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                                             Raphael's "Backward Reform": 

                                  Agent provocateur or Agent proclamateur?

                                                          John Freeman     

     Raphael Hythloday is often portrayed as an agent provocateur offering a radical social blueprint for improving and rebuilding England. To this effect, Richard Sylvester claims that his proposals "bristle with metaphors of deracination and eradication....he believes that man must cut himself away from the mainland of his present and past existence, must start from scratch, building a new society according to a prearranged plan."
 Raphael's most vociferous objection to the current state of the commonwealth, over the issue of enclosure, has stood as the most radical of his proposals. His compelling image of sheep becoming wolves, the "golden hoof" overrunning the English countryside like a horde of mercenaries, has made Thomas More the continuing beneficiary of much positive press as the champion of the rights of common against the greed and corruption of the upper classes. Appearing as a court outsider and an agent provocateur, Raphael has impressed himself upon many readers other than Sylvester as a bold innovator of new social policies. 

     In a contrary spirit, I will argue that there is a peculiar "backwardness" to Raphael's reforms, particularly in regards to enclosure. A chronological arranging of enclosure statutes and proclamations leading up to the publication of Utopia will lead to a reassessment of Raphael as a bold innovator of social policy. Far from provocative, the 

proclamatory nature of his pronouncements is derivative not only of the style and tenor of Tudor documents but also of the ideology driving their formulation. Recasting Raphael as an agent proclamateur, I will suggest that Raphael operates as a double agent whose status as a court outsider is contradicted by his encoding of Tudor economic and legislative policy into the text of his reforms. This reassessment of Raphael will lead to the argument that Utopia was itself an important bargaining chip in Thomas More's negotiations over entering court service. Appropriating Tudor ideology in his figuration of Raphael and skillfully positioning his text to take advantage of the prevailing winds of Tudor policy, More provides a telling demonstration of how his humanist training in letters allowed him to pursue power and privilege while still maintaining the humanist pose of detachment from--and even disdain for--such maneuverings.  

     It has been the fashion to speak of Utopia, particularly book 1, as an expose of the ills plaguing More's England. Raphael's critique, many would have it, both exposes the sources of those ills and offers remedies for them. Historians thus have sought links between More's text and the formation of Tudor social policy. On the basis of Raphael's anti-enclosure diatribe, the historian Jasper Ridley speculates about a possible connection between the appearance of More's text in December of 1516 and Cardinal Wolsey's appointment of a commission on 28 May 1517 to investigate the matter of those illegal enclosures upon the commons that had stirred up "so much resentment among the poorer classes in the countryside."
 Noting that the reports of this commission led to a decree on 12 July 1518 annulling all illegal enclosures, Ridley remarks how snugly More's text fits into the time-scheme of Wolsey's actions regarding enclosures. Ridley speculates about a cause-and-effect influence of Utopia on Wolsey's decision-making process:

              It would be interesting to know whether Wolsey read Utopia, with its                                 

              attacks on enclosures, and if so, how he reacted to it; for on 28 May    

             1517, five months after Utopia was published, he appointed a commission 

              to investigate all enclosures which had taken place since 1485. (162)
  

     Establishing the time when Wolsey might have read Utopia is easy enough; indeed, More himself indicates that an overzealous Peter Giles wasted no time in spiriting a copy of the book to Wolsey. In a brief letter that he penned, presumably to a member of the royal court, in January of 1517, More establishes the fact that Utopia was in Wolsey's hands sometime that very month. Although More had promised a copy of his book to the Cardinal, Giles apparently wounded the text's "virginity" by delivering a copy before More could do so personally:  

              I had promised my Utopia to one Cardinal Wolsey (if, unknown to me, my 

              Peter [Giles] had not already wounded the first flower of my virginity), if to 

              anyone; and I would not have kept it exclusively to myself, but I would 

              have perhaps consecrated it to Vesta and ignited her sacred flames.
  
     More's disappointment with Giles' enterprising action of forwarding a copy of Utopia to Wolsey is more than a bit disingenuous, however. In a letter to Erasmus dated September 1516, More carefully specifies the "gift-wrapping" he has in mind for his text, this to take the form of several "glowing testimonials," leaving little doubt that he wished his text to be consecrated on the political as well as the literary altar: "I sent you some time ago my 

Nowhere, which I long to see published soon, and well furnished too with glowing testimonials, if possible not only from several literary men but also from people well-known for the part they have in public affairs."
 More's desire to see his work advertised and endorsed by men well connected in the public arena suggests More wanted Utopia to have an effect beyond literary circles. In rushing a copy to Wolsey, Giles was acting on very logical conclusions about its intended audience.

      Although Giles made haste to place Utopia in Wolsey's hands, there is yet a problem with viewing Raphael as an agent provocateur and Utopia as a causative agent in influencing Wolsey's policy. As Edwin F. Gay informs us in "The Inquisitions of Depopulation in 1517 and the 'Domesday of Inclosures,'" Wolsey was at least a few years ahead of Utopia in its call for actions against depopulating enclosures: 

        Thomas More, from 1514 on, was rising high in estimation with Wolsey and with

        Henry VIII., but it was before the appearance of Utopia, in 1516, that Wolsey, 

        as we have reason to suppose, was already preparing for action [against     

        enclosers].

     The action that Wolsey was preparing took the form of royal proclamations ordering both the destruction of enclosures and the creation of commissions to identify those who failed to comply. As Paul L. Hughes and James F. Larkin observe, Tudor proclamations served an informal means of making people comply with statutes already on the books or with those that the Crown had been unable to move parliament to pass into law. As R. W. Heinze points out, proclamations "added new methods to force compliance" that went 

beyond the statutes, such as when the Crown ordered all "enclosures made since the first year of Henry VII's reign destroyed, although the statutory date was 1515."
 In backdating the legal mandate of the statutes, Wolsey employed proclamations as a means "to introduce regulations which Parliament had been unwilling to incorporate in statutes."
 

      A review of statutes and proclamations enacted before the appearance of Utopia demonstrates that Raphael's call for laws governing the matter of enclosures is decidedly behind the times. In The Statutes of the Realm, for example, we find a statute of 1488-89 entitled "An Acte agaynst pullyng doun of Tounes" (II 542). I. S. Leadam and Edwin Gay mention a local anti-enclosure act passed by Henry VII's third parliament in January of 1490. This act describes "the Isle of Wight as 'late decayed of people' by the destruction of towns and villages through conversion to pasture and engrossing of farms, and limits to one farm, not exceeding ten marks in value, the amount which shall be held by any one man."
 A second act followed shortly. These were followed by a proclamation on 18 February 1493: "Enforcing Statutes against Murder, Decay of Husbandry, Vagabonds, Beggars, and Unlawful Games." Closer chronologically to the appearance of Utopia was a draft bill introduced by Wolsey in 1514, which Heinze identifies as containing "sweeping and certainly unenforceable controls on engrossing"
 in limiting individuals to no more than one farm.  (It never became law.) A proclamation dated 1514 also complained of enclosure and "the engrossing of many farms and tenements of husbandry unto the hands and possession of a few covetous persons."
 Engrossers are ordered to put these lands back in tillage, such lands "to be inhabited and dwelt in by husbandmen or laborers according as it was before the engrossing of said houses." Parliament began to meet in February 1515, and it enacted the first enclosure legislation of Henry VIII's reign: "'All land converted to pasture since that date was to be restored to tillage 'after the manner and usage of the county where the said land lieth'"(Heinze 95). The statute was reenacted the following year and made perpetual.

     This review of statutes and proclamations prior to the publication of Utopia reveals that Raphael's proposals concerning enclosure were neither original nor did they constitute radical departures from Tudor social and legislative policy. What gives them their apparent novelty is the way More frames Raphael's attack on enclosers, backdating it about twenty years before Utopia's publication. More places Raphael's diatribe against enclosers in the context of 1497, shortly after the Cornish revolt, when the fictional voyager claims to have been a guest in Morton's household. The subtlety of this time shift is such that even the astute Richard Marius overlooks it in claiming "absurdity is at home in England" when Raphael is visiting Morton "who in fact had been dead since 1500."
  

     Uttered in 1497, Raphael's critique seems radical and prescient, marking him as an agent provocateur; uttered in late 1516, the same critique seems not much more than a postscript to an already formulated Tudor policy, marking him as little more than an "agent proclamateur," merely mouthing Tudor policy. The dual time-frame at work here creates a sliding scale. It is only as an anachronism that Raphael's diatribe against enclosure is a radical proposition. Nonetheless, by placing Raphael's critique in the near past, still within the reign of Henry VIII's father, More makes Raphael seem the originator of Tudor policy concerning enclosure, as though Raphael had himself given the legislative impulse to the 

proclamations and statutes that would ensue. The narrative structure of book 1 adds to the effective force of Raphael's presentation just as the backdating of proclamations extended their effective force to an earlier time than that which their framers could legitimately claim.  

     The anachronistic quality of Raphael's proposal advances his status as a social commentator while also undercutting his refusal to enter court service; indeed, the enlightened actions Raphael argues could never become a reality in the cynical world of the court will have already been undertaken by the Tudor regime by the time of Utopia's publication. One suspects the sincerest form of flattery here, as it is sometimes difficult to distinguish selected passages in book 1 from those found in these Tudor documents. For example, an act composed in 1514 cites from a report of the Justices and Commissioners of the Shires in noting 

              an infinite number of the King's subjects for lack of occupation had fallen and 

              daily do fall into idleness and consequently into theft and robberies. And finally

              by the rigor of the laws of this realm many of them have been put to the execution 

              of death.

With its linking of enclosure to the social ills of idleness, vagabondage, scarcity of grain, and theft, the language of this proclamation will be echoed a few years later by Raphael, who describes "the great numbers [who] are driven into idleness" and discusses how that idleness has contributed to the growing number of thieves, vagrants, and lazy servants. Finally, he comments on the absurdity of a social system that "creates thieves and then becomes the very agent of their punishment" (TM 71). Raphael's recapitulation of enclosure legislation is particularly important since so many other contemporary ills--vagrancy, theft, unjust punishments--are causally linked to enclosure. If the Tudor regime has been acting on 

enclosure for the past twenty years, then by an extension of Raphael's own logic it has been moving on other pressing social problems as well. Through a narrative sleight of hand, Raphael's stand against court service is subtly undermined.  

     Raphael's call to roll back enclosures and re-institute the feudal agrarian system closely parallels not only Tudor legislative policy but also the ideology defining reform. As Lacey Baldwin Smith observes about Tudor England: "No one, least of all Henry, looked to the bright face of tomorrow, for a future which was not a monotonous repetition of the past was unthinkable."
 Gay is also instructive in this matter. Acknowledging Henry's "excellent intentions for reform in church and state," Gay notes that Henry and his contemporaries viewed reform in a way quite different from "the modern sense of the word": 

               They had no conception of a forward social progress or of necessary economic 

               change, and meant by "reformation" a return "to the old and good customs   

               and constitutions" of the past. This abhorrence of innovation, characteristic 

               of mediaeval life, and indeed of all custom-ruled society, goes far to  

               explain the bitterness of the exaggerated contemporary complaints at any 

               attempt to change the old agricultural system. But whatever of such   

               backward reform Henry, in the intervals of court revels and foreign wars,  

               may have intended, it was not until Wolsey's advent to power, and the 

               breathing space afforded by the conclusion of peace with France, that any 

               serious efforts were made.

     Raphael's call for retrospective limits on enclosures mimics the Act of 1515 that sought to enforce limits set in the Act of 1489. His proposals concerning enclosures seek to turn back time: "Make laws that the destroyers of farmsteads and country villages should either restore 

them or hand them over to people who will restore them and who are ready to build" (TM 71)."
 Raphael practices a conservatism by legal fiat: "Let farming be resumed and let cloth-working be restored once more" (TM 71). Like the second statute of enclosure in 1515, Raphael's policy advocates a "backward reform." He invokes a return to the past, a conserving of that past.  Far from being progressive and novel, the "futurity" of Raphael's proposals actually points to that near past, in measures already promulgated by Henry VIII and his father. By a trick of narrative, Raphael’s solutions seem to “anticipate” Tudor legislative policies. Published on the eve of the enclosure commission's investigations, Raphael's critique dovetails into Tudor policy in ways that would be beneficial to any desire More might have had for court service. 

     Both lawyer and humanist, More is at an advantage in fashioning Raphael as an agent proclamateur. As authors themselves, the framers of these proclamations strove to add to them a literary dimension; indeed, rhetorical devices and emotional appeals are fashioned to political ends. Noting that proclamations had to further the Crown's purposes by "successive steps, coordinated with legal and literary skill," Hughes and Larkin speak admiringly of their "'uncanny skill in presentment'":

              Indications of firm legislative purpose appear even in the structure of these 

              documents, a literary form psychologically gauged to elicit from the subject an 

              obedient response, favorable to the will and interests of the crown. (xxvi)

     Raphael's own uncanny skill in presentment derives from More's thorough knowledge both of domestic legislative maneuvers and literary devices. Not only can More have Raphael outdo the framers of proclamations with images of sheep-turned-wolves devastating the countryside, but he can also appropriate the structure of the proclamations to serve as a rhetorical framework 

for Raphael's critique. An examination of the structure of proclamations will bear out the similarities between them and Raphael's own proclamatory style. To this end, Hughes and Larkin identify the five-part structure of the proclamation as involving a process of authorization, rationalization, order, enforcement, and penalty. Authorization involves directing "public attention toward an established sanction for the present legislative order" (xxvi). The "immediate interests" of both subject and commonwealth are invoked as a particular social or economic problem is identified. Hughes and Larkin note that "the law of God" and "ancient custom" (xxvi) were sometimes invoked as authorizations for the proclamation. In a similar fashion, Raphael condemns not only noblemen but also some abbots; his description of abandoned churches used as sheep pens suggests that enclosure stems from unholy behavior verging on sacrilege. His desire to restore enclosed land to its prior state in the feudal agrarian scheme evokes the proclamation's own project of appealing to "ancient custom" as a means of reversing the pernicious effects of these newfangled enclosures.  

     Acting as a minister without portfolio, Raphael sets forth the nature of the problem addressed and the need for acting upon it, in effect imitating the lengthy rationalization section of the proclamation. In like fashion, the framers of proclamations invoked "the definite need of the commonwealth and, thereby, […] the virtue of the royal ordinance as a remedy" (xxvi). As an agent proclamateur, Raphael positions himself in the role of a commissioner in offering an extended analysis and damage assessment of enclosure's effect on the country. In this sense, Raphael offers in advance an unauthorized version of the commissioners' soon-to-be-compiled report. Raphael's probing analysis takes into account the effects of oligopoly not only on the work force but also on the price of food and the dwindling cattle stock. He extends this analysis 

into a consideration of future conditions, when "the whole mischief of this system" will be felt not only at the local level where the cattle are sold but also in larger markets where scarcity will cause prices to rise at the point of purchase. G. R. Elton believes Raphael's analysis of cattle breeding to be flawed, as he misunderstands the "economics of cattle breeding,  [and the] necessity for buying cattle in advance and fattening them, unfortunately on common lands."
 Still, Raphael manages to provide a very cogent, comprehensive evaluation of enclosure's effects. Although Raphael has not been authorized to give such a report, his abilities to do so certainly speak for themselves and would be evident to anyone looking for commissioners to advance the Crown's purposes. As someone speaking well within the Tudor discourse against the abuses of enclosure, Raphael would certainly draw favorable attention to his creator Thomas More as someone who might prove useful in promulgating Tudor policies.

     Structuring Raphael's own critique after the royal proclamation, More recreates and amplifies the sense of moral necessity growing out of a rigorously defined set of justifications. Raphael even includes enforcement and penalty clauses reminiscent of the "coercive purpose" of these documents in their imposition of fines, forfeitures, and imprisonment for noncompliance (xxviii). At the center of the proclamation is the order or "royal command, following the carefully laid groundwork of authorization and rationalization" (xxvii). Presented now as a moral necessity, this order "is forthright in expression, precise and logical in structure" (xxvii). The moral imperative that drives Raphael's critique of enclosures is strikingly similar to that found in the proclamations. Perusing his gift copy of Utopia, Wolsey would have most certainly recognized more than a note or two of a score taken from his own orchestration of social policy.  

     Raphael's appropriation of Tudor policy reenacts Wolsey's method of supplying a convenient cover for a course of action not entirely idealistic in its goals, mirroring More's method of seeking political advancement while ostensibly preserving humanist ideals. In this regard, the enforcement and penalty phase of Tudor legislation went far beyond simply returning landholding to its former conditions. For all their idealistic pretensions, motions against enclosure, with their fines and forfeitures to the state for noncompliance, were intended as revenue enhancement for a fiscally overextended Crown. As Leadam points out, the acts against enclosure fulfilled two objectives from the Crown's point of view: "the Crown would be forward in showing its respect for the law, and in providing itself with ways and means for assisting Henry's extravagant habits and Wolsey's expensive policy" (2). Although a modern reader might view the recital of decay found in these reports as expressions of nostalgia and righteous indignation, Leadam informs us that "a high valuation [of these lands] was of importance to the Crown" (70) in assessing the "damage" incurred by such enclosures:

               The claim, as it stands, is a claim for the half value of what was not in 

               existence, a habitable house, and involves a legal antinomy. It is difficult to 

               resist the conclusion that the sum really demanded was, notwithstanding the 

               formula, the sum already seen to have been legally claimable under the Act--

               viz. "half the value of thyssues and profytes of any such Londes." The reason 

               for the recital of the decay of the messuages was, not to set up a claim in    

               respect to them, but to found upon the decay of the house, in itself a 

              substantive misfeasance, a claim to the half profits of the land, whether that   

              land had been converted to pasture or not, according to the terms of the 

              statutes.

Wolsey's questionable assessment measures for profiting from the valuation of what amounted to "phantom realty" would require the utmost rhetorical and literary skill to make them palatable. The surveying of this now phantom realty depended heavily on the ability of neighbors to remember what house had once existed on a certain piece of property and how many people it had sustained.  The familiar litany of the Domesday of Inclosures is "Et Dicunt Quod" ("And they say that..." or: "And they witness that..."), a long series of presentments recorded by the juries of the hundreds.  Gay notes the "variety of expression" found here, apparently the compilers' efforts to employ "a harmless literary artifice to relieve the monotony of a long series of presentments" (251).  Entries of small enclosures were usually set down in a shorthand in which the usual enclosure and conversion clauses were omitted, as the central item remained the decay of a household.  Rhetorical skill more often came into play in the recording of larger enclosures, which "appear to demand a large expenditure of phrase adequate to the enormity of the offence" (251).  

     As an agent proclamateur, Raphael's uncanny skill in presentment sets the tone for the presentments of the commissions that shortly followed the publication of Utopia.  In assessing damages, the provocative power of Raphael and his creator to turn the vox populi of dissent into well-turned figures of speech might be deemed invaluable to someone appointing commissioners.  As William C. Carroll points out:

        What continues to stand out nearly five centuries later is not the historical accuracy

        of More's  paradigm, though his account certainly was frequently if not always

        the case, but rather the interpretive power of that paradigm, its nostalgic vision--

        one might almost say fantasy--of an always already lost communal perfection.
  

Arriving in Wolsey's hands about the time in which he would be appointing commissioners, Utopia's blend of nostalgia and idealism would certainly speak well of its author as someone who might be useful in furthering the Crown's purposes. Showcasing More's talents as potentially useful in this difficult and oftentimes unpopular endeavor, Raphael's eloquent protest against enclosures would strike Wolsey as a powerful endorsement of his policies.

     If Giles indeed acted rashly in forwarding a copy of Utopia to Wolsey, he apparently did so with his English friend's best interests at heart. The humanist circle in which More moved involved a far-ranging network of friends procuring favor for friends. A place on the commission held forth great promise. There is ample evidence that those who played leadership roles in these commissions did not have to wait long for favor and preferment from a grateful Crown. Although an opponent to the Crown in the matter of Hunne's murder, John Veysey was appointed chair of the commission, "his courage and loyalty mark[ing] him out as a fit representative of the Crown upon an inquiry which was not likely to be popular with the aristocracy or rural gentry" (Leadam 74). Leadam notes that in the same year of the commission, he was granted lands at Sutton Coldfield, Warwickshire (74). Leadam views his elevation to Bishop of Exeter in 1519 as another sign of compensation for his diligent service to the Crown. Andrew Wyndesore, the second commissioner, rose to the capacity of Privy Councilor shortly after the commission of 1517.  

     That Giles' efforts on his friend's behalf were not in vain is evidenced in the Patent Roll establishing the Commission of 1517 (9 Henry VIII., Part 2, M. 6 dorso). Here, Thomas More is listed as one of those commissioners charged with investigating enclosures made in 

Southampton (abbreviated as "Sutht'"). More's name is the very last name on the list of commissioners, perhaps suggesting that his was a recent, even last-minute appointment. In the chronological placing of Utopia amid the various statutes and proclamations concerning enclosure, More's role on the commission is but the culminating evidence that Utopia did not dictate Wolsey's policy on enclosure; if anything, Giles' "advertising" of Utopia may have alerted the Chancellor to the possibility of using its humanist author as a means for advancing his policy.  

     The close alignment between Tudor social policy and many elements of Raphael's critique supports Elton's argument, recently seconded by John Guy, that "More's 'call to counsel' was the climax of a progression by which he steadily gained the attention of Henry and Wolsey."
 Insinuating Raphael's critique into Tudor policy, mimicking that policy in its ideological and rhetorical expressions, More leaves behind a work that affords textual evidence of his efforts to curry favor with the Tudor regime. For Elton, such currying of favor limits More as "a humanist of sorts but always a player at the game" (Guy 49-50). Far from being an atypical humanist, however, More pursues a career not all that different from Erasmus' own, which Guy describes as "largely a triumph of image management" (33).
 What does distinguish More from many of his humanist contemporaries is that he was more capable than most of employing his considerable talents as a lawyer, diplomat, and politician to the advancement of his career.  

     The composition of Utopia itself suggests that image management in terms of winning political favor may have led More to violate the integrity of his own text, a violation that he had earlier attributed to Peter Giles in the latter's conveying of a copy of Utopia to Wolsey. Having written the first few pages of book 1 and all but the final pages of book 2 during the embassy to the Netherlands, More apparently chose to insert new material into his text upon his return to England. The insertion of these materials, first noted by J. H. Hexter, is considered so serious a matter by John Perlette that he claims Hexter fomented a "scandal" in accusing a classic text of literature of disunity.
 What is perhaps most scandalous about the insertion of these new materials is that they interrupt the narrative flow of More's text with what amounts to a commercial break. The main matter More initially proposed, the discussion of the island of Utopia itself, has been postponed for a "public service" message: Giles' goading of the well-traveled Raphael into entering the King's service. Although Raphael argues against court service, the "Dialogue of Counsel," his social critique of English conditions, and his discussions of the policies of other countries generally allow him to advertise his credentials by showcasing both his concern for such matters and his expertise and experience. No doubt Wolsey's anti-enclosure sentiment and his forthcoming commission must have figured prominently in discussions at court when More returned to England from his Netherlands' mission.  Establishing Raphael's credentials as well as his critique of enclosure at the very beginning of efforts to curtail enclosure, More legitimizes him not as a court outsider and eccentric idealist but as someone whose call to action shadows Tudor policy from its inception to its implementation in the forming of enclosure commissions. Rhetorically disarming Raphael by making him a spokesperson for Tudor policies--and thus a straw man--More makes the outcome of the seeming conflict between service and philosophic detachment, action and contemplation, a foregone conclusion.

     More's interest in political image management at the expense of his text extended beyond its publication. Peter Ackroyd characterizes More as willing to deny authorship of his text when such denial might be politically expedient: 

              There were occasions even now [early 1517], when he seemed oddly 

              embarrassed or anxious about what he might term his secular productions.  

              He even went to the length of lying to the Archbishop of Canterbury, William 

              Warham, by claiming that Utopia had been printed without his knowledge;  

              since he had sent the manuscript to Erasmus, and worried anxiously over the 

              plans for publication, it was a bold fabrication.
  

The need for "bold fabrication" was perhaps never greater than during the months just before and after the publication of Utopia. More seems anxious to maintain his standing as a "proper" humanist with Erasmus at the same time he maneuvers his text through potentially dangerous political waters, hoping for political gain but fearing any unforeseen damage his book might have on his career.

     In some respects, More's distancing of himself from his text may not seem odd; after all, Morus plainly states at the end of book 2 that many of Raphael's proposals strike him as ridiculous and unfeasible. If the associations between Raphael's identity as an agent proclamateur and Tudor policy hold true, however, Morus' rejection of Raphael's positions may add up to an implicit repudiation of at least some elements of that policy. In retrospect, More's career as chancellor suggests a certain predictive power lying latent in the text. As it happened, the person who was least influenced by Raphael's position on enclosures turns out to be the author himself. Although hopes must have run high among the victims of enclosure when More took on public office, Ridley indicates that "the author of Utopia...helped them much less than 

Wolsey had done" (250). Heinze provides some evidence that the new Chancellor reversed Wolsey's activist policy against enclosures: "At least in one case, when the Sheriff of Northamptonshire destroyed some enclosures, the action was appealed as being illegal. After Wolsey's fall, the new chancellor, Sir Thomas More, upheld that appeal" (98).  E. M. G. Routh refutes Leadam's claim that villagers would now be victimized by a changed agrarian policy when the former historian notes that during the same year More decided in favor of the litigants, decreeing that "the lands then in question 'should be open for common for ever.'"
 Acknowledging such competing claims, it is fair to note that More did not take Wolsey's activist stance against enclosers. During his admittedly brief tenure as chancellor no proclamations and few fines came from More in the matter of enclosures. As J. J. Scarisbrick points out, Thomas More himself had to appear before the barons in 1527 to swear that lands he had been granted, reported in 1517 as having been enclosed, had been restored to arable.
 Ridley offers some speculation for More's inaction on an issue of injustice he had highlighted in his fiction: "Was he emphasizing to himself and others that he was now a judge in the realm of King Henry VIII, and not a visionary writing about the imaginary island of Utopia?" (250). 

     Whatever reservations More might have had about Wolsey's policies are strategically masked by a number of rhetorical deferrals and interruptions. For example, at the end of Utopia, More mentions seeing much to criticize in Raphael's positions but out of politeness defers doing so. Given Raphael's status as an agent proclamateur, any criticism of his policies, particularly on enclosure, would have risked criticizing Wolsey's policies as well. More also prevents the lawyer from mounting a case against Raphael's ignorance of local conditions by having Cardinal Morton interrupt this lawyer as he is about to begin his disputation. As Carroll humorously quips, "This might be the only instance in literature, or life, when we would have wished to hear a lawyer speak more" (34). Had the lawyer been allowed to speak, he might have had the opportunity to provide some of the complications, if not contradictions, behind Raphael's--and Tudor--generalizations about enclosure. For example, Carroll points out that the nobility, gentry and church were not the only parties to enclosures, which were sometimes defended even in rebel demands for social justice. Carroll adds other complications, such as enclosure's role in agricultural innovations and the existence of some enclosures-by-consent, suggesting that at least some tenants were not always victims in formal enclosure agreements (35). These deferrals and interruptions allow the narrator to maintain some mental reservations about Raphael's positions without running the risk of alienating Wolsey as a sympathetic audience. It may be that even in 1516, More saw at least some of Wolsey's policies as too utopian but prudently refrained from saying so.   

     If More the narrator of Utopia viewed many of Raphael's proposals as impractical in 1516, his witnessing ten years later of Wolsey's belated efforts to vigorously take up the pursuit of those policies must have struck him as a species of political suicide. Nearing the end of his tenure as chancellor, the embattled Wolsey seems to have been motivated by the spirit of Raphael in the chancellor's desperate efforts to establish a more equitable distribution of goods and holdings in the realm. For example, Raphael had noted that if, in times of dearth, rich men's granaries had been searched, then much starvation among the general population could have been avoided by distributing the surplus found there (TM 243). Elton indicates Wolsey was the first chancellor to institute such searches, and Heinze adds "One is struck by the thoroughness of the effort" (101):

               On 26 September 1527 orders were sent to the justices of the peace in the 

               county of Kent commissioning them to make searches for grain. The orders         

               assumed that there was sufficient grain in Kent to supply the populace, but 

               that individuals were withholding grain from the market for selfish gain.  

               The justices were commanded "to divide yourselves into sundry places and 

               parts of the said county and not only to view search and try what grains and 

               corns be in the houses, barns, garners or ricks" but also to seek out individuals

               who had more grain than was necessary for the supply of their household and

               for seed and to bind them by recognizance to bring the grain to market. (99)

     Heinze judges that this search went well enough for the government to institute a second search two weeks later. The general proclamation "was directed both against middlemen who forestalled, regrated or engrossed grain and against producers who hoarded surplus grain" as a means of driving up its value, sometimes even before it had been harvested (99). In 1529, Wolsey went so far as to order some enclosures destroyed in Northamptonshire and Kent.  

     Wolsey's actions call to mind Raphael's own railing against the oligopoly of enclosers whose breeding practices resulted in a general scarcity of cattle and the high price of food. Ridley argues that pragmatism rather than idealism motivated Wolsey to move against enclosures "with the object of appeasing the unrest and of lessening his personal unpopularity" (170). Gay, however, notes that Wolsey's main reward for his actions to curtail enclosure was "contemporary odium." Wolsey not only suffered from this contemporary odium but also suffered posthumously in the "'brief remembraunce' of 1529...where, among other charges, Wolsey is attacked for executing 'the statute of enclosing'" (Gay 236). A sense of frustration emerges from his efforts against enclosures.  His proclamations, offering a by-now standard denunciation of enclosures, indicate "that despite the 'industry and diligence' of Wolsey and the council 'to reform, remove and repress the aforesaid great enormities and inconveniences...very little reformation thereof as yet is had'" (Heinze 97). Clearly, Wolsey's "backward reform" was not the wave of the future, particularly when even small landholders had elected to enclose upon the commons in their own modest versions of privatization. 

     Even the darker motives driving Wolsey's early reformist policy had too utopian a dimension to outweigh the benefits he had hoped to gain for the state. The capitalization of English agriculture through enclosure continued its inevitable progression, although the Crown's hopes for increased revenues from fines and forfeitures on enclosures never fully materialized. In Robert Brenner's terms, the "surplus-extraction" that Tudor policy makers hoped to realize from enclosure commissions and subsequent fines and forfeitures based on their reports would have provided the English peasantry "with relatively powerful property rights over comparatively large areas of the land" (29), a state of affairs not envisioned even by the most ardent anti-enclosure policy makers.
 Gay summarizes Tudor and Stuart efforts against enclosure as a "century and a half of rhetorical complaint, futile proclamations, and half-hearted legislation" (237).
 Interesting enough, however, Utopia still evidences its affinities to Tudor ideology here in that the enclosure commissions established the state's functions as record-keeper and moral-purveyor, functions that it would later exercise with far more authority in the profit-generating legislative seizures of monastic properties and chantries.  The highly regulated Utopian society foreshadows the growth of the modern nation state.

     Unfortunately for Wolsey, the utopian and progressive elements of his policies would have to wait a few centuries to garner any appreciation. Gay's appreciative retrospective of Wolsey's reformist impulses was certainly not the sentiment of his contemporaries: "But, to do him justice, through the whole Tudor period and beyond, his was the only honest enforcement of the law against what right-minded men held to be an intolerable evil" (236).  A close reading of Raphael's pessimistic assessment of bringing to fruition wise and just policies in the corrupt world of the court might have alerted Wolsey to the frustration that lay ahead of him.

     Given the connections between Wolsey and Raphael's positions, readings of Raphael as a radical and eccentric reformer run against the historical grain. As an agent proclamateur, Raphael fails in his social program not because of the utopianism of his vision, as in Elton's characterization of Utopia as "a mixture of conscious and unconscious failure; with its emotional and inadequate analysis, and its rejection of practicable solutions, it altogether fails to offer a usable programme of reform" (45). In actuality, Raphael's social program fails precisely because it has been patterned after Tudor policy leading up to the publication of Utopia.  Raphael's utopianism, his failure to find "a usable programme of reform," is as firmly rooted in that historical context as Wolsey's own quixotic quest to enact a "backward reform" that would restore an increasingly vanishing agrarian scheme. Angling for public position, More used Raphael as an attractive bait.

     More's appropriation of Tudor ideology and his text's "backward" composition suggest that his negotiations to enter court service were well underway while he was writing Utopia. Not solely a literary production, Utopia offers the "text" of these negotiations for those willing to reconstruct the historical and biographical contingencies surrounding its composition. Placing Raphael in his rightful historical context helps to clarify More's negotiating stance at a critical juncture in his life. Framing Raphael as a double agent, our humanist author manages to court Wolsey with a refiguration of Tudor social policy without necessarily committing himself in full to that policy (a strategy that More will repeat years later in accepting the chancellorship of England in spite of his mental reservations about Henry's marriage). Raphael's seeming philosophic detachment from the world of the court enables More to reserve for himself the humanist pose of disdaining service to the court in order to pursue loftier goals. As much as 

Erasmus might mark a strict division between the pursuit of letters and the pursuit of political power, fellow humanists of Peter Giles' standing knew very well how to advertise and market their own and others' services. In this vein, More was exceptional in his abilities, not in his refusal to play the game. Although in an ideal world humanists like More might have preferred to consecrate their works to Vesta and ignite "her sacred flames," even a work like Utopia could be waylaid and sacrificed on the far more secular altar of political ambition. 

                                                                   NOTES
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