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Among historians of medieval military technology, there is little doubt
that the perceived "lack of use" of gunpowder weapons by all sides
during the Wars of the Roses poses several problems. John Gillingham,
for one, blames this lack of gunpowder weaponry use on the lack

of sieges during the Wars, sieges being that military activity in which
guns had begun to play a pivotal role in continental warfare of the
same period. He writes:

yet for all the growing importance of [gunpowder] artillery, it remains
true that this arm played only a minor role in the campaigns of the
Wars of the Roses. The reason for this was the fact that in England
battles could be decisive. Once the enemy's forces had been cleared
from the field, his castles and towns proved relatively easy to capture.

Anthony Goodman counters this by admitting that there is sufficient
evidence to recognize that these weapons were used and, on occa-
sions, were used effectively. Indeed, he admits, "Their presence may
have been particularly useful in steadying hastily organized men".
Still, Goodman concludes, the use of gunpowder weapons in the
Wars of the Roses was limited by the nature of the war itself:
". .. since armies were assembled in haste and on the move to deal
with swiftly developing crises, the time factor probably made it difficult
to assemble a formidable ordnance train . . ."

Before criticizing these statements, however, it should be noted
that both of these renowned authors of superb military histories on
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the Wars of the Roses are writing in relative terms. They are com-
paring the use of gunpowder weapons by the English in their fifteenth-
century civil wars with the more "modern” use of guns in continental
warfare during the same century and even with the perceived notion
that, during the fourteenth century, England had been the most pro-
gressive inventor and innovator of gunpowder weaponry technology.
This comparison, coupled with the current military historical fad,
the Military Revolution thesis, which holds that the movement from
the medieval to the early modern in warfare was due to the advent
and proliferation of gunpowder weapons,® has thus led to a depic-
tion of the use of gunpowder weapons during the Wars of the Roses
as "backward", making England technologically inferior to the rest
of Europe, a situation which would not change until the end of the
sixteenth century, when England's gunpowder weaponry superiority
would once again be felt with the defeat of the Spanish Armada.”
The problem with these comparative conclusions is that, even if
sound, and there is some question about that, they are based only
on statistical explanations, numbers of guns, engagements in which
they were used, engagements in which they were used in victory,
etc., and not on the reasons for the difference in use, either by
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fourteenth-century English armies or by other fifteenth-century con-
tinental armies. The reasons for this difference in use were not the
lack of sieges nor the nature and speed of the raising of Wars of

the Roses armies, but the Loss of centralized control over these
weapons, a control which had existed in England during the four-
teenth century, and a rise of local control in its place.

During the fourteenth century, while continental gunpowder hold-
ings were largely in local control,® England's gunpowder weaponry
never fell under a similar local control, but was always exclusively
a royal possession. It is perhaps fitting, although undoubtedly only
a coincidence, that the first "trustworthy" source for a gunpowder
weapon, a manuscript illumination painted in London c. 1326, is
found in a treatise celebrating the rule of a powerful royalty, Walter
de Milemete's De notabilibus, sapientiis et prudentiis reqgum (Concerning
the Majesty, Wisdom and Prudence of Kings).® But it is really to
King Edward 111 that credit for the royal domination of gunpowder
weapons in England should be given, for it is he who, it appears,
was the first medieval sovereign to foresee the future uses of guns,
as he stockpiled a number of the relatively new weapons at the
Tower of London, at Dover Castle, and at the recently constructed
castle of Queenborough.” Edward also used these weapons in his fre-
guent conquests of the Low Countries and France during the early
part of the Hundred Years War. They appeared at the sieges of
Cambrai in 1338, of Tournai, Quesnoy, Mortague, Saint-Amand,
and Marchiennes in 1340, of Rennes and Hennebout in 1342, of
Calais in 1346-47, of Carcassone in 1355, of Saint-Valery in 1359,
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and of Bourdeilles in 1369:® they also undoubtedly were used by
Edward at the battle of Crécy in 1346.° Edward further felt that it

was important to keep his possessions on the continent, once obtained,
well outfitted with gunpowder weapons. He even appointed a royal
receiver for the duchy of Brittany to oversee the procurement and
placement of guns throughout the duchy.™® Finally, Edward also set
about converting several vulnerable fortifications in England to more
effective defence against gunshot by piercing them with gunports, a
practice continued by his grandson, Richard I1; Quarr Abbey on

the Isle of Wight, Queenborough Castle, Asseton's Tower at Por-
chester, Carisbrooke Castle, the Canterbury town wall, Cooling Castle,
the Southampton town wall and castle, Saltwood Castle, the Norwich
town wall, Dover Castle, Bodiam Castle, and the Winchester town
wall all received gunports by 1390."

Richard I1, despite a reputed dislike for the military arts, also car-
ried on the gunpowder weaponry programme begun by his grand-
father, continuing to increase the stores of gunpowder weapons
available in England and in English possessions on the continent.
Richard is also credited with the first royal appointment of a "master
of cannons” in England in 1386, although Edward 111, unknown to
us, may have preceded him with such an appointment.* Finally, it

¥ On the sicges of Gambral, Teurnai, Quesnoy, Morlague, Samt-Amand, and
Marchiennes, sce Jean Froissart, Chrondques, 14 vols., ed. 8. Luce et al. {Paris, [869-
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Calals, see Tout, “Firearms in England”, pp. 673-74, 688-89. On Carcassone, see
Froissart, Chromiques, EV: 168, On 3t. Valery, see Froissarl, Chronigues, V: 356. And
on Bourdeilles, see Froissare, Chrongues, VI 338
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is Richard who may have outfitted his army with the first handguns.™
Richard's overthrow by his cousin, Henry 1V, brought about what
some call the initial phase of the Wars of the Roses, and yet sur-
prisingly Henry seems not to have used his gunpowder artillery stores,
which appear to have remained intact after Richard IlI's demise, on
rebel Englishmen. Only in the campaign against York, Warkworth,
and Berwick in 1405-6 did Henry take gunpowder weapons, and
then they were not numerous and possibly not even discharged.*
Instead, records of Henry's guns show that he was only interested
in using these weapons to protect his marches in England, both
Scottish and Welsh, and in ensuring the continued guardianship of
English possessions in France. He also seems to have been unable
to increase his gunpowder weapon holdings in the manner of Rich-
ard Il and Edward 111, although why this was so, for the moment,
remains a mystery.®
Henry V made up for his father's gunpowder weaponry short-
comings almost immediately after his accession to the throne. Preparing
for two years for an invasion of France, the new English king con-
structed and gathered together an impressive artillery train.'” There
is no extant account of how many guns actually accompanied Henry
on his attack of France in 1415, but their presence was certainly felt
at Harfleur, as that fortified town fell with relative ease to the English
king;® other gunpowder weapons accompanied Henry to the battlefield
of Agincourt, although their presence was less decisive there.” Henry
continued to construct and use gunpowder weapons even after the
victory at Agincourt, and this undoubtedly made a difference in the
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¥ On the campaign against York, Warworth and Berwick in 1405 6, see James
Hamilton Wylie, The History of Englond under Henry IV, 4 vols. (1894 -1929; mpe. New
York, 1969, [f: 246-73.
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victories against Boulogne in 1416, Caen in 1417, Falaise, Domfort,
Cherbourg, Louviers, and Rouen in 1418, Montereau and Melun in
1420, Alencon, Chartres, and Saint-Riquier in 1421, and Meaux
and Saint-Valery-sur-Somme in 1421.%°
During the early part of Henry VI's reign, the gunpowder artillery
policies of Henry V were continued. Evidence of the construction
of gunpowder weapons in England and their transportation to the
continent, as well as evidence of an extensive English artillery organ-
ization in France affirms the continued belief of Henry VI's court
that gunpowder weaponry was needed to preserve the foreign holdings
of the crown.?* Two recently discovered documents should assist in
understanding the artillery program in the early years of Henry VI's
reign. One (PRO, EI01/51/27), dated May 6, 1428, instructs John
Parker of Cheshut to construct cannons and gather stone, iron and
other materials for the repair of cannons "beyond the sea”, and the
second (PRO, E101/52/3), is written from France early in 1429 by
the same John Parker, indicating where he had taken these weapons.
But soon this royal interest in gunpowder technology began to
wane. At least some part of this can be attributed to the losses of
English lands in France and with them the losses of gunpowder
weapons. Therefore, after 1435, when Philip the Good of Burgundy
broke his alliance with England and started to support the French
in the war, it was to be expected that the English could not hold
on to their continental possessions much longer. In fact, they were
effectively off the continent by 1453 (although they hung onto Calais
for another hundred years).

n

On Henry's conquest of Normandy in 1416 22 and the use of gunpowder
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To this time in the history of early gunpowder weaponry in
England, guns were almost entirely controlled by the king. Even in
Henry IV's usurpation of royal power, a takeover significantly different
in its manner and make-up from those of the later Wars of the Roses
(hence my refusal to look at Henry IV's overthrow of Richard Il as
the first phase of the Wars of the Roses), gunpowder weapons appear
to have been located only among the forces of Richard, who did
not use them, and Henry 1VV. And while it is true that Henry 1V's
army took some gunpowder weapons against those in the north who
rebelled against him, as mentioned above, he seems to have been
reluctant to use them against almost all of his English enemies, per-
haps because they did not use them against him, although more
research on this must be done to justify this conclusion.

Yet, sometime during the half-century following the rise of Henry IV
and the attempted rise of Richard, duke of York, the royal control
over gunpowder weapons broke down. This probably occurred dur-
ing the minority of Henry VI, possibly when historians remark that
there was a breakdown in administrative centralization.? Perhaps
this came about because of the loss of English guns on the conti-
nent. For example, after losing their gunpowder artillery train dur-
ing the siege of Compiegne, while in the employment of the English,
an artillery train said to have existed of at least five large bombards,
two veuglaires, one large and one small, innumerable culverins, and
two "engins"”, as well as at least 17,000 Ibs. of gunpowder,? the Bur-
gundians sued the English for replacements; and while it is unlikely
that all of the Burgundian weapons were replaced, it seems as if at
least some of the lost Burgundian guns were replaced by English

 Bee, for example, Ralph A, Griffiths, The Reagn of King Hemy VI (Berkeiey,
[3g13,
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ones.* Other gunpowder weapons were also left behind in the retreat
from Normandy and Aquitaine, for example, the two bombards,
known as the Michelettes, left by the English and still found today

at Mont-Saint-Michel ®

At the same time, and generally unrecorded in contemporary
sources, there seems to have been a concerted and successful effort
to acquire guns by various local entities in England. Why this occurred
and whether such actions were purposely hidden from royal notice
cannot be known. What can be known is that from the very outset
of the Wars of the Roses every local entity which could afford gun-
powder weapons, greater nobles, lesser nobles, and towns, had them,
and when necessary used them.

This included, of course, the major sides during the Wars of the
Roses, Lancastrian, Yorkist, and Tudor, all of which possessed gun-
powder weapons. In fact, these warring entities, whether in control
of the throne, or attempting to acquire it, tried diligently to strengthen
their gunpowder weaponry' stores and administration. That they suc-
ceeded, although perhaps not on the scale of their English predeces-
sors or continental counterparts, should at least put to rest Gillingham's
and Goodman's complaints. Let me establish this before moving on
to the possession of gunpowder weapons by the even smaller local
entities.

From the outset of the conflict in 1450, following the return of
Edmund Beaufort, Duke of Somerset, from France and Richard
Plantagenet, duke of York, from Ireland, both the Lancastrians and
the Yorkists quickly began to acquire, and just as quickly to use,
gunpowder artillery. Henry VI, while perhaps not having at his dis-
posal the number of gunpowder weapons that he had had earlier in
his reign, still had at least a few of these weapons; two serpentines,
one culverin (with nine chambers), five small ribaudequins (with ten
chambers) and four larger ribaudequins (with four chambers) are
named in an act of the king's council dated June 23, 1450.% And
while this amount might pale in comparison to the numbers of sim-

# Richard Vaughan, Plafip the Guod> The Apogee of Burgundy {London, 1970, pp.
24-25; Louis Carolus-Barre, “Compicgne et la guerre, 1414--14307, in 777e Congres
nationel des Soctétés squantes, Poitiors, 1986, Hixtoive miétitvals, T. I “La France Angluzse™,
pE. 58687

% See Robert 3. Smith and Ruth Rhynas Brown, Bembards; Mons Mg and Her
Sisters {London, 1989}, pp. 68-78.

= POPC, VI 94,
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ilar weapons a continental leader had at his command, these guns
seemed to have been sufficient to put down Jack Cade's rebellion
in Kent that same year.?’ Henry also continued the royal ordnance
department and regularly named individuals to the office of chief
cannoneer.?® There is no similar tally of Richard of York's guns,
although by 1452, John Benet remarks that the duke had "mar-
velously fortified his ground [near Dartford] with pits, pavais, and
guns" in anticipation of Henry VI's approaching forces.”

There was no conflict between Richard and Henry at Dartford,
however, and it would not be until three years later that gunpow-
der weapons would be first used in battle, at St. Albans, and then
their appearance is noted without much comment among contem-
porary sources other than that the Yorkists certainly had guns on
the battlefield. It is not known whether Henry had gunpowder
weapons at St. Albans.*

With the beginning of York's second protectorate, following the
first battle of St. Albans, a tenuous peace settled over the kingdom.
Of course, everyone recognized that peace would not last long, and
all seemed to prepare for the next outbreak of war. This prepara-
tion included the making and stockpiling of new gunpowder weapons,
especially among the Lancastrians who had seemed noticeably out-
gunned by their Yorkist opponents before then. Margaret of Anjou,
for one, ordered all of the guns in London to be taken to her cas-
tle at Kenilworth before the duke of York could capture them.**
Henry VI appointed John Judde, a London merchant, also called
the king's "serjeant" in the patent rolls, to the office of master of
king's ordnance, "he having caused to be made at his own expense
sixty guns, called 'serpentines’ and stuff of 'gonne powdre, salt petre’
and sulphur to the weight of twenty tons or beyond".* This was to

¥ ILMW. Harvey, Jact Cade’s Rebellion of 1450 {Oxford, 1991}, p. 84.

* On Heury VIs domestic use of gunpowder weapans, see Goodiman, pp. 16061,
R.L. Storey, The End of the House of Lencaster (London, 1566}, p. 181, CPR, 1432-61,
pp. 342, 603, 659,

¥ John Benet, Chromcle jor the Years 1400 to 1462, ed. G.L. Rarniss, in Camden
Miscellany, 24 (London, 1972, p. 206. See also John Whetharmsicde, Regiter v Remitra
quorandam Abbatum Aonavterit 8. dfbani, ed. H'T. Riley {London, 1872} I. 161. Good-
man (p. 170} regards this as a “charactenstic Continental feld fortification”, obwi-
ously learned by Richard while in miltary service in France.

® RF, V: 347; Goodman, p, |70,

* Andrew W. Boardman, The Battle of Toeton (Stroud, 1994, p. 15,

= CPR, 145201, p. 342,
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be a most felicitous appointment of the king, for it appears from the
meager records which remain that Judde alone may be responsible
for the rebuilding of the Lancastrian artillery train, adding many
"bombards, cannons, culverins, serpentines, saltpeter, and powder",
and at least putting it on a competitive par with that of the Yorkists.
About the only thing that this master of ordnance failed to do when
asked by the king was to confiscate "all the ordnance and habili-
ments of war" owned by Richard of York, Richard of Warwick, and
Richard of Salisbury in 1459, an obviously impossible task.** Still,
by the time that he was killed the following year, Judde had accom-
plished so much for the Lancastrian cause that he earned this epi-
taph from the avowedly Yorkist Robert Bale:

33

Item, the 22nd of June, Sunday . . . one Judde, a merchant of London,
a Breton born, who had maliciously imagined and labored to ordain
and make all things for war to the destruction of the said duke of

York and all other lords ... in great violence was slain after this demerit
beyond St. Albans and so wretchedly as a caitiff ended his life.*®

While no similar figure appears among the Yorkist forces, it can be
certain that between 1455 and 1459, Richard was also increasing
his gunpowder artillery numbers and improving their quality.

When warfare broke out again, first at Blore Heath and then at
Ludford Bridge in 1459, at Northampton and Wakefield in 1460,
and at Mortimer's Cross, St. Albans, and Towton in 1461, only at
the battle of Mortimer's Cross is it possible that gunpowder weapons
were not present (and that may be only because of the scanty evi-
dence recording the events and participants of that battle). Yet, in
none of these engagements can guns be seen as a particularly influential
part of the conflict. At Wakefield and Towton, because of surprise
on the one hand and weather on the other, the gunpowder weapons
present may not even have been fired; while in the other three
engagements, a more comically inept display of gunpowder' weaponry
use followed. At Ludford Bridge, although the Yorkists fortified their

* The quote 18 from CPR, [452-6], p. 609, bul sce also Groodman, p. 160;
Gillingham, p. 26; and Gora L. Scohield, The Life and Beion of Edonrd IV, 2 vols.
{Londnn, 1923, 1 3

® CPR, 145261, p, 227,

¥ Rohert Bale, Chronicle, in Six Toen Chronicles of Fingland, ed. R. Flenley {Oxford,
19115, p. 149, See also A Short Enpfish Chromicle, in Three Eifteenth-Century English
Chranicls, ed. f. Gairdoer {London. 1858}, p. 73; Gilinghuam, p. 26.
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position with guns and fired them off into Henry VI's lines before
the battle, this did not keep Andrew Trollope and much of the earl
of Warwick's Calais army from switching sides to the Lancastrians,
thereby provoking Richard of York, two of his sons, and the earls
of Salisbury and Warwick into their ignoble flight.*

This folly was matched a year later, at the battle of Northampton,
when, according to John Whethamstede, Henry V1 so deeply en-
trenched his men and guns in "great ditches which they had dug
around the field to the river banks, which enclosed the whole army",*’
that when a torrential rain fell on the battlefield, as recorded in
An English Chronicle of the Reigns of Richard I1, Henry 1V, Henry V, and
Henry VI, "the guns lay deep in the water, and so were soaked and
could not be fired".* Both the king and his guns were captured.*
Finally, at the second battle of St. Albans, the Burgundian gunners
employed by Warwick were forced to discharge their multi-barrelled
ribaudequins so hastily, due to the quick charge of the Lancastrians,
that they actually hit more of themselves, 18 wounded and 1 killed,than
they did of the enemy, 0 wounded and 0 killed.*

Only at the battle of Blore Heath did gunpowder weapons play
a more major role in the outcome, and then only in covering the
withdrawal of the earl of Salisbury from the battlefield. As William
Gregory reports, Salisbury had an Augustinian friar fire off his guns
all night after the battle in order to distract any would-be Lancastrian
pursuers. When asked later why he had performed such a non-eccle-
siastical task, the friar responded that he had done so out of "fear",
although what he was fearful of is not explained in the chronicle.**
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Despite the technological ineptitude shown in the use of gun-
powder weapons at these engagements, and with Edward IV placed
more or less securely on the throne after Towton, the acquisition of
gunpowder weapons continued.** Indeed, of all the Wars of the Roses
leaders, no one seems more interested in building a strong and
numerous gunpowder artillery train than Edward IV. And he would
need all of these weapons. For, although John Paston the youngest
wrote to his father, John, on December 11, 1462, that the earl of
Warwick and the marquis of Montagu had plenty of artillery, "both
for siege and for battlefield, in case a field needed to be taken",*
Margaret of Anjou's forces in the north held out tenaciously against
the new king. Ultimately, this would require the frequent gunpow-
der artillery bombardment of Alnwick, Bamburgh, and Dunstanburgh
castles from 1461 to 1464, as both sides took, lost, and retook these
castles several times.** Many historians have made much about
Edward's refusal to use gunpowder weapons initially against the walls
of Bamburgh Castle.”® As recorded by John Warkworth: "he spe-
cially desireth to have it whole, unbroken with ordinance: if ye suffer
one great gun laid into the wall and be shot, and prejudice the wall,
it shall cost you the chieftain's head; and so proceeding for every
gunshot, to the last head of any person within the place".*® However,
in my view, this is merely an intimidating tactic, and when not suc-
cessful, it did not keep the king from unleashing his entire firepower
on the castle. Perhaps had Bambugh's chief defender, Sir Ralph
Grey, remained alive at the end of the siege, he would have been
executed. As he had died in the barrage, such resistance did not
cost him his head. Nor, should it be said, is it recorded that any
others were executed for their defense of this fortification.
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Edward also put faith in the new weapons when he returned to
England and his throne in 1471. John Warkworth reports that when
Edward landed at Holderness, he was accompanied by "300 Flemings
with handguns”, a quarter of his total force.*’ He then proceeded
with this army to Barnet, where he faced the now Lancastrian earl
of Warwick and marquis of Montagu. Warwick, it is known, had
been collecting gunpowder artillery since Edward's exile in 1470,*
and, according to the author of the Historic of the Arrivall of Edward IV
in England, greatly outgunned the former and future king. But Warwick's
advantage came to naught when, first, his night bombardment of
Edward's camp missed its mark, there is disagreement among the
sources as to whether Edward returned fire, with John Warkworth
and Jehan de Waurin claiming that he did and the Arrivall claiming
that he did not, desiring not to give his position and thereby allow
Warwick's guns to correct their range,* and then on the morning
of the battle a heavy mist and perhaps a low ammunition supply
forced the earl to cease his gunpowder artillery attack on Edward.
Edward IV would win the battle; it would also cost the Neville broth-
ers their lives.*

Following the battle of Barnet, at Tewkesbury, Margaret of Anjou
also had a large number of gunpowder weapons, but not nearly as
many as did Edward, now reinforced by those weapons which he
had captured at Barnet.>* But this was not the reason for Edward's
victory, the contemporary sources report.*?

From 1471 to 1485, Edward IV and Richard I, his brother who
followed him to the throne, had few opportunities to use their gun-
powder weapons in England. Still, they cared much about the con-
tinued acquistion of such weapons, especially Edward, and the quantity
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and quality of guns increased.>® Indeed, so impressed was the first
Yorkist king with his gunpowder artillery train that the Milanese
Battesta Oldovini de Brugnato wrote to Antonio de Bracellis on 17
March 1435: "Every day he inspects all his artillery. . . Notwithstanding
that he has a very large number of bombards, he has fresh ones
made every day ...">* Edward took this train with him to France,
which, Goodman remarks, "clearly [was] intended to provide for
field actions as well as sieges".*® A similarly impressive artillery train
was outfitted by Edward for Richard? of Gloucester's planned expe-
dition into Scotland in 1480-82.%°

There is no need to repeat here about the road to Bosworth taken
by Richard 11l and Henry Tudor after the formers accession to the
throne in 1483. Suffice it to say, gunpowder weapons were there
too, both those inherited by Richard and those gathered by Henry
Tudor in his march through Wales and England, as well as a few
French weapons, which he had brought with him from his exile.”’
One might argue that Richard's guns adequately protected his left
flank at Bosworth, as evidenced by the archaeological findings of
cannon balls in the valley below that side of the Bosworth ridge,
but without more substantial evidence, | must reluctantly agree with
Michael Bennett that these and those of Henry were inconsequen-
tial in determining the outcome of the battle. Two years after Bos-
worth, at the battle of Stoke, the new king, Henry VII, defeated a
final Yorkist uprising, thus effectively ending the Wars of the Roses.
Again, both sides used gunpowder weapons.*®

Despite such a lengthy discourse on the history of gunpowder
weapon use among the major factions in the Wars of the Roses, the
main thesis of this article was not to show that guns were used by
the major factions during these wars, but that in fact this was a
period when gunpowder weapon use was different from that either
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earlier in English history or in comparison with those political enti-
ties on the European continent at the same time. Indeed, as | have
expressed elsewhere,” in comparison with almost all of the realms
of the continent during the same 1452-87 period, English gunpow-
der weaponry use was much more primitive, much less numerous
and far less competent. What is different in England, is that, unlike
continental counterparts, local ownership of gunpowder weapons
almost always equalled if not surpassed that of the central, royal
government. So pervasive was this local control that there were even
occasions when these smaller owners of gunpowder weapons used
their guns against each other without ever involving the king or one
of his more major opponents. Although it may never be known
exactly how often and to what extent these local gunpowder weapons
were used, simply because of the nature of medieval record keep-
ing, a list of examples should suffice to exemplify what | mean.

In 1443, the citizens of Norwich attempted to use a cannon against
a priory which had offended their sovereignty; eventually, by their
inability to fire the weapon, they were forced to "kidnap" Walter
Aslak, an ex-soldier, and threaten him with defenestration unless he
would discharge the gunpowder weapon.® In 1448, Sir Robert
Wingfield's house at Letheringham was assaulted by gunpowder
weapons used by John Mowbray, duke of Norfolk, in an attempt by
the latter to regain the manor at Hoo which he claimed that Wingfield
had taken from him.®* In 1449, Margaret Paston in a letter to her
husband, John, makes reference to the defences which had been
made to their home during his wartime absence. These included
"hand gunnys", as well as "the holys that ben made forr hand gun-
nys".%? In 1450, the Parliament Rolls carry a reference to the poor
state of the defence of the Isle of Wight, the castle of which had
not been provided "with guns, gunpowder, crossbows, quarrels, long-
bows, arrows, long spears, axes or glaives".% This need was partially
filled later that year when in the same source it is recorded that
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Stare”, HWar s History 5 (1998, 127- 45
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Harry Bruyn, esquire, who had been appointed lieutenant of the Isle

of Wight, had given "a gret good of his own, bothe in gonnys and

in arcerie” for the protection of the island.®* In 1450 as well, Edmund
Fitzwilliam, unbeknown to Henry VI, seized the earl of Shrewsbury,
John Talbot's, artillery to install it in the unarmed royal castle of
Conisborough.® In 1455, at the siege of Powderhorn, the guns of
Thomas Courtenay, Earl of Devon, were used to conquer the cas-

tle of William, Lord Bonville.®® In 1460, with Edward, Earl of March,
at the battle of Northampton, the Lancastrians under Lord Scales

in the Tower of London, according to An English Chronicle of the Reigns
of Richard II, Henry IV, Henry V, and Henry VI, “cast wild fire into the
city, and shot with small guns, and burned and hurt men and women
and children in the streets". To this the Londoners responded by
placing a "great bombard on the further side of the Thames against

the Tower and broke the walls thereof in many places". Once the
Tower had fallen, Scales was executed for discharging his guns against
the citizens of London.®” In 1469, the feud between the Talbot and
Berkeley families ended with gunpowder weapon bombardments from
both sides at the battle of Nibley Green.?® Also in 1469, John Mowbray
would use his guns against Sir John Paston's castle at Caister; Caister
would fall and Paston would have to surrender his guns despite hav-
ing his own "proved" men who could "well shoot both guns and
crossbows", as he had remarked to his brother, John, a few months
previously.® In 1471, the citizens of London declared themselves for
Edward IV and were thus forced to fend off an artillery barrage

from the Lancastrian William Neville, Lord Fauconberg and earl of
Kent. The Londoners responded as they had done in 1460, using

their own gunpowder weapons. Eventually, they forced Fauconberg
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to abandon his artillery positions and attempt to take the city using
a different tactic.”® Also in 1471, the feud between the Stanleys and
the Harringtons ended with the siege of Hornby Castle, taken by
Sir Thomas Stanley using, among other artillery pieces, the cannon
named Mile End.” And in 1483 Londoners once again used their
local guns, this time against Kentish rebels.” Finally, perhaps the
most telling sign of local gunpowder weapon control still active as
late as Richard Il1's reign is not found in any written document,
but in the archaeological remains of Kirby Muxloe Castle; left
unfinished at the execution of its owner, William, Lord Hastings,
the tower and gatehouse of Kirby Muxloe Castle are surrounded on
all sides by gunports, six ports on the gatehouse and seven on the
tower, and it is made in brick. Obviously, Hastings was experimenting
with anti-gunpowder weaponry fortification defence devices. What is
significant though, is that this is not a royal castle! While Edward 111
experimented with anti-gunpowder weaponry devices on his royal
castle at Queenborough, more than 125 years later similar experi-
mentation was being done by an albeit powerful individual, and one
who was doing so for his own private, local protection.”

It would be a gross understatement to say that Henry V11 was
not the same king that his predecessors had been. His programme
of gunpowder weapon acquisition was in fact quite remarkable and,
if nothing else, shows a king willing to expend large amounts of the
treasury on a build-up of guns unprecedented in English history,
even when not really planning to use it against an opponent, his
rhetorical call to arms against Scotland and France notwithstand-
ing.” While still unable to compete on land with the artillery trains
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of France, the Holy Roman Empire, or Spain, it could be argued

that by 1497 he had the best outfitted fleet of all of Europe: two of
his ships, the Sovereign and the Regent, had 141 guns/419 chambers
and 181 guns/453 chambers respectively.”® But, it is perhaps the
centralizing of gunpowder weapons control in England which might
prove the most important gunpowder weapon policy of Henry's reign.
By the end of the fifteenth century, local gunpowder weaponry own-
ership had been virtually abolished. It would stay so at least until

the reign of Henry VIII.
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