. 43. See also below, p. lix for mention of Buc’s relationships with specific theatre practitioners.
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glad to possess his detailed observations on the arts he supervised. But since
these are lost, we can only pursue in as great detail as possible, by picking them
here and there from his extant works, the character, opinions, and intellectual bent
of a man who touched many of our greatest dramatic works.

Daphnis Polystephanos

‘Aagvic Ilolvorepavog, An Eclog treating Of Crownes, and of Garlandes, and to
whom of right they appertaine’, is an historical-pastoral poem in fifty-eight
stanzas in honour of James I’s coronation, although Buc says in his dedication to
the new king that he began the work ‘long since’ (sig. A3). It was published in
1605 but seems to have been prepared in 1602, anticipating James’s accession.
The British Library’s Grenville copy (shelfmark G 11553), presented by Buc to
Henry Howard, Earl of Northampton, which includes a genealogical tree tracing
the Plantagenets back to Egbert in 802, has a printed note ‘loan. Woutneel excud.
1602’ at the lower righthand corner of this tree, crediting the person who composed
or at least drew it. Buc has in pen altered the 2’ to a ‘5’.

Daphnis purports to show the glory of King James’s ancestors and sets forth
his descent from Henry II through the Tudors. James in reconciling the kingdoms
of Scotland and England is reconciler of the intestine quarrel between Albanact
and Locrine, the sons of Brute, as Henry VII was reconciler of the quarrel between
Lancaster and York. Faced with the necessity of praising the Tudors as James’s
ancestors, it may seem surprising that Buc is able to speak kindly of Richard III:

Fame hath been sharp to th’other [Richard], yet bicause
All accusations of him are not proued:
And hee built Churches, and made good law’s,
And all men held him wise, and valiant,
Who may deny him then his Genest plante?
(sig. E4Y)

Buc’s sense of historical honesty and family pride seem to have combined in
compelling him to champion this king. He notes in his Epistle Dedicatory that
among faults others have found in the poem is ‘that I haue concealed, and coloured
the faultes of bad Princes’ (sig. A4¥). He excuses himself on the grounds of
Christian charity. That this statement refers specifically to his defence of Richard
is strongly suggested by his proceeding immediately to mention on the same page
that his own family has been obscure since ‘the fatall iourney at Bosworth’.

His attitude toward Henry VII is ambivalent. In one stanza Buc praises him in
conventional terms — though he clearly regards the house of York as the older:

This Richmont was a very prudent prince
And therefore was surnamed Solomon.
The world hath seen great works accomplish’d since
Which were proiected by this Theodore.
This man of GOD did happily atone
The ciuil feud, whidh [sic] long had been before,
Betwixt the Rose, which first grew in the wood
And that which Venns [sic for ‘Venus’] colour’d in hir blood.
(sig. F2)
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Then in a marginal note to this he says, ‘hee extinguished the male line of Yorke’.

In addition to his defence of Richard, many other themes developed in his later
work are struck here. The poem’s title and central image are of a garland made
from the planta genista, whose origins he discusses, citing, as in the History (p.
15), Leonhard Fuchs as authority (sig. Dv). Another of his antiquarian interests,
the Stone of Scone, to which he returns at the end of the History (text, p. 215f), is
briefly mentioned in the dedication (sig. A3"). His own family history appears not
only in the dedication but also in a marginal note to the verse on King John, where
he speaks of Walter Buck’s assistance to this king (sig. E3). A very considerable
portion of the dedication is taken up with praise of the Howards for fostering his
family, and their genealogy is also touched on.

Buc’s heroes are the same here as later in the History. He shows particular
interest in Henry II, spending on him the major part of the Introduction and
beginning the poem with him. He is described as ‘the greatest King (of whom
there is any credible story extant) which hath been in this Isle of Britain since the
time of the Romaine Emperous [sic]’ (sig. B3"). So anxious is he to show the
magnitude of Henry’s empire that he denies James I his claim to be the first ruler
of the whole island: ‘a late Anonymous in a little book dedicated to his Majesty,
affirmeth that neuer any Prince was king of this whole Isle vntill now. But he is
deceiued . . .’ (sig. B3"). Queen Elizabeth as usual merits an effusion:

A Queene, whose state so happily did stand

That men did say (seeing hir greatnesse such)

This Lady leadeth fortnne [sic] in hir hand

A virgin which did keep her lamp still light

And eke for tarenes was a Phaenix height.
(sig. f. 3Y)

Like his loyalties, his prejudices are the same as in the History. He refuses to
acknowledge Henry I'V’s title but grants him to have been a ‘princely Knight’ (sig.
F). His anti-Catholic feeling is strong: ‘To sweep out of this land the drosse of
Roome; /| A worke of worth . . .’ (sig. F2"). He is wary of the ‘British History’: ‘to
haue chosen any of the most ancient Kings, I must haue looked so farre backe, as
I should not onely haue made this Eclog ouer-long, and tedious, but also haue lost
my selfe in the cloudes of obscurity by soring too high amongst them . . . (sig.
B3). He does mention, parenthetically, that the Tudors were descended from
Cadwallader, but in general inclines much more toward the sort of genealogy that
can be documented by the heralds.

His methods here are similar to those in his antiquarian prose works. He begins
with a genealogical dedication and historical introduction and accompanies both
prose introduction and poem with marginal notes which include historical and
genealogical information, very exact citation of sources, and classical references.
Several sources cited in the poem are used again in the History: Buchanan,
Giraldus Cambrensis, Camden, De la Hay, De Serres, Du Haillan, Fabyan,
Froissart, Ingulf [i.e. the Crowland Chronicle], Liber St Stephani (Caen), William
of Malmesbury, William of Newburgh, John of Salisbury, Stow, Walsingham.
Daphnis is interesting as an example of Buc’s literary style and interests and as an
indication that as early as about 1602 the methods and extent of historical research
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and the opinions developed in the History were already firmly established. It has
in addition a sideline interest because it went through the same process of
transformation as the History, passing through a manuscript revision and a new
edition, published in 1635 with the title The Great Plantagenet under the name of
Buc’s great-nephew, George Buck Esq."

The Third Universitie

THE THIRD VNIVERSITE OF ENGLAND. OR A TREATISE
OF THE FOVNDATIONS OF ALL THE COLLEDGES,
AVNCIENT SCHOOLES OF PRIVILEDGE, AND OF HOVSES
OF LEARNING, AND LIBERALL ARTS WITHIN AND
ABOVT THE MOST FAMOUS CITTIE OF LONDON, WITH A
BRIEFE REPORT OF THE SCIENCES, ARTS, AND
FACVLTIES THEREIN PROFESSED, STVDIED, AND
PRACTISED. Together with the Blazon of the Armes, and
Ensignes thereunto belonging. Gathered faithfully out of the best
Histories, Chronicles, Records, and Archiues, by G. B. Knight.
ANNO DOMINI, 1615.

This work forms part of an appendix to Stow’s Annales as edited by Edmond
Howes, who includes and expands Stow’s own accounts of the ‘other’ two
universities in England and adds to them Buc’s treatise on London. The work is
well organized. It discusses under their headings the numerous ‘schools’ within
the ‘universitie’: divinity, liberal arts, languages, law, medicine, navigational
sciences, poetry, music, dance, painting, heraldry, athletics, and drama. For all
these Buc gives the origin and history, gathered from various sources, and where
possible he has consulted original charters. The description and history of each
foundation is accompanied by a description of its arms, collected for Buc by
Clarenceux (William Camden) and Lancaster heralds. Probably in Buc’s own
manuscript of this work the arms were actually drawn and coloured as they are in
his manuscript Commentary. So creditable is this treatise that it earnt Buc in
William Maitland’s estimation a place after Stow as an early historian of London.?®

It is useful to survey Buc’s research methods in this one published and well-
organized antiquarian work, for the History was not published according to his
wishes, never reached a final draft under his hand, and as it stands in his rough
draft is not well organized. In addition to original annals, charters and records, he
relies in The Third Universitie both on printed sources, historical and literary, and
on viva voce information from contemporary antiquarian scholars such as St Low
Kniveton, Sir James Ley, Sir Robert Cotton, Dr (Launcelot) Andrewes, and a Dr
Palmer who helped with the chapter on medical studies. One of these viva voce
references is particularly interesting, since it is second hand: Buc cites information
from a fellow scholar whom he trusts, though he himself has not been able to see
the document in question, when he speaks of Wolsey’s building plan for Doctors
Commons according to the information of Cotton, who saw it and told Buc about
it (sig. Nnnn®). There is a famous example of similar practice in the History (text,

19 See below, p. Ixxviii.
20 William Maitland, The History and Survey of London (London, 1756), 11, 811.
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p. 121), where Buc refers to John Morton’s original of More’s History of Richard
II on the information of Sir Edward Hoby, who saw it. That this sort of reference
exists here in a published work indicates that such a method of documentation
was acceptable practice at the time.?!

For general information Buc uses a treatise describing London written under
Henry II, Stow’s Survey, the Statutes at Large of Henry VIII, and the works of
antiquaries and chroniclers. He refers to Du Haillan and Matthew Paris, as he
does often in the History. On ecclesiastical foundations, he cites ancient church
fathers, Francis Dilingham’s De Comparatione Petri cum Paulo, Godwin’s
Catalogue of the Bishops of England, and ‘an old monument’. His discussion of
the legal foundations comes largely from his own experience and through viva
voce information from his friends and acquaintances also trained in the law
schools. He refers to a work in private hands, a book of arms ‘enlumined in an
auncient manuscripte booke of the foundation and Statutes of this [templars’]
order belonging to the right honorable, and most learned noble Gentlemanne the
Lorde William Howard of Naworth’ (sigs. Nnnn-Nnnnv).

He quotes Castiglione on arts suitable for a gentleman and cites a series of
Italian authors on riding and fencing. He mentions Ludovico Dulce, Georgius
Fabritius, and Julius Caesar Scaliger as people who have written on poetry, and on
dancing he cites Tomasso Garzoni’s Piazza Universale, Discorso 45: De Ballarini,
as well as Plato. Philo and Aristotle are his authorities on painting, and on
cosmetology, described as a branch of painting, he quotes from Lucilius.

The work is sprinkled with quotations, mainly in Latin, as is the History. Often
these are documented, but sometimes Buc evidently expects them to be well
known, as when he mentions an author simply as ‘the old poet’ or ‘our rare
countreyman’. Of course many of the quotations may be proverbial, the author
not known or considered. Buc’s treatment of the Lucilius quotation is interesting
in illustrating a practice which appears time and again in the History: he states
that he ‘will set [it] downe in Greeke, because I haue not seen it in Latine’ and
follows it with his own English translation (sig. 00003). Evidently it was usual to
find in commonplace books Latin translations of Greek quotations. If a Latin
translation were available, it seems to have been proper to give it instead of the
Greek original. If none was available, the original was presented, with an
accompanying English translation written for the occasion.

The Third Universitie is a useful source of information on Buc’s personality
and certain biographical details, as indeed is every work he writes. Pride of family,
~ profession and social status lead him to a sense of the dignity and worth of these
attributes and a profound regard for and study of their origins. To the Inns of
Court, he says, come ‘young Gentlemen, the sonnes of the best or better sorte of
Gentlemenne of all the Shires of England (and which haue beene formerly bred,
and brought vppe liberally in good schooles, and other Uniuersitys)’ (sig. Nnnn2V).
A man cannot be made a gentleman simply by being on the register of the Inns of
Court,

for no man can be made a Gentleman but by his father. And . . . the

21 See pp. xl, cxxii, cxxxiv .
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King (who hath power to make Esquiers, Knightes, Baronets,
Barons, Viscounts, Earles, Marquesses, and Dukes) cannot make
a Gentleman, for Gentilitie is a matter of race, and of bloud, and
of discent, from gentile and noble parents, and auncestors, which
no Kings can giue to any, but to such as they beget.

(sig. Mmmm6)

As for his own education, the implication is that he attended Trinity Hall,
Cambridge, for he mentions ‘Maister Henry Haruey, Doctor of the ciuill and
canon Lawes, maister of Trinitie Hall in Cambridge, Prebendarie of Ely, and
Deane of the Arches, a reuerend, learned and good man whom I being a young
Scholler knew’ (sig. Nnnn 4Y). As we shall see, a remark in the Commentary
confirms this suggestion of Buc’s Cambridge attendance (see below p. xxxviii).
At his ‘first comming to London’, he was admitted to Thavies Inn as a probationer
and then proceeded to the Middle Temple, to which he wishes ‘all honour, and
prosperity (for my particuler obligation, hauing beene sometimes a fellow, and
Student (or to confesse a truth) a trewand of that most honourable Colledge’ (sig.
Nnnn2). He describes the process of legal study as long and painful but seems to
have had time to hear Dr William Padey read an anatomy lecture. However, of
music he can give only second hand reports.

The modesty which balances his self-esteem is winning, when he speaks of
himself as a truant, of his translation from Lucilius as ‘mine own homely
translation’ (sig. 00003), and when he confesses that the art of the Revels demands
knowledge of more subjects than he understands.

His style of dedication, as can be seen again in the History (text, pp. 3-5), is
sincere in its professions of friendship and at the same time preserves the author’s
sense of his own dignity. Very different it is from his great-nephew’s weak,
subservient, conventional protestations to prospective patrons of his plagiarized
work. Buc writes his dedications to people he knows. To his friend Coke, who was
responsible for the The Third Universitie’s publication, as well as for his success
in claiming land inheritance,?? he writes, ‘and albeit I doe not (in complementing
manner) make daily profession of this my obligation (as many vse to doe) yet
there is no man shall bee more readie to doe to your Lordshippe any honour, or
seruice, then my poore selfe . . .’ (sig. Mmmm).

Aside from his description of law study, one of the most interesting items in
The Third Universitie is Buc’s list of proposals for urban improvement, which he
provides in case, he says, rich citizens are abstaining from useful works from lack
of knowledge of what needs to be done:

to build a Theater, for the more safe and certaine, and wholesome
hearing of the sermons in Paules Church-yard, /tem to repaire and
beautifie Paules steeple, and to refurnish the Belfrey thereof. /tem
to make a faire piazza, or Market place within London, such as is
and ought to be in euery good Cittie, and to be placed as the
manner is, neere to the Towne hall. . . . Item to paue Smithfield.
Item to erect faire arched gates at the bounds of the Liberties,

22 See above, p. xx.
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where now beast fences or wooden barres and rayles stand. Item
to enlarge the cumbersome and dangerous straits of the royall and
more publike wayes of this Cittie . . . that the hallowed ground of
S. Pauls churchyard may no more bee trampled and prophaned
with beasts, and Cartes, and Coaches. . . . Item to deliuer the wals
of the Cittie and the Towne ditch, from the pester and encumbrances
of tenements, and gardens, & other priuate vses, and to open that
Ditch, and to bring a Ryuer or fresh currant into it. And lastly
. . . to supplie the suburbes with new parrish Churches, wherein
by reason of the exceeding encrease of newe houses and tenements,
the people and inhabitaunts are so extremely multiplied, as the old
churches . . . are not able to conteyne the fourth part of the
people. . . . Of these projects and good workes, the richer citizens
. . . may make their choise according to their affections, fancies,
deuotions, or abilities . . .
(sig. Nnnn 6)
Buc had a gentle sense of humour too.

The only other printed work by Buc on a contemporary subject is a ten-page
abstract of his account of the Cadiz expedition printed in Stow’s Annales (1601)
as ‘An Abstract of the expedition to Cadiz 1596, drawne out of Commentaries
written at large thereof, by a gentleman who was in the voyage’.?> Nothing of the
original treatise survives. '

The Commentary, Archigenealogicon, and The Baron

Three antiquarian works preceded the History and provided material for it. Two of
them, Archigenealogicon and The Baron, are lost. The third, 4 Commentary on
the Book of Domus Dei, is extant in manuscript. Though some notes survive which
may have been for The Baron (Bod. MS. Arch. Selden B.66), it is not possible to
reconstruct either of the two missing treatises or even to guess at the period of
their composition. It is clear, however, that they all partake to some extent in each
other, reproducing and expanding at many points the same information, relying
on the same sources. We know from Daphnis that the research which culminates
in the Commentary and the History was well advanced before 1605.

The Commentary

That the Commentary was written in 1614 is attested by numerous statements in
the body of the work which mention persons ‘now living, 1614’. The manuscript,
some 800 pages of Buc’s neatest hand (see Plate IV turned upside down), appears
to be in finished form, not, like the History, still in the process of revision. In later
additions to it the dates mentioned are 1616, 1617, and 1618, and the information
in one of them dates from 1621. Occasionally a name is left out and dots

23 Stow, The Annales of England (London, 1601), sigs. Pppp 3-Pppp 8 (the page numbers within which the treatise is
included are pp. 1283-93, but extra leaves in this gathering have made for some repetition of pagination).
Although Buc’s name is not cited in the Anndles, Eccles, ‘Sir George Buc’, pp. 430ff has produced decisive
evidence that the work was his.
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substituted. Sources are given carefully, normally including page numbers, and
there is considerable cross-referencing with others of Buc’s own works. He
supplies an index. The manuscript is illustrated with shields, some coloured, some
merely sketched in. The shields are described, and elaborate family trees inserted
in another hand, the same hand in which the genealogical manuscript B.L. MS.
Cotton Julius B.XII is written, probably that of one of Buc’s herald friends. Later
owners of the manuscript have added original notes and material, bringing the
information up to date in the 1640s and the 1660s, as Buc himself used the
margins of his copy of Godwin’s Catalogue of the Bishops of England to add
information and comments and bring ecclesiastical appointments up to date.

A COMMENTARY Vpon the New Roulle of Winchester,

Comonly called Liber Domus DEI. &c. Especially concerning the

Baronage, & ancient Nobility of ENGLAND, TOGETHER WITH

A SVPPLEMENT of other ancient noble families of this kingdome

not mentioned in the sayd Roulle or Book. faithfully gathered out

of royall, & publik archives, roulles, & charters: & out of priuate

evidences, histories, & other monumentes authentik. By George

Buc Knight one of the gent. of the Kings privy chamber, & Master

of his highnes office of the REVELLS. Wherin the Authours chef

scope is not to mak exact graduall genealogies but to shew the

originall ancesterr & first founder of those said noble families

with some of their most segnall posteres & the stat of them &

those which yet continew & florish or els the translations & the

periodes of the said families.

The purpose of the work is to list all noble families in England ‘whose ancestors
haue bene at the least simple barons, & to shew the origine & continuance of
them’ (f. 3). Buc bypasses all the alliances and family branches, since he considers
this to be a tedious task and more suited to the heralds. He attempts to confine
himself to family origins, which he feels have been much neglected, and only
summarizes their continuance, noting that Glover has traced genealogies in detail.
The work is divided into three sections: Saxon families, families which came in
with the Conqueror, and families descending from foreign leaders brought in by
King John. His own ancestors come under the last heading.

Apart from the long discourse on his own family, and a few comments on the
worth of his friends when he cites them as sources for his information, the most
important autobiographical notice regards his studying at Cambridge. Mentioning
the name Pinqueney, he says, ‘I remember that ther was a yong gentilman of that
surname a [stud] scholler in Cambridg in my tyme’ (f. 179). This confirms the
Cambridge recollection already cited (above, p. xxxvi) from The Third Universitie.

He mentions his intended successor in the Revels Office: ‘Sir John Astley now
of the Kings pr. chamber & my successor designed by the Ks patentes in reversion’
(f. 412). Astley (often known alternatively as ‘Ashley’), who was granted the
reversion in 1612, did succeed Buc as Master of the Revels when the latter became
in 1622, by reason of mental illness, incapable of executing the office. One further
bit of interesting autobiographical information concerns his service under the
Lord Admiral:
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& as I haue shewed that the most noble Howardes have ben
principall patrons & benefactors to my ancestores so I haue found
them my exceding good & favorable lordes: & in particular &
most especially my L. Charles Howard Erl of Notingham & high
Adm of Engl. whom for more then two yeres I followed as a
servant, but he of his most noble goodness vsed me rather like a
frend & kinsman, then lik a servant, & in that anno mirabile viz.
1588 he prefered me to Q. Elizab. my most gracious mistress . . .
(f. 453Y)

Buc’s use of sources, which appears far more carefully documented than in the
damaged and unfinished History, is interesting. Many of the sources cited in the
Commentary are also used in the History. Because the incomplete state, the
damage by fire, the editing of the History, and recent scholarly incompetence and
prejudice have called Buc’s use of sources into question, it would be worthwhile
to list here those common to the History and the carefully documented
Commentary:** [Axiomata] Politica; Bale; Bracton; Camden; Cicero; Coggeshall;
Coke; Du Haillan; Du Tillet; Erasmus; Froissart; Glover; Godwin; Guicciardini;
Hall; Heuterus; Holinshed; Hoveden; Huntingdon; Ingulf; Liber Eliensis; Liber
St Stephani, Caen; Meyer; Velleius Paterculus; Prateius; El Reusuerq; Rolls;
Scaccarii; Stow; Tower Archives; Walsingham; Wendover; Westminster.

In addition, he refers to several original records and to manuscript books in
private hands. He points out the difficulty of documenting such material: “. . . I
readd it in an old manuscript book, & nameless as many of them bee . . .’ (f. 353).
He used private libraries for manuscript material: those of Cotton, his cousin
Philip Tilney, the heralds Brooke, Charles, and St George, the Lord Admiral, and
Lord William Howard of Naworth. At one point he makes a note to himself,
probably to express excitement about some information he has found in a private
collection: he says a charter for creating the Earl of Surrey Duke of Norfolk under
Henry VIII ‘was the first record that I saught in the Roull being sent by the L. Ad.
Ch. Howar Er. of Not.’” (f. 23Y). He crossed this note out when inserting this page
as a late addition to the Commentary. Nicholas Charles, Lancaster Herald,
searched the records (presumably those of the College of Arms) for information
on Buc’s family. Camden’s Remaines is cited in manuscript rather than in its
published form.

Buc employs considerable viva voce information, both from antiquarian
scholars and from representatives of the families whose origins he is tracing, since
family traditions, documents, and objects are likely to have been passed down
through generations. For viva voce information he cites Cotton, Camden, Stow, St
Low Kniveton, Ralph Brooke (York Herald), Sir Robert Carey, Lord Hunsdon, Sir
Henry Wotton, Sir Thomas Vavasour, Lady Mary Vere, Baroness Willoughby, and
particularly the Lord Admiral, and Lord William Howard. Some of the viva voce
information has apparently been stored in his memory for many years:

Sir Tho. Tindale . . . beng a very old knight told me beng then a
very yong man that the states & barons of Boheme sent to N.

24 See below, pp. cxxviii-cxxix for the authors Buc refers to in the History.
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Tindale an ancestor of his to requir him to com to Boheme to take
vpon him the Kingdome therof as beng the next heyre, & that in
token herof they sent a crown & a scepter & a cloth of Estat &
other regall ensignes, & the which as he told me then wer all to be
seen yet at his house in Norfolk.

(f. 384)

In view of his later use of viva voce evidence in the History, especially the
instance already mentioned (text, p. 121), this reference is noteworthy, showing
that Buc considered as acceptable documentation in a finished work a reference
to verbal information received at some previous time concerning items which his
informant described but which he himself had not seen.

Buc’s approach to his sources is critical: he does not simply accept what he
reads but qualifies it in the light of extensive research. He is at pains particularly
to correct recent authors when occasion arises. Often he states that he is accepting
William Camden’s authority on the basis of Camden’s worth as a scholar and
because conflicting information cannot be found. This suggests he was in the
habit of trying to assess conflicting information before accepting a statement as
authoritative. At one point he indicates that reference to a primary source — a deed
in the hands of Lord Howard — proves a statement of Camden’s to be incorrect. At
another he states that Stow is mistaken about a pedigree. Buc’s sense of justice to
historical figures who were maligned by his contemporaries appears when he
cites in Matthew Paris a eulogy saying that Walter de Gray, Archbishop of York,
was wise, good and continent: ‘I would haue Dr Goodwin well to mark this,
bycaus, he hath written nothing of him but scandale in his Catalogue of Bishops’
(f. 2006).

Nor does he accept information merely because it is old, but he subjects the
source to scrutiny. He is willing to credit a nameless manuscript book on the
origins of the Herberts ‘bycaus I have seen therin many thinges carefully,
iudiciously & faithfully collected & observed’ (f. 353). The Roll of Battle Abbey,
on the other hand, cannot be taken as authentic because the monks were in the
habit of flattering their patrons by adding them to it. In many places Buc shows a
wariness of scribal errors. For example, he knows his own copy of Domesday
Book occasionally to have been corrupted: ‘I am in dout that my scribe which
copied the book of Domus dei which I haue hath corrupted these names, & in sted
of Jury hath put Lury, which is an error easily committed by reason of the likenes
of jand I’ (f. 228).

Buc’s attitude to the ‘British History’ is very cautious, for he is speaking here
as an historian, not, as in Daphnis, as a poet. He declines to present ancient Briton
and Saxon genealogies because ‘they ar so high and so remote as that they are
either vnknown or els corrupted with fables’ (f. 3). Yet he does employ the
traditional mythic history in connection with the Tudors to some extent: Tudor, he
says, is the oldest of all houses, and he presents a pedigree deriving it from King
Cole,

For the honour & religious & immortal loue which I beare to the
most renowned & most Glorious princess Q. Elizabeth who was
descended & propagated out of this great & ancient & royall hous
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of Britayn, & hir coming was foretold by the tale of the return of
K. Artur as some & not absurdly interpret it.
(f.4)

His worship of Queen Elizabeth, consistent in all his works, reappears in an
autobiographical passage where he calls her ‘my most gracious mistress, who
now is in Glory in heaven & shall for her war vertues aboue her sex be euer
honored vpon the erth’ (f. 453"). He quotes a eulogy, evidently composed by
himself, which is written on her picture in his house (ff. 8'-9). He is not, however,
very charitable to Henry VII, of whom he says merely that he was crowned in the
right of his wife.

There are mentions of other personages and families which figure in the
History. Of people connected with Richard III Buc is not always correctly
informed in the Commentary, but some of the opinions presented later in the
History seem already well formed. He gives incorrect information about people
peripheral to Richard’s story, citing Hastings’s first name as ‘Edward’ and saying
Rivers became Lord Scales in right of his wife under Richard III. But he has
searched carefully the history of Richard’s supporter Francis, Viscount Lovell,
presenting his titles on the basis of research done for him by Lancaster Herald and
noting that ‘this Viscount Lovell was attainted by him who hated all them that his
praecessor K.R.3 loved to witt K.H.7.” (f. 141"). Already Buc seems convinced
that the individual known as Perkin Warbeck was actually Richard, Duke of York,
for he notes that Henry VII executed Sir William Stanley for supporting ‘Rich
duk of York alias Perkin Warbeck’ (f. 254").

In the Commentary between ff. 354 and 355 appears a group of set-in pages on
the descent of the Herberts which were clearly an early draft intended for the
History. When Buc was composing the History, about five years after completing
the Commentary, he seems to have discarded these few pages as too digressive
and inserted them in the Commentary as more suitable to it. He then rewrote the
matter on the Herberts which was to appear in the History, paring it down to
dimensions suitable to that work.?* In only one other place does this use of a
discarded page from the History form a late addition to the Commentary. F. 3¥ of
the Commentary is written on the back of an upside down and crossed out draft
of the History’s title page (see Plate IV), a fortunate occurrence, since no title
page appears in the autograph manuscript of the History in its present state apart
from a scrap, f. 171V of the manuscript itself, which was presumably cut up to
make a paste-over. What is left of it shows portions of the same wording as the
discarded page in the Commentary.

The accounts of the Howard family are very similar in the Commentary and the
History, and the same sources are used. The wording is closer to the sources in the
Commentary’s account, whereas the History employs freer paraphrase. The same
is true of the accounts of Buc’s own family, but in the History he corrects some
details and makes more plausible conjectures.

Buc mentions the Commentary only twice in the History. He refers to it as a
proving ground for his methods of historical research, informing the reader that

25 See below, p. cliii for further discussions of these revisions.
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he will attempt to discover the origins of the name ‘Plantagenet’ ‘according to my
small talent of knowledge and reading and according to the methods I have held
for the searching of the originals of the most ancient noble families of England,
of their surnames in my Commentary on the Book of Domus Dei, or The New Roll
of Winchester’ (text, p. 11). He apologizes for his long discussion of Howard
family origins by saying, ‘I shall be . . . pardoned because I have done the like
honour and service to many other the most noble families of this country in my
Commentary . . . (text, p. 110).

The provenance of the Commentary cannot be traced back very far. During the
seventeenth century it was owned by persons who continued to make notes in it.
Notes tipped in during the eighteenth century show an interest in lawyers and in
Berkshire lands, perhaps indicating the profession and residence of the owners.
The first owner who can be traced by name is Major G. Halswell of Devonshire,
who died in 1935. R.C. Bald ‘discovered’ the manuscript in Halswell’s possession
in 1927, mistaking it for Buc’s lost book, The Baron.?® He corrected this assumption
when he discussed the work more fully in 1935.%” Until 1969 Major W. Halswell,
son of the previous owner, was unable to trace it and assumed his father had sold
it, but that year, while moving to a new house, he rediscovered it?® and authorized
the auction house to which he had consigned it to lend it to the Bodleian Library
for me to study. It was purchased by the Bodleian on my recommendation in 1972.

Archigenealogicon
Buc refers several times in the Commentary to a manuscript work of his own by
the name of Archigenealogicon. A reference to both it and the Baron in the same
passage makes us hesitate in identifying them as the same work: Buc tells us that
we may see more of the Howard family in ‘Baronorum Genealogue in secundum
tempora regum in principio. & in Archigenealogicon’ (f. 20). What the very few
references to it lead us to conclude is that it was a genealogical treatise
concentrating on the details of descent and on the various branches of families
rather than on the origins of families as the Commentary does: ‘Ther be divers
other Bluntes in other shires, the which all you may see in my MS.
Archigenealogicon wher I haue deduced at large all the pedegree of the Blounts
with their Alliance with some Spanish noble houses, & the rest vndiquaque’
[wherever] (Comm., f. 127"). We are told to look in Archigenealogicon under
‘Foix’ for the family of Geily, evidently a branch of the Foix family. In the
Commentary, attempting to avoid considering in detail the numerous branches of
families, Buc says, ‘Vide . . . in Archigenealo. MS.’ for Walter Buc’s genealogy (f.
389), and later he refers us to it for a warrant of Robert Buck under Edward II, ‘as
also for the orderly descentes for here for brevity \& my methode/ sake I omitt
many. but thyre ar sett down in a strict gradual succession’ (f. 452"). We are also
to see Archigenealogicon for all the issue of Philip, Earl of Arundel (f. 21Y).
Clearly the two things that Buc attempts to avoid in the Commentary, branchings

26 Bald, ‘A Revels Office Entry’, Times Literary Supplement, no. 1,311 (17 Mar. 1927), 193. He printed photocopies of
pages from it in ‘The Locrine . . . Inscriptions’, cited above in n. 8.

27 Bald, ‘A Manuscript Work by Sir George Buc’, Modern Language Review, XXX (1935), 1-12.

28 Challen, p. 290 and private letter from Major W. Halswell.
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of families through intermarriages and a minute cataloguing of descent, he dealt
with in Archigenealogicon. Bald conjectures that this work might be identifiable
as the Collections Historical and Genealogical of Sir George Buck, Kt., at one
time possessed by John Strype, but this description might equally well apply to
the Commentary or, as Bald suggests, to ‘my Antiquary MS.” to which Buc refers
in the Commentary, f. 59, though this would seem to me to be part of the Baron.?

The Baron

From the numerous references to The Baron, or the Magazin of Honour in the
Commentary and the History, though it is possible to some slight extent to
reconstruct its history and contents, it still remains a very great puzzle. We can
judge from the references to it in the Commentary that it was unfinished in 1614
and was just beginning to take shape then: ‘I have written largely thereof in my
\Baron/ [advertisementes before Glovers Catalogue, & in my Antiquary MS. sic
inscripto] (f. 59). This seems to suggest that the work originated as a commentary
on Glover’s Catalogue of Honour (1610)* or as material supplementary to it.
Again Buc gives a reference ‘vt In meis [as in my] Advertisements ante [before]
Glover’ (f. 254"). Glover’s Catalogue does contain considerable prefatory material
written by other well-known antiquaries such as Camden. It is possible that Buc,
too, was writing a treatise for inclusion there, as The Third Universitie was
included as supplementary material to Stow’s Annales. This work may have
captured his interest so that it grew beyond the bounds of a supplementary treatise
and became a manuscript work of several books divided into various chapters.

When Buc was completing the Commentary, the Baron seems still to have
been in process of transition from being a supplement to Glover to being a work
in its own right, and Buc has not yet completely settled on its title but sometimes
describes it instead of giving it a title: ‘Baronorum Genealogue secundum tempora
regum’ [Genealogy of barons according to time of reign] (f. 20¥) or ‘book of
Barons’ (ff. 369 and 383Y). The decisive crossing out of the description
‘advertisementes before Glovers Catalogue, & in my Antiquary MS.’ to substitute
‘Baron’ suggests that a Glover supplement and another antiquarian work were
joined together under a single title. That there are in the Commentary a few
explicit references to the Baron citing book numbers suggests that the work had
crystallized during the final stages of the Commentary’s composition. By 1619
when the History was written there is no longer any indecision in references to it
by title, and book and chapter numbers are given. Still, Buc calls it a ‘rude work’
(text, p. 6), though this may merely display his customary modesty, and the
various matters mentioned in it to which he makes reference in the History give
no idea of its structure.

There seem to have been at least sixteen books. Book I was entitled ‘Vicomitum
et Baronorum Catalogus Genealogicis’ [Genealogical Catalogues of Viscounts
and Barons] (Comm., f. 383") and contained among other things eulogies of the
Howards. A clue to the material in this early section may be gleaned from a table
of contents appearing between ff. 349 and 351 of the Commentary. The numbers

29 See below, The Baron.
30 Buc’s own copy of Glover’s Catalogue was sold not long ago, but my attempts to trace it have failed.
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are evidently page numbers and except for 153, which appears twice, they
correspond to the page numbers that are missing at the beginning of the
Commentary, whose numbering starts with p. 31. It appears that Book I of the
Baron was at one time the opening section of the Commentary. These early pages
seem, from the headings in the table of contents, extremely close in content to the
prefatory material in Glover’s Catalogue, as does Buc’s statement in the
Commentary that he has written at length in the Baron of the distinction between
nobility and gentry. Camden speaks similarly of his own work on the subject: in
an antiquarian discourse, ‘The Etymology and Original of Barons’, he says, ‘I
have elsewhere said somewhat of Barones [i.e., in Glover’s Catalogue), therefore
if now I be shorter, it may be more pardonable’.>' Perhaps Buc’s work was
prevented for some reason — possibly duplication by other scholars — from
becoming part of the prefatory material for Glover. Such a duplication may have
forced Buc to attach these early pages to another work of his own, the Commentary.
They did not really fit the Commentary and so broke off to form part of the Baron,
which was growing as the Commentary was being completed and seems to have
served as a sort of catchall. The table of contents refers to material entirely
concerned with titles, offices, and estates. Headings include:

Adela 4 Judges of the Kingd. 29.31

Adeling Knights fee 22.16.153

Bapeig 7.8 Marchiae barones

Baronis ecclesiast. 15 Marchisij } 495

Barones iurisperiti 29.31 Marchiones

Barones forain 17 Privileges of barons. 25

Barones & \ defined 12. &c Principalities inferior to Baronies. 13
Baronie §22.16.21.153 Thane 3

Baronia diminuta 23 Tain 4

Baronies claymed Vavasor 5. in marg.

Barons by letters pat. Vnderthane 4

barons by summons Vpthane }

Baronetts. 5. Baronuli 5 or Abthane

fief noble quid. 22.153 Writt of Summons. 18.24

Honor gift of a Sover[a]in Pr. 19

That the material to which Buc alludes was originally part of the Commentary is
attested by citation of p. 153. On that page in the Commentary, now labelled f. 94,
Buc crosses out a passage and refers the reader to the Baron for information on
what a knight’s fee was. In the reference to ‘Knights fee’ in the index, the page
numbers 22, 16, and 153 are given. It thus seems that the index was made before
the section at the beginning of the Commentary was removed to become part of
the Baron.

Book III — at least in Chapters 11-13 — seems to have been historical in
approach. Perhaps it was a history of the house of York or the houses of York and

31 A Collection of Curious Discourses, 2 vols. ed. Thomas Hearne (London, 1773), 1, 124.
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Lancaster. The Commentary has called the Baron ‘Baronorum Genealogue
secundum tempora regum’ [genealogy of barons according to reign] (f. 21"), and
this description could perhaps fit this section. Chapter 10 speaks of George, Duke
of Clarence’s treasons and execution (History, text p. 135), and Chapter 13 is
particularly notable as the origin of the History, whose ‘Advertisement to the
Reader’ opens thus (text, p. 6):

Before I enter into the story of King Richard. I must advertise the

noble and intelligent Reader (for unto such only I write) that the

argument and subject of this discourse or story was at the first but

a chapter, and the thirteenth chapter, of the third book of a rude

work of mine entitled THE BARON, or The Magazin of Honour.

But the argument of that chapter being so strange and very

extravagant and extraordinary (as the affairs and fortunes of this

prince were), suppeditated strange and extraordinary matters, and

in such copy and variety as that it diffused itself into an

extraordinary and unusual largeness, and so much as it exceeded

very much the laws and the proper limits of a chapter.

Buc’s only specific reference to the material contained in this particular chapter
is to Clarence and Warwick’s confederacy and its success in expelling Edward IV
from England in 1469 (see text, p. 137). There is no way of telling whether or not
the discussion of the execution of Sir William Stanley and others for aiding
Richard, Duke of York (alias Perkin Warbeck), ‘Advertisements ante Glover’
(Comm., f. 254"), appeared in this Book as well.

Book IV, at least in part, treated of King Arthur. Buc claims to have ‘handled
his story’ there and to have ‘redeemed him & his knights & paladins from fables
& scandales’ (Comm., f. 2V). This comment is a late addition, again suggesting
concurrent composition of the Baron and the Commentary. We know nothing of
any material in Books V-XII. It is possible that Buc was leading up to the Tudors
by a discourse first on their historical ancestors, the Yorkist and Lancastrian
families, then on their legendary ancestors, including King Arthur.

Book XIII, Chapter 16 speaks of tortures (see text, p. 152f). The last two books
mentioned by number are fifteen and sixteen, which [treat of] matters of [armory]’
(see text, p. 81). Since Buc states that he has written of all armorial signs in the
last five books, there could not have been many more than sixteen.

There are other scrappy references to the Baron by book and chapter numbers
in Bodleian MS. Arch. Selden. B.66, which is a collection of Selden’s mainly
concerning the officers of the kingdom. The Bodleian catalogue describes it as a
draft of ‘“The baron’, but since book and chapter numbers given clearly refer to
that work in its organized form, this is not likely. Some of it consists of notes in
Buc’s hand, jottings about various ranks and offices in England. One note
references the office of Chancellor to Book 4, chapter 6 of the Baron (f. 61). Later
there is a mention of Signet Knights having originated with seal rings under the
Normans, with a reference to Book 11, chapter [22] (f. 64). The work’s title is not
mentioned, but no other book of Buc’s was organized in this way. However this
conflicts with a later entry about signet rings as an honour among the Romans,
where Book 4, chapter 3 is cited (f. 64"). There seems nothing to support Eccles’s
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statement that Buc’s lost treatise on the art of the revels sprang from the Baron.*

There is one minor antiquarian work of Buc’s which exists in manuscript (B.L.
Cotton Titus C.I, f. 35Y) and is printed in Thomas Hearne’s Curious Discourses.*
It seems to be Buc’s contribution to a topic under discussion at a meeting of the
Society of Antiquaries. The group of manuscripts of which it forms a part
considers the office of High Constable of England, on which papers were evidently
delivered in the autumn of 1602 (one of the discourses bears the date 27 November
1602). The note subtitled ‘Justitiarius Angliae [Justiciary of England]’ and signed
‘G. Buc’ comprises a series of factual statements and Latin quotations documented
from Camden, Hoveden, Matthew Paris, John of Salisbury, Selden, and others.
There are no transitions, and the organization is very loose, but the conclusion to
which Buc’s observations lead seems to be that at some stage the Chief Justice
exercised the duties of Constable, Marshal, Treasurer, and Admiral as well as his
nominal functions. The manuscript is a fair copy not in Buc’s hand, but the
marginal documentation and signature are his. In the discourses which make up
the collection, use of an amanuensis for the body of the paper with signature and
date or other notation given in the author’s own hand is not uncommon.

That Buc habitually cross-references so many of his unpublished but apparently
completed works as if they were readily available for consultation makes it
necessary to consider whether he had publication in mind at all.>* It looks as if he
may have been writing exclusively for a coterie of antiquarian scholars who
regularly lent and borrowed books, both of their own and others’ authorship. This
practice, apparently quite common for specialist works at the time, would have
meant he was able to avoid considering the question of what sort of reception a
full-blown defence of Richard III might have met with in his day and whether
publication of it would indeed have been possible had he wished it.

The research involved in composing all his antiquarian treatises and his
associations with scholars who assisted him in his searches among original
documents made it natural that Lord Darcy should, as Buc says in a letter to
Cotton, have ‘bene ernest with me to deliuer him some matters concerning the
great men of the realm in former tymes’ (B.L. Cotton Julius C. IIL, f. 49). In
March 1620 Buc describes himself as actively at work on this research, but no
trace of it remains, if it ever materialized. His madness came late in 1621 or early
in 1622.

32 Eccles, p. 412.

33 Hearne, II, 88f.

34 Michael Hicks, Anne Neville, Queen to Richard III (Stroud, 2007), p. 199, states categorically ‘Buck wrote for
publication’, but does not document the source of his certainty.
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The rise of antiquarianism' during the sixteenth century cannot be traced to any
single cause; as is usual with new ‘movements’, several factors coincided in its
origin. The dissolution of religious houses destroyed libraries, and the dispersal of
valuable manuscripts led to efforts by lovers of learning and of their country’s past to
collect and preserve them. In 1568 Archbishop Parker received a royal licence to
collect books and manuscripts from dissolved foundations, and for their own use and
interest private men like Cotton, Camden, and Stow made collections of historical
material. Cotton offered his large collection as the beginning of a national library, so
it is fitting that the remains of it ultimately became part of what is now the British
Library.

With the reorganization of libraries, and as the public records gradually became
available for consultation and were classified, the old dependence on ‘authority’ in
history was no longer valid. Documentary evidence had to be reckoned with, and
scholars had to learn, crudely at first, to deal with it critically. The skills of
palaeography, philology, translation and transcription, sense of chronology and
suitability to period were in their infancy, but their importance was gradually being
recognized. The antiquaries were discovering and applying the rudiments of these
skills and also lending to their studies skills peculiar to the law courts, for most of
them had legal training: these skills encompassed research into earliest precedents
and criticism of information by logic.

Search for precedent gave the movement impetus. A burning sense of patriotism
and nationalism, the desire to reflect on the country’s present glory by revealing its
glorious past, and the immediate need to justify Protestantism as a reformed religion
based on early Christianity, combined in a work like Foxe’s Acts and Monuments,
which looked beyond the common chronicles to seek original sources that could
speak in matters of controversy. Old texts were edited to make them available for
polemical purposes both in theology and in the conflict with Polydore Vergil over the
‘British History’. But standards of editorship were lax and groping compared with
those we now know. There was a tendency to fill in and embellish texts, and translation
and transcription were often careless, grammar and spelling freely modified.

James I hated being reliant on Parliament, called it only when financially desperate,
and there were fears for its survival.? In defending it, it became vital to show the

1 For thorough studies of Tudor antiquarianism, see F. Smith Fussner, The Historical Revolution (London, 1962); EJ.
Levy, Tudor Historical Thought (San Marino, 1967); May McKisack, Medieval History in the Tudor Age (Oxford, 1971); and
particularly Linda Van Norden, The Elizabethan College of Antiquaries (University of California at Los Angeles,
unpublished Ph.D. diss., 1946) and ‘Sir Henry Spelman on the Chronology of the Elizabethan Society of
Antiquaries’, Huntington Library Quarterly XII (1950), 131-60.

2 Andrew Thrush, ‘The Personal Rule of James I, 1611-1620’, in Politics, Religion, and Popularity in Early Stuart Britain: Essays
in Honour of Conrad Russell, eds Thomas Cogswell, Richard Cust and Peter Lake (Cambridge, 2002), pp. 84-102.
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precedence of common law over royal prerogative and its consequent immunity
from the latter. To this end Coke’s exhaustive study of common law was written.
Coke’s library was unusually large, but Cotton with his immense collection was in
an even better position to advise the Parliamentary opposition on matters of
precedent. In this connection he wrote ‘A Relation to prove that the kings of England
have been pleased to consult with their Peers in the Great Counsell and Commons
in Parliament’. Sir George Buc’s arguments for the dignity and prime authority of
Parliament are a major side issue in his History of King Richard the Third > R.B.
Wernham notes that

the constitutional conflicts of the early Stuart period took somewhat

the form of a prolonged lawsuit between King and Parliament and,

like other lawsuits, it involved much search among the records by

both parties. But the issues raised were so much more generalized

that they virtually elevated legal searches into historical research.*

Scholars challenged a scholarly monarch in demonstrating the age and authority
of Parliament. King James remarked in response to their arguments that if they
could seek precedents so could he. The pursuit of this debate was beginning to
arouse a new interest in the public records simply as materials for argument as well
as for history.

Antiquarian scholars worked closely together on some points and clearly
influenced each other. An article by David Weil Baker® shows how three antiquaries,
Camden, Buc, and Speed, pioneered a challenge to the Tudor view of Richard III in
conjunction with their support of Parliament, recognizing the significance of
Richard’s Titulus Regius in setting a precedent for Parliamentary ratification of
kingship. He states that the relevance of Richard’s use of Parliament to ratify his
kingship would have gone unnoticed by future writers had these three scholars not
dealt with it (p. 341). Camden, who had already given a more lenient than usual
view of Richard in his Remaines, was responsible for the first appearance of Titulus
Regius in print, including mention of Edward IV’s bigamous marriage, which
resulted in Richard’s becoming heir to the throne. After first taking careful notes on
it (see below, p. liv), he gave an abstracted version of it in the 1607 Britannia. This
led to his reassessing Richard as one who, by the time Parliament ratified his
kingship, had, against expectation, proved worthy to reign, though he won the crown
through evil artifices and crimes (though what Camden took these to be with Edward
IV’s sons shown to be illegitimate and with no mention of his having murdered them
is not clear). He goes on to describe Richard as being, by agreement of the wisest,
numbered as one of the worst of men but best of kings.®

Camden also mentions Henry VII and Henry VIII’s responsibility for the death of
Clarence’s son and daughter, stating that it is not unusual for a prince to provide for
his own and his family’s security by removing or oppressing those near in blood.”

3 See below, p. cxlv for further mention of the issue.

4 R.B.Wernham, ‘The Public Records in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries’ in English Historical Scholarship in
the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries, ed. Levi Fox (London, 1956), p. 25.

S David Weil Baker, ‘Jacobean Historiography and the Election of Richard III', Huntington Library Quarterly, LXX
(2007), 311.

6 Britannia (London, 1607), p. 261.

7 Ibid., p. 182.
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This, according to Baker, leads the reader to understand that

Here, the founder of the Tudor line is reduced to the same moral
level as the supposed child-killer whose throne he took. The
contrast between Richard and Henry is no longer between
extremes of kingship and tyranny but rather between two rulers
perhaps equally inclined to temper good and bad qualities with
their opposites. Such an admixture in a ruler is, moreover, scarcely
‘uncustomary’. Indeed, the awful truth . . . is that the history of
monarchy is full of crimes as heinous as the ones supposed to
have made Richard villainous.?

Speed inserts the whole of the Titulus Regius into his History of Great Britaine,
first published in 1611, though he borrows his history from More, transitioning
from that account by the surprise information that Richard ‘by profuse liberalitie,
by passing great gravitie, by singular affability, by ministering of justice, and by
deep and close devises . . . won to himself the hearts of all’, and so was petitioned
to be king. Then he gives a copy of the petition as included in the Parliament
Roll.? Later he calls Richard ‘a very honourable, wise, just, and necessarie prince
after he was somewhat settled’.!

It'is impossible to tell to what extent and in what manner these three historical
writers/apologists for Parliament were influenced by each other in their treatment
of Richard. Camden and Speed, perhaps because they were writing earlier, seem
to have felt obliged to give a confused picture of him, trying unsuccessfully to
meld the king who made good laws and was apparently a good king with the
Tudor accounts of his extreme evil. Buc, who unlike the other two derives the
Titulus Regius not from the Parliament Rolls but from the Crowland Chronicle,
does not make such compromises, perhaps because he felt safer writing later,
perhaps because he was not writing for publication — we do not know whether he
was or not — and perhaps because he had family loyalty to satisfy.

A specific group whose profession led them to antiquarian study were the
heralds. Richard III, of course, was responsible for incorporating the College of
Arms. The Tudors’ need to justify their claim to the throne led to the production
of family trees traced back to Cadwallader, to Brute, even to Adam. Families,
many of them novi homines under Elizabeth, sought out the ancientry of their
origins in deeds and records, some inevitably forgeries. These records, because
the sciences dealing in the study of documents were still rudimentary, were often
believed even by the most astute of heralds.!' Some of the most notable heralds
were also notable scholars and collectors: Camden, Dethick, Glover, St George,
and Brooke. Heralds, according to Buc, who was the friend of many, had to be
gentlemen. They also needed to be excellent painters so they could record blazons
and ensigns, and ‘Their study also is or ought to be auncient hystorie, Chronicles,
& antiquities: they must search old roles & scrowles, and peruse authentike
records, Archiues, olde Charters, & evidences’ to find and preserve genealogical

8 Baker, p. 328.

9 Speed. History of Great Britaine (London, 1611), pp. 711f.
10 Ibid., p. 728.

11 See below, General Notes, 77/11-15.
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matter and testimony to alliances, issue and the honour of ancestors. ‘These
Herauldes bee the ministers of honour, the Antiquaries of the British and English
Heroes, and the Messengers of Mars’ (Third Universitie, sig. 0000 3). The heralds
built up libraries to pass on to their successors and ownership of these materials
became confused. In 1568 Thomas Howard, Duke of Norfolk and Earl Marshal,
established rules, including the foundation of a corporate library which no one
could enter unaccompanied by a herald.'? Further reform and encouragement to
scholarship in the College of Arms came in 1597 with the appointment of Camden
as Clarenceux. He, with his fellow scholar-heralds, says A.R. Wagner, ‘found that
a firm foundation for the study of national and local history and genealogy could
only be laid by a laborious analysis of the public records in the Tower and
elsewhere and of charters and other manuscripts in private hands’.'?

There is a suggestion in his relationship with heralds of a striking ability in
Buc’s nature to get along with difficult people constantly at odds with each other.
Sir William Dethick, whom he praises in The History, seems to have been perhaps
unusually quarrelsome, to the extent at times of violence.'* And although Ralph
Brooke, York Herald, was not on friendly terms with William Camden, having
criticized him in print for errors in the Britannia,'> Buc was on good terms with
both Camden and Brooke. The attack by Brooke may have led to Buc’s adopting
caution in the Commentary when he assesses Camden’s accuracy: he changes
‘careful’ to ‘diligent’ and ‘faithful’ to ‘judicious’ when mentioning Camden’s
scholarship (Comm., f. 381: see p. liv below).

The varied interests of the new historians can be observed in Leland’s never-
completed research plans for recording ranks of aristocracy, officers of the
kingdom, topography, place names, history and geography of individual countries,
chorography, and origins of royal and noble families. These subjects were most
competently handled by Stow and Camden. Stow’s Survey of London is a supreme
example of local history. It relies heavily on records and carefully documents
statements from manuscript sources. Indeed, Stow’s entry into the world of
scholarship was impelled by dissatisfaction with Grafton’s adopting wholesale,
and without documentation or acknowledgement, accounts from his chronicle
forebears. Stow took up the challenge to pursue history based on research and
documentation, and though his Annales still lean toward reliance on the older
chronicles, he acknowledges his use of them, which is supplemented and often
contradicted by references to public records. Camden in his Remaines added
genealogy to his interests after his appointment to the College of Arms. His
Britannia surveys the whole of the kingdom, county by county, its history and
geography and the origins of noble families. Brooke’s attack on his accuracy led
him to search the records more carefully and document more thoroughly. Buc was
thus writing at a time when and among a group of scholars to whom documentation
was an increasingly important issue.

Thomas Hearne, editing 4 Collection of Curious Discourses, a compendium of

12 Anthony Richard Wagner, The Records and Collections of the College of Arms (London, 1952), pp. 9-12.
13 Ibid., p. 31.

14 See Katherine Duncan-Jones, Shakespeare: an Ungentle Life (London, 2010), pp. 114-18.

15 A Discoverie of Certaine Erroures . . . in the Much Commended Britannia, 1594 (London, [1596]).
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antiquaries’ papers, saw the Elizabethan period as especially fruitful for
antiquarian studies, since the queen herself, no mean scholar, was a patroness of
learning and preferred learned men to high positions in church and state:

At this auspicious period, a set of gentlemen of great abilities,

many of them students in the inns of court, applied themselves to

the study of the antiquities and history of this kingdom, a taste at

that time very prevalent, wisely foreseeing that without a perfect

knowledge of those requisites, a thorough understanding of laws

of their native country could not be attained.'®

The Society of Antiquaries was probably founded in 1586, the same year, F.J.
Levy points out,'” as the first publication of Camden’s Britannia, with its
membership composed largely of people whom Camden had drawn around
himself to assist with his research. It included lawyers (John Dodderidge, Sir
James Ley), heralds (Glover, Dethick, Camden, St George), collectors (Cotton),
historians (Stow) and archivists (Michael Heneage, Keeper of the Tower Records).
After a gap between 1594 and 1598 because of the plague,'® the participants
petitioned Queen Elizabeth to constitute the Society as a British Academy, but her
death prevented this. They then for a while entertained hopes that King James
would do so.

Topics dealt with included dukes, marquesses, viscounts, barons,

knights, the Inns of Court, the Ancientry of the Laws of England,

the office of Constable of England, seals, forests, coats of arms.

There were also various topographical considerations, and studies

of terms denoting measurement and currency. Sir Henry Spelman

described the Society thus in retrospect, probably in 1628:

About forty two Years since, divers Gentlemen in London,

studious of Antiquities, fram’d themselves into a College or

Society of Antiquaries, appointing to meet every Friday weekly in

the Term, at a place agreed of, and for Learning sake to confer

upon some Questions in that Faculty, and to sup together. The

Place after a Meeting or two, became certain at Darby-house,

where the Herald’s Office is kept: and two Questions were

propounded at every Meeting, to be handled at the next that

followed; so that every Man had a Sennight’s respite to advise

upon them, and then to deliver his opinion. That which seem’d

most material, was by one of the Company (chosen for the

purpose) to be enter’d in a book; that so it might remain unto

Posterity. The Society increased daily; many Persons of great

Worth, as well noble as other Learned, joining themselves unto it.

Thus it continu’'d divers Years; but . . . so many of the chief
Supporters hereof either dying or withdrawing themselves from
London into the Country; this . . . grew for twenty Years to be

16 Hearne, Introduction, I, iv.
17 ‘The Making of Camden’s Britannia’, Bibliothéque de Humanisme et Renaissance, XXVI (1964), p. 89.
18 Van Norden, ‘Sir Henry Spelman on the Chronology of the Elizabethan College of Antiquaries’, 149.
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discontinu’d. But it then came again into the mind of divers
principal Gentlemen to revive it; and for that purpose upon the
[blank] day of [blank] in the year 1614. there met at the same
Place Sir James Ley Knight, then Attorney of the Court of Wards,
since Earl of Marlborough and Lord Treasurer of England; Sir
Robert Cotton Knight and Baronet; Sir John Davies his Majestie’s
Attorney for Ireland; Sir Richard St. George Knt. then Norrey,
Mr. Hackwell the Queen’s Solicitor, Mr. Camden, then Clarentieux,
myself, and some others. Of these the Lord Treasurer, Sir Robert
Cotton, Mr Camden, and my self, had been of the original
Foundation; and so to my knowledge were all then living of that
sort, saving Sir John Doderidge Knight, Justice of the King’s
Bench.
We held it sufficient for that time to revive the Meeting, and
only conceiv’d some Rules of Government and Limitation to be
observ’d amongst us; whereof this was one, That for avoiding
Offence, we should neither meddle with Matters of State, nor of
Religion. And agreeing of two Questions for the next Meeting
.. . and supping together, so departed.
But before our next Meeting, we had notice that his Majesty
took a little Mislike of our Society; not being inform’d, that we
had resolv’d to decline all Matters of State. Yet hereupon we
forebore to meet again, and so all our Labours lost.!®
Linda Van Norden calculated that the society was disbanded around 1607. Buc
may have been a member at that time,? since he was working on antiquarian
subjects from at least 1602. There is no extant contemporary record of his
membership, but no extant list of members is complete. Not only were many of
its members his friends and associates, but notes in his hand in Selden’s collection
(see above, p. xlvi) appear to be for a presentation he intended to give and
perhaps did give to the Society on the offices of High Constable and Chief
Justice.?! Since only members could give such presentations, his membership
seems almost certain. In 1620 Buckingham presented to the House of Lords a
proposal for the foundation of an English Academy: ‘The dissolution of this so
well an intended exercise [as the Society of Antiquaries], hath neuerthelesse not
happened without the iust griefe of all those worthie patriots who know your
Majesties realms afford liuing persons of prime worth, fit to keep vp, and celebrate
that round table’ (B.L. Harl. 6143, f. 14). Among those listed in illustration were
Thomas, Earl of Arundel; Lord William Howard; Greville; Coke; Dodderidge;
Ley; Cotton; Spelman; Dr John Hayward; the heralds Segar, St George, and

19 Quoted by Van Norden, The Elizabethan College of Antiquaries, pp. 134f, from Edmund Gibson in Reliquice Spelmanniae
(Oxford, 1698), which Van Norden states gives an accurate representation of Bodleian MS. eMus.107, apart
from some modernized spelling. The version she gives in her thesis is closer to the manuscript, containing
more names of members, so I have chosen it over that in her article.

20 A.R. Myers, Richard III and Historical Tradition’, History, LXXX (1968), 186 states categorically that Buc was a
member of the Society of Antiquaries but does not document this assertion.

21 For a discussion of this treatise, see above, p. xlvi.
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Brooke; Selden; ‘Incomparable Camden’; and ‘Sir George Buc knight, Mr. of
Reuels’.

Some of the subjects considered at meetings of the society were: the Antiquity,
Office, and Privilege of Heralds; the Antiquity of Houses of Law; the Antiquity of
Arms; the Antiquity of Seals; the Etymology, Dignity, and Antiquity of Duke, or
Dux; the Etymology and Original of Barons; the Office of Constable of England;
the Office of Earl Marshal. There were also various topographical considerations
and studies of terms denoting measurement and currency.

The Society established and enforced methods and standards of research and
documentation. It facilitated access to documents: many of its members were
keepers of official records, and there was considerable lending within the Society
and its members’ immediate circle of friends by those who collected privately.
Emphasis was on primary sources, yet often without clear critical interpretation:
truth was equated with documentation and facts collected without reference to or
understanding of the age in which the documented facts occurred. Since dating
methods were not well developed, there was a tendency to antedate, and the
illogical method was employed of judging the past by what in the present was
regarded as ‘custom’.?> On the other hand, says F. Smith Fussner, ‘members were
anxious to get behind the chroniclers and explore the masses of original records
of English history. Instead of making a virtue of conjecture, as Raleigh did in his
Historie of the World, the antiquaries condemned the use of conjecture as an
historical technique’.?

Treatises read before the Society of Antiquaries, as well as other treatises by the
same authors, can be seen in Hearne’s Collection of Curious Discourses. The
discourses are precedent-orientated and cite as authority biblical, classical, legal
and chronicle references, monuments, and inscriptions. Organization is loose and
generally in the form of a barely disguised list tracing a history through records as
far back as possible. The discourses are studded with Latin quotations. Sometimes
long sections of the official documents are copied out. Etymological speculation
abounds. Elaborate documentation is pursued at the expense of style and allusions
to imaginative literature are very few. Most of the antiquaries display great
modesty and respect for their fellows. Sir James Ley appears exceptional in being
an excellent stylist, organizing his material systematically under section headings
and writing with a fine sense of linguistic balance and concision.

It may be seen that Buc, in all his antiquarian works, applied often for source
material to his ‘better-booked friends’, as he calls them (text, p. 7). He sought
information in the College of Arms from his herald friends and borrowed many
manuscript works from Cotton and other antiquarian scholars. He also often cites
viva voce information from them. This was much more highly regarded as source
material in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries than it is now (indeed it is
forbidden to that extremely uneven web information compendium, Wikipedia).
Elderly people who had experienced events of the past were interviewed for their
reminiscences. That they had experienced these events and known prominent
people personally gave them authority. Also it was perfectly acceptable to cite a

22 Fussner, p. 99.
23 Ibid. p. 97.
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source on the authority of someone who had seen it, even if you had not seen it
yourself, so long as you could indicate where it was to be found. Recent historians,
immensely fond of stating or at least implying that this method covers up intentional
scams, seem oblivious of the ethos of late sixteenth- and early seventeenth-century
scholarship, which was dedicated to sharing information, not concealing it. With
documents widespread in private hands, the reason for documenting sources was
to help other people find them (as presumably it is today).

Buc derived information from the most noted antiquaries of the time, some
listed among the Society of Antiquaries, others not. Sir James Ley, a founder
member and active contributor to the Society, Buc cites as a viva voce authority
in The Third Universitie, where he calls him ‘an excellent antiquarie’ (sig. Nnnn
2). Another early member who contributed viva voce information to that work
was Dr Launcelot Andrewes. The heralds Brooke, Charles and St George assisted
him with the Commentary by giving him access to their private libraries, and
Camden and Brooke are cited frequently as sources of viva voce information. A
scholar who does not figure in the incomplete lists of members for the Society of
Antiquaries is St Low Kniveton, who wrote a chorography of Derbyshire and
assisted Camden in his researches for the Britannia. He merits from Buc the
appellations ‘our greatest Reader of Recordes’ and ‘our best Archivist’ (Comm.,
ff. 63¥ and 452). ‘Our best Antiquaries’ (Comm., f. 51¥) are Kniveton and Camden,
the latter described by Buc as ‘a [carefull] \diligent/ antiquary and a very [faithfull]
\iudicious/ Genealogist’ (Comm., f. 381), and Buc contributes a complimentary
verse to the 1607 edition of Camden’s Britannia. Camden in turn pays tribute to
Buc as early as 1600 by including in the Britannia a discussion of his ancestry
and thanking him for historical information. He describes Buc as ‘vir literate
doctus & qui . . . multa in historijs obseruauit & candide imperijt’ [‘a man learned
in letters and who . . . has observed much in histories and generously shared it’].%

It is tempting to wonder to what extent Buc was responsible for Camden’s
temperate assessment of Richard III in later editions of the Britannia, and which
of them directed the other to the Titulus Regius. There are in the British Library
some very tidy manuscript notes from the Act in Camden’s hand relating to the
bigamous nature of the marriage of Edward IV and Elizabeth Woodville, thus
leaving Richard as ‘undoubted heir’ (B.L. MS. Cotton Titus E.VII, ff. 154¥-155Y).
With John Stow, a much older man, Buc was well acquainted, referring to him as
a viva voce source in the Commentary and more prominently in the History.?
Stow, for his part, includes Buc’s account of the Cadiz expedition in his Annales.?”

Buc obtained viva voce information and manuscript source material from
several members of the Howard family. The association was of long standing,
beginning, according to Buc’s account,”® directly after the battle of Bosworth.
Camden, clearly having derived this information from Buc, repeats it in the

24 Camden, Britannia (London, 1600), p. 726 and London, 1607 ed., p. 668.

25 1Ibid. (1600), p. 726. A reference to Buc’s knighthood and receipt of the Revels reversion is added in the 1607
ed., p. 668.

26 See below, pp. cxxxvii-cxxxviii for discussion of Stow’s influence on Buc.

27 See p. xxxvii.

28 See above, pp. xvii-xviii.
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Britannia.?® The Lord Admiral, Charles Howard, Earl of Nottingham, who was
Buc’s commander on the Cadiz voyage and preferred him to Queen Elizabeth,
was a direct descendant of the Duke of Norfolk who died fighting for Richard III.
Buc uses him as a viva voce source in the Commentary, where he also acknowledges
the loan of several books. To Henry Howard, Earl of Northampton, another
antiquary, Buck inscribed a copy of Daphnis.>® Lord William Howard of Naworth
(1563-1640) was an avid collector of mediaeval historical texts and manuscripts,
editor in 1592 of Florence of Worcester, a member of the Society of Antiquaries,
and a friend of Camden’s, for whom he collected inscriptions.>! Buc speaks of
him as ‘an excellent antiquary and Archivist’ (Comm., f. 210") and often refers in
the Commentary to manuscripts in his possession. His nephew Thomas Howard,
Earl of Arundel (1585-1646), to whom Buc dedicated his History, was another
member of the Society of Antiquaries, one whom Buckingham recommended, as
he did Buc, for membership in the proposed English Academy. A major collector
of books and manuscripts, Arundel formed a collection dealing with history and
heraldry which his grandson presented to the College of Arms. The remainder of
his library went to the Royal Society, which sold it.>2 He also possessed a collection
of family relics which was dispersed shortly after his death as the result of family
feuding.*® Despite these known dispersals and later damage to the Howard papers,
Buc has been persistently attacked because one of the Arundel papers to which he
refers can no longer be found.>

Amongst these numerous collections, Coke’s library was outstanding in size,
consisting of 1,227 items. It represents the interests of a legal scholar who was
also engaged in historical studies. Buc, who dedicated The Third Universitie to
Coke, calls him ‘an excellent Antiquary’ (sig. Mmmm). It is interesting to note
how many of the sources Buc habitually used were in Coke’s collection: Camden
(in Latin and English), Commynes, Fabyan, Gainsford, Godwin, Glover,
Holinshed, More, Newburgh, Paradin, Paris, Rerum Angliae Scriptores, Speed,
Stow, Du Tillet, Polydore Vergil, Walsingham, Westminster. Also in Coke’s library
was a copy of Buc’s Daphnis.>* Coke lent freely to other antiquaries.

The most famous private library of the age — perhaps of any age — was that of
Sir Robert Cotton. B.L. MS. Harl. 6018 is Cotton’s borrowing register. It shows
loans to Camden, Coke, Speed, Northampton, Spelman, Arundel, Greville, and,
of course, Buc. Loans are cited to him on ff. 161, 173, and 174" of Papal Bulls,
Roger of Wendover and Liber Wigorniensis. This is probably the tip of an iceberg:
it is clearly this library which Buc used most. He refers to manuscripts in the
Cotton collection more frequently than to material in any other. He uses it even
for information on his own family (Comm., ff. 450 and 451Y). That Buc’s Cotton
grandmother might have been related to Sir Robert’s family does not in itself

29 Britannia 1607, p. 261.

30 The Grenville copy, B.L. shelfmark B. 11553, mentioned in Eccles, pp. 455f.

31 McKisack, Medieval History in the Tudor Age, p. 61.

32 Seymour de Ricci, English Collectors of Books and Manuscripts (1550-1930) (Cambridge, 1930), p. 25.

33 Mary ES. Hervey, The Life, Correspondence and Collections of Thomas Howard, Earl of Arundel (Cambridge, 1921), pp. 456-8.

34 See below, pp. c-civ, cvi-cvii, cxiii, cxvi for further discussion.

35 Information on the contents of Coke’s library from A Catalogue of the Library of Sir Edward Coke, ed. W.O. Hassall, Yale
Law Library Publications, no. 12 (New Haven, 1950).
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explain Cotton’s possessing material on Buc’s genealogy. He also possessed
Howard papers. In 1610 Sir Thomas Watson was appointed Keeper of State
Papers, and his attempts to collect them were, R.B. Wernham remarks, ‘not,
perhaps, made easier by the private collecting activities of Sir Robert Cotton’.3¢

The lending activities between Buc and Cotton seem to have been amicable
and reciprocal in the main. But on 24 March 1605, just before departing for Spain
as Deputy Master of the Revels, and with, he says, more to do than he can fit in
before leaving, Buc wrote to Cotton to satisfy a request from the younger man. He
has searched out two references dealing with Cotton’s particular interest and
sends him a copy of them, urging him to ‘make frendly use of them, for in the one
of them there be some thinges which are not fitt to be knowen but to discreet
persons’. He hopes on his return to be ‘better acquainted with your rich library’.
The favour is offered reciprocally: ‘if my small Library may stand you, or your
studies in any stead you shall not fynd the dore shutt against you. for liberall
myndes . . . out [sic] not to bee excluded’ (B.L. MS. Cotton Julius C.IIL, f. 47).

Relations between them, however, became somewhat strained when on 10
March 1620 Buc wrote to Cotton upset that a manuscript book belonging to the
Lord Admiral which Buc had lent to him had not been returned at his request.
When Lord Darcy became ‘ernest with me to deliuer him some matters concerning
the great men of the realm in former tymes’ (B.L. MS. Cotton Julius C.III, f. 49),
Buc searched his own collection and came upon references to a manuscript book
belonging to the Lord Admiral which he had borrowed and then lent to Cotton. He
had not asked for it back earlier because he wanted to wait until he really had use
for it. Finding that he required it to supply Lord Darcy’s needs, he wrote to Cotton
asking him ‘to send me & lend me that book for a few dayes’. But instead of
returning it, Cotton

returned answer & such as much troubled me & that wheras [I]
had told you & very truly that it was my L. Admirals book, & that
I durst not depart with it or lend it for fear of losing & so
purchasing his displeasure . . . , & then you gaue me your word
faithfully to keep it always in your owne possession, & wher it
should bee redy at all tymes if it wer called for. But when my
\man/ told me that you sayd that the book was out of your hands,
& that you could not send it to me, it much distempered me, & I
resolued by all meanes to recouer it, not for the worth [of] it
... but for the preserving of my credit with my L. Adm.

Had it been his own book, he says, he would not have pressed for its return, but
he has always taken care ‘to hold my credit with good men’, especially ‘so good
& so great men as myn auncient & most noble good Lord the Lord Notingham’.
He reminds Cotton that when he had asked for a book back Buc sent it at once.

Loans were made from Cotton’s library to Selden and to Arundel (with whom
he became closely associated from 1616),>” Coke, Bacon, Spelman, Greville,
Speed, Harington and Hoby among others. In Harleian 6018, which includes

36 Wernham, p. 22.
37 See Kevin Sharpe, ‘The Earl of Arundel, His Circle and the Opposition to the Duke of Buckingham, 1618-
1628’, in Sharpe, Faction and Parliament: Essays in Early Stuart History (Oxford, 1975), p. 229.
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notes of lending up to 1653, books when returned are shown as crossed off the
lending list. Several not crossed off were evidently not returned, and there is a list
of missing books on f. 187" of this catalogue. Evidently Cotton often gave away
and sometimes traded manuscripts, so that, as C.E. Wright says, ‘It is not surprising
that many manuscripts known to have belonged to Cotton are no longer in the
library’.*® Losses occurred in the later history of the library as well. B.L. MS.
Additional 5161 records loans in 1638, among them a book on Glastonbury which
was never returned and is now in the Wood collection in the British Library. There
was a tremendous fire in the Cotton library in 1731, and of 958 volumes supposed
to have existed before the fire, 114 were totally destroyed and 98 seriously
damaged,* one of the damaged works being the manuscript of Buc’s History.

In studying the contents of Cotton’s library, past and present, we must take
account not only of the various opportunities for loss but also of the numerous
errors in cataloguing. There were several manuscript catalogues: Harleian 6018
was compiled between 1621 and 1653. B.L. MS. Additional 5161 is a manuscript
catalogue of cartularies in the library. It is of uncertain date, far from complete,
and says of itself, ‘This booke was made since the bookes were new plact &
therefore imperfect as to find certaine anie booke almost therefore it were very
well another Alphabeticall Catalogue in this kind were made’ (f. 11). B.L. MS.
Harleian 694, a catalogue made in 1674 of several English libraries, lists books
under subject headings and gives their numbers in the library. Additional 8926, a
parchment roll, is similar, giving the same subject headings but no classification
numbers. The first printed catalogue, Thomas Smith’s Catalogus Librorum
Manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Cottonianae, was published in 1696, and David
Casley’s appeared in 1734 as a supplement to it, to show the damage and destruction
of the books in the fire. Hooper’s catalogue of 1777, derived from Harleian 694,
criticizes the ‘injudicious manner’ and ‘many defects’ with which Smith’s
catalogue was compiled, and considers itself superior in arrangement by subject.

In formulating all these catalogues there always existed the danger of incorrect
copying or printing, listing a manuscript under a wrong number, ignoring an
alteration in the library’s classification system, and failing to list a manuscript
which had been bound with several others. For example, Sprott’s chronicle,
consistently throughout the catalogue cited as Vitellius E.I'V, is mentioned as lost
after the fire; but in fact it is still in the collection, numbered Vitellius E.XIV. One
of Ailred’s works, listed in Harleian 694 as ‘Julius A 2’, appears in the printed
catalogue as A.XI, its correct number. Obviously a roman ‘II’ was at some point
mistaken for an arabic 11. Similar confusions resulting from carelessness and
misreading of numbers are frequent. Some items listed in Harleian 694 simply do
not appear in the printed catalogues, among them several of the manuscript
sources Buc specifically documents as coming from Cotton’s collection. Because
these works are not correctly listed in the printed catalogues it has been persistently
assumed that they were lost or often that they never existed.* In fact, despite the

38 C.E.Wright, ‘The Elizabethan Society of Antiquaries and the Formation of the Cottonian Library’, in The English
Library before 1700, ed. Francis Wormald and C.E. Wright (London, 1958), p. 4.

39 A Report from the Committee Appointed toView the Cottonian Library (London, 1777), Preface, p. v.

40 A.R. Myers, perhaps put off by the need to search for them, was particularly fond of this argument, in ‘Richard
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numerous allegations that Buc’s manuscript sources are in the main no longer
extant, there are in fact very few not extant or that cannot be proved to have been
extant in his time. For many of those which seem genuinely to be lost, either
through borrowing or fire, there are records in manuscript catalogues of the Cotton
Library to prove that they were there in Buc’s time. But the majority of those
apparently lost have either been incorrectly classified, not listed, or too scantily
described for identification in the most recent printed catalogues. To locate them
it has been necessary to use the listings and descriptions in the early manuscript
catalogues of the library and a moderate degree of ingenuity and persistence.
Bearing in mind that 400 years have elapsed, and with some historical awareness,
it should require no very strong feat of imagination to comprehend that some
manuscripts referred to in 1619 would have perished between then and now.*!

Cotton owned copies of Ailred, Bernard André, Axiomata Politica, Coggeshall,
the Crowland Chronicle, Gildas, Giraldus Cambrensis, Herd, Huntingdon,
Malmesbury, Newburgh, Paris, Rous, and Wendover. He had copies of excerpts
from the Patent Rolls, the Public Records and the Treasury records, charters and
Papal Bulls, assorted manuscript chronicles of various dates, miscellaneous books
of rhymes, apothegms, axioms, epigrams, and numerous classical works.
Ultimately the manuscript of Buc’s History found its way into the Cotton Library.

Buc’s antiquarian activity is well illustrated by his extant works. He seems in
addition to have collected epitaphs for Camden: ff. 91-97 of B.L. MS. Cotton
Julius F. XI, a Camden collection, are in Buc’s hand, all but the first filled with
copies of epitaphs.

Buc’s scholarly methods are evident in his private annotations to his own copy
of Godwin’s Catalogue of the Bishops of England. These notes are as carefully
documented as anything in his works. He refers to Bede, Camden, Commynes,
Daniel’s History of England, Liber Eliensis, Erasmus, Florence of Worcester,
Foxe, Hall, Holinshed, Hoveden, William of Malmesbury, More, Paris, Parker,
Stow’s Annales and Survey, and Wendover. Many references are made to viva
voce information derived from his fellow antiquaries: Dr Andrewes and Robert
Cotton are mentioned as viva voce sources. References are made to the manuscript
collection of the College of Arms in addition to Cotton’s. Buc attempts considerable
precision in his references, referring to book and page numbers, but he is often
careless with the page numbers and writes over them. He supplies cross-references
to other sections of the catalogue itself. In the margins he has given regnal years
and roughly sketched coats of arms. His notes in margins and on blank pages
contain speculation on names, with evidence derived from heraldry and from
birthplace, notes of ownership at different times of lands and houses, correction
of names and dates given by Godwin, clarification of the text, and additional
information on the bishops included. Buc gives anecdotes of recent bishops, and
lists names and dates of the incumbents of each see from the date the book was

1II and Historical Tradition” and in his Introduction to the reprint of George Buc Esq., History of the Life and Reigne,
that they never existed. Alison Hanham, however, having worked with early manuscripts, confirms my view
that ‘“The mere fact that perishable manuscripts no longer exist is not surprising in the normal course of
things’: Richard I1I and His Early Historians, 1483-1535 (Oxford, 1975), p. 96.

41 See below, p. cxxxi, for a list of Buc’s sources that I could not find.
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published to approximately 1611. He seems to have acquired the book in 1606,
for he writes, on the title page, ‘Quid retribuam?’ [What shall I give back?], which
is evidently his motto, and his signature; then adds to the author’s name (given as
‘F.G. Subdeane of Exceter’) the note ‘and prebendary of Wells vt videtur [as seen]
fol. 300. 1601. & now Bishop of Landaff. 1606°.

Buc’s scholarly bent was also extended to tenaciously seeking out correct
ascriptions for pamphlets and play books. He annotated what must have been his
own collection of pamphlets in B.L. MS. 600.d.29 with the author’s name and
professional status where missing. He also took pains to discover names of
authors, titles and even plot antecedents of plays and annotated the title page
with as much information as he could discover. Professor Alan Nelson has made
a list of sixteen play quartos which he certainly inscribed. When Buc finds a title
incomplete, he emends it. For example, he finds a title given as ‘THE FIRST
PART of Ieronimo’ and adds, ‘or of the Spanish Tragedy’.*> He inserts a scene
designation in The Tragedie of Tancred and Gismund (item 5). When he finds an
author’s name missing, he supplies one, identifying The Arraignement of Paris
as ‘by George Peele, as I remember’ (item 4) and ‘Sir Clyomon and Clamydes’
as also by Peele (item 9). Two such title page notations have been carefully
studied as a result of a mistaken claim that they were forgeries, but there is not
the slightest doubt that they are in the hand of Sir George Buc. As previously
stated, he annotated the title page of Locrine saying that Charles Tilney wrote a
tragedy on this subject called Estrild which was lost at his death. Buc thinks this
is it, ‘& now some fellow hath published i#’. He also records that he himself
‘made the dumbe shews for it, which I yet haue’. Of at least as much interest is
his annotation of the title page of George a Greene, the Pinner of Wakefield:
‘Written by ..................... a minister, who ac[ted] the pinners part in it
himself. Teste W. Shakespea[re.] Ed. Iuby saith that this play was made by Ro.
Gree[ne]’.** This is clear proof of his collegial relationship with professional
theatre practitioners.

We have very limited information about Buc’s own ‘small library’ which by
the standards of the time was not nearly as inconsiderable as he deprecatingly
suggests. Those books which could be traced at his death when the question of
inheritance was considered amounted to two trunks, one a very large trunk, one
chest, and one deep drawer full. This would probably be around 300-500 books,
depending on their size. During Buc’s insanity his nephew Stephen Buck is
alleged to have embezzled books, plate, and jewels in quantity, among them
certainly the manuscript of the History. Selden acquired a very valuable book of
arms from Buc’s collection, and Eccles believes he would have taken care to
secure as many as possible of Buc’s more valuable books.* The shelfmark of one
of the two in the Bodleian Library indicates that it was from Selden’s collection.

42 Item no. 16 in Alan H. Nelson’s list of manuscripts containing Buc’s hand in https://ahnelson.berkeley.edu/
under ‘Shakespeare “authorship” pages’. The item number will hereafter be given in the text.

43 For a thorough discussion of this text, see Alan H. Nelson, ‘George Buc, William Shakespeare, and the Folger
George a Greene’, Shakespeare Quarterly 49 (1998), 74-83, from which this transcript is taken.

44 This account of Buc’s library is from Eccles, ‘Sir George Buc’, pp. 494f. The estimate of the number of books
contained in the trunks and chests comes from my own very considerable experience of packing books in
trunks, chests, and deep drawers.
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As 1 discovered accidentally when calling them up, the Bodleian Library
possesses his copy of Bishop Godwin’s Catalogue of the Bishops of England
(shelfmark 4° Rawl. 569), and the Bodleian copy of Bouchard’s Grandes
Croniques de Bretagne (shelfmark B.1.17.Art.Seld.) also shows Buc’s notations.
Although it does not contain his name, as his Godwin does, it seems fairly certain
that Bouchard was also his property. I sought for a while his copy of Glover’s
Catalogue, which had belonged to historian J.E. Neale, but the trail went cold, and
Alan Nelson had the same experience with his copy of Chaucer.* It is unfortunate
that from Buc’s complete collection only two books can now be traced.

45 Personal email, 2016.



IV. THE TEXTS

There exist several early manuscript versions of Buc’s History, but discussion and
criticism have so far concentrated on the printed edition (see p. xcviif below)
published in 1646, with its reissue in 1647 (see below, Ixiv-1xv, n. 5) and again in
The Complete History of England (1706 and 1719). In the nineteenth century
Charles Yarnold collected materials for an edition from one of the manuscript
copies. I shall supply a brief description of each of these manuscripts and editions
before proceeding to discuss their relationship to each other and the relationship
of the 1646 printed text to what Buc actually wrote.

British Library MS. Cotton Tiberius E.X (referred to hereafter as ‘Tiberius’
or ‘Tib.)

[no title page]

Large folio, probably originally the same size as Buc’s Commentary (36.5 x 23
cm), but now badly burnt around all edges, with greater severity toward the end.
The largest expanse of remaining leaves is 30 x 20.5 cm. Tops of pages are better
preserved than bottoms. A few pages are greyed by burning, some (ff. 23 and 25)
to the point of illegibility. Running heads indicating the number of each book
occur at regular intervals. The vertical margins are sometimes ruled, leaving 13-
14 cm between rulings. Considerable revision makes it extremely unlikely that
this was intended as the final copy.

Two people have made revisions in Tiberius: the author Sir George Buc and his
great-nephew, George Buck Esq., herein designated as ‘the Editor’. Occasionally
the author’s additions are written on the backs of scrap paper: Revels Office notes,
letters, and early drafts of sections of the work. The later binder has sometimes
included several versions of the same page or section and has invariably separated
portions once pasted over passages the author wished to revise. There is con-
siderable revision between lines and down margins of pages, and considerable
crossing out by both author and Editor. Several stages of authorial correction
appear in different inks, the darkest normally the latest. The author’s usual ink is
dull medium brown, with his corrections nearly black. The Editor’s ink is generally
more watery and somewhat reddish. The author has made some of his corrections
first in pencil then written over them in ink, sometimes having marked with a
pencilled ‘X’ in the margin sections he wished to correct. Occasionally sections
are bracketed and starred with pencil in the margin, probably indicating the
author’s intention to revise.

Contents: ff.1-4¥ dedication; ff. 5-5v Advertisement to the Reader; ff. 6-265
text. Several different hands appear: (1) Buc’s normal hand, secretary with some
humanist letter forms. Its slope is irregular and it is not particularly current
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although apparently written rapidly; (2) Buc’s ‘erasure hand’, normally in reddish
ink, used after erased portions; (3) a hand, probably Buc’s, which attempts to be
more formal, ff. 38, 46, and 62'; (4) a hand similar to Buc’s normal hand and
probably a variant of it, ff. 31Y. 45Y. 73, and 73"; (5) a humanist hand which is not
Buc’s for some long Latin quotations, f. 49; (6) the hand of a scribe, secretary:
there are a hundred and seven scribal pages, and Buc has frequently made
alterations on them and filled in blanks with unusual or foreign words; (7) the
Editor’s hand, evident in revisions on most pages. Ff. 126, 167, 173, 174, and 263
are entirely in the Editor’s hand.

Page numbers from the printed edition of 1646 appear throughout in nineteenth-
century hand, indicating collation of the manuscript with the printed edition with
reference to which the manuscript’s pages seem to have been arranged — sometimes
incorrectly — for binding. Each leaf has been mounted in guards and at some point
in the nineteenth century the manuscript was bound in calf and buckram.

British Library MS. Egerton 2216 (referred to hereafter as ‘Egerton’ or ‘Eg.’)
The history off Richard / the third / Comprised in fiue books / gathered and written
by Geo: Buck / Esq.” / [Quotation from Plato — 2 lines] / [Quotation from D.
Ambros. — 2 lines] / [sign apparently signifying a bee]. Folio regularly gathered in
eights. Paper, 29 x 19 cm. Twenty-five lines to a page, area covered by text on each
page 24 x 12.3 cm. Ink medium to dark brown, later corrections in light reddish
brown. Running heads noting the number of each book appear regularly at the top
of each page. Catchwords are regular. Paragraphs are of considerably varying
length, some indented, some not.

Contents: [f. 1] title page, ff. 2-3 dedication, ff. 4-309 text. Two different hands
are apparent. The title page, dedication, corrections, and a few marginal notes
throughout the text are in the hand of George Buck Esq. (the Editor’s hand). The
body of the text was clearly written by a scribe. Both are individual mid-seventeenth-
century hands (about 1640), having mixed secretarial and Roman characteristics.
The Editor’s hand slants to the right, the scribe’s is perpendicular. The manuscript
was bound in leather in the nineteenth century. Condition is excellent.

Interesting feature: Charles Yarnold’s notes pencilled in margins pointing out
handwriting peculiarities, particular information, and collation with Tiberius.

Provenance: (1) title page has the signature ‘William Ashton’ at the top. (2)
Below the title on the title page in Yarnold’s hand: ‘Bibliothecam Caroli Yarnold
Mensis Novem®rs 23™° 1810 An™ jntravit!’ (3) Yarnold’s library was sold at auction
by Southgate of Fleet Street in 1825.! (4) ‘Purchased at Mess™ Sotheby’s Jan. Feb.
1873’ by the British Museum.

Bodleian MS. Malone 1 (referred to hereafter as ‘Malone”)
The History of King Richard / the Third. / Comprised in fiue bookes. / Written by
Geo: Buck Esqr: / [bee sign] / [Quotation from Plato — 3 lines] / [Quotation from
D. Ambros. — 3 lines].

Folio, gathered in eights. Paper, size 28 x 19.8 cm. Twenty-five lines to a page,

1 See below, p. Ixxii.
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area covered by text 24.5 x 11.5 cm. Ink dark brown, later corrections medium
brown, Running heads noting the number of each book appear regularly at the top

\ \
of each page. Catchwords regular Piragiaphi of considerably vaying lengtha
some indented, some not. Contents: f. 1 title page; ff. 2-3 dedication, f. 4 blank, ff.
5-318 text. Interesting features: wormholes near bottom of leaves in ff. 1-114, most
serious in ff. 13-30, but in margins, so not destructive to the text. The hand is that
of Egerton, with dedication and corrections in Editor’s hand. The binding is calf,
probably seventeenth-century.

Fisher Manuscript, Thomas Fisher Rare Book Library, University of Toronto
(referred to hereafter as ‘Fisher”)
The History of King / Richard the 3.4/ By Geo: Buck Esq".

Folio, gathered in eights. Paper, size 28 x 18.8 cm. Pages have been trimmed
around the edges after binding, and occasionally parts of the marginal notes have
been cut off slightly. Area covered by text is 23.5 x 11.5 cm, with twenty-five lines
of text to a page. The hand is that of Egerton and Malone, with corrections in the
Editor’s hand. Ink is very dark brown.

Contents: ff. 1-4 blank, ff. 5-314 text, ff. 315-322 blank.

Interesting features: the title page is not in the Editor’s hand. This copy contains
no dedication.

Provenance: the manuscript was owned by W.W. Greg, who allowed Frank
Marcham to quote from it in The King’s Office of the Revels. Marcham does not
mention Greg’s name, describing it only as a manuscript in private hands (p. 6). It
was sold in 1950 or 1951 to Sidney T. Fisher of Montreal by Alan Keen, London,
who informed Mr Fisher that the manuscript had been Greg’s. Keen’s catalogue for
1949 or 19502, p. 6, item 13, gives the following description of it:

THE FIRST BOOK WRITTEN TO REFUTE WILLIAM
SHAKESPEARE’S HISTORICAL ACCURACY . .. The much
corrected holograph draft of this book is in the British Museum
and does not contain nearly so much matter as this MS. . . . From
this draft it is just possible that a cipher copy of the complete book
was made. There are two existing manuscripts of this work, one,
formerly Yarnold’s, in the British Museum, and the present. The
discrepancies between these two can be accounted for if they were
transcribed from cipher, as they are both undoubtedly written by
the same person. The matter could not legally or even safely have
been printed in 1620, and even in 1646 it was carefully edited, so
that it is but a shadow of itself. . . . The above MS. has six blank
pages at the beginning. These pages were probably intended for an
address to another friend who would receive the gift. The title has
been added c. 1670.
Keen dates it 1620 (which is certainly incorrect) and prices it at £200. Mr Fisher
gave it to the University of Toronto Library, Thomas Fisher Collection, in 1973.
Binding is nineteenth-century calf. Condition is excellent.

2 Mr Fisher, an environmental scientist, recalled that he purchased the MS. in 1950 or 1951 and that the
catalogue came out a year earlier (personal correspondence, 1973).
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British Library Additional MS. 27422 (referred to hereafter as ‘Additional’)
The history / of / the life and Death / of Richard the third. / in two Bookes / by
Geo: Buck Esq."/ [spiral].

Small folio gathered in eights. Paper 11.2 x 7.4 cm. Number of lines to a page
between twenty and twenty-three. Area covered by text on each page 9.5 to 8.5 x
4.5 cm. Light brown ink. Running heads giving number of the book appear
sporadically in Book I, but regularly at the top of each page in Book II. Catchwords
are regular. There are paragraphs, but little punctuation. The manuscript is evenly
written with few corrections in mid-seventeenth-century hand. Most of the letters
are in secretary forms, with a generally late appearance because of the short ‘s’
humanist form which often occurs initially and medially.

Contents: f. 1 nineteenth-century description of the manuscript, f. 2 title page,
ff. 3-135 text. Contemporary vellum binding. Condition is excellent.

Provenance: ‘Presented by Sir W.C. Trevelyan, Bart, 20 July 1866’ to the British
Museum. Trevelyan describes it thus (f. 1):

This vol: contains Books 1 & 2 of the Life of King Richard 3¢
which appears to have been all the Author had at first intended to
write — The 34. 4t & 5t Books which he afterwards added, not
being essential to the History, but containing principally a defence
of King R. The contents of this vol. with a short addition at the
end of the 2¢ book, concerning the authors ancestors, is printed
with slight alterations, in ‘The complete History of England vol.
1. 1706. pp. 514-545. . . . It was previously published in folio in
1646. —

Printed Edition of 1646

[Within a frame of double rules] THE / HISTORY / of the life and Reigne of /
RICHARD / The Third. / [rule] / Compo/ed in five Bookes / by GEO: BUCK
E/quire. / [rule] / Honorandus est qui injuriam non fecit, fed qui alios eam facere
non / patitur, duplici Honore dignus est. / Plato de legibus. Lib. 5. / Qui non
repellit a proximo injuriam fi potest tam est in vitio quam / ille qui infert. / D.
Ambros. offic. Lib. 3. / [rule] / [printer’s ornament] / [rule] / LONDON, / Printed
by W. Wilfon, and are to be sold by / W.L.H.M. and D.P. 1646.

Facing title page, a print of Richard III with motto ‘Royaulte [sic] me Lie’ and
superscription, ‘The true Portraiture of Richard Plantagenest, of England and of
France King Lord of Ireland and third King Richard’, and signed ‘Cross. Sculp:’.
There are commonly considered to be two editions of this, one of 1646 and
another of 1647. Comparison of numerous typographical idiosyncrasies which
remain constant in all copies examined (around twenty) and notation of the few
press corrections, which exist indiscriminately in copies dated 1646 and 1647,
proved that there were two issues rather than two editions of this work. Only the
date on the title page has been consistently changed in the copies issued later.
Both issues were composed of the same sheets. This indicates that the work was
not particularly popular and was a way for the publisher to dispose of the spare
sheets.
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Small folio gathered in fours, pages 27.5 x 18 cm 2°1%, a, B-O* P2 Q-T* V3 *4,
Contents: [i] blank, [ii] title, [iii] blank, [iv-v] dedication, 1-150 text [151-157]
index, [157-158] glossary, [158] list of authors cited. First two leaves of each $
signed, B-N; first three leaves of O, R, S, and T signed; P unsigned, Q*> missigned
X2 in some copies. P originally contained 4 leaves: page numbers 108-112 are
missing. [P-P:], pp. 105-107, [P>*] blank; P, and Ps, which are missing, were
evidently blanks; Q is p. 113. Pagination is otherwise regular, in upper outside
corners, arabic numerals ruled all round. Running titles enclosed in rules: B2'-O
‘The History of the Life and Reigne of King RICHARD the Third’, V2¥ ‘The
History of RICHARD the Third’;* - [*4] ‘The Table’. Running heads also include
the number of each book. The text is enclosed within rules, text area 23.5 x 14 cm.
Margins are ruled. Catchwords regular except: p. 21 troubles (trouble), p. 23 Imi
(Immisit), p. 27 Solit (Solio); p. 58 But (but); p. 148 Epi- (EPITAPHIVM); [p.
156] War (Warre). All copies, both 1646 and 1647, have on p. 147 between rows
of printer’s ornaments, ‘Octob. 9. 1646. / Imprimatur, Na: Brent’.

This edition was reprinted by E.P. Publishing® in 1973 from a copy dated 1647,
with ‘a new introduction by A.R. Myers’.* Myers refers to the reissue as a ‘2nd
edition’ (p. vi, n. 1) and the publishers speak of reproducing ‘the 1647 edition’.
No such thing ever existed. The publishers, clearly wishing to dispose of their
spare sheets, simply bound them and printed a title page with a new date. |
established this by taking my 1646 copy to many libraries and comparing it with
copies dated 1646 and 1647. The same anomalies appeared in copies dated 1646
as in those dated 1647. The British Library catalogue now lists it correctly as a
reissue of the 1646 edition. The Wing STC catalogue, which in the 1970s listed it
as a second edition, has now corrected its listing.* The Bodleian catalogue does
not comment. Myers’s claim that ‘the edition evidently met with success, for it
was reprinted in 1647’ (p. ix) is nonsensical. A reissue is a means of using up
spare sheets of a work that is not selling. This can indicate lack of success, never
success.

The 1646 edition has since appeared on the web from another 1647 copy,
attributed to Sir George Buck, and is available in two other computerized versions
(see p. cxciii).

Strype’s Edition

In 1706 and again in 1719 was published 4 Complete History of England,
generally associated with the name of Bishop White Kennett, who wrote the third
volume of it, though John Hughes, according the British Library catalogue, was
editor of the first two volumes. The first volume is a selection of histories from
before the conquest to the end of Henry VII’s reign. Authors such as Milton,
Daniel, Habington, and Bacon are represented. For the reign of Richard III we are
given Sir Thomas More, and as a complement to that, George Buck Esq.’s revised,
shortened, printed version of his great-uncle’s History. This was done, according

3 Wakefield, 1973. Calling the introduction ‘new’ seems curious. I am unaware of an older one.

4 Short-Title Catalogue of Books Printed in England, Scotland,Wales and British America, 1641-1700, 2nd ed., compiled by Donald
Wing, rev. and ed. by John J. Morrison et al. (New York, 1994).The 1972 edition had cited the 1647 reissue as
a ‘second edition’, but the 1994 has caught up sufficiently to describe it as a reissue.
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to the preface, by editor John Hughes because Buck’s

Relation is particular, and very remarkable for the Pains he takes
to wipe off the bloody Stains upon King Richard’s Character, and
to vindicate from common Imputation one of the blackest Reigns
in all our Story. Whether he has done it with Reason or not, let the
Reader judge; for there are various Opinions about it, and ’tis
upon this Account that the Booksellers were advis'd to print it. His
Book indeed tho’ it were all Truth, is much too loosely writ for a
History; ’tis pedantick and full of Harangue, and may more
properly be call'd a Defence of King Richard than any thing else;
yet as he is the only Advocate of Note that has appear’d in so odd
a Cause, ’tis well worth the while to give him a Place here, tho’
among so many of his Betters. In some things ’tis highly probable
he has done the King but Justice; yet ’tis strange he’ll neither
allow him to have had any Deformity in Mind or Body, for he is
angry to find him describ’d by others crook-back’d, and of an ill
Visage, and seems to be for reversing his Character throughout.
’Twas not fit to let this Work pass without some Animadversions;
and, to set all things as much in the Light as possible: Mr Stripe,
an industrious Antiquary, has added large Notes and Remarks,
from an Authentick Manuscript which he had by him, and from
other Authors.’

The text is printed, without alteration, from the 1646 edition. Obvious printing
errors, misspellings of names (e.g. Bevier for Beaujeu), and incorrect grammar
and spelling in foreign quotations are left uncorrected. The only intrusion Strype
has made into the body of the work is to translate into English occasional foreign
passages, including, one would naturally assume, the epitaph at the end of the
book, though John Ashdown-Hill has inexplicably been at pains to attribute this to
Sir George (not, curiously, to his great-nephew, the alleged author of the work
reprinted here), with no justification or explanation for so doing.® Except for noting
one ‘patch’d Quotation’ from Commynes (p. 562), Strype never troubles to check
any of the references against their originals. Neither has he bothered to correct or
expand marginal notes to historical works, which, in the printed edition, are shoddy.

Strype’s notes to the text, far from extensive as claimed, are sporadic,
unsystematic, and often inaccurate. In a few places he points out more obvious
mistakes. He notes, for instance, Buc/k’s incorrect references to Charles, Duke of
Burgundy, when this duke was in fact dead (pp. 530 and 553). But he himself
makes similar mistakes through failing to consult the sources cited. Strype
belabours points which have been made perfectly clear, insisting, for example,
that Lionel, Duke of Clarence, be called Edward III’s third son, though the text
has given sound reason for choosmg to style him the second. His usual technique
is to claim that Buc/k’s assertions are impossible because all the traditional

5 Preface to A Complete History of England (London, 1706), I, sig. av.

6 ‘The Epitaph of King Richard III’, The Ricardian, XVIII (2008), 31-45 and The Last Days of Richard III and the Fate of His
DNA (Stroud, 2013). See my article ‘Researching Richard III's Epitaph’, The Ricardian, XXVII (2017), pp. 117-29,
which refutes this assumption, and also vide infra, pp. cxvii, cxxxvi.
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historians (those deriving from More) give contradictory ‘evidence’ (he counters
the mention of Eleanor Butler by citing the fact that More mentioned a liaison
only with Elizabeth Lucy in this context, p. 565).

Supplementary illustrative material is occasionally introduced from British
Library MS. Harleian 433 — the ‘Authentick Manuscript which he had by him’ -
of which at that time he was the owner, but his researches extend no farther into
original sources. Aside from those few additions from the ‘Journal of Richard
III°, as he styles Harl. 433, his ‘Animadversions’ consist mainly of contradictions
based on statements from the chronicles, which he regards as canonical and
‘proof” of the ‘falsehood’ he thinks he spots. Strype seems singularly uncritical of
the authority of these authors, because he erroneously assumes them to be
contemporary with the events they describe. For example, he counters the
statement that no contemporary chronicler charges Richard with murdering
Henry VI by saying that More, Hall, and Bacon — who not only wrote after
Richard’s time but also derived information from each other — all make this
accusation (p. 549).

Yet even into these sources Strype’s search has not gone far, for though he
notices the statement that Richard did not reward Banister is incongruous with
the land grant recorded in MS. Harleian 433, he neglects to cite Hall as the source
of the misinformation. Similarly he attacks the quotation from Camden that
Richard was a bad man but a good king by citing uncomplimentary remarks
Camden makes about Richard elsewhere and says suspiciously that in any case
Buc/k ‘does not tell us where Cambden speaks so well of him’ (p. 525). Obviously
Strype has not wished to take the trouble to look this up in Camden, where he
need only have consulted the index under ‘Richard III’. Two and a half centuries
later A.R. Myers, equally unwilling to look this up, simply echoes Strype’s
assertion without documenting that he has done so, saying Buc/k ‘quotes a
statement in Camden that no one has seen since’.” When attempting to support a
case by using material other than the chroniclers, Strype’s reasoning is feeble. The
identity of the bones found in the Tower as those of Edward I'V’s sons he considers
‘proved’ by the fact that Charles II was satisfied that they were.

Strype ends his shoddy piece of gentleman’s editing in a state of some perplexity,
unable to reconcile the common chroniclers with the one piece of contemporary
material which he possesses. In his concluding note he gives documentary
evidence of Richard’s regard for learning, religion, justice, and public welfare
saying, ‘Could this King be brought of [sic] from the horrid Imputation that lies
upon his Memory, of much Bloodshed, Oppression and gross Hypocrisy, to gain
and keep the Crown, one might judge him a good King’ (p. 576).

Yarnold’s Intended Edition

In the first quarter of the nineteenth century, what was thought to be a new edition
of Buc’s original History went a long way toward completion, edited by Charles
Yarnold, a surgeon. Work on this intended edition seems to have extended from

7 Myers is fond of saying of things he has not wished to try to find, ‘No one else has ever seen it’. See below,
Introduction Ch. VI for further discussion of this quirk. The quotation appears below in text, p. 46, 1l. 30-1.In
Camden’s Britannia, 1607 ed. it is on p. 269.
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1814 to 1821. Yarnold’s collections pertaining to this volume are in the British
Library, MSS. Egerton 2216-2220. Yarnold’s interest in Richard III was evidently
of long standing, for he says in his draft for the preface of his intended edition that
‘...atavery early period a strong interest for research into the manners & history
of the 15 Century led me to attend to the several historians who wrote of that
period. More particularly however the Person & character & [sic for ‘of’] Richard
— was the constant subject of consideration —’ (Egerton 2218, f. 46). It is possible
that this interest was aroused by Horace Walpole’s Historic Doubts on the Life
and Reign of King Richard III, published in 1768. Yarnold, as he has written on its
title page, acquired Egerton 2216 on 23 November 1810. It is not known how it
came to him, for he says in his preface only that he acquired it by ‘accident’
(Egerton 2218, f. 46), or ‘a fortunate occurrence’ (f. 48).

In 1818 he expressed an intention to dedicate his edition to the Duke of
Buccleuch, and up to 1821 was actively involved in research for it. Yarnold’s
transcript of Books II-V, which takes up the first volume of his collections (Eg.
2217), is undated, but it includes in the margin collational notes from Tiberius and
the printed version. In Egerton 2218, f. 37" he gives the date on which he finished
collating Tiberius as October 1815. His notes from the Rolls Office are similarly
dated (Eg. 2218, f. 243), while his transcripts from the Harleian MSS. are dated
exactly a year later (Eg. 2219, f. 88) and miscellaneous collections from other
sources he has dated 1818 (Eg. 2218, f. 107). A discourse and notes on More,
obviously intended as commentary for the edition, are dated 1817 (Eg. 2218, f.
121), and a similar discussion of Howes’s edition of Stow is dated 1818 (Eg. 2218,
f. 199). The latest date given in his collections is 1821, when he records completing
his transcript of The Arrivall of Edward IV (Eg. 2219, f. 1) and in July of that year
someone sent him an extract on Richard III in French (Eg. 2220, f. 73).

There exist in the collections several corrected proof sheets for Book I,
numbered pp. 1-32 (sigs. B1-E4). The corrections may provide some clue to
Yarnold’s motive for suspending the printing. The transcripts of Books II-V (Eg.
2217) in Yarnold’s hand follow the manuscript’s spelling, though not its
paragraphing, punctuation, and capitalization. The printed pages have done the
same. However, in the printed pages 1-8 and 25-32 Yarnold has systematically
altered the spelling to modern, and he includes a fair copy manuscript in modern
spelling to supersede printed pp. 17-24, in which he had first made only general
editorial corrections without modernizing spelling. He evidently changed his
mind or was uncertain about printing the edition ‘in the orthography of the writer’
as his draft for the preface indicates was his original intention (Eg. 2218, f. 48).

Clearly Yarnold believed at first that Egerton was Sir George Buc’s original
manuscript, and in his draft for the preface of his edition he does not mention
Tiberius, since he regarded this as merely rough papers for his copy text. He was,
of course, drawn to support its originality since it belonged to him. But the more
work he does comparing the various texts the more he is stretched to the limit in
trying to support his own as Sir George’s fair copy. He is far less confident about
associating with Sir George the printed version, which he appropriately refers to
as ‘the Castrated Copy’, Eg. 2218, f. 10.

...asit [Eg. 2216] explicitely declares itself the only MS — of this
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historian — I tooke the pains to collate this with the printed copy
— published in 1646 — the large curtailments & in many places
compressions of which were striking — indeed in some instances
omissions are to be detected perfectly unaccountable — if We
consider Buck himself to have edited the Work

(Eg. 2218, f. 48)

In his list entitled ‘Arguments for the originality of the M.S.” (Eg. 2217, £.1), he
is clearly pitting it against the printed edition alone. He remarks on the printed
edition’s references to books (e.g. Religio Medici) published after Buc’s death and
on its blurring of what appear in Egerton clear personal references, €.g. to Buc’s
own experiences, to viva voce evidence, to other works by Buc. He is particularly
puzzled about the writing in his own manuscript of ‘Segar’ over an incomplete
erasure, through scraping, of ‘Dethick’. The manuscript’s title page ascription to
‘George Buck, Esq.’ obviously conflicts with the assumption that the work is Sir
George’s, but Yarnold tries to resolve this confusion by citing the marginal note in
Eg. 2216, f. 153 which speaks of ‘this Sir Geo. Buck’.

Though puzzled, his conclusion, evidently influenced by Edmond Malone,? is
that although Eg. 2216 was the work of Sir George Buc, the printed edition was
published by his son. In a note (Eg. 2218, f. 37"), Yarnold conjectures,

I should think that Buck the Editor [of the printed edition] never
saw my M.S. [Eg. 2216] — and from the comparison of the Printed
Dedication with Sir Georges I am led to believe that he crossed
out the parts which appeared scored — & took out what he chose
to insert in his own Edition wishing as it should seem to pass for
the author as in the Pub. Copy he no where acknowledges it to be
his father’s.

Thus Yarnold takes one step toward Eccles’s assertion of alterations by a later
member of the Buck family,” though he is able to see only a single manifestation
of it. His eventual discovery of Tiberius leads him no farther down this path,
however, for he judges this to be merely ‘Rough Papers’ for Egerton, Buc’s own
fair copy. In comparing the hands of the two manuscripts, he notes that the
‘correction hand’ of Tiberius is the same as that of the preface and several
emendations in Egerton (as of course it is: the great-nephew’s). Assuming this is
Sir George’s, however, Yarnold claims: ‘the identity of both as Sir G. Bucks is
ascertained beyond doubt’ (Eg. 2217, f. 1).

By the time the proof sheets were printed, Yarnold had collated Egerton with
Tiberius in pencilled notes in Eg. 2216; and in marginal notes in his transcript of
Egerton 2216 Books II-V cited certain matters of interest from Tiberius. His notes
from Tiberius can be classified as indicating particular interest in autobiographical
information: personal, including religious, opinion, strong statements in favour of
Richard, and even more frequently and consistently strong statements against
Richard’s enemies; and expanded information on figures contemporary with Buc
or with Richard. These notes appear much more frequently in the earlier stage of
the transcript where Yarnold was evidently paying closer attention to Tiberius.

8 See below, pp. Ixxiii-lxxiv.
9 Ecdles, ‘Sir George Buc’, pp. 485-503.
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His collections include transcripts of only a small portion of Tiberius, the
Dedication and Advertisement to the Reader (Eg. 2218, ff. 35-37 and 50-51).
Since he considered the Editor’s deletions and additions authorial, there was no
purpose in transcribing more of what he considered only rough papers. His
transcripts seem at first glance potentially useful to the modern reader of Tiberius,
since some words no longer present in the manuscript seem to have been extant in
Yarnold’s time. However, because these at times do not accord with the sense of
the passage, one must conclude that they are conjectural emendations by Yarnold.
His observations on the form of Tiberius are negligible. He mentions only that
Buc has used the back of a letter for one of its pages. No reference is made to the
Revels Office scraps.

Yarnold evidently intended to check the foreign quotations carefully before
printing them, for he notes that the Ariosto passage (text, p. 85) is probably not in
correct Italian (he was wrong) and should be corrected with a good edition (Eg.
2217, f. 23Y). As transcription progresses, his copying of foreign quotations
becomes increasingly careless and incomplete, as if he intended to go back over
them all. It is possible he planned to check and augment the marginal notes
throughout the edition, for in the manuscript fair copy for an early portion of
Book I he adds a book’s title where Tiberius, Egerton, and the printed edition give
only the author’s name.

In Yarnold’s collection appear several lists of research plans carried out.
Egerton 2218 and 2219 include biographical material on Buc copied from the
General Biographical Dictionary and from Cotton manuscripts, several Paston
letters, excerpts from Habington, Rastell, Hutton, Walpole, and Drake’s Eboracum;
Strype’s notes to his edition of the History of the Life and Reigne, and other
printed sources; a discussion of More’s authority; and transcripts from the
Harleian manuscripts, particularly 433. He has made reference to a book by Sir
John Jacob, the dedicatee of Eg. 2216, to The Great Plantagenet (George Buck
Esq.’s pirated version of Daphnis) and to Buc’s Third Universitie. There are also
various notes on buildings and persons of Richard III’s period.

Drafts of the Appendix to Book I had been composed. These include Paston
references to death of the Bastard of Fauconberg; arguments against the existence
of a marriage between Anne Neville and the son of Henry VI; Paston evidence of
Clarence’s aggression; the doubtful death of Edward IV; discussion of Morton’s
authorship of at least the outlines of More’s Richard III (Yarnold makes a note to
himself to try to locate Morton’s original); quotations from More and the Paston
letters on the hatred by the Woodvilles of Edward IV’s family; and statements on
the authenticity of Richard’s election, including More’s account of the Three
Estates’ petition to him and the confirmatory evidence of the Titulus Regius in full.

Yarnold’s assessment of Buc is that he relies for credibility on his own integrity,
social position, and acquaintance with contemporary scholars, and thus sometimes
seems offthand and unsystematic in citing his authorities. Yarnold imagines that he
must have relied heavily on family tradition, both his own and the Howards’, for
he shows a fondness for ‘ancestorial dignity’ (Eg. 2218, f. 116¥) and ‘a quiet,
settled sort of contempt’ for the common chroniclers, an attitude which ‘has much
the appearance of being a common one among the better informed or the Noble,
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whose private family records probably were often in direct confutation of the
erroneous histories in common circulation’ (Eg. 2218, f. 117"). Nevertheless,
Yarnold observes, Buc has taken pains to corroborate these family traditions with
evidence, and with the resources of the public records. ‘His stile is censured and
I think justly . . . that he participates in the pedantic spirit of the age is evident . . .’
(Eg. 2218, f. 47).

Egerton 2220, a collection of letters relating to the potential publication of
Yarnold’s edition, indicates that part of it was in press late in 1814. A Prospectus
for the work, ‘Printed for RICHARD REES, No. 62, Pall Mall’, states that the
edition is ‘In the Press, and speedily will be published’, prices £1-11-6 for quarto
and £2-12-6 for large paper copies (Eg. 2218, f. 2). A delay occurred in 1815
when Rees retired from business and turned the work over to his brother at
Longman’s. It is certain that in 1816 the edition was going forward, for in that
year Yarnold writes a draft of a letter to someone possessing original documents
that he is ‘at this moment editing a republication of that singular Historian &
apologizer for the unfortunate Richard . . .’ (Eg. 2218, f. 184). Throughout the
years 1816 and 1817 the printer, Arthur Taylor, attempts to urge Yarnold on, in a
letter of 2 May 1816 telling him that another bookseller had undertaken to publish
Buck’s History of the Life and Reigne from the 1646 edition ‘& has actually
begun it!!!! We have seen a Sheet of this new Edition!! So the world may lose, for
Ever, the advantage of a Manuscript which you, the Zealous defender of Dickon
Plantagenest have had sundry years in your possession!’ (Eg. 2220, f. 28). Clearly
the assumption was (presaging developments in the 1970s) that the republication
of the 1646 edition would bury any new edition of what was believed to be the
original. However, Yarnold’s publisher negotiated with the intended publisher of
the reprint, and clearly, having better luck than I did, succeeded in persuading him
to relinquish the project.

But in the meantime another Prospectus for Yarnold’s edition takes pains to
stress the shortcomings of the printed text: it claims Yarnold’s new edition will be
from the author’s original manuscript, in contrast to the 1646 edition by his ‘son’,
which is ‘now rarely to be met with and at considerable price’.

The intended edition, given literally from the ORIGINAL
MANUSCRIPT of Sir George Buck will be found to contain
considerably more of interesting matter than the former one.
Several omissions, which in the prior edition had occasioned
some plausible cavils at his integrity as an historian, or obtained
for him the character of a ‘lover of paradoxes’, are now fully
rectified and the imperfect marginal Notes of the printed copy,
which had given rise to charges of misquotation, will be supplied
by the original references to personal and oral testimony.
(Egerton 2220, f. 111)

For whatever reason, Yarnold never finished his edition. On his death in 1825
his complete library amounted to some 573 items, including the Buck manuscript.
It included Bacon’s Henry VII, Camden, Cotton’s Tower Records abridgements,
Commynes, Drake’s Eboracum, Gainsford’s Perkin Warbeck, Hall, Habington’s
Edward 1V, Hardyng, Hutton’s Bosworth Field, Lingard, Paradin, Paris, Rapin,
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Polydore Vergil, Walpole’s Historic Doubts, Matthew of Westminster, and a
manuscript copy of Sir William Cornwallis’s Encomium of Richard II1.*° The
collection was sold at auction by Southgate of Fleet Street.

Collections of Yarnold’s were again advertised for sale at £180 by T. Evans in
his 1839 catalogue, which states that the materials for his edition of Buck ‘would
be a valuable acquisition of any Literary Club to print for the use of its Members’.
Finally in 1873 the five volumes of Yarnold’s collections associated with his
intended edition, including Eg. 2216, were sold at Sotheby’s to the British
Museum, valued collectively at £21. The sale catalogue confusedly identified
Egerton 2216’ author as ‘GEORGE BUC, Esq. the original MS’, and Buc is
styled Master of the Rolls [sic], a gentleman of the Privy Chamber under James
I, and ‘a distinguished poet as well as historian’ (Eg. 2218, f.1). The catalogue
repeated the recommendation to a literary club.

10 For discussion of this work’s relation to Buc's History, see below, pp. cxxii-cxxv. For further details of this
particular MS. copy (now B.L. MS. Additional 29307) see ].A. Ramsden and A.N. Kincaid, Introd. to Sir William
Cornwallis, The Encomium of Richard III, ed. A.N. Kincaid (London, 1977).



V. TRANSMUTATION OF THE TEXT

Sir George Buc’s History of King Richard the Third had a curious future. Its
author never finished his work on it but left it in a rough state, apparently near
completion, heavily revised and often with decisions not made among revisions,
but almost ready for copying fair. He had clearly attempted to have a fair copy
produced at one point, but this stage had ended in further revision. There is no
way of knowing whether he intended to publish it, or whether it would have been
possible to do so in his time. After his death it found its way eventually into
Cotton’s library, by what means is not known. It is listed in the 1674 catalogue
(B.L. MS. Harl. 694) as existing in this collection, of which it still forms a part
within the British Library. But this was not before it had undergone considerable
revision by another hand and a revised master copy had been made from it. From
this master, no longer extant, were made three scribal presentation copies,
described hereinunder. These were all made for the same reviser, and they
exhibited in some places different revisions. The revising hand was that of Buc’s
great-nephew who, except for the suffix ‘Gent.’ or ‘Esq.” instead of ‘Knight’, and
his preference for spelling his name ‘Buck’, shared his great-uncle’s name and
managed to steal a share of his fame as well. He seems to have been ambitious for
preferment, and his methods of seeking it were far from ethical.

Mark Eccles suggests that young George Buck got possession of the manuscript
through his father’s embezzlement of money, books, and other valuables during
Sir George’s insanity.! The younger George’s great-uncle, John Buck (no relation
to Sir George’s family) was a notorious forger who lost his ears and was branded
in the business. Possibly John Buck’s nephew Stephen shared what seems a family
talent for forgery: a version of Sir George’s will, which left his goods to his
nephew Stephen Buck’s family, was disputed as a forgery. This proclivity seems
to have been inherited, with certain artistic distinctions, by George Buck Esq.

The authorship of the edition published in 1646 remained a matter of confusion
for some time. In 1748 Philip Morant in Biographia Britannica said it was the
work for which Sir George Buc was best known.? This error was ‘corrected’ by
Edmund Malone over 50 years later:

I take this opportunity of correcting an error into which Anthony
Wood has fallen, and which has been implicitly adopted in the
new edition of the Biographia Britannica, and many other books.
The error I allude to, is, that this Sir George Buc, who was
knighted at White-hall by king James the day before his coronation,
July 23, 1603, was the author of the celebrated History of King

1 Eccles, ‘Sir George Buc’, p. 495.
2 [Philip Morant], Biographia Britannica, (London, 1748), II, entry for ‘Buc, Sir George’.
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Richard the Third; which was written above twenty years after his
death by George Buck, Esq. who was, I suppose, his son.?

George Chalmers follows this, stating that ‘he did not write, as it seems, the
celebrated History of Richard the 3d, which is said to have been written, after his
death, by George Bucke, his son’.* But before his next edition he has done more
research:

I was induced, chiefly, by the strong assertions of Mr. Malone.. . . to
doubt, whether The History of the Reign of Richard III, were
written by Sir George Bucke [sic], the Master of the Revels, or by
George Buc [sic], his relation. Further inquiry has convinced me,
however, that there can be no controversy. . . . In the Catalogue of
the Cotton Library, which was compiled before the unlucky
fire . . . this MS. is called ‘The history of King Richard the third
comprized in five books, gathered and written by Sir G. Buc,
Knight, Master of the King’s Office of the Revels, and one of the
gentlemen of his Majesty’s Privy Chamber; corrected and
amended in every page’. The original MS. which still remains, in
the British Museum . . . though it be greatly damaged by fire,
clearly proves, that the Catalogue is perfectly accurate. This MS.
appears to have been the Author’s rough draught; as it is corrected,
by interlineations, and erasements, in every page. A part of the
Dedication to Sir Thomas Howard, the Earl of Arundel . . . still
remains, together with ‘an advertisement to the Reader’, which is
dated ‘from the King’s Office of the Revels, St. Peter’s hill,
the of the 1619’. This evidence, then, is decisive, in
favour of Sir George Buck, as the real Author, against Mr. Malone.
This History was first published, in 1647 [sic], by George Buck,
Esquire, who says, indeed, in his Dedication to Philip the Earl of
Pembroke and Montgomery, ‘that he had collected these papers
out of their dust:’ Yet, was the publisher, whether he were the Son
of Sir George, or some other relation, so disingenuous, as to
assume the work as his own: . . . as to publish for his own profit,
what, certainly, was the property of another.’

A bit later Joseph Ritson in his Bibliographia Poetica has picked this up and
states in a direct reply to Malone that Sir George Buc was the true author of the
1646 History which passed under the name of George Buck Esq., since the original
manuscript bearing his name was extant in the British Museum.6 It was clear that
this error persisted because, though there was now awareness of Tiberius’s existence,
it was impossible to read or assess it while it remained in unbound burnt sheets.

W. Carew Hazlitt was the first to note that more than one manuscript copy
existed: ‘The original MS. of his Life of Richard the Third, varying considerably

3 Edmond Malone, ‘An Historical Account . . . of the English Stage’, prefaced to William Shakespeare, The Plays and
Poems (London, 1790), I, pt. ii, 46f.

[Chalmers, George], An Apology for the Believers in the Shakespeare-Papers, London, 1797, p. 494.

[George Chalmers], A Supplemental Apology for the Believers in the Shakespeare Papers (London,1799), pp. 204f.

[Ritson], Biographia Poetica, p. 147 (London, 1802).

[ WY N
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from the printed copy, 1646, is still extant, and one or two copies of it as well. It was
probably written at least 50 years, before it saw the light in a printed shape’.” As we
have seen in the previous chapter, Charles Yarnold owned one of the manuscript
copies and was planning to print it as Buc’s original, assuming it to have been a fair
copy made for the author. Frank Marcham, who in 1925 had access to two
manuscript copies (Egerton and Fisher), followed Yarnold’s conjecture that these
were fair copies made for Buc,® though he does not adopt Yarnold’s palaeographical
error of assuming the hand of the copies is Buc’s own. It was left for Mark Eccles
to identify George Buck Esq., and discover the relationship of the copies to the
original ®

Changes in Tiberius
The younger Buck’s first step was to make alterations and corrections in the
manuscript itself. These are for the most part stylistic improvements. He simplifies
the tortuous constructions and dispenses with the innumerable ‘ands’ both in series
and at the beginnings of sentences. By employing subordination, he makes
grammatical constructions more vivid. He sometimes creates immediacy by
changing a verb from past to present tense. While in the first half of the book the
Editor (which is how I refer to George Buck the Younger) sometimes revises
sentences and occasionally larger thought units for the sake of compression, he
becomes bolder and more ruthless from the middle of Book III onward and is
readier to lop away whole pages of digressive, repetitive or verbose material,
sometimes replacing them with a few sentences summarizing their content,
sometimes dispensing with them altogether. His stylistic revisions seem to have the
purpose of diversifying and tightening the structure and reducing the size of the
work.
Some examples of his stylistic changes are:

(1) diversifying the beginnings of sentences or clauses:

‘and the which’ becomes ‘which’

‘and now to proceed’ becomes ‘to proceed then’
(2) removal of ‘ands’ in series:

‘& the Lord lovell, & the lord Graystok, & Sir William Parr’'® becomes

‘the Lord Lovell, the Lord Graystok, Sir William Parr’
(3) subordination within sentences:

‘& he demandeth the erldom of Heryford’ becomes

‘demanding the erldom of Heryford’
(4) rewording and abbreviating to express more compactly:

‘forejudge & hardly censure’ becomes ‘preiudicate’

‘who was a man bredd in good letteres, & well languaged’ becomes a ‘man

well read and languaged’

7 Hazlitt, Hand-Book to the Popular, Poetical, and Dramatic Literature of Great Britain (London, 1867).

8 Marcham, p. 3.

9 Ecdles, ‘Sir George Buc’, in Thomas Lodge and Other Elizabethans, pp. 485-503.

10 Tiberius, f. 13". Square brackets in the examples given in this Introduction indicate crossings out by the Editor,
George Buck Esq., and pointed brackets my conjectural filling in of gaps. Italics indicate expansion of
abbreviations. Folio numbers from Tiberius will hereafter in the Introduction be given in parentheses in the
text when the material in these examples is of any magnitude or interest.



Ixxvi INTRODUCTION V

(5) making language and construction more diverse and vivid:
‘But to proceede with the affaires of these Armies now th<at> thes two
armies i.e.
the army of the king & the army of the rebells Lancastrians were nowe
come to Redmore heath, and in the viewe the one of the other, & were
approachinge and disposed themselues to fight’ becomes ‘and nowe
suppose you see the Kinges Army and the f<ollowers of Lancaster> at
Redmore hea<th> and disposing themselues to fight’ (f. 99).
The conversation between Edward IV and his mother (ff. 223-4) is given
entirely in direct discourse instead of fluctuating between direct and indirect.
(6) prudery:
‘lustful’ becomes in one instance ‘sweetest’ and in another ‘amorous’
‘wench’ becomes ‘fair one’
‘lusts’ becomes ‘desires’

Circumstantial detail is deleted, such as that surrounding Dethick’s showing
Buc the book of sobriquets (f. 10). Some philosophical digressions are reduced or
discarded, but this is by no means true of all digressive material. Buc’s innumerable
pointers to what he has said or what he is about to say, and his cross-referencing
of his own statements, are deleted.

So far the alterations must in most cases be described as improvements, making
the work more vivid, compact, and readable. One can only regret that Buc did not
remain in health long enough to have undertaken similar revision himself. It is
fortunate that we have a fair copy of the Commentary to show his style in a
finished work. Some of the revisions in which the younger Buck indulges,
however, alter the content materially. These are of three main varieties: toning
down political references, particularly with regard to the treason against Richard
III of Henry Tudor and his followers; removing religious references; and
concealing the personal aspects of the work to facilitate passing it off as his own.
In doing all these things the Editor begins a process which he pursues with
increasing severity through his future copies. For example, f. 126 is entirely in his
hand, probably a rewriting of an authorial page which is now missing. He revises
as he goes along. He particularly wants to avoid references to people currently
living. Buc has written about the living Earl of Shrewsbury. So the Editor writes
‘the Talbots . . . the [that bee the erle of the erle] \and the late erles/ of
Shrewsbury ...".

In his political revisions he gives special attention to whitewashing Morton:
‘all his secret & trayterous practices’ becomes ‘all his secret
practises’

‘almost as badd, & fals, & disloyall as himself” becomes ‘almost
as deadly as himself’

‘Thus the oratour of sedition, & he told his tale so cunningly as
that the duke was agayn, & anew stirred vp to <be f>alse, &
disloyal \& false hearted to his prince/ & hee was with these
divelish seditious arguments much \more/ encouraged & enflamed
with the fyre & fury of rebellion’ becomes simply ‘as that the
duke was agayn incendiated’ (f. 57).
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The reference to Morton’s gaining advancement through treachery and malice is
omitted, as are suggestions of his complicity in the deaths of Edward, Earl of
Warwick and Perkin Warbeck (ff. 192" and 202). The remarks about Henry failing
to punish the alleged murderers of Edward I'V’s sons because they were favoured
in high places (ff. 205-206") also disappear.

Henry’s other followers fare better with the Editor than with the author:

‘thes noble rebells’ becomes ‘his partyes’ (f. 66)

‘Welshe and false knights and Esquires and manie perfidious and

rebellious Englishmenn of all quallities’ becomes ‘other of all

quallities’ (f. 96).
Criticism of Henry himself is diluted by the Editor. Instead of being ambitious
and egotistical, his temper becomes ‘as other men’s’ (f. 21Y). The remark about his
risking his reputation and his soul by following Morton’s evil counsel rather than
the divine spirit is deleted (f. 79 v), as is the wish that Henry, though destined to
be king, had awaited the Lord’s leisure (f. 263). Instead of disliking combat and
being far inferior to Richard in arms, Henry had ‘the advantage other wayes’ (f.
103). Examples of kings keeping the crown from their true heirs are deleted (f.
192 v), and what was originally a literal translation of the quotation, ‘prosperum
scelus virtus vocatur’ — ‘<the> wicked act succeeding well is called a vertew’ is
softened by judicious crossing out to ‘<the> act is called a vertew’ (f. 20).

The extensive paraphrasing of the particularly diffuse section on Perkin Warbeck
in the second half of Book III has a serious effect on its content, which seems
intentional: it destroys or dilutes most of the statements that the foreign princes
who aided Perkin believed in the justice of his title, as did the majority of the
populace. Long religious digressions are invariably excised, though brief references
are untouched. As in his earlier revision of Daphnis, the Editor tends to alter or
remove the name of God, which had been placed under censorship. Clearly his
intention was to avoid potentially controversial material in politics and religion.

His alterations in Tiberius take the form of crossing out words, lines, or pages
and rewriting above the lines or in the margins, or very occasionally on scrap
sheets, reworking, primarily for stylistic improvement, the author’s original. There
is no evidence of his adding any factual material of his own, though there is some
stylistic elaboration. The date of this revision must be placed after 1625, since a
reference to King James has been altered to read ‘our King’, and the description
of Arundel as young (f. 239) is discarded. The work was probably done
considerably later than this. Perhaps after his publication in 1635 of The Great
Plantagenet, his revision of Daphnis, the Editor felt the challenge of a larger
work. Dating the revision of the original manuscript after 1635 would place it
nearer the manufacture of the copies, around 1638-40. But there is no internal
evidence to permit a closer dating.

In this process of revision an attempt has been made to dispose of the original’s
autobiographical aspects. The reference to the Earl of Oxford’s conversation with
Buc about the revenue of his land (ff. 209-10) is deleted and the information given
with no personal reference. Nearly all the praise of Queen Elizabeth (f. 134) is
removed. We can see in this only a suggestion of the Editor’s scheme to pass off
the work as his own. He has not dealt systematically with all the personal
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references and does so gradually over the course of the successive copies. Eccles
seems correct in calling his revisions of this type haphazard.!' These excisions fit
his general revision pattern of cutting down passages which are too circumstantial
(as in the case of the Earl of Oxford anecdote) or go on too long after making their
point (as in the Queen Elizabeth eulogy). All we can say definitely at this stage is
that the Editor was attempting to update the work.

The ‘Literary Career’ of the Editor, George Buck Esq.

Buck the Younger’s life of literary deception seems to have been a succession of
appeals to potential patrons in hope of obtaining preferment. He seems never to
have met with success. He began at some point after 1625 when Charles I came
to the throne, and his first traceable attempt was made on ‘Sir John Burrough,
Knight principall Kinge at Armes’.> The work he dedicated to Burrough was a
manuscript revision of his great-uncle’s Daphnis Polystephanos. Evidently
possessing the original manuscript of this work (which unfortunately does not
survive), as he did of the History, he seems to have been unaware that it had been
published in 1605. His manuscript of Daphnis, in a state of revision between the
two printed versions, Sir George’s of 1605 and his own of 1635, is written in the
same hand as the three copies of the History made for him. The title page and
dedication with its signature are in the same hand (his own) as the title pages,
dedication and corrections in Egerton, Malone, and Fisher and the alterations he
makes in Tiberius. The title of the manuscript version is ‘dagvig or the Polyanthine
Ghirland, by George Buc. gent.’ Interestingly at this point he adopts his great
uncle’s surname spelling, a practice he does not repeat. He signs the dedication
with one of his usual formulae: ‘Your unfeigned honorer and humble Servant
George Buc:’ (f. 3). The dedication is similar to the one in the printed version of
the History, where he deprecates his own ability and protests his zeal.

He next publishes the work in 1635, still evidently unaware that it had been
previously published, and true to his usual practice in his various copies of the
History, he dedicates the printed copy to someone else, this time to Sir John
Finch, Lord Chief Justice of the Court of Common Pleas, a dedication perhaps
suggesting that his own training, like his great-uncle’s, had been in law (ironic as
this may seem). The poem has been revised to focus on Charles I and has been
retitled The Great Plantagenet or a Continued Svccession of that Royall Name.
The dedication includes self-conscious remarks on the author’s ability: ‘There
wants nothing in the Subiect to make an Historian and a Poet. And had these
Intentions mett an abler Pen, they might (with some desert of Pardon, haue beene
admitted the intermission of your Lordships more serious Houres ...  (A3"). He
remarks rather slyly, ‘in these Papers I have but practis'd like a young Limbner,
wipt away the dust from some Antiquities, and by them drawne these
proportions . .." (A3) and closes, ‘Your most humble and unfeigned honorer,
George Buck’.

Ritson had observed early in the nineteenth century that the 1635 edition
‘appears to be a reprint of the former, with very considerable alterations, by some

11 Eccles, p. 503.
12 dagvig or the Polyanthine Ghirland, Bod. MS. Rawl. Poet. 105, £. 2.
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fellow who assum’d his name’.”® In fact, the practice the Editor follows ‘like a
young Limbner’ is plagiarism, and his name, except the spelling and that it lacks
the prefix ‘Sir’, is the same. The great-nephew’s changes in Daphnis are of several
types: general reorganization for the sake of clarity; excision of boring and drawn-
out passages; removal of the original’s references to God; and making the whole
refer to King Charles rather than to King James. The younger Buck shows himself
here as in the History a good reviser and organizer of another’s material. But
whenever he drastically revises existing verse or substitutes verses of his own, he
shows himself a poor poet. He has no sense of metre, his language is trite,
inappropriate and insipid. We shall find similar stylistic flaws in his final revision
of the History.

One would imagine the younger Buck was running some risk in publishing
under his own name and with limited revision a work dedicated to the former king
which was already published and in the libraries of great men, and which he had
presented in a manuscript of his own with a dedication to another prospective
patron. And in connection with this or some similar practice with another work,
he does — as we shall see — seem to have been censured for reissuing with different
dedications works already in circulation.

Whether the translation of Lipsius,'* dedicated to Sir John Jacob, one of the
farmers of the king’s customs, was actually the younger Buck’s own work or again
a copy or version of one of his great-uncle’s efforts is not known. That no
translation, published or unpublished, is extant under Sir George Buc’s name or in
his hand does not preclude the possibility of its existence at one time. Lipsius was
an antiquary who spoke highly of Camden, and Buc mentions him (but only as an
authority on fencing) in The Third Universitie (sig. Oooo 2). A translation of
Lipsius would have been a natural work for Sir George to have undertaken.
However, the fluidity of the language, not laboured as Sir George Buc’s can be,
suggests that this very literal translation may really be the work of the man who
put his name to it. We know he was a competent Latinist from his corrections of
errors (though unsystematically made) in his scribal copies of the History. Also
pointing to the work being his is that the dedication does not involve subterfuges,
as do those of the History copies, but rather concentrates on the worthiness of the
dedicatee, whom young Buck has clearly not approached before:

Sir: if you aske why this to you, I must appeale to the priviledg of
you [sic] noble and generall fame, which hath improud itself
beyond the touch of envy, and plac'd you so eminently in the
esteeme of all good men, that (without thought of flattery [ may
avouch it) I haue been vnfainedly ambitious (in the thronge of
those that honour you) to offer a zealous vote, to your enobled
Merritt . . .

His self-deprecation is expressed in a much more confident tone than that
which he employs later: ‘if my zeale hath been too bold and forward, it will not
bee much vnworthy, your fauour and pardon, since (in this) I haue onely sought

13 [Ritson] in Biog. Poetica, p. 147.
14 Justus Lipsius / his two bookes / de Constantia / englished / by George Bucke Esqr 1638, Trinity College,
Cambridge, MS. 0.3.17.
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to expresse myself your vnfained and humble honoure’, George Bucke’. Young
Buck seems to have employed for most of this presentation the same scribe who
was responsible for Daphnis and the three main History copies, with the title page
and dedication and corrections and a few pages of the text in his own hand.

After Lipsius, young George began his manipulations of the History. From the
original manuscript, now bearing his own revisions, he seems to have made or
had made for him a master copy which he used in having all his subsequent copies
prepared. The first of these, Egerton 2216, is addressed to Sir John Jacob in a
dedicatory preface which uses some phrases from Sir George Buc’s dedication of
his original manuscript to the Earl of Arundel. As Eccles notes,'® the presentation
would have had to have occurred between 1638 and 1642, since it refers to the
translation of Lipsius, dated 1638, and Jacob was declared delinquent in his office
in 1642. The date can be fixed even closer by reference to Jacob’s publication in
his own defence: ‘To be thought rich’, he says in 1654, ‘was I hope my greatest
Crime, and now to be thought poore, is my greatest Labour’, and he claims to
have been ‘in the midst of those waves these thirteen years’, i.e., since 1641. 1640
would have been the last year in which Jacob was secure in his position and
‘thought rich’, for in that year the farmers had entered into contract with the king
and advanced or engaged large sums for his wars. But Parliament had cancelled
the contract, appropriated these sums to its own uses, then accused the farmers of
delinquency and forced them to submit to composition. From then on came a
series of petitions and hardships.'¢

It seems that Jacob received the translation favourably but issued a caveat
regarding Buck’s having put out a duplicate of some work already in circulation.
Daphnis is likely to have been the work in question, easily detected since already
in print. Probably Buck pressed his version of the History on Jacob very soon
after that detection to show his good intentions, professing that there is no extant
copy but his own rough papers: ‘I haue nowe aduentured it, to your noble
patronage, and giue mee leaue noblest Sir to cleere my self thus farr vanto you (in
respect of your former doubt) that (as I respect your worth and fauour) but my
rough papers there is no Copy saue this, which I present . . .’ (ff. 2"-3). The words
‘rough papers’ probably refer to his great-uncle’s manuscript, ‘his’ probably
through theft, and to his own master copy from which his subsequent copies seem
to have been made. The dedication includes an ambiguous apology similar to
those prefacing the younger Buck’s versions of Daphnis: he deprecates his own
ability and leads the reader to believe, while not actually saying so, that he is the
author. His words, ‘the history laye vnder a rough draught; which I haue hasted to
perfect (f. 2¥) recall the ‘young Limbner’ remark in The Great Plantagenet.

When Jacob’s position became insecure, or possibly even before, Buck looked
elsewhere for patronage. He next tried Lord Aylesborough, Keeper of the Privy
Seal, to whom he dedicated the copy known as Bodleian MS. Malone 1. Since
Aylesbourgh died early in 1640, the year Jacob’s position became precarious, it is

15 Eccles, ‘Sir George Buc’, p. 501.

16 John Jacob, Publicanus Vindicatus (London, 1654), pp. 1f. There exists also a petition signed by John Jacob and
others, ‘A Remonstrance of the Case of the late Farmers of the Customes, and Their Humble Petition to the
Parliament’, ([London,] 1653).
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probably very early in this year that the dedication was made. There was yet a
third manuscript copy made, the one now in the Fisher Rare Books Room of the
University of Toronto. No dedication exists to show for whom it was intended.
Perhaps it was a copy Buck kept on hand in case of future need; indeed Keen’s
catalogue'” suggests that the six blank pages at the beginning were intended for a
dedication. Manuscript peculiarities indicate that Fisher was made almost
concurrently with Malone.

Little else is known of the younger Buck apart from his death in 1645, as Mark
Eccles discovered'® long after he wrote his superbly researched biography of Sir
George. In 1647 some laudatory verses of the younger Buck’s, along with others
by Waller, Lovelace, Webster and Habington, were contributed to a volume of
Beaumont and Fletcher’s works' published by the actor John Lowin, Richard
Robinson, and others, and dedicated to the Earl of Pembroke, to whom Buck’s
printed version of the History had been dedicated. That Pembroke had become
Master of the Revels in 1641 may indicate that Buck the Younger was seeking an
office in the Revels. His final poem is in couplets, the lines not adeptly fitted to the
metre, and the wording is sometimes awkward and unsuitable. It ends tritely and
is signed ‘George Buck’.

Let Shakesepeare, Chapman, and applauded Ben,
Weare the Eternall merit of their Pen,

Here I am love-sicke: and were I to chuse,

A mistress corrivall ’tis Fletcher’s Muse.

The place of George the Younger (the Editor) seems to have been that of a very
minor literary figure, occasionally admitted to the society of great names, partly
on the strength of his great-uncle’s work, pursuing similar acquaintances to Sir
George’s — antiquaries, heralds, authors — aspiring to court or government
preferment, but evidently unsuccessful in obtaining it. Before his death in 1645
came to light it could have been assumed that he had taken advantage of the death

- in 1646 of the original dedicatee, the Earl of Arundel, to publish his final severely
butchered version of his great-uncle’s work. But clearly this is not possible, and
we have no way of knowing how far along in the final revision process he had
progressed before his death. Did someone else take advantage of Arundel’s death
to publish it, and if so, for how much of the final revision was that person
responsible? The published version’s Latin is generally more accurate than that of
the scribal copies, this being the only area in which this version is at all superior
to the manuscript copies. Was it the Editor who saw to this or someone else? We
shall never know.

Egerton, Malone, and Fisher
The first three and only nearly complete manuscript copies® of the History so far

17 See above, p. Ixiii.

18 Eccles, ‘Brief Lives’, p. 19.

19 Francis Beaumont and John Fletcher, Comedies and Tragedies (London, 1647), sig. C3.

20 Myers, Introduction to Buck, History of the Life and Reigne, pp. vii-ix, claims that Malone preceded Egerton, but
provides no analysis to back this claim or reason other than that the dedicatee of Malone died in 1640. From
the arguments given above, based on close study of all three manuscript copies, it should be clear that this
claim cannot be correct.
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as is known, Egerton, Malone, and Fisher, are in the same hand, that of a scribe
who clearly had no knowledge of foreign languages or of history, for his errors in
foreign quotations and names of persons and places of historical import are
numerous. He is obviously following the same manuscript for all three copies,
since most of the habitual errors in foreign languages and proper names are the
same in all, and words and names with variant spellings are usually spelt in the
same way at the same point in the text of each copy. For example, the spellings
‘Beajer’, ‘Beaugeu’, ‘Beauyer’, ‘Beaujew’ for a name consistently spelt ‘Beaujeu’
in Tiberius appear in their variant forms at the same points in Egerton, Malone,
and Fisher.

The Editor has in his own hand gone through the copies rapidly and made a few
minor changes in style and matter, sometimes crossing out personal references
which might suggest he was not the author, sometimes deleting uncomplimentary
references to Morton and other followers of Henry VII. His proofreading seems
to have been very cursory, for he corrects only a very few errors in names and
foreign words. When making these minor alterations in Egerton, he seems to have
made many of them simultaneously in the master copy so that Malone and Fisher
appear corrected at these points. He has done the same when revising Malone,
since the alterations he makes in Malone often appear in Fisher, Additional, and
the printed edition. It is not clear that he did so in the case of Fisher revisions,
since Additional and the printed edition seem closer to Malone than to Fisher.

On first glance one would assume that Fisher is a copy of Malone. However,
closer examination proves this impossible. The two copies are very close in their
use of accidentals. In spelling peculiarities, placement of commas, and tendency
to capitalize they are close to each other, much closer than either is to Egerton.
This closeness is shown in the striking regularity with which habitual differences
from Egerton in the spelling of common words occur in Malone and Fisher
identically:

Egerton Malone and Fisher
authority autority

howse house

-cion -tion

desimulacion dissimulation
Earle Erle

accompte account

However, errors and unintentional omissions occurring in one do not appear in
the other. Intentional alterations made in Malone, including those made by the
Editor above the line, sometimes appear in Fisher but just as often do not. Evidence
indicates that Fisher is the latest copy: Malone is closer to Egerton in accidentals
than is Fisher. Whereas Fisher incorporates changes made in Malone, Malone
incorporates none of Fisher’s deletions or alterations in wording. Fisher proceeds
further than Malone in material changes, in deletion of personal references and
derogatory remarks about Richmond’s party, especially Morton. The explanation
of their closeness seems to lie in (1) their being done around the same time, (2)
alterations made in Malone often being put into the master copy, (3) simultaneous
correction of the two by the Editor.
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We may infer something about the nature of the master copy by comparing the
corrections in Malone and Fisher. It seems that the crossings out were not always
clear, since often in Fisher the copyist does not realize until after he has written in
a word or phrase that it was intended to have been deleted or emended, and then
he crosses it out or changes it. For example, at one point Egerton says ‘Treachery’.
In Malone the word is ‘practices’. Fisher gives ‘[treachery] practises’. This change
in Fisher is made instantly, appearing on rather than above the line, and is typical
of many similar corrections. This suggests that the emendation was made in the
master copy with the new word written above the line and the discarded word only
lightly crossed out, or perhaps on occasion not crossed out at all. Some of the
Editor’s crossings out in his three copies are in the form of pale dashes rather than
solid lines through the word, and we can see how unclear these might have
appeared to the copyist when he encountered them in the master copy. When he
made corrections in the copies themselves, the Editor evidently added many but
not all of these to the master copy. And in addition he probably made minor
emendations in the master copy between the creation of his various copies. This
would account for the fact that Malone and Fisher often produce the same wording
in places where Egerton’s is different, a factor occurring far too frequently always
to be the result of errors in Egerton. That all three copies used the same master
can be inferred from the fact that although they are not dependent on each other
they very often make the same misreadings in the same places. At one point in
Tiberius the word ‘contudit’ appears. This is given by Egerton and Malone as
‘conludit’, presumably because the ‘t’ is uncrossed or crossed faintly in the master.
In several places some error is made at an identical point in the text in all three
copies, but not precisely the same error. This probably occurs in places where the
master was difficult to read.

Egerton, Malone and Fisher are so close that they can be discussed together.
What we have in them is a fairly reasonable representation at some length of the
original manuscript. The three copies differ from each other in that they make
different errors at certain points, leaving out short sections by accident or
misreading. They differ also in intentional alterations made by the Editor in the
copies themselves or in the master between copies. Such changes are not numerous
or considerable, but they are progressive except where an alteration has not found
its way into the master copy. The copies are approximately two-thirds the length
of the original (Tiberius) and show progressive stylistic improvement and material
alterations along precisely the same lines as those, already described, made by the
Editor in the original manuscript. Just as we saw the Editor making changes in the
holograph by removing personal references which might identify the original
author or period of composition, as well as religious remarks and derogatory
refences to Henry Tudor and his followers, so in the copies we see him making
further alterations to these points and making more of them as he progresses from
copy to copy.

The stylistic revision shows continuing reduction of the innumerable ‘and’s,
both through deletion and substitution of other linking words. Rearranging word
order ensures that modifications are clear and points are not lost in verbal
meandering. Verbs are often made more vivid by changing from past to present or
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passive to active. Pronouns are substituted for repetitive noun references, and
unnecessary repetitions of words or ideas are revised. Subsidiary or digressive
factual information is often relegated to a marginal note. Repetitions and digressions
are discarded and diffuse passages more compactly expressed, sometimes in little
more than a brief summary. But though much is given in summary, little of
significance is entirely left out, and no new material is added, except possibly at the
very end, in the two concluding poems, but it seems likely they were already in that
part of the original manuscript which was destroyed by fire.

The Editor gradually becomes bolder in the introduction of his own style,
which is less pedestrian and more flowery than Sir George’s. Thus Egerton’s ¢
were become penitents, and made Confession thereof’ becomes in Malone and
Fisher, . .. became so sensible thereof that at length, there penitence broke forthe
[‘brake out’ in Fisher] into confession’. This tendency increases as the copies
progress. Young Buck occasionally tries his hand in these manuscripts as in
Daphnis at revising his great-uncle’s verses. He makes a minor improvement in
the Ariosto translation (see text, p. 85): for the awkward first line, ‘No man ever
whilst he was happy knew’, a more fluent ‘No man whilst he was happy ever
knew’ is substituted. The copies make a few genuine corrections in their
reorganization of material, for example deleting the references to Utopia and the
eulogy of Queen Elizabeth from the list of contents at the beginning of Book I'V.
In Egerton and Malone these are written but crossed out and they do not appear
at all in Fisher. The Editor had noticed that material on these subjects does not in
fact appear in Book IV.

Since religion was not a safe subject, religious references, especially those that
might be misconstrued as betraying Catholic ideology, are deleted. A mention of
the Pope’s ‘spiritual power’ is crossed out in Egerton, but since evidently the Editor
forgot to cross this out in the master copy as well, it is retained by all the others,
including the printed version (p. 47). The statement that the Plantagenets all passed
one purgatory appears in Egerton and Malone but is crossed out in Fisher.

In these manuscripts, as in his revisions of the original, the Editor’s most
numerous and consistent revisions occur in passages describing Henry Tudor and
his followers. These are reworded so as to soften or eliminate suggestions of
sedition and treachery. The word ‘treasons’ becomes ‘inconstancy’ or ‘practices’
and ‘rebellion’ becomes ‘action’. Where Sir George had at one point revised to
make an accusation stronger, substituting the word ‘evil’ for ‘mighty’, the Editor
gradually dilutes this, amending it in the original to ‘cruell’, then in Egerton,
Malone, and Fisher to ‘very insolent and strong’. Circumlocution is stretched
almost to the breaking point when a statement that Richmond’s followers were all
rebels in Egerton is in Malone and Fisher turned into a vague comment on their
loyalty: ‘they could not be called soe’ [i.e., loyal], beinge worse’. Henry Tudor’s
practices, ‘seditious & Ambitious’ in Egerton and Malone, are only ‘Ambitious’ in
Fisher. King James IV’s disaffection to him disappears. At the end of Book III,
revision of the criticism of the Tudor monarchy for destroying the rightful heirs
who stood in their way is extensive in Fisher, and the statement that the Lancastrians
were ‘soe vehement, that they regarded noe title, how iuster, or better soever’ is
crossed out.
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Morton himself, once ‘perfidious and treacherous’to Richard (Egerton) becomes
‘extreamely his Enemy in harte’ (Fisher); from ‘Malitious Morton’ he becomes
‘Bishopp Morton’; from ‘this politique prelate’ (Egerton and Malone), simply
‘hee’ (Fisher). Derogatory descriptions of him, such as ‘How Covetous hee was,
those examples may giue a taste’ (Egerton) are deleted (this one disappears in
Malone but reappears in Fisher).

Considerably less deletion of personal references is made in Egerton than in
the later copies. That Egerton leaves so many of these intact is very useful for
filling in gaps burnt out of the original manuscript. As he progresses in his
deception, the Editor becomes more careful. For example, he crosses out in
Egerton the last item of Book IV’s Contents page, ‘An elegy’ (which in Tiberius
reads ‘An eulogy’) of Elizabeth, the late Queen of England’. It does not appear at
all in Malone or Fisher. But one interesting personal reflection, the mention of
Mary, Queen of Scots’ death, the end of which is burnt away in Tib., f. 227, does
not appear even in Egerton.

In Egerton there is a fascinating alteration, made by scraping rather than the
usual crossing out. This concerns Buc’s consultation with Dethick. All copies
omit the personal detail surrounding this consultation. However, in Egerton the
Editor has allowed himself to write the name ‘William Dethick’, only to scrape
out ‘Dethick’ and write ‘Segar’, the name of Dethick’s successor in office.
Yarnold’s pencilled note opposite this substitution in Egerton (f. 8") observes the
original manuscript’s reading of ‘Dethick’ and says ‘Segar is here evidently an
erasure and \its Insertion/ apparently some time subsequent. I think that part of
the h. and the final letter k is visible’. Part of the intial ‘D’ is visible as well. In
later copies the Editor is more careful and says merely ‘in the rich studdy of a
noble, and learned freind, I mett with a Catalogue of such Setbriquetts’ (Malone
and Fisher). In Additional he reduces it further: ‘from a Catalogue of many I have
translated these . . .".

Other examples of viva voce information have been tampered with. The
marginal note on Don Duarte de Lancastro which describes a conference at which
Buc was present reads in the ensuing text, ‘Don Duarte de Lancastro, a noble
gentleman of Portugal, came to my Lord Admiral ambassador to the King of
Spain, and to[ld] him that he was descen[ded] from the Duke of La[ncaster in]
Valodolid. G.[B. teste]’ (see text, pp. 75f). Changes have been gradually introduced
into this note by the Editor. He has not touched it in the original manuscript and
copies it verbatim in Egerton. But in Malone he alters ‘came . . . and told him’ to
‘averred’, and ‘my Lord Admiral’ to ‘my Lord Howard’. Fisher repeats the change
to ‘averred’ and deletes ‘G. B. teste’.

A reference to material Buc has seen in Cotton’s collection, shut down in 1629,
is revised in Malone and Fisher but not in Egerton, Additional, or the printed
version. Malone has ‘which Charter [is] \was/ in the hands of Sir Robert Cotton,
[wherof I have reade it and] \from which I haue/ transcribed, these summarye
notes’. Fisher reads ‘which Charter [is] \was/ in the hands of Sir Robert Cotton,
and] \from thence/ transcribed, these summarye notes, from’. As can easily be
seen the revision was made carelessly, and it was obviously not copied carefully
into the master script.
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Viva voce information from Stow regarding Richard III’s personal appearance
is deprived of its firsthand nature. Egerton gives as they stand the words ‘as he
himself told me’. But in Malone the scribe wrote these words then crossed them
out, changing them to ‘protested averring’, and a marginal note was added
identifying the recipient of the information as Cotton: ‘ad D: Rob: Cotton’. In
Fisher again ‘tould mee’ is written in but crossed out and altered to ‘averred’, and
the marginal attribution to Cotton is retained. Thus where we originally had a
personal confrontation between Stow and Buc, we now have a vague report that
Stow averred to Cotton that Richard was not deformed, with no indication of how
this hearsay might have reached young Buck. Later on the same page another
reference to what Stow ‘told me”’ is retained in Egerton, but Malone has corrected
this to ‘[tould mee] \likewise reported/’ and Fisher to ‘[told me] \added/’. A later
discussion with Stow, when Buc pressed him to know his opinion of the evidence
for the murder of Edward IV’s sons, is altered in Egerton to the nonsensical
wording, ‘Mr Jo/n Stowe affirmed confidently vpon occation, pressing to knowe’,
making it unclear who was pressing to know. Malone and Fisher remedy the
structural awkwardness but do not improve credibility by saying Stow ‘hath
affirmed confidently to some’.

As for his own family, Buck the Younger is content to be thought the grandson
of Robert Buck, the orphan of Bosworth. First Egerton presumably copies the
original manuscript: ‘This Rober? Buck the grandfather of this Sir Geo. Buck’.
Then Malone and Fisher give us ‘This Robert Buck the grandfather of this
Author’. References to Buc’s other works disappear. That no references to The
Baron of the five which appear in Egerton appears in Malone and Fisher may
indicate that this work was widely known, or perhaps that Buck the Younger had
initially planned to issue that as his own work too but changed his mind. The
excision of all references to it made in the master after Egerton was completed
must have been very plain indeed. A single reference to the Commentary remains
in all three copies, perhaps as an oversight, perhaps indicating that it was not
widely known. The translation of Ariosto, its first line improved, appears in
Malone and Fisher with the comment, ‘\I/ haue adventured thus to translate,
without any forfeite to Sir Jon Harington as I hope’, though in Egerton the remark
that the author made his translation before Harington’s stands. Since Harington’s
translation of Orlando Furioso was published in 1591, this stands out as unlikely.

Mentions of Sir George Buc himself are tampered with. The instance of
deleting ‘G.B. teste’ indicating the author’s presence at a conversation, has already
been described. Two marginal notes regarding Buc’s family at the end of Book II
are emended: ‘this Sir George Buc’ untouched in Egerton but in Malone and
Fisher is changed to ‘this Author’. The printed version omits the note altogether.
In the note which refers to ‘Robert Buck my ffather’, ‘my father’ appears in
Malone but is crossed out there and reappears in Fisher. It does not appear in
Additional or the printed version.

Contemporary references or remarks bearing on contemporary situations suffer
changes, both for political reasons and for purposes of updating. In Malone and
Fisher though not in Egerton the Editor is careful to avoid offence by deleting the
note that James I was reputedly descended from a bastard son of Fleance. In
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speaking of Charles Howard of Effingham, who died in 1624, he changes Egerton’s
unaltered ‘there is one liveing’ to ‘there was one lately liveinge’ in Malone and
Fisher. The master copy seems before Egerton was made to have altered a
reference to Dr Godwin, ‘now Bishoppe of Hereford’ by removing ‘now
Bishoppe’, so that Egerton and Malone read ‘Dr. Goodwin, of Hereford’. Fisher
ignores the crossing out in the master copy and replaces the phrase. A marginal
note at this point gives the date 1620. This is crossed out in Malone, and it seems
simultaneously to have been crossed out in the master as well, since Fisher does
not include it. Thomas Gainsford is described in Book V of Egerton as still alive.
He had died in 1624 and Malone and Fisher delete ‘yet liueing’.

Though James I was king when the original was composed, he died in 1625.
Consequently, though Egerton as usual makes few changes, Malone and Fisher in
Book V alter the several present tense references to this king to the past. ‘But had
Sir Tho. Moore, liued in these dayes, hee had knowne a kinge, whose sacred
temper, would not haue admitted such an Act’ becomes °. . . liued in these latter
dayes’. And the ensuing ‘hee’ is clarified in Malone and Fisher to refer to ‘our late
kinge of euer famous memory’. But these changes do not indicate that King
James died between Egerton and Malone’s composition, for even in his alterations
of the original manuscript the Editor has changed a reference to King James by
name to ‘our king’, indicating that James was no longer king when the editorial
alterations were made in the original.

Additional and the Printed Version

When my first two editions of this book were published it was not yet known that
George Buck the Younger had died before publication of ‘his’ book. Hence it was
not noted there that we cannot be certain that all the revisions derived from him.
The Latin is in general more accurate in the printed version than in Egerton,
Malone and Fisher. As a competent Latinist the Editor would have been capable
of revising it. The other changes were in the directions he showed that he was
taking in the manuscript copies but are carried farther in the printed edition. My
guess is that he had the publication well in hand at the time he died.

Additional and the Printed Edition

The alterations made in the master copy between Malone and Fisher’s composition
and the printed stage were drastic. Additional,?! a fair copy of Books I and II,
represents a state of revision very close to the printed edition but is neither a
direct source for it nor derived from it. It is in a different hand from the earlier
copies and the Editor’s hand appears nowhere. The purpose for which it was made
is not known. The revisions which led to Additional and the printed version do not
take account of Fisher: many corrections appearing in Fisher but in neither of the

21 Myers on p. ix of his Introduction to the facsimile of the printed Life and Reigne gives the information that ‘at least
three more of his [i.e., Buck the younger’s] copies of the history survive’. Clearly these are in addition to
Egerton and Malone, which he discusses in his Introduction, though erroneously assessing which came first.
One of these three other copies he identifies as Additional, though this is not a complete copy. Another must
be Fisher, which was known to be in Greg’s hands in 1925. But Myers gives no clue to the third (or others
comprised in ‘at least’), of which, in all my research, I have never heard a breath apart from this. Al I can say,
using a favourite phrase of Myers’s, is that no one has ever seen it (or them).
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previous copies are not taken up by Additional and the printed edition. That in
some places the wording of Additional is closer to that of Fisher than to the two
earlier manuscript copies may represent minor revision made in the master copy
between Malone and Fisher. Of the three early copies, Malone is the one to which
Additional and the printed edition are closest. It seems that they were based on a
master copy into which some of the changes the Editor made in Malone but in no
later manuscript had been incorporated. There is no reason not to assume that this
master copy was the same which served as the basis for the three earlier copies.
Presumably the changes made in Fisher were not entered in the master copy.

The alterations in Additional and the printed edition consist most obviously in
reduction of material and in drastic stylistic revision both for the sake of extreme
compression and to give the Editor’s own style freer rein. Since Additional is an
offshoot with no important connection to the other copies and seems merely to
represent a state very close to the printed edition, and also since it includes only
the first two books, there is no purpose in discussing it separately in any detail.
Differences between Additional and the printed edition are infrequent up to p. 26
of the latter but increase thereafter. They are changes in wording rather than in
material. This pattern can be observed in all the copies: the wording in the early
pages is very close to the preceding copy, growing more divergent as the copy
progresses. Where differences exist, Additional is closer in wording than the
printed edition to Egerton, Malone, and Fisher, and the style of the printed edition
is much more flamboyant and careless of sense. Both paraphrase the material in
the three earlier copies, but more words and phrases of the earlier copies are
retained in Additional than in the printed version. The style of the printed edition
is smoother at certain points, carrying further the tendency to eliminate
conjunctions and to subordinate. And there is further elimination of apparently
inessential detail, of introductions to passages and statements of intention. This
suggests that the printed version was created after Additional from the same
master copy, which had been further emended. Two examples of stylistic
divergence appear on p. 28 of the printed edition in the description of Richard’s
progress, which reads in Egerton, ‘All things thus established, in good order’ and
in Additional, ‘All things thus in good order’ becomes in the printed edition, ‘All
things thus in a happy presage and good order’. And Egerton’s ‘where hee was
very honourably, and delightfully entertained of the Muses’, is elaborated in the
printed edition: ‘where the Muses Crown’d their browes with fragrant Wreathes
for his entertainment’. If we were to fall into the error of assuming that the printed
edition represented the elder Buc’s work, we should think that we had here an
interestingly specific masque-like reference from the Master of the Revels.

Whereas Egerton, Malone, and Fisher are about two-thirds the length of the
original, the printed edition is less than half its length. The outlines of the work
remain, and what we have in the printed version is in some sense a summary of
the original. Paragraphs and even pages are summed up in sentences or phrases.
Elaboration, explanation and digression are eliminated. Strict cutting removes all
apparently extraneous phrases and sentences. Sentence structure is tightened:
connectives are eliminated, pronouns substituted for repeated nouns, and pairs of
adjectives and verbs reduced to single words. Narrative elaborations are omitted.
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Whereas Sir George, using More as his source, created visual setting and action
for the scene in which Richard is petitioned to be king, Buck the Younger removes
the dramatic elements and gives only the speeches, in slightly reduced form, one
after the other with no scene visualized. The original’s descriptions of emotion,
mood, tone, quality, character and situation are rejected, as are statements of
opinion. So that where Buc the Elder represents a speech and asks us to understand
that the speaker is undergoing emotional or intellectual turmoil or has scruples
about what he says, Buck the Younger does nothing more than present the speech.
Where the elder Buc in citing his sources states their qualifications and describes
their authors as wise, learned, or specially experienced, or where in mentioning an
historical personage he describes him, for example, as honourable and courageous,
Buck the Younger merely mentions the name and leaves out any description.

The Editor’s creative urge was evidently released in the extended revision process,
for he shows at this stage a tendency to add his own stylistic elaborations. Sometimes
these are of structural value. He writes short transitional and introductory passages
when new material is introduced. And he begins and ends books with a much greater
flourish than does the original author. He closes Book I, for example, with the
words, ‘And thus farre King Richard, in the Voyage of his Affaires had a promising
Gale; wee will therefore here cast Anchor a while, and claspe up this first Booke,
with the Relation of his better Fortunes’ (p. 37). He opens Book II with a more
intrusive metaphor: ‘We left King Richard the Third in the growth of a flourishing
and promising Estate . . . But Fortune that lends her smiles as Exactors do mony, to
undoe the Debtor, soone cald for the Principall and Interest from this Prince . . .’ (p.
41). He has a tendency to add moralistic comment, remarking, for example, that
Fulke of Anjou’s courage and strength are ‘two of the best Principles when they
have good seconds, and make too a glorious man, where they serve his vertues, not
affections, as in this Prince they did’ (p. 5). Not a word of this comment is in the
original or early copies. The Editor’s flourishes are usually incongruous and very
often incomprehensible. He describes Richard’s decision to offer single combat
thus: ‘this might taste of a desperate will, if he had not afterwards given an apodixis
in the battaile, upon what plat-forme he had projected and raised that hope, which
as it had much of danger in it, so of an inconcusse and great resolution, and might
have brought the odds of that day to an even bet . . .’ (p. 60).

But despite tendencies to clog the sense by incongruous and incomprehensible
rhetorical flourish, or puzzle the reader by too drastic summarizing, he is sometimes
able, when employing his flair for clarifying and organizing in conjunction with his
own euphuistic tendencies, to produce a clearer, stronger, and better turned passage
than the author has given us. Where we get from Buc a plodding, diffuse and
unvaried construction we sometimes get a varied and interesting construction from
the Editor’s summary.

Not all his additions are purely stylistic. Whereas in the manuscript copies it is
striking that the Editor does not make additions, he gives himself more licence in
the printed edition. He adds marginal notes, two purely explanatory, another giving
illustrative information, and in one Plutarch and one Suetonius reference he specifies
the particular Life from which the example is drawn. He adds one classical quotation
and makes two additions to the material of the work, one a letter relating to Don
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Sebastian’s identity (pp. 98-99) and the other a lame discourse, based on uninformed
guesswork, on the etymology of the word ‘Parliament’ (pp. 124f), which he
substitutes for the original’s discussion of God punishing Edward IV for his sins.

But his excisions are far more numerous than his additions. They exhibit the
same intentions as do the revisions in the earlier copies: to reduce length; to remove
derogatory comments about the Tudor faction; to avoid religious questions; to
eliminate sexual suggestion; and to destroy personal references. In matters of
religion the Editor seems to want to stay clear of all controversy, since he cuts out a
reference to the massacre of Protestants as well as removing references to the Pope.

Discussions of Morton are very drastically cut, since the original had little
good to speak of Morton. The lists of men Richard III ought to have destroyed are
removed. Henry VII is treated more tenderly at this stage than at any other. His
responsibility for destroying the Yorkist heirs and emphasis on the Yorkists’ right
are minimized. The discussion of Perkin Warbeck’s tortures is reduced. Henry
becomes confident, pure and manly and the discomfort Perkin causes him is
shortened. His ability in amorous speech disappears. His government is given the
Editor’s approval in that the discussion of bad Parliaments is deleted, as well as
the suggestion that the Parliament in which Henry had Richard attainted was self-
abrogating; and then most strikingly in the alteration (p. 149) of Richard’s reign
from two years, fifty-two days to two years, fifty-one days, and the date of the
Tudor reign’s inception from 22 August to 21 August, the day before Richard’s
death — an adherence to Henry VII’s device for backdating his reign to make
Richard appear to have been the traitor against the true king at Bosworth. What
we have in the printed version is a work purporting to defend Richard III which
essentially undermines him by his adversary’s means. It is no wonder this book
has had so poor a reputation.

References leading to awareness of the original author’s period, identity,
associates and interests are further deleted in this version, though the Editor still
misses a few. A mere mention of Queen Elizabeth’s name (p. 77) is substituted for
Buc’s first long eulogy, and another eulogy of this queen is cut entirely. The
marginal reference about all the Bucks, including the author, having been soldiers
is gone: presumably soldiering was not one of the younger Buck’s activities.

Unfortunately for Sir George Buc’s reputation, three centuries ensued during
which it was always in the form of the printed Life and Reigne that the work was
known and heavily criticized for its shortcomings. Even the present attempt at
establishing an authentic text, first published in 1979, has been widely overlooked
in favour of facsimiles of the younger Buck’s regrettable mangling of the elder
Buc’s work, with readers too often oblivious of any distinction. For this reason it
is extremely important to take full account of those alterations within the younger
Buck’s publication which cast a negative light on the original author’s research
methods, his care and thoroughness in documentation, his accuracy, and his
presentation of his subject. As a result, changes introduced by the Editor which
make the work exhibit an apparent lack of scholarship have been largely
responsible for Buc’s failure for hundreds of years to be taken seriously.

The Editor’s changes in documentation, both intentional and careless, give an
incorrect impression of Buc’s research methods, which are made to look extremely
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shoddy and far less thorough than they actually were. His long description of how
he went about his research into the origins of the name ‘Plantagenet’, perusing
many books and monuments, consulting heralds, ultimately receiving from
Dethick the information he cites (text, pp. 11f) is reduced to ‘In my Inquiry . . . I
met with an ancient manuscript’ (p. 5). This makes the research look haphazard
and deprives it of any sense of method or authority. Another example of Buc’s
careful method is lost in the mention of Richard III’s charter incorporating the
College of Arms (see text, p. 204), when the Editor excludes the words ‘I have
seen it” and also the marginal reference to Ralph Brooke, York Herald, through
whose agency Buc saw the original charter. What Buc says is that the charter was
once kept in the College of Arms, but its now being elsewhere is of no importance
since he has seen the original in its new place — he cites Brooke in corroboration
of this — and says there is in any case a duplicate in the College. The printed
edition, on the other hand, simply says the lack of it is not important because there
is a copy in the College. Buc, aware that seeing a mere copy is of less value than
seeing the original, painstakingly demonstrated his care to see the earliest extant
version. The Editor seems easily content with a copy (which, presumably, he
himself had not seen) and to consider viewing the original as unimportant.

Again, a statement of Buc’s that he will transcribe a charter ‘as I have seen and
read it in the archives and records kept in the Tower of London’ (text, p. 79)
becomes ‘which Charter . . . I shall exhibite, as it is taken out of the Archives and
Tower Records’ (p. 48). There is no indication here that the author ever saw this
document or that it was of any importance to him whether he had seen it or not.

The references to Cotton’s library, by then closed for some fifteen years,
necessarily suffer. Whereas Buc had said specifically ‘this charter is now [italics
mine] in the hands of Sir Robert Cotton, where I have seen and read it and
transcribed these summary notes from thence’ (text, p. 81), the printed edition can
give us only the impression of a vague situation quite some time in the past
(Cotton had died in 1631): ‘This Charter I saw in the hands of Sir Rob. Cotton, &
from it took these Summary notes’ (p. 50). Buc knows the material from recent
examination and knows its collector well enough to inform the reader of its
present whereabouts so anyone else interested can go and check it. The printed
edition, on the other hand, does not tell us where we can see the document and
makes it appear that the notes were not taken recently but some time long past.
This is only one example of what frequently happens in the case of Cotton material
and has made it easy for people like Myers to claim that ‘“No one else has ever
seen’ this or that document to which Buc refers. Being all but unfamiliar with
Tiberius, he blurs the distinctions between the works of the two Buc/ks.

The Editor’s errors and omissions in marginal documentation are numerous,
and the effect of this compounds the problem that (a) Buc’s documentation is in
the margins, and (b) it is the margins that suffer most severe damage from burning,
sometimes being burnt entirely away. This means that there is essentially no
means of restoring the documentation to anything like what it was, for which
Buc’s scholarly reputation has suffered severely and will permanently suffer. The
following are examples of errors in marginal documentation of the printed
version:
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marginal reference to Du Haillan and Paradin documenting a quotation
from Fulke of Anjou is left out

marginal documentation of Zosimus for reference to Constantine and
Aegyptus is omitted

marginal reference ‘Georgics II’ is left out, only a general attribution,
‘Virgil’, remaining in the text

the laudatory citation of Glover is replaced by references in the text to
‘Master Brookes genealogies of England’, but the marginal note, ‘In his
Catalogue of Honour’ (which is the title of Glover’s book) confusingly
remains

‘Nyerus’ is given for ‘Meyerus’

only ‘Camden’ appears in the marginal note for ‘Camden in Dobuni’ (which
the copies had corrupted to ‘Dolucu’). Strype criticizes Buc here for not
stating where in Camden the reference occurs (Complete History, 1, 525),
a criticism Myers simply borrows, without troubling to look it up for
himself (see above, p. 1xvii)

the references to the Cotton MS. and Fabyan are so misplaced as to seem to
refer to the appointment of John of Gloucester as Captain of Calais, not,
as they actually do, to Richard’s pacifying the country

only ‘Joan Maierus’ is given in a marginal note, without the original’s
specific reference to Annales Flandr. Lib 17

textual documentation is omitted citing More, Polydore Vergil, the histories
of Brittany, the French writers, and the common chroniclers as the sources
on which the account of Henry’s first invasion is based

reference to Salisbury, Epistle 89 is given as ‘85’

citation of Polydore Vergil for information on Henry Tudor’s problems
about marriage is omitted

‘Sir Thomas Moor apud Harlington’ is the reading given for what must
originally have been . . . Hardyng et Grafton’

‘Majerus’ is twice given for ‘Meyerus’

a marginal reference to Holinshed documenting the chronicles’ account of
Edward, Prince of Wales’s death is left out

the reader is not referred to ‘Grafton, Hall, etc.’ for information about Perkin
Warbeck’s confession

in a reference to St Augustine’s Civitas Dei, ‘Lib. 19, is omitted

the lost work El Reuseurq is made to appear part of the Duke of Milan’s
title: ‘Duke of Millain el Reuseur.’

a marginal reference to Ovid for a quotation from that author is left out

‘4. Ebr. Harmon. Evang,’ is given as ‘4. Evang. Harmon. Evang.’

a marginal reference to Prateius is left out

a marginal reference to Curita and Garibay for information regarding Henry
VII’s ‘capture’ of Philip of Burgundy is left out

‘Edwardus Ethelredus’ is confusingly given for ‘Edmerus Alvredus’

One begins to see why Myers’s opinion of the ‘author’ of the printed Life and
Reigne was low, but regrets his propensity for applying that opinion to the author
of the original History.
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Buc’s viva voce references are so tampered with as to be reduced to the level of
apparent hearsay. All awareness is lost that he was working closely with the most
eminent scholars of his day and personally gleaning information from people
whose professional positions or historical connections made them more
authoritative than any published matter on certain subjects. In the original, Buc,
speaking of bastards, says, ‘I have been informed by a very learned and signal
judge of the laws of this land’. In the margin he identifies this judge as Coke,
whom he knew (text, p. 78). The printed edition retains the attribution to Coke but
depersonalizes it: ‘as a Learned and eminent Judge reports’ (p. 48), so that one
assumes the reference is to a printed work. Buc was able to present his story of
Surrey’s adventures after Bosworth on the testimony of his own grandfather,
Robert Buck, who was with the earl from his own childhood until Surrey’s old age
‘and was well acquainted with all his actions and his fortunes’ (text, p. 108). The
printed edition says merely that the information comes ‘by warrant of one that
well knew him’ (p. 64). The information on the value of the Earl of Oxford’s lands
is given (inaccurately, probably through the Editor’s or the scribe’s misreading of
the original) on p. 105, but without any documentation. This information had
been conveyed to Buc in personal conversation with the current Earl of Oxford
when the earl paid him a visit (text, p. 170).

Instead of the detailed face to face discussion with Stow about Richard’s lack
of apparent deformity, the printed edition says only that Stow ‘acknowledged viva
voce’ that he had spoken to old men who affirmed Richard not to have been
deformed (p. 79). This sounds like hearsay. Another conversation between Buc
and Stow we can almost visualize as the original gives it: ‘when I pressed much
to know and understand’ Stow’s opinion on the death of Edward IV’s sons, ‘his
answer was this, and as peremptory as short . . .’ (text, p. 173). The printed edition
robs this confrontation of all immediacy: Stow ‘being required to deliver his
opinion . . . affirmed . . .’ (p. 106). Not once in all these statements of personally
derived information is there in the printed version the slightest indication of how
they reached the author, and we are led to assume they were little more than
hearsay and thus not credit them.

The disputed letter from Elizabeth of York to the Duke of Norfolk regarding
her wish to be married is in the printed edition made to look both more important
and less reliable by rearrangement of material and exclusion of all details
regarding the research which uncovered it. First of all, the question of Elizabeth’s
objecting or not objecting to marriage with Richard is given a prominence it does
not possess in the original. The Editor in reorganizing material has begun the
discussion of this contemplated marriage with two forcefully stated points (pp.
126f), as if they are the main things he is aiming to disprove:

Item, That all men, and the Maid herself most of all, detested this unlawful

Copulation.

Item, That he made away the Queen his wife, to make way for this Marriage, and

that he propounded not the Treaty of Marriage, until the Queen his wife was dead.

This is quite differently stated in the original, where Buc observes that Richard
has been accused of wanting to marry Elizabeth ‘and they [the accusers] add’ that
she opposed the match and that he killed his wife (see text, p. 192). The original
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gives subordinate rather than primary emphasis to the two later points. In the
original, the letter appears as a sideline, a matter of interest, not a crucial proof. It
is a digression within the argument that Richard, if he had wished, could have
procured a divorce; and the information derived from it is primarily that Elizabeth
spoke like a young girl in her letter, in ignorance that a man could remarry without
his wife’s dying. One may easily suspect that Buc’s intention in including the
letter was as much, if not more, to pay tribute to Arundel by citing material from
his splendid collection as to exhibit the young lady’s feelings (as he reads the
letter), which he seems to view with gentle amusement. Indeed, his concentration
on Arundel is evident from the number of times he revises the reference to him
and his rich cabinet (see Plates II-III).

In the compressed printed Life and Reigne the letter seems to take on greater
significance, standing as it does in a different relation to the surrounding material:
it has suffered only slight reduction, but the material around it has been very much
compressed. From the letter itself are cut important references to Norfolk’s loyalty
to Richard III and to the sons of Edward IV. These are replaced by a mere ‘&c’ (p.
128). The words ‘in body, and in all’ are left out, clearly for the sake of compression,
not to make a point. Aside from minor changes, this is all. Yet the circumstantial
detail surrounding Buc’s viewing of the letter is reduced to a mere statement that
this is what Elizabeth said, in her own words, and the letter ‘remains in the
Autograph, or Original Draft, under her own hand, in the magnificent Cabinet of
Thomas Earl of Arundel and Surrey’ (p. 128). There is no indication here that the
author had actually seen the letter (indeed, the plagiarist had not). And the
expressions of gratitude to Arundel for his kindness and favour in allowing Buc
to see it are gone, as are the descriptive details of his ‘rich cabinet’ and collection.
The fact that Arundel was a direct descendent of the letter’s recipient is not
mentioned.

Rewriting and excerpting by George Buck Esq., the Editor, are sometimes
careless of the sense, and often the details omitted are important ones. Some of
the details of Archibald Quhitlaw’s acquaintance with Richard III are left out, so
that we are ignorant of the personal knowledge on which his eulogistic address
was based. The Editor also omits the perceptive suggestion that Thomas More
transfers to Richard his own deformity, the inequality of shoulders mentioned by
Erasmus.

Some violence is done to Buc’s methods of argumentation. Compression and
omission in the printed edition create a very abrupt leap from deploring Hastings’s
execution to parallel cases in modern times, ‘Let us leave it up on that accompt,
and to consider how much more wee forgive the fames of H.1. E3. H4. E4. H.7.
because they had their happy Starres and successe . . .’ (p. 13). The Editor then
goes backward to cite ancient examples which in this position appear mere
pedantry, and cites reason of state at the end. The original, on the other hand,
presents a carefully constructed discussion leading from Richard’s specific action,
which it accepts instead of putting it aside, then discusses reason of state at some
length, illustrating it by examples proceeding logically from ancient to modern
times and thence back to Richard. In Book III the same abruptness is constantly
apparent because of the compression and deletion. Pressing together of accusation
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and defence deprives the reader of Buc’s gradual rational argument with its
occasionally whimsical character and makes the defences appear much more
polémical — like the harangue for which the book has been justly criticized, in the
name of the wrong author.

Revision badly distorts a description of the relationship of More’s narrative to
the chronicles which followed it. The printed edition merely says that the
chroniclers trusted what More said and followed him, not, as the original explicitly
observes, that they inserted his narrative into their works. Buc’s caution to the
reader about the unreliability of the common chronicles and critical discussions
of their authority are omitted. Since Buc uses these statements about contemporary
historiography to introduce his defence and explain its necessity, the omission not
only deprives us of all awareness of his critical acumen but is structurally quite
crucial. In the original he tells us, in historiographical terms, why a defence of
Richard III is needed. The printed version gives no inkling of any such perception.
It is no wonder that John Hughes, in introducing the printed edition reprinted in
The Complete History of England, seemed to wonder why anyone would want to
defend Richard II1.22

Errors in the printed text are numerous. Some of the foreign words and proper
names which are incorrect in the earlier copies are corrected in print, but as often
as this happens a new glaring error is made in another place. These errors lend the
work an appearance of carelessness and ignorance. Some of the most glaring
mistakes in factual information and proper names can be listed, but the errors in
foreign quotations are far too numerous.

Pr.ed.p. 9 ‘Exon’ for ‘Hexham’

20 ‘Elizabeth Butler’ for ‘Eleanor Butler’ (in Additional also)

25 ‘Norfolk’ for ‘Suffolk’ (all other copies are correct)

27 ‘John Hide’ for ‘John Herd’

30 ‘Fieries’ for ‘Fiennes’

52 ‘Pe. for ‘Pontus’ (Heuterus)

61 ‘Sir Charles Brandon’ for ‘Sir William Brandon’

63 ‘Billington’ for ‘Pilkington’

67 ‘Gadys’ for ‘Cadiz’® (Additional gives ‘Cadish”)

79 ‘Juliola’ for ‘Tulliosa’
“Totheringham’ for ‘Fotheringhay’ (copies give ‘Fotheringham’)

83 ‘Loualto melie’ and ‘Loyalty bindeth men’ for ‘Loyaulte me lie’
and ‘Loyalty bindeth me’ (the latter is also in the earlier MS. copies)

91 ‘Aylau’ for ‘Ayala’

92 ‘Beanely’ for ‘Beauliew’

93 ‘Shrene’ for ‘Sheen’ (Egerton gives ‘Shrene’, Malone ‘Shree’,
Fisher ‘Shreeue’)

97 ‘Walter Blunt’ for ‘Walter Blewyt’

22 Observed by D.R. Woolf, The Idea of History in Early Stuart England (Toronto, 1990), p. 132.

23 Marcham inexplicably seems to consider this spelling acceptable: ‘Buc tells us that he was at the siege of Gadys’,
p- 3. Myers quotes this passage without comment on p. vi of his introduction to the modern reprint of the
1646 edition, though he uses the form ‘Cadiz’ later. Evidently he considers it a valid variant, but apart from
these instances I have never met it as such, and Google does not help.
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100 “York’ for ‘Essex’

129 ‘Don Alde Mendoza’ for ‘Don Alonzo de Mendoza’ (in copies
given as ‘Don Al: de Mendoza’)

141 ‘1493 for ‘1485’ as Richard’s date of death (sic in all copies)
‘Edward’ for ‘Edmund’, Earl of Kent, uncle to Edward III

The word ‘fifth’ is misread as ‘first’ in all copies except Fisher, and so the
printed version absurdly states that Edward III was ‘the first King in a Lineall
descent’ from Henry II (p. 4). A careless compression makes the Bastard of
Fauconberg Earl of Kent rather than son of the earl, an error for which Strype
criticizes Buc, who did not make it (Strype in Complete History, 1, 517n). All the
Editor’s copies, including the printed edition, duplicate the designation ‘of Ross’
and attach it to Sir William Parr as well as to Lord Parr. Instead of stating that
Morton ‘and a certain countess’ were contemplating the death of King Edward’s
sons by poison, a not unlikely proposition, the printed edition states that they were
plotting the death of Edward IV (p. 102), thus depriving Richard’s defenders of
another rumour which might add grist to their mill.

The structure of the printed edition is neatly finished with the inclusion of ‘The
Authors Scope, Peroratio & Votum’, a heading which had appeared in Buc’s
original’s list of contents for Book V but had puzzled the Editor in his previous
copies and been removed from the list of contents for Book V in the manuscripts.
He found it now in Buc’s diffuse summing up of Richard’s case near the end of
Book V so has cut, organized and placed it in a prominent position. Someone has
provided a not very painstaking index and a list of sources, a practice Buc had
considered unnecessary because, as he says, he cites his authors everywhere.
Authorship is cited on the title page: ‘Composed in five Bookes by George Buck
Esquire’.

Sir George Buc’s work, though diffuse, well-documented and researched through
various original documents with the personal assistance of the most eminent
antiquaries of the age, had been reduced by the Editor to a concise summary,
haphazard in its documentation and spellings of proper names and foreign words,
and giving as hearsay what was firsthand information from reliable sources. All
traces of the original author’s identity, his period, his associates, his opinions of
scholarship, of Lancastrian treachery, of Morton’s evil nature, have been erased. The
style, which in the original was plodding and repetitious, has become in places clear
and varied, but often shows extreme carelessness and incongruity and is sometimes
so high-flown as to be completely obscure. It is in the form of this printed edition that
the work is still most commonly known, largely due to the misguided reprinting in
1973 just after the text of my first edition was — and was known to have been —
completed. In recent years another copy of the reissue of 1647 has been digitized*
and erroneously attributed, on the website where it appears, to ‘Sir George Buck’!

24 https://books.google.co.uk/books /edition/The_history_of_the_life_and_reigne_of_Ri.html.
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Buc himself expected that his book ‘would find many censors and critical essayers,
and those of divers kinds: some curious, some jealous, some captious and
peremptory, some incredulous, some scrupulous and some haply malevolent and
malicious. But the fairest censure would be that all was a paradox or contr’opinion’
(text, p. 3). This censure began to be entertained not in reference to the book as he
wrote it but to the edition of it concocted by his great-nephew, George Buck Esq.
(alternatively George Buck Gent.), shortly after its appearance in 1646 as The
History of the Life and Reigne of Richard the Third. It has been subject ever since
to conflicting evaluations on the grounds of both content and style.
Bishop Fuller in his Church History (1655) is very severe about it:
... I confess it is no heresy to maintain a paradox in history; nor
am I such an enemy to wit as not to allow it leave harmlessly to
disport itself for its own content and the delight of others. . . . But
when men shall do it cordially, in sober sadness, to pervert people’s
judgements, and therein go against all received records, I say
singularity is the least fault can be laid to such men’s charge.
Fuller expresses moral indignation that whereas Richard was
low in stature, crook-backed, with one shoulder higher than the
other, having a prominent gobber-tooth, a warlike
countenance; . . . yet a modern author, in a book by him lately set
forth, eveneth his shoulders, smootheth his back, planeth his
teeth, maketh him in all points a comely and beautiful person; nor
stoppeth he here, but, proceeding from his naturals to his morals,
maketh him as virtuous as handsome . . . concealing most, denying
some, defending others of his foulest facts, wherewith in all ages
since he standeth charged on record.’
A note identifies this modern author as ‘George Buck, esq.” In so short a time all
consideration of the original author, Sir George Buc, and his reputation for
scholarship, learning, integrity and dignity have vanished. It is perhaps ironic that
most subsequent accounts should assume that ‘George Buck, Esquire’ is a
misprint or alternative for ‘Sir George Buc’ and that scholars still confuse the two.
On the other hand, an anonymous writer, whose comments George Chalmers
saw in the margin of a copy of Ulpian Fulwell’s Flower of Fame, 1575, in a hand
Chalmers claims to be of James I’s era — which, if so, means it could only be a
response to the original manuscript or a very early copy — speaks highly of the

1 Thomas Fuller, The Church History of Britain, ed. J.S. Brewer (Oxford, 1845), II, 490.The ‘prominent gobber-tooth’
was invented by Richard Baker in A Chronicle of the Kings of England (London, 1643), p. 137. Curious that an
invention c. 160 years after Richard’s death is accepted as ‘received record’ by Fuller.
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author’s treatment of his subject: ‘. . . a just confutation of all their unjust and
false imputations are clearly and with truth wiped of [sic] from that innocent
prince by the thrice noble and famous scoller S.r G. Buc: in v bookes which hee
hath (with special knowledge) written in King Richard’s defence . . .”> Chalmers,
as we may recall, had drawn attention to the younger Buck’s forgery (see above,
p. Ixxiv). Certain antiquarian scholars, probably influenced by Buc’s defence
(though certainly through the medium of his great-nephew) presented favourable
accounts of Richard’s life and reign, a prominent example being William
Winstanley’s England’s Worthies in 1660.

18th-century assessments

The conflict of opinions inspired the republication in 1706 and 1719 of the
younger Buck’s History of the Life and Reigne in A Complete History of England.?
John Hughes, who wrote the preface to it, mentions that on the grounds of content
‘there are various Opinions about it, and ’tis upon this Account that the Booksellers
were advis'd to print it’.* He goes on to criticize it on stylistic grounds: ‘much too
loosely writ for a History, ’tis pedantic and full of Harangue, and may more
properly be call’d a Defence of King Richard than any thing else’. The word
‘harangue’ obviously alludes to the florid style of Buc’s great-nephew, for it is
something of which Buc certainly cannot be accused. The suggestion that it is
more properly described as a defence, too, is more applicable to the printed
edition, with its ramming together of accusation and defence, which obliterates
Buc’s leisurely reasoning methods.

In the 1748 edition of the Biographia Britannica, the annotator Philip Morant
agrees with these stylistic flaws and adds that the History ‘abounds with faults,
which, in a man of his [i.e., Buc’s] learning, is something unaccountable’.’ It is
accountable, of course, by the alterations the Editor and his scribe made both
intentionally and accidentally to Buc’s original, of which Morant was unaware.
Nevertheless, he states that the History was the work by which Sir George Buc
most distinguished himself!

Andrew Kippis, reviser of Biographia Britannica, gives, in 1780, this addition
to the stylistic criticism, tempering it with appreciation of Buc’s ability:

. . . though Buc writes very pedantically, which may partly be
attributed to the fashion of the times, he displays considerable
abilities. His digressions, in particular, though they are introduced
in an improper place, manifest a good portion of antiquarian
knowledge. In his Vindication of Richard the Third, he hath
offered some things worthy of attention; but he writes in so
declamatory a manner, and with so much of the air of a professed
panegyrist, rather than of a cool enquirer into truth, that he makes,
on that account, the less impression upon the minds of his readers.¢

w N

Quoted in [Chalmers], Supplemental Apology, pp. 206f.

London, 1706 and 1719. It has been customary to ascribe this whole work to Bishop White Kennett, who
wrote the final volume, but there is no evidence of his being involved with the first two volumes.

[Hughes], Preface to Complete History, I, sig. av.

[Morant], ‘Buc’, Biographia Britannica, II, 1005n.

Andrew Kippis, ‘Buc’, Biographia Britannica II (London, 1780), 677.
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Again it appears that this reference to panegyric style describes the great-nephew’s
in the printed edition, for Buc’s own could generally be described as that of ‘a
cool enquirer into truth’.

During the eighteenth century the History in its 1646 version was not without
influence. The most important influence on all historians of the period seems to
have lain in its calling attention to the Crowland Chronicle, to a lesser degree in
its use of other original letters in public repositories, and to its discussion of
Perkin Warbeck. Paul de Rapin in his History of England (1728), though generally
following More, advises caution in accepting reports by Lancastrian historians
when they criticize actions by Yorkists and notes that George Buck Esq., as he
correctly terms the Editor, has tried to represent Richard better than tradition
esteemed him.

Thomas Carte in A General History of England (1686-1754) is of all historians
the one who follows the printed edition most closely. He uses it as a source for
factual material, for the order of events, and for interpretations. He follows its
assessment of Richard’s character and the judgment that it was obscured by the
interest which Tudor historians had in calumniating him. He makes explicit Buc/k’s
point that it was necessary for the sons of Edward IV to be believed dead if Henry
VII’s plan to take the crown was to succeed. He points out the inconsistencies in
More’s account of their death, adducing the same arguments as Buc/k against
Richard’s being a murderer and concluding, as does Buc/k, that Edward V died
naturally and Richard of York escaped to reappear as Perkin Warbeck. Carte cites
Buc/k’s references to various manuscript documents without quibble.

‘Historic Doubts’ about Richard III

David Hume in The History of England (1763) is severely traditional and
disapproving of Richard’s apologists, but his friend Horace Walpole wrote the
first full-scale defence since Buc’s. In his review of Walpole’s Historic Doubts on
the Life and Reign of Richard the Third (1768), Edward Gibbon has this to say of
the Editor’s style: ‘Un seul critique (Buck) s’est élevé contre le sentiment général,
mais son ton de panégyriste a révolté tous les esprits’.” [One sole critic has risen
against the general sentiment, but all minds are revolted by his panegyric tone.]
Walpole, like Buc, (text, p. 3), is sensitive to the risk of being considered a
paradoxicalist, and he defends the work against this imputation: ‘Buck, so long
exploded as a lover of paradoxes, and as an advocate for a monster, gains new
credit the deeper this dark scene is fathomed’ (p. 20). And he ends his defence
with an apology similar to Buc’s opening one: ‘I flatter myself that I shall not be
thought either fantastic or paradoxical, for not blindly adopting an improbable
tale ...’ (p. 122).

Compared with Buc’s, Walpole’s is a paltry effort, too flippant in style to be
taken seriously, basing its argument less on original records than on Tudor
historians, on Buck the Younger’s printed version, and on logical assumption.
What Walpole considers logic is not critically informed, and his arguments tend

7 Edward Gibbon, ‘Doubtes Historiques sur la Vie et la Regne du Roi Richard III. Par M. Horace Walpole’, in
Miscellaneous Works (London, 1814), III, 333. It is claimed here that this review was published originally in 1761
[sic] in Mémoires Britanniques.
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to be flimsy and capricious, based on idiosyncratic personal opinion. He uses the
Crowland Chronicle, but he has not Buc’s gift for or perhaps interest in assessing
his sources. Walpole describes the chronicler (inaccurately) as merely ‘a monk
who busies himself in recording the insignificant events of his own order or
monastery, and who was at most occasionally made use of, was not likely to know
the most important and most mysterious secrets of state’ (p. 16). He follows Buc/k
in pointing out (also inaccurately) that More was a young man in low office when
he wrote his Richard, but denies that More had most of his material from Morton,
because Walpole’s social sense does not admit of intimacy between ‘so raw a
youth’ and ‘a prelate of that rank and prime minister’ (p. 18). He joins Buc/k in
pronouncing More’s Richard, like his Utopia, ‘invention and romance’ (p. 19).
Like Buc, Walpole makes mistakes in the literary quotations he occasionally
inserts as illustrations, and his mistakes are so numerous and considerable as to
prove his memory far inferior to Buc’s. Like Buc, he is careless in attributing to
More material which really comes from the post-More sections of Hall and other
Tudor chroniclers. He uses Buc/k uncritically, incorporating the errors of the printed
edition into his own references. Walpole says that he ‘has gone too far; nor are his
style or method to be admired. With every intention of vindicating Richard, he does
but authenticate his crimes, by searching in other story for other instances of what
he calls policy’ (p. 20). This method as used by Buc was not as a defence, but rather
as evidence that irrationally disproportionate blame is being attached to Richard by
his calumniators. Walpole follows his criticism of this method almost immediately
by using reason of state as a defence. Like Buc, Walpole cites classical parallels, at
one point listing beautiful men who have done atrocious deeds. Walpole follows
Buc/k’s lead on the question of Perkin Warbeck, which he examines at length.

The 19th century and Elizabeth of York’s letter
Throughout the nineteenth century the original author’s integrity and careful
methods continued to be ignored. The 1646 edition was the only version consulted
in the belief that it was the only version there was. Chalmers examined at least the
beginning of Tiberius at the end of the eighteenth century (see above, p. 1xxiv)
and noted that there was a later George Buck who appropriated Sir George’s work,
but his observation seems to have had no effect. Nor did an 1850 article in Notes
and Queries® which repeated, though without citing it, what Chalmers had said
over fifty years earlier. Nor did the entry on Buc by Arthur Henry Bullen in the
1885-1900 edition of the DNB: ‘whoever this “Geo. Buck, Gent.”, may have been,
he did not scruple to claim the authorship of the “Eclog” [i.e. Daphnis], and
afterwards of the “History of the Life and Reign of Richard the Third” written by
Sir George Buc. . . . A charred fragment of a manuscript copy of the work, in the
handwriting of Sir George Buc, is preserved among the Cottonian manuscripts’.
Also in the nineteenth century began the focus on the letter written by Elizabeth
of York to the Duke of Norfolk requesting his intercession with the king in the
matter of her marriage (text, p. 191 and Plates II and III), which Buc had seen in
the private collection of Norfolk’s heir, the Earl of Arundel, to whom he dedicated

8 Edward F. Rimbault, Notes and Queries, no. 35 (1850), 73.
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his History. According to the Crowland Chronicle, rumours existed that Richard
wished to marry Elizabeth. Buc interpreted the letter in this light, understanding
by Elizabeth’s saying she feared that ‘the queen would never die’ that she was
expressing her wish to marry the king. Commentators tending to approach the
letter as Buc did with their minds made up do not take seriously enough the likely
possibility that he misconstrued it. Richard’s twentieth-century biographer
Charles Ross failed to consider that it was possible to read the letter otherwise
than as Buc does: that perhaps Elizabeth wished to convey to Richard her wish to
marry, not to marry him (for detailed discussion of the letter’s meaning see
General Notes 191/1-25).

Walpole in 1768 had been the first writer to refer to this letter. Since subsequent
critical opinion against Buc has focused on it to such a disproportionate extent, it
will be instructive to trace responses to it from Walpole to the present day before
turning to consider nineteenth-, twentieth-, and twenty-first century assessments
of the History in more general terms. Walpole cites it incorrectly, stating that
Buc/k says the physicians predicted February as the date of the queen’s demise
and Elizabeth in her letter complained that most of February was passed and she
feared the queen would never die. Walpole defends the existence of this letter:
‘Buck would not have dared to quote her letter as extant in the earl of Arundel’s
library, if it had not actually been there: . . . others of Buck’s assertions having
been corroborated by subsequent discoveries, leave no doubt of his veracity on
this’ (p. 129). He was far more generous than more recent writers.

Nineteenth-century writers (and their twentieth-century followers) heaped
vilification on Buc/k for his audacity in bringing to light a paper which appeared
to cast aspersions on the honour of young English womanhood. This seems to
have originated the positive fixation with assuming that if the documents Buc
cites cannot be found it is obvious that he made them up. ‘If this letter really
existed’, says N. Harris Nicolas, ‘and if Buck has cited it fairly, it would be vain
to contend against such testimony, and Elizabeth’s fame would be irredeemably
affected’. Nicolas goes on,

The character of Buck as a faithless writer is well known; and
even if his notorious inaccuracies and prejudices do not justify the
suspicion that the letter itself was never written, it is not too much
too suggest that the interpretation which he has given it is at
variance with truth. As Buck has inserted copies of several
documents of much less interest, it may be asked, why did he not
give this most important letter at length?°

The answer to this of course is that Buc as an antiquary found legal charters of
much more interest than domestic gossip and more worthy of preservation in
detail. He does state that he is giving Elizabeth’s own words, though he gives
them in indirect discourse. And why, Nicolas asks, did none of the other famous
antiquaries — Dugdale and Wood — copy it? He does not consider whether or not
this was a matter of particular interest to them, on what terms of intimacy they
might be with the Howards, and what the state was of the Howard papers at the

9 Nicholas Harris Nicolas, ‘Memoir’ in Privy Purse Expenses of Elizabeth of York (London, 1830), p. li.
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time when they wrote, later than both Buc and his great-nephew (see pp. lv, ci).
Nicolas goes on in his notes to expound, just in case the letter did exist, some
tortuous theories of how Buc/k might have misinterpreted it, since he regards it as
too prejudicial to Elizabeth to be true as reported.

Nicolas’s absurdities on this point are adopted by numerous other writers. John
Heneage Jesse in his Memoirs of King Richard the Third seems to be following
Nicolas when he says,

Buck is acknowledged to have been a highly prejudiced, and not
always trustworthy chronicler. . . . On the other hand, admitting
Buck to be a faithless chronicler, and the disappearance of the
letter to be a very suspicious circumstance, there is still the
difficulty of believing that anyone could so grossly and impudently
outstep his duty as a writer of history, as to interlard it with
positive fiction.!°

So in defence of Buc/k’s honour this time rather than Elizabeth’s, Jesse follows
Nicolas’s arguments of possible misquotation. He has already ‘proved’ Buc/k to
hold an ‘unscrupulous partiality’!! in showing how his quotation of Richard’s
epitaph (of which no trace exists in the original manuscript) differs in several
points from Sandford’s. He ignores the fact that Sandford and Buc copied the
epitaph from different manuscripts, takes no account of editorial corruption or
printer’s errors, and is unaware that the 1646 edition does not come from the
original author. (That said, Buc does show a tendency to ‘improve’ sources so
they speak less vituperatively of Richard.)

Caroline Halsted, while expressing extreme scepticism, and speaking of the
letter and its source with considerable inaccuracy, admits the possibility that
Elizabeth could have been referring to some other potential match:

If Sir George Buck had himself seen the letter, and spoken of its
contents from his own knowledge — if either himself or any other
writer had inserted a copy of it, or even a transcript from the
‘original draft’, then, indeed, it would have been difficult to set
aside such testimony. But considering that every search has been
made for the alleged autograph, — that no trace of such a document
has ever been discovered, or even known to have existed, — that
no person is named as having seen it, or is instanced in support of
its validity, — and moreover, that Sir George Buck, throughout his
history of Richard III, inserts at full length copies of almost every
other instrument to which he refers, or gives marginal references
to the source whence his authority was derived, but, in this
instance, contents himself with merely stating the fact, and giving
the substance of a letter which he appears to have received from
rumour or hearsay information, the conviction cannot but arise
that the letter in question was either not the production of Elizabeth
of York, or, if so, that the insinuations referred to in it were
misconstrued, and that its contents had reference to some other

10 John Heneage Jesse, Memoirs of King Richard the Third and Some of His Contemporaries (London, 1862), p. 316.
11 Thid., p. 226.
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individual, and not, as was supposed, to her uncle.*?

She then goes on in a note to quote Nicolas’s conjectures as to possible
misinterpretations of the letter. Halsted seems curiously unaware that even the
printed edition gives a marginal as well as a textual reference stating that the letter
is in Arundel’s cabinet. Had she examined Buc’s original, available by that time in
the British Museum, she would have found that he clearly states that he did see it
and was shown it by Arundel, who must, consequently, have seen it as well, indeed
have brought it to his attention. Halsted exaggerates Nicolas’s statement when she
says that Buck gives copies of every other document he uses. This is far from true:
he generally paraphrases and sometimes makes minor changes.

With James Gairdner we return to the sense of outrage perpetrated against
English womanhood and a consequent ambivalence in his disposition on one
hand to respect Buc/k and his unwillingness on the other to accept Elizabeth’s
humanity. He begins by saying the letter cannot be ignored, ‘however revolting
and opposed to natural expectation’. But there are, he says with relief, grounds for
incredulity. His statement of them, incorporating by paraphrase then seeming to
contradict the errors made by Nicolas and Halsted, is too silly to resist quoting in
full:

Buck does not expressly say that he had seen the letter himself;,
and we might, perhaps, rather infer the contrary, from the fact that
he only gives the substance of it in his own words, whereas he has
quoted at full length many documents of less importance. On the
other hand, if it is not clear that Buck saw it, there is not a tittle of
evidence to show that anyone else did. No reference is made to it
by any of the great antiquaries and historians of Buck’s day — by
Stow, or Speed, or Holinshed, or Camden. No person appears to
have seen it before, no person appears to have seen it since, and
nothing is known of its existence now. Add to this the fact that
Buck, even though not altogether dishonest (and I see no reason
to think him so), was by no means an impartial historian, but an
essayist bent on justifying a paradox, and that such a letter, if it
really existed, was of very great service to his argument. Taking
all these circumstances into consideration — together with the
further possibility that the letter, even if it existed, may have been
misconstrued — we ought certainly to be pardoned for indulging a
belief, or, at all events, a charitable hope, that Elizabeth was
incapable of sentiments so dishonourable and repulsive.

At the same time it must be remarked that Buck’s abstract of the
letter is very minute, and such as would follow pretty closely the
turns of expression in a genuine original; that he expressly declares
the MS. to be the autograph or original draft; and that the horrible
perversion and degradation of domestic life which it implies is
only too characteristic of the age. Still, it would certainly appear
from the little we know of her after life that Elizabeth of York was

12 Caroline A. Halsted. Richard III as Duke of Gloucester and King of England (London, 1844), II, 388f.
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not destitute of domestic feeling; and that she could have been
eager to obtain the hand of her brothers’ murderer is really too
monstrous to be believed."

In case, however, the letter should not after all be a forgery passed off on Buc/k,
‘or by him upon his readers’, Gairdner attempts to explain how it might have been
written (with a few minor ‘errors’ such as the substitution of the word ‘father’ for
‘husband’) by Elizabeth Woodville!

This account reaches almost the limit of absurdity. Gairdner sees no reason to
assume Buc(k?) dishonest, yet this may be a forgery palmed off by him on his
readers. ‘Not a tittle’ of evidence exists that anyone saw the letter, but Gairdner
has not bothered to look for evidence in the most likely place, Buc’s original
work, housed in the British Museum. He fails to consider the interests and
methods of Stow, Speed, Holinshed, and Camden (whom he arbitrarily substitutes
for Nicolas, Dugdale, and Wood): how far in advance of them Buc was in his
treatment of this subject, and his association, which they did not all share, with
the Howards. The description of Buc as ‘an essayist bent on justifying a paradox’
can result only from Gairdner’s confusing him with Sir William Cornwallis. Buc
wrote in diverse forms, but the essay is not one of them. Clearly both Halsted and
Gairdner were relying on their memories rather than recent consultation of even
the 1646 edition.

Polarized attitudes to Richard III

The nineteenth and early twentieth centuries saw a close battle develop between
two extremes, Richard’s defenders and Richard’s attackers. Attitudes to Buc/k
affected as well as reflecting these extremes. Halsted, the nineteenth century’s
major defender, follows Walpole closely in appraising Buc/k, except that she
credits him because he agrees with Commynes and the Parliament Rolls, whereas
Walpole credited Commynes because he agreed with Buc/k and the Parliament
Rolls. Halsted observes that Buc/k ‘appears to have had access to documents no
longer extant’!* but does not appear to have looked for them. She uses Buc/k as a
serious source, though she feels she must apologize for doing so by citing
Walpole’s approval of him. But she, like Walpole, uses him haphazardly and
uncritically, incorporating into her own defence errors in the printed edition and
paraphrases of other authors which originated with Buc. Her organization is an
improvement on Buc/k’s, following chronological order, dealing with accusations
according to the order of events. This entails digressing to argue cases in defence,
but the overall structure is clearer. She follows Buc/k’s method and arguments in
defending Richard against the numerous accusations against him, particularly in
the matter of deformity, adding to his arguments further evidence discovered at a
later date. That this is also the method employed by Sir Clements Markham in
1906 and Paul Murray Kendall in 1955 shows how firm is Buc’s groundwork in
establishing methods and arraying evidence for later defenders to build upon.
Halsted follows Buc/k and Walpole in pursuing the question of Perkin Warbeck’s
identity.

13 James Gairdner, History of the Life and Reign of Richard the Third (Cambridge, 1898), p. 203.

14 Halsted, I, 95.



THE HISTORY AND ITS CRITICS cv

Gairdner’s ambivalent attitude has already been amply demonstrated. He uses
the same sources as Buc does, with the addition of MS. Harleian 433, but no more
critically than does Buc. He does not differentiate between More and Polydore
Vergil and their followers and copiers (Hall, Grafton, Holinshed, Stow). He gives
whole passages of More’s invented speeches and Hall’s battle orations as factual
quotations. Examples of Gairdner’s carelessness in use of both primary and
secondary sources are his lack of awareness that Buc derived from the Titulus
Regius the information that Eleanor (Talbot) Butler rather than ‘Elizabeth Lucy’
was Edward’s contracted spouse; and his wild statement that a further century and
a quarter elapsed after Buc before the Titulus Regius was discovered.'’ Gairdner
was the first to undertake a large-scale discussion of Perkin Warbeck with intent
to prove that he was not the Duke of York. He is the first writer to set about trying
to prove Richard’s alleged crimes by use of historical evidence, and he fails
because he cannot or will not examine his sources critically. This is a skill in
which Buc, nearly three centuries before, surpassed him.

Sir Clements Markham, Gairdner’s antagonist, who was not an historian, links
Buc with Stow, Grafton, Hall, and Holinshed as authors who copied from earlier
writers and therefore cannot be considered authorities except when they introduce
documents as evidence. This is just, to a degree, though it ignores Buc’s difference
from the other four in that he exercises some critical judgment in the use of his
secondary sources, deciding which are most authoritative on which subjects,
rather than copying them wholesale as do the other writers on the list. And it also
ignores Buc’s determination to assess his sources and what they say critically
according to the bias of the times in which they wrote. Markham is the first to take
cognizance of Buc’s original manuscript at all, though he utterly misunderstands
the relationship between it and the printed edition, concluding that though the
work was published in 1646 under the name of George Buck Esq., the existence
of the manuscript in the British Museum citing Sir George as author proved the
substitution of ‘Esq.’” for ‘Sir’ an error. Contradicting the writers who had noticed
the original manuscript and deduced from it Buck the Younger’s theft, his theory
permits the identification of the printed edition with the original manuscript to
persist, both being accepted as the work of Sir George Buc. Markham is at least
able somewhat to see Sir George in his own right, as a man Camden praised for
his distinction in learning.

Markham follows Buc’s structure in dividing his own book: half is a
chronological biography, half a discussion of the ‘authorities’ and a defence of
Richard from the accusations against him one by one. Like Buc, he discusses
Tudor sources and ‘proves’ that Morton wrote More’s Richard III. Thereafter he
gives all references to More’s work as ‘Morton’ (as Buc gives many of his as
‘Morton and More’). Just as Buc vilifies More to call attention to his unreliability,
so Markham vilifies Morton. He agrees with Buc in making Morton the author of
all slanders against Richard and even enlarges on this, showing how the slanders
travelled with Morton wherever he went, both in England and abroad. Like Buc,
he dislikes Henry VII and praises Queen Elizabeth. His general assessment of

15 Gairdner, p. 92.
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Richard is the same as Buc’s: he attributes to him the same virtues on similar
evidence. Buc occasionally sentimentalizes his portrait of Richard; Markham
sentimentalizes it even further. He deviates from Buc, however, regarding Perkin
Warbeck, for his theory that Henry VII murdered the sons of Edward IV after
Richard’s death invalidates Warbeck’s claim. This theory of murder is certainly as
speculative a case as the most speculative Buc propounded. As for the Elizabeth
of York letter, ‘Buck no doubt was prejudiced, but not more so than the Tudor
chroniclers. He blunders and is uncritical, yet there is no reason to impugn his
good faith’.'6
Shakespeare scholarship has, understandably, not been kind to Richard III,

Shakespeare devotees often feeling it is necessary to take every word of this
writer of dramatic fiction as historical truth. Horace Howard Furness in the first
Variorum edition says dogmatically, ‘the character drawn by that mighty hand is
the one which all of us remember and accept as true, in spite of all apologists’.!”
And he quotes Bishop Fuller’s abusive remarks (see above, p. xcvii) to apply to
all defenders of Richard, among whom he lists Buc, Walpole, Halsted and
Markham. As an assessment of Buc’s style, Furness quotes R.G. White:

As history, it is neither more nor less interesting than the older

chronicles. At times the excess of quotations from Latin authors is

not only bewildering but exasperating. Sir George apparently

belongs to that class of writers to whom the effort of recording

their thick-coming fancies presents but slight difficulty . . .'8
Clearly Shakespeare scholars of the previous century were not concerned with
literary styles favoured by writers of their hero’s period.

20th-century traditionalists and revisionists
Challenges to Elizabeth of York’s letter resumed in the twentieth century,
apparently having acquired such great authority through repetition and accretion
that in order to attack it seems to have become quite unnecessary to read Buc/k at
all by the time David MacGibbon wrote in 1938:

There does not seem to be an atom of truth in the letter printed by

Buck in Kennet’s [sic] History of England . . . in which he quotes

a so-called ‘authentic’ letter written by the Princess Elizabeth to

Richard III stating that she was willing to become his wife. It

seems rather peculiar that Buck is the only person to mention this

letter, and that its contents were invaluable to him in his attempt at

defending Richard IIT’s character.!®

Because of his stylistic carelessness, it is necessary in part to guess at what

MacGibbon means. We are expected, it seems, to imagine Buc (or Buck) alive in
1706 and 1719, printing his letter in A Complete History of England. Even the
text printed there, the most distant version from Buc’s original, states quite plainly

16 Clements R. Markham, Richard III: His Life and Character (London, 1906), p. 229n.

17 Horace Howard Furness, Jr., in William Shakespeare, TheTragedy of Richard the Third, Variorum, 3rd ed. (Philadelphia,
1908), p. x.

18 R.G. White, quoted in Furness, p, 548f.

19 David MacGibbon, Elizabeth Woodville (London, 1938), p. 183n.
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that the letter was from Elizabeth to Norfolk, not to Richard, and makes no overt
statement ‘that she was willing to become his wife’ (this is, if anything, an
understatement of what she is deemed by most commentators to have been
communicating by innuendo in the letter as Buc and even Buck cited it). And in
fact it has been toned down from what (I am sure incorrectly) may have been
Buc’s own understanding of it, since the Editor has deleted her commitment to
Richard ‘in body, and in all’. The contents have assumed such importance only
because so many people a) have prurient taste and imagination, b) have used them
as a vehicle for attacking Buc/k. They were far from ‘invaluable to him in his
attempt at defending Richard III’s character’ but were little more than a sideline
in his arguments relating to one of the more minor accusations against Richard.
These attitudes resolved themselves, stripped of their grossest absurdities, into
AR. Myers’s statement in 1968 that ‘it is hard to accept Buc’s testimony on this,
for no one else has ever seen this document’.2’ Not a single one of these ‘experts’
takes into account the tremendous difficulties of keeping a manuscript from
destruction or loss over centuries and the survival of such a very small proportion
of manuscripts known to have existed in that time.

Paul Murray Kendall produced a revisionist biography of Richard III in 1955,
He criticized Buc/k in both, basing his remarks entirely on the 1646 edition
(History of the Life and Reigne of Richard the Third): there is no evidence of his
seeking out the original. He considers Buck’s work ‘so desultory in organization
as to make for grim reading’.?! And again we hear the complaint that Buck is
‘blundering and uncritical’,? echoing Markham’s ‘He blunders and is uncritical’
quoted above. Nevertheless it was Buck who also first pointed out ‘some of the
inaccuracies of Vergil and More, . . . sought sources more nearly contemporary
with Richard than the Tudor writers, and . . . thus was the first to reveal that the
Tudor tradition was not inviolable’.?

Kendall followed this with an edition of More and Walpole under the composite
title Richard III: The Great Debate, in which he includes criticisms of the Life and
Reigne: its style is ‘tiresome’, ‘cumbersome’ and ‘capricious’.?* Some of these
criticisms are just: it is, as he says, capricious, though Buc’s original cannot be so
described — but of course Kendall is not describing the original. Despite Walpole’s
scholarly inferiority and stylistic inanity, Kendall claims to consider More and
Walpole ‘the original antagonists of the Great Debate’,>* bypassing Cornwallis
and Buc. Naturally he is constrained by More and Walpole being the two authors
whose works have been chosen to appear in The Great Debate which Kendall is
editing here. Yet a few pages later he repeats his observations from the biography,
that Buck was the first to undermine Tudor orthodoxy (confusingly, he is actually
speaking of Buck the Younger while misleadingly naming him ‘Sir George Buc’);
this author, he says,

composed the first full-scale attack on the Tudor tradition . . . For

20 Myers, ‘Richard III and Historical Tradition’, p. 186.

21 Paul Murray Kendall, Richard I1I (New York, 1955), p. 506.

22 Richard I1I, p. 506.

23 Ibid.

24 Richard I11: the Great Debate, ed. Paul Kendall (London, 1965), pp. 8-9.
25 Great Debate, p. 5.
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all his Yorkist partisanship . . . Buc was a friend of the best
antiquaries of the day, John Stow, William Camden, and Sir Robert
Cotton; he conscientiously searched old records, and was the first
to make use of the late fifteenth-century ‘Second Continuation’ of
the Croyland Chronicle, a source of great importance, in
attempting to discredit More’s History.?

Kendall claims that he ‘is driven, like Cornwallis, to dispose of the Tudor
tradition by dismissing its charges as improbabilities or justifying them on the
basis of raison d’Etat’ *” This is exactly what Kendall himself does in his biography
on occasions when he is unable to prove a point conclusively yet wishes to
promote a more balanced judgment of Richard III. Kendall solves the problem of
organization by using chronological order and relegating the defences and debates
to end notes and appendices. This means one must read with one finger in the
corresponding page of notes, which is awkward but allows for an uninterrupted
narrative if one does not consult them. He manages at last to achieve near
perfection in standards of quotation and documentation. Yet he is not unlike Buc
(or indeed More) in inventing, to fill out his picture, speeches, scenes and
conjectured emotions and thoughts for which his sources give no actual basis but
which are not incongruous with them.

A.R. Myers and the 1973 reprint of Buck ‘1647 [sic]
The historian A.R. Myers wrote about Buc in articles in History Today (1954) and
History (1968). In the second article Myers indicates awareness that the
composition of Buc’s History significantly predated the publication by his great-
nephew. And he is aware to some extent of the work’s nature, though he has clearly
not consulted it except, perhaps, very cursorily.

Buc clears the king of every charge made against him; he denies

that Richard was a villain and asserts that on the contrary he was

a good king whose memory had been blackened by Tudor

historians. Buc was an antiquary of some note, a member of the

first Society of Antiquaries; and it may be through the contacts of

this society, especially Sir Robert Cotton, that he was able to

consult many of the Cotton MSS. and the public records.?®

Yet while professing to assess Buc’s History, Myers has not read even the first

pages of the original carefully enough to know that it was through Cotton, Camden
and Brooke, not to mention Arundel, that Buc gained access to certain of the
records mentioned. Myers’s tendency is to quote from the printed edition and
ignore not only the original author’s work, but also the early copies (which
preserve much more of his work than does the printed edition), while saying that
‘no one has ever seen’ manuscripts which Buc carefully documents, such
documentation often being available in the manuscript copies. At one point Myers
attributes to him a bizarre etymological discourse which is actually an editorial

26 Ihid., p. 8.
27 Ibid., p. 9.
28 Myers, ‘Richard III and Historical Tradition’, 185f.
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insertion in the printed edition, appearing in no other version.?® His conclusion is
that Buc’s use of documents is careless, if not downright dishonest, and hence
likely to be unreliable where it cannot be checked. Thus ‘except for his criticism
of More, Buc’s defence of Richard III does not amount to much’.%° It is, he feels,
most interesting as an example of contemporary scholarship, which showed ‘great
erudition, but little critical method’.3' But Myers fails in arguing this case — in
fact has no case — because to illustrate the point he then presents a jumble of
examples from both Buc and his great-nephew, without distinguishing between
them.

In 1925 Frank Marcham, writing of Sir George Buc’s History of King Richard
I11, had said that because ‘the edition of 1646 is nearly worthless . . . the History
should be carefully edited’.3> Despite this, and although my edition of the original
had been in progress for some years and was known to be almost finished, with
the text completed, it was decided in 1972 to reprint the 1646 edition. It came out
in 1973, the year I completed my edition with introduction and notes. A.R. Myers
was chosen to write an introduction to the reprint, which he insisted on describing
as the ‘2nd edition’ (to repeat, the reissue of 1647 was simply a means of disposing
of leftover sheets of the sole edition of 1646, there was thus no second edition).*
Myers’s introduction is extraordinarily careless. Inevitably he relies heavily on
Eccles for factual details, sometimes (though less inevitably) very heavily indeed
for wording and structure. But by only glancing at the author’s original and
depending on the printed edition for all illustrations, while presumably trusting
no one will consult Tiberius, Myers again makes out a case for the elder Buc’s
irresponsibility entirely on the basis of his great-nephew’s shoddy revision of his
work. Ideas referred to as Buc’s own are invariably illustrated by a quotation from
his great-nephew’s version, with all its alterations and misprints. He clearly wants
to make Buc look irresponsible, and by this method succeeds.

In ‘Richard III and Historical Tradition’, p. 187, he had attacked Buc for an
etymological derivation which exists only in the printed version. In his introduction
to the printed edition when again he mentions ‘Buc’s’ ‘far-fetched etymologies’
(p. vii) he is wise enough not to support the statement by quoting from the printed
edition: he gives it no support but simply refers the reader to the ‘pertinent
criticism’ of Biographia Britannica (see above, p. xcviii), which attacks Buc’s
style on the basis of his great-nephew’s publication. Buc does in fact give ‘far-
fetched etymologies’ at times (different from the ones Myers cites), but Myers
makes no allowance for the fact that the science of etymology was only in its
infancy in his time. Indeed most historians of the fifteenth century seem ignorant
of and uninterested in the ethos and the facts of late sixteenth- and early
seventeenth-century scholarship, though not hesitant to make pronouncements on
it). Most also seem curiously unaware of the perishable nature of old manuscripts,
not grasping what a small fraction survive and why this should be so.

29 Ibid., p. 187.

30 Ibid., p 186.

31 Ibid.

32 Marcham, p. 3.

33 Myers, Introduction to Buck, p. vi, n. 1. See above, pp. Ixiv-Ixv for my proof that the 1647 was a reissue.
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Three examples are given to illustrate Buc’s unreliability, the first two being
quotations from the printed edition, one of them cited with an incorrect page
number. One is the omission from a quotation from the Crowland Chronicle of
the word ‘violenti’, which Myers calls the ‘crucial word’.>* In citing this he does
not choose the example for himself but follows John Strype,* though not
acknowledging him. Setting aside the fact that the word ‘violenti’ is not necessarily
crucial in the context, and that Buc was using a manuscript no longer available to
us, Myers has neglected to note that there is no way we can determine positively
whether or not Buc did omit the word, since the section of the passage in which it
would have occurred (or not) is burnt away in the original manuscript: the deletion
may have resulted from an error on the part of the Editor or his scribe. It may of
course have been an example of a tendency Buc demonstrates elsewhere to soften
references to Richard. But no firm decision can be made on this quotation, since
evidence of the omission is lost.

Again Myers fails to adjust his frame of reference to the period in which Buc
was writing and the conventions of that period. Buc tells us when he is quoting
exactly, but his usual tendency is to paraphrase, a practice for which he feels no
need for apology because he does not claim to do otherwise. Since he tells us
what his source is, we can check the original if we so desire.

Myers attacks Buc’s use of sources by devious means. Referring to Richard’s
participation or lack thereof in the slaying of Henry VI’s son, he quotes Buc as
saying, ‘I have seen a faithful Manuscript Chronicle of those times, that the Duke
of Gloucester only of all the great Persons stood still and drew not his Sword’ and
says ‘No one else has ever seen this document’. Buc documents it (at least the
manuscript copies do, the margin being burnt away in the original) as ‘Chronicis
in quarto MS. apud Dom. Rob. Cotton’ (see text, p. 134, S5th marginal note). Buc
mentions this document several times (I am assuming it is the only unnamed
chronicle on the relevant period in the collection), and it is the sole document he
cites from Cotton’s library that cannot now be found, which, in view of the losses
by borrowing, vermin, flood, and fire is a quite extraordinary record. Since his
purpose in documenting was to lead others to his sources, why should anyone
think Buc would not have given them as accurately as possible? Again, Myers
shows no historical imagination, judging practices of the early seventeenth
century by modern standards.

The next illustration is so blatant an example of either extreme carelessness or
extreme perversity that it vitiates everything Myers may have to say in commenting
on Buc. Again, he borrows this criticism from Strype (I, 525), again without
acknowledgement. It is a claim that Buc ‘quotes a statement in Camden which no
one has seen since’.>¢ Setting aside the impossibility of proving that no one has
ever seen any document, the Britannia is still Camden’s most widely read work.
The citation to which Myers refers — one for which Buc even gives the particular

34 Myers, Introduction to Buck, p. vii. See p. 139 in the present text and note thereto. Myers cites it as being on
p- 46 of the printed edition. It is in fact on p. 84.

35 Complete History, I, 525.

36 Myers, Introduction to Buck, p. vii, n. 4.
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section of the Britannia where it occurs®’ — can most easily be located in that work
by looking up ‘Richard III’ in the index and turning to the page number there
listed: in the 1607 edition it is on p. 261. A not dissimilar remark (that Richard,
though living an evil life, made good laws) appears earlier in his Remaines (1605,
p. 217). It seems that again, wishing to save the trouble of looking it up, Myers
has done no more than copy Strype, an editor he himself has criticized, who was
equally disinclined to look up the citation in Camden. He concludes his discussion
satisfied, despite having given an account of George Buck Esq.’s plagiarism, that
the printed edition somehow (he does not say how) represents the original author’s
intention.

No page number is given for the next example, so it is impossible to trace its
source. It is a statement that ‘Buc says that Bishop was condemned in Richard’s
parliament of 1484 of necromancy along with Thomas Nandik and William
Knyvet’,*® an assertion that misrepresents information given in the Parliament
Roll. No one by the name of ‘Bishop’ is mentioned anywhere in Buc’s History or
in any of its later versions. It may have been Myers’s intention to refer to Bishop
Morton. But we can only conjecture, since Buc, like the Act of Attainder he cites,
describes only Nandick as a necromancer (see below, text pp. 54, 121, 163, and
188).

Some of Myers’s points on texts are extremely confusing or confused. His
perverseness in referring to the great-nephew’s work as if it were the original
author’s carries over even to comments on Daphnis, and here no lack of
accessibility can support him in choosing the version he does: he chooses the
least accessible, referring to the work not in Buc’s own printed edition or even in
his great-nephew’s printed version, but inexplicably (and he does not try to explain
it) in the great-nephew’s manuscript reworking. Myers claims that the younger
Buck dropped the lines on Richard III from Daphnis, though he himself had just
quoted them from his manuscript two pages earlier.’® As for the History, the
manuscript’s being ‘heavily . . . erased by the great-nephew’ (p. viii) is mentioned,
but since no folio references are given, this statement cannot be checked. I am
aware of only one erasure (see above, p. Ixxxv). Oddly, he speaks of Tiberius as if
there were not very much left of the original.

Myers states that Malone preceded Egerton, which my comparative study of
the manuscripts shows to be impossible. Not troubling to analyse the manuscripts
comparatively, he bases his assertion on Malone’s dedicatee dying in 1640 (see
above, pp. Ixxxii-lIxxxiii for consideration of these points).

Further, on the basis of the existence of what he calls a 1647 ‘2nd edition’, he
judges that the work must have been popular. But this is only a reissue (see above,
pp. Ixiv-1xv), not a second edition. A reissue, as opposed to an edition, may
indicate the unpopularity of a work, certainly never the opposite. Myers refers to
the printed edition as ‘scarce’. It was in 1973 reasonably easy to find in major
libraries and also from antiquarian booksellers. Demand certainly did not outstrip

37 Dobuni. This appears in the copies as ‘Dolucu’. The printed edition (p. 24) just gives ‘Cambden’ as a marginal
note.

38 Myers, Introduction to Buck, p. vii, n. 3.

39 Ibid., pp. viii and vi. And see above p. xxxii.
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supply. He also refers to its ‘usefulness’, but never explains in what this consists,
why anyone would want to read it, what it might be useful for. ‘No doubt it would
be desirable to have a proper edition of the original; but this will be a long and
difficult task, in view of the state of B.M. Cottonian MS. Tiberius E.X’.*° Since
Myers was aware that I was at the time engaged in creating such an edition, this
is patronizing in the extreme. Long and difficult it was, but by the time this reprint
of the Life and Reigne appeared it was finished. (It did take six years to be
published after that, not an inordinate length of time for finding a publisher for a
large work and for the mechanics of publishing it.)

From 1646 to the late twentieth century, criticisms of Buc were muddied not
only by worship of More, of the Tudors, of Elizabeth of York, of Shakespeare, of
tradition in general. They came also through the misidentification of the 1646
edition as Buc’s original work, or the indiscriminate citing of original or printed
edition under the assumption that they were similar enough for it not to matter.
Yarnold in the nineteenth century never published his intended edition of Egerton
2216. But he was aware that some clarification of inaccuracies would result from
the substitution even of this, the earliest extant copy, for the garbled and truncated
version of 1646:

An imperfect edition of this important work . . . which, defective
and incorrect as it is, is now rarely to be met with, and at
considerable price. The intended edition, given literally from the
ORIGINAL MANUSCRIPT of Sir George Buck [sic], will be
found to contain considerably more of interesting matter than the
former one. Several omissions, which in the prior edition had
occasioned some plausible cavils at his integrity as an historian,
or obtained for him the character of a ‘lover of paradoxes’, are
now fully rectified; and the imperfect marginal Notes of the
printed copy, which had given rise to charges of misquotation,
will be supplied by the original references to personal and oral
testimony.*!

1973 to the present
When I had completed my edition in 1973 I assumed that the 1646 version would
never be used again, existing only in expensive antiquarian copies and rare book
rooms of libraries. Even after its ill-advised reprinting (also in 1973), I naively
thought the problems of misjudging Sir George Buc’s work which it had caused
for so long would be at an end. I felt I had shown clearly that the 1646 edition had
so little to do with the original author’s work as to be not just ‘nearly worthless’,
as Marcham had said in 1925, but now completely so, since someone wishing to
consult it no longer had to choose between trying to read the original manuscript
with the difficulties it presented, being both in draft and in a damaged state, and
settling for a badly edited, extremely sloppy and severely shortened late version.
I reckoned, though, without two factors: that the reprint, particularly one
fronted with the name of an historian of repute, no matter how careless,

40 Ibid., p. ix.
41 MS. Egerton 2218, f. 2.
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perfunctory, and sometimes downright inaccurate his introduction, remained
desirable because, worthless or not, it had the ‘advantages’ of being half as long,
therefore much quicker to read, and was also noticeably cheaper. And finally my
edition went out of print, though not before being lodged in university and
research libraries worldwide. I next assumed that once the reprint sold out the
ground would become more even, but then Amazon came into being. Though I
tried for ten years to persuade them to make a clear distinction between my edition
and the reprint of the 1646 Life and Reigne, they chose not to; and so, not
unnaturally assuming them to be the same work, people chose to buy the cheaper
version rather than my edition whose price went up absurdly the longer it was out
of print. The result has been a great deal of confusion, even people who describe
themselves as historians preferring to use the 1646 edition (or rather what they
persist in calling the ‘1647 edition’ — something that never existed — though there
had at least been a correction in the Wing STC’s 2nd edition of 1994).*> Latterly
people have the ease of being able to consult the worthless 1646 edition free on
the web as well.

Charles Ross, in his Richard I1I, published in 1981, was the first major historian
to use the original in my edition. He points out that

Until recently, historians have had to rely upon a much truncated
and spoilt version of his work published by his nephew [sic]. .. in
1646. Now . . . the elder Buck emerges as a more serious defender
of Richard’s reputation than had hitherto been thought, more
careful in his use of sources and less haphazard in his
method. . . . Although he remains an irritating author in some
ways, crabbed in style, diffuse and prolix . . . his defence of
Richard is not without its merits.**

He then goes on to mention the Elizabeth of York letter: ‘Given the greater
conscientiousness of documentation we now know to have been shown by the
elder Buck in contrast with his nephew, it is hard to brush aside this circumstantial
statement. Yet, since the letter has not been seen since, it is difficult to accept it*.**

Jeremy Potter, in 1983, discussing the Elizabeth of York letter, mentions that
‘most historians have roundly denounced it as an invention of the deranged Sir
George’* — an opinion which in fact I have not encountered. Potter is willing to
state of Sir George ‘it is apparent from Kincaid’s edition of his History that he
was a genuine scholar’.*¢ He goes on to point out that traditionalists might assume
the letter to be dictated by Elizabeth Woodville in hope of restoring her status,
noting that ‘the language of love is formal only’#? (the first time this had been
recognized in print, historical perspective at last being allowed to enter the
picture). This, he goes on, makes sense of the resistance to the idea by Richard’s
42 A Short Title Catalogue of Books Printed in England, Scotland, Ireland, Wales and British America, 1614-1700, compiled by Donald

Wing, rev. and ed. by WA. Jackson, et al., 2nd ed. (New York, 1994). Number 5306 under ‘[Buck, Sir George]’

cites the 1646 edition of The History of the Life and Reigne of Richard the Third and number 5307 is given as ‘[Anr. Issue.]

1647’.This had previously appeared in the 1972 ed. by Wing as ‘Second edition’.
43 Charles Ross, Richard III (London, 1981), pp. xlviiif.
44 Ibid., p. Ixix.
45 Jeremy Potter, Good King Richard? (London, 1983), p. 170.

46 Ibid.
47 Ibid.
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northern supporters, who, because they enjoyed profits taken from the Woodvilles,
resisted the possibility of their returning to power.

Nicholas Pronay and John Cox in the introduction to their edition of The
Crowland Chronicle cite Buc as the first person to use the Chronicle, ‘a product
of that underworld which had grown up by the close of the Tudor period in reaction
to the insistent and all-embracing propaganda . . . with which the Tudors sought
to establish and legitimate their regime’. While finding the work tendentious, they
recognize the author as ‘a well-informed and researching historian by habit and a
member of the circle of Elizabethan and Jacobean antiquarians and collectors of
medieval manuscripts.’® They are critical of the 1646 edition, and appear to feel
the edition of the original vindicates Sir George: ‘As we now know, Buck was a
much more serious student of records than he emerged from the pages of the
edition which his much less able nephew [sic] had published from his . . . draft
some twenty years later’ (p. 4).

Among historians, D.R. Woolf has clearly read the whole work and the
introduction carefully. When he comes to speak of the rehabilitation of Richard
III in The Idea of History in Early Stuart England he finds Buc’s achievement
impressive, while feeling that he overstated his case. He calls his book

one of the most original pieces of historical writing in the early
seventeenth century. Through careful research, faultless
documentation, and a skilful, lawyer-like erosion of the credibility
of the architects of the Ricardian myth (especially Thomas More),
Buck single-handedly carried out the first full-scale reappraisal of
the king’s reign in the history of English historiography.
Unknown except in the pirated version, which makes a much
weaker case, the History had little influence on later historians,
but it is something of a milestone in seventeenth-century
historiography nonetheless. Buck had assumed a radically
innovative perspective on an important episode in English history,
and from that position reordered and reshaped the evidence until
it revealed an entirely different picture, while unravelling the
arguments of his predecessors; furthermore, he searched beyond
the official narrative sources to examine all the evidence related to
his case.*

David Weil Baker, too, clearly read both the introduction and the text for his
excellent article on the contribution made by the defence of Richard III to
Jacobean support of Parliamentary authority (see above, p. xlviii for discussion of
this).

On the other hand, Anthony Pollard, who attempts in Richard IIl and the
Princes in the Tower* to achieve a balance between attack and defence of Richard,
treats Buc slightingly, attributing to him a desire to portray, because his family

48 The Crowland Chronicle Continuations,1459-1486, ed. Nicholas Pronay and John Cox ([Gloucester], 1986),
Introduction, pp. 3-4.

49 The ldea of History (Toronto, 1990), pp. 128 and 132.

50 Stroud, 1991.



THE HISTORY AND ITS CRITICS cXV

came from Yorkshire, a northern view of Richard III.5! Just after mentioning Sir
William Cornwallis by full name and title, he refers to Buc as simply ‘George’.
His one quotation from Buc is not quite accurate and in his two citations the page
numbers are both incorrect. He fails to recognize Buc as significant for the sources
he introduced to scholarship and basically dismisses him on the grounds that he
‘does little more than deny allegations and assert that certain actions were justified
by circumstances’, an accusation that does not fairly represent Buc and could be
much more accurately applied to Cornwallis. Keith Dockray, by contrast, describes
Buc thus: ‘a conscientious antiquarian-cum-historian who consulted a range of
manuscripts including the Crowland Chronicle, produced the first comprehensive
assault on Tudor tradition and concluded that the king’s “good name and noble
memory” had, indeed, been foully maligned’.>

In 2005 George M. Logan, a More scholar, recognized that Buc’s work, the first
serious defence of Richard III, ‘was published (in debased form)’ in 1646.%
Annette Carson uses Buc’s original extensively in Richard III: The Maligned King
(editions 2008-2017), and fully discusses the Elizabeth of York letter.>* She notes
that earlier historians discounted The History ‘as an unreliable source due to the
interferences, errors and excisions of his great-nephew, which removed references
to the original author’s careful personal research’.>® It is to be expected that
defenders should find more use for it than historians who are not defenders, since
Buc, not a primary source, is in the main superfluous to the latter.

Some years later, David Baldwin in his Richard III revisited the Elizabeth of
York letter. He refrains from the accusatory tone which had become customary
when considering its disappearance and refers to it matter-of-factly; he is clearly
used to old documents: ‘the letter has disappeared and Buck’, whose work in my
edition he curiously references as ‘The History of the Reign of Richard the Third’
(a strange combination of the titles of the original and the 1646 edition) ‘did not
provide us with a full transcript’.>¢ Baldwin accepts my suggestion (see below,
note to p. 191/1-25) that if Buc’s reading is accurately interpreted, Elizabeth
Woodville may have seen this as a useful way of gaining back her family’s lost
power. However he rejects my alternative suggestion (below, note to p. 189/3-4)
that it refers to Portuguese marriages contemplated for both Richard and Elizabeth,
pointing out that Anne did not die until nearly a month later.>” This neglects the
blatant fact that Richard’s first responsibility was to his kingdom, and with his
wife apparently dying and without a son, he had no option but to consider an
alternative consort. He made official overtures for the Portuguese marriages as
early as 22 March,® nine days after Anne’s death. For his embassy to be that quick
it had to have been planned in advance, as the letter, if so interpreted, would
suggest.

51 See below, General Notes, p. 240 for further mention of this observation.

52 William Shakespeare, the Wars of the Roses and the Historians (Stroud, 2002), p. 146.

53 George M. Logan, introduction to Thomas More, The History of King Richard the Third (Bloomington, 2005), p. xlix.
54 Annette Carson, Richard II1:The Maligned King (Stroud, 2013), pp. 297-303.

55 Ibid, p. 347.

56 David Baldwin, Richard III (Stroud, 2012), p. 189.

57 Baldwin, p, 193. See above, pp. c-civ, cvi-cvii for discussion of this letter.

58 Barrie Williams, ‘The Portuguese Connection and the Significance of ‘the Holy Princess’, The Ricardian, VI
(1983), 141.
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Michael Hicks used Buc as a sensible source in his article on the Second
Crowland Chronicle continuation in 2007,% less sensibly in supporting his belief
that Richard was a ‘serial incestor’, a belief which he keeps pounding heavily
even in the face of all scholarly evidence to the contrary (see below, n. 18/19-24,
and Appendix p. 360 for discussion of this). Anxious to show Richard had designs
on his niece, he calls on Buc for support. He starts out with the usual attack on
Buc’s use of sources: ‘Perhaps [the letter] never existed and was forged by . . . the
pro-Ricardian Jacobean historian George Buck’.% It is unclear why he initially
makes this suggestion, since he goes on to contradict it: ‘Buck wrote for
publication; surely he expected his reference to be pursued’. I never discovered
any evidence of Buc’s intention to publish (or not to publish) in many years of
research, and maddeningly Hicks does not document his assertion. He goes on,
‘Moreover it seems to have been overlooked that Buck not only acknowledged the
earl’s permission to consult the letter, but also dedicated his book to him’,
proceeding to state that Arundel should have been expected to know what was in
his cabinet. He reads Elizabeth’s words according to his own theory of Richard as
a ‘serial incestor’, a term he invented and of which he is clearly fond: ‘She fancied
her uncle as well as wanting the crown’, he insists (p. 200). Though Buc’s version
of the letter was an unclear paraphrase, this does not deter Hicks from making this
reading, representing it as a statement of fact rather than an interpretation.

Very recently a book by Chris Skidmore has again considered the letter from
Elizabeth of York, sensibly concluding that it sounds more as if she is speaking
not of a marriage with Richard but of a marriage he was planning to arrange for
her with someone else. But, having taken a step forward he then takes one back
by ending the discussion with the comment, ‘if the original did indeed exist’, not
giving his reason for apparently doubting that it did.®!

It appeared for a while that scholars were tending to consult the original author’s
work as a matter of course in preference to his great-nephew’s, a sensible thing to
do, one would have thought, since the latter, completely discredited so long ago,
is worthless. This was fortunate for Buc’s reputation, as well as for Richard III and
his defenders.

But then there is the strange case of John Ashdown-Hill, a professional historian
with a clear preference for the 1646 edition, on which he persistently relies,
always mis-citing it as published in 1647 — an error Ross, 30 years before, had
avoided. In ‘The Epitaph of King Richard III’ Ashdown-Hill seems almost
unaware of my edition and of anything involving the original author, clearly
unconcerned about the massive difference between Sir George and his great-
nephew and their respective books, often confusing the two. In The Mythology of
Richard III (Stroud 2015) he is content to call the author of the 1646 edition ‘Sir
George Buck’ and the reprint of this travesty appears in his bibliography under
‘Myers, ed.’, as if writing an extremely sloppy introduction qualifies one as an
editor. What is mystifying is that earlier, in 2009, in Eleanor, the Secret Queen he

59 ‘The Second Anonymous Continuation of the Crowland Abbey Chronicle, 1455-86 Revisited’, EHR, CXXII
(2007), 349-70.

60 Anne Neville (Stroud, 2007), p. 199.

61 Chris Skidmore, Richard III (London, 2017), p. 322.
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used Buc’s work sensibly — but then very strangely claimed that his History of
King Richard the Third was ‘published in 1619°.%2 Wishful thinking, perhaps!

In his article mentioned above and his book The Last Days of King Richard 1]
and the Fate of His DNA he discusses versions of Henry VII’s epitaph for Richard
(which are to be found in all four later versions of the History but entirely burnt
away in the original), though he chooses completely to ignore the three manuscript
copies, giving no reason. Also Emily Kearns, in a later article on the epitaph
pursuant to Ashdown-Hill’s,** chooses to use exclusively the 1646 edition (like
him invariably referring to it as a ‘1647’ edition) in preference to the earlier and
more complete manuscript copies, one of which is conveniently situated in
Oxford, where she works. Kearns even goes so far as to describe Sir George’s
original text as a ‘version’ of the ‘1647’ edition!* Ashdown-Hill insists that Sir
George Buc (he is quite specific that he means Sir George)®® was the author of a
translation of this epitaph appearing in The Complete History of England, which
I had assumed — see above, p. Ixvi — was by its annotator, John Strype. He asserts
it is attributed to Buc by John Nichols in the second edition of William Hutton’s
Battle of Bosworth Field.*® Nichols in a footnote there cites it as coming from
‘Buck’s Richard Il in The Complete History of England, vol. 1, p. 577°¢” — which
clearly identifies this work as by Mr George Buck. Nowhere, not here or in his
mention of it in Antiquities of the County of Leicester, does Nichols attribute this
translation to anyone. Ashdown-Hill is the sole person ever to have made this —
indeed any — attribution, but he never gives his reason for being so anxious to
make it.*®

Even in theatre history, where one would have thought accurate information
regarding King James’s Master of the Revels might have been de rigueur, interest
in the 1646 edition rather than the work of the Master of the Revels in question
holds sway. Though my edition of The History of King Richard III had come out
over ten years before, Janet Clare refers to Buck’s History of the Life and Reigne
of Richard III as if it were Sir George’s, saying it was ‘significantly only published
in 1646°,% though she does not explain what she sees as significant about this.
She claims he also wrote something called The Ancientry of Buck, of which I have
never heard, but does not document her source for it. Richard Dutton’s Mastering
the Revels appeared the next year, a much better book. Dutton also ignores my
edition entirely and refers to ‘Buc’s’ History of the Life and Reign [sic] of Richard
11, which he calls ‘surprisingly sympathetic’, giving no reason for the surprise,
even though he, like Clare, has mentioned the (also sympathetic to Richard)
Daphnis Polystephanos (this time Buc’s version rather than his great-nephew’s).
A very recent book by W.R. Streitberger is alarming in its claim that The History
of the Life and Reigne of Richard the Third is by ‘Sir George Bucke’.” The
62 Ashdown-Hill, Eleanor, the Secret Queen (Stroud, 2009), p. 165.

63 ‘Richard III's Epitaph Revisited’, The Ricardian, XXIV (2014), pp. 75-86.

2‘; g::n% th.icle, ‘Researching Richard III's Epitaph’, The Ricardian, XXVII (2017), pp. 117-29.
66 P. 131. Ashdown-Hill states this on p. 45 of ‘The Epitaph’ and p. 165 in The Last Days.

67 John Nichols in William Hutton, The Battle of Bosworth Field (London 1813), p. 222.

68 I have dealt more thoroughly with this invention in my article cited in note 65 above.

69 Clare, p. 14.
70 Masters of the Revels, p. 214, n. 143. He cites only the 1973 reprint for the History.
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spelling of the name is nearly as curious as the attribution of Buc’s great-nephew’s
‘work’ to him. It is a spelling Buc never uses, but Streitberger for some reason
favours it, applying it in his index also to John and Robert, though not elsewhere
to Sir George. Perhaps the reason for his nonchalance is that Sir George’s book is
irrelevant to his status as Master of the Revels (except, of course, in that its
manuscript pages contain several Revels Office scraps). But it still seems
surprising that a specialist on the Revels Office of the period, even though his
primary interest in Edmund Tilney relegates Buc to a position of less interest,
should not be more meticulous.

There is one example from abroad, Andreas Kalckhoff’s Richard I11. Sein Leben
und Seine Zeit (Bergisch-Gladbach, 1980). As one of his sources he cites Sir
George Buck, diplomat, soldier and ‘Sunday poet’ (erroneously claiming that he
was Master of the Revels from 1603), who, he says, aware that the Tudor chronicles
were unreliable, wrote The History of the Life and Reigne of Richard IlI, first
published in 1646. He cites it in the 1973 reprint of the 1647 reissue. Thus in
mentioning the Elizabeth of York letter he quotes it without ‘body’, which the
1646 edition omits. Since I know that several university libraries in the general
vicinity of Bergisch Gladbach have a copy of my edition, this is a surprising
choice. But Kalckoff does make one useful observation (p. 10): that Buc was the
‘ancestor’ of a considerable number of revisionists to come, including the Richard
I1I Society.

The Oxford History Faculty Library purchased a copy of the 1973 reprint in
2002, presumably at the request of a tutor. Records are too scanty to trace the
reason for the purchase. It has not been borrowed since 2010 so will be relegated
to the stacks as soon as staff reach the section where it resides.”

Attempting to find out what guides the apparently overwhelming current
preference for the 1646 version, I asked a student in a British university who had
written an undergraduate research essay on Richard III and has since become a
Ph.D. candidate. She said her choice came from lack of time and the fact that so
many other people used it. It begins to be clear why, because it is now readily
available on the web, where there has appeared (if one googles ‘George Buck,
History’ and after calling it up clicks ‘other versions’) a proliferation of the 1646
edition in various formats, some reproduced by a cheap method that distorts and
makes unreadable nearly every word. There are as well two new versions, for one
of which (appearing in 2015) we are told that it is essentially the equivalent of a
World Heritage Site: ‘This work has been selected by scholars as being culturally
important and is part of the knowledge base of civilization as we know it’. (One
inevitably wonders about the ‘scholars’ who chose it.) There are six alternative
versions of Buc/k listed by the Google site. Half of them, excluding mine, are
cited as written by ‘Sir George Buck’. The other half, including mine, are cited as
written by ‘George Buck’! Someone has commented as a ‘review’ of my edition,
on the assumption that it is the 1646 version: ‘Read the story of Richard III from
the point of view of an author who wasn’t speaking for the side that overthrew
him. Shakespeare was impossibly biased; there is another side to the tale. The

71 My gratitude is due to Isabel Holowaty, Bodleian History Librarian for this information.
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book is physically difficult to read due to the style of printing used in the 16th
century, but it is worth the effort. This book is referenced in Josephine Tey’s book,
“The Daughter of Time”.” There is not a vestige of awareness that my edition has
no sixteenth-century printing in it but very clear modern print and that
(unfortunately) Tey cannot have seen it, since she wrote years before it came out.
This review is clearly intended to refer to Buck the Younger’s History of the Life
and Reigne.

To some extent this favouring of the 1646 edition is perhaps due to a reverence
for old books. The blog of Chetham’s Library in Manchester (http://
chethamslibraryblogspot.co.uk)™ for 13 February 2013 responds to the discovery
of Richard’s remains by citing what they call the two earliest defences of him,
which are in their collection. These they cite as ‘Sir George Buck’s’ History of the
Life and Reigne of Richard the Third and Walpole’s Historic Doubts, neglecting
Cornwallis, of which presumably they have no copy. The Edward Worth Library
in Dublin featured the Life and Reigne not long ago as their ‘book of the month’
because they had a copy of it.

The preference for the 1646 edition is something I cannot account for. I had
naively assumed that scholars were trained, as I was, to seek the oldest, most
reliable source. The 1646 edition has absolutely nothing to commend it. I grew up
regarding literary theft as one of the greatest crimes. But whereas I run from
anything that has a hint of plagiarism about it, other people choose this plagiarized
‘work’ with their eyes open, and the moral issue (especially, perhaps, with a
pirated edition nearly four hundred years old) does not signify.

Possibly the preference for this book and its proliferation are part and parcel of
the general attitude toward Richard II1.”* D.R. Woolf mentioned in 1990 that ‘the
editor of the nephew’s diluted version could not fathom why anyone would want
to defend Richard’.’* Because nothing can be allowed to stand in the way of
Richard’s remaining a figure of evil, anyone attempting to defend him must be
made to seem incompetent. The younger Buck’s edition has so completely
obscured the longer, more competent original — even now that it is available
without the difficulties of trying to sort out the damaged manuscript — that the
reputation of Sir George Buc is an easy sacrifice to make in supporting a general
attitude to Richard as an archetypal villain: the 1646 edition is easy to dismiss, Sir
George not so easy. So the outcome is that Sir George in trying to defend Richard’s
reputation essentially sacrificed his own, and there seems no interest in defending
him — unless truth and accuracy matter. And it appears that fewer and fewer people
now feel that they do.

72 Accessed 2017.

73 See below, Appendix, pp. 353-61.

74 Idea of History, p. 132. This reference is to John Hughes, who introduces George Buck the Younger’s version of
Buc’s History. (There is no evidence of his editing it.)



VII. BUC’S METHODS, ATTITUDES, AND USE OF SOURCES
IN THE HISTORY

Origin and Genre
Generically, Buc’s History of King Richard the Third is related both to biography
and to the paradoxical encomium, and it is divided into two halves of equal length
along these lines of influence. Based on classical and contemporary Continental
models, the biographical form in England took its impulse from national
consciousness, which inspired antiquaries to search records for the sake of
exalting the glories of England’s past and England’s great men, as the Protestant
reformation led to the study of ecclesiastical figures. Donald A. Stauffer cites
Buc’s History as an example of ‘biographies of historical figures in the past
publishes [sic for ‘-ed’] as parallels and precedents for present political action’.!
Whatever motives led to his writing the work,? this can be seen as in some measure
influencing its composition. Buc’s History enhances the purity and sanctity of
kingship by attempting to clear the reputation of a defamed king. As a sideline
Buc was making a statement for the authority of Parliament — another institution
adding to England’s greatness — by defending a king who received confirmation
of his title from it. The defence of a maligned monarch would have engaged Buc’s
strong sense of justice and historical accuracy, and it would also have appealed to
his philosophical awareness, for, as M.M. Reese says, ‘in theory the Elizabethans
believed that no one could be a good ruler who was not also a good man’.? Buc’s
activity as censor was at one with his life as historian: ‘The manuscripts he has
censored,” says Eccles, ‘show curiously mingled his reverence for truth and for
princes.”* This description could apply equally well to the History. And his
incidental interest in play scripts, as Alan Nelson has shown more recently,
parallels this quest for accuracy in doggedly searching out and recording factual
details,® something which is also clear in his annotations to his copy of Godwin.
At least one other matter engaged Buc’s interest in Richard III: his sense of his
own personal worth and his ‘interest in the quality gentle or noble’ (text, pp.
116f). His ancestors, from whom he derived his status as a gentleman, were
partisans of Richard III. Also, as A.J. Pollard points out,® many of Buc’s ancestors
were based, as was Richard III, in the north. The current passion for genealogy led
the antiquary Buc to search his own family’s past as well as his country’s to prove

1 Donald A, Stauffer, English Biography before 1700 (Cambridge, Mass., 1930), p. 229.
2 Discussed below and see above, pp. xlvii-xlix.

3 M.M. Reese, The Cease of Majesty (London, 1961), p. 101.

4 Eccles, ‘Sir George Buc’, p. 505.

5 See above, p. lix.

6 ‘North, South and Richard III’, 352f.
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it glorious and honourable. To do this he needed to exculpate the monarch in
whose service his great-grandfather had lost his life.

The subject seems to have been in the air, ready for Buc to take hold of. Interest
in the house of York as an extant entity had been aroused in Elizabeth’s time,
though it is uncertain how strongly or openly. Leicester’s Commonwealth, a
subversive tract widely circulated in manuscript in Queen Elizabeth’s reign,
makes clear that the Earl of Huntingdon, a friend of the Earl of Leicester and open
competitor for the sceptre, based his claim on descent from the house of York,
specifically from Clarence, and that Leicester was performing for Huntingdon the
role of Warwick the Kingmaker. Comparisons were made with events of Richard’s
reign: the possibility of Leicester’s marrying Queen Elizabeth when he was
already married, and the myth of Richard’s giving out that his wife was dead, after
which she really did die, are mentioned in this connection. The current Hastings
is considered likely to suffer his ancestor’s fate. Huntingdon’s supporters follow
Richard III in debasing Edward IV’s line as illegitimate to give his own derivation
from Clarence precedence. Since this faction reopens the whole question of
Lancaster and York, their history, including Richard’s reign, is rehearsed in full.

Further interest in Richard III existed among a group of scholars also dedicated
to supporting Parliament, with whom Buc shared both interests. These were the
antiquary-historians Stow and Camden, whose works began, though very
conservatively, to liberalize the view of Richard. Stow was, as we can see from
Buc’s viva voce references to him, making investigations which included
interviews with people who had known Richard, and finding many of the charges
against the former king unjustified. In his Survey he describes Richard’s accession
as an election, not a usurpation, and in his Annales he lists Richard’s good works.
Buc gives further information favourable to Richard which he acquired from
Stow, who was clearly finding out more than he published.

Buc’s friend Camden, beginning with his Remaines (1605) and more firmly in
his Britannia from 1607 on, has to concede Richard’s potential position among
the best of kings, although he still claims he is among the worst of men. He
describes the liberality, affability, wisdom, and justice he displayed as Protector,
which persuaded everyone, especially lawyers, to petition him to be king. Camden,
who took very tidy notes on the Titulus Regius, which are in B.L. MS. Titus F.VII,
ff. 154¥-155Y, ultimately judges the marriage of Edward IV to Elizabeth Woodville
invalid not because of the precontract but because it occurred without asking of
the banns and without the nobility’s consent. Thus, with Clarence’s children
debarred by attainder, Richard was legally heir to the crown. Camden still does
not exonerate him of the various murder charges, but only of the great political
charge of usurpation. There is no way of knowing how much of this enlightenment
concerning Richard, whom Camden had in 1600 described as seizing the realm,
is due to Buc’s influence and how much Buc owes to Camden in this respect. We
can perhaps guess that the influence was Buc’s on Camden. The heralds, of whom
Camden was one, and many of whom were Buc’s friends, had a natural interest in
Richard because he had incorporated their foundation, the College of Arms. They
gave Buc considerable assistance in his antiquarian works.

Another focus of interest in Richard III found its first outlet in Sir William
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Cornwallis’s Encomium of Richard I1I, later versions of which tend to be entitled
A Brief Discourse in Praise of Richard III or variants of this.” This interest seems
to have existed among a group of literary men all of whom were aware of the
existence of a pamphlet by Bishop Morton on which More’s history was claimed
to be based. This tract is mentioned by Sir John Harington in The Metamorphosis
of Ajax (1596)® as well as by Buc, though there is no evidence that either actually
read it. It is quite likely that Harington, like Buc, received his information from
Sir Edward Hoby, his closest friend.® Hoby died in 1617, and Buc’s History is
dated 1619, but Buc had this information considerably earlier and gives
documentary evidence in a statement — clearer than the one in the History — which
he wrote in the margin of his copy of Godwin’s Catalogue: ‘This Morton wrote
\in Latin/ the life of K.R.3, which goeth in Sir Th. Mores name — as S. Ed. Hoby
saith & that Sir W. Roper hath the originall’.!® Buc’s entries in his copy of Godwin
were made between 1604 and 1611, most of them around 1607-9. Buc and Hoby
were acquainted at least from 1596, when they were on the Cadiz expedition
together.!* A reference to a non-extant work of Hoby’s, Anatomia de Espagna
(text, p. 160), suggests that Buc remained close enough to Hoby to be among the
readers of a work he must have circulated privately in manuscript.

Hoby was evidently so much impressed by the similarities between Morton’s
tract and More’s History that he told both Harington and Buc that the two works
were all but identical. The Ropers, heirs to both Morton and More, were certainly
the likeliest possessors of such a tract. But their status as recusants may have
made consultation of the work difficult. Although around 1609 Buc knew that
Roper had the manuscript, in 1619 he can say only that he knows Roper had it
‘lately’, and since, as Myers would say, ‘No one else has ever seen this document’,
it seems laudable that Buc has been so meticulous about it. He documents its
existence and nature by citing someone who had seen it. He trusts Hoby’s
description so completely that he frequently documents something he has derived
from More as emanating from ‘Morton and More’. These references unfortunately
have no significance in tracing the similarity of the Morton tract to More, since
Buc is relying on someone else’s word rather than on his own observation when
he assumes their identity.

Cornwallis knew Harington and probably Hoby, and he could hardly have
avoided knowing the Ropers, since the Cornwallises and Ropers, two of the most
prominent recusant families, were neighbours and relations by marriage.
Cornwallis therefore would probably have had an opportunity to know about and
read the Morton pamphlet, assuming its existence. W. Gordon Zeeveld makes a

7 Cornwallis, The Encomium of Richard the Third, ed. A.N. Kincaid (London 1977).

8 Sir John Harington, A New Discourse on a Stale Subject, Called The Metamorphosis of Ajax, ed. Elizabeth Story Donno
(London, 1962), p. 107f: ‘the best, and best written part of all our Chronicles, in all mens opinions; is that of
Richard the third, written as I have heard by Moorton, but as most suppose by that worthy, and uncorrupt
Magistrate, Sir Thomas More’.

9 The associations among the persons involved with this tract are studied by Kincaid and Ramsden, Introduction
to Cornwallis Encomium, pp. ii-iv. See also Kincaid, ‘Sir Edward Hoby and “K. Richard”: Shakespeare Play or
Morton Tract?’, Notes and Queries, XXVIII (1981), 124-6.

10 Buc’s handwritten note in Bodleian copy of Godwin, p. 115.

11 In his account of the expedition Buc describes Hoby as carrying the Lord Admiral’s ensign: Stow, Annales, 1601,

sig. Pppp5".
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case for Cornwallis’s Encomium being a direct reply to the Morton tract, and
believes the origin of the Encomium to be much earlier and Cornwallis only the
reviser rather than the author, a theory against which I have argued elsewhere.'?
But Cornwallis’s authorship of the Encomium was not known to Buc, who did
not use it in connection with the Morton tract. He was not even aware that it had
been published, and invariably speaks of it as an anonymous manuscript in defence
of Richard III. He refers to it several times, and the structure and argument of his
last three books, particularly the beginning of Book III, depend heavily on it.
Zeeveld suggests that the Encomium was written by a member of the Buc family."
He cannot have known how nearly accurate this suggestion was, for, though
clearly they did not know each other, Buc and Cornwallis were in some sense
related. Sir William Cornwallis was the son by his first wife of Sir Charles
Cornwallis, whose second wife was descended from Buc’s great-grandfather, Sir
John Buck, who was executed and attainted for supporting Richard III at Bosworth.
Buc, representing the Revels Office, and Cornwallis’s father, Sir Charles, as lieger
ambassador, were both on the expedition to Spain for ratifying the peace treaty in
1605 (see above, pp. xvii, xxii). There is an exchange of letters between them in
which Sir Charles acknowledges their relationship, thanking Sir George for
‘kinde Care of my poore wife yo* kinswoman’.’ The family relationship, though,
did not extend to Sir William Cornwallis or to Buc’s knowing that he had written
the Encomium. Had he known, he could not have referred to the work as
anonymous or to its author as a lawyer, for he calls him ‘Anonymus juris peritus’
[Anonymous expert in law]. Cornwallis was not a lawyer and Buc does not give
his reason for assuming the author was one. Had he received the document from
family sources, family pride as well as care in documentation would have led him
to say so. He would also, if he had known the author, probably have known of the
essay’s publication in 1616. And if he had had private access to an earlier version,
as Zeeveld argues, he would not have used — as he consistently does — one of the
later versions which incorporates additions both by Cornwallis himself and by
those who evidently took over the essay for their own political purposes.'*
Cornwallis was, unlike Buc, a writer of paradoxes. His book of them was
published in 1616, two years after his death.'® He seems to have written this essay
on Richard III as a serious refutation of the accusations against him and tried,
with limited success, to fit it into paradoxical form. The concluding remark of the
Encomium, which appears only in later versions of the work, ‘yet for all this
knowe I hold this but as a Paradoxe’,!” must be the basis of Buc’s fear, expressed
in his dedication, that his work might be taken for a paradox (text, p. 3). A paradox
was a rhetorical device of classical origin whose purpose was to show off the
orator’s skill in choosing an absurd topic to defend and his expertise in defending

12 See W. Gordon Zeeveld, ‘A Tudor Defense of Richard III', PMLA, LV (1940), 946-57; and Kincaid and Ramsden,
Cornwallis Encomium.

13 Zeeveld, p. 957.

14 Quoted in Eccles, ‘Sir George Buc’, p. 453 from Harl. MS. 1875, f. 115f.

15 Kincaid and Ramsden, Cornwallis Encomium, pp. v-vii.

16 Sir William Cornwallis, Essayes of Certaine Paradoxes, London, 1616.

17 Cornwallis Encomium, p. 32.
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it. Roger Bennett in his doctoral thesis on Cornwallis'® cites praises of historical
or mythological figures not generally considered praiseworthy as being among
the oldest types of paradoxical encomium. Rosalie L. Colie in her study of
paradoxes gives Cornwallis’s Encomium as an example that fails because it does
not ‘surprise or dazzle by its incongruities’,' for it strikes the reader as an all but
serious defence. Instead of appearing skilful, many of its arguments give the
impression of being sincere but lame efforts at exonerating Richard.

Buc in his last three books follows methods of Cornwallis’s Encomium. After
the first two books — a biography of Richard which, though digressive, is
chronological — he spends three books taking up and replying one by one to
accusations levelled by the chroniclers. In his second section of the History too he
is extremely digressive, but in general outline he uses as his basic structure
Cornwallis’s technique of posing accusations and following them with refutations
and/or comments. In Book III between pp. 127 and 137 we find Buc taking up in
order similar to Cornwallis’s the accusations regarding Richard’s birth with teeth,
his deformity, his mother’s pangs, then the murders of Henry VI, Edward, Prince
of Wales and Clarence. These accusations form groups in Cornwallis; they form
groups also in Buc, who, however, arranges them within the groups in more
strictly chronological order. Both Cornwallis and Buc pass on to Dr Shaw’s
sermon and Richard’s charging his mother with adultery, and again Buc retains
Cornwallis’s grouping but reverses the order. Shortly thereafter, both take up the
death of Edward I'V’s sons. As Buc follows the first half of Cornwallis’s essay in
Book III, he follows the second in Books IV and V. In Book IV he deals with the
death of Queen Anne and Richard’s reported intention to marry his niece. Both
authors use the argument that he could have divorced his wife had he wished to
be rid of her. The accusation of unjustly killing Colingbourne follows soon after.
Book V deals with Richard’s good qualities: his mercy and justice, his care for
religion and for his people’s safety, his eschewing of taxation, luxury, epicurism,
and riot. Again Buc follows Cornwallis in general groupings but not in the precise
order in which he takes up particular virtues.

In certain ideas Buc seems to have been influenced by Cornwallis: that Richard
should have been less merciful and dealt more harshly with his enemies
(Cornwallis mentions only Stanley and the Countess of Richmond; Buc expands
the list considerably). That if Richard had won the battle his lasting fame would
have been good. That Richard has been made infamous in pamphlets and plays.
And that even if he did commit the crimes with which he is charged he is excused
by reasons of state.

The debt is primarily structural. Buc expands and improves on Cornwallis in
use of argument. He seems to have assimilated Cornwallis’s technique of posing
and answering accusations, and at times he uses in a very general way a similar
argument as defence (as in the case of the divorce suggestion, cited above). But
where both authors give examples to support their argument, Buc’s are far more
numerous and invariably different. And whereas Cornwallis’s tendency is to
accept the accusations against Richard as true and then argue that they are

18 R.E. Bennett, The Life and Works of SirWilliam Cornwallis, unpublished Ph.D. diss., Harvard, 1931, p. 342.
19 Rosalie L. Colie, Paradoxia Epidemica (Princeton, 1966), p. 8.
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tolerable, Buc’s in most cases is to try to prove the accusations untrue. By so
doing he is not, as is Cornwallis, forced to produce ridiculous arguments proving
crimes laudable. As a paradoxical essayist Cornwallis attempts to prove
praiseworthy something that remains not praiseworthy, not to prove that
unpraiseworthy facts are not facts at all, although he shows considerable
ambivalence. Buc, though he adopts the accusation-followed-by-defence
technique, does so with the purpose of proving the accusations false. Thus he
avoids the danger he fears of his History being dismissed as a mere paradox.
Whereas Cornwallis’s arguments are intellectually ingenious, Buc’s are carefully
researched accumulations of evidence from a wide range of primary and secondary
sources. This basis of scholarly research rather than intellectual dexterity makes
his structure much looser; as of course do his tendency to digress and the scope
which the length of his work allows for digression. Cornwallis, writing a short,
tightly argued essay, could not afford this luxury.

Organization

Buc’s organization is far from haphazard, and is not purposely rambling, as it may
seem at first glance. The author sets out in the Advertisement to the Reader his
plan of organization and the scope of his work. First he describes Richard’s
lineage, birth, youth, training, and private life; then he proceeds to his public life,
his coronation and reign; and lastly he tries to redeem him from the slanders with
which he has been taxed. He is conscious of a certain decorum or prescription in
this organization, for he describes his following of Richard’s early and private life
with the story of his later public life as being “as it ought according to method and
due order’. His scope is ‘to write this unhappy king’s story faithfully and at large,
and to plead his cause, and to answer and refell the many accusations and
calumniations brought against him’ (text, p. 8).

In the first two books he feels so dependent on chronology as to see a
chronological interim between Richmond’s first and second invasions which he
must fill up. He interposes mention of certain events of Richard’s reign and a
discussion of Henry VII’s claim, in case ‘for lack of them there would be a silence
here until we come to the second invasion of the Earl of Richmond’ (text, p. 73).
He feels the conflicting need to give background material on Henry VII so that his
invasions may make sense in the context of Richard’s story, while at the same time
keeping this material in check, since it is not of central importance to him.

Book I ends with Richard at the height of his prosperity; Book II starts with the
beginning of his downfall and the shift in Fortune’s favour toward him. Buc makes
this structure, influenced by the de casibus tradition, stronger as he revises it. The
second book proceeds to Richard’s death, and with the treatment of his body after
death introduces the theme of calumny which will dominate the next three books.
Although in the first book chronology now and again compels him to mention
Richard’s supposed crimes, he touches on these only briefly and says that he will
reserve full discussion of them until he comes to the ‘fit place’ where he intends
to clear Richard fully. When he begins his refutations, he prepares the way for
them by discussing the unreliability of the sources which have so far dealt with
Richard.
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Buc’s style differs considerably from what Camden propounds as his own ideal:
‘Short Sentences I have seldom interlaced, nor adorn’d my Discourse with those
nice Observations which the Greeks aptly term EIIIZTAZEIX [resting
places]. . . . Digressions I have avoided’.?* Buc does use ‘short sentences’ (i.e.,
sententious remarks) to support his statements and ornament his work and is
extremely digressive and repetitious. He follows the style of ‘copia’ or ‘copy’
(copiousness) of which many authors of his period were particularly fond.?' He is
aware of this tendency and defends it in his Advertisement to the Reader as ‘a
tacit persuasion to the reader or author to remember better, and better to mark the
thing so repeated and its causes’ (text, p. 7). He is aware also of his tendency to
multiply evidence. In the section on Perkin Warbeck he allows that he has already
given enough evidence to prove Perkin was the Duke of York, but though more is
not needed, more is available, and ‘according to the ancient principle, abundans
cautela non nocet’ [abundant caution doesn’t hurt] (text, p. 160), he adds it. He
sometimes allows his enthusiasms to get out of hand. His long genealogical
digression on Hamelin Plantagenet has at best a tenuous connection with the
subject under discussion, but his digression on Hamelin’s false shield has not the
slightest relevance in context, although it might be interesting testimony from one
acquainted with heraldic practices and malpractices of the period. His long
discourse in Book II on Hereward is relevant in his gratitude to his patron’s family.

Buc contrasts himself with an author he criticizes by saying ‘I am here rather
prolix than brief” (text, p. 7). He is objecting, no doubt, to the annalistic style
which gives information without explanation and thus considers it better in an
historical work to say too much rather than too little. This does frequently prove a
virtue, for Buc tends to heap up evidence rather than citing only one authority in
support of his assertions, and by so doing he not only arrives at a clearer awareness
of the relative reliability of his sources but often in his research uncovers new
information which is an original contribution to his study. His digressiveness is
annoying in itself, but interesting when he gives information, often firsthand, on
sidelines of the story about which no other contemporary information is extant.
His sentence structure, strung along with unvaried series after series, ‘and’
following ‘and’ with little subordination, is irritating.

Family Tradition

In the case of an author like Buc who has family associations to connect him with
the cause of Richard III, we might wonder first of all whether he had access to any
private family data which were not available to others. The answer is unquestionably
that he did not. He did possess a few family traditions. One was that his great-
grandfather was Controller of the House under Richard. In his manuscript he
gives this as John Buck’s office in a late addition in his own hand to a scribal page,
qualifying it by the remark, ‘as the tradition of \t/his family is’ (Tiberius, f. 52).
He must have begun to wonder at once about the accuracy of this tradition, for he
crossed the reference out. His doubts probably arose from his research, when he
found Sir Robert (whose name he gives erroneously as Thomas) Percy listed as

20 Camden, The History .. . of England during theWhole Life and Reign of Elizabeth, in Complete History of England, II, 362.
21 See Ross McDonald, Shakespeare and the Arts of Language (Oxford, 2001), pp. 27f.
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Controller under Richard. But by the time he came to rewrite the page he had
resolved the question, perhaps by guesswork, stating that Buck had succeeded
Percy in the office. He cites family tradition in the testimony of his grandfather,
who was brought up by the Earl of Surrey, about Surrey’s adventures after
Bosworth. Aside from this there is nothing.

The Howards, it seems, managed to preserve little more. A letter from Elizabeth
of York to the Duke of Norfolk (though his interpretation of it is doubtful) is one
of Buc’s unique contributions to the study of Richard III. This is the single
document Buc derived from the Howards. The extent to which family tradition
later failed among the Howards to preserve Richard’s memory is indicated by the
following quotation, expressing gratitude for Richard’s generosity but with a
report of his actions which relies entirely upon the popular chronicles:

Rycharde duke of Glocester, finding that so longe as his brother
George of Clarence, stoode betweene him & the gole, he coulde
not gette the prise . . . caused a certaine prophecie to be suggested
to the kyng his elder brother, that G. shoulde one day were the
crowne, not doubtinge but the king would rather look to Glocester,
then George, aswell in respect of the sayd Dukes former trespasse,
and alliance, with the house of Warwicke . . . as because the
manner of these prophecies, hath beene rather to regarde the
proper name then the dignity. I speake not this to quicken or reuiue
the memory of king Rychards heinous fault, which in respecte of
all the bountifull and princlye benefites bestowed vppon the
family from whence I come, I could rather wish to be drowned in
the blacke deepes, and folded vppe in the darke clowdes of
obliuion for euer.?

This is by Henry Howard, Earl of Northampton (son of the poet Surrey) in
1583. Here family tradition has preserved only a strong sympathy and sense of
gratitude, baffled by what had been written about Richard by the ‘authorities’.
Buc speaks of the Howards’ gratitude to Richard in the dedication of his History
to Thomas Howard, Earl of Arundel (text, p. 3). He possessed a similar sympathy,
and it remained for him to approach the authorities critically and combat them
with what evidence was available.

Sources

Buc’s use of classical and religious works is both decorative and illustrative. His
style seems to be very little influenced by classical examples, though of course in
following the genre of biographical writing he is influenced by classical historians,
as his numerous references show. Apart from this we see some specific influence
in his rarely indulged tendency to invent speeches, a classical technique adopted
by many other English historical writers who preceded him and were his
contemporaries. Examples of Buc’s enlarging on a small hint to create brief scenes
and speeches can be seen in the conversation of Henry Tudor and Pierre Landois
(text, p. 35) and in that of Alexander and Medius in one of the illustrative passages

22 Henry Howard, A Defensatiue against the Poyson of Supposed Prophesies (London, 1583), sigs. Hhiiiv — Hhiv.
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(text, pp. 166f). He adds visual details to the scene in which Richard is petitioned
to accept the crown and constructs speeches using More’s phraseology where
More’s account is in indirect discourse. He adds to this scene a second attempt on
Richard by Buckingham and a speech by the Lord Mayor. We may imagine from
this tendency that he may have done something similar with the encounter between
the Earl of Surrey and Henry VII: relying on his grandfather’s report of the general
facts and perhaps a few of Surrey’s heroic utterances, he imagined the setting and
the conversations as a rounded whole. At no point does he distort sense by taking
creative liberties. What he does is essentially to convey factual information
through direct discourse, rather as Paul Murray Kendall has done more recently
and more regularly to create vividness and immediacy. Because Buc’s work is so
rambling these short scenes or speeches have effect only where they occur and not
for the work as a whole.

Buc uses the Alexander and Medius scene, mentioned above, as a parallel to
illustrate the case of Richard III, showing how persons in power make innocent
men culpable by fastening on them false accusations. Similar anecdotes are drawn
from Roman historians, Greek and Roman tragedians, and the Bible. Sententious
comments, proverbs, apt quotations are taken from a number of classical,
mediaeval and biblical authors. This sort of decorative and illustrative quotation
is typical of prose writing in Buc’s time. At school, pupils learnt texts from which
they were supposed to ‘gather the flowers’, quotations useful in rhetoric. There
existed numerous commonplace books, collections of useful quotations to assist
authors and speakers. Erasmus, whose Chiliades is probably the most famous of
these, gives reasons for their use: they strengthen and clarify the argument and
they add ornament and elegance.? Buc seems to rely entirely on his memory for
many of his rhetorical ‘flowers’, for he sometimes ascribes them to the wrong
authors and changes words to synonyms, usually of the same quantities. He
probably used a commonplace book when arraying a long series of quotations on
a single subject as, for example, on tyranny at the beginning of Book V. I have not
been able to locate a precise book from which he drew his casual quotations.
Three collections he mentions seem no longer extant: Anthologia Sacra, Sententiae
Arabicae, and Axiomata Politica. He does use and document Erasmus’s Chiliades.
Sometimes he gives, translated into Latin, a quotation that was originally in
Greek, a habitual practice of the commonplace book. He drew on his legal
background for legal maxims and had some knowledge of commentaries on the
scriptures.

By far the greatest number of Buc’s illustrative references and quotations
comes from the Bible. Seneca is next, with half the references to tragedies, half to
prose works. Then Vergil and Cicero, the former used largely for ornament, like
Ovid, another author Buc quotes frequently, the latter often for political sentences.
Plutarch, both Lives and Moralia, is used for long illustrative anecdotes, as is
Suetonius, whose lives of the Roman emperors provide Buc with political
parallels. Terence merits three citations, Plautus none at all. Euripides is the Greek
dramatist Buc knows best, though he quotes once from Sophocles and once from

23 Desiderius Erasmus, Proverbs or Adages, trans. Richard Taverner, facsimile of 1569 edition, ed. De Witt T. Starnes
(Gainesville, 1956), introd., p. viii.
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Menander. Aristotle and Homer are the Greek non-dramatic authors with whom
he seems most familiar, and he also draws a few references from Plato.

Among the authors he uses less often the largest number are historians:
Ammianus, Quintus Curtius, Diodorus, Dion Cassius, Herodotus, Julius
Capitolinus, Aelius Lampridius, Livy, Trebellius Pollio, Trogus Pompeius,
Valerius Maximus, Velleius Paterculus and Flavius Vopiscus. Next come religious
commentators: St Thomas Aquinas, St Augustine, John Chrysostom, Andreas
Osiander, Philo, Strigelius and Zosimus. And finally legal authors: first Ulpian,
then Vulteius and Prateius, all the legal references almost certainly from memory.
Other classical authors who supplied Buc with one or more ‘flowers’ or anecdotes
are Ausonius, Claudian, Demosthenes, Horace, Juvenal, Lucan, Lucretius (not
documented), Lycurgus, Philostratus, Pliny, Polybius, pseudo-Quintilian
(incorrectly documented as Seneca), Strabo, Suidas, and Publilius Syrus (referred
to as ‘the old Mimographus’).

He uses more recent sources, Hector Boethius and George Buchanan, for early
Scottish history. Continental references, Claude Paradin, Jean de la Haye and
Gerard du Haillan, trace the genealogy of the Plantagenets abroad. Another small
group of sources which Buc uses only once appear in his discussion of More:
John Bale, John Foxe, Germain Brie, George Courinus, and Erasmus’s letters.

His references to modern legal works are to Henry Bracton and William
Staundford. Aside from these he relies on viva voce information from famous
contemporary lawyers such as Coke. He uses Bishop Godwin’s Catalogue, a
relatively recent work of which he owned a copy, for ecclesiastical biography.

The continental side of the Yorkist and Tudor story he supplements by using
continental sources, relying most heavily on Philippe de Commynes’ Memoirs,
Alain Bouchard’s Grandes Cronicques de Bretaigne (his own copy), Johann
Meyer’s Annales Flandriae, Jean du Tillet’s Recueil des Roys, and Monstrelet’s
Chroniques. For Spain he refers once each to Curita, Garibay, Sir Edward Hoby’s
unpublished and non-extant Anatomia de Espagna, and a no longer extant work
called El Reusuerg, to which he had also referred once in the Commentary. He
occasionally glances at Froissart, demonstrating an easy familiarity with that
author, and refers once to Guicciardini (for his own family history) and once to
Jean de Serres (for Edward IV’s death).

British topographical references are primarily to Camden, aside from the
histories of mediaeval Britain already noted, and a few historical comments are
drawn from Camden as well. For English genealogy he uses Glover. The sources
on which Buc relies most heavily throughout, however, are the Tudor histories.
One of his greatest contributions to the history of the period is his use of the
Crowland Chronicle as a source. He would have been able to find the whole of
this work, including all continuations, only in manuscript form. It is a valuable
discovery in that it does not depend, as do all other available sources, on More or
on Henry VII’s official sources. Perhaps written by a member of Edward IV’s
Council,* it expresses the attitude of a southerner with a very strong anti-northern
bias, politically opposed to Richard’s accession, and becomes increasingly less

24 It was at one time thought that the author was Dr John Russell, Richard III's Chancellor, but this attribution is
now discounted. See below General Notes for 24 /37 for more recent suggestions.
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informative and reliable after his coronation, perhaps because its author or source
was no longer constantly at court. Still, it represented more authoritatively than
any other work then available the events preceding and to a great extent following
Richard’s accession. Buc may be said to have discovered this most valuable source
for Ricardian history which he uses though it is unfavourable to Richard and
biased against the north. He employs it frequently to add to the information of the
Tudor chronicles, to substantiate them or to correct their bias. There are more
references to it than to any other source except More.

More and Polydore Vergil are the Tudor writers on whom Buc most relies for
the general story of Richard III and Henry VII. He often couples these with
reference to other accounts derived from them: Grafton, Hall, Holinshed, and
Stow, and he links Morton’s name with More’s assuming Morton to be More’s
source. Ivo Kamps in Historiography and Ideology in Stuart Drama, pp. 1771,
points out that ‘if these are what Buc had in mind when he mentions “the ancient
and large histories” — and there is every indication that he does — then he, like his
colleagues, is still with those whose “greatest authorities are built upon the
notable foundation of hearsay’”.>* This strikes me as a not particularly valid
argument, since Buc is using them mainly for the general historical outline and in
part to poke holes in their arguments on the basis of other sources he has
discovered, as he does, for instance, in the case of ‘Elizabeth Lucy’ being cited by
More rather than the historical figure Eleanor (Talbot) Butler as the woman to
whom Edward IV was supposed to have been previously contracted. Otherwise
he seems to use them mainly for the general historical outline, sometimes using
other sources to contradict them.

How he kept up with contemporary material is shown in his use of Thomas
Gainsford’s True and Wonderfull History of Perkin Warbeck, published in 1618
(and also dedicated to Arundel). Other Tudor historians he uses are Fabyan (one
reference), Rous (one reference through Stow’s viva voce information), and
André. The reference to André does not appear in the present edition because it
occurs in a passage Buc deleted for fuller development later on, and in his later
version he does not repeat the reference.

He received viva voce information from various antiquarian scholars. He cites
Coke on a legal point. John, Baron Lumley, is cited for the description of the
Countess of Salisbury’s execution under Henry VIII. Arundel is witness that
James I had been heard to deplore the execution of Edward, Earl of Warwick and
is cited also for the amount of the fine imposed on the Earl of Oxford. The present
Earl of Oxford told Buc how much he had been offered annually for use of a part
of his lands. Baron Darcy is the viva voce source of information regarding Don
Sebastian of Portugal. Sir Edward Hoby told Buc about the existence and nature
of the Morton tract which was reputedly the basis of More’s Richard III. Stow on
several occasions is cited as imparting information existing in none of his
published works from his independent enquiries about Richard III. Buc’s
grandfather has given him the story of Surrey’s escape and pardon, and Buc
himself was witness to the conversation between Don Duarte de Lancastro and

25 Cambridge, 1996, p. 177.
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Charles Howard, Lord Admiral.

Considering the length of his work and that it exists in a rough state, Buc’s
accuracy is generally good, so long as we bear in mind that he felt free, in a way
that we do not today, to paraphrase rather than to quote precisely. Despite the
serious damage by fire to the margins of the manuscript, it is rare that his references
cannot be located. I have failed to find the sources of some of the occasional Latin
quotations which he uses for ornament and illustration, but I have found so many
that any failure is as likely to be my fault as Buc’s. Many, of course, are proverbial
and their authors unknown. It is worth noting that the ones I have failed to trace
are concentrated mostly toward the end of the book, where Buc’s marginal
documentation is completely destroyed and where the copies of Buc’s work are
most divergent from the original. Judging from the copies’ habit of progressively
omitting marginal documentation we may assume, from Buc’s standard elsewhere,
that most of the references which now appear undocumented were originally
documented in the margins.

I have already discussed the use of antiquaries’ collections and the general
hazards to manuscripts residing in them (see above, pp. lvi-lviii), citing C.E.
Wright’s remark that it is not surprising so many manuscripts once known to
have been in Cotton’s collection are there no more. It is a constant surprise that
twentieth- and twenty-first century historians are oblivious of what seems so
obvious. Loss, borrowing, exchange, sale, division of property, re-cataloguing,
fire, water, or activities of rodents and insects could cause a document to
disappear. Many Cotton manuscripts which seem at first glance to be lost are
actually still in the collection under a different number or bound in with another
work. Under these circumstances it should not be a matter of amazement to the
reader or of discredit to Buc that, of the huge number of sources he mentions,
only nine — not counting commonplace books and collections of proverbs —
cannot now be found. Of these fewer than half can be considered of material
importance. It should of course be kept in mind that my failure to locate these
sources does not prove that they do not exist or never did. Those I have been
unable to locate are:

—a copy of a commission for truce and peace with Scotland, giving certain of
Lord Howard’s titles

— letters about truce and peace between Richard III and Charles VIII

— El Reusuerq, from which Buc derives a brief reference to Bona of Savoy’s
eventual marriage (he cited this work also in the Commentary)

— Sir Edward Hoby’s manuscript history La Anatomia de Espagna, to which Buc
makes one passing reference in a generalization about Spanish kings

—a list of sobriquets shown to Buc by Sir William Dethick, mentioned in a
digression on the name ‘Plantagenet’

— the letter from Elizabeth of York to the Duke of Norfolk seeking support for her
marriage, which was during Buc’s time in Arundel’s collection

— the tract by Morton which is reputedly a source of More’s history, not seen by
Buc but by Sir Edward Hoby, who reported its whereabouts

— ‘an old manuscript book’ from which Buc derives a reference to a plot by
Morton and ‘a certain countess’ to poison the sons of Edward IV
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— a ‘chronicle manuscript in quarto’ in Cotton’s collection, to which Buc makes
six brief references, usually to material that can easily be found elsewhere

(possibly this is the same work as the ‘old manuscript book’ just mentioned)

That so few of his sources have been lost through fire, lending, and the
destruction of his own marginal references cannot be considered evidence that
Buc is a slipshod or irresponsible author, especially bearing in mind the work’s
unfinished state. It is not sufficient warrant for A.R. Myers’s implication?® that,
since Buc is occasionally careless, his testimony in the very few instances where
the source cannot be traced nearly 400 years later is automatically unreliable. Nor
does it justify Myers’s curious and repeated assertions that ‘no one else has ever
seen’ some of Buc’s sources, a statement subject to disproof, never to proof. I
have managed to disprove it in most instances by finding these sources, for some
(or perhaps all) of which — observing his clanger about the reference to Camden
— it appears Myers did not take the trouble to look.?” Of those few of Buc’s sources
that I have not seen, we may assume that Cotton himself and others of his readers
certainly saw the manuscript chronicle in quarto in his collection to which Buc
refers six times, about which Myers specifically says, ‘No one else has ever seen
this document’,?® prejudicing his statement by failing to cite Buc’s marginal note
which gives the work’s location.

All other items to which Buc refers as being in Cotton’s library can still be
found there, with the exception of Axiomata Politica, whose existence is plainly
recorded in the Cotton borrowing list, which designates it as a quarto. It was lent
to Mr (Auditor) Povey (Harl. 6018, f. 156"), who passed it on to a Dr Hickman.
The record of borrowing is not crossed out, suggesting that it was not returned,
and this may well account for its not being able to be found today. The Editor
found in one of Buc’s citations of it a specific reference, ‘cap. 129°, which, though
now lost from Tiberius E.X, appears in all the copies. To assume that the
manuscript history, the only one of the many works Buc cites from the Cotton
collection which has been lost without sufficient identifying trace to prove its
existence at one time was an invention of Buc’s is simply perverse, particularly
when information derived from this document is rarely of great importance. On
one occasion Fabyan is cited in conjunction with it as supplying the same
information. Fabyan, an extant work, can be checked, and this particular reference
(text, p. 52) proves to be correct. Several manuscript chronicles covering this
period were lost in the 1731 fire in the Cotton library in which Tiberius E.X was
damaged (see pp. lvii, cliv). Catalogue descriptions are insufficient to identify the
one (or ones) Buc used.

The commission for Scotland still exists in several copies, but none gives as
many of Howard’s titles as Buc’s sources did. The precise copy to which Buc
refers was at the time, he says, extant in the Rolls and the letters about the French
peace were extant in the Exchequer. He states that he has seen them, and his citing
their whereabouts indicates that he is attempting to aid others in seeing them (see
text, pp. 46f and 58), in view of which an assumption that he invented them is

26 Myers, ‘Richard III and Historical Tradition’, p. 186.
27 See above, pp. cx-cxi.
28 Myers, ibid., p. 187.
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even more perverse. Bearing in mind our use of footnotes today for precisely the
same purpose, it should not take a great stretch of imagination to grasp that
internal references and marginal notes (equivalent to our footnotes) served this
same purpose in an earlier age.

Dethick saw the list of sobriquets (text, pp. 11-12), for he owned them and
showed them to Buc. The Morton tract Buc never claims to have seen, but he
refers to a reliable person who has seen it and who told other people he had seen
it (see above p. cxxii), and if this reference appears for some reason questionable
in the History, we should note that Buc has recorded it elsewhere with greater
detail and clarity when it was obviously fresher in his mind about ten years earlier,
in the margin of a book in his private library (see above, p. cxxii). By the time he
mentions it again in the History, the exchange is far enough in the past for him to
qualify its location with ‘lately’, since he does not know that its whereabouts are
still the same. Buc refers to La Anatomia de Espagna on the assumption that some
of his readers have seen it: ‘he who hath read [italics mine] the book of Sir Edward
Hoby entitled La Anatomia de [Espagna] . . . (text, p. 160). Sir Edward had died
in 1617.

Arundel, the dedicatee of the History, showed Buc the letter from Elizabeth of
York, so obviously, despite Myers’s claim that ‘no one else has ever seen this
document’,?® Arundel saw it himself and must have called it to Buc’s attention.
There is no reason to doubt the existence at one time of this letter. If it were not
available at the time in the place where Buc said it was to be found, he would not
have documented it as being there, for cooperation in sharing information was
one of the hallmarks of antiquarianism, and there is no reason for Buc, contrary
to his usual practice of giving very explicit documentation according to the
standards which the Society of Antiquaries attempted to foster, to have falsified it,
misleading his readers rather than trying as was his custom and, indeed, purpose,
to lead them (he was, after all, trying to convince them of something). The whole
point of documentation is to make it possible for readers to find a document
should they wish, to check the information given by the author. Such a fabrication
would have been pointless here, since the letter is of no great importance to Buc’s
case in this section: his main subject at this point is Richard’s disposition to the
marriage, not Elizabeth’s. And his main interest in using it, as is clear from his
multitude of revisions of this specific subject (see Plates II-IIT), was to compliment
his patron. He was bound to be particularly careful in this citation, since the
owner of the document was the dedicatee of the work in which he cites it.

That the letter cannot be traced is not extraordinary, for much of Arundel’s
collection, which had been split up on his death in 1646 because of family feuding,
was given away or sold by Henry Howard, sixth Duke of Norfolk. Naworth Castle,
where certain of the Howard treasures were preserved, was burnt in 1844, along
with many of the treasures it contained. Numerous of these are, however, still in
the possession of the various branches of the Howard family. It may still have
been available in 1750 when Carte speaks of it as ‘preserved in the Arundel
collection’*® without citing Buc/k as his source, as he normally does in the case of

29 ibid., p. 186.
30 Carte, II, 815.
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information found in no other place. Henry Howard of Corby, ‘who had access to
many secret sources of information respecting his house’,*! says: ‘there is no
reason to doubt his [Buc’s] veracity in what must then have been so easily
contradicted. I think it very possible that this letter, if sought among the mass of
papers at Norfolk House, may still cast up’.> The archivist of Arundel Castle gave
me a similar response in the early 1970s. Scholars studying the family have
expressed frustration at not being allowed to explore the Howard papers.>* Buc’s
dedicatee, himself a scholar, collector, and descendant of the recipient, must have
been convinced of the letter’s authenticity. He would not otherwise have shown it
to Buc as historical evidence.

Still unaccounted for are El Reusuergq, to which Buc also made reference in the
Commentary, a completed work in fair copy, and ‘an old manuscript book’ which
said that ‘Morton and a certain countess, [conspirin]g the deaths of the sons of
King Edward and some other, resolved that <these treach>eries should be
executed by poison and by sorcery’ (text, p. 163). For this last no documentation
remains, which is not to say none existed in Buc’s manuscript before it was
damaged.

That Buc is consistently concerned that others should be able to locate his
sources has already been seen (above, p. xci) in his reassurance concerning the
charter of the College of Arms which was no longer to be found in the College
itself, where a reader might naturally look for it. In other cases he refers as
specifically as possible to the present whereabouts of a document: he states that a
particular manuscript is now in the hands of Cotton, or in the case of the Morton
tract was lately in the hands of Mr Roper. When he has been unable to view a
primary source, he makes this clear and gives the word of a reliable colleague as
the best alternative documentation. This form of second-hand reference by report,
to document a work the author has not himself seen, was usual and acceptable in
his scholarly milieu. Buc also used it in a published work, The Third Universitie
(see above, pp. xxxiv, liv). Description of the circumstances in which information
was obtained figures as an important part of documentation. It may be partly pride
of his acquaintance that has led Buc to describe the Earl of Oxford’s visiting him
at his Hampton Court lodgings and there telling him about the value of his lands.
But the circumstantial detail also serves to support the veracity of his information.

Buc’s documentation is copious and painstaking for a period when
documentation was still in its early stages, and again we must note that this work
remains in an unfinished state. At the beginning, in the Dedication and
Advertisement to the Reader, he comments on his method, saying that he has
followed other authors, ‘And because I follow other men, I cite their names and
their authorities either in the text or in the margent, and it maketh more for the
credit of the story’ (text, p. 4). Later he attacks a particular author for ‘neglect of
citation of authors and quotations, thus concealing their names and vainly taking
all upon himself’. He himself, on the other hand, claims, ‘I cite mine authors
everywhere’ (text, p. 7). That his margins were burnt after his death, thus losing a

31 Gerald Brenan and Edward Phillips Stratham, The House of Howard (London, 1907), I, 50n.
32 Howard, Indications of Memorials . . . of the Howard Family (Corby Castle, 1854), ‘Memorials’, p. 20n.
33 Melvin J. Tucker, The Life of Thomas Howard, Earl of Surrey and Second Duke of Norfolk, 1444-1524, (London, 1964), p. 42.
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great deal of his documentation (permanently when the Editor or his scribe failed
or decided not to reproduce it) is not his fault.

One of the reviews of my earlier edition of Buc criticized my favourable
assessment of his documentation on the basis of its not coming up to the standard
of Wood or Dugdale. There are, however, things this reviewer apparently did not
consider which need always to be kept in mind: (1) Cotton Tiberius E.X is not a
finished work but was still in process of revision when Buc left it; (2) standards
changed over time. Wood and Dugdale were later scholars, Dugdale born around
45 years after Buc, Wood around 75 years. It would also be a mistake to impugn
Buc’s accuracy on the basis of failure to quote his authors word for word according
to our standard practice of four centuries later. As E.E. Reynolds says, ‘Our strict
rules of transcription were unknown in the sixteenth century and for long
afterwards’.>

Buc’s references are generally accurate in terms of sense, but he takes the
liberty of introducing synonyms, of paraphrasing, of omitting words and passages,
of making corrections, of changing from direct to indirect discourse or vice versa,
and of adapting the style or grammatical construction to fit his context. He admits
to making corrections where his sources ‘write false and incongruous English’
(text, p. 179). Quhitlaw’s speech (text, pp. 205f) is improved by omission of
digressive material, some transposition, and grammatical corrections, but there is
no change in basic content. On the other hand, the commission to Ralph Ashton
as High Constable (text, pp. 55f) differs almost not at all from the version that
appears in Rymer’s Foedera. Herd’s poem (text, pp. 50f, 84, and 105) is followed
extremely closely, and the longest quotation from it is on a separate sheet pasted
in, suggesting that Buc either had it copied or copied it carefully himself from the
manuscript. But he has made improvements, filling in an incomplete first line and
introducing an emendation for an illegible section.

It must be noted that when Buc feels strongly about a subject he sometimes
makes omissions or interpretations which distort sense. An example of his actually
slanting an argument occurs when he cites Coggeshall, Westminster, Wendover,
Walsingham and Paris as witnesses of his ancestor Walter Buck’s worthiness
(text, p. 115). In fact, all these references are unfavourable and use Walter Buck’s
activities to illustrate the destructiveness and violence of King John’s foreign
mercenaries. This happens too when he makes alterations in passages concerning
Richard III. When Camden says that Richard would have been worthy to reign
had he not obtained the throne by criminal means and to have been numbered
among bad men but good princes, Buc alters the verb to say that Richard was
worthy to reign and omits mention of devious means and of his being among the
worst of men (text, p. 46). In a reference to Johann Meyer, he neglects to mention
Meyer’s statement that Gloucester was the owner of the sword that killed Henry
VI (text, p. 134). It is possible to comment on these distortions because they refer
to works Buc used in print. But in the case of the Crowland Chronicle we cannot
so securely make such judgements, for Buc used a manuscript no longer extant.
So when he uses the verb ‘immisit’ where Fulman’s printed text says ‘intrusit’, to

34 Reynolds, Trial of St Thomas More, p. 1.
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refer to Richard’s taking the seat in Westminster Hall (p. 46), where he omits
‘violenti’ in the passage noted by Strype and adopted from him without
acknowledgement by Myers (see above, p. cx), we do not know what the
manuscript he consulted said. (In the latter case this section of the passage is
burnt away in Buc’s original, so we have no proof of what it said, and so, properly,
it should not be cited as an illustration.) In other cases too there are examples
apparently of his attempting to soften the attitude to Richard, where these might
equally reflect a difference between manuscripts. Richard’s epitaph, found in a
manuscript book in the Guildhall, is quoted ‘the faults and corruptions being
amended’ (text, p. 217). Comparing it to Sandford’s version of this epitaph, one
finds changes of some words uncomplimentary to Richard (see General Notes
217/33-218/7). Particular caution must be observed with regard to this epitaph,
not only because of the difference in sources but because, since Buc’s original
manuscript is entirely burnt away at the end, the only representations we have of
it are in the manuscript copies made for his great-nephew and in George Buck
Esq.’s printed edition. There is consequently no proof that these pages were in
Buc’s original work, though we may surmise they were.

Considering the size and unfinished state of his work, Buc’s inaccuracies are
not numerous and rarely serious when considered separately, though taken
together they clearly improve the view of Richard which some of his sources
provide. This he would probably have regarded as justifiable, since the view of
Richard as handed down by historians had clearly been warped in the other
direction, which means that he is uncovering the truth by removing the effects of
hostile propaganda. Small errors are clearly careless. Concerning the house of
Burgundy Buc tends toward error because he is working from memory. He once
calls Margaret of Burgundy Richard’s aunt rather than his sister, and on two
occasions he refers to Charles of Burgundy as active in situations which occurred
after his death.>* Like Shakespeare he erroneously makes Peter and Edward
Courtenay brothers (p. 100). The errors about Richard’s early military career,
giving him an active part in battles that occurred in his infancy (another error
Shakespeare shares), probably have their basis partly in mistaken recollection,
partly in the miscalculation of Richard’s birth date. Buc cannot be blamed for this
latter error because there was no objective evidence available at the time, so he
was forced to conjecture. His methods of conjecture, though producing an
incorrect result, are judicious and intelligent. When Buc is in doubt he checks and
makes corrections, and when in the process of revision he discovers a mistake, he
changes it. For example, on f. 38 in the original manuscript he attributes to the
Crowland Chronicle information on Sir Thomas Stanley’s part in Richard’s
Scottish campaign. But on more careful consideration of the source, he discovers
that although it does mention the recovery of Berwick, the Chronicle does not
mention Stanley’s part in it, so he crosses out the attribution.

He sometimes falls into a trap by taking one source as authority and searching
no farther. One such occasion is his reference to Banister, who betrayed the traitor
Buckingham to Richard (text, p. 65). Buc relies on Hall for his information about

35 See Strype in Complete History of England, I, 553.
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Banister, but Hall’s account is inaccurate. The greatest danger occurs when Buc
assumes the accuracy of a document because it is old and in manuscript. In these
cases he has not, as with printed sources, much basis for critical appraisal. He
often has no way of telling how much of the information he takes from old
manuscript chronicles is hearsay. But though his practice with original documents
is imperfect, his using them at all is an advance in historical writing of this period.
He uses Titulus Regius to support the justice of Richard’s title, to set forth the
circumstances leading to his assumption of the throne, and to correct the
chroniclers’ references to ‘Elizabeth Lucy’. He uses it also, however, in an attempt
to prove Richard’s nephews were still alive early in 1484, neglecting to observe
that what he is reading is a petition of the previous summer which has been bodily
incorporated in the business of Richard’s first Parliament. And he takes the Titulus
Regius at face value because, passed by Parliament, it has the status of a legal
document, not pausing to consider that political machinations might have affected
it. Buc’s palaeography is good, though sometimes in manuscripts he misreads
names which are not very legible.

Buc is seldom guilty of wildly absurd reasoning, and never in connection with
his main theme. The wildest is his derivation of the Howards. He is anxious to
prove them descendants of Hereward — a notion with which for some generations
they flattered themselves. He is so eager to share in the flattery to his patrons that
he must postulate Hereward’s having had illegitimate male descendants, since he
can find recorded only the existence of a daughter. He says that Hereward’s having
had illegitimate children is probable because he was noted for physical strength
and hardihood and then goes on to give examples of great men descended from
bastards (including Jesus Christ) to prove to the Howards that this conjectural
descent is no shame to them. He finishes by saying he is sure that if Hereward’s
arms could be found they would be seen to be the same as the Howards’.

Buc’s documentation from memory is sometimes faulty. In his discussion of
the name Plantagenet he cites several sources to indicate that it was used prior to
the time of the Yorkists. He thinks he has documented this assumption adequately,
but only one of his sources — Glover — contains the frequent mention of the name
which he claims for four other sources as well. His memory sometimes fails him
in the use of More and his followers, because he knows that Hall, Grafton,
Holinshed, and Stow have copied More into their works but does not keep careful
track of where the portions derived from More begin and end, so that sometimes
we find him ascribing to More, along with Hall, Grafton, Holinshed, and Stow,
information which is invention by Hall or matter translated by the later chronicles
from Polydore Vergil.

Antiquarian Methods

In methods of research, Buc seems most influenced by ‘honest John Stow, who
could not flatter and speak dishonestly’. In his own tireless researches, Stow, ‘a
man very diligent and much inquisitive to uncover all things concerning the affairs
or works or persons of princes’ (text, p. 129) had been finding out things about
Richard III. And Buc, whose Daphnis was published in 1605, the year Stow died
(and which took a charitable view of Richard), had questioned Stow about what
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he had discovered. Buc knew him as a ‘good antiquary and diligent searcher [of]
knowledge of the obscure and <hi>dden things appertaining to our story’ (text, p.
173), and Stow’s collections, now in the British Library, contain a number of
tracts and histories of Richard’s time. So it was from him that Buc sought the most
authoritative opinion about Richard’s alleged deformity and about the reputed
murder of his nephews (see text, pp. 129 and 173). It is fortunate for our knowledge
of Stow that we have Buc’s report of his opinions on these matters, for Stow does
not make use of them himself. In his Annales he describes Richard’s accession as
an election rather than a usurpation, yet he refers the reader to More’s account of
his reign, which he prints in his own history. Still he was, at the time Buc began
considering Richard, the authority who had gone farthest in original research on
him. Stow was ‘apparently the first to recover from the fascination’ of More, said
A.F. Pollard,*¢ who attributes this to the form of the Annales, which relied on
research into documents as well as on accepted authorities.

Buc seems to follow Stow’s methods, in which — though F. Smith Fussner
points out that they were not original but those required by the Society of
Antiquaries®” — there was not a more exemplary practitioner to serve as a model.
Edmond Howes, Stow’s literary executor, describes him thus:

his sight and memory, very good, very sober, mild, and courteous
to any that required his instructions and retained the true vse of all
his sences, vnto the day of his death, being of an excelent memory,
he alwaies protested neuer to haue written any thing, either for
malice, feare, or favour, nor to seeke his owne particular gaine, or
vaine glory, and that his only paines and care was to write
truth . . 38

The feud with Grafton into which Stow was pressed was founded on and
brought into prominence the importance of documentation and critical examination
of sources. His collecting from various sources unprinted as well as printed
material proves his awareness of the necessity for acquiring evidence and judging
its accuracy by comparison. His careful observation and collection must be
attributed to his own zeal and acuity, not solely to externally imposed standards.
He helped to form these standards, and it was in them that Buc grew.

By his tendency to discuss matters about which there was current disagreement
among antiquaries, Buc gives us a view of the sorts of subjects they were
considering and how they went about attempting to resolve them. An example of
this is his discussion of the origin of the surname Plantagenet, about which there
were conflicting opinions. After having ‘read and searched many books and
perused many written monuments’, he went to his friends ‘learned in heraldry
and in history’. Sir William Dethick showed him an old manuscript book on
sobriquets, tracing in them the practice of penance. One penitent, an earl of Anjou,
took the name Plantagenet. Buc seems to assume this is true not only because the
book told him so, but also because there existed an oral tradition to that effect.

36 AF. Pollard, ‘The Making of Sir Thomas More’s Richard III’, in Historical Essays in Honour of James Tait (Manchester,
1933), p. 228.

37 Fussner, p. 223.

38 Edmond Howes, in his continuation of Stow (1615), sig Yyyv.
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However, English and French antiquaries had been unable to identify the particular
earl. Buc disagrees with those who identify him with Geoffrey of Anjou and gives
brief details of Geoffrey’s career to prove him unsuitable. He fastens on Fulke,
whose history he sets down, using French antiquarian sources. Having proved this
earl a penitent, he discusses the nature of the plants and soil around Jerusalem,
according to Fuchs, Pliny, and Strabo, to establish the likelihood of the use of a
broom plant as an instrument of penance. Buc’s conclusions may be incorrect,
and the length of this disquisition tedious, but his methods are at least thorough.

Legal argumentation is brought to bear on the question of Henry VII’s right to
the throne. Again Buc starts from a controversy: whether the Somersets or
Beauforts were of the house of Lancaster. He first discusses the families’ history,
then their legitimation, of which he exhibits the charters of Richard II and Pope
Urban. He then considers whether or not legitimation granted the use of royal
names and right to the throne. He presents evidence to contradict the genealogists’
citation of Hamelin Plantagenet for use of the royal surname by illegitimate
children. He discusses the opinions of legal scholars on the Pope’s ability to make
bastards capable of inheritance, citing viva voce evidence from Coke. He counters
the argument that the term ‘principatus’ cannot be taken as an equivalent of
‘regnum’. In support of the arguments that the charter was meaningless because
Richard II was a reckless king, he refers to the charter of entail which he has seen
in the Cotton collection and from which he has ‘transcribed these summary notes’
(text, p. 81). Buc evidently had not seen Henry IV’s interlineation in the patent
rolls of the Beauforts’ legitimation document, saying they could be admitted to
dignities ‘excepta dignitate regalis’ [except the crown], yet his conclusion is that
the Beauforts had no right to the crown before Henry VII became king, and by his
sovereign power took all royal titles to himself.

Critical Approach to Sources
Buc has a clear idea of historiographical principles and practice and seems
generally to echo the standards Howe attributes to Stow above. His intent in
attempting to clear Richard’s name is, he says, to make truth emerge:
. . . the historiographer must be ve[ritable and free from all
pro]sopolepsies and partial respects. He <must not a>dd nor omit
anything, either of partiality or of hatred. [All which I have
endeavoured to observe in] the writing of this story, so that [if my
authors be sincere and faithful, my Muse is pure and innocent. For
I have imitated the sceptic philosophers,] who of themselves
affirmed nothing, but liked the doctrine of the other more renowned
and more learned philosophers. <For that> which is said and
related in this history is the <true testimony of> honest and
faithful writers of former times.
(text, p. 4)

His tendency is to rely for the general thread of his argument on specific main
sources, well known histories, using them according to the extent of their
completeness and authority for the period or circumstances he is discussing. This
involves the exercise of critical acuity, which allows him to follow the common
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histories ‘so long as they err not in the ma<tt>er . . .’ (text, p. 179). In details of
Henry VII’s early years and invasions of England, Polydore Vergil is Buc’s basic
. source. Polydore was Henry’s official historian and must have had this particular
information from Henry himself. Historians have continued to use him as the
basis for discussions of this part of Henry’s life.*® As his main source for events
(though not for interpretation of them) from Edward IV’s death to Richard’s
accession, Buc uses More, who he assumed had his information from Morton, a
participant in these events.

Buc supports, adds, and fills in with other sources which have a prime claim to
authority. He fills in the sections which use Polydore as main source by referring
to Commynes, useful because he was in France, moved in high circles, and knew
Henry VII. The English sections are backed up and filled in by references to the
Crowland Chronicle, also apparently derived from a person in high office during
the events the History covers. His bolstering More or Polydore by citing the
numerous chroniclers who include these authors’ narratives in their own is
generally meaningless, except insofar as it may be said that the chroniclers who
copy others add authority to the original accounts by copying them.

Aside from his main references and supporting references, he uses subsidiary
ones to add and confirm details. For matters concerning France he uses Tillet,
Meyer, and particularly Bouchard, in addition to the sources already cited. He
occasionally brings in Stow and other English chroniclers for dates, and Glover
for genealogical excursions. For matters concerning England, he derives
considerable support from legal, ecclesiastical, and heraldic manuscript sources.
He has done research in the Tower Records, the College of Arms, and the Rolls,
and from the last he gives details of various Parliaments, particularly that of
Richard III and the first Parliament of Henry VII. He had access to material in the
College of Arms through the help of his herald friends, whom he thanks at the
beginning of the work. Someone, probably one of the heralds, has copied out for
him the commission for the Vice Constableship. He uses a few memorials: the
inscription on Surrey’s tomb at Thetford and the inscription on the Stone of Scone.

Most of Buc’s manuscript sources for the History are in Cotton’s collection,
though he once cites Lord William Howard, of whose private collection he had
made use in the Commentary, and he once cites a document owned by the Earl of
Arundel. The Herd poem, the anonymous manuscript chronicle mentioned six
times, the Benedictine history he cites in error as Ailred, the book of St Stephen’s,
Caen, the list of Richard’s officers, many of Richard’s foreign treaties, the Bull of
Pope Urban for the legitimation of the Beauforts, the charter for entailing the
crown on Henry IV’s sons, the Bull of Pope Innocent consolidating Henry VII’s
titles, the charter showing the Buck family’s participation in founding Bridlington
Abbey, Quhitlaw’s speech, and the Crowland Chronicle all come from Cotton’s
library. Harl. 6018, Cotton’s borrowing register, records loans to Buc of a Calendar
of Papal Bulls in the Treasury, a Collection of the Cinq Ports, Liber Wigornensis,
Radulphus de Coggeshall, and Roger Wendover (ff. 160, 173, and 174").

His treatment of More is most complex. Buc has perceived about More

39 See S.B. Chrimes, HenryVII (London, 1972), p. 19.
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something no one had noted before: More writes ironically, and if the irony is
ignored and his statements taken seriously, we have a picture of Richard as a good
man and a good king which accords with more objective records of his life and
reign. Although well aware of More’s irony (More ‘useth so much to speak
ironically and in jest’, text, p. 132), Buc generally ignores it in his use of More’s
statements and habitually quotes him as if he wrote in all seriousness. For example,
when More says that the Protector was so much moved with the words of
Buckingham persuading him to the crown that ‘else as euery man may witte,
would neuer of likelyhood haue inclyned to the suit’,* he means the opposite: he
speaks with a knowing sneer. Buc ignores the sneer. In discarding More’s stylistic
overlay of irony, Buc attempts to uncover the basis of information on which
More’s Richard is founded. Buc quotes More to give favourable evidence when
More in context meant to indicate by his quotation of a good sentiment in Richard’s
mouth the extent of Richard’s dissimulation. The facts remain stable; only the
interpretation varies, as Buc demonstrates. More chooses to attribute to these
facts vicious motives, Buc to apply charity. Any good deed, he says, may be
depraved by a foul interpretation (text, p. 127).

Introducing a passage in which More is to be his main source, Buc recommends
Morton and More as ‘men of near<est> [authority and] b[y all ou]r chroniclers
and historians held to be veritable. And it may be thought [they would] <not>
[w]rite anything favourably or partially of the Lord Protector nor of [his cause,
being the chiefest of those who loved him not]’ (text, p. 400). This assessment
shows (1) that Buc has a good grasp of the subjects about which Morton and
consequently More are likely to be most authoritative; (2) he assumes that what
‘they’ say in Richard’s favour must be true because they hated him. When More
praises Richard he is ‘loath to speak much in his favour, yet occasion forced him
to speak his knowledge, though coldly and sparingly’ (text, p. 202). In the last
three books Buc deals minutely with unfavourable things More says about
Richard, showing them to be absurd or self-contradictory.

He attributes the origin of More’s Richard to time-serving in a period when it
was meritorious to publish slanders of Richard and an offence to write well of
him. Buc refers to a book in Latin reporting Richard’s actions, accusing him of
numerous crimes and suppressing his virtues, believed by fellow antiquaries on
good grounds to have been written by Morton in revenge for his political
grievances. This book, he says, came into the hands of More, who, desiring
preferment, ‘translated and interpreted and glosed and altered’ it (text, p. 121). He
left his book incomplete because he grew tired of practising the detracting style,
but he was favoured by fame, which reputed his learning and holiness higher than
they deserved (a reputation which Buc misguidedly proceeds to try to shatter),
and the book was accepted while it was safer to criticize than to praise Richard.
Buc thus implies that this time is past. Yet even now, he cautions, More has so
many friends in England and abroad that they will excuse him anything.

The English chroniclers followed More ‘step by step and word by word, not
having the judgement nor discret[ion to] consider his affections, nor his drifts, nor

40 The Complete Works of St Thomas More, I1. The History of King Richard 111, ed. Richard S. Sylvester (New Haven, 1963), p.
79.
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his arts, nor his placentine manners, nor his ends, nor to examine [the truth of]
<the> relations which he maketh, nor to search out the truth of his writings’ (text,
p. 124). Because of their credulity, they ‘could swallow any gudgeon and never
examine the [style or faith] of those aforesaid authors nor bring th[em to the
touchstone of verity]’ (text, p. 125). Although Holinshed, Hall, Grafton, and Stow
were honest men, he says, they were at fault in importing More’s story into their
works. Yet they have some excuse in that Morton and More were so highly reputed.

Buc is the first to have perceived a common source for More and Polydore
Vergil,* claiming that Polydore is at fault in the extent to which he follows
Morton’s pamphlet. Today it is thought that More read and absorbed the work of
Polydore, whom he knew. In general, Buc’s opinion of Polydore is favourable: he
was ‘neither of the House [of York] nor of Lancaster, but only an honest man’
(text, p. 204). “‘Ma[ny are jealous of him]’, says Buc, ‘and yet in my opinion not
for any <or many> just causes’ (text, p. 179). He uses André, in the crossed out
reference mentioned above (p. cxxx), to bolster the credibility of Polydore, ‘whoe
was an honest, and \a/ Learned <man> and liued in the tyme of King Henry:7: . .. (as
Bernardus Andreas Tolosanus the Annalist of this King Henry 7 writeth)’
(Tiberius, f. 58").

He has made observations on the authors he uses:

by way of caution, because they which read their books should be
wel <advised to consider> and examine what they read, and make
trial of such doubtful things as are written before they give credit
unto them. . . . <For it> is a hard thing to find that prince’s story
truly and faithfully written, who was so hateful to the writers
the<n; for when they w>rote they might write no better. And
therefore, <th>ese reasons being considered, their writings must
be <re>garded and the authors censured accordingly.
(text, pp. 125f)

Buc is ready to correct his sources where they are wrong. By using the Titulus
Regius he points out the chroniclers’ error in citing ‘Elizabeth Lucy’ rather than
Eleanor (Talbot) Butler as Edward IV’s first wife. He uses his own knowledge of
royal ceremony to correct Polydore’s notion of why Richard wore the crown at
Bosworth. Using his grandfather’s testimony, he disputes the chroniclers’
statement that Surrey submitted directly after the battle. Commynes is a ‘noble
and veritable historian’ (text, p. 82), praised several times by Buc, who however
wonders at one point if he is not mistaken in saying Stanley’s force numbered
26,000 men, since the English historians mention only 5,000.

It is interesting to see how Buc deals with a contemporary historian in his
response to ‘a new writer’, Gainsford, who affirms Perkin Warbeck and Don
Sebastian to be counterfeits but ‘would have it thought he knew much, and
especially matters of [histories] as of other nations and countries. . . . And yet he
shows himself pl<ainly ignorant in> stories . . .” Gainsford ‘would have us think
he took much pains in perusing and sifting [of authors; and indeed I think he did
sift them]’ (text, p. 156). There is some excuse, Buc says, for his not knowing

41 This is discussed by Sylvester, Introduction to The History of King Richard I1I, passim, especially pp. Ixxv-lxxvii and
by Alison Hanham in Richard III and His Early Historians, pp. 164f.
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about Don Sebastian: when he was in Spain the Spaniards concealed the truth
(‘for they will give many gudgeons to tramontane travellers’, text, p. 156). Buc’s
criticism is in part an expression of contempt for an author writing at the same
time as himself whose conclusions differ from his own. But it is also a fact that
Buc’s research methods are generally far superior to Gainsford’s.

Attitudes to Imaginative Literature

‘Since the censor constituted one influence on the formation of a play’s printed
text, the question of Buc’s attitude and practices touches upon the history of
most of the Jacobean plays before 1622°, says Mark Eccles.*> This statement
applies not only specifically to Buc’s expressed attitude toward dramatic
literature but also more generally to the details of his life and to his attitudes and
interests.

It may seem amazing that a Master of the Revels should give so little heed to
a major play of his time. We should like him — especially since he knew the
author — to refer to Shakespeare’s Richard II1, but he does not. Yet this apparent
failure is not remarkable. Buc was writing an historical work based on serious
research into historical texts and original documents. Popular literature, which
included the drama, could contribute nothing to his research. He did not share
the habit of today’s readers of deriving their history from the theatre, screen and
novel. He uses theatre imagery in the course of his work, viewing to some extent,
as his contemporaries tended to do, the events of history as acts played out on a
stage, in this case scenes of a tragedy. But his position as censor does not make
him more liable to this practice than his contemporaries. He is, if anything, less
liable to it, being extremely literal-minded and not often given to flights of fancy.

His references to imaginative literature are either damning or supercilious.
He speaks of irresponsible historians as delivering all matter

upon their own bare and worthless word, and after the manner of

fab<u>lous and trivial romancers. And who for <the> most part

being idle and sensual persons, will no<t> take the pains to read

the ancient and la<rge> histories, but epito<mes> of them, and

vulgar pamphlets only. And therefore their stories or ta<les or>

romances are accounted as things ambiguous and fabulous.
(text, pp. 4f)

Because he had a talent for fiction (Utopia), More is dismissed as a serious
historian: ‘many of these accusa<tions> are but fables and fictions and poetical
in<ventions. B>esides, he had much intelligence with the <kingdom> of Utopia,
and perhaps many of those imaginary <accusations were> advertisements from
that strange and uncouth land . . .’ (text, p. 196). Stow has told Buc that it was
never proved by any evidence ‘nor yet by any fine fiction or argument or poetry’
that Richard killed his nephews. Buc might have taken this to refer to dramatic
representations, but he does not: ‘And whereas Mr Stow added fiction and poetry
to the proofs, he alluded (as I conceived) to the poetical disposition of Sir Thomas
More, because he was a poet and wrot<e a poetical boo>k, to wit, Utopia is a

42 Eccles, p. 413.
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fable (text, p. 173). Yet The True Tragedy of Richard I1I, Thomas Legge’s Richardus
Tertius, and Shakespeare’s Richard III were all well known at the time.*

The only mention of plays — and it is not at all certain whether he actually made
it, since it does not appear in Tiberius and is in a segment of the text which the
Editor has taken some pains to reorganize structurally — is the one quoted
previously from Egerton 2216 (pp. xxx-xxxi) about ‘the ignorant, and never-
vnderstandeinge vulgare’ who take their history from the pamphlets, ballads, and
the stage. Its style accords much more with the great-nephew than with Sir
George. This sort of attitude is not unusual for those of Buc’s class and educational
status. Cornwallis’s was similar: Roger Bennett points out that although he spent
time in the playhouse, in his essays he refers to the stage only through metaphorical
figures, often contemptuous. And as for vulgar literature, Cornwallis remarks that
itis his custom to read it in the privy and then use it as toilet paper.** The pamphlets
which are linked with plays as vulgar literature are thus described by Stauffer: the
‘popular interest in sensational and strange lives . . . produced broadsides and
short pamphlets on the disagreeable deaths of every murderer and Newgate
criminal, and turned over the pages of old chronicles and foreign histories for
lives incredibly criminal or heroic’.

Autobiography and Personal Opinions

Of all Buc’s works the History contains most biographical information. Yet this is
not considerable. Buc speaks of his presence with the Lord Admiral at Cadiz and
of taking part in events there. He notes that he was in France when Mary, Queen
of Scots died and heard general remarks there on the cause of her death, which
seem to have been (this section is burnt away) that she died of a catarrh, the polite
way of saying she had been put to death. He speaks of his ancestors, of his great-
grandfather, who may or may not have been Richard’s Controller of the House
and was executed and attainted after B