

















et e e g A

PREFACE

URING the year 1908 the Masters of the Bench
D were requested to publish a new issue of Downing’s
Manuscript of Master Worsley's Book, as edited by

Master C. H. Hopwood in the year 1896, to meet the
numerous applications for copies of that work, now out of
print. It was, however, considered preferable to have an
edition of the original manuscript of Master Worsley, which
was not discovered until Master Hopwood’s work had been
printed. Having proposed this latter course, I was requested
to edit the work. When I undertook this edition I greatly
underestimated the task. As I perused and re-perused the
manuscript, and the other manuscripts connected with it,
I came to the conclusion that to make the work intelligible
and interesting a historical introduction dealing with the
principal subjects treated of by Master Worsley was neces-
sary. I then began to realize the difficulties of the under-
taking. However, the kindly interest taken by the Masters
of the Bench, and the encouragement so given me, induced
me to persevere, and I have been able to collect a great deal
of interesting matter which I have laid before the reader.
This collected matter, however, is to some considerable

extent given in the form of extracts, and I venture so to

present it, thinking that in this form it may be of greater

value than if I had merely summarized the materials and
v
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stated the result and my own conclusions. Moreover, many
of the extracts are from works not easily accessible, and
readers may prefer to have before them the original form
and language. Throughout I have endeavoured to quote
where pbssible from contemporary writers, and in every
instance to give the authority for the statements made.
Where I have drawn inferences it is so stated.

I desire to express my thanks for much assistance
rendered me by the Under Treasurer, and by Mr. Herbert
Rowe, the senior clerk at the Treasury; by Mr. H. ]J.
Wadling our surveyor, and by Mr. C. W. Horser his clerk;
by our librarian Mr. C. E. A. Bedwell; and by Mr. Charles
Johnson, M.A. (Trin. Coll,, Oxon), of the Public Record
Office, whose historical knowledge and acquaintance with
ancient records have been of great service to me. I am also
much indebted to Master T. W. Brogden (whose long
residence in the Inn and whose acquaintance with and
devotion to its affairs are so well known) for having perused
in manuscript Sections II and V of the Introduction, and
for valuable criticism enabling me to make several amend-
ments and additions; to Master Erskine Pollock, K.C., for
assisting me to decipher the makers’ names and the dates
of the pieces of plate of historical interest (a list of which
I have included in the Appendices); also to my niece Miss
Rosa M. Whitlaw for seven artistic and faithful etchings
illustrating some of the buildings; and last, but not least,
to my clerk, Mr. F. E. Smith, as a most painstaking and

accurate amanuensis.

A R. L
February, 1910.















INTRODUCTION

BY THE EDITOR

I. OF THE AUTHOR AND MS. OF “MASTER
WORSLEY’'S BOOK,” AND OF OTHER MSS.
CONNECTED THEREWITH.

HARLES WORSLEY was admitted to the Middle Temple
C on the 27th June 1690, as the second son of James Worsley,

of Pilewell, Co. Hants, knight. He was called to the Bar
on the 22nd May 1696, appointed Autumn Reader in 1725, and
Treasurer in 1733. The Worsleys were a very ancient Lancashire
family. Sir James Worsley, of a younger branch, was for many
years Page to King Henry VII, and was Master of the Robes to
Henry VIII, who appointed him Captain of the Isle of Wight for
life, and he had the honour of entertaining King Henry VIII at
Appuldurcombe, in the parish of Godshill, Isle of Wight. Sir
Richard Worsley, of Appuldurcombe, was the first Baronet (1611).
Charles Worsley was a grandson of Sir Hy. Worsley the 2nd
Baronet. The Baronetcy subsequently passed to Sir James Worsley,
the elder brother of Charles Worsley, and became extinct on the
death of the gth Baronet in 1825. The present Earl of Yar-
borough and Baron Worsley of Appuldurcombe is descended from
the niece and heiress of Sir Richard Worsley the 7th Baronet,
who died in 1805.! Charles Worsley was in 1722 Member of

1 It was formerly, and to some extent it is still, the custom for a family to become
associated with a particular Inn of Court. This is noticeable of the Worsley family. It
appears that on the same day (8th February 1637) the second, third, and fourth sons of Sir
Richard Worsley, the 1st Baronet, were admitted to the Middle Temple. In 1691 James
Worsley, the elder brother of Charles Worsley, was admitted, and there are several other
admissions of the same family down to comparatively recent times. Other notable
instances in connection with our Inn will be found in the families of Carew, Montagu, Hyde,
and Sandys.
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Parliament for the Borough of Newtown, Isle of Wight. He was
never married, and died at his Chambers in Essex Court on the 28th
August 1739, and on the 4th September, in accordance with his
testamentary direction, he was buried in the Crypt of St. Paul’s
Cathedral, in London. By his Will, which is dated the 17th April
1738, and was proved on the day following his death, after a
number of pecuniary legacies, not forgetting his Temple laundress,
to whom he gave a legacy of £20 and an annuity of £10 for life,
and making provision for his Bench Chamber to revert to the Inn
without being dismantled, he gave to the Society of the Middle
Temple £50 to buy a piece of plate, and on the s5th November
1739, Master John Strange, then Treasurer, purchased therewith
a large silver cup and cover engraved with Master Worsley’s Arms.
This piece of plate is occasionally displayed on the Bench Table.
By his Will he gave also to the Minister and Churchwardens of
the Parish of Godshill, for the use of the parishioners, a Communion
service of plate, consisting of one silver flagon, two silver chalices,
and two silver patines, all which he desired might be handsomely
gilded with gold. This plate is still in use.

The work which is attributed to Master Charles Worsley, and
known as “ Master Worsley’s Book,” appears to have been written
during the year of his Treasurership. There were probably more
copies than one of the work. It is uncertain whether the MS.
now in the possession of this Society, and which may for convenience
be called MS. No. 1, is the original MS. On comparing the
handwriting with Master Worsley’s Will at Somerset House, which
he states is ““all in my own handwriting,” and is written out with great
care on one sheet of paper, there is much resemblance, but the
signature of the Will differs slightly from the signature on the title-
page of the MS. The handwriting of the MS. has greater resem-
blance to that in which the Minutes of Parliament are written for
the year 1734, and it is probable that it was carefully transcribed by
a clerk in the Treasury Office. It is in a bold round clerical
handwriting of the period, with scarcely any interlineations. To
save space and time in copying, the common contractions and
abbreviations are used, and punctuation on any system is entirely
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ignored. There is ground for inference that MS. No. 1 was a
copy made for the use of Master Lewis Stucley, Recorder of
Bideford, in Devon, who became a Bencher of the Society in 1740,
and Reader in 1745, and died on the 6th July 1748. On the inside
of the front cover of MS. No. 1 is written: “ L. Stucley of the
Middle Temple,” and on the inside of the back cover is written:
“L. Stucley of the Temple”; and in MS. No. 2, subsequently
referred to, the rent column of the List of Bench Chambers is
headed “ Annual Rents according to Mr. Stuckley’s Copy.” There
are also numerous memoranda written at the end of MS. No. 1, on
pages which originally had been left blank, of “ Names of the
Benchers the 12th July 1745 and since,” names of Readers from
1731 to 1746, several minutes of Orders of Parliaments, and a list
of Bench Chambers, 1746, 1747. These memoranda are in a
different handwriting from that of the MS. itself, and several have
much resemblance to the inscription on the inside cover of the book.
Moreover on page numbered 208, apparently intended to follow on
the List of the Benchers, is the following memorandum:

“ L. Stucley on the 25 Jan. 1740 treated the Hall as Bencher.
“ L. Stucley on 20" June 1745 treated the Hall as Reader.
“ Died since my call to the Bench ”:—

Then follows a list of names of those who so died, including
Master Richard Agar, who appears from the Temple Church
Records to have died in the year 1742, and Master Sir Bibye Lake,
who died in the year 1744, both after Master Stucley’s call to the
Bench. The inference may therefore be drawn that MS. No. 1 is a
copy of “Master Worsley’'s Book,” which belonged to Master
Stucley, and it may have been acquired by him or made for his use
during his Reading. It would seem scarcely credible that if it had
been the original MS., or the only copy, Master Stucley would have
written on it as he did.

William Downing was Steward of the Society in the year 1739,
being the date affixed by him to his MS., which was edited by
Master Charles H. Hopwood, Q.C., in the year 1896. The title-
page of Downing’s MS. is as follows:

Downing’s
MS.
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On the inside of the front cover is written in the same hand-
writing as the MS.: “Jn° Kirby, this Book belongs to me, and not
to the Society of the Middle Temple.”

Kirby's MS. is almost a verbatim copy of ¢ Master Worsley’s
Book ” as contained in MS. No. 1, with merely such additional matter
as to bring the history down to date (1750), and except that in some
places, where lists were intended, blank pages are left, and not
filled in at all. At the beginning of the book containing MS. No. 1,
before the title-page, on what may have been originally blank pages,
are three pages lettered a, b,c. Theyare in the same handwriting as
the MS. itself, but apparently inserted as an afterthought. Pages
lettered a and c contain an epitome of what is stated in Stow’s
“ Annales ” (1631), Cap. XII, “ Of the Temples” (pp. 1069, 1070).
In Kirby’s MS. a verbatim copy of this epitome is inserted by him
in his text, as part of the history (see post, p. 89), but he attributes
it to Sir Wm. Dugdale, and adds: “ However, for the satisfaction of
the curious we will repeat his own words.” It is obvious that Kirby
merely copied this out of MS. No. 1, and from this fact, and from
some copying in connection with a few interlineations and clerical
errors (e.g. see post, pp. 142, 144), it may be inferred that Kirby used
MS. No. 1 itself in the preparation of his work.

There is yet another MS. in connection with “ Master Worsley’s
Book” which may for convenience be referred to as MS. No. 2.
Excepting a few clerical errors, it is a verbatim copy of MS. No. 1,
including the pages lettered a, b, ¢, at the commencement, and most
of the memoranda at the end of the book. This MS. is of interest,
as it contains notes on various matters in a different handwriting,
probably made by Master Anthony Allen, who was chosen Treasurer
in the year 1749, and corresponding with handwriting of rough
notes written on the inside of letter-covers addressed to Anthony
Allen, and on other scraps of paper pinned together, and found in
MS. No. 2, containing matter for the preparation of a list of the
Masters of the Temple Church. MS. No. 2 also contains at the end
a MS. copy of the Report of Treasurer Ketelby, certified under the
signature of Anthony Allen as correctly copied from the original,
relating to the dispute with the Inner Temple -as to precedence at

MS. No. 2.
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the Public Call of Serjeants, Easter Term 1736, and is set out in the
Appendix to the present Edition as interesting in connection with
Downing’s account of the subsequent proceedings on that occasion.

Master Hopwood, in his preface to Downing’s MS., shows how
that MS. was acquired by the Society. That it was brought to
Mr. Horsfall on the 20th October 1773 by a young woman, who
desired that her name should not be disclosed, and alleged it had
fallen into her hands with a lot of books. It was Mr. John Horsfall,
who seems to have been at one time Clerk and Librarian, and
afterwards Sub-Treasurer. In the ¢ Extracts from the Accounts,” at
the end of the Calendar of the Middle Temple Records, there is an
item dated 21st December 1771: “ Paid Master Hatsell for purchase
of MS. Book said to be done by Master Worsley £1. 1. 0.” This
cannot be the MS. book received by John Horsfall in 1773, and it
would seem impossible to confuse it with Kirby’s MS., or to identify
it with MS. No. 2, for the reasons above referred to in connection
with Master Anthony Allen. The inference is that MS. No. 1 was
purchased about the year 1770 by Master Henry Hatsell, who was
Treasurer from 1768 to 1770, and the £1 15, was repaid to him and
allowed in the Treasurer’s accounts of the following year.

In transcribing the text of MS. No 1, the only liberty taken,
with a view to facilitate the reading, has been to extend the abbrevia-
tions, to substitute small letters for meaningless capitals, and to insert
a more intelligible punctuation.

It should be mentioned that in MS. No. 1 on the page lettered b,
above referred to, there is the following statement of the Records
then in the possession of the Society.

““An Account of Such Books relating to the Middle Temple as
are in the Hands of the Subtreasurer Jan™ 1734.

“1°. ffour Books of Orders & Admissions promiscuously begin-
ning in the Year 1500; & ending in the year 1658:

“2° Two Books of Orders beginning in the Year 1658; to this
time.
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“3° Two Books of Admissions to the House & Chambers be-
ginning ann’ 1658; to this time.

“N.B. From Hillary Term 1524 to Hillary Term 1551: the
Books are missing, but it is not known how that happens.

“g°. A Book in which are Noted all Admittances to Chamb™
and for what Interest the persons are Admitted.

“so, A Book in w® the Chief Treasurers Acc® are entred at
large after they have been passed & Confirmed.

“6°, Annual Books in which all Workmens Bills are entred.

“»o, A Book in which are Depicted the Coats of Arms of the
Nobility & others wt were placed in the Windows of the Hall
composed Ann’ 1630:

“8°, A Book in which are Depicted the Coats of Arms of the
Readers of the House beginning (vizt) The Readers Names 1560:
but the Coats of Arms not till 1597:

‘“g°, A Book in which are Noted all Bonds given to the House
with the Names of the Obligors & Obligees.

“10° A Book in which are Copy'd all Deeds.!

“11°. A Book in which are Copy’d all Leases.”?

An abstract of the various classes of records of the Middle
Temple prior to 1800 is given in the Calendar edited by Master
Hopwood in the year 1903. According to the account given by
Master James Anderson,® who was Treasurer in 1860, the oldest of
the records in the possession of the Society (Vol. A*) contains the
Minutes of Parliaments between the 16 Hen. VII and 16 Hen. VIII
(1501 to 1524), but in the Minutes during that period there are

! The title at the commencement of this book is: “A book containing all the Charters
and Deeds belonging to the Hon"* Society of the Middle Temple transcribed in the year
1664 William Montagu Esqre being then Treasurer.” The first deed transcribed is the Bargain
and Sale dated zi1st June, Eliz. 28 (1586) to Trustees of the Society of the moiety of the
Master of the Temple’s lodging.

? This also originated at the same time. The entry in the Extracts from Accounts (Cal.
p. 171) is “ Transcribing all the House’s Deed, Charter, Evidence, and Leases into two large
folio books.”

? See Master Hopwood’s Introduction to the Calendar of the Middle Temple Records.

* The reference to the volume as “ Vol. A,” etc., is merely endorsed on the back of a
comparatively modern binding. The first record has no heading at all. It is a Minute of
Parliament, 16 Hen. VII, written at the top of a page, and all other Minutes follow on in
their order. The title or number of the volume is, therefore, no indication that there were
not earlier records.
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references to earlier records, for instance, a Liber Constitutionis
and Rotuli. The date of the last entry in Vol. A is 3rd February
1524, and the next entry in the Minutes in point of time is of date
13th February 1551, Vol. D. The records for the intervening yearsare
missing as well as those prior to 1501. There does not appear to be
any other loss of our records. The destruction of records attributed
by tradition to Wat Tyler’s Rebellion (1381) does not account for the
loss of subsequent records. It may be noticed that neither Stow nor
Dugdale® refers to the later loss of records. Dugdale, in referring to
the loss of registers (** Orig. Jurid.” pp. 141, 145), is evidently allud-
ing to the burning of books and records by Wat Tyler (4 Rich. II).
Doubtless there were very few early records or registers.? Parlia-
ment prior to 1604 was held only once in every term (see post,
p. 111), and probably prior to the completion of the Hall in 1571,
met in the old Hall itself for want of a more convenient place (see
post, p. 175). The proceedings in Parliament were principally for
the election of officers, as appears by the early existing records, and
it was not until the beginning of the seventeenth century that regu-
lations were made for the entry of orders (see post, p. 111). Further,
admissions to the Inn and to Chambers, as well as the fines on such
admissions, were probably in ancient times in the discretion of the
Treasurer (see post, pp. 137, 139, 166). Until the year 1524 the
Treasurer himself received such moneys as were not collected by

' Dugdale’s (““ Orig. Jurid.”) references to the registers of the four Inns in giving lists
of Readers and Treasurers or Governors comimence as follow:

Middle Temple. Cod. vol. i, 16 Hen. V11 (1500-1) Readers.
Reg. vol. i, 17 Hen. VII (1501-2) Treasnrers.
Inner Temple. Reg. vol. i, 21 Hen. VII (1505-6) Treasurers.
- »» 22 Hen. VII (1506-7) Readers.
Lincoln’s Inn.  Reg. vol. i, 3 Hen. V1 (1424-5) Governors.
’ » 4 Edw. 1V (1464-5) Readers.
Gray’s Inn. Reg. vol. i, 5 Hen. VIII (1513-4) Readers.
o » 22 Hen. VIII (1530-1) Treasurers.
With regard to the Middle Temple records there are not two volumes, a Codex and a
Register, but only one volume, see ar’e, p. 7, n. 4.

? Sir John Ferne, who was admitted to the Inner Temple in 1576, in “ The Blazon of
Gentrie ” (1586), p. 24, says that he had seen a Kalendar of all the members of one Society
(he does not say which) of about the last year of King Henry V (1422) “with the Armes of
theyr house and familie marshalled by theyr names: and 1 assure yon, the selfesame monu-
ment doth both approove them all to be Gentlemen of perfect discents, and also the number
of them, much lesse then now it is, beeing at that time in one house scarcely threescore.”
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the Steward, and he defrayed all charges (see pos¢, p. 168), and it
would seem it was not until the year 1519 (10 Hen. VIII) that it
was thought desirable to have the Treasurer’s accounts audited (see
post, p. 175). Even after this date, and until 1637, no books of
account appear to have been kept, and then at first only payments
were recorded (see Cal. p. xix). With regard to the missing records
between the years 1525 and 1550, they would seem to have been
in existence in the year 1608, since the Minutes of Parliament for
the 6th May 6 James I refer to and revive an Order of Parliament
of 18th November 1 Edw. VI (1547). Further, Dugdale would seem
to have had access to some records relating to the same period,
since in the lists of Readers and Treasurers given in his “ Origines
Juridiciales” (1666) he gives the names of the Readers during that
period, which are not elsewhere to be found; but he omits any
reference to the Register, although in every other case he gives the
folio in the Register. He does not give the names of any Trea-
surers during this period. Moreover it is noteworthy that the records
in 1501 are marked Vol. A, or as Dugdale describes them, Cod. and
Reg. vol. i. It is unlikely that the records were destroyed in the
Great Fire of London of 1666, or the Great Temple Fire of 1679,
without the circumstance being referred to either by Lord Clarendon
or Roger North in their autobiographies. It is, however, not im-
probable that the few records which existed at the time Thomas
Denton, Nicholas Bacon, and Robert Cary reported to King
Henry VIII on the Inns of Court (see post, p. 37), were entrusted
to them for the preparation of such Report, since they state that
it had been made by them upon the diligent search and perusing
of all the Orders of the Houses of Court; and it may be that some
of them were never returned to the Inns to which they belonged.
This surmise would account for the common loss of records of
the same period by the Inner Temple and Gray’s Inn.
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II. OF THE ORIGIN OF THE INNS OF COURT AND
OF THE MIDDLE TEMPLE

GREAT deal has been written as to the origin of the Inns
of Court, but in the absence of any authentic records it
must necessarily be surmise only.

Sir Wm. Dugdale (* Orig. Jurid.,” cap. lv), after saying that the
learned in our Laws were anciently persons in Holy Orders is out
of all question, as also that divers Justices of the King’s Courts,
and those called Itinerant, were ecclesiastics, proceeds: ‘“ But after
the Statute of Magna Carta (9 H. III, c. xi) whereby King H. III
appointed that ‘Communia Placita non sequantur Curiam sed
teneantur in aliquo certo loco,’ ’tis not to be doubted, but that, as
well the Students in the Law as the peculiar Ministers of each Court,
being at a better certainty how and where to exercise themselves,
began to fix and settle in certain places and stations most proper for
their studies, conference, and practice: which, that they might the
more regularly do, King Edward the first, in 20° of his reign
appointed John de Metingham (then Lord Chief Justice of the Court
of Common Pleas) and the rest of his fellow Justices (of that Court)
that they, according to their discretions, should provide and ordain,
from every County, certain Attorneys and Lawyers [certum numerum
de Atturnatis et Apprenticiis] of the best and most apt for their
learning and skill, who might do service to his Court and people:
And that those, so chosen only, and no other, should follow his
Court, and transact the affairs therein: the said King and his
Councell, then deeming the number of seaven score to be sufficient
for that imployment; but it was left to the discretion of the said
Justices, to add to that number, or diminish, as they should see fit.
So that, soon afterwards, though we had no memorial of the direct
time, nor absolute certainty of the places; we may safely conclude,
that they settled in certain Hostells or Innes, which were thence-
forth called Innes of Court.” And further on he says that owing to
registers being lost the first record he had seen pointing out the cer-
tainty of their settling in these Hostells was “a demise 18 Edw. 111
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from Lady Clifford of that House near Fleet street, called Clifford’s
Inne (now one of the Innes of Chancery) Apprenticiis de Banco;
which, as I take it, is meant to the Lawyers belonging to the Court
of Common Pleas.”

The late Master, G. Pitt-Lewis, K.C,, in his little book called
“The History of the Temple,” connects the origin of the Inns of
Court with the famous schools of learning in early times attached to
the principal churches in London, and in particular to the churches of
St. Paul, St. Sepulchre, and St. Andrew. He purports to quote from
William Fitzstephen’s ¢ Life of St. Thomas & Becket,” written between
1170and 1182. “ Upon festival days the Masters made solemn meet-
ings in the churches, where their scholars disputed logically and de-
monstratively, some bringing enthemims, others syllogisms. Some
disputed for show, others to keep up too; cunning sophisters were
thought brave scholars when they flowed with words; others used
fallacies; Rhetoricians spoke aptly to persuade, observing the pre-
text of art, and omitting nothing that would serve their purpose.
The boys of divers schools did cap or pot verses, and contended in
the principles of grammar. There were some which on the other
side with epigrammes and names nipping and quipping their fellows,
and the faults of others, though suppressing their names, moved
thereby much laughter among their auditors.”! The hostel connected
with St. Paul’s was in Paternoster Row, that with St. Sepulchre’s in
the adjoining St. George’s Inn, and that with St. Andrew’s in the
adjoining Thavie’s Inn. The principal meeting place of the lawyers
with their clients was in the parvis or porch, in some instances
extending into the aisle of the church, to which their hostel was
attached, as in later times it was in the Round of the Temple. It is
suggested that these hostels were the origin of the Inns of Court,
and that as the number of students outgrew the original accommoda-
tion, smaller Inns, called Inns of Chancery, were established, subject
to the control of the founders, where apprentices of the law were

! This is not in fact a quotation from Fitzstephen. It is a condensed version of an inter-
esting passage in Fitzstephen’s description of the City of London, forming part of the preface
to his “Life of St. Thomas of Canterbury”; see “Vita S. Thomz,” Giles ed. 1843, vol. i,
p- 174, in Latin; and see the literal English translation in the Appendix to the “Life and
Letters of Thomas a Becket,” by J. A. Giles (1846), vol. ii, p. 380.
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lodged, and copied, and were taught to prepare, the original writs
which issued out of Chancery.

On the other hand, the Rev. R. J. Fletcher, in his Introduction to
the “ Pension Book of Gray’s Inn,” considers that the four Inns were
distinct from the earlier hospices, the result of second thoughts, the
products of a time when the informal congregation of students in
hired houses had proved a source of disorder, and the need of more
discipline had become apparent. He points out that the founders of
the Inns of Court were of the Master grade, that there is no instance
of any man below the grade of a Bencher possessed of a voice in
the election of Benchers or in the administration of the Society, and
that from the first days of which we have knowledge they were in
possession of the exclusive right of enabling a man to practise in the
Courts of Westminster. Further, that the common possession by
the four Societies of this enabling power, together with the marked
absence of any historical claim to precedence on the part of any of
them, would scem to support a presumption that the dates of their
several origins were not far apart.

The great struggle for supremacy between the Common Law
and Civil Law began in the reign of Henry II. An ordinance,
19 Hen. T11 (1234), prohibited teachers of law within the walls of
the City of London. Whatever may have been the exact intention
of this proclamation, whether to suppress the teaching of the Common
Law or only the Civil Law, the effect, combined with the earlier
prohibition of the Fourth Lateran Council (12135, published here by
the Bishop of Salisbury about the year 1217) against the clergy
appearing as advocates in secular courts unless in causes in which
they themselves were concerned or in the causes of the poor,! and
with the subsequent prohibition in the year 1254 of Pope Inno-
cent IV forbidding the reading of the Common Law by the clergy
in the English universities and seminaries of learning because its
decrees were not founded on the imperial constitutions,2 was gradually
to supersede the ecclesiastics as teachers of the law. After the Great
Charter of Henry I11 (1225), a class of pleaders in the King’s Courts

' Spelm. (1664), Concil. tom. ii, sub ann. 1217, De bono Pacis, p. 140.
* See Matt. Paris, Luard’s ed. (1872), p. 427, sub ann. 1254.
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is referred to by Matthew Paris in 1235, and they frequently appear
during the last half of the thirteenth century. In 1280 the City of
London made regulations for the admission of pleaders and attorneys
to practise before the civic courts and for their due control, and in
1292 there is the Order of Edward I to John de Metingham to
which Dugdale refers.! It is therefore at the end of the thirteenth
century that we find the first traces of the constitution and organiza-
tion of the legal profession; and, without doing violence to any
of the above theories, it is not unreasonable to suppose that the
secularized hospices or schools of learning were then reorganized,
and independent Inns of Court established by the Apprenticii de
Banco to which the hospices were respectively attached and became
subordinate.

In the absence of any authentic records, the origin of the two
Societies now known as the Middle Temple and the Inner Temple
is also a matter of conjecture. Whether these two Societies were
originally one Society and separated at a comparatively late period
after becoming established in the Temple, or whether they were
originally two Societies, has been and still is a much vexed question.
This subject, and the early history generally of the two Temples, is
so intimately connected with the history of the Knights Templars
and the Order of the Prior and Brethren of the Hospital of St. John
of Jerusalem in England, known as the Knights Hospitallers, that it
has been thought desirable to refer in the Appendix to all the prin-
cipal documentary evidence relating to the two Orders, so far as it
is applicable to the history of the Temple.

The Knights Templars established the chief house of their
Order in England in, or shortly before, the year 1128 without
Holborn Bars, in ‘“Oldbourne,” wholly, or for the most part, on
the plot of ground where Southampton House and adjacent build-
ings were subsequently erected. Afterwards, about the year 1184
or a little earlier, they removed to the old manor house south of

! See Rolls of Parl. 20 Edw. I, vol. i, p. 84, No. 22; also * A History of English Law,”
by W. C. Holdsworth, D.C.L., vol. i1, p. 263; and “The Middle Temple: its Origin and
Early History,” by John Hutchinson, as Introduction to the Minutes of Parliament of the
Middle Temple (1904).
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Fleet Street, which then became known as the New Temple, their
old house being afterwards referred to as the Old Temple! After
the seizure of their property in England in the year 1308, and the
final suppression of the Order on the 22nd March 1312 by the
Council of Vienne, the New Temple, with the adjoining property in
the City and suburb of London, which had come to the King’s
hands, was, in the first instance, granted by King Edward II to
Aymer de Valence, Earl of Pembroke, but Thomas, Earl of Lan-
caster, claiming the Temple by escheat, as the immediate lord of the
fee,? the Earl of Pembroke, on the 3rd October 1315, at the request
of the King, released all his rights to the Earl of Lancaster, who
held it for about six and a half years, when he was executed for
treason. The King thereupon again granted the New Temple in
London to Aymer de Valence for life. In the Parliament which met
on the 23rd February 1324 (17 Edw. I, Stat. 2), all the lands, lord-
ships, fees, churches, advowsons and liberties belonging to the lately
dissolved Order of the Templars were assigned to the Prior and
Brethren of the Hospital of St. John of Jerusalem in England, to
remain to them and their successors for ever. Aymer de Valence
died in the year 1324, and thereupon, and notwithstanding the
Statute 17 Edw. II, the King granted the manor of the New
Temple, London, to Hugh le Despenser the younger. The latter,
however, appears subsequently to have obtained from the Prior and
Brethren a feoffment of the lands and rents of the New Temple,
except the consecrated places.* On the attainder and execution of

! Petyt MSS., No. 538, vol. xvii, p. 400, given by William Petyt to the Honourable
Society of the Inner Temple, tracing the history of the Temple from the reign of Henry 11
to the time of Charles I, in the early part of whose reign it would seem to have been written ;
see also “The Knights Templars,” by C. G. Addison (1842); and gos, p. 52.

* See Appendix; and also the allegation in connection with the dispute with the City as
to its claim to jurisdiction (State Papers, Domestic, Charles 11, vol. cclvii, No. 157; set out in
Cal. p. 237), the Temples claiming exemption on the ground, znter alia, that by the dissolution
of the Knights Templars it came to Thomas Earl of Lancaster and Leicester as belonging to
the honor of Leicester and continued exempted till by Act of Parliament it was settled on
the Hospitallers.

* The Hospitallers had no occasion for the New Temple as an abode of the Order. The
House of the Hospitallers was at Clerkenwell. It was erected in the year 1100, or shortly
after, on the establishment of their Order (Dug. “ Mon. Ang.” vol. vi, p. 799), and was a House
of great importance, since on the 1oth of the calends of April (23rd March) 1185, a little more
than a month after the consecration (10th February 1185) of the Church of the Knights



INTRODUCTION 15

Hugh le Despenser the younger in November 1326 the Temple was
seized into the hands of the King.

On the 25th January 6 Edw. Il (1332) the King committed
the custody of the Temple, and of all the rents which formerly
belonged to the Templars in London, and which were then in the
King’s hands by the forfeiture of Hugh le Despenser to William de
Langeford at a ferm or rent of /24 yearly, but in the 10 Edw. 11
(1337), on the complaint of the Prior, and after inquisition, it was
found that William de Langeford was unjustly in possession of the
consecrated places annexed to the church, and the same were ascer-
tained by certain bounds and delivered up to the Prior, the residue
remaining with William de Langeford.® The total value of the New
Temple lands, which belonged to the Templars in the City, was
extended at £73 6s. 11d. yearly (equal to about /1,000 a year of
money at the present day?), and the portion of the yearly ferm of
£24, which William de Langeford rendered to the King for the
custody of the places delivered to the Prior and his Brethren, was
ascertained to be £12 4s. 1d. yearly, which was remitted. In the
year 1338 the King sold the rest of the manor to the Prior and
Brethren, and entire possession was delivered to them, but out of
gratitude to William de Langeford for his good services to the
Order, on the 18th July 1338 the Prior and Brethren granted to him
for life possession of the manor with the foreign rents at a rent of 14.
at Midsummer, and also, at a rent of 32s., of all their messuages and
places of the sometime Temple lying from the lane called ¢ Chaun-
cellereslane” to the Templebarre without the gates of the New
Temple, except the messuages which had been sold to William Brex,
one of the Brethren. William de Langeford died in the year 1368.°

Templars, the Grand Council or Parliament of England assembled there (Addison’s “ Knights
Templars,” p. 115).

! See Cal. of Close Rolls, 1st June 1337, and 18th May 1338. William de Langeford
was clerk or chaplain to the Prior and a trusted servitor of the Order. He was in possession
as Crown lessee of the whole of the New Temple, and the rent of £24 was reserved in respect
of the entirety, although only the parts of which Hugh le Despenser had been enfeoffed
escheated to the King and were capable of being leased to him by the King. The object of
the proceedings was to recover to the use of the Prior and Brethren the consecrated parts,
and to obtain a reduction of the rent of £24 in respect of so much of the property as was
wrongfully alleged to have belonged to Hugh le Despenser and to have escheated.

* Addison’s “Knights Templars,” p. 354. * Cal Inq. p. m. No. 38, 41 Edw. 111
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The attainder of Thomas, Earl of Lancaster, was reversed in
Parliament, 1 Edw. I1I (1327). Such reversal did not affect the
statutory title of the Prior and Brethren, but the Manor of the
Temple, being of the Honor of Leicester, continued to be held of
the Earl of Lancaster, and subsequently, in 1351, of the Duke of
Lancaster, as immediate lords of the fee. The Inquisitions taken on
the reversal of the attainder of Earl Thomas, on the 14th March
1327, and the two Inquisitions of the 15th August 1336, and the
28th April 1337, in connection with the Crown lease to William de
Langeford, throw great light on the probable time when the New
Temple was first occupied by the lawyers. It appears that between
the death of Earl Thomas, in 1322, and the death of Hugh le
Despenser the younger, in 1326, Roger Blom, sometime “ nuncius ”
of the Temple, at the request of the Master and Brethren, caused
thirteen houses to be built upon a plot of land being in the cemetery
consecrated to the Church in the front part near the highway towards
the north, to let the same houses in order to maintain lights and other
ornaments of the Church. These houses are not referred to in the
Inquisition of 1327 as existing in 1322 on the death of Earl
Thomas, but they are referred to in the Inquisition of 1336 as
having been in the wrongful possession of Hugh le Despenser the
younger. It also appears that in 1337 there were eight shops in the
custody of William de Langeford, seven in Fleet Street and one out-
side the Temple Bar. Besides the thirteen houses and the Church
and Chapels, the buildings in the New Temple itself appear to have
then consisted of two Halls, one adjoining the Chapel of St. Thomas,
with rooms above in the occupation of the Prior and the Brethren,
and the other, with four rooms and stabling and a room at the out-
side of the Great Gate, in the custody of William de Langeford. On
comparing the description of these buildings with the inventories
made between 1oth January 1307 (old style) and 1oth November
1308 of the contents of the rooms, when on the suppression of the
Order of the Knights Templars their effects were seized by the
sheriffs,! it is evident that no buildings other than the thirteen
houses referred to had been erected in the meantime; and no altera-

' See Baylis, the Temple Church Appendices, p. 13I.
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tion was made up to the time of William de Langeford’s exoneration
on the 3rd March 1343. One tradition is that the lawyers * made
composition with the Earl of Lancaster for a lodging in the Temple,
and so came hither and have continued here ever since.”! It is found
by the Inquisition of 1337 that owing to the removal of the King’s
Courts from London the rents from the shops had between Novem-
ber 1326, the death of Hugh le Despenser the younger, and 1337,
the date of the Inquisition, considerably depreciated in value. The
Courts in fact from the year 1327 (1 Edw. III) to the year 1339
(12 Edw. III) were removed from Westminster to York (see post,
p- 227). The inference would seem to be that the lawyers, prior
to 1327, resided in the houses erected on part of the ground north
of the Church. The temporary removal of the Courts to York would
affect the value of the shop property, but not necessarily the resi-
dential property, since the lawyers would naturally retain their
chambers during their temporary absence. Except, however, as
approximating the time when the lawyers first lodged in the Temple
the tradition cannot be correct, since the only lodging in the Temple
available would have been the thirteen houses built by Roger Blom
and which belonged to the Prior.

Another tradition, as to the time when the lawyers settled in
the Temple, is stated by Dugdale (“Orig. Jurid.” p. 145), and as
resting on nothing but tradition, that the Knights Hospitallers,
soon after King Edward I11? granted the Mansion of the Temple to
them, “demised the same for the rent of x/. per annum unto divers
professors of the Common Law that came from Thavyes Inne in
Holburne.” In Hearne's “Collection of Curious Discourses” (1720)
there is a discourse “ Of the Antiquity of the Houses of Law,” by
Mr. Thynne?® written probably seventy years before Dugdale’s

! Petyt MSS., No. 538. Mr. Addison in “ The Knights Templars,” p. 348, points out the
similarity of many of the rules, customs, and usages of the Order of Knights Templars with
those observed to this day in the Temples, leading him to a conclusion that the domestics
and retainers of the ancient brotherhood became connected with the legal Society formed
therein, and transferred their services to that learned body.

? Sic in “Orig. Jurid,,” but evidently a mistake as the lands of the Templars were
bestowed on the Knights Hospitallers by stat. 19 Edw. II.

® This was no doubt Francis Thynne, Lancaster Herald. He was admitted a member
of Lincoln’s Inn 23rd January 1561; he became a member of the old Society of Antiquaries

D
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“Origines Juridiciales,” and he says, referring to the statute of
Edward I1 bestowing the lands of the Templars on the Hospital of
St. John of Jerusalem, « After this (but at what time I certainly
know not, although I guess it not much from the zoth year of
Edward I1I)! the Knights of Rhodes granted the same to the
Students of the Common Laws of England for ten pounds by year,
from which time they have remained there as they yet doe.” This
statement, it will be observed, is more definite as to time than that by
Dugdale, but it says nothing of the professors who came from
Thavie’s Inn, and in both statements only one rent of £10 is referred
to. It is probable that during the reign of Edward III, and about
the time mentioned by Mr. Thynne, possibly on the death of
William de Langeford in 1368, the Knights Hospitallers made the
first grant to the professors of the Common Law for the rent of
4102 It remains, however, to consider to what professors they
made this grant, and to whom they made the second similar grant,
and whether contemporaneously. Some assistance in arriving at a
conjecture on these matters may be obtained by reference to the
history of the Inns of Chancery.

Fortescue, writing about the year 1470, refers to ten Inns
of Chancery as then existing; but Dugdale in 1666 can only trace
nine, and says that the tenth Inn of Chancery, which stood in
Fortescue’s time, is lost, unless it be St. George’s Inn over against
the Church of St. Sepulchre, “ which is thought to be the ancient-
est Inn of Chancery.” Stow,® in his “ Survey” in 1598, says “In this

in 1591-2, and pursued with ardour the study of the history and antiquities of England
(* Dict. Nat. Biog.”).

' 1356,

* Accoirding to Mr. John Hutchinson, there is no known reference to the Temple at all
as the abode of lawyers by contemporary writers earlier than in the Paston Letters (1426-
51) except one—the passage quoted by Dugdale from the Prologue of Chaucer, as evidence
(as he said) that the lawyers were there in Edward 1Ils time. Mr. W. C. Bolland, in an
interesting article in the “ Law Quarterly Review,” October 1908, on the origin of egprenticis
and barristers, refers to a will, preserved at Somerset House, dated 24th August 1404, of John
Bownt of Bristol, in which the testator makes a bequest to *“ Roberto mancipio medii Templi,”
and suggests this as the earliest date hitherto known for the separate existence of the two
Sacieties. The words, however, of the bequest do not necessarily refer to any society, and
it may possibly be that the locality previously farmed by William de Langeford had then
come to be known as the Middle Temple.

* “Survey of London,” sixth ed., vol. i, p. 724. The first edition was in 1598.
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St. George’s-lane, on the north side thereof, remaineth yet an old
wall of stone, inclosing a piece of ground up Seacoal-lane, wherein,
by report, some time stood an Inn of Chancery; which house being
greatly decayed, and standing remote from other houses of that
Profession, the Company removed to a common Inn, called, of the
sign, Our Lady Inn, not far from Clements Inn; which they pro-
cured from Sir John Fineox, Lord Chief Justice of the Kings
Bench:! and since have held it of the owners, by the name of the
New Inn, paying for it 6/. rent by the year, as tenants at their own
will.” This would be about the year 1495, and New Inn always
belonged to the Society of the Middle Temple. Consequently it
may be inferred the Apprenticii de Banco, who constituted the
Society of the Middle Temple, were drawn from St. George’s Inn, and
that our Society is the only Society of the four Inns of Court which
can trace an independent origin directly from one of the hospices.

Thavie’s Inn described by Stow as on Holborn-hill adjoining to
Crookborn-alley, near to the Church of St. Andrew, was another Inn
of Chancery from which Apprenticii de Banco were no doubt drawn.
It was probably the nursery of the three other Inns of Court, since
Dugdale says there were Students of the Law resident there in
Edward III's time,2and there is nothing whatever to connect it with
the Society of the Inner Temple. It was conveyed to the Society of
Lincoln’s Inn in January 4 Edw. VI (1551). Clifford’s Inn, on the
other hand, on the opposite side of Fleet Street, belonged to the
Society of the Inner Temple, and Stow says (p. 737) King
Edward III granted it to Robert Clifford, and after his death his
widow Isabel let the same, “ Apprenticiis de Banco pro 10/ annua-
tim, Anno 18 Edwardi tertii, inquisitio post mortem Roberti Clifford.”
This was in the year 1344.

Applying therefore this test of the connected history of the Inns
of Chancery, it is probable that some of the Apprenticii de Banco
from Thavie’s Inn settled in Clifford’s Inn and now represent the

' Sir John Fineux was appointed Chief Justice on the 24th November 1495 (“ Dict, Nat.
Biog.”)

* See also statement by Sir George Buc in Stow’s Annales (1631), p. 1074. Sir George
Buc was a probationer at Thavie’s Inn before his admission to the Middle Temple.
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Society of the Inner Temple. It is, however, unlikely that the Ap-
prenticii de Banco who established themselves in Clifford’s Inn in
1344 (18 Edw. III) should then be established in the Temple.
Hence it may be inferred that the lawyers who then resided in the
houses erected on the North Churchyard in the New Temple were
not the Apprenticii de Banco who subsequently became known as
the Society of the Inner Temple, but must have been those who
subsequently became known as the Society of the Middle Temple.
[t is also a curious coincidence that to this day the Society of the
Middle Temple owns the property (Goldsmith Buildings) built on
the site of the cemetery north of the church, formerly known as
Churchyard Court. The result of the evidence seems to point to the
conclusion that the Society of the Middle Temple was the first to
settle in the Temple between the years 1322 and 1326, and that
probably on the death of William de Langeford (1368), or there-
abouts, acquired by demise from the Prior at a rent of £10 per
annum, not merely what they had previously been in occupation of
but also the rest, or the principal part, of the property which William
de Langeford held for his life under the grant to him from the Prior.
This theory receives corroboration on referring to the plan on the
Deed of Partition of 1732, since that Deed may be accepted as a
definite indication of what the respective holdings had been for a
remote period. The Society of Apprenticii at Clifford’s Inn most
likely obtained a demise from the Prior about the same time as the
Society of the Middle Temple, but took from the Prior what
remained and what was not occupied already, that is to say, the
inner parts of the Temple, and such parts previously occupied by the
Prior and Brethren which they no longer required, including the
Hall of the Priests, which, according to Dugdale (p. 146), appears to
have been rebuilt about that time (see gos?, p. 93, and ¢f- post, p. 156).

The proprietorship intermixed of the two Societies of buildings
annexed to the Church on both the north and south sides, and over
the Porch and Cloisters, as well the holding in severalty of separate
chambers in the same building as shown in the Deed of Partition of
1732, may be accounted for in the following manner.

The New Temple was never the abode of the Hospitallers as it
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was of the Knights Templars, and it may be assumed that the
Church was always served by priests from the House at Clerkenwell
who were lodged in the Temple.!! Whilst the New Temple was in
the hands of the sheriffs after the seizure of the property of the
Knights Templars in 1308, the' number of such priests for whom
allowance was made in the accounts was six,” and it appears from
Dugdale and other writers that the number from time to time varied,
and on the dissolution of the Order of Hospitallers by 32 Hen. VIII,
c. 24, the Master and two chaplains were provided for. The Hos-
pitallers, therefore, had no occasion for the Hall of the Priests, or
the Cloisters, or any of the “loca sancta et deo dedicata et dicte
ecclesie annexa,” except the Church, a sufficient part of the Church-
yard, and some lodgings for the serving priests. As already men-
tioned, Roger Blom had already erected thirteen houses on part of
the North Churchyard, and doubtless the Prior would readily consent
to other houses or chambers being built over void ground or over
the Cloisters, in consideration of a money payment or fine, and that
thenceforth the holding should form part of the entire property held
by the particular Society of the Prior at the rent of £10.

Further, with regard to the two Societies having chambers in
the same building, it must be remembered the Societies themselves
had no endowments or money to erect buildings; they were depend-
ent on the revenue received from their members; and Master
Worsley says (see post, p. 141) that it had been customary when a
building was old and much decayed to grant the proprietors of all
the chambers in that building two assignments to be added to their
present interest therein as an encouragement to and consideration
for the expense of rebuilding them. It is therefore probable that
members of each Society would apply to the Treasurer of the Society
to obtain the consent of the Prior to their building on void land on
payment of a fine; and that, leave being granted, the Society would
grant to the member, in consideration of the expense, one or more
assignments beyond his existing life interest. So also it is probable
such a licence from the Prior would occasionally be obtained on the

! See post, p. 156. * See Baylis, “ The Temple Church,” Appendices, p. 134.
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joint application of the Treasurers of both Societies at the instance
of their respective members, and thereupon independent proprietor-
ship would arise in separate chambers in the same building, similar
to the several freehold interests to be found in some sets of chambers
in New Square, Lincoln’s Inn, at the present day.

The existence, therefore, of such conditions as above referred to
is not a necessary consequence, as has been suggested by some
writers, of the two Societies having been originally one. Mr.
Hutchinson, in his “ Introduction to the Minutes of Parliament of
the Middle Temple,” expresses the opinion that such inferences as
may be drawn from an examination of the testimony of every
authentic reference to the Temple as the abode of the lawyers, as far
back as authentic records go, are all against the original unity of
the two Societies; and Mr. Fletcher’s opinion, in his introduction to
the “ Pension Book of Gray's Inn” (see anfe, p. 12), would seem
to coincide with this conclusion.

All four Inns of Court as originating from the Apprenticii de
Banco (20 Edw. I) are of equal antiquity. Whether the Society of
the Middle Temple or of the Inner Temple first established itself in
the Temple, except as a matter of history and antiquarian interest,
is of no consequence whatever. Fortunately no such disputes as to
precedence as arose in former times (see post, p. 97) are ever likely
to arise again to disturb the friendship which has existed for cen-
turies, and is acknowledged every year in the month of October by
the Benchers of each Society alternately entertaining at dinner in
their Hall the benchers of the other Society.!

We will now pass on to the subsequent history.

By 32 Hen. VIII, c. 24 (1540), the Order of the Knights of

' The origin of this custom is lost in antiquity. Addison, in “The Knights Templars”
(1842), p. 368, following up the tradition that the two Societies were originally one, suggests
that the dinner is in memory of the old custom before the separation. On the other hand,
Pitt-Lewis, in ““ History of the Middle Temple,” p. 75, thinks the real origin of the custom
is connected with the dispute as to the ownership of Lyon’s Inn (3 Eliz.), and in memory of
the reconciliation. The first reference to the entertainment in the accounts is under date
23rd April 1785 (Cal. p. 223).
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Saint John of Jerusalem in England was dissolved, and their posses-
sions became vested in the Crown. The Act (Sect. 5) contained a
general saving clause in favour of all persons and bodies politic,
their heirs and successors, of all such right, title, interest, possession,
leases, grants, etc., as may have been derived through the Order,
but it should be observed there is no saving clause of the rights of
the Duchy of Lancaster. By Sect. 8 the Sub-Prior in England, and
the Master and two Chaplains of the Temple, were allowed to keep
their salaries and houses for their lives. It also provided (Sect. 12)
that the lands thereby vested in the King should be under the
Survey of the Court of Augmentations.

The author of the Inner Temple MS. already referred to,' says
that the Professors and Students of the Common Laws held as
tenants at will during the reigns of Henry VIII, Mary, Elizabeth,
and James I, and never sought to gain any firm or sure estate
therein, which certainly proceeded from the confidence they had of
the prince’s favour, but that they were roused from this security
about the beginning of the reign of his late Majesty King James, at
which time the weakness of their title was discovered unto some
who went to make a benefit thereof; but their design was soon
crossed by the humble suit made by both Societies unto his Majesty,
who was pleased to grant them his Letters Patent. In thankful-
ness of which the two Societies caused to be made a stately cup of
pure gold, weighing 200 ounces and one half, equal in value to
1,000 marks or thereabouts, and presented it to the King.

By the Patent of the 13th August 1608 in the sixth year of
James I, the King granted to certain named persons (being an
equal number of Benchers of each of the two Societies of the Inner

! Petyt MSS., No. 538.

? See Appendix I, p.231. This Charter is kept in an iron-bound chest under the Com-
munion Table in the Temple Church, to which there are two keys, one in the possession of the
Inner Temple and the other of the Middle Temple. This chest seems to have been provided
in the year 1656 (Mins. of Parl. 16th May 1656) and to have been kept “under the great
window in the Church ” under joint control ever since (Mins. of Parl. 12th June 1657). The
charter is in Latin and is transcribed in the Deeds Book, and a facsimile photogravure by
W. Griggs and Son is in the corridor of the Inn.
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and Middle Temple!) the said Inns and capital messuages and
buildings with the appurtenances called or known by the name or
names of the Inner and the Middle Temple, or New Temple; also
the Bridge called the Temple Bridge; also the annual rent or pay-
ment of ten pounds, late parcel of the possessions and revenues of the
late Hospital of Saint John of Jerusalem, in England, and issuing
or paid out of the tenements aforesaid called or known by the name
of the Inner Temple, or otherwise called the Inner Part of the
Temple, London, or out of the Treasure of the same Society of the
Inner Temple, or by the Treasurer of the same Society, to be paid
yearly; and one other annual rent or payment of ten pounds late
parcel of the possessions and revenues of the said late Hospital of
Saint John of Jerusalem, and issuing or paid out of the tenements
aforesaid, called or known by the name of the Middle Temple,
London, or out of the Treasure of the same Society of the Middle
Temple, London, or by the Treasurer of the same Society, to be
paid yearly; and the reversion and reversions of all and singular the
premises and of every part thereof; also the Church, edifices and
buildings of the Church used for or dedicated to Divine Worship
commonly called the Temple Church; and the Chancel and Nave
and Belfrey of the same Church; and Churchyard, Cloisters, and all
the chapels, chambers and buildings to the same Church adjacent,
‘““ except nevertheless wholly to ourselves our heirs and successors
the reservation, nomination, donation and free disposition to the
office of Master or Keeper of our House and Church of the New
Temple of London aforesaid, and of the Rectory of the aforesaid
Church, and the ordination and appointment of the same Master,
Keeper or Rector of the House and Church aforesaid, as often as
and whenever in future it shall happen to be vacant.” To hold
unto the grantees their heirs and assigns, “ which said Inns, mes-
suages, houses, edifices, chambers and other the premises we will
and by these presents for ourselves our heirs and successors strictly
command shall serve for the Entertainment and Education of the
Students and Professors of the Laws aforesaid residing in the
same Inns for ever, yielding annually to us our heirs and successors

! See post, p. g5.
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for the aforesaid premises called or known by the name of the Inner
Temple, with the appurtenances, ten pounds of lawful money of
England; and for the premises called by the name of the Middle
Temple, other ten pounds of like money of England, at the receipt
of our Exchequer,” etc., ““and to hold all and singular the premises
of us, our heirs and successors, as of our Manor of East Greenwich,!
in free and common socage by fealty only, and not in chief, for all
services and demands of us, our heirs and successors, therefor to be
paid or made.” The Charter then provides that the grantees shall
from time to time set apart and appoint a convenient Mansion and
House near the aforesaid Church for the Master or Keeper of the
House and Church and his successors for his residence, and main-
tain the same at their own proper cost, and pay an annuity of
£ 17 6s. 8d. to the said Master or Keeper, in part maintenance of him,
in equal portions, over and above /20 yearly rent or payment to be

! The manor of East Greenwich belonged formerly to the priory and convent of Shene,
and was granted by the Prior to the King, 23 Hen. VIII, to be annexed to the patrimony of
the Crown (Hasted’s * Hist. of Kent,” 1778). Prior to the abolition of Feudal tenure by
12 Car. I1, c. 24, if the king granted lands without reserving any particular service or tenure
the patentee would hold of him iu capite by knights-service. The king was empowered by
statute 35 Hen. VIII, c. 14, as to the lesser monasteries, and by statute 37 Hen. VIII, c. 20, as
to all manors and land not exceeding 4os. per. ann. in value, and by whatever title acquired,
to grant the same to be holden of the king, either by knights-service in capite, or by fealty
in socage or burgage and not in capite. Subsequently by statute 1 Edw. V1, c. 4, it was
declared that all estates, without any limit as to value, holden of the king his heirs and suc-
cessors by knights-service, socage or otherwise as of any of his or their Dukedoms, Earl-
doms, Baronies, Castles, or Manors which came to the Crown by means of any dissolution,
surrender, attainder, conviction, or outlawry should not be taken to be holden in capite or as
tenure in capite. Thenceforth Crown grants by Letters Patent, and even statutory grants of
Crown lands (see 27 Eliz. c. 27), are frequently found to be in form * Tenendum de nobis
et heredibus nostris in libera et commune sociag fidelibat tantum ut de manerio nostris de
East Greenwich in Com. Kantize.” The tenendum “as of our Manor of East Greenwich in free
and common socage by fealty only ” was a fiction intended to create an estate within the mean-
ing of the statute 1 Edw. VI, c. 4, and to express that the grantee held free of all services
except fealty, which is an essential incident to every tenure and cannot be released. This
was also formerly a common form in the charters to the old English Colonies in America.
An amusing speech was made by Sir James Marriott in addressing the House of Commons
on the question of American taxation. He declared “that it appeared to him that the matter
had been mistaken throughout the whole argument. It had been contended that America should
not be taxed, because she was not represented. But the assertion was untrue, seeing that when
we took possession of America, we did so as part and parcel of the Manor of East Greenwich
in the County of Kent ” (Polsin’s *“ Law and Lawyers” 1858, p. 177). The corresponding stock-
manor of the Duchy of Lancaster was the Manor of Enfield in the County of Middlesex. The -
Manor of the Temple, although originally of the Honor of Leicester and Duchy of Laucaster,
ceased to be connected with the Duchy on the vesting in the Crown by 32 Hen. VIII, c. 24.
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made by us, our heirs and successors, to the before-mentioned
Master or Keeper; and it further provides that the Letters Patent
shall be in all respects valid “notwithstanding that no sufficient
Office or Inquisition wholly of the said premises, or any part thereof
be found, by which our title ought to be found before the completion
of these our Letters Patent.”

Prior to the Charter of James I, particular portions of the
buildings and lands within the precinct and circuit of the places
called the Inner Temple and the Middle Temple were appropriated
to each Inn, although the boundaries in some cases were ill defined,
and some portions were held by the two Societies in common, as
already pointed out. The Charter made no difference in this respect,
although subsequently the legal title continued in the grantees and
their heirs and assigns as joint tenants until the year 1732.

The two yearly fee farm rents of £10 reserved by the Charter
out of the Inns and messuages respectively were purchased from the
Crown in the year 1673; and as regards the fee farm rent of £10
reserved out of the Middle Temple, it was vested in trustees for the
Society by Deed of Bargain and Sale dated the 14th November

1673.

Disputes not unfrequently arising as to boundaries and as to the
legal title of property held separately, in the year 1732 the two
Societies appointed persons to ascertain the property belonging to
each, and in the result a deed was executed on the 2nd November
1732 by which the property so ascertained as belonging to the Inner
Temple, and the property so ascertained as belonging to the Middle
Temple, were respectively conveyed to grantees in trust in each case
for the purposes appointed in and by the above recited Letters
Patent, that is to say, to serve and be employed for the entertaining,
education, and habitation of the Students and Professors of the Law
residing within the Inn from thenceforth for ever.

The subsequent acquisitions by the Society of the Middle
Temple of adjoining land are referred to in Sect. V of this Intro-
duction and in Appendix I.
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I11. OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE HOUSE*

HE Inns of Court are not corporate bodies. Theyare volun-
tary societies submitting to government analogous to other
ancient seminaries of learning. In the internal management

of their affairs the decision of the governing body is supreme, subject
only to an appeal to the Judges of the Superior Courts of England as
visitors of the Societies, which is the ancient and usual way of redress
for any grievance. There is no jurisdiction in the Courts where the
dispute is between the Society and a member; the only competent
forum to which to appeal is to the Judges; and this applies as well
to property in chambers as to discipline. The jurisdiction of the
Judges as visitors exists, however, only in relation to actually
admitted members. No individual has primd facie an inchoate right
to be a member of one of these Societies for the purpose of quali-
fying himself to practice as a barrister. The governing body may in
their discretion admit or not as they please, and neither the Courts
nor the Judges have power to interfere. But once a member, if the
particular Society refuses to call him to the Bar, he has a remedy,
not by mandamus, but by appeal to the Judges, by whom the power
to call to the Bar was originally delegated.?

The government of each Inn is vested in the Benchers for the
time being, and the number of Benchers is kept up, or increased, as
occasion arises, by the Benchers electing others from among the
members of the Society. With regard to the Middle Temple by
Order dated the 23rd June 1637, it is provided that the Government
of the House shall be wholly in the Masters of the Bench by them-
selves in Term, and by their order in the Vacation. It has been the
custom for many years past to appoint annually standing committees
from the Benchers, to manage particular matters concerning the
House subject to the control of Parliament. The Treasurer and
ex-Treasurer are members of every committee.

! See post, p. 110,

* The authority for the above statement will be found in the following cases: Rex v.
Benchers of Gray’s Inn (1780) 1 Doug. 353; Cunningham ». Wegg (1787), 2 Bro. C. C. 240;
Rex v. Benchers of Lincoln’s Inn (1825), 4 B & C 855; Rex #. Barnard’s Inn (1836), 5 A
& E, 17; Neate 7, Denman (1874), L R, 18 Eq. 127.

Constitu-
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Govern-
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The Treasurer, who is the principal officer of the House, is
elected by the Masters of the Bench in Parliament each year, during
Michaelmas Term,' and he remains in office one year only. He
takes precedence of all Masters of the Bench both in Hall and in the
Parliament Chamber.? He propounds all matters that are to be
debated in Parliament. The proceedings in Parliament are conducted
now much in the same manner as they were in Dugdale’s time. He
says: “ The Treasurer for the time being sits at the Table bare-
headed, and reads such Petitions, and proposeth such matters, as shall
be thought convenient for the better government of the House; the
Under Treasurer standing by as an attendant: and when the Bench
have concluded on any Order, he sees to the entry of it.”

The admission to the House seems originally to have been by
the Treasurer de bene esse, but it was not entered in the Parliament
Book until approved by Parliament. There is an Order of the 12th
May 1557 that no person should be specially or generally admitted
by the Treasurer without the consent of the whole Council of Masters
of the Bench except in time of Reading, and then by the Reader and
his Assistant. It had, however, in Worsley’s time come to be looked
upon as the Treasurer’s prerogative wholly (see pos?, p. 166). Now all
admissions to the House are with the approval of Parliament, and
any person who has passed the qualifying examination and is able to
sign the declaration with regard to certain excluded occupations may
on giving security be admitted, subject to such approval.

On the 22nd November 1555 it was ordered that no Common
Attorney should be admitted, and in all admissions it should be
implied that every gentleman refusing study in order to practise
Attorneyship should be dismissed from the Company and have
liberty to go and resort to the house of Chancery whence he came.?
In the year 1635 an Order of the Privy Council relating to the
general government of the Inns of Court provided that any gentle-
man, after admission, becoming or practising as a Common Attorney
or Solicitor, should be #ps0 facto expelled. However, these orders do
not seem to have been strictly enforced, as on the 2nd May 1636 the

! See post, p. 169. * Mins. of Parl. 25th November, 1774.
* See also gost, pp. 112, 115,
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Bench, while condemning the irregularity, decided that meanwhile
they should sit at one table in the Hall by themselves, but their
Masterships would have due respect to grave and able attorneys of
long continuance; and on the 14th May 1675 it was ordered that no
Attorney should be called to the Utter Bar unless after ceasing to
practise he shall have continued the full time and performed the
exercises required. This matter is now regulated by the Consoli-
dated Regulations of the four Inns of Court.

Worsley refers to two forms of admission as having originally
existed, namely, general and special. Under a general admission the
person on being admitted had to enter into bond not merely to keep
all vacations, but to take his turn in the execution of such offices as
should fall to his lot for the celebration of the public Christmas.
Special admissions were subject to such exemptions as were expressed
in the admission (see posf, p. 137). After the public Christmases
were laid aside there was apparently only one form of admission
(see post, p. 138). The bond on admission to the Society is now
regulated by Order dated 20th January 1854, which provides that
the student shall duly obey and perform all Orders of the Society
made or to be made for the government of the Society, or members
thereof, and pay satisfy and discharge to the Society, or their Under
Treasurer, all debts, duties, charges and things which by usage, order,
custom, or otherwise, now or shall at any time become due and
payable by him to the Society or any officer thereof. By an Order
dated 28th May 1858 sureties to the bond are dispensed with in
any case where a deposit of £100 is made.

To qualify for call to the Bar, that is, for the degree of Utter
Barrister, in Worsley’s time the student had to be of six years’
standing, and had to perform nine exercises (viz. six in vacation,
one in term in the Hall, and two at New Inn), and should have kept
eight Term Commons and one Vacation Commons; but these Exer-
cises and Commons could be compounded for by a money payment.

The Readers originally were allowed the privilege of calling to
the Bar, but since the 3rd May 1611 this privilege has been exer-
cised solely by Parliament;' although it is still the duty of the

! See also Order in Council, gos?, p. 117,

Call to the
Bar.
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Reader for the time being, as well as the Treasurer and ex-Treasurer,
to be present on call night.

Formerly on call to the Bar the Barrister was obliged to have a
chamber in his own name, or agree to purchase one for a term of three
years, a formality which costhim £8 4s. At the beginning of the seven-
teenth century, great regard was had to residence of members in the
House,but in Worsley’s time it was no longer so. After call to the Bar,
and whilst he kept his chamber, he had to keep Vacation Commons,
and Term Commons, and to perform two Exercises (called Assign-
ments); but in Worsley’s time these Commons and Assignments
could also be compounded for by an immediate money payment.
Formerly he had also to enter into a bond to come into Commons,
similar to the bond on admission, but this bond was dispensed
with as unnecessary by an Order dated 19 May 1876. Now Bar-
risters on being called to the Bar only sign the Publication of Call
Book.

The statute 7 Jac. I, c. 6, providing for the administration of the
Oath of Supremacy and Allegiance (as prescribed by the statute of
3 Jac. L. c. 4, sec. 9) to all subjects above the age of eighteen years,
required that the Oath of the King’s subjects of the Inns of Court
should be administered before the Readers and Benchers of the
several Houses whereunto they belonged, or four of them at the
least, in their open Halls. There was also an Act passed, 25 Car. 11,
c. 2, which required all persons entered, placed, or taken into any
office, or offices, civil or military, to take a similar oath, and a roll
called the “ Swearing Roll 7 was thenceforth kept for the purpose in
the Court of King’s Bench. It was customary for each barrister on
call to the Bar not only to take the oath of allegiance in Hall, but
also to sign the ““ Swearing Roll.” After the passing of the Promis-
sory Oaths_ Act, 1868 (31 and 32 Vict. c. 72), substituting a
Declaration for the oath in certain cases, the general “Swearing
Roll ” in the Court of King’s Bench was discontinued. A Declaration
in Hall was also substituted for the Oath, but this Declaration was
shortly afterwards dispensed with. At this time a new roll called the
“Roll of Barristers” was instituted in the Crown Office, and it
became customary for barristers after call to the Bar to sign this roll
in the Court of the Lord Chief Justice. In the year 1887 a question
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arose! as to the necessity of signing this roll, and Lord Chief
Justice Coleridge, after conferring with Master Mellor and Mr.
Justice Denman, gave his decision that since the Act of 1868 the
signing of the Roll was no longer necessary, and that the admission
to the Bar was the act of the Inn of Court, and was complete when
the party was so admitted. However, the Roll of Barristers is still
kept in the King’s Bench Division, and it is customary to sign it after
call to the Bar, and where two barristers have been called on the
same night at different Inns, the order of signing this Roll has been
considered to regulate the order of precedence. It is also useful to
barristers intending to practise in the Colonies to obtain a certificate
from the Crown Office of having signed the Roll of Barristers of the
High Court of Justice in the King’s Bench Division.

Anciently there were restrictions on practising even after call to
the Bar. For instance, on the 3rd November 1559 it was ordered,
by mandate of the justices, that Masters of ““le Utter Barre” practis-
ing or hereafter desiring to practise, shall not plead at any Bar
before they are of twelve years’ continuance without leave of the
Masters of the Bench on pain of expulsion ?; on the 28th April 1559
it was ordered, no doubt for the maintenance of good fellowship,
that no one of the Inn should be of Counsel against, or implead,
another of the same Inn, without leave of the Masters of the Bench;
and by Order 20oth June 1580 Utter Barristers who had not read
were forbidden to practise in “ the Starde Chamber ” on pain of being
‘““dis-graded and put from the Barre 2650 facto.” 1t was not until the
statute 9 and 10 Vict. c. 54, that all barristers, according to their
rank and seniority, were given equal rights and privileges of prac-
tising, and pleading, and audience, in the Court of Common Pleas at
Westminster with Serjeants-at-Law.

Formerly there were two classes of Benchers, namely, those
who had been called to the Bench Table as Associates, and had no
voice in Parliament, and those who were subsequently called to the
Bench as complete Benchers, with a voice in Parliament. This is
exemplified on reference to the Minutes of Parliament with regard

! In re Perara, “ The Times,” Saturday 11th June 1887. * See also gost, p. 115.
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to Mr. Whitelock. On the 21st April 1648 he was called to the
Bench as an Associate, but on the 27th October 1648 he was called
to sit with the Masters in Parliament, “ because he is a Commissioner
for the Great Seal.” Again, on the 8th February 1649-50, Mr. Ed-
ward Eltonhead, an Associate, was “by special grace and favour
called to the secret council of the House and admitted a complete
Bencher.” It was usual to call to the Bench a member of the Utter
Bar as an Associate in order to his being elected Reader, and it was
not until he had read that he became a complete Bencher with a
voice in Parliament." Benchers who refused to read continued to be
only Associates.” No one called to the Bench as Associate was
entitled to a Bench Chamber without special order of Parliament.®
Although the distinction between Benchers as Associates and com-
plete Benchers had ceased in Master Worsley’s time (see gos¢, p. 126),
yet as late as the 24th May 1878 an order was made, but repealed
on the 3oth April 1880, that the Judges and ex-Judges, and Masters
of the Bench becoming Judges, should not take part in any business
of Parliament. This was at the time when Serjeants-at-law, who
had been members of the House, were readmitted as members.
Apparently the only standing Order depriving a Master of his voice
in Parliament is the Order of the 28th November 1615, in the case
of a Master revealing any matter of counsel debated or spoken of in
Parliament holden in the House.

By an Order of the 3oth April 1880 it is provided that thence-
forth the precedence of Masters of the Bench amongst themselves
(except that the Treasurer shall continue to take precedence) shall
be governed by one rule only, whether in Hall, or in the Parliament
Chamber, or otherwise, and that rule be, that Masters of the Bench
have precedence according to the order of their having been invited
to the Bench on the first occasion of their having come up. More-
over, under previous Orders made in the year 1878, the appoint-
ment of a Master to be Attorney or Solicitor-General, a Judge or

! There are numerous instances in the Minutes of Parliament, ¢.¢. Mins. 11th February
1572-3; 25th October 1672 ; 22nd November 1672 ; and see extract from Dugdale, post, p. 278.

* Mins. of Parl. 6th June 1662.

* Mins. of Parl. 24th November 1654. The right of Masters to Bench Chambers was
put an end to by Order dated 10th January 1870.
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Lord of Appeal or Privy Councillor gives him no right to precedence
at the Bench. At the Reader’s Feast, the Reader, according to
ancient custom, is allowed precedence in Hall, and sits at the head
of the Bench Table at the south end.

Here must be mentioned an innovation of late years of appointing
Honorary Members of the Bench. On the 24th November 1899 the
Right Honourable Lord Robertson, Lord of Appeal, was invited to
become an Honorary Bencher of this Inn, without being called to the
Bar, and with precedence next after the Treasurer for the time being
and members of the Royal Family. Again, on the 1oth April 1905, His
Excellency the Honourable Joseph Choate, American Ambassador,
was invited to the Bench as an Honorary Member. It may be very
desirable to suspend Standing Orders for the purpose of making
Honorary Benchers in special cases, but the question of precedence
in such cases may present considerable difficulty.

The method of calling Barristers to the Bench seems always to
have been according to their standing in the House, subject to the
approbation of the Benchers in Parliament. In Coke’s time, the
qualification of an Utter Barrister for call to the Bench was twelve
years’ standing at least, but an Order of the 27th October 1682
provided that no member should be called to the Bench till after
fifteen years at the Bar, or King’s Counsel, or dignified in some other
like character.!

Worsley says that in his time the King’s Attorney or Solicitor-
General and King’s Counsel claimed the degree of the Bench as
appurtenant to the dignity conferred on him, although it had some-
times been disputed to the King’s Counsel. It is now well established
that the call to the Bench rests entirely with the Benchers in Parlia-
ment, although it is the practice to elect to the degree the Attorney
or Solicitor-General as soon as conveniently may be after his appoint-
ment. The number of Benchers was by Order dated 3rd November
1882 limited to sixty, and when there is a vacancy, generally it is
filled up by electing a King’s Counsel, according to seniority, being

! 2gth October 1602 George Carew (afterwards Sir George Carew), Master in Chancery,
was associated with the Masters of the Bench and admitted to sit at table with them; so also
Henry Montagu on being chosen Recorder of London in the year 1603; and Matthew John-
son as Clerk of the Parliaments in the year 1691, and many other instances.

F
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a member of the House; but it is the practice to call to the Bench
from time to time a limited number of members of the Utter Bar
of fifteen years’ standing and upwards. Since January 1870 all
Masters on being called to the Bench pay one hundred guineas to
the Society, but they no longer have any option to Bench Chambers.
Previously, Queen’s Counsel paid three hundred guineas, and those
not Queen’s Counsel, two hundred guineas.

Master His Majesty the King is now the Senior Bencher of the
Middle Temple. His admission as a member of the Inn when
Prince of Wales is one of the memorable events in the history of the
Middle Temple. It was during the Treasurership of Master James
Anderson, Q.C,, on the 31st October 1861, on the occasion of the
opening of the new Library. His Royal Highness having intimated
his pleasure to be admitted a member of the Society, the proceedings
as recorded in the Minutes of Parliament were as follow:

“31st October 1861. Motion by Master Treasurer, seconded

by Master the Lord Chancellor.

“Ordered: That His Royal Highness the Prince of Wales be
admitted a member of the Middle Temple.

“Whereupon His Hoyal Highness signed the Admission Book.

“Ordered: That His Royal Highness be called to the degree
of the Utter Bar and that the oath on Publication of the
Call be dispensed with.

“Whereupon His Royal Highness signed the Publication of
Call Book.

‘“Motion: That His Royal Highness be invited to the Bench,
which being carried unanimously His Royal Highness was
so invited, which invitation His Royal Highness was
graciously pleased to accept.

“His Royal Highness robed in a black silk gown took his seat
at the Bench on the right of Master Treasurer.

“On Motion of His Royal Highness, seconded by Master
Treasurer,

“Ordered: That at the adjournment of this Parliament the
Bench do proceed to open the Library.

' See Parl. Rep. 1855. As to the origin of this payment see gos?, pp. 125, 126.
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“On being adjourned, the Bench proceeded to the Library and
His Royal Highness declared his pleasure the Library be
now opened.
“This was followed by a Déjeuner in the Hall, and also in a
Pavilion erected for the purpose in Fountain Court.”
The Bench having ascertained that His Royal Highness would
be willing to accept the office of Treasurer of the Society, at a
Parliament holden on the 19th November 1886, on the motion of
Master Sir Thomas Chambers, seconded by Master Peter Henry
Edlin, Q.C., it was ordered that Master His Royal Highness the
Prince of Wales be and is hereby confirmed Treasurer of the Society
for the year ensuing.
Master Peter Henry Edlin was appointed Deputy-Treasurer.

His Royal Highness during his year of office dined in Hall on
Trinity and Michaelmas Grand Nights; and on the expiration of his
year of office he presented to the Society a very handsome antique
loving-cup, richly engraved, which has ever since been used in Hall
on every Grand Night and Reader’s Feast.

On the 2nd November 1903, the Grand Night of Michaelmas
Term, His Majesty again honoured this Society by dining in Hall
as Senior Bencher.

His Royal Highness the late much lamented Prince Albert
Victor of Wales was also graciously pleased on the 10th June 1885
to be admitted a member of this Society and to be called to the Bar;
and on the invitation of the Benchers took his seat at the Bench.
The same night His Royal Highness dined in Hall as a Bencher,
together with his illustrious father.

IV. OF THE METHOD OF LEARNING

they gradually evolved from the collegiate institutions of the
Middle Ages. Anciently they were the highest order of col-
legiate institution in the land, to which the sons of the nobility and
best gentry resorted as a matter of course to complete their studies.
For this reason the students were called Apprenticii nobiliores. The

IN the history of the Inns of Court it is important to observe how
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name Inns of Court is said to be derived from the fact that these
institutions were academies for learning all things fit to qualify the
students for the high stations of life in the King’s Court. Sir Henry
Chauncy, who was Treasurer of the Middle Temple in the year 1685,
says in ‘“Antiquities of Hertfordshire,”* “ These Societies were
excellent seminaries and nurseries for the education of youth, some
for the Bar, others for the seat of Judicature, others for Government,
and others for the Affairs of State.” This is no less true now than
it was in the days of Fortescue or Chauncy.

Reference has already been made (see ante, p. 11) to three of the
famous schools of learning spoken of by William Fitzstephen, and
their gradual transition into fellowships and companies connected
with the law.

Sir John Fortescue in his “ De Laudibus Legum Angliae” (Cap.
xL1x), written in French while in voluntary banishment with
Prince Edward, son of Henry VI (1470), explains to his royal pupil
the Disposition of the General Study of the Laws of England; of
the Inns of Chancery and the Inns of Court. He says that after the
students have made some progress in the Inns of Chancery, and are
more advanced in years, they are admitted into the Inns of Court,
properly so called. “Of these there are four in number. In that
which is the least frequented there are about two hundred students.
In these greater Inns a student cannot well be maintained under
eight and twenty pounds a year. And if he have a servant to wait
on him (as for the most part they have) the expence is proportion-
ably more: For this reason, the students are sons to persons of
quality; those of an inferior rank not being able to bear the expences
of maintaining and educating their children in this way. ... There is
both in the Inns of Court, and the Inns of Chancery, a sort of an
Academy or Gymnasium, fit for persons of their station; where they
learn singing, and all kinds of music, dancing and such other accom-
plishments and diversions (which are called Revels) as are suitable
to their quality and such as are usually practised at Court. At other
times, out of term the greater part apply themselves to the study of

' Vol. ii, p. 431, reprint 1826,
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the law. Upon Festival Days and after the Offices of the Church
are over, they employ themselves in the study of sacred and prophane
history. Here everything which is good and virtuous is to be
learned: All vice is discouraged and banished. So that Knights,
Barons, and the greatest Nobility of the Kingdom often place their
children in those Inns of Court; not so much to make the laws their
study, much less to live by the profession (having large patrimonies
of their own), but to form their manners and to preserve them from
the contagion of vice. The discipline is so excellent, that there is
scarce ever known to be any picques or differences, any bickerings
or disturbances amongst them. The only way they have of punishing
delinquents, is by expelling them the Society: which punishment they
dread more than criminals do imprisonment and irons. For he who
is expelled out of one Society, is never taken in by any of the other.
Whence it happens that there is a constant harmony among them,
the greatest friendship and a general freedom of conversation.”

The most authentic account of the Inns of Court, and of the
method of learning pursued therein, during the first half of the six-
teenth century, is to be found in a Report prepared by the command
of and presented to King Henry VIII by Thos. Denton, Nic.
Bacon and Rob* Cary.! It deals with the sorts and degrees of the
members, and the orders regulating the exercise of learning, and
manner of reading and mooting. The compilers state it to have been
made upon the diligent search and perusing of all the Orders of the
Houses of Court compendiously to set forth to the King the best
form and order of study practised therein and all their Orders and
Rules meet to be used and observed among them that profess study
and learning. They state that the whole company and fellowship of
Learners is divided and sorted into three parts and degrees, that is
to say, into Benchers, or, as they call them in some of the houses,

! See “Fortescutus Illustratus” (1663), by Edw. Waterhous. The report was probably
made shortly before the year 1547. Besides the above Official Report there is the MS.
temp. Henry VIII, Vitellius, C. ix, No. 34, in the Cottonian Library, relating to the
same subject, and referred to by Sir William Dugdale, and from which he and also Stow
drew most of their information relating to the Middle Temple. The whole of this MS. is
set out in Herbert’s “ Antiquities of the Inns of Court ” (804), pp. 211-222, concluding at the
end of the paragraph entitled * Their usage in Time of Pestilence.”

Tudor
Period.
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Readers, Utter Barristers, and Inner Barristers; and after describing
these three degrees they proceed to state the order and exercise of
learning and manner of reading and mooting. At that time at their
Moots, the Inner and Utter Barristers pleaded and reasoned in
French?! and the Benchers in English, but at their Readings, the
Readers’ Cases were put in English and so argued unto. The method
of learning, reading and mooting was the same as when Coke (1602)
and afterwards Dugdale 2 (1666) wrote.

We find in this Report to the King but slight reference to the
manner of keeping Christmas and the “other accomplishments and
diversions” commended by Fortescue, although in 1561 (4 Eliz.)
“the revels” had attained to an almost incredible extravagance, as
appears from the account given by Gerard Leigh and by Sir William
Dugdale as to the Grand Christmas kept at the Inner Temple in the
4th year of Queen Elizabeth.* The other Inns had similar revels.
Stow, in his “ Survey of London” (1598), speaking of the manner of
keeping Christmas in the Inns of Court, says, “ During the time of
Christmas, they have several divertisements; as feasting every day,
musick, singing and dancing, with dicing. To the dicing all comers
are admitted*; and it is so excessive, having such abundance of

! French continued to be the legal language until 1731 (4 Geo. 11, c. 26), notwithstand-
ing the statute of 26 Edw. 111 (1362-3) provided that pleas should be in English, but entered
and enrolled in Latin. On the 3rd November 1570 a Master of the Utter Bar was put out of
Commons for having used English in a suit in the Guildhall before the Chief Justice (see
Cal. p. 17).

* Sir William Dugdale in the “Origines Juridiciales” brings down the history of the Middle
Temple to the year 1666, but his account has more particular reference to the MS. Zemp.
Hen. VIII, Vitellins, C. ix, No. 34. His account of the ceremonies and revels which took
place on the appointment of Reader is given in Appendix II. The entertainments given
during Readings continued, notwithstanding orders to restrain the exorbitant expenses, until
finally suppressed by an Order of the 25th June 1680 (#os?, p. 125).

* This is set out in Appendix IV.

¢ By Order of Parliament gth February 1582 (24 Eliz.) “ No diceing shall be allowed at
Christmas on pain of being put out of Commons.” Again, by Order 25th November 1584
(27 Eliz.), “ None shall play at dice or cards within this House, neither in the Hall, nor in
the chambers, at any time of year, on pain of expulsion.”” Bnt later we find among the
Orders recommended by the Judges, 7th November 1614 (pos, p. 116): “None shall play
in the several Halls at dice, except gentlemen of the Society and in Commons; and the
benefit of the boxes to go to the butlers ”; also further orders 25th November 1631 and 24th
November 1637: “ None but of the Society shall keep any box where any dicing shall be”
and “No unworthy persons to frequent the Hall or use gaming there or in any room of the
House.”
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tables placed in the Hall, that what comes to the Box generally
amounts to about 450 a day and night; so that by this, with a small
contribution from each student, the great charge of the whole
Christmas is defrayed. But these revellings and playings give occa-
sion to so much mischief by the people’s losing their money and
apprentices stealing from their Masters, that it is but seldom allowed
of and it could be wished it were to be no more. Sometimes, when
they have a young gentleman that will be profuse, they create him a
Prince with such a title as they please; and he hath all his Officers
and a Court suitable to a great Prince: And then most of the prin-
cipal Nobility, publick Officers of State, with the chief of the gentry,
are splendidly treated and feasted, with curious musick interludes, etc.
From All-Saints Day to Candlemas, each House usually hath Revels
on Holidays, with Musick and Dancing: And then some young
Student is chosen Master of the Revels.”

It appears from the Middle Temple Records that at the Parlia-
ments held in the month of November in each year during the reign
of Philip and Mary (1554 to 1558) appointments were made to the
offices of Marshal, Butler, Masters of the Revels, Constable at the
Tower, and Marshal’s Constable. The form of bond entered into by
students on being admitted to the Inn enforced by penalty the
acceptance of these offices, and they subjected themselves to heavy
fines in the event of refusal. However, the appointment to these
offices (except in a few instances where we find the appointment of
Steward and Marshal for Christmas) ceases in our Records from the
commencement of the reign of Elizabeth (1558), and in February
1560 (3 Eliz.) it was ordered that gentlemen of this Inn shall not
set up any ‘““ Lord of Mysrule” except at a grand Christmas without
the assent of the Masters of the Bench. In November 1560 we find
an order that no solemn Christmas be kept, and this was followed by
a similar order almost every subsequent November, but *a cartload
of coals and expenses for the minstrels at Christmas shall be allowed
as usual.” The extravagances in connection with Readers’ Feasts,
and on the appointment of Serjeants, continued for some time longer,
and the items “ Feast at All Saints” and “ Music at All Saints”
appear almost regularly in the accounts until the year 1706.
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When Sir Edward Coke wrote,' about the year 1602 (44 Eliz.),
although the collegiate and social character of the Inns of Court was
still maintained yet they had ceased to be Inns to which the young
nobility and gentry resorted as a matter of course, “and there resided
to acquire parts of virtue and action and to compleat themselves as
good Christians and stout gentlemen,”? and had come to be recom-
mended for their excellent professional training. Sir Edward Coke
says, “ For the young student, which most commonly cometh from
one of the Universities, for his entrance or beginning were first
instituted and erected eight Houses of Chancery, to learn there the
clements of the law, that is to say, Clifford’s inn, Lyon’s-inn, Clem-
ent's-inn, Barnard’s-inn, Staple’s-inn, Furnival’s-inn, Thavie’s-inn,
and New-inn; and each of these houses consist of forty or there-
abouts: for the Readers, Utter-barristers, Mootemen, and inferior
Students, are four famous and renowned Colleges, or Houses of
Court, called the Inner Temple, to which the first three Houses of
Chancery appertain; Grays-inn, to which the next two belong;
Lincolns-inn, which enjoyeth the last two but one; and the Middle
Temple, which hath only the last* Each of the Houses of Court
consists of Readers [7z marg. “or Benchers”] above twenty; of
Utter-barristers above thrice so many; of young gentlemen about
the number of eight or nine score, who there spend their time in
study of law, and in commendable exercises fit for gentlemen. The
Judges of the law and Serjeants, being commonly above the number
of twenty, are equally distinguished into two* higher and more

! See Coke’s Reports, Part 3, p. xxxv.

* “Fortescutus lllustratus” (1663), p. 527. By an Order of Parliament 2oth June 1580
“Gentlemen are prohibited from suing by noblemen’s letters or otherwise for their calling
and preferment to the Bar, on pain of disgrace”; and by an Order 26th October 1604 Readers
are permitted to admit, on special terms, “noblemen, knights and gentlemen of account
who desire to be admitted, but shall not mind to continue here in Commons.”

* Strand 1nn, called also Chester Inn, previously had belonged to the Middle Temple.
It stood near the church of St. Mary le Strand, and was destroyed in the reign of Edward VI,
to make room for the building of Somerset House, the students having previously removed
to New Inn (see Herbert’s “ Inns of Court,” p. 284).

* The two Inns here referred to by Sir Edward Coke were Serjeants Inn, Chancery
Lane, demised to Roger Horton and William Cheney in the year 1416, and Serjeants Inn,
Fleet Street, held under a demise (f725. Edward VI) from Sir Edward Montague, who, Stow
says, acquired it by purchase, jointly with John Champanet, from Edward V1. In the year
1758, on the expiration of their lease, the members who were then lodged in this Inn joined
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eminent Houses, called Serjeants-Inn: all these are not far distant
from one another, and altogether do make the most famous university
for profession of law only, or of any one human science that is in the
world, and advanceth itself above all others, guantum inter viburna
cupressus. In which Houses of Court and Chancery, the readings
and other exercises of the laws therein continually used are most
excellent and behoofful for attaining to the knowledge of these
laws.”

Stow,' writing about the same time as Sir Edward Coke, gives
a full account of the Inns of Court and their methods of learning.
He says that the Houses of Court are replenished partly with young
students and partly with graduates and practisers of the Law; but
the Inns of Chancery are chiefly furnished with Officers, Attornies,
Solicitors, and Clerks that follow the Courts of the King's Bench
and Common Pleas, and yet there want not some others, being young
students, that come thither sometimes from one of the Universities
and sometimes immediately from Grammar Schools. The latter,
having spent some time in studying upon the first elements and
having performed exercises of their own Houses, proceed to be
admitted and become students in some of the four Inns of Court,
where after 7 years or thereabouts frequenting exercises, etc.,
they are either by the general consent of the Benchers or Readers,
or by the special privilege of the present Reader there, selected and
called to the degree of Utter-Barrister and so enabled to be common
Counsellors and to practise the law, both in their Chambers and at
the Bars. Of these, after they are called to a further step of prefer-
ment called the Bench, there are two every year chosen among the
Benchers of every Inn of Court to be Readers there, who make their

the Inn in Chancery Lane (see Pulling, pp. 126, 127). There had been another Serjeants’
Inn in Holborn: “ Juratores dicunt quod Guido Fairefax miles, nuper unus Justitiariornm
Domini Regis ad placita coram ipso tenenda assignat fuit sesitus in dominico sno ut de
feodo de uno messuagio sive tenemento vocat Serjeants Inn, situato ex opposito Ecclesie
Sti. Andreze Holdborne in civitat. London, cum duobus gardinis, duobuns Cottagiis eidem
Messnagio adjacentibus.” This was conveyed to Sir John Scrope by Indenture dated
8th February 9 Hen. VII (1494), and was then called Scrope House (see Discourse of
Francis Thynne “ Of the Antiquity of the Houses of Law,” pp. 125-6 in Hearne’s “ Collection
of Curious Discourses,” 1720).
! “Survey of London,” 1st ed. 1598, but see ed. 1754, cap. xxi.
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Readings at two times in the year, that is, one in Lent and the other
at the beginning of August. And for the help of young students in
every of the Inns of Chancery they likewise choose out of every
Inn of Court a Reader there, being no Bencher but an Utter
Barrister of 10 or 12 years continuance and of good profit in study.

Stow further says: “ Utter Barristers are such as from their
learning and standing are called by the Benchers to plead and argue
in the Society doubtful cases and questions, which are called Moots,
and whilst they argue the said cases, they sit uttermost on the Forms
of the Benchers which they call the Bar. All the rest of the Society
are accounted Inner Barristers, who for want of learning or time are
not to argue in these moots. Yet in a Moot' before the Benchers,
two of these, sitting upon the same Form with the Utter Barristers
do for their Exercises recite by heart the pleading of the same
Moot Case in Law French; which Pleading is the Declaration of the
said Moot Case at large; the one taking the part of the Plaintiff,
and the other of the Defendant. For the times of these Mootings,
they divide the Year into three parts viz. (1) The Learning Vaca-
tion,” (2) The Term Times, and (3) The Dead or Mean Vacation.
They have two learning Vacations, namely, Lent which began the
1** Monday in Lent and continued 3 weeks and 3 days, and Summer
Vacation which began the Monday after Lammas Day and con-
tinued also three weeks and 3 days. And in these Vacations are
the greatest conferences and Exercises of Study. In the Term Time
the only exercises of Learning are arguing and debating cases after
dinner and mooting after supper in the same manner as in the
Vacations. The time between the Learning Vacations and Terms is
called the Mean Vacation, during which time every day after dinner
cases are argued as at other times, and after supper Moots are
brought in and pleaded by the Inner Barristers, in the presence of
the Utter Barristers which sit there in the room of the Benchers.”

According to Edward Waterhous,® by command of King James,

! For the ceremony which took place at Moots see Appendix I1I.
* Dugdale calls this the Grand Vacation.
* “Fortescutus Illustratus” (1663), pp. 527, 528.
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none was to be admitted to the Inns of Court but a gentleman by
descent, and that most men then repaired thither for fashion and to
spend money. Sir George Buc writing a few years later! says that
the young gentlemen who study and practise in the four Inns of
Court are the sons of the best or better sort of gentlemen of all the
shires of England, bred and brought up liberally in good schools and
other universities. But notwithstanding the fashionable character of
the Inns of Court, the mooting still continued during the reigns of
James I and Charles 1.?

Heneage Finch (afterwards Lord Chancellor of England and
1st Earl of Nottingham) became a member of the Inner Temple in
1638, and according to Lord Campbell in the “Lives of the
Chancellors,”? laying to heart the maxim “a law student ought to
read all the morning and to talk all the afternoon,” regularly attended
the disputations after supper in the Cloister walks. However,
according to the same authority,* in the time of John Somers (after-
wards Lord Chancellor of England and Lord Keeper of the Great
Seal and Lord President of the Council) who became a member of
the Middle Temple in 1669, the Readings and Moots by which the
study of the law had been carried on since the establishment of the
Inns of Court were then falling into desuetude, the Exercises by
which proficiency was tested were becoming empty forms, and
the system of pupillage was beginning. It was with the object of
encouraging the ars bablativa that Sir Heneage Finch decided in
favour of rebuilding the Temple Cloisters after the fire of January
1679: “ It was considered whether the old cloister walks should be

! “A Discourse or Treatise of the Third Universite of England” in Edmund Howe's
edition (1631) of Stow’s “Annales.”

* There is the following entry in Sir Symonds D’Ewes’ “ Autobiography ” (1845 edition,
by J. O. Halliwell), vol. i, p. 232: “On Thursday, the 10th day of July [1623], after our supper
in the Middle Temple Hall ended, with another utter-barrister, I argued a moot at the bench
to the good satisfaction of such as heard me. Two gentlemen under the Bar arguing at first
in law French, bareheaded, as I did myself before I was called to the Bar at the cupboard.
This was the first legal exercise I performed after I was called to the Bar, after which many
others followed.” On p. 234 he gives an account of Serjeant Brampton’s two readings, on

Monday 4th August, and Wednesday 6th August 1623, prior to his full investiture as Serjeant
in Michaelmas Term.

* Fourth ed., vol. iv, p. 237. * Vol. v, p. 60.
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rebuilt, or rather improved into chambers; which latter had been for
the benefit of the Middle Temple. But in regard it could not be
done without the consent of the Inner House, the Masters of the
Middle House waited upon the then Mr. Attorney Finch to desire
the concurrence of his Society upon a proposition of some benefit to
be thrown in on that side; but Mr. Attorney would by no means
give way to it, and reproved the Middle Templars very wittily and
eloquently upon the subject of students’ walking in the evening there
and putting cases, which he said was done in his time as mean and
low as the buildings were then. ‘ However it comes,’ said he, ‘that
such a benefit to students is now made so little account of.” And
thereupon the cloisters by the order and disposition of Sir Christopher
Wren were built as they now stand.”’

The Civil Wars (1642-1648) and the subsequent disturbed state
of the country must have seriously affected legal study in the Inns
of Court. We find the following Minute of Parliament 13th May
1647 : “ By reason of the great troubles of the kingdom there has
been a discontinuance of commons and dispersion of the Society,
and no mooting or arguing of cases, but now all passages are open
to and froall parts of the kingdom, and there is a competent number
of students and Barristers, vacationers, met in commons, residing in
or about the House and town. The exercise of mooting shall there-
fore begin on Tuesday next, 18 May, and every Barrister vacationer
who has not compounded or performed his assignments, now in
commons or living in or about the town, must submit to this order
that he may be assigned in his antiquity to perform the said exercise.
Those refusing will be liable to forfeitures and penalties.”

It is interesting to note that although no Readers appear to
have been appointed between the years 1646 and 1660, and conse-
quently there were no Readers’ Feasts, yet during the Common-
wealth there was much of the old hilarity in the Temple. In the
“ Extracts from Accounts” are to be found such items as these:

““27't Feby 1653-4. Dancers and others, gratuity
for instructing the gentlemen ‘and for occasions of the
House of that nature’ . . . . . . . A2o0.

' “Life of Lord Keeper Guilford,” vol. i, p. 26 ; see Jessopp’s edition, p. 25.
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“ 2% Feby 1655-6. Hilary Term, Revels, Candles,
six Torches, Marshal’s staff . . . . . 419. 6.9

Similar entries appear each year in the Accounts for 1657-1660,
and also for stage plays. At the Restoration (1660) we are not sur-
prised to find “ Bonfires at the Gate” on the Proclamation, Corona-
tion and Birthday of the King, and on other important occasions;
and during the rest of the King’s reign the feasts at Candlemas, at
All Saints (All Hallows) and at Christmas were kept with music
and acting.!

Roger North,” in his ‘ Discourse on the Study of the Laws,”
written probably towards the end of the seventeenth century, after
referring to the study of the Civil Law at the Universities, says:
“ But for the Common Law, however, there are Societies which have
the outward show, or pretence of collegiate institutions; yet in
reality, nothing of that sort is now to be found in them; and,
whereas, in more ancient times, there were exercises used in the
Hall, they were more for probation than institution ; now even those
are shrunk into mere form, and that preserved only for conformity
to rules, that gentlemen by tale of appearances in exercises, rather
than any sort of performances, might be entitled to be called to the
Bar.”

Although, no doubt, at all times, ardent students of the law
were to be found in the Temple, yet Steele, writing in “ The Specta-
tor ” in the early part of the eighteenth century, seems to have been
better acquainted with two other classes of residents, namely, the eldest
son and heir sent up to London, to be admitted to the Temple, not so
much with a view of his studying the law as a desire to improve his
breeding *—and the member of The Spectator’s Club, “who is a mem-
ber of the Inner Temple, a man of great probity, wit, and under-

! All Saints play, November 1675-6, was “ acted by H.R.H. Company of Comedians,” and
Candlemas play, February 1682-3 and 1683-4, “by His Majesty’s Company of Comedians.”
Some of the plays mentioned in the Accounts are: “ Wit without Money,” “ Will Burgon,”
“Love and Honour,” and “ The Countryman and Clown”; see also pos?, p. 274, note.

? The Hon. Roger North was born 1650, admitted to the Middle Temple 1669, chosen
Treasurer 1683, and died 1733. He was a younger and devoted brother of Francis North,
afterwards the Lord Keeper Guilford.

* “The Spectator,” No. 151, 3rd September 1713.

Temp.
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standing; but he has chosen his place of residence rather to obey the
direction of an old humoursome father than in pursuit of his own
inclinations. He was placed there to study the laws of the land, and
is the most learned of any of the house in those of the stage.
Aristotle and Longinus are much better understood by him than
Littleton or Coke. . . . He knows the argument of each of the
orations of Demosthenes and Tully, but not one case in the reports

of our own courts.”?

With this information the reader may now study “ Master
Worsley’s Book,” and the additions made thereto by Downing and
Kirby, bringing us down to the year 1750. At this period, as
already mentioned, all exercises and vacations could be compounded
for. But as Master Worsley observes (see pos?, p. 117), the Societies
were still looked upon not only as seminaries of law, but as places
designed for the education of the sons of gentry, many not thinking
their sons duly educated until they had passed some time in some
Society of Law, though they never designed to practise or even to
be called to the Bar.

From the earliest times, and even in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, the only way the student or practitioner could
learn modern law was by attending Court, taking or borrowing notes,
and discussion; and until the appearance of Sir William Blackstone’s
“Commentaries,” the English law was, in fact, without any elementary
or institutionary work which might facilitate the arduous progress of
the student.? Sir William Blackstone (who became a member of the
Middle Temple in 1741), writing in the year 1766, says:

! “The Spectator,” No. 2, 2nd March 1711.

* See Roger North’s “ Discourse on the Study of the Law,” notes, p. 71, and Dr. Holds-
worth’s “ History of Law,” vol. ii, p. 454. Roger North (p. 41) suggested the following books
for the course, with aids:

COURSE AIDS
Littleton Tt‘erms‘of the Law.
Perkins Diversity of Courts.
Old Tenures, and Doctor and Student.
Fitzherbert's Natura Brevium.
Plowden {Crompton’s Jurisdiction of Courts.

Staunford’s Pleas of the Crown,
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“1 think it past dispute that those gentlemen who resort to the
Inns of Court with a view to pursue the profession, will find it
expedient (whenever it is practicable) to lay the previous founda-
tions of this, as well as every other science, in one of our learned
universities. We may appeal to the experience of every sensible
lawyer, whether anything can be more hazardous or discouraging
than the usual entrance on the study of the law. A raw and unex-
perienced youth, in the most dangerous season of life, is transplanted
on a sudden into the midst of allurements to pleasure, without any
restraint or check except what his own prudence can suggest; with no
public direction in what course to pursue his enquiries: no private
assistance to remove the distresses and difficulties, which will always
embarrass a beginner. In this situation he is expected to sequester
himself from the world, and by a tedious lonely process to extract
the theory of law from a mass of undigested learning ; or else by an
assiduous attendance in the Courts to pick up theory and practice
together, sufficient to qualifyhim for the ordinaryrun of business. How
little therefore is it to be wondered at, that we hear of so frequent
miscarriages. . . . The evident want of some assistance in the rudi-
ments of legal knowledge has given birth to a practice, which, if ever
it had grown to be general, must have proved of extremely per-
nicious consequence: I mean the custom, by some so very warmly
recommended, to drop all liberal education, as of no use to students
in the law; but to place them, in its stead at the desk of some
skilful attorney; in order to initiate them early in all the depths of
practice, and render them more dextrous in the mechanical part of
the business. Making therefore due allowance for one or two
shining exceptions, experience may teach us to foretell that a lawyer
thus educated to the bar, in subservience to attorneys and solicitors,

COURSE A1Ds

Hen. VII Coke’s Jurisdiction of Courts.
Reilway —— Pleas of the Crown.

—— Commentary on Magna Charta.

Leonard Petit Brook.

Coke’s Reports | Coke on Littleton.

Dyer Bracton.

Moor Britton.

Crook Fleta.

Palmer Glanville,
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will find he has begun at the wrong end. If practice be the whole he
is taught, practice must also be the whole he will ever know ; if he
be instructed in the elements and first principles upon which the rule
of practice is founded, the least variation from established precedents
will totally distract and bewilder him: éa lex scripta est is the
utmost his knowledge will arrive at; he must never aspire to form,
and seldom expect to comprehend, any arguments drawn a przori,
from the spirit of the laws and the natural foundations of Justice.”
If it be true what is stated in the Preface to “ The History and
Antiquities of the Four Inns of Court” (by an anonymous editor),
printed for G. Kearsley, 1780, and published by desire of some
Members of Parliament, in order to point out the abuses in the
government of the Inns of Court at that time, not only was the only
qualification for call to the Bar the keeping of terms by eating a
certain number of dinners in Hall, but the training of students by
the governing bodies of the Inns was then entirely neglected, and
respect for professional etiquette by many of the practising barristers,
and even the judicial conduct of many of the judges had fallen to the
lowest e¢bb. It is probably an exaggerated statement, for notwith-
standing the strictures of the anonymous editor of the work referred
to, and notwithstanding the public indifference then shown for
morality and education, it was a period when some of the greatest
legal intellects adorned the Judicial Bench, and the Inns of Court
were serving as nurseries not only of very eminent future lawyers
but also of men of the greatest political and literary ability.! But
that there was considerable foundation for the strictures with regard
to the want of systematic legal education is shown by an incident
referred to by Lord Campbell, in his “ Lives of the Chancellors.”
At the end of the eighteenth century Sir James Mackintosh being
struck with the defective state of legal education in England,
proposed to give a course of lectures on “ The Law of Nature and
Nations,” in Lincoln’s Inn Hall, and it was only owing to the inter-
ference and persuasion of Lord Loughborough that permission was

! Mr.C.E.A. Bedwell in “ The Middle Temple ” (1909), Chap. vii, notes the extraordinary
range of occupations and positions in which members of the Middle Temple have at all times
distinguished themselves, and especially during the eighteenth century; see also Chap. iii.

* Fourth ed. vol. viii, p. 165.
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ultimately granted. Lord Campbell’s remarks on this incident are
a scathing comment on the then want of consideration by the
Benchers of his Inn for the advancement of legal studies, and throws
much light on the state of things at that time.

In 1833 the Inner Temple instituted two lectureships, but
although the lecturers were eminent men, the attendance became so
small that after two years they ceased. In 1847 the Inner Temple
established a lectureship on Common Law, whilst at the Middle
Temple lectures were delivered upon Jurisprudence and the Civil
Law. The attendance of members was not numerous at either Inn,
although at the Inner Temple examinations were held at which prizes
were given by the Society. These lectureships continued until the
year 1851. In the year 1847 the Society of Gray’s Inn established,
with very beneficial results, a course of lectures, followed by voluntary
examinations in which the students were classed; and the lecturer (in
one department) also presided over discussions similar to the Moots.

In the year 1851 the Solicitor-General (Sir W. P. Wood) caused
a general meeting to be convened of the Benchers of the four Inns of
Court, with a view to provide for the better instruction of the students.
The result was the establishment of a Council of Legal Education,
consisting of eight members, two being selected by the Benchers
respectively of each of the four Inns of Court, and holding their offices
for two years; and the passing of definite regulations for providing
readers, who should give lectures and hold private classes for the
better instruction of the students. The readers, under the direction of
the Council, at stated intervals conducted a voluntary examination of
the students; the attendance at the lectures being compulsory, unless
in the case of those who submitted themselves to such voluntary
examination. Public examinations were held three times a year, and
studentships of fifty guineas a year were founded by the Inns of
Court, to be held for three years by the student on each occasion
passing the best examination; and certain other advantages were
offered to those who distinguished themselves in such examination.”?

! See Parl. Rep. 1855.
H

Revival in
1833.

Council
of Legal
Education.
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In the year 1854 a Commission was appointed to inquire into
the arrangements in the Inns of Court for promoting the study of
the Law and Jurisprudence. The Commissioners in their Report in
1855 came to the conclusion that there ought to be a test both of
the general and the professional knowledge of every candidate for
the Bar, and made recommendations as to the best mode of carrying
into effect such a system of instruction as they conceived to be
necessary.

No alteration, however, took place until the year 1872, when
the four Inns of Court, adopting a Report of a Joint Committee on
Legal Education, ordered that no student should be called to the
Bar unless he had passed a public examination for the purpose of
ascertaining his fitness.

The education and examination of students, as well as the
admission of students, the mode of keeping terms and calling of
students to the Bar, are now regulated by the Consolidated Regula-
tions of the four Inns of Court. By these regulations a Council of
Legal Education is constituted consisting of twenty Benchers, five
nominated by each Inn of Court. The Council appoint a Committee
or Board of the Members of the Council, who, subject to the control
of the Council, superintend and direct the education and examination
of students, and all matters of detail. In furtherance of the objects
of the Council a permanent staff of eight Readers, and a permanent
staff of Assistant Readers for elementary classes, have been appointed;
and the Council also engage the services of Lecturers on particular
subjects. Studentships are awarded for the encouragement of stud-
ents, and defrayed out of the Common Fund provided by the four
Inns of Court to meet the expenses of the Council. In the month
of July r9o5 Mr. W. Blake Odgers, K.C., LL.D., Recorder of
Plymouth, and a Bencher of the Middle Temple, was appointed by
the Council to be Director of Legal Education. Besides being him-
self one of the Readers he is at the head of the staff of Readers
and Assistant Readers, and ex officzo Chairman of the Board of
Examiners, and among other duties he has to advise students as to
their course of reading.
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In concluding this section the writer ventures to hope that
while providing a sound legal education the authorities may not
underestimate the importance of maintaining the Inns of Court in
accordance with their foundation and history as seminaries “ pro /os-
pitacione et educacione,” for qualifying students for all the higher
stations of life by close association and intercourse, and love for
Domus and its surroundings : that, regardless of personal advantage,
they may disseminate those high and honourable principles for
which the Inns of Court have at all times been famous. May they
ever continue “the noblest nurseries of humanity and liberty in the
kingdom.”!

V. OF THE COURTS AND BUILDINGS?

UPPLEMENTARY to what is contained in * Master Wors-

S ley’s Book” some remarks relating to the buildings in the
Middle Temple may be of interest. The sources of informa-

tion for this purpose are derived principally from documents of title,
Minutes of Parliament, old plans, and old engravings and photo-
graphs. It is impossible to trace or understand the history of the
buildings in the Temple without constantly referring to the plans,
or to appreciate the changes which have taken place without referring
to the engravings or etchings of the old buildings. The plans pub-
lished by the Topographical Society of London earlier than the
plan of the buildings made in the year 1671 and Ogilby’s block
plan of 1677, although of great interest as showing the area and
vicinity of the Temple, are otherwise of very little assistance. The
plans of 1671 and 1677 having been made prior to the Great Temple
Fire of 1679 are invaluable, and together with the plan on the Par-
tition Deed of the 2nd November 1732, and the excellent composite
block plan prepared by our surveyor, Mr. H. J. Wadling,® from old

1 See Ben Jonson’s dedication to the 1nns of Court of “ Every Man Out of His Humour,”
Gifford (1816), vol. ii.

? See post, p.’100.

* Mr. Wadling’s plan is intended to be merely descriptive, and not authoritative as to
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and modern plans in the surveyor’s office, have been of the greatest
assistance. Fortunately photographs were taken in the year 1858
and subsequently of buildings which have been pulled down, and
from a selection of these the etchings have been made by Miss
Whitlaw. The engravings have been reproduced by Mr. Emery
Walker.

Originally, as already mentioned,’ the chief mansion in England
of the Knights Templars was in Oldbourne or Holborn, being wholly
or for the most part the plot of ground whereupon Southampton
House and adjacent buildings were subsequently erected. It was at
first called the Military Temple, but about the year 1184, or a little
earlier, the Templars acquired the plot of ground on the River
Thames for a new habitation, and then it was called Vetus Templum,
or Old Temple, to distinguish it from Novum Templum or the New
Temple. The new habitation is described by Dugdale as being
“over against the end of a Street heretofore called New Street but
now Chancery Lane, and contained all that space of ground from the
White-fryers westward unto Essex-house without Temple-Barr.”?
The writer of the Petyt MS. No. 5387 referring to the plot of
ground so purchased, says, “of whom the same was so purchased or

dimensions or boundaries. The following figures as to the respective areas of the Middle
Temple and Inner Temple, taken by measurement from the Ordinance Plan, are interesting :

Middle Temple area in City (excluding site of Dick’s Coffee-

house) . o c 5-052 acres
Middle Temple area outsxde Clty (excludmg sites of Essex

Street houses) . > 3 3 3 5 c . c 657 o 5709
Inner Temple area . g 9712
Master’s House and garden, Church and Churchyards (North

and South of Church) . 3 o c c c -845

Total acreage 16:266

! See anle, p. 13.

? “ Chauncellereslane,” as it was anciently called, was probably so named after Ralph
Neville, Chancellor of England and Bishop of Chichester, fezzp. Henry III. Herbert
(“Inns of Court,” p. 292) says that in the time of Edward I it was so foul and dirty that
John Breton, custos of London, had it barred up, to hinder any harm that might happen in
passing that way; and John Bishop of Chichester, whose house was there, kept up the bar
for many years. Dugdale’s description given above would not appear to be quite correct, as
the present site of Child and Co.s Bank has of late years proved to be the site of the old
Carmelite Monastery (see post, p. 73).

* See ante, p. 14.
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what was the ancient name thereof hath not as yet come unto my
knowledge, but it has been suggested by some that Malmutius
Dunwallo had here long before built a Temple of Concord, where
he lies buried, for the teaching of his laws called Leges Malmu-
tine.”! We know that the Round of the Temple Church was con-
secrated in the year 1185, and the Choir or oblong Church to the
east of the Round in the year 1240.* Apart from this, the earliest
evidence we have of the buildings within the precincts of the Temple
is to be found in the Inquisition post mortem I Edw. III (1327) and
the two Inquisitions made in the years 1336 and 1337 on the com-
plaint of the Knights Hospitallers concerning William de Langeford’s
possession, as Crown lessee, of the church property.’ These latter
Inquisitions describe the portion of the precincts of the Temple
which belonged to the Prior and Brethren of the Order as church
property, and of which William de Langeford as Crown lessee was
in unlawful possession; also the rest of the property of which Hugh
le Despenser had been enfeoffed by the Prior and Brethren, and
which had on his attainder and execution escheated to the King.!
They also show that the entrance to the Temple was by the Great
Gate, being as now the entrance by the Middle Temple Lane; that
there were two Halls, one the Hall or Refectory of the Priests, on
the site of which the present Inner Temple Hall is partly built; and
the other a little distance down and on the east side of the Lane
from the Great Gate, which probably was the Old Hall of the
Military knights, and afterwards became the Middle Temple Hall,
which was pulled down about the year 1639 after the completion
in the year 1571 of the present Middle Temple Hall. At the
date of the Inquisition of 1337 the Temple was known by the
name of the Manor of the Temple. Apart from the church
property there would seem to have been within the precincts of the
Temple, besides a garden and a stable, one hall, a kitchen, and four

! Cites Norden’s “ Brit. Speculum ” (1593), but Norden (at p. 33), referring to the Temple
within Temple Bar as the site of Templum pacis or concordiz, founded A.M. 4748, says:
“ But some take the Temple of peace to be that which is now Blackwell-hall.” Stow (see
“Survey of London,” 6th ed. vol i, p. 5) suggests that the site of The Temple of Peace,
built by Malmutius Dunwallo, son of Cloton, is where St. Paul’s now stands.

? See post, p. 103. ® See ante, p. 15.
¢ See Appendix I.

Inquisitions,
1327, 1336,
1337.
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chambers, and there was a chamber on the other side of the Great
Gate. The Hospitallers, however, possessed thirteen houses erected
on the ground between the Church and Fleet Street, and also eight
shops, seven of which were within, and one without, the Bar (see
ante, p. 16). The exact position of the old Middle Temple Hall is
not known, but its approximate position may be gathered from the
Minutes of Parliament relating to the rebuilding on its site. It stood
on part of the present site of Elm Court and Pump Court. It prob-
ably faced north and south, so that the west side fronted Middle
Temple Lane, and the east side adjoined what was formerly known
as Vine Court, or “le vyne yeard,” ! shown in Ogilby’s plan of 1677.
There was also in the year 1552 a small court called the Lower
Court under “le vine,”? which was probably between Vine Court
and Elm Court, and on the south side of the old Hall. The cham-
bers in the Vine Court were built over the Cloisters.® In the year
16 Eliz. (1574) the Queen, by the advice of the Privy Council,
authorized the Society of the Middle Temple to convert the old
Hall into not more than ten chambers, and Adam Bellengham
appears to have built eight chambers at the upper end of the old
Hall and above the wall thereof, and a study adjoining, the window
of which looked into Vine Court.* With this information from the
Records, and comparing Ogilby’s block plan with the plan showing
“A View of the Temple as it appeared in the Year 1671,” a rough
idea may be formed as to the approximate site of the old Hall. It
is evident that the Hall of the Knights extended from the Middle
Temple Lane eastward towards Vine Court. Sir Henry Chauncy, who
was admitted to the Inn in February 1650, says in “ Antiquities of
Hertfordshire” (1826 ed. vol. ii, p. 431) that the old Hall of the
Middle Temple was situate between Pump Court and Elm Court, after
the form of the Round Walk in the Temple Church, and was pulled
down in the year 1639. It also appears from the Records (Cal.
p- 69) that in November 1637 the old buildings between Vine Court,
Elm Court, Pump Court, and the Middle Temple Lane were ordered
to be pulled down and rebuilt. Beyond the reference in the Inquisi-

' Mins. of Parl. 26th November 20 Eliz. * ZIbid, 17th November 1552,
* Ibid. 22nd May 1612,
* 1bid. 7th February 20 Eliz, and 7th June 161g.
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tion of 1337 there is no record of the age of the old Hall which was
pulled down.

On the east side of Vine Court, almost in line with the Hall of
the Knights, was the Hall or Refectory of the Priests, with a Cloister
leading up to the Entrance to the Round, and partly or wholly
inclosing Cloister Court on the south side of the Church. In the
Cloister at the south-west corner, adjoining the entrance to the
Refectory, was the Chapel of St. Thomas a Becket, and adjoining
the south-west corner of the Round was the Chapel of St. Ann (see

post, p. 65).

The Great Gate was rebuilt in the year 1520 by Amyas Poulet
(Pawlett), then Treasurer. It appears from the Records? that in the
year 1567, the Great Gate was called “ The Temple Gate or Tower.”
Under the Tower was a tenement with a kitchen and other buildings,
and there were two chambers, one above the other in the higher part
of the Tower. There was a shop belonging to the Inn in the street
adjoining to the North side of the Gate or Tower, and also a little
shop ‘“next unto the east ende of the leaning bar adjoyning to the
north syde of the said Tower.” Inthe year 1684 the Gate was again
rebuilt by Sir Christopher Wren as it is now.? There is the follow-

! See “The Judges of England ” by Edward Foss (1857), vol. v, p. 26. There is a hand-
some pair of old carved oak doors at the entrance from the vestibule of the present Hall to the
Benchers’ corridor. These doors are of great age and there is some tradition that they came
from the old Hall pulled down in 1639, but there is no record. The design isin keeping with the
best period of Norman architecture, as seen in the archway or entrance to the Temple Round,
and at Romsey Abbey, Hants,and Beaudesert Church, Henley-in-Arden. If|asis probable,they
wereremoved from the old Hall, they would seem to be the only'relic of that ancient building.

? “The Rentes of Chambers and Shoppes of the Mydle Temple, 1567,” Book D, f. 408;
Mins. of Parl. vol. i, p. 431.

* Temple Bar, as it is shown in the engraving, was erected after the Great Fire of
London, 1666. Previously it was a house of timber, erected across the street, with a narrow
gateway and an entry on the south side of it under the house; and at a still earlier period
the separation of the Freedom of the City of London and the Liberty of the City of West-
minster consisted of posts, rails, and a chain as at Holborn, Smithfield, and Whitechapel
Bars (see Stow’s “ Survey of London”). The heads shown on the spikes in the engraving
remind one of the story told by Forster in his “ Life of Oliver Goldsmith”: Johnson, strolling
with Goldsmith into Westminster Abbey, and standing together in Poets’ Corner, whispered
the hope: “ Forsitan et nostrum nomen miscebitur istis.” They walked away together, and
arrived at Temple Bar, where the ghastly remains of the last Jacobite execution were still
rotting on the spikes above. Here Goldsmith stopped Johnson, pointed up, and slyly returned
his whisper: “Forsitan et nostrum . . . miscebitur Istis.”

Chapels o1
St. Thomas
and St. Ann.

The Great
Gate.
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ing inscription in large capitals above the first floor windows across
the entire breadth of the building:

“ Surrexit impens. Soc. M. Templi MmpDCLXXX1V.”

and lower, just over the arch, is the Lamb and Flag and date 1684.

The following memoranda, probably by the antiquary Master
Anthony Allen (Treasurer, 1749), appear in the fly-leaves at the end
of MS. No. 2:

“Sir Amias Paulett Knt (called in our list Sir Amisius) who
was Treasurer of the Middle Temple Anno 1520, as a Justice of the
peace, caused Wolsey, after a Cardinal &c., when a young man and
Rector of Lymington in Somersetshire to be set in the stocks, for
being drunk (it is said) in the neighbourhood of that place, see
Fiddes pa. 7. For which Cardinal Wolsey is made to boast, that
Sir Amias Paulet was, by his means, for the space of six years, re-
tained a prisoner in the Middle Temple. Peck’s Memoirs on Milton,

pa. 436.

“ The most antient Building in the Middle Temple in Dugdale’s
time was the great gate towards Fleet street, commonly called the
Middle Temple gate. This as the History of Cardinal Wolsey’s
Life (written by Mr. Cavendish one of his Gentlemen Ushers) testi-
fieth, was built by Sir Amias Paulet Kn* about the 7* year of King
Henry the 8%, who being upon an old grudge, sent for up by the
Cardinal, and commanded not to depart London without License,
lodged in this Gatehouse, which he re-edified and sumptuously
beautified on the outside, with the Cardinals Arms, Hat, Cognizance,
Badges and other Devices, in a glorious manner, thereby hoping to
appease his displeasure. Dugd: Orig: Jurid: ch 61 in prim:

“N.B. This Middle Temple gate being burnt down by the
great ffire of London 1666, was rebuilt under the direction of
Sir Christ* Wren, and is numbered among his great works in
Mr Woods most ingenious History of the Professors of Gresham
College.”

The writer of the above, rightly doubting the accuracy of the
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N.B,, adds, “ Quzre vide the other side,” and on the opposite fly-leaf
is the following:

“Copy of an Inscription on a Stone in the Front of the Temple
Exchange Coffee house Fleet Street.

Ecce
Flagrantis Urbis domus Ultima
Restaurata prima:
Quod felix faustumque sit
Et Urbi et domo
Tum auspicato erigentibus,
Elizabethee Moore fundi Domina
et
Thome Tuckey Inquilino.”

1

There is the following entry in the Minutes of Parliament of
the 21st November, 1684: “ Whereas iron balconies are to be set
up, at the House charge, out of the chamber of Mr Ettricke, in over
the Great Gate looking towards Fleet Street, their Masterships do
now order and declare, that they reserve power to Master Treasurer,
for the time being, and to all the Masters of the Bench upon any
solemnities, or when they see cause, to resort through the said

' Anglice:
You see before you
The last house of the city in flames
The first of the city restored:
May this be favourable and fortunate
For both city and house,
Especially for those who are auspiciously building.
Elizabeth Moore owner of the site
and
Thomas Tuckey Tenant.

The Latin inscription is also given in Malcolm’s * London” (1803), vol. ii, p. 299.

The Temple Change Coffee-House would seem to have been a little east of the entrance
to the Inner Temple Lane, as there is an entry in the Minutes of Parliament 23rd June 1699
that “No passage shall be made from the Temple Change Coffee-House through North
Churchyard.” Oliver Goldsmith while making shift to exist (1757-8) had his letters addressed
here, where the waiter he celebrates in the third number of his “ Bee” took charge of them
(see Forster’s “ Life of Oliver Goldsmith”).

On the north side of Fleet Street the Great Fire stopped a few yards east of St. Dun-
stan’s Church.
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chamber, to the said balconies, and to use the same, when, and as,
Y

they please.

Our famous Hall was commenced about the year 1562, and
completed in the year 1571.2 The Screen was erected in 1574, but
the Screen Doors were carved and erected in the year 1671.8 Sub-
sequent history is shown by the following inscriptions upon the
Screen over the two side doorways.

“ Lectorum Hujus Societatis Insignia E Senatu Translata Fuere
An’ Do’ 1697 Francisco Morgan Arm. Thesaurario.”

“ Aula Decorata et Lectorum Insignia Renovata A.p. 1755 and 1791
Ben’ Smart Arm’ and Preehon’ R. P. Arden Mil. Thesaurariis.”

“ Aula Decorata et Pictee Tabule Renovatez.
A.D. 1808 Preehon’ Gulielm Scott Mil. Thesaurario.”

! This chamber is now known as No. 1A (formerly No. 4), Middle Temple Lane, and in
pursuance of an Order made on the 2oth January 1893, accommodation is provided there
for eight ladies and eight gentlemen to view the Procession on the gth November.

* See Mins. of Parl. 24th November 1562 (5 Eliz.) and 26th May A.D. 1571 (13 Eliz.).
Herbert, in “Antiquities of the Inns of Court,” p. 245, says the foundation of the Hall
was laid 1562, and the edifice completed 1572 ; and Dugdale also to the same effect; but
see Worsley (posf, p. 104). For the description of the interior of the Hall see Ireland’s
“Inns of Court,” p. 83.

It appears from an entry in the Accounts, 22nd October 1683 (Cal. p. 181), that the
great picture in the Hall of King Charles I on horseback, attended by his chief equerry,
M. de St. Antoine, was acquired at that time for £30, an additional sum of 1o being paid
for the frame. It is, however, a question whetber it is a replica by Van Dyck (who died 1641)
of the Windsor picture or an excellent copy by Henry Stone (*Old Stone ”), who died 1653.
The picture of His Royal Highness the Duke of York (afterwards James II), probably
by John Riley (1646-91), was acquired at the same time for £10, an additional £8 being
paid for the frame.

The square or oblong table (6 by 4 feet) on which the cups and other plate are displayed
on Grand Nignts is believed to have been presented to the Inn by Queen Elizabeth, but
there is no record. 1t is probably what is called in the records the “Cupboard.” The
““Cupboard,” or “Abacus” (Mins. of Parl. p. 165, 3rd November 10 Eliz.), was a square
table, and is so referred to by Downing in speaking of members being sworn on Call to the Bar
(see post, p. 181), and again in his account of Public Call of Serjeants (see gost, p. 299). The
High-Table, at which the Benchers sit, is believed to be of the same period. The top is made
of four planks of oak, and is 29 feet 4 inches long, 3 feet 2 inches wide, and 3 inches thick,

? Extracts from Accounts, Cal. p. 174.

* In the year 1699 the roof of the Hall was re-tiled (Mins. of Parl. 10th February 1698),
and again in 1826. In the year 1730 the Hall was new floored and furnished with new
tables and forms (see gos/, p. 105). The lantern light appears also to have been altered on
several occasions. In 1869 a new cellar under the paved portion of the Court on the north
side of the Hall was built.

Y
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It was not until after the Patent of 6 Jac. 1 (August 1608) that
the two Societies commenced building operations on an extensive
scale. The Great Fire of London in 1666 did great damage to the
Inner Temple buildings, as shown on Ogilby’s plan, but with the
exception of the destruction of the Master’s House (belonging to
both Societies), and the building “on the East side of the Church-
yard in the two staircases next the Church,” there was not much
damage to the buildings of the Middle Temple.!

The building in South Church Yard, afterwards called Lamb
Building Court, was re-erected in 1667-8.

On the 26th January 1679,” the great fire in the Temple occurred.
It originated in Mr. Thornbury’s Chambers in Pump Court next to
Elias Ashmole’s lodgings, and greatly damaged the latter’s library,
and destroyed his collection of medals.” Luttrell* says the engines
played away many barrels of beer to stop the fire, but the chief way
of stopping it was by blowing up the houses with gunpowder. Ac-
cording to Roger North in his autobiography, “the fire lasted from
11 p.m. on Sunday to twelve next day, and opened an area bounded
by the Middle Temple Hall and part of Elm Court Southward, the
Palgrave Buildings in Old Essex Court Westward, the taverns and
Hare Court Northwards, all which places lay in view of one another.”
The building on the south side of Elm Court was much damaged by
blowing up the Store-house with gunpowder, and had to be restored.?

! According to Strype (Stow’s “ Survey of London,” 1754 ed. p. 750) the buildings in the
Temples were for the greatest part of timber, and he expresses surprise that they were not
wholly demolished by the fire. Lord Clarendon (* Autobiography,” vol. iii, p. go) says it was
the vacant space in King’s Bench Walks that prevented the Great Fire of London extending
further into the Temple after the new buildings next to Whitefriars had been consumed,
but it then laid hold on some old buildings which joined to Ram Alley and swept all those
into Fleet Street.

* The date of the Temple fire was 26th January 1679, although it is frequently referred
to as the fire of 1678. As from Ist January 1752 the commencement of the legal year was
ordered to be changed from the 25th March to the 1st January—that is to say, the Julian
calendar with the Gregorian correction was adopted in Great Britain (24 Geo. IT (1751) c. 23).

3 “The Lives of the Norths,” by A. Jessopp, vol. iii; and see Ashmole (Elias), “ Dict.
Nat. Biog.”

¢ “Brief Historical Relation of State Affairs” (1678-1714), vol. i, p. 7.

® Mins. of Parl. 21st May 168o.

Great Fire
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Towards the Great Gate on the east side of the Lane, the
fire would seem to have destroyed the buildings erected by Anthony
Luther in 1615, called Luther’s Buildings, and to have damaged the
buildings between Luther’s Buildings and the Great Gate, which had
been erected in the year 1630 on the site of earlier buildings erected
in 1611 by Sir Walter Cope and Sir Arthur Georges. There is a
Minute of the 3oth May 1679 with regard to the new buildings near
the Great Gate, that the builders were to have leave to make “jettys”
or projecting upper storeys, to the upper chambers. These new
buildings referred to are the same as are now known as Nos. 2 and
3, Middle Temple Lane. In the year 1693 a decayed building next
Middle Temple Gate was pulled down, and a building to be four
storeys high was ordered, and notice was to be given to those who
had Chambers over the Great Gate northwards and in the new
building on the south side of the old building. This building is now
known as No. 1, Middle Temple Lane. The old building on the
west side adjoining the Great Gate was, until the year 1894, called
No. 4, Middle Temple Lane, when the number was altered to No. 1%
It is probably the same as that which in 1551 was let to Welond the
scrivener,! and there is a record of the 17th June (28 Eliz.) 1586,
that a lease was to be granted to a scrivener, Walter Woode, “ of the
little room on the left hand as we go out at the Temple Gate, at a
rent to be fixed by the Attorney-General, in the reversion of Granger,
during pleasure.”

The present Cloisters were built by Dr. Nicholas Barbon? on
Sir Christopher Wren’s model in the year 1681, and the building
over the Cloister was finished in May 1682.

There is the following inscription on the north, east, and west
sides of the Cloisters:

! Mins. of Parl. 8th May 1551.

* Roger North in his autobiography says: “ There was one Nicholas Barbon, son of the
old sectarian called Praise God Barbon, bred a doctor of physic, but that trade failing he
fell into that of building, and the fire of London gave him means of doing and knowing
much of that kind. His talent lay more in economising ground for advantage and the little
contrivances of a family than the more noble aims of architecture, and all his aim was at
profit.” However, it appears from the Minutes of Parliament that on the 8th February 1684,
during the Treasurership of Roger North, he was presented with one hundred guineas “as
a testimony of the Society’s good acceptance of his service.”
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“ Vetustissima Templariorum Porticu
Igne Consumpta
An° 1679.
Nova Heec.
Sumptibus Medii Templi extructa
An° 1681
Gulielmo Whitlock Arm° Thesaur®.”

The original design of Sir Christopher Wren, and the Award
signed by the Sir Heneage Finch, L.C., to whom the differences
between the two Societies about the dimensions had been referred,
are in the possession of our Society. The Award is as follows:

“8th March 1680.
“ The Treasurers and several of the Benchers of both the Societies
of the Temple this day attending the Lord High Chancellor of Eng-
land for settling the differences between them about the dimensions
of the Cloyster which is to be built by the Middle Temple His
Lordship after consideration of what was proposed and allready said
on both sides Declared his oppinion and direction to be that the
said Cloyster should be built 70 ffeet long and 30 fteet broade from
out to out and 3 stories high over the Cloyster according to the
within mensioned modell drawne by Sir Xtopher Wren, and that the
Cloyster should reach unto M~ Pettits’ East-Window,' but not upon
any part of the Window, and that noe Tymber should be lay’d into
the Walls of the Church or into the Walls of M~ Pettits’ buildinge
for supporting the Cloyster, but that part of the Cloyster should be
supported by substantial foundations of Brick to be built against the
Church Wall and M* Pettits’ Wall or by other substantiall supporters,
soe as the said Cloyster may not weaken or endanger the Church
Wall or M* Pettits buildinge.
“'This I think reasonable
“Fincn.”

The building now known as No. 2 Cloisters was rebuilt in 1825

! Mr. Pettits’ building, according to the plan, stood on the north-west corner of the
Cloisters in a line west of the Round, being the south-east corner of the present Farrar’s
Building.
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during the Treasurership of Master John Springett Harvey, and
bears an inscription to that effect over the doorway.

Vine Court disappeared on the reconstruction after the fire of
1679.

Extensive building operations under the direction of Dr. Nicholas
Barbon, in connection with Pump Court and Elm Court, were com-
menced in the years 1679-80, during the Treasurership of William
Whitelock. The south side of Pump Court was rebuilt towards the
end of 1680.! On the 24th October 1679 it was ordered that the
passage to be made out of Elm Court into Fig Tree Court be as
anciently.” The present buildings in Elm Court were erected in
1880, during the Treasurership of Master Clement Milward, Q.C.,
with the exception of the old building, No. 1, Elm Court, which
forms part of the south block of Pump Court, built about the year
1680, the entrance being from Elm Court.

No part of the Temple has undergone in recent years, and still
within living memory, greater alteration than the buildings on each
side of the Inner Temple Lane and round the Church. The entrance
to the lane remains as it was reconstructed in the year A.n. 1611,
by Jno. Bennett, one of the King’s Serjeants-at-Arms, whose tenant
was William Blake, citizen and vintner. On his petition the Lane
was stopped to enable him to rebuild the said gate, and his house
called “ The Princes Armes” adjoining to and over the gate.® The
passage into the Inner Temple, known as Inner Temple Lane,
existed previously, but when it was first made is unknown. The
Middle Temple Rent Roll of 1567 refers to the chambers on the

' Mins. of Parl. 25th June 1680. A noteworthy feature about the buildings in Pump
Court and Brick Court erected after the fire of 1679 is the architectural beauty of the old
entrances or doorways. The buildings and doorways were similar in character, and were
probably designed by Sir Christopher Wren. A similar design of broken pediment is to be
seen over the doors leading on to the Grand Staircase erected by Sir Christopher Wren at
Farnham Castle,

* Some of the buildings in Fig Tree Court were erected by the Inner Temple in the
15th of James I (March 1617-18), and other buildings in the 4th of Charles I (1628-9). The
buildings between the Inner Temple Hall and the new buildings in Fig Tree Court were
erected in the 5th Charles I (Evidence annexed to Parl. Rep. 1855).

* Mins. of Parl, 25th January 1610-11, and see “Inner Temple Records,” vol. ii,
PP- 50, 5I.
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east side of “The Inner Temple Lane, leadyng from the streate
aforesaid unto the Temple Church.”! The reference in the Inquisi-
tion of 1337 to a wall extending to the old gate by the Temple
towards the Highway,? would seem to refer to a gate other than the
Great Gate.

The range of buildings which until the year 1858 stood on the
site of the present Goldsmith Building, on the north side of the
passage called Churchyard Court leading into the Churchyard, as
shown on Ogilby’s plan and on the plan of 1732, and which were
built of timber, lath and plaster, were probably erected in the year
1608, in the place of buildings on the same site referred to in the
Rent Roll of 1567. The building belonging to the Inner Temple,
which stood on the south side of the same passage, and coloured red
on the plan of 1732, seems to have been erected in the year 1717,
from a tablet which existed over the doorway. In the year 1611 it
was agreed with the Inner Temple that “ the passage through Falcon
Court,* near Fleet Street, into Temple Churchyard shall be stopped,
and the Tailor’s house lately built on parcel of the Churchyard and
the sheds about the north side of the Churchyard shall be pulled
down ” and that no laundresses should ¢ hang Clothes in Churchyard,
which shall be decently kept for burials.”® Fortunately photographs
were taken of the buildings in the Inner Temple Lane and Church-
yard Court, and adjoining the Church, prior to their removal in the
years 1858-1860, and the etchings have been made from these
photographs. Itappears there were shops on both sides of the Lane,
and in the passage leading into the Churchyard. At this time build-
ings stood annexed to the Church and over the Porch, as appearing

! Mins. of Parl. vol. i, p. 432. ? See Appendix I, p. 225.

3 Mins. of Parl. 10th June 1608.

* Falcon Court probably derived its name from the Falcon Inn. Wynkyn de Worde,
the disciple of and successor to Caxton, removed from Westminster in the year 1500 to
Fleet Street in the parish of St. Bridget, a/ias St. Bride’s, where he occupied two houses.
The Falcon Inn was, according to Stow (‘“ Survey of London,” 6th ed., vol. i, p. 739), his
dwelling-house, and his printing-house, was at the sign of the “Sun.” See  Dict. Nat.
Biog.” Peter Cunningham (*“ Hand-Book of London,” 1850) says, “In the house over
Falcon-Court with the date 1667 upon it (No. 32 in Fleet Street, and still a bookseller’s),
John Murray was living when he published Byron’s ¢ Childe Harold,” and all the early Nos.
of the ¢ Quarterly Review.”” Falcon Court in Fleet Street still exists on the old site.

® Mins. of Parl. 3rd May and 11th October 1611.

Goldsmith
Building.

Temple
Church-
yard.



The Porch.

Dick’s
Coffee
House.

64 MASTER WORSLEY'’S BOOK

in the plan of 1732. The building over the Porch extended across,
and was annexed to Dr. Johnson’s Buildings* and Farrar’s Building,
and the Lane continued as a passage under the building and through
the Cloister into Lamb Building Court. The description given in the
Deed of the 2nd November 1732, set out in Appendix I, will more
fully explain this. The only entrance to the Church Porch appears
from plans to have been on the west side, the south side being
enclosed by an iron railing.

About the year 1858 the two Societies agreed to a scheme
for the removal of the buildings adjoining the north and south sides
of the Church, and for making other improvements around the
Church, and in accordance with this scheme Goldsmith Building
was built in the year 1862 from designs of our then surveyor, the
late Mr. P. J. St. Aubyn, and the buildings between that and the
Church were cleared away, as well as the building over and west
of the Porch and a part of Farrar’s Building, and the passage to
Hare Court was widened. The improvement scheme having been
fully carried out, by a Deed dated the 12th November 1879, and
made between the two Societies, mutual conveyances were executed
by which certain parts of the premises which, prior thereto, belonged
to the two Societies in undivided moieties, as tenants in common,
were thenceforth to belong in severalty to the Societies respectively,
and certain other parts were so conveyed as thenceforth to belong to
the two Societies in equal undivided moieties, and to be used in
common. The deed contains restrictions as to building on the sites
in future, and the two Societies are at their joint and equal expense
to light and pave the Porch of the Temple Church, and maintain and
pave the Terrace, and pave, flag, or gravel, or lay down in turf, or sow
with grass seeds, the Churchyard on the north side of the Round.

No. 8, Fleet Street, known as Dick’s Coffee House (originally
Richard’s, so called after Richard Turvor, to whom the house was
let in 1680), was purchased by the Society from Mr. J. B. Butter-
worth, and conveyed to the Trustees of the Society by deed dated
the 5th January 1881. The premises are shown on Mr. Wadling’s

! Dr. Johnson came to No. 1, Inner Temple Lane in 1760.
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plan, and are now leased to the Legal and General Life Assurance
Society. The Hardwick Society held its meetings here in the seven-
ties, before moving into the Temple.

Passing now to the south side of the Church, it will be seen on
referring to Ogilby’s plan of 1677 that Lamb Building was destroyed
by the Great Fire of London, 1666. The present building was
probably erected soon after that date. The earliest reference to
Lamb Building in the records of either Society would seem to be in
the Minutes of Parliament of the Middle Temple, 27th April 1683,
when power was given to Sir Francis Wythens to transfer his cham-
ber in the Lamb Buildings for a life and one assignment.

Buildings were erected against the south side of the Church
prior to the fire of 1679, as appearing on Ogilby’s plan, and these
buildings would seem to have continued until about the year 1825s.
The engraving taken from Ireland’s book,' written in the year 1800,
shows the class of buildings, and the author, protesting against the
obstruction to the view of the Church, says: ‘“As the annexed view
will explain, little is to be seen but the upper part, all below is
encumbered with sheds and houses of a mean cast of character, and
ill suited to the situation. Here shoes, boots, wigs, and latitats vie
with each other for pre-eminence; why are these things permitted?”

The same engraving shows the building over the site of St.
Ann’s Chapel, which, prior to its removal in the year 1825, was used
for keeping the Records of the Fine Office. The Chapel is said to
have been built about the year 1220.> A ground plan of the Chapel
with the dimensions, as it existed in 1807, is given in “ Architectural
Antiquities of Great Britain,” by John Britton (1835). From the
Round it was entered by a descent of five steps, and had an arched
roof with large ribs, and in the walls at the east end were four square
niches, one or two of which were probably for piscinas. Above the
arched roof was another storey also arched over and approached by a
staircase in the south west corner of the Choir or oblong Church.

! “Picturesque Views with an historical account of the Inns of Court,” by Samuel
Ireland (1800).
* So stated on plan of Church and crypt of Chapel printed by James Akerman, 1871-2.
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There was also an entrance by eight stone steps from the Cloisters
on the west side which still exist. The ruins still preserved are
interesting and are under eight large paving stones, observable
from the outside. The entrance to the ruins is by a man-hole through
which one alights on the stone steps referred to. The Chapel
is now about 41 ft. long from east to west, 8 ft. wide from north
to south, 5 ft. 7 in. high. It is, however, disfigured by a large drain
which crosses it north and south at the east end from under the
Church. A stone bench or sedile built out seventeen inches from
and as part of the wall, similar to what is to be seen round the interior
of the Church, commences at the foot of the steps on the west side
and is continued the entire length of the south wall, except at the
middle where it is intercepted by a pillar built into the wall with
three columns attached to it, one on each side resting on the
bench, 2 ft. 4 in. high, and one facing the Chapel, rising from the
ground, 3 ft. 6 in. high. There is also a similar column in the south
west corner. Each column has a plain round capital, as in the
Church, and no doubt they were connected with the arched roof.
The present roof consists merely of the large paving stones sup-
ported by iron girders. The north and east walls are bricked up.
There are fragments of columns and arches and well-sculptured
ornaments placed against the north wall which might be used for the
purpose of restoration.!

After the removal of the superstructure of the Chapel in the
year 1825 a deed of conveyance dated the 1st May 1826 was
executed between the two societies, by which the Middle Temple
Trustees conveyed to the Inner Temple Trustees one undivided
moiety of and in the site of the Chapel or Oratory late adjoining to
the south side of the Temple Church near the Rounds of the
Church, wherein the Records of the Fine Office were lately kept,
and the site of the chambers, staircase, and buildings, and the
ground and soil thereof, at the north east corner of the Middle

Temple Cloisters, and adjoining backward to the south side of the
Temple Church.

As already mentioned, No. 2 Cloisters was rebuilt in 1823,

' See further, “ The Temple Church,” by T. H. Baylis, p. 53.
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The etching, made from a photograph taken about the year
1858 and in the possession of the Society, shows the entrance to the
Porch of the Church at that time.

The building of the greatest interest in the Temple is the
Temple Church. This is referred to in ©“ Master Worsley’s Book ”
(see post, p. 3), but the reader is referred to Addison’s “ Knights
Templars,” and a separate work by the same author called “The
Temple Church,” and other writers, for an exhaustive account of the
building, and the windows and monuments.’

Addison says (at p. 44): ** The many unsightly and incongruous
additions to the ancient fabric of the Temple Church had long been
a source of sorrow and disappointment to every person capable of
appreciating the beauty of Gothic Architecture ; and in the summer
of the year 1840 the two Societies of the Inner and Middle Temple
came to the praiseworthy determination of removing them. The
wooden galleries and oaken screens, the wainscoting and partitions,
the cumbrous pews and all the modern pagan ornaments were cast out
of the sacred building, the tasteless monumental tablets were removed
from the walls, the paint and whitewash were scraped off the marble
columns and the vaulted ceiling, and the ancient Gothic Church of
the Knights Templars, disencumbered of its modern incongruous
embellishments (!) then stood forth in all its native purity and
simplicity, and astonished and delighted the beholder by the harmony
of its proportions and its fairy like beauty and gracefulness of its form.”

The Organ-Chamber originally stood under the grand centre
archway communicating with the Round.” In the year 1842 the
present Organ-Chamber was erected. It is built out from the centre
window on the north side of the Church, upon the Churchyard and

! “The Knights Templars,” by C. G. Addison (1842); “The Temple Church,” by
C. G. Addison (1843); “ The Temple Church,” by T. H. Baylis, Q.C., M.A. (1893); also
“The Temple,” by Rev. H. G. Woods, D.D., Master of the Temple.

? In Dugdale’s “ Mon. Ang.” (1830), vol. vi, pt. ii, p. 817, there is an engraving of the
interior of the Temple Round, showing how in the year 1817 the Eastern arches of the
Round were blocked up, with merely doorways leading into the Church. There are also two
plates, Nos. 119 and 120, in “Architectura Eccl. Londini,” by Charles Clarke (1819), of
the interior of the Round and of the Choir as in 1817,

The
Church.
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between two of the old buttresses, forming as it were one arm of a
cross on the north side.!

Formerly the Vestry was on the south side of the Church, but
in 1842 it was removed to the north side under the new Organ-
Chamber and extending westward upon the Churchyard. In the
year 1868-9 the present Vestry and Practice Room were erected on
the east side of the Organ-Chamber and upon the Churchyard, and
the building on the west side of the Organ-Chamber was removed,
so that now the Vestry is not visible to anybody admiring the
exterior of the Church from the Inner Temple Lane.

The Belfry is referred to as early as 1192,> and it is mentioned
in the grant of James I, 1608 (see post, p. 235). Formerly (1755) the
Sanctus or Saints Bell was over the west gable of the South Aisle
near the steps where John Selden is stated to have been buried in
1654.° In “ Vetusta Monumenta,” vol. v, published by the Society of
Antiquaries of London, 23rd April 1818, it appears from a plan-
section from east to west of the Temple Church that then the
belfry was over the centre of the Round; but in an “Account of the
Temple Church,” by R. W. Billings (1838), p. 39, he says that “in
some of the old views of the Church, a bell turret appears on the
apex of the roof at the west end of the South Aisle, proving that the
present was not always the situation of the belfry.” The belfry on
the apex is shown in Samuel Ireland’s engraving (1800), and also
on plate No. 118, South View of the Church 1811, in “ Architectura
Eccl. Londini” (1819); and apparently it was in the same place in the
year 1732, as in the Deed of Partition ‘“the southern moiety or half
part of the Temple Church, that is to say, of the Chancel, Nave,
Belfry, and Rounds, from the middle thereof southwards,” is conveyed

! As to Bernard Schmidt’s famous organ, see gos?, p. 103; Grove’s * Dict. of Music and
Musicians ” (1907), vol. iii, p. 534 ; and the “ Temple Church,” by Baylis, p. 34. The Temple
organ, constructed 1682-4, now consists of five organs (1) the Great Organ, (2) the Swell or
Echo Organ, (3) the Choir Organ, (4) the Solo Organ, and (5) the Pedal Organ. As built by
Father Smith it comprised the first three organs; it had 23 stops and 1,715 pipes, all of which
substantially exist. In 1729 the Echo Organ was altered by C. Schreider to what is now
known as the Swell Organ. Additions were made to the stops and pipes from time to time,
but in 1878 a considerable amount of work was done to the Organ as regards stops and pipes
and general arrangement, and the Organ then comprised 59 voice-producing stops, and
about 3,660 pipes. The Organ is now in course of being thoroughly repaired and renovated,

* See Baylis, p. 4. 8 1bid. p. 5.
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to the Inner Temple Trustees and the northern moiety, in similar
words, is conveyed to the Middle Temple Trustees. It would seem
that it was removed from the apex of the roof of the Choir to the
centre of the Round between the years 1811 and 1818, probably in
or about the year 1812, when repairs were done to the Church, and
that it was placed under the conical roof of the Tower on the north
side of the Church, where it now is, after the restoration in 1840,
when the conical roof of the Tower was erected, and a similar roof
substituted for the battlements of the Round which appear in the old
engravings.! Prior to the erection of the conical roof of the Tower
its octagonal battlement parapet appears to have been only a little
higher than the adjoining parapet wall of the Choir. The Tower
had been previously renovated in the year 1736. The entire north
side of the Church, including the Tower, is now in course of being
thoroughly restored.

The belfry contains a single bell which bears the following in-
scription:

“Sir Robt Sawyer Attorny Genall Treasuror of the Inner Temple.
“Sir Henry Chauncy, Knight, Treasuror of the Middle Temple.
““ James Bartlet made me 1686.”2

A few words may be added relating to burials in the Temple
Church and Churchyard. In the year 1654 an Order was made by
the Middle Temple, in which the Inner Temple concurred, that no
strangers should be buried in the Church or Churchyard, as it
discommodes the burial of members, and weakens the foundation of
the pillars. Prior to 1687 the mode of burial in vaults is only once
mentioned in the Register. At that time burial in the Round had
been resumed owing to want of room in the oblong Church. Except
during the year of the plague the Churchyard was only occasionally
used as a burial place. The Inner Temple in 1684, and the Middle
Temple about the same time, each made a burying vault, and the
entries of burials in these new vaults commence in 1689; and
burying in the Chancel or body of the Church would seem from

! See “Architectura Eccl. Londini,” by Charles Clarke, plate No. 117, North View of
the Church. In 1863 the roof of the Round, but not of the Tower, was again reconstructed,
* See “ Extracts from Accounts,” Cal. p. 182.
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thenceforth forbidden, although interments in the Church did not
entirely cease. From the beginning of the ecighteenth century
onwards the vaults and the Churchyard became the regular burial
places. An Order of November 1840 prohibited interments in the
Churchyard, and the Act 15 and 16 Vict. cap. 85, concerning the
Burial of the Dead in the Metropolis, applies to the two Inns.!

The entrance to the vault of the Middle Temple is by an
iron door in the floor under the Benchers’ seats at the north-east
side of the Church, and the entrance to the vault of the Inner
Temple is by a similar door under the Benchers’ seats at the south-
east side of the Church. From these doors the vaults, which are
under the Master’s garden, are approached by stone steps extending
to the east wall of the Church. The Middle Temple vault is
farther east under the garden than the Inner Temple vault, and is
reached by a passage from the foot of the stone steps. The coffins
in the Middle Temple vault are bricked up in recesses in the north
and south walls. On the south wall there are seven tablet inscrip-
tions.”> In the Master’s Garden there is in respect of each vault an
iron grating by which the vaults may be approached from that side.

With regard to the Master's House and Garden, on the dis-
solution of the Order of the Knights of St. John of Jerusalem in
England, by Sect. 8 of the Statute 32 Henry VIII, cap. 24, the Sub
Prior in England, and the Master and Two Chaplains of the Temple
were allowed to keep their salaries and houses for their lives. Dr.
William Ermested was at that time Master of the Temple, London,
and he died in 1560. It would seem that the Master’s House was
granted by King Edward VI to Sir Robert Kelway and his heirs,
and on his death it passed to his daughter Anne, who married Sir
John Harrington. Sir John and Dame Harrington conveyed it to
Sir John Roper.® In the year 1585, apparently at the suggestion
or with the concurrence of the Lord Chancellor and Lord Treasurer
and the then Master of the Temple,* the two Societies each pur-
chased one undivided moiety of the Master’'s House and Garden

! See Introduction by the Rev. H. G. Woods, D.D., Master of the Temple, to “ Register
of Burials at the Temple Church, 1628-1853.” ? See post, p. 214.
3 See post, Appendix I, p. 243. * Mins. of Parl, 12th May 1585s.
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from Sir John Roper. The first deed transcribed in the Deed
Book of this Society is the Bargain and Sale dated 21st June,
28 Eliz.,, whereby John Roper, in consideration of {125, conveyed
to John Popham and others, Benchers of the Middle Temple, ‘“ the
moiety and one half of all that Messuage or Mansion House now
or lately commonly called or known by the name of the Master of
the Temple his lodging, otherwise the Master of the Temple’s
lodging,” ! also “one moiety of all houses, gardens, and outbuildings
to the said messuage or mansion house belonging, sometime in the
tenure or occupation of Sir John Baker, K¢t late of Robert
Keylway, Esq™, lying and béing near unto the Temple Church within
the Barres of London” to be holden by the grantees their heirs and
assigns for ever of the chief lord of the fee of the premises by the
rent and services therefor to be due and of right accustomed; and
John Roper warranted the title as being in his demise as of fee
simple absolutely, notwithstanding anything done by John Harrington
Kt and Dame Anne his wife, or by the said John Roper or any of
them. The premises having been conveyed by feoffment dated
zoth of June 5 Jac. to Sir Henry Montagu and others (being the
then Trustees of the Society), on the 15th St. Martin, 6 Jac,, a fine
was levied between Sir Henry Montagu and others plaintiffs and
John Lord Harrington, Anne his wife,”2 and Sir John Roper
defendants “de uno messuagio uno curtilagio et uno gardino cum
appertinentibus in Interiori Templo et in parochiis Beate Marie3
prope barram novi Templi et Sancti Dunstan in occidente.” After
the conveyance by Sir John Roper the house was enlarged or
rebuilt and converted into chambers, which the two Societies allowed
to the Master and preacher for the increase of his living.* On the
23rd May 1664,° leave was granted to Dr. Ball, the then Master, to
build a house in the garden by the Church, and to hold and enjoy
the same during his being Master, and afterwards the same should

! It is sometimes in Mins. of Parl. referred to as the Parsonage House (Mins. of Parl.
26th November 1592 ; gth February 1592-3).

* John, 1st Lord Harrington, married Anne daughter of Sir Robert Kelway; see p. 7o.~

* In the Mins. of Parl. gth February 1581-2 Mr. Alvey is referred to as * Master of the
Church and Parish of the Temple,” and on the 28th June 1581 “the Parish Clerk of the
Temples” is allowed 44. from every one in Commons.

¢ See Malcolm’s “ Lond. Red.” vol. ii, p. 288. ® Mins. of Parl.
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be at the equal disposition of both the Societies. The house which
Dr. Ball then built was destroyed by the Great Fire of 1666, and it
appears by the Inner Temple Records that Dr. Ball rebuilt at his
own charge, in consideration of a lease thereof to him for thirty-one
years, to commence from his death or leaving the Mastership of the
Temple, which should first happen, subject to option of Treasurers
of both Inns on his death or removal to have a sublease at £40.
There is no record of any further rebuilding, although the house
has been repaired. The present house has the appearance of
having been designed by Sir Christopher Wren, and it may be
assumed that it is the same as was rebuilt by Dr. Ball after the
Great Fire.!! At some time in the eighteenth century an east wing,
one storey high, was added to the house, containing an inner
drawing-room, with kitchen underneath.”

In the'year 1812 there was a high wall on the south side of the
Master's Garden with a door and entrance at the side next the
Church.®* This wall was afterwards pulled down and rebuilt lower,
and on it were put iron rails with a door in the centre at the top of
the steps, as at present. About the same time the iron railings were
placed between the buttresses on the south side of the Church.

Having dealt with the buildings on the east side of the Middle
Temple Lane we will proceed to consider those on the west side.

Mention has already been made of No. 14, formerly No. 4,
Middle Temple Lane (see ante, p. 60). From this building to Brick
Court the Middle Temple wall extended about 116 feet, and on the
other side of the wall formerly stood the famous tavern of the “ Devil
and St. Dunstan,” otherwise ““ St. Dunstan’s,” and sometimes called
“ The Divill's Tavern,” 4 which in the year 1656 belonged to Simon

! But see “The Inner and Middle Temple,” by H. H. L. Bellot (1902), p. 231.

? This addition was probably made in the year 1764, as in the kitchen there is a hand-
some cistern bearing that date, and the Arms of the two Societies, and the initials of the
Treasurers.

3 See plate No. 118 of South View of the Church in ‘“ Architectura Eccl. Londini,” by
Charles Clarke (1819).

* It is said that Ben Jonson lived “without Temple Bar, at a Combmaker’s shop,” in
order to be near this tavern, his favourite haunt; and here he established his Apollo Club,
and drew up the “Leges Conviviales.” The rules, in the elegant Latin of Jonson, were
said to have been engraved in marble and placed over the chimney in the great Apollo



INTRODUCTION 73

Wadlowe, the vintner, to whom permission was given to make a
doorway through his house into the Lane, and in recognition of this
special grace he was to “ provide as much wine at the last Parliament
Supper in Michaelmas Term as is usually spent, or their Masterships
shall think convenient.”! Later a dispute arose, and proceedings
were taken in Chancery by the Society relating to their title to
certain ground in the “Divill Tavern Yard,”2 but how the dispute
terminated does not appear.?

Before dealing with Brick Court, a short account of the land
between the Great Gate and Temple Bar, the present site of Messrs.
Child and Co.’s Bank, will be interesting. The late Mr. F. G. Hilton
Price, in “ The Marygold by Temple Bar” (1902), connects it with
part of the possessions of the Order of White Friars, or Fratres
beatze Marie de Monte Carmeli, first founded in 1241,4 and cites
Stow’s “ Survey of London” (Strype’s Ed.), vol. i, p. 267, that
“King Edward I gave to the Prior and Brethren of that House a
plot of ground in Fleet Street, whereupon to build their House;
which was since re-edified or new builded, by Hugh Courtney, Earl
of Devonshire, about the year 1350, the 24th of Edward I11.” There
are also entries in Minister's Account of 31 and 32 Henry VIII,
connecting this site with the Carmelite Friars; and the discovery
in the year 1879, on the rebuilding of the Bank, of the ancient crypt,
extending under what were formerly “ The Devil Tavern” and “ The
Sugar Loaf,” strongly confirms Mr. Price’s opinion that this was in
fact the site of the old Carmelite Monastery. Mr. Price, in tracing
the history of “ The Marygold,” shows that it was in the tenure of
the Leigh family, femp. Henry VIII, and that Henry Leigh, the
father of Gerard Leigh, resided there. Gerard Leigh died in October

room. Messrs. Child and Co. possess the rules in good letters upon board and also the bust
of Apollo. Simon Wadlowe was the famous landlord. Here also Oliver Goldsmith founded
his shilling-rubber club. In 1736 the Quarterly Communication of Grand Lodge of Free-
masons met here; and in 1746 the Royal Society removed here for its place of dining. See
Peter Cunningham’s “ Hand-Book of London” (1850); “ The Marygold by Temple Bar,” by
F. G. Hilton Price (1902); Forster'’s “ Life of Oliver Goldsmith” (1903 ed. p. 261).

! Mins. of Parl. 21st November 1656.

? Ibid. 12th June 1657; 5th February 1658. 8 Jbid. 1st November 1661.

* In the reign of Henry 111, by Sir Richard Gray on the east side of the New Temple
(Dug. “Mon. Ang.,” 1830 ed., vol. vi, p. 1§72).

L

Site of
Child’s
Bank.



Brick
Court.

74 MASTER WORSLEY'S BOOK

1563 in the li