Tudor Chronicler or Sixteenth-Century Diarist?
Henry Machyn and the Nature of His Manuscript
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The Diary of Henry Machyn (1848) is apparently gewitness account of events in London between
July 1550 and August 1563, in the style of a clalentontinuation. Historians have rarely made uke o
its rich detail: its existence poses the problerwbéther to presume that the "diary” as a literargdel
was known and used by a semiliterate merchantrfaloto look further for a more reliable historica
context. Those who choose the latter course astrfited by the lack of available evidence, have
discovered only doubts about the manuscript, amtlcole that even the attri- bution is uncertain.
However, newly discovered archival material puts duestions of authorship and the original extént o
the manuscript beyond doubt and allows the wottetplaced in the context of mid-sixteenth-century
chronicle writing as well as in the context of taghor's life. It also elaborates on Machyn's cortizns
with antiquarian and heraldic contemporaries, hidigious conservatism, and his personal motives for
writing the work.

THE MID-NINETEENTH CENTURY saw the publication oégeral sixteenth-century English journals,
most of which were accorded a title that descrthegext as a "diary." Among the so-called diadgés
sixteenth-century individuals already known to diistns on account of their other activities, sushhmse of
Simon Forman and John Déwias that of man known only on account of his jalirone Henry Machyn of
London? Indeed, Machyn was so obscure that his editon &dugh Nichols, failed to find any biographical
information on him, and relied entirely on the ende of the journal itself to write his very brief
introduction. Despite the obscurity of its authtbere was good reason for the manuscript to beghda by
the Camden Society-then dominant in the field-betbpse of many more important individuals. Forenor
than a century it had been one of the most impbsiaurces for the history of mid-sixteenth-centinglish
politics and religious reform, on account of itotation by John Strype in his Annals of the Refdiomaand
by subsequent historians who referred to Strypetk v

Unfortunately for Henry Machyn, although his mamipgovas treated with respect by his editor, haras
author was not. Nichols declared that, apart frioosé passages which had already appeared in Strype'
Annals, nothing else of "high historical importahceuld be expected from Machyn's journal. Its edkay
entirely in allowing readers to ascertain "the mathority for certain statements of general histéDiary,
v). Nichols further declared that Machyn himselfswWaf no great scholarship or attainments, asamguage
and cacography plainly testify, sufficiently prejced, no doubt, and not capable of any deep vidtlvereof
reli- gious doctrine or temporal policy." He wemt ® add, "but the matters of fact which he recevdsld
be such as either he witnessed himself, or hadéeammediately after their occurrence: and thaiopis
and sentiments which he expresses would be shgradialoge proportion of his fellow-citizenDiary, v).
Rarely has an author been treated so harshly kgditisr.

It is of course unfair to judge Nichols by modetansiards, and it is hardly necessary to pointloeit t
shortcomings of his antiquarian approach. Howenehe absence of much detailed work on Machynesinc

! The Autobiography and Personal Diary of Dr Simonrfan ed.J. O. Halliwell (London, 1849Fhe Private
Diary of Dr.John Dee, and the Catalogue of His laityr of Manuscripts, from the Original Manuscriptsthe
Ashmolean Museum at Oxford, and Trinity Collegedip Cambridge ed.J. O. Halliwell, Camden o.s. 19
(London, 1842).

% The Diary of H. Machyn, Citizen and Merchant Taydét_ondon,from AD 1550 to AD 156&d.J. G. Nichols,
Camden Society 42 (London, 1848), referred toxh asDiary followed by page number.

% John StrypeAnnals of the Reformation and establishment ofjiei, and other occurences in the Church of
England, during the first twelve years of Queerzdiieth's reigrfLondon, 1709 (single volume); 4 vols., London,
1725-31; later edition, Oxford, 1824).
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Nichols it is worth quickly summarizing the reasavisy Nichols's edition is unsatisfactory for thedem
student of English history. In the first part oéthuotation Nichols suggests Machyn was not aniitiapa
observer; in the second he states the main valMaohyn's "opinions and sentiments" is that theyewe
popular, although he gives no evidence to the lewektent of their popularity. One's inclinatiato
suspect Nichols regarded Machyn as a second-rategand religious commentator merely on accaoint
his poor spelling and handwriting, and labeled hispokes- man of the vox populi on no strongerendé
than his lack of formal education. Beyond this, aodsibly on account of his low regard for the auth
Nichols proves unreliable as an editor. Even thstroorsory comparison of the original and the pdniexts
reveals inconsistencies, and there are paleogmpmnors on every page, as well as editorial srror
concerning lost text and mistranscribed names.ifl thadequacy of the edition (and arguably thetmos
important one) is the editor’s failure to examime nature of the document fully and to set it snpitoper
context. He does not explain adequately why theusenipt was written. Even if he understood the
conceptual history of early English diary writimghich seems unlikely, he made no attempt to shaw ho
this particular "diary" fitted into the pattern diry writing as it was then understood.

It is to be hoped that a modern historian wouldapply the term "diary" to a mid-sixteenth-century
document without the most careful consideration- Wim Matthews, in his bibliography of Britishaties,
notes two fifteenth-century examples of diplomatigrnals and a few sixteenth-century travel jowsraaid
impersonal "military diaries" and "public diarielsijt most of the early works he describes havear end
formal purpose, whether education, duty, or refidi@o Machyn's text he gives the epithet "public gliar
which is at least an approximate description ofdstents. But the generic term "diary" ascribedNighols
implies an account of days recorded in retrospegilarly by the subject, without obvious purpose or
intended readership, and relates to a literary fohich had not developed by 1550. By using thisiter
Nichols was admitting he could find no better dgdimn, and probably decided to rest his laurelshenfact
that several early "diaries" had recently beeniphbt®

Historians have had problems with the edition fouanber of reasons, most of them stemming frontaitle
of information about the author. One particulargjiosm is Machyn's religious position: whether hes\aa
fervent Catholic or simply pragmatic in his faitlm important point in view of his descriptions loét
politically motivated processions of both Mary dlizabeth. Historiographers also have had diffieslin
relating Machyn's manuscript to the tradition oblhed chronicles. E J. Levy notices it, and reterit as
one of the fullest of the kind in the form of thid gity chronicle, but he also notes its alternatitatus as a
diary, and implies that this might be warrantedduse, although not introspective, "it is highlygmeral in
its choice of what to record."Then he adds:"Sits@uthor had no especial interest in history ngitnd
was in no sense writing or continuing a permanectrd, Machyn's Diary is best ignoréd."

As this article will demonstrate, the document harder consideration is a complex work and prob#isgy
earliest instance in England of a poorly educatad nonsciously taking responsibility for systerredtic
recording the history of his own times. It develdpery quickly from an occasional record of hisibass
activities (funeral arrangements) into a gathedhgurrent information, including personal memorasehd
public knowledge, with no obvious purpose beyomisire to join the ranks of those recording evehts
supposed importance, that is, to play the partadfranicler. Importantly, it shows the ability obiteenth-
cen- tury man of relatively little formal educatitmadapt existing literary forms of record to meistneeds.
For social historians this provides another layfeavd- dence in the document; not only is it impmttfor the
internal data relating to Machyn's times but the/\eércumstances of its creation testify to the demati-
zation of authorship and the beginnings of thetemiexpression of identity by the emerging urbaddhbe
class. For political historians it strengthensrédebility of Henry Machyn as an observer and@order of
the religious reforms of the period, renderinggbharce much more important than Nichols realized.

* William Matthews British Diaries:An Annotated Bibliography of BritiDiaries Written between 1442 and 1942
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1967).

® For example: The public diary of Richard Bannatyres published in 1806 ifournal of the Transactions in
Scotland the public diary of the Reverend James Melvilkswublished in 1829; and John Dee's diary was
published (also by the Camden Society) in 1842.

®F. J. Levy,Tudor Historical Though{San Marino, Calif.: Huntington Library Publicati®, 1967), 24.
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THE PROBLEMS OF THE MANUSCRIPT

The "diary" manuscript, which is unique, is todayte British Library. It is in a very uneven hand, in
English, and shows a quite remarkable inconsistehspelling. The top of the document is missing
throughout, burnt away in the blaze which damagedZtottonian Library in 1731, and there is extemgire
damage to both left and right sides of each faithst no margins survive and most of the marginal
headings and maybe as much as a fifth of the tedbat. Parts of the text can be supplied fromtaficns
made by John Strype, who consulted the manusdrtpeaeginning of the eighteenth century, befbee t
fire, but these account for only a few of the gépiary, xiii). There is no introduction, and the begirgnend
the end of the text are lost. Thus certain key tijes are raised by the manuscript itself: How egiee was
the original work? Can we be sure that the manpisirinot a copy? And can we be sure of its auttip?s

This last question far outweighs the others in irtgrece, and it has nowhere been addressed in®gtint.
clearly bothered Nichols. He did not index appeegarof the first person singular under Machyn'searor
did he draw attention to such biographical detaikhe introductiori. Moreover his vague working title
"Diary of a Resident in London" both heads the t#xhe published volume and forms a running header
throughout. In all probability he began workingtbie manu- script without knowing the author's idgntt
is not attributed to any author in either the 1686802 printed catalogue of the Cottonian manpggror in
the manuscript list of the collection compiled abd631° Strype himself was unaware of the author's
identity @iary, xi). After the 1731 fire it lay uncollated in @ defying all attempts to reconstruct its
original foliation, until Sir Frederick Madden ogaw its restoration in 1829. The note left by Maddees
not allude to its authorship, and he was almogac#y doubtful as to the writer's identitiary, xiii).

To Nichols must go the credit for identifying thetlaor. However, his evidence was entirely circumisad,

as he himself was aware. "The Harry Machyn, merctalor, mentioned shortly before seems to havenbe
the Diarist himself,” he states in the prefdo@&fy, xi). He does not substantiate this claim, prop& the
reason that the internal evidence is not concludiesvhere does the author claim to be Machyn, aedye
reference to one of the Machyn family is in thedhperson. The author notes the death of Christophe
Machyn, brother of Henry Machyn, in 1550; the boflHenry Machyn's daughter Katherine in 1557;
Machyn's attendance at an oyster feast with a godineends in Anchor Lane in the same year; higagding
of a libellous story about John Veron, a Frenchigsrotant preacher, for which he did penance & &il's
Cross on 23 November 1561; and the obtaining mease for Christopher Machyn's daughter Kynborowe
to marry Edward Gardner in 1562But that is all. Probably the determining fact fichols was that the
author makes two references to the age of Hennhita@and no one else's age is noted. The only other
reference to Henry Machyn by name is the witnessiripe payment of ten pounds in 15B¥ary, 151); but
the author here uses the first person singularedisas the name of Henry Machyn, and the conteinial
between the author and the merchant tailor is tnhobhg. Moreover, the fact that the two ages givartenry
Machyn on his respective birthdays do not tally kezes that particular piece of evidence. Finalshibuld

be noted that a number of other less significamilfas are mentioned, such as the Heath family,thatione
of these might have provided the author.

" British Library (BL), Cotton MS, Vitellius, F. v.

8 The question was brought up and discussed at é&eMadand Tudor London seminar at the Institutélistorical
Research, London University, 27 May 1999, afteapgn on Machyn by Dr. Gary Gibbs.

° See for examplBiary, 99, 151. In the latter case the index fails toaeothe quittance in relation to Machyn.
19 See T. SmithCatalogus Librorum Manuscriptorum Bibliothecae @oiie (1696), where it is described as
"Annals of English history, beginning Anno 4 Edw 1554 and ending 5 Elizabeth 1563\;Catalogue of the
Manuscripts in the Cottonian Library, Depositedtlie British Museunfl1802), where it is described as "Codex
Chartaceus in folio, constans foliis solutis cecit 50, in pixide asservatis, quae rite disponergifa tentavimus,”
and which further quotes Smith, adding "but theknmppears to be an account of the news of thetdaydates of
the months are mentioned but the years can sel@éomsdertained” (431); BL Add. MS 36789), fol. 6bere it is
described as "Annales proecipue rerum Londinensibranno Domini 1550 ad Annum 1563."

" The name is transcribed "Kynlure" by Nichols slait the end of a line which is damaged in the rsenipt, the
legible extant letters being "Kynboro...." It alsppears as Kenborowe in parish register of St. S&aelickhithe,
and Quinborough and Kynborough in Christopher Ma&hwill (Commissary Court of London, reg. 12, fol.
65).The wedding took place in the Church of St. 8ans in the East 12 July 1562, her husband baingEl
Garland. London, Guildhall Library, MS 7857/1.
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Since the edition appeared in 1848, only one dwtrhas been published about Machyn's life: teawhs
indeed buried in the autumn of 1563, the last yeresented in the diatyThe initial source of this
information, which was a plaque in the church cd&nes Garlickhithe, described him as "Taylor aledk@é
of the parishe and Clerke of Trinity the Less." Taet that this discovery was not made by a higtolut a
student of linguistics explains why the probatdsiegs for London were not immediately searchedl the
student done so, he would have found the key sontfainuscript in the official archdeaconry copyhaf will
of Henry Machyn, which is worth repeating in full:

In the name of god Amen. The viij Daie of NovembB63 and in the fyvethe yere of the raigne of our
soveraigne Ladie Elizabeth by the grace of god @uérEngland ffrance and Ireland defender of the
faith &c | Henry Machym Citizen and m'chant Tay@drLondon whole of mynde but sicke in bodie
thankes be vnto god Do make ordaine and declasarthipresent testament Catayning Herin my last
will in manner and forme ffollowing That is to sdiest and principallie | commende my soull inteeth
handes of almightie god my maker savio'r and redéme&home and By the onlye merittes of his most
bitter passion without any other meanes or thingy<ull and wholl trust and confidence of clere
remission and forgyveness of all my synnes And odidto be buried within the churche yeadfdd

my verie will and mynde is that all and singuleclsiDebtes and duties As | owe of Right or in
Consciens to any parson or p'sons shalbe in Coenetyime after my decease by myne Executrix hear
vnder named trulie paid or ells ordeined for sbe@aid withowt anye Delaye or contradicton | Do
ffreelie And whollie give to my welbe- loved wiefdbathy Machym all singuler my Landes and
tenymentes sett lyeing and being in the parisiHg/dll Saynt Barthelomewes in London During her
naturall Lief and after her Decease | will theylshemayne to John Machym my son'e and his heifes o
his bodie Lawfullie begotten for- ever and yf tlagdsJohn Machym Decease withowt yssew of his bodie
Lawfullie that then | will all the said Landes afidnementes as aforesaid too Remayne to the next of
myne kynne and so from heire to heire Ever aff2o lgive and Bequeth vnto master Clapefiaals my
[stocking]® skochyns and my Cronacle the rest of all my go@htelles Debtes plate Jewelles Readie
money after my Debtes paid my funeralles DischaagetiDonne and this my present and Last will in

all thinges performid | holley give Bequeth to Diiany wief whome | make ordaine and name my sole
Executrix And of the Execuc'on of the same | maitdaime and name Lancelott heth Citizen and paynter
stayner myne oversear and | vterlie revoke & adalltnd everie fformer willes Testamentes Lagaces
Bequestes Executors and overseers by me heretofangwyse had made willed named bequethed and
assigned And my verie will and mynde is that thispresent Testament and will Legaces Bequestes
Executrice and oversear by me herein named wilheld®queathed and assigned shall stand and abyde
for my verie Last will and Testament and none otitesther wyse In witnes hereof | the said Henrie
Machym to this my present Testament and Last wailehsett my hande and and [sic] seale dated the
Daie and yere firste above written by me Henry Machvitnesses to this will both at thensealing and
Delyvering of ye same Lancelotte hethe Wil- lianaper [Nicholas Hill{® uremonger michael Hill
m'chanttaylor by me David gyttens wyntenez

Probatum fuit xxviij Januarij 1563 Juxta computaghiae Jurato' Dorathee relict et executficis

It is the word "Cronacle” that leaps off the pableat single word has great implications for thecatbed

diary, for it carries with it a whole conceptuadi- tion of which Machyn would have been keenly
aware.The question now becomes one of whether wercare that the extant manuscript and the "Cra'iacl
are one and the same. The first step to doingsh@sestablish the authorship of the manuscrifné lines

up what is known of Henry Machyn and comparesthwihat is known from the document's internal
evidence, there can be no doubt that Machyn wasehits author.We know from external sources that

12 Axel Wijk, The Orthography and Pronunciation of Henry Machiyre, London Diarist:A Study of the South-
East Yorkshire Dialect in the Early Sixteenth Cepf{lppsala: Appelbergs Boktryckeriaktiebola, 1932, He
mistranscribes the date of Machyn's burial as 1tbies.

3 No churchyard is noted. It seems the clerk misske of the original here.

! The final letter of Clapenans reads as an extiaarg terminal "s," or possibly an "x."

!> This word is a scribal deletion.

'® Name deleted.

" Now in the Guildhall Library. Archdeaconry of Loma, reg. no. 3, fols. 49v-50r.
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Henry Machyn was a parish clerk and a merchamtrtaitd lived in the parish of Trinity the Lit- ti\We
know furthermore that he owned a "Cronacle" and¢bkns," that his brother Christopher died in 1588,
daughter Katherine was born in 1557, and that beahaiece Kynborowe; we know too that Lancelot
Heath,William Draper, and "Daniéf'Gyttens were Londoners known to him as the wites$ his will,
and that he was buried in 1583t is stretching the bounds of credibility too farsuggest that he was not
the author of a manuscript which ends just beftgalbath, and which was written by a man who was
probably a parish clerk (since details are givethefdelivery of bills of mortality relating to ttssveating
sickness in 1551) and probably a resident of Litiaity parish Diary, 8), which frequently mentions
heraldic emblems, heralds, and the Merchant Taglorapany, and which directly refers to Henry Machyn
his family, and his friends. John Heath, a man wHasmily is noted by the author, was the fathdraricelot
Heath; and Dave Gyttens and Master Draper are twleedriends of Machyn's who attended the oystast
in Anchor Lane with him, according to the manudgiip 1557 Diary, 143).

Having established the authorship of the manusdhptanswers to the other key questions fall piége.
With regard to how extensive it was originally: Miga's death, probably from plagtiesets a terminal date.
Thus the maximum loss at the end of the manusisribe three months between the last extant e8try (
August) and the date of the will. As for a starteddNichols was sure the fragmentary first page thas
original first page on account of its faded comuitiro this we can add more reliable evidence. T dday
manuscri2pt consists of 162 folios, one less thatvidi3, suggesting only a single leaf was entirety in the
1731 fire* It covers the same years (1550 through 1563)did ivhen the list of the Cottonian Library
manuscripts was compiled in about 1631, and prglbadler included earlier material. The author
progressively built up his entries from a seriefuokral descriptions to events of general interesbndon,
the first nonfuneral entry being the committal adtibp Gardiner to the Tower in February 1551, seven
months after the first extant entry; no quotatisosn Machyn earlier than July 1550 have been faand
Strype's work. Thus it seems the form of the clulerdeveloped slowly and through practice, and et
we have today is an almost complete text, albeérg badly damaged one.

The above argument, of course, rests on the asmmitpat the manuscript in the British Library et
original and "complete" version and not a part@yof a lost other which began earlier than 156atThis
is almost certainly the case may be demonstratéalles/s. The manuscript is in an early Tudor stgad
from the internal evidence was kept on a regulaisaAfter Machyn's death in 1563 it is highly unlikely
that anyone would have copied such a recent mapustsuch an old-fashioned script. It also shdugd
noted that the hand is not a good one. More- dwvespelling is highly inventive and remarkably
inconsistent; and it is unthink- able that a copwisuld have used such erratic spelling unleseiewis
own. If he were indeed copying another individuedisography so precisely (which is itself unknowthie
sixteenth century) the manuscript would have begttern slowly, with more care and neatness. Lasgtlg,
suggestion that Machyn dictated it is also not sufgle, since he would have had to dictate iheosame
scribe on a regular basis for thirteen years: aralistic postulation when it is known he himse#siiterate.
Thus the writing of the sole extant manuscript lbarconfidently attributed to Machyn himself.

18t is doubtful that Machyn was ever clerk of $tmks Garlikhithe. The source quoted by Wijk is miatér,
after the amalgamation of the two parishes follantime great fire.

1 This seems to be a scribal error for David.

2 Guildhall Library, Parish register ofTrinity thettle, MS 9155.

2L One of the last entries in the manuscript reltagbe plagueliary, 310).A glance at the register of Little
Trinity shows that just in this small parish therere twenty-eight burials in September and eighteédctober
(the usual figure for a month was two). On 11 Sebter Henry Machyn's servant John Sone was bured. |
November, the register reads: "The 11th daie Heltgeham tayler and Clarck of the parishe churcfigioitie
the Lesse was buried."

2 Catalogus Librorum Manuscriptorum Bibliothecae @oiae with Humphrey Wanley's notes from Sir Robert
Harley's copy may be found in the manuscripts readbom of the British Library. A recent Englishrsion is
Catalogue of the Manuscripts in the Cottonian Lityrd696 ed. Colin G. C. Tite (Cambridge: Brewer, 1984).
% Machyn does occasionally leave gaps for dateslatadls to be filled in, but otherwise the work vzasnpiled
on a regular basis. Entries such as that of Quesy'Mphantom pregnancy and her supposed deliferyponce
show that Machyn never left the manuscript for long
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THE BACKGROUND OF HENRY MACHYN

Henry Machyn gives next to no evidence about hgirg in his "Cronacle,” and what he does give is
ambiguous. As mentioned, he gives conflicting d&desis birthday, stating he was fifty-six on 16

1554 and sixty-six on 20 May 156Riéry, 63, 283). These dates both fell on the Wednekidimyving
Whitsun?* so he was probably either born on 25 May 1496 &urfe 1498, or possibly 17 May 1497 if both
ages are one year out. However, there is no meatiamere he was born, and the very fact that he avar
fifty before the earliest surviving entry in his mecript suggests that it would be prudent to desre any
predomination of place names as indicative of higjplace. By 1500 families called Machyn, Machon,
Machen were well established in several countresduding Essex, Gloucestershire, Staffordshire, ¥lire,
and Hertfordshire as well as London, and Henry Maahay have incidentally made contact with people
from any or all these areas.

In the absence of any published evidence as toeAtlachyn came from, orthographic specialists hatk h
carte blanche to expound on his origins. This lekdn important result, in that for over sixty yetrere has
been an argument that Henry Machyn was not a nafitlee capital. Axel Wijk, writing in the 1930stsout
to discuss what he initially thought was the diaf'a Londoner but eventually decided was the wdrk o
man brought up in Yorkshif@.Wijk's thesis has subse- quently been shown fargamentally flawed®
Besides the linguistic arguments against it, tieesdso the prima facie case that such analysisrdpupon
the assumption that Machyn lived long enough ingexéicular region for it to be reflected in hisnde and
spelling, a matter open to doubt, not least begasswill be shown, Machyn lived in London-the most
cosmopolitan city in the country- at least from teisnage years, and did not begin to write urififies.

The suggestion that Henry Machyn and his brotheis@ipher were new arrivals in London, and thus not
closely connected with the old established merntfamilies, is significant, as will be discussatkt. It is

also probably correct. Enrolled in the Court of tthugs in London is an official copy of a bargairdasale by
one John Machin, miller, of "Holbye in the countfe_eicester," dated 1564 which indicates that he had
inherited from the recently deceased Kyn- boroweltaseven London tenements which she had inherited
from her father, Christopher, and which are memtibim his will?® The bargain and sale further states that
this John Machyn of "Holbye"-presumably Hoby, nedhkt of Leices- ter-was the eldest son ofJohn Machy
who was the eldest brother of Christopher and #f&s of Henry Machyn. The fact that John Machyndun
was a miller in a quiet, agricultural part of treuoty suggests that he was still living in the gaheicinity
where the Machyn brothers had been raf8ed.

24 C. R. CheneyHandbook of Date&1945; repr., Cambridge: Cambridge University Brd991).

% Wijk, ‘Orthography’, passim. His idea has foungbgarters in contemporary American scholarship Lidirlg
the collaborators on the electronic Machyn progdhe University of Michigan. Arthur Ponsonby, MEhglish
Diaries (1923), 58-59, presumed Machyn was a cockneyhaninpression is echoed by H.C.WyRdHistory of
Modern Colloquial Englist{1921), 141-47.

% R. M.Wilson, "The Orthography and Provenance ofityéMachyn," inEarly English and Norse Studies:
Presented to Hugh Smith in Honour of his SixtigtthBay, ed. Arthur Browne and Peter Foote (London:
Methuen, 1963), 202-16.

27 Corporation of London Records Office, Hustings Gaall 252, no. 82.

28 Guildhall Library, Commissary Court register ofllgj no. 12, fol. 65.

29 Machyn hardly refers to Leicestershire in his nsamipt. Nor is the name Machyn generally associwi¢al the
region. However, it is supported by a couple okothieces of evidence. First, the rare name of yieniece,
Kynborowe. Kyneburga was the name of a Anglo-Sasaint whose relics were venerated in Peterborough
Cathedral, and whose name was particularly assatisith that area. This name is also written "Qanaligh” in
Christopher Machyn's will, which was the name place (now Queniborough) about three miles fromyHob
Second, a family called Machyn was settled in nbateestershire at the close of the fifteenth centit is
noticeable that the only male names recorded ferféimily are those connected with Henry Machyarsify: i.e.
Henry, Christopher, and John. Christopher Machilzoavisor," or shoemaker, was admitted to thedoee of the
city of Leicester in 1467/8 (Henry HartodRegister of the Freemen of Leicester 1196-11827], 50), and a
generation earlier, in 1440/1, Henry Machon of Batlkn was witness to a grant by William Huntyngdbtand
in Barkeston, and John le Machon of Barkeston ajggeaan undated grant of the same era; see A. lktami
ThompsonA Calendar of Charters and Other Documents Belogginthe Hospital of William Wyggeston at
Leicester(Leicester: E. Backus, 1933), 124, 133-34. If ¢hestries and the grant to one Henry Machin of a
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Henry Machyn was probably in London by 1519. Inesrth serve an apprenticeship he would have hbd to
between the ages of fourteen and twenty-one, aitptd the customs of the Cit{If he was born in 1498,
the latest he could have commenced serving would haen 1519. By 1530 he was a freeman of the City,
having been admitted to the Company of MerchantdFaypurportedly in that yedt.It is likely that his
brother Christopher was slightly younger, sinceNfegchant Taylors' register notes his admittaneeeto
down the chronological list, sometime between 1&3@ 1537. Christopher Machyn settled in the pafsh
St. James Garlickhiti®and Henry in the adjacent parish of Little Trirify

The two brothers appear to have been moderate$pprous. Henry, as a mer- chant tailor, providetenz
for funerals for the wealthy, and as a parish ctenkg at these funerals, experiencing a steadyrikefoa

both his services in the period covered by the reenipt. The wills of both brothers record that tlesyned
land in the parish of St. Bartholomew the Less, ldedry had at least one servant at the time ofsis
illness®* The bargain and sale of John Machin mentionedebbwows that the land owned by Christopher in
particular amounted to "Seven mes- suages or Tanemewith the Shopps Celleres Sollares yardes
backromes easim- entes ... within ... Black alléhese had been purchased from "Sir John Perydgtitké
Thomas Reve gentleman by the name of nyne messangesementes ... as by a deade thereof ... lgearin
date the xxiiijth Daye of December in the Thirdanrgeof the Raigne of Kinge Edwarde the Syxte" (3549
is not known how extensive was Henry Machyn's lartthis parish but it is quite possible that thetw
messuages which did not pass to John Machyn wengylde

Regarding his family, in May 1548 Henry had thrbédren living:Jane,John, and William. On the efgbf
that month William was buried. Later that yearAingust, his wife Jone died in childbirfhOn 18 January
1549 Henry married Dorothy Lawe or Lowe of the glarof"St. Dennys in ffanchurch Street" accord-tmg
the register-and by her had a daughter, Mary, baghton 26 March 1550. Later that year his brother
Christopher died, leaving "my gowne of yron gregréd with Islande fox my Dublet of satten cutt dyrked
with sarcenett and my best Packett" to Henry, amallssums of money to his wife and children, buthirgy
to the Machyn family in Leicestershif®On 24 October 1551 Mary Machyn was buried, agghteen
months. Henry's two other daughters by DorothyhKehe and Awdrey, also both died in infariéyf all
these events, only the death of his brother Clpisetoand the birth of his daughter Katherine aratioeed
in the manuscript.

messuage and croft in Sewstern on the Leicesterfkhicolnshire border in 1381 (The Record Office fo
Leicestershire, Leicester and Rutland, DG40/19é)annected, then it would appear that a Machyrilyaming
the same pattern of names had been establishbd irotth Leicestershire region for more than awgnt

% Evans AustinThe Law relating to Apprentic€$890), 108.

31 Guildhall Library, Merchants Taylors records, vbh. The register was drawn up in 1607 and containsarlier
admissions than 1530.

%2 The St. James Garlickhithe register begins in 188Bortunately, although it mentions a number efmbers of
the Machyn family, it does not describe their rielaghips to one another.There were three Machyldreim
christened in the period 1535-48: Alice (12 Septenib38), Margaret (8 January 1542), and Kenbor@wve
Ocober 1544); and five burials: Jone (31 July 15R8j)e (11 December 1541), Elyzabeth (13 Decemb&3)15
Tomas (19 January 1544), and Mary (23 October 1524ly one of the children christened-Kenboroweesgyp
in the will of Christopher Machyn, she being higessurviving child. The burials of five memberstbé family
who appear not to have been born in the parish3&E®5 suggests that other members of the familyrhagked to
London either to be with the Machyn brothers or hagrated to the city previously.

3 Guildhall Library MS 9155.

¥ See n. 21 above.

% Jone Macham, Henry's daughter, was buried onatime slay she was christened, 3 August 1548, and Jone
Macham, Henry's wife, two days later. Whether Joae the mother of Henry's three elder childrerotskmown:
one Henry Machins married Joan Shape at St. MaggiCand St. Clement Eastcheap on 8 May 1547, but ik
no evidence that this was the chronicler.

% Guildhall Library, Commissary Court register oflwino. 12, fol. 65.

37 Katherine-whose birth is mentioned in the chramisis baptized 27 March 1557 and buried 5 May
1558.Awdrey-whose baptism was wrongly copied fromariginal register as Awdrew, daughter of Thomas
Machim-was baptized 12 May 1560 and buried on 12%81, correctly described as the daughter of iHenr
Machyn.Thus of a family of at least seven childoaty two survived him:Jane, who married John Browhthe
parish of Great All Hallows in Thames Street onJa@uary 1563, and his son John.
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THE NATURE OF MACHYN'SCRONACLE

The decades in which Machyn wrote have been desteb the height of English chronicle writifigt

would be foolish, however, to assume that Machge&cription of his own work automatically sets itolly
within this tradition. The mid-sixteenth-centuryrohicles were themselves amalgamations of influgace
styles, continuing some of the tradition of mor@atinals in the form of private additions to puimid and
manuscript copies of Brut and the old city chragscIThe influence of Polydore Vergil had addedhé&sé
older models the concept of constructing an argladshte for a purpose, a legacy best exemplifiddan
Vnion of the Two noble Houses... of Edward Hallbfished by Grafton in 154%.Gary Gibbs has suggested
that Machyn's chronicle is in fact a continuatidtdall's work, and cites Machyn's reference tolihgal of
Hall's mother and note on Hall's chronicle as ewigeof his readershif.This would accord with the
generally accepted pattern of fifteenth-century nsanipt chronicle writing put forward by Levy: "sem
merchant had a chronicle copied by a professiarddes and this copy would itself include somet t
continuations of the original ... then the merchaotild keep his copy more or less up to date Uatgy, it

too might serve as the basis for a new copy foresoma else® In Machyn's case, however, he would have
been tacking his addition on to the end of a pdrt@py of Hall's or someone else's work.

It is of course quite possible that Machyn owneday of Hall's chronicle or a similar work, and risiere
this model ought to be considered.The first thing oan say is that, as Machyn's manuscript seemagysiko
have lacked an introduction, a possible reasonthast needed none, being an addition to an exjstiork.
Second, one can state that many of Machyn's effitllesy the pattern of earlier chronicles in recogl
executions, punishments, and political events, &kag the election of mayors and aldermen. Butishef
comparable points quickly peters out, and doubte aghether Machyn's manuscript really is a chrenic
continua- tion set in. First, the assumption thatchyn's use of the word "Cronacle” implies a spe&iim

is dubious, since it is clear that the word waglugenerically in Machyn's time for any historicaitimg.
Machyn himself calls Hall's work by its popular redidall's chronicle--despite the word's not beinthie
proper title?? Second, Machyn's work developed significantlyamf over the course of its first year, 1550-
51. He began by noting only details of heraldicefats, and seven months passed before he notecan e
which was not a funeral; only in March 1551 diduieg entries relating to local events begin. If Myt was
merely con- tinuing an existing chronicle he wolbée begun in the same style as the model left off.
Thirdly, there is the matter of the amount of paedonformation in the chronicle. Not even Nichodslized
how personal the manuscript was to Machyn, defipétdormer's use of the word "diary” to describe it
Although Machyn refers to himself most of the timehe third person, "with all the dignity of ardol
chronicler” Diary, x), one must count in addition all the refereniwelsis friends and family: for example,
those mentioned as witnesses to his will, the atiem- bers of the Heath family, all the referertodsis
and his brother's local parishes (Lit- tle TriniBt, Bartholomew the Less, St. James Garlichithe,
Queenhithe), all the references to the Merchanlofsiyand Parish Clerks' companies, and every-refere
to the herald William Hervey with whom Machyn wasasly acquainted (see below). Just on these points
there are several hundred personal referenceg ichttonicle, hardly a page of the published verison
without one of them. Lastly and perhaps most sicgnitly, a number of entries are in the nature of
memoranda, lacking the personal pronoun. For ex@nafiler the christening of Hervey's daughter at St

% Daniel R. Woolf, "Genre into Artefact: The Declioéthe English Chronicle in the Sixteenth Centtiry,
Sixteenth Century Journdb (1988): 341-43.

39 0On the question of tradition in English chronialgting also see: Antonia Gransdetistorical Writing in
England, vol. 2, c. 1307 to the Early SixteenthtGgn(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1982); LeVydor
Historical Thoughtand May McKisackMedieval History in the Tudor Ag®©xford: Oxford University Press,
1971).

“0 Gary Gibbs, Roanoke College,Virginia, "Mary |, HgMachyn, and the Return of a ‘Goodly' Sermonpgra
given at a Medieval and Tudor London seminar atrtistute of Historical Research, London Univers&7 May
1999.

*! Levy, Tudor Historical Thought17.

*2 Edward Hall,The vnion of the two noble and illustrefameliesaricastre [and] Yorke, beyng long in continuall
discension for the croune of this noble realm&ondon, 1550). Machyn calls this "Halle cronnaetiDiary,
139).
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Brides, Machyn lists the godparents and states afted unto master Clarenshux, and there was & gret
bankett as | have sene, and wass|ail, of] epoErasche wyne, gaskyn wyne, and Reynys [wine] widitg
plente, and all ther ser- vandes had a bankétiitall with dyvers dyssysD{ary, 288-89). From his use of
the expression "as | have sene,” and the detadss seems little doubt that Machyn was presethisat
banquet, and at many other events which he desdrilibe same abbreviated fashion. The style swded
of business functions in Machyn's career, suchatsdescribed on 3 September 1562: "The same day be
gane to make rede for the good lade contess ofoBgdfgrett baner of armes and vi grett banersealle ...
skochyns of armes of sylke, and of paper-ryalleleghen skochyons of arme®idry, 291). That this entry
relates to Machyn's own work is made more likelythy next entry which states that the same day™the
began to make the heraldic trappings for "my lorard&unt in Bedfordshire,” and by a faint scriblbhede

on the first folio of the manuscript which relatesa bill for supplying arms and a hearBéafy, xiii),
showing this was exactly Machyn's line of wdfkChus what we have in Machyn's manuscript is paly
old-style chron- icle and partly a journal of paraband business memoranda.

There is another form of historical writing whictogides an alternative model for Machyn's chronialed it
is one with which he would undoubtedly have beenilfar. As a parish clerk he would have had joint o
sole responsibility for keeping the parish registérfortunately the extant register for Little Titinis a later
sixteenth-century copl/,so the handwriting and spelling bear no resenmdaido Machyn's version. But
even so, he can be shown to have kept the origihal evidence lies in the entry referring to thertage of
Henry Machyn and Dorothy Lawe or Lowe in 1548.Asffisight this seems to be regular, and has been
copied by the later scribe like all the other esgriBut it took place in the bride's parish ofC8tnis
Backchurch, on 20 January (as opposed to 18 Jgragrgcorded in the copied register of Little yin®
The only reason for its appearance in the Littliify register was because Machyn himself wrothete.
Furthermore, there are several very chroniclegikiies in the extant register. The following dre most
striking:

[January 1553] The iiijth daie Jone Smith the ddaeigbf Thomas Smith Sargeant a Crissom Childe the
first that had a Crosse borne before it & that taguers borne before it [was] Buried

[December 1554] The Third daie Hughe Griffin yeor@anthe Queene's [?month] of her gracious privie
Bakehouse [was] Buried

[February 1555] the viith daie William Writh Blaakéth died of the fluxe died Churchwarden and
Warden of his company & was buried

the same daie Jane Delawar the daughter of theDelavar The God-father Sir Henry Husse Knighte,
the Godmothers the Lady Jane Selillegi-ble] thegtiter of the Duke of Somerset & the Lady
Uxenbridge the other of this parish Xristened

[May 1556] he viith daie Elizabeth [?four] died@hildebed whoe should have been married unto
JohnYonge the latter daie after she died [and Baskd

[March 1557] The xxth daie Alice Meleche the daeglif Melech [chris-tened] beinge the daie that
Kinge Phillipp came from beyond the seas & lande@r@enwich at five a clock att night

Not only do these entries sound like Machyn thep aéfer to people likely to have been in his
circle. Thomas Smith here noted was one of the eeessof the will of John Heath, the painter stawleo
died in 1553 and whom Machyn mentions in his marips® Regarding the Writh entry, the possibility of a

*3 See also R. M.Wilson, "The Orthography and Promeaaf Henry Machyn," iEarly English and Norse
Studiesed. Browne and Foote, 202.

*4 The register is written in a clear late-mid- ttelaixteenth-century hand on parchment, with netiteis, and in
a structured form and consistent ink, which couwtirave been been written on a day-to-day basis.

“5 Guildhall Library, Register of St. Dionis Backclhy MS 17602.

“® London, Public Record Office (PRO), PROB 11 25 lBudRegarding a possible family conection with the
Heaths, note how carefully Machyn describes the dathe burial ofAnnes, Heath's wife, which led tid
Dictionary of National Biography to suggest AnnessvwWachyn's sister. Although this is probably het tase
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link between this family and Machyn's is sugge$tgthe burial of another Kenborowe, Kenborowe Write
in St. James Garlickhithe on 13 April 1543. Lasthe other John Heath mentioned in the chronicke w
died in 1551, was also an officer of the king'sédaduse. Here it seems we have not just a regisperiy
Machyn but a record of contemporary local events kg him at least until 1557, albeit within the
constraints of an official document.

Machyn's register is not the only example of agbacierk's combining his statutory duties with aofiicial
record of local events.A much more striking examgpliat kept by the clerks of St. Botolph without
Aldgate, who kept a parish chronicle-register frob®8, including details of illnesses and moralpanishio-
ners as well as local everifsThis, however, remained a strictly impersonal pabchial document; it bears
none of the hallmarks of personal involvement whitdichyn's manuscript carries. Moreover, it was a
merger of the official and the unofficial, and altlyh we cannot say whether Machyn's original parish
register was more elaborate in local detail thanetktant copy, his digressions from the standayister
form are few. Machyn seems to have differed froneothroni- cler-clerks in drawing a distinctioriween
his chronicle (whose entries he selected) andutisak a registrar (whose entries he had to mak#)is
matter he can be viewed in the light of an hon#fates of the parish, rather than the cor- rupteamw official
record.

The identification of examples and categories wiitght have served as models for Machyn's writiaig ¢
only be tentative suggestions.The same is trubetdmplementary issue of why he initially set fmn
paper. Most chronicles at this time are judgedtieir political or religious motivation, but Machgmanu-
script displays none of the former and very littfehe latter.Although it is possible to view Machgs

biased towards the old religion, his leaning isffam fanatical and he himself seems not to haes lzs
overly zealous man. Furthermore, his Catholic pegfees seem to stem largely from business opptdsini
arising from the elaborate funerals of the oldgiel, and the subsequent Protestant attitude texbed
Clerks' Company. Machyn's condemnation of'Chesteiréseyver” for taking the clerks' hall and Macéyn
subsequent curse on him ("I pray God gyff ym yed") is a good example: Machyn makes this curse no
on account of Catholicism itself but because "efplore men and women and other that yff they hiae ta

a [sudden] poverte ther they wher sure of a oygghb..." Diary, 5). On the question of motivation one
cannot see money as a possible lure, as it wamfdemporary chronicler-stationers, since Machyergpt
would have been laughed at by any stationer fdadis of literary skill. Even if he had hoped atrsopoint
that it might be published he would have been oastbefore proceeding, even in the early years of
Elizabeth's reign (when a greater religious toleratvas pursued in historical writing), on accoahhis
Catholic bias® Despite these two impediments he continued adumssly as ever to record the funerals and
other events of the capital.

Lacking any obvious motive explicit within the masgupt itself, one is forced to turn to the milieuwhich
Machyn spoke and thought for possible incentivedii® writing. In this respect it is not only thimgs of
arms, heralds, and chron- iclers with whom he nasehad contact who are important but the entine me
chant class of London, which, as Levy has notediridst cases not only read chronicles but alsoewrot
them.™ Unfortunately there is no evidence that Machynaftbhis manuscript to anyone prior to his death.
If he did, it might be possible to view his recargliLondon events from the point of view of a mayiniy to
con- firm his family's credentials as an establishendon merchant family. It must be remembered tha
Machyn's words and spelling have led people toesttdpe was not a native Londoner. Nor was he ever
elected to any office, and he was quite pos- $dmked down on as a newcomer to the City or as
uneducated. By writing the chronicle he was pertsgg&ing to imitate members of the more established
mer- chant families, which included a large numifeghe chroniclers of London, and to shake off his
provincial origins.

(Christopher Machyn does not make any referentetan his will), it should be noted Machyn appethtiohn
Heath's son and heir, Lancelot, to be overseeisaian will.

“” Chronicle from Aldgate, ed. Thomas Rogers Forbesy(Naven:Yale University Press, 1971).The original
manuscript is now in the Guildhall Library.

“8 For a discussion of censorship of English chresich this period see Marcia Lee Metzger, "Contreyand
'‘Correctness': English Chronicles and the ChrorsctE553-1568,Sixteenth Century Journal7 (1996): 437-51.
“9 Levy, Tudor Historical Thought17.
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This theory is difficult to elaborate further, aischard to sustain as a driving motive in viewtdaf fact that
Machyn seems not to have started his manuscriptpast the age of fifty, and then not wholly indi with
other chronicle contin- uations. However, it is §ibke to say more about the suggestion that Maairpte
with an awareness of a wider historical readerghipugh his association with con- temporariesrégted in
heraldry and history.

The first piece of evidence tentatively suggesas lachyn belonged to a group of peers with argaatian
interest. It is to be found in the will of John Heahe painter stainer whose funeral Machyn rezord22
March 1553 Diary, 32). This will does not mention Machyn personally makes a bequest "to the knightes
of the Rounde table if | do it not by my life tyrtveentie shyllinges to be spente at myle erfd&his dinner

at Mile End is also recorded in Machyn's manu{qécRecording Heath's funeral, he states "andvither a
grett dener and ther wher the cumpene of PanterthenClarkes and ys cumpony had xxs to make mere
with-alle at the tavarne'Djary, 32). Whether or not Machyn was present at thigeti, it is clear he was
associated with one who was both a heraldic paartdra member of a company named after the Arthuria
tradition, which quite pos- sibly had an antiquargement to their association.

Stronger evidence that Machyn was part of a compéhystorically minded individuals lies in his
relationship with the waxchandler Thomas Greenaiild with William Hervey, Norroy king of arms until
1557, and afterwards Clarenceux king of arms, aastdr Clarenshux." There are many more references t
Hervey than anyone else in Machyn's writing, whichn itself significant, since he was a man chearl
identified with antiquarian interes‘rti.'l'hat Machyn knew him is apparent from the manytmgs they had
and which Machyn recorded several times, includiisgisiting Hervey's house on a few occasitns.
Greenhill was of sufficient standing in the heraldommunity to entertain all the heralds afterdbath of
the previous Clarenceux in 1557. Greenhill is nteted at least seven times by Machyn, and stood as
godfather to Machyn's daughter Katherine in 15%&tly it is quite likely that Machyn was also aciqted
with Richard Grafton, the printer and the man whotmued Hall's chronicle, whom he notes sevenats,
although their relationship does not seem close.

The relationship with Hervey is particularly intstiag, not least because it offers an explanatfdhe
identity of the mysterious "master Clapenans" temtMachyn bequeathed his manuscript. "Clapenans” is
without doubt a miscopying by the court scribe. Woed he was probably trying to read was Clarenceux
rather "Clarenshux."The reasoning behind this fobews.There is no such name as "Clapenans” or
anything like it on the International Genealogikalex; nor does the name appear in the sixteemthige
indexes of wills in the London Archdeaconry Coegisters or the Commissary Court registers. Theenam
does not appear in the records of the Merchantofar in the name index held at the Guildhall. $bebe
clearly had difficulty reading Machyn's handwritjrghich is not easy at the best of times and whiak
probably worse than usual if Machyn was actuallyngylin addition, the scribe was unfamiliar withréleic
terms since he misread "skochyns" as "stockingdrdeefealizing his mistake. Machyn occasion- allgsua
long r in spelling Clarenceux or "Clarenshux," d&edalways refers to Hervey as Master Norroy or Bfast
Clarenceux/Clarenshux. If Machyn actually wrotedi@hceux" with a long medieval r it is quite plési
that a young clerk of the court unfamiliar with lgarudor hands read the r as a p the ce as ae &, &s an n.
This seems to have been the case, for he therctitaes the final x as an overelaborate s, realittiad
"Clapenanx” could not be a correct reading. Altéwedy, if Machyn wrote "Clarenshux," the appearaind
the sh together, with a heavily angled downstrakéhe secretary hand h could have been misread as a
a.With this in mind it is interesting that Johnyt is quoted by Nichols as stating that Machyrasuscript
was the "j%grnal of one who was a member of thée@elof Heralds" before it entered the Cottonidorauy
(Diary, xi).

* PRO, PROB 11/E8.Tashe. Several writers besiddsoiihave noted that Machyn records a number aildet
about the Heath or Heth family. Suggestions thatiya was related to them by marriage are strengthég the
fact John Heath and his son Lancelot (a witneddauthyn's will) were resident in the same parisMashyn's
wife, Dorothy (St. Dennys in Fenchurch St.).

*1 See Louise Campbell and Francis St@eGatalogue of the Manuscripts in the College ahsirCollections
(London: College ofArms, 1988).

2 See, for exampldiary, 289, 297.

%3 |t is not possible to say for certain what happiteeMachyn's chronicle after the death of Williatervey in
1567. Possibly it was sold by Hervey's heirs, @spd into the nascent library of the College of Ar@s the
evidence ofJohn Strype given above, the latterasertikely. It does not appear to have been inGb#onian
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The identification of'Clapenans” with Clarenceuxggests perhaps the most convincing explanation of
Machyn's motivation: that he was writing for po#terHe believed he was writing a chronicle in thid
sense of the word, and he devel- oped his own @rahronicle. He was anxious for it to be about the
London he personally knew, in order to stress lasgpwithin it. He and his brother had come from th
country and made good, and he wanted their achienetn be remem- bered. Thus the many instances of
name-dropping which appear in the work are therdyp@a reinforce the validity of the chronicle agpublic
document and partly to reflect glory on Machyn aiglassociates. Hence, with regard to his own iéiesy
only those that show his active involvement aretinard: his wife of fifteen years does not appeaeset in
a shadowy scene in giving birth to Katherine Machyf©557, and then only because of the attendafites o
gueen's own sur- geon. As a result of its beingagely bound up with his social ambition and tree/ e
wanted to be remembered, the manuscript was of gngartance to him and formed his only specific
bequest. Finally, by bequeathing it to a man adedmc the one profession familiar with looking afte
manuscripts of a historical nature, Machyn enstimathis work would be preserved and the chancés of
being used for a history of his time maximized.

Henry Machyn's chronicle is a truly innovative woltkmight have begun as a record of his profesdion
activities but within a year it had developed iaturnal interleaved and overlapping with a tiadkl
chronicle, capable of being presented as a redgudhdic events as well as a personal memoranduk, s
business memorandum book, and a self-advertiseimémiure generations of the author's status. [Ofsal
contemporary works it is most comparable with thafal of the young King Edward VI, who could not
help but set himself at the center of his own peasohronicle by virtue of his position. Like thin§, Henry
Machyn, living within earshot if not sight of everwhich were worthy of including in a traditionddronicle,
was able to reconcile both the public and the petisn an indirect way) in one document.That heetlis
without great religious or political bias is remalblke for the time. Ironically it is due to his rialy poor
education, low status, and lack of publication tieatscaped the historical revisionism which chareed
the chronicle tradition in Elizabeth's reign.

Historians will make of Machyn what they will, piadlarly so in view of the lack of a political ogligious
agenda for his work.Those concerned with Machyefsation of religious processions will find in Magch
as impartial an observer as they are likely to.fldgtorians of funerals will have to wrestle witte question
of whether Machyn's descriptions of noble funeesbmonies relate to his profes- sional interesefbect a
genuine sense of the noble funeral as an impaogtgetit in the eyes of the populace. However, it he
area of literary forms that Machyn's context iglkto have the greatest impact.While it would bbemng to
say current opinion on the chronicle tradition reeeglision in light of this one example, Machyriisanicle
raises questions over the way sixteenth-centuryrsties are seen. First, the motivations for choleni
writing should be widened to take into accountréfiections on status that the authorship of amicte
affords. In addi- tion to reasons of political aetigious propaganda and revisionism and finaneaiard,
the motive of social acceptability should be tak#a account. Second, there is Machyn's actualstatbe
considered: history writing clearly mattered eveigtoups of individuals who were not well educatetj
not simply in the sense that they were hungryrérimation. Machyn could have bought a pub- lished
chronicle but this clearly would not have satisfiesl urge to record events for himself. Nor wasificient
just to keep a local register. Third, the influent¢he parish register on historical writing hadg been
sufficiently stressed, although Marcia Lee Metzg@s noted how Elizabethan revisionism took advage t
of a wide variety of time-based documents for pgapala purpose?.

Lastly, there is the question of what sort of doentrMachyn was creating, whether consciously or
unconsciously. It is clear that even with what amest call a relatively low level of literary abijlihe was
capable of adapting existing models and improvisirigrm to suit his needs. But this does not mage h
manuscript a "diary."” While the "diaries" of Herivlachyn and the young king may be com- pared ingerm
of innovation, creativity, and contemporary refergnthey do not constitute a literary form. Indé@eterms

of motivation the two works may easily be distirghéd: Machyn's is a work of urban middle-class &orhi

Library in 1618 (BL Harleian MS 6018) but had bestessioned by 1631 (BL Add. MS 36789, fol. 60)fdxs
his escutcheons, bequeathed to Hervey along watkhhonicle, no volume in the College of Arms Lilyréoday
shows any sign ofMachyn's ownership.

** Metzger, "Controversy and 'Correctness"”; cf. nad8ve.
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based at least in part on parish registers andhtamicle tradition, and compiled despite his latk
education; the king's journal is a memorandum kmmwicerned largely with his official obligations,dan
probably arising from his education. Thus Machwisk is best not pigeonholed as a particular type o
document but regarded as an example of a litecany fn transition, from an individual whose clasgsyust
beginning to write with a consciousness of its gngapower.

lan Mortimer



