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Abstract

The present study explores ttedethirteenthc ent ury bi shopsdé register

Hereford diocese, the other from Winchester, in ordehéd sight onthe act of
registration during this periodn doing so, the thesis aimsfurther current
understanding afegistersand a&velop new methodologies for their uséistorical
research. Where previous studies only focus on one patrticular type of record in a
register, such as charters, each chapter of this thesis examinesentiffpe ofecord
meaning a far greater rangeaaich register is explorethe thesis also considers what
light the two registers can shed on episcopacy in Hereford and Winchester dioceses in
the late thirteenth century. Waimost studies ahis perod focus on archbishops or
royal government offials, this thesis turns to two workadaghops in order to
consider how those men who played a less prominent role in English palitetcal
ecclesiastical life pracisl episcopacy. Each chapter concerparéicular episcopal
activity: the safeguarding of ecclesiastical benefices, the construction of episcopal
households, ecclesiastical reform, episcopal visitations and, more broadly, the pursuit of
a career, afforaig a broad investigation into each biphds act i vi ti es.
Using the two registers, this study argues that it is essential to consider
episcopacy as something distinct to each individual, shaped by a range of motives,
agendas, ancklationships. It emphasizes the role of human lseamgl their
interactionsn diocesan administration and in producing registeesjing to diverse
approaches to episcopacy and the record of episcopaltadto draws connections
between registratioand episcopal activity, developing new ways of reading the
material based on a greater understanding ofdh&nt and production oégistes and

their contexs.
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A note on conventions

Out of consideration for accuracy and consistency, | have modernized place and
toponymic names where possible, but | heept the preposition partictiein all

relevant names in order to reflect its usage in records of the period. WWeerames of
French or ltalian individuals are given in Latin, | have used the vernacular equivalent,
henceJacobugle Sinibaldibecomes Jacopo de Sinibaldi. Where a church, parish,
religious house, or place is now classified in a different county asmegiative to the
period of study (often owing to the Local Government Act 1972), | have noted both the

historic and modern county.



Introduction

This thesis wildl examine two bishopsodé r et
from Winchester, to see what light they can shed on episcopacy at a crucial (and oddly
understudied) moment in English ecclesiastical history, the late thirteenth century. As

Al i son McHardy stresses, bishopThdmainegi st
aim of this thesis is to develop new methodologies for using registers to study the period

in question, namely by taking two registers as the object of study, and, for the first time,
critically engaging witha broad range ahaterial within them, theby unlocking some

of their untapped potential. It also gives focus to variations in registration practice in the
two dioceses and the implications these variations have for understanding registers. The
vehicle for this investigation is a study of episaoyp, or the execution of the episcopal

of fice, in Hereford and Winchester dioce:
businesg,registers contain a wealth of material that can help to advance current
scholarship on episcopacy in the late thirteentiiuwrg. This present study examines
register materi al in order to determine \
different aspects of diocesan government and ecclesiastical reform, as well as their
political activity in the diocese and beyondaffering a new perspective tiie English

realm during the reign of Edward I. This thesis also seizes on the opportunity afforded

by register material to explore the relationship between person (the bishop and his staff,

in particular) and systems of goverem, especially registration, and to consider the

human, rather than institutional, aspects of diocesan governance.

! AK.McHardy,6 Bi shopsé Registers and Political Histor)
C.N.L. Brooke, R.B. Dobson (edgjhe Foundations of English Medieval English Ecclesiastical History
(Woodbridge, 2005), 1793.

2 DM.Smith,Gui de t o Bi sohEnglamwdanddalps: & dureey fsom the Middle Ages to

Abolition of Episcopacy in 164@ondon, 1961), ix.
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On account of major shifts in the political and legal cultures of England and the
Latin church, the late thirteenth century is an ideairggtor a study of this kind. Under
Edward I (12721307), the English Crown held greater power and authority throughout
the British Isles, aided by the centralization, and development, of royal government,
even at time when the rise of parliament was ialgethe relationship between ruler and
ruled? The ability to promulgate statutes and demand taxation also gave the Crown
greater control over the church in England and its resources, not least because many
high-ranking members of royal government wereick including bishop$ Further
afield, the papacy continued to expand its powers over a Christianizing Europe, led
during this period, in particular, by Pope Boniface VIl (12803)° The papacy
sought to consolidate its rule over secular leadershbsyth i zed by Boni faceds
promulgation of thelecretal Clericis laicos in 1296, which prevented clerics from
paying taxes to secular authorities, leading to a constitutional crisis in England it 1297.
The thirteenth century was also a great age of ecdiesia®form led by Innocent Il
(11981216), Honorius Il (12127), and Gregory X (12716), beginning with the
Fourth Council of the Lateran in 1215 and ending with the Second Council of Lyons in
12747 1t fell to bishops to enact the papal reform agenith their dioceses. As
magnates of the realm and governors of the church during this period, bishops traversed
the divide between the ecclesiastical and lay spheres and obeyed two masters vying for
power against each other: king and pope. They occupeahainent but precarious
position in a late thirteertbentury political landscape undergoing change, and their

registers can provide a new perspective on episcopal activity.

3 C.Burt, Edward | and the Governance of Englan@721307 (Cambridge, 2013)R. R. DaviesThe

First English Empire: Power and Identities in the British Isles 20333 (Oxford, 2000); R. Fram&he

Political Development of the British Isles, 120800(Oxford, 1990), 14%68; G. L. HarrissKing,

Parliament and Public Finance in Medieval Englafi®75), 27127;J . R. Maddicott, O&éEdward I
lessons of Baronial Reform: local government, 1858 DCEI (1985), 230 and higOrigins of the

English Parlament, 9241327(Oxford, 2010), 2783 75 ; W. M. Or mr od, 6State Building
under Edwar d |Edglandnn the imhinteenttd Cehta¢gtamyford, 1991), 1:35; M.

Prestwich Edward I(London, 1988).

4 J.H. DentonEnglish Royal Fre€hapels 110€1300: a constitutional studiManchester, 1970E.B.

Gr a v@rsumspécte AgatisEHR43 (1928), 120; B.T h o mp $labandumdet Tenendutray and
Ecclesiastical Attitudes t o -Billed.) ReligoysBelietapd of t he Chur ch
Ecclesiastical Careers in Late Medieval England: studies in the History of Medieval Religion 3

(Woodbridge, 1991), 19238.

5 G. BarracloughThe Medieval Papacfondon, 1968); T.S.R. BoasBpniface VIII(London, 1933);

C. Morris, The Papal Monarchy: the Western Church from 1050 to 1@&@ord, 1989).

6 Denton,Robert Winchelsey and the Crown, 1281.3: a study in the defence of ecclesiastical liberty

(Cambridge, 1980), 8Q76.

7 R.Foreville,Latran I, Il llletIV(Histoi r e des conci (Pars, 1968 uMiRawellgues vi )
@Pastorbonus some evidence of Honori us ISpetutush2 (@¥®, of t he serr
522-37;H. Wolter et H. HolsteinL.yon letLyon Il Hi st oi re des c¢ o)(Rafis|1866). T cum®ni g u e ¢
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l. The study of latethirteenth century bishops, episcopacy, and registers

The historiography of late¢hirteenth century England is characterized more by its focus

on Edward I, royal government, and constitutional development than it is by the study

of bishops or the church. More studies exist for}2&2 bishops, when new systeais

government and administration were being developed, chief among them registration in

just a few dioceses, and for the period after 1307, when those systems were more

established. The transitional period between the two is lesser studied. Nevertheless,

there are two particular strands in current historiography to which this thesis responds.

One focuses on the lives of major archbishops, usually in a biographical format, and the

second investigates episcopal government, especially diocesan administicabss,

the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries,
There has been sustained scholarly int

production of the first printed editions in the nineteenth century. Philippa Hoskin

recently, and convincingly, challenged the lehgld notion that registration was the

Oapotheosisd of the episcopal chancery, |

to be the dominant form of episcopal rectrping by the late thirteenth centdry.

Despite their prominent place, just two major interests preoccupy scholarship on

registers. First is a survey of registers, drawing attention to their sut\aadid

Smit hoésGusiudrev etyo, B i srenmamsedseriia rgadingtfae its sletailed

introductions and classification of every surviving register from English and Welsh

dioceses? The second is the origins and proliferation of registration, such as in Daniel

Frankforter 6s st udthirteemth centimelLincola gnd ¥arke r s i n

dioceses and their emergence from royal chancery prattidesssential as these

8 Hoskin, 6éDelineating the devel opment of English
e X ¢ 0o mmu n Tabwaridalbd(A041), 3547.

% R.M. HainesThe Administration of the Diocese of Worcester in the First Half of the Fourteenth
Century(London, 1965), 3; A . Hamilton Thompson, 06The Regi sters
Yorkshire Archaeological Journ8R (1936), 245%3; McHardy,6 Bi s h o p $ dnd Fktical Historg:

a Neglected-9Resourcebd, 173

0 SmithGui de t o Bishops6 Registers

1 CR.CheneyEngl i sh Bi s h o p sl850@anahestee 19604369; A.D. Fartkforter,

060The Origin of Episcopal eRagi 8MamubcBpazbfloR) 6389;e dur e s
Smith,6 The Roll s of Hugh of -3MeBulletin of thie indithte gf HisioficalLi nc ol r
Research5 (1972), 1555.

11



studies ee for providingbackgroundctontext forregistration, they give more attention
to the milieu that prompted their creation, and to the processes that spurred their
evdution, than to the material within registers and its uses in historical research. To that
end, there is limited critical engagement with registers beyond the production of
editions.
Biographies are an unusually prominent feature oftlatéeenth century
episcopal historiography, often motivated by a desire to profile the great men who took
leading roles in the contest between church and Crown. In so doing, biographers are
inspired by narrative sources, especially medieval chronicles and historiegedisha
characters, or identities, of their bishops. As a result, biographers tend to focus on
bishops who fulfil certain criteria that ensure they stand out from their episcopal peers,
such as those whose political careers courted controversy or brogightitise to the
king. Jeffrey Denton and Decima Douie produced weighty biographies for John
Peckham, archbishop of Canterbury (1-829, andhis successor, Robert Winchelsey
(12941313), two dominant figures who challenged Crown encroachment on
ecclesiastial liberties'? From the other side, Robert Huscroft used personal
correspondence and royal records to flesh out the governmental role of Robert Burnell,
bishop of Bath and Wells (127%) and royal chancellor (12-82), and Constance
Fraser turned to chnicles and diocesan records to piece together a biography of the
controversial royal favourite, Antony Bek, bishop of Durham (12881)!3 The
second type of bishop to draw the attention of biographers is thebgstiop. There
was only one during this ped, St Thomas de Cantilupe, bishop of Hereford (31225
and Meryl Janceyod6s 1982 collection of essays
biographies by constructing an identity for Cantildpg8.c hol ar sd6 i nterest in C
derives from the surviviprecord of the extensive papal inquiry into his sanctity. The
Vatican dossier contains vivid details about his life obtained by the inquirers from
numerous witnessé8T hese bi ographies use the materi al c

12 Denton,WinchelseyD.L. Douie,Archbishop PecharfOxford, 1952).
13 C.M. FraserA History of Antony Bek: Bishop of Durham 12B®11(Oxford, 1957);R. Huscroft,

0The Correspondence of Robert Burnell, Adhsebop of Bath
25(2000),1639; O6Robert Bur nel | aednl@76lt 2h7enCH\DIv(E0M 68%&nt of Engl
For work on Burnell 6s successor aS%heErdwfaMalter | 6s chi ef mi

Langton, bishop of Lichfield, 13612 (Philadelphia, 1964).

¥4 M. Jancey (ed.)St Thomas Cantilupe, Bishop oéigford: essays in his hono(iHereford, 1982).

15 Hereford Cathedral Library and Archives holds a microfilm of the record of the Cantilupe inquiry

(Vatican MS Lat. 4015). For more on the inquiry and its contents, see R. Batikettjanged Man: a

story of miracle, memory, and colonialism in the Middle Agesceton, 2006 H. We b st er, O6Medi at i nc¢
memory: recalling and r ecor di dogrnatohMedienal Histaales of St Tho
(2015), 292308.

12



registers to testtheveractyf narr ati ve sources (althoug
registers survive), to provide accurate chronologies and itineraries. This present study
moves in a different direction by making registers the object of study, not the bishop,

and by analysing threlationship between register and bishop.

During the 1990s, there was a shift away from biography towards single case
studies of specific aspects of diocesan government. These studies rely upon diocesan
records far more than their predecessors and qvegtigular debt to the editors of the
English Episcopal Actaeries. The editors have brought new material to light from each
of the seventeen dioceses for the period before registféfibe.nr y Summer son 6
of Robert de Chaury, bishop of Carlisle (1288, draws ofEEAmaterial and royal
records in order to explore the bishopods
including fulfilling some of the roles usually given to courttgsffs!’ Hoskin likewise
extensively draws from h&EAedition for thirteenttt e nt ur y Dur ham t o t
patronage of clerks in their servit&These studies are narrow in their chronological
scope and overall focus, and are often aHehgth peces, but they have opened up
knowledge of the various lay, ecclesiological, and organizational functions bishops had
in their dioceses during this peridd.

A growing number of historians are in
particular aim of iderftying mentalities or worldviews, and tracing how these shaped
their work as bishops. Two focus on the late thirteeetiitury but on John Peckham,
archbishop of Canterbury and his scholarly output. Michael Sheehan drew connections
bet ween Pe c kchwatingd and hiscladed agtitnde towards the papal curia and

the Canterbury episcopa®éBenj ami n Thompson traces the

16 For a selecbibliography ofEEAeditionswith material relating to this thesis, SEEA vii: Hereford,

10791234 J. Barrow (ed.) (British Academy, 199BEA ix Winchester, 12038, N. Vincent (ed.)

(British Academy, 1994)EEA 35: Hereford, 12345, Barrow (ed.)British Academy, 2009).

¥ H. Summerson, O6Fearing God, Honouring the King:
Carlisle, 12581 2 7 BCE X (2005), 147154.

8 Hoskin6 Continuing Service: the -EgnturgRudapnadl iHo uHsoeshkoiIn
Brooke, Dobsorfeds),The Foundations of English Medieval English Ecclesiastical History: studies

presented to David SmitfiWoodbridge, 2005), 124138.

19 Seealsk. B. Dobson, &éThe Political Roligpof&dwart he Ar c
| @CEIl (1991),476 4; R. Lovatt, OHugh of Balsham, bishop
Horrox and S. Rees Jones (ed&ggmatic utopias: ideals and communities, 1-AB8%50(Cambridge,

2001), 6683.

2 M. M Sheehan, O6Archbishop John TheReligaunBdesdthe cept i
Papacy: ideals and realities, 118(B3Q ed. C. Ryan (Toronto, 1989), 2320. See also W.C. Jordan,

6John Pecham Orusadesh(2010) 15874.ad e 6,

13



academic training, his thought, had on his approach to archiepiscdpacye recent
scholargip, in the sameein, relates tother contexts. Eudes Rigaud, archbishop of
Rouen(124& 5) , i1s the focus of Adam Davisodo recent
archbishopbdés idiosyncratic worldview and the
the management of hisquince; Hoskin does the same for two bishops of Worcester in
the early thirteenth centufy.Sophie Ambler and Walter Ysebaert shift their focus away
from individual bishops towards episcopal networks, and each demonstrate how shared
thoughts, experienceand ideals brought bishops together in political networks that had
implications for the shape of local political aredd$hese studies demonstrate a means
of using records produced by bishops during the course of their government to
understand the motiviahs that drove episcopal activity, especially by drawing out the
various choices, experiences, and relationships that shaped episcopal careers and
i mpacted on a bishopds work. This thesis adop
time, appliesittothet udy of Dbi shopsdé registers and, of ¢
bishops who occupied a lower station than the archbi&hop.

The second major strand in episcopal studies focuses on ecclesiastical
government and diocesan administration. The common approdasiz studies is to
survey the systems in place that aided diocesan administration. Administrative
historians of the midwentieth century continue to light the way in this field.
ChristophBEBngCheshebds hangEpicopalViaitatioreof i e s
Monasterieslluminate some of the most significant aspects of diocesan administration
in the thirteenth century, but especially in the period before 1272, notably the generation
of diocesan records and episcopal visitations to religious hétBesy. Martin Haines

surveys the administrative systems of fourtearghtury Worcester diocese, tracing the

22 Thompson, 6The Academic and Active Vocations in the
Pechamé in C. M. B(eds) he Chuaehmatd Léarningin lratert Medievatl Society:

essays in honour of R.B. Dobs@vnington, 2002), 124.

22 AJ. Davis,The Holy Bureaucrat: Eudes Rigaud and Religious Reform in Thirteé@eiury

Normandy( Cor nel | |, 2006) ; Hos ki n, O0Di ockx@amamBlofl i ti cs in the
Ecclesiastical Historp4 (2003), 422440. See also,to alessetex n t B. Kemp, 0Goddés and th
Good Servant: Richard Poore, bishop of Salisbury, 12 Br®eyitia 12 (1998), 359/8.

2 S, Ambler, 6The Montfortian bishops and the justifice

Historical Researci85 (2012),192 09; W. Ysebaert, o6The Power of Personal
political actors in the conflict between Capetian France and the County of Flanders during the last decade

of the twelfth cent ur y 6Aspectsnof Fder anB Authority m tha Middle C . Meek (eds
Ages(Turnhout, 2007), 1683.

24 There has also been recent work on clerical careers. See Bahe&|ergy in the Medieval World:

secular clerics, their families, and their careers in nentastern Europe, ¢.860.1200(Cambridge,

2015);H. Thomas Secular Clergy in England, 1066216(Oxford, 2016), esp. pp. 5639.

25 C.R. CheneyEpiscopal Visitation of Monasteries in the Thirteenth Century (Manchester,;1931)

Bi shops 6 .8k alst-oom Bdcketso LangtorEnglish church government 111213

(Manchester, 1956).
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development and function of the various systems, such as institutions to benefices and
ordinations, in intricate detai®.More recently, Hoskin has advancedeChe y 6 s wo r k
episcopal chanceries and demonstrated the developmeptafeasional (or
professionalimg) corps of bureaucrats who specialized in chancery Wddlocesan
records, including bishopsé regipticaler s, pl
strand. Scholars mine records for the glimpses they afford into the workings of
ecclesiastical government, with a particular focus on institutionalised systems that
functioned independently of, or alongside, bishops. This body of research leaves the
impression that these systems of government functioned in a similar way in each
diocese, and survivethrgelyunchanged, from episcopate to episcopate. This leaves
open a significant opportunity to shed light on the role played by bishops in the
governmat of Hereford and Winchester dioceses, and how modes of government were
particular to each bishop, using register material to do so.

Since the 1990s, several historians have adopted sociological and
anthropological frameworks for their studies of ecestical government and church
|l ife in general. These studies owe a debi
of the church that remain, for the most part, underappreciated but vital contributions to
the field?® Brentano brought attention to thway in which human nature shaped
approaches to government, administration, and the exercise of law. In recent years,
Michael Burger has developed this moddgsing material in the Lincoln rolls and
registers, Burger 6s st uddpsasdaccideacomsnand, ni ¢ a |
using a broader range of diocesan records, on the role of relationships between bishops
and clerks, give a sense of the complex interactions between people that were at the
heart of diocesan administratih. an F o r r e aspedtsof diocesan 0 n

administration likewise sheds light on the social conventibabi{ug that drove

%6 Haines,Administration of WorcesteFor a general survey of diocesan administration in England, see
R.E. Rodes Jicclesiastical Administration in Medieval England: the Ar§kxons to the Rafmation
(Notre Dame, 1977).

27 Hoskin, O6Authors of Bureaucracy: developing anc
episcopal chanceries in the second half of the ¢t
Patrons and Professionals ihg Middle Ageg¢Donington, 2010),6¥ 8 and her oO0Delineat:.i
devel opment of Englisfh episcopal chanceriesd, 35

28 R. BrentanoYork Metropolitan Jurisdiction and papal judges delegate, 12G@erkeley; Los

Angeles, 1959)Two Churches: Englandnd Italy in the Thirteenth Centu(fPrinceton, 1968)Rome

before Avignon: a social history of thirteertbntury RoméNew York, 1974).

® M. Burger, O0Bishops, Archdeacons and Communicat
of Lincoln, ¢.12141 2 9 BCEY (1995) 1952 06 ; &6 Pet er of Leicester, Bish
Worcester, and the probl em of CdholicEiftiricaletReviei®h t hi r t e
(2000), 45373; Bishops, Clerks, and Diocesan Governancé&hirteenthCentury England: reward and
punishmen{Cambridge, 2012).
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ecclesiastical government by 1300, especially the importance of sharing knowledge, the
Roman law concept dama and thamportance of theeguation ofsocial interactions
in localised administratio?f. These studies, few as they are at the moment, have
revolutionized the way in which ecclesiastical government is understood and how
diocesan records are used-he studies suggest that people and the soorahs that
affected their behaviour, as well as personal choices, shaped diocesan government, not
just systems. They raise questions of the extent to which local contexts, and the people
within them, shaped what a bishop could do in his diocese, and &slexplore how
varied modes of diocesan government were acro
responses to particular circumstances, as this thesis does.
In light of the studies discussed above, the principal aim of this thesis is to
criticalyenmge with the two chosen bishopsé registe
each register, their functions, and how the material worked (in terms of its content and
context), and to open up the implications these various factors have for how scholars
use andunderstand registers. Through unlocking this material, by bringing to the fore its
gualities, this present study also looks to find new methodologies for the study of
bishops and episcopacy in the late thirteenth century. It considers, in particular, what
registers can reveal about the milieu and the various impulses shaping episcopal
approaches to diocesan government, ecclesiastical reform, and-keeprdg in
Hereford and Winchester dioceses, such as bis
authority,or their responses to papal agendas in light of ecumenical councils or the
promulgation of new decretals, altering the current picture of diocesan administration as
reliant upon universal institutions and systems of governniérg.necessitatemnalysis
that encompasses both the life and career of each hislooger to understand the
various influences that shapk@ approaches to episcopacy. By combining these two
focuses (register and bishop), a further opportunity to explore the relationship between
bishop and register arises, and so to draw out the input that each bishop had on

registration in his diocese.

30 Forrest, O06The archive of the official of Stow and
t hi rt e e n HistoricaleResearct34/ (2011), 11 3; 6 The Trfdisimtioroimtneat i on o

Thirt eentPastae Praseri?2ly(2013), 38.

3% For similar studies in other contextcenfurysee E. Col ema
Cremona: the interface of secul arA Rimdli(eds),c|l esi asti cal p

Churchmen and Urban Government in Late Medieval Italy, c.420850: cases and contexts

(Cambridge, 2013), 281; D. Footelordship, Reform, and the Development of Civil Society in Medieval

Italy: the Bishopric of Orvieto, 1160250(Not r e Dame, 2004); JCent@pering, O0The T
Engl i sh Par i s h6,EddcatingPeople od FaithEaxpjodng thg Histbry df Jewish and

Christian CommunitiegMichigan, 2004), 2082; S. MenacheTheVox Dei: communication in the

Middle AgeqOxford, 1990).
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. Pontoise, Swinfield, and their registers

This section will introduce the two bishops at the heart of this study and will outline
their valueto the thesis, before, more importantly, moving on to introduce their
registers.

Two distinct, contemporaneous bishops kept the two registers that form the
focus of this study. The first is John de Pontoise, bishop of Winchester between June
1282 and Deceber 1304. The seconsl Richard de Swinfield, bishop of Hereford
between March 1283 and March 13#The two bishops were chosen for several of
their qualitiesFirst and foremostheir registersThese are explored more in depth
below, but they are appxiately the same length and contain records for the entire
span of Pontoiseds and Swinfieldbs episc:
Their two careers also covered the same period from the early 1280s to the first decades
of the fourteentltentury, meaning both bishops spent over two decades governing their
dioceses. Pontoise and Swinfield also had a quality that distinguishes them from other
bishops from this period who have been studied. They were not major figures such as
Bek, Peckham, dWinchelsey; Pontoise and Swinfield were bishops who were less
likely to draw comment from contemporary chronicles, who occupied a position outside
the political limelight, and whose careers, until now, have attracted little attention.

Pontoise and Swinfié were also contrasting figures in two contrasting dioceses.
Pontoise was a worldly man: he held a degmesvil law and he had practsd as a
proctor for the English crown at the Frenmrlementduring the 1260s, and for a range
of ecclesiastical cligs, including Peckham, at the papal curia during the 1270s and
early 1280s. Even after his papal provision to Winchester in 1282, Pontoise continued in
his judicial and diplomatic work for Edward |. Pontoise was also well connected at the
curia; his prowion to Winchester was representative of the ties he had with Pope
Martin IV (1281:85). Winchester diocese generated enormous wealth for the bishop,
around £6594 per annum from spiritual revenues (tithes, mortuary dues, oblations) and

around £4000 per anmufrom temporal (estate) revent . he diocese, which

32 Hereford cathedral chapter elected Swinfield in October 1282 and Peckham confirmed the election in
December of the same year. It was not until March 1283 that the archbishop consecrated Swinfield.
Handbook of British Chronolog@ edn, E.B. Pryde and D.E. Greenway (eds) (Cambridge, 1997), 250.

% B.M.S. Campbell, 6Corrigendum: benchmarking mec
Scotl and, an dEcdnoneciHestorg Revietl (2008), 04843, see table at p. 947, Hare,

6The Bishop and the Prior: de mgrulteral Higgoryb4c(2006), ur e i r
187-212, at p. 188.
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extended from the southern Hampshire coast (and Isle of Wight) to the southern bank of
the Thames at Southwark, contained two major trading ports, Portsmouth and
Southampton, providing routes to therfloent; it was also situated close to royal
government at Westminster, the (normal) seat of the exchequer and ciarcery.
bishop of Winchester, Pontoise had ready access to significant resources and to the
political worlds of king and pope, fuelling aaynbitions he might have had of
involvement in the high politics of church and realm.

Swinfield seems the diametric opposite of Pontoise. He was a spiritual, reclusive
man who held a doctorate in theology. He had spent eighteen years serving in the
househtdl of his mentor and predecessor at Hereford, Saint Thomas de Cafttilupe.
Swinfield rarely left the confines of his diocese and he has a reputation for diligently
fulfilling his duties as a diocesé@hl f Pont oi seds Winchester was at
English pol i ti cal and ecclesiastical spheres, Swi
them. Hereford was situated in a volatile region on the Akiggdsh border in which
several cultures, languages, and societies, such as the Marcher community and local
English and Welsh populations, intersected, meaning the diocese was in something of a
political bubble3” Hereford also had its own use (the Hereford use), keeping the diocese
liturgically distinct from others in Canterbury province that were adopting the Sarum
use3® In addition, the diocese was the fourth poorest in England in terms of spiritual
revenues; Herefordbés churches were valued at
£6500 claimed in WinchestétUnsurprisingly then, bishops of Hereford were often
less proninent figures in high politics and ecclesiastical affairs compared to their
Winchester peers. The situations Pontoise and Swinfield were in during their
episcopates could not have been further apart.

The contrasts between these two men and their dioaffeed an opportunity to

investigate individual approaches to episcopacy and to explore modes of government in

34 On occasion, the exchequer and chancery moved with the king around thestediras a period in

the 1290s and early 1300s when the bodies were situat
the Exchequer in the Thi rEnglishrGbvernn@etimnthe Thiytéenth i n A. Jobso
Century(Woodbridge, 2004), 786; D. Carpenter, O0The English Royal Chanc
Century6, ibBnglish&tvermment i thel Thijteenth Centutg-70.

% Swinfield himself recounted how |l ong he spent in Can:
Reg. Siinfield, 234 35; DentonWinchelsey39.

36 W.J. DoharThe Black Death and Pastoral Leadership: the diocese of Hereford in the fourteenth

century(Philadelphia, 1995), 16.

37 Dohar,Pastoral Leadershipl2-13.

38 R.W. Pfaff, The Liturgy inMedieval England: a historffCambridge, 2009); W. Smitfihe Use of

Hereford: the sources of a medieval diocesan(f@nham, 2015).

3% There are no surviving estate records for Hereford diocese that could give an indication of the annual

temporalr#e enues. Campbell, OBenchmarking medieval economic
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two distinct dioceses. In a sense, Pontoise and Swinfield embodied the divide between
divesandpauper rich bishop and poor bishop. The twocatdfer a strong sense of the
secular and ecclesiastical poles between which every bishop must navigate or,
depending on his ambitions, his concerns, and his agendas, gravitate towards.

Although the distinctions between Pontoise and Swinfield providérayfit
scope for a comparative study, this thesis is built around their respective registers, two
dense collections of records compiled by two distinct bishops. It is first necessary to lay
bare their form, content, and some of their most prominent fediafese any further
analysis can begin, thereby bringing to light their value as objects of study.

Pontoiseds register is the first survi
was probably the first of its kind in the diocé8ét 31.75 by 22.22 centimets and
two hundred and twentyix folios, it is a large register. The folios are made of
parchment and are numbered with Ronrarmerals; it has a fifteenttentury oak
cover, likely indicating some restoration work at that tfii€he register is mostly in
good condition, although there is damage that renders parts of some folios illegible. It
has been housed at the Hampshire Record Office since 1947, when the county took over
the recorekeeping role previously held by the Winchester Diocesan Registry. Bhere
restricted access to the original manuscript, meaning few scholars have the opportunity
to work with it. Cecil Deedes and Charl e:
register on behalf of the Canterbury and York Society between 1913 an? 1924,
edition contains few defects other than slips in transcription, and is an honest
transcription of the original. To say Pol
unfair. Scholars have mined the register for material relating to a broad rampgeitts
t hemes, often extracting a single record
Pontoisebs |l etter of intention to conduc!

forewarning monks of the bishoposofteerri val

© The editor of Pontoisebds register, Cecil Deedes
from a register kept by Nicholas de Ely, bishop of Winchester between 186286, but Smith has

since shown that these were likely from a cartulary kept by Winchester cathedral priory. Deedes,

61 nt r o RegcPontissar#®di, Smith,Gui de t o Bi s2084psd6 Regi sters

4 Hants RO 21M65/A1/1.

42 There are two importamtotes on this matter. The first is that Deedes began the editing project but
Johnson finished it, although he maintained the same editorial style. The second is that the Surrey Record
Society also printed the Deedes/Johnson edition in a serialized foetaagen 1913 and 1924. See

Registrum Johannis de Pontissafayols (Surrey Record Society 1 and 6, 1-243.
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value of benefices in thirteententury Buckinghamshire through the 1ZRdxatio

records in the registéf.However, there is much potential to study the register further.

Swinfieldds register differs fndtom Pontoi se

survive in Hereford and borrows its format from its predece$sair27.3 by 18.4

centimetres in size and two hundred and four folios in length, it is smaller than
Pontoiseb6s register. The folios are made
Roman numerals (and Arabic numerals added at a later date). There is a single flyleaf
separating the parchment folios from the covers. The register was rebound at a later
date, probably after the seventeenth century. The binder bound the leaves taultight a
this cuts off up to two centimetres of each folio close to the centratf@lde register

has also suffered from damp and rodent damage, but this is not extensive. It is now kept
in Herefordshire Archives and Record Office, but it was previously storie

diocesan registry. William Capes edited the register and the Canterbury & York Society
issued prints in 190%.The edition contains minor defects, such as incorrect dates and

false transcription. I n one case, the ori

of p

gi na

vigil of the feast of Epiphany (5 January), t

same datas 5 January 1282.In a major editorial intervention, the editor removed

each record of institution and licence to study from its original position on register
folios and compiled them in tables in appendices to the edited register in order to save
space*® The result is that these records are removed from their registered context and

rendered abstract, even superfluous, with their original, specialist language lost. In

A

Pontoiseds register, the bishopds scribes

descrbing institutions to beneficeadmissio, collatio, custodiandinductio and, on
occasionjnstitutio.By contrast the table in Swinfiel
nuances, and the editor did not identify the right by which a cleric held a berfice.

small a detail as this might seem, the difference betwestodiaandcollatio, as

chapter one addresses, can mean the difference between a cleric holding a benefice for
six months or for life, impacting the way acts of ecclesiastical patronage aesioodl.

As is the case with Pontoisebds register,

43 CheneyEpiscopal Visitation55;M. J . Frankl in, O0The Assessment of
Cent ury Buc kNottinghara Meiithal Studi€R9 (1985), 7398.

4 See next paragraph.

4 Heref RO AL/19/2.

46 The Cantilupe Society also issued a print in 1909.T®eeRegister of Richard de Swinfield, bishop

of Hereford (A.D. 1283317) W.W. Capes (ed.) (Cantilupe SociéHereford), 1909).

47 Reg. Swinfield380.

48 For records of institution, only the name of the cleric, the church, the patron, and the date are given.
Reg. Swinfield52450.
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precise selection of one or two records that speak to a certain topic, such as burial rights
in Hereford city, with particular scholarly interest in matergting to his
predecessorods sainthood aftherdis,asyetmanedi at
study that extensively investigates the |
into his career, paving the way for this thesis.

A significant prdolem with printed editions is the loss of the sense of the making
of the register or the various features of its productions. There are several features that
are common to the contents in each register. Multiple scribes worked on compiling each
register ad we can even identify different scribes on a single folio. This would suggest
that registration in Hereford and Winchester dioceses was the responsibility of a small
team and not just a single registrar. There are two dominant script types throughout each
register:cursivaand a latehirteenth century version atirsiva anglicanaalthough for
a brief period between 1299 and 1301, a
used a new, more slender versiorcafsiva anglican&® The majority of foliosn each
register were faintly ruled to help guide the scribe. Black ink was used for the main
body of writing and most marginal notes; red ink was reserved for titles that introduced
and gave a brief description @hch register item. Records wergeredone after
another in a continual stream with minimal gaps. On the first fedictgandversqg of
Pontoi seds r egi st -hreeracbrdsrofanstitution written inar e t we |
continuous runt! There are severaistances in each registarhenpieaes ofparchment,
cut to the size of the text, have been inserted between two folios in order to provide
additional information for a particular matter of busin®sit times, thescribe was
forced to cram entriesnto a folio outside the ruled area, oattd words or whole
sentences in the margins or above other lines, resulting in a squashed, dishevelled
appearance’ In both instances, there is usually an attempt to ensure that records
relating to the sammatter werekept togetler. There are some blangacedut these
are rare’! indicating that little or no space was leftitefill edat a later date. Certain

design features help with navigating the dense material. Scribes deployed descriptive

49 See, for instance, J. Crodknglish Medieval Shrine@Voodbridge2011), 2353 7 ; Forrest, O°
Politics of Buri al EHR129 (20109 11ME8dHaiees hé Chirch@rd & olitits |,

in FourteenthCentury England: the career of Adam Orleton, c.1:2385(Cambridge, 1978).

% For more on Paofregisirarim 828% see GhaptegTwo,-193

51 Hants RO 21M65/A1/1, fo. 1.

52 See, for instance, the scrap of parchment inserted between folios 30vand31Swi nf i el d6s 1
Heref RO AL19/2, fos. 30:81r.

% There is a particularly good exampl eto87, this pr
where a lengthy rent agreement dating to July 1286 was sandwiched between two items dating to June of
the same yearbid., fos 36w37r.

5 See, forinstance, the base of Hants ROM65/A1/1, fo. 54r.
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titles, marginal notes, pilcrows () andhnicula(little hands) as the primary finding

aids in each register; there are no indexes or conteges [bait the scribes ensured that
the majority of recordbad distinguishing marks. However, the sheer volume of
material crammed on to each pageach register leaves the impression that parchment
space was at a premium. The overall result is two sprawling, packed registers that
suggest that both Pontoise and Swinfield highly valued the act of collecting and
registering information.

The two regsters are distinct in the way that the material is structured, or
arranged, within them. Swinfieldbs register i
his consecration. The start of a new year is clearly marked by a large title thgfoeads
example)

Here begins the fourth year frothe consecration of the lord [bishpfasting from the
Feast of Saints Perpetua and Felicity (7 March) in the year of grace3®1285.

It is a simple means of structuring the records in the register that works as a
navigational tool so long as the user krtb@ approximate date of the recohey
wanted. There are no obvious systems of entry other than the chronological
arrangement. Recds of institution were entered alongside memoranda,
correspondence, papal bulls, and a range of other record.

At two hundred and four f-twbfolosshorteswi nfi el do
than Pontoiseds, even t hougldstedtweleybarsshop of He
longer, which reveals diffences in registratioim the two dioceses. The shorter length
is due to a decline in registration during th
first half, March 1283 to March 1300, occupies onedned and thirty folios (2£.30r);
the second half, April 1300 to March 1317, occupies just sexfeatyfolios (130w
204r). It is difficult to account for the decline. There is no indication that folios were
lost or removed. Swinfield was still an activiecksan, although perhaps less so than in
previous years: from the dating clauses attached to items in the register, it is clear that
Swinfield spent more time at his palace at Bosbury after 1&t©Odanywhere else in the
diocesejndicating reducednobility.>® The bishop even let his house in London to

Hamo de Chigwell because he no longer need¥dtits possible that Swinfield

% HerefROAL9/ 2, fo. 33v: O6Hic Incipit Ann[o] ag[ua]lrt[o] C
festo sancti Petue [effelicitatis Anno gr[atile M[illesimp ducent esi mo octogesi mo quinto
56 SeeReg. Swinfield454523.

57 ibid., 467-68.
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conducted less business during the latter half of his episcopate, perhaps leaving more
tasks to his official or his other agenitis chancery may have generated fewer records,
reducing the need for registration. If that was the case, then there is some grounds for
seeing a connection between bishop and registration: it is possible that only records with
which the bishop was coneexd, or involved, were registered. This selectivity is
something that the thesis addresses in chapters four and five.

Pontoiseds register is distinct from
i ncluding Swinfieldds, aasasingldouad)! d appeal
continuous record, even though the norm was to keep them in separate quires and only
bind them afte®Théadesthi shtoprdies idmaPdint oi sed
gives some indication of its productionidtdivided into thee distinct sections

Fos 1¥59v Records of institution, licences for study; memoranda.
Fos 60r202v  Assorted memoranda, with some emphasis on religious houses.
Fos 203r26v  Contemporaneously titled tRegistrum de temporali&ontains estat

records, royal writs, papal bulls, assorted memoranda.

Pontoisebs first registrar/ scribe began
bi shopds consecration, 1282. This gives |
dated to 295, but the first record on folio 6@ras dated to 1282; the same abrupt
chronological break occurs between folios 262d 203r° The recordsn each section

were entered chronologically. Each section broadly contains records relating to a

particular type of episcopal business. Section one mostly concerns institutions to
benefices; section two mostly contains memoranda relating to diocesarisacation

and episcopal correspondence; and section three predominantly contains records of the
bi shopsdé temporal work. This would indic:
from the launch.

However, Pontoi seds r eqgordettobaegineachrew n ot
section, and this has an effect on the arrangement. There is overlap between all three
sections because the scribes did not always adhere to the division of subject matter.
Section one contains a large collection (5) of Ponbi seds corresponde

memoranda. These assorted items are often interspersed with records of inStitution.

%8  This practice was prevalent in Lincoln diocese during the episcopate of Oliver Suttord@)280
Brentano,Two Churches29697.

59 Hants RO21M65/A1/1, fos 59v, 60r, 202v, 203r.

80 Reg. Potissarai, 166-71.
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There is some evidence to suggest this change in subject matter was purposeful. The last
record in section two is dated to 1294 (on fo. 202v) yesars before the end of
Pontoi seds episcopat e, -santemce at the footsof theriobop mp | et e,
section three begins on the next folio (203r) in the same quire, accounting for the
incomplete record on 202v. The memoranda and correspoadn section one largely
dates from 1295 until 1304. It is possible that the registrar chose to use the blank space
in section one in order to continue section two when it was not otherwise possible. The
presence of records of institution alongsiderttenoranda and correspondence
suggests that defective rebinding did not cause this change in subject matter, and that,
rather, Pontoiseb6bs chancery took the necessar
created by the compact way in which the scribestewecords of institution. From the
appearance of the same scribal hands in each section, there was no discernible division
of labour between scribes for writing certain subject matter. These few characteristics
|l eave the i mpr es s erwasa siryla, contiruwoust possilslyealdeady r e gi st
bound working record from the outset of his episcopate.

So who wrote the registers? It has so far only been possible to identify a few
registrars who flourished during the thirteenth century. Douie identlibd de Beccles
as Peckhamdés registrar, and Brentano describe
household as transporting the®%@everales that com
factors contribute to this dearth of evidence. As Hoskin observes, thplenblinds at
work producing documents in episcopal chanceries indicate large staffs, meaning
specific names and roles are often lost. There were also fewer witness lists attached to
episcopal documents after 1250@desfhd so scribes
Episcopal scribes and registrars did not tend to leave personal marks or identifiers in
registers in the same vein as public notaries did on the documents they pfSduced.
What is clear is that the two registrars identified by Brentano and Douitgydhiohns,
were entrusted with overseeing or protecting registers. However, as Haines and Burger

observe, it remains unclear how far it was the bishop or the registrar who influenced the

61 Brentano,Two Churches29697; Douie,Pecham 6 O . See also R.C. Finucane, 6T
Archbishop John Pecham and his not alownalofJohn of Beccl es
Ecclesiastical Histor88 (1987), 40&36.

2 Hoskin, OAuthors of Bureaucracy6, 63.
83 For the public notary craft in England in the late thirteenth century based on records contained in a
papal codex, see Finucane, 0Two-180foérnaloéMedievad t heir rec

History 13 (1987), 114.
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selection of material for registratiéfiThis present study seeksaddress this issue in
its i nvestigation of Pontoiseds and Swi n|

Bi shopsdé registers are at the heart of
source material used in the course of the thesis. In the English context, royal
governmentws, as Car pent er -dorbisveernvoe $ Thesat royalduot ci uonm
records, in turn, contain a great deal of
Swinfiel dos b ffShe patstells arimdrily aetofdayiantssnade by the
royal chanceryd Pontoise and Swinfield over the course of their episcopates. These
include royal |l icences to | eave the real
diplomat, along with records with particular relevance to diocesan business that required
bishops tgetition royal government, such as significations of royal assent to elections
at religious houses. Letters close provide another source of royal writs addressed to
Pontoise and Swinfield, as well as correspondence of a more intimate or sensitive
nature.In November 1292, Edward | wrote to his bailiff at Woodstock to give Pontoise
three bucks and seventeen does from the royal®ditke letter was dispatched from
Berwick and copied onto the close rolls. That slender piece of evidence, along with
chroniclkaccounts, allows us to reconstruct P
Norham. These royal records can be used to afford a more rounded insight into
Pontoi sedbs and Swinfieldds activities thi
recordsshed i ght on the two bishopsd interact.i
government, both in their capacities as magnates of the realm and on the occasions that
royal authorities were involved in diocesan business or affairs.

Records produced in the ecclesiee sphere afford further insights into
Pontoiseds and Swinfieldbs respective epi
letters patent granting certain rights, powers, properties, and much more to clerics

throughout Europ&® Papal decrees worked donjunction with conciliar canons in

64 Burger,Bishops, Clerks, Diocesan Governantb1; HainesAdministration of Worcestes.

% D. Carpenter, &é6ThenEndli §hi Ro elsbsan@d)wlsk uy yido i n
Government in the Thirteenth Centu#®-70, quote at p. 49.

5  For English royal records, see P. Chaplg&isglish Royal Documents: King Joltenry VI, 1199

1461(Oxford, 1971); M.T. ClanchyFrom Memory to Written Record: England 166807, 39 edn
(Chichester, 2013), esp. pp--830;F est wi ch, O6Engl i sh -Gdg8eénmenR. Rec |
Britnell (ed.),Pragmatic Literacy, East and West, 120830(Woodbridge, 1997), 9306.

67 CCR 128892, 244.

%8 For papal records, sdeE. SayersPapal Government and England during the Bfizate of

Honorius Il (12161227 (Cambridge, 1984); RS wa n sUmiversis Ghristt t he Chur ch and
in Britnell, Pragmatic Literacy 147164, esp. pp. 1491.
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order to legislate ecclesiastical life throughout Latin ChristentidPapal letters served
as mechanisms to express authority in matters of ecclesiastical government, and were a
direct means of communicating with bigisoin their dioceses. Papal documents are
essential for highlighting the work that papal authorities expected bishops to conduct, as
well as the laws and decrees they were -dhatynd to enforce and the reforms they were
expected to make. The documents aso be used to shed light on episcopal
interactions with the papal curia, an aspect of ecclesiastical government that became
more prominent over the course of the thirteenth century.
The records produced by the cathedral chagttiereford and Winchestalso
prove to be important sources for this thesis. The records produced by the chapter of
Hereford cathedral pertain mostly to the business of the cathedral cdBongt was
often the case that episcopal and capitular business intersected and atahests,
t he <c¢hapt e rdaasaltermmatve perdpectivee bpiscopal activity in the
diocese. The same principle applies to the ca
cathedral priory at WinchestérThe cartularies contain copies of tagion records,
epi scopal grants, charters, and other records
with, and management of, the monastic chapter of Winchester cathedral as told by the
monks. Given that chapters had interests in the government arzderaidioceses,
capitular records are used to illuminate the impact and reception of episcopal agendas,
especially in chapter four.
Economic or financial history only plays a small part in this study, but the thesis
does draw on two (distinct) financiacords that relate to particular aspects of
episcopacy. The first of these is fhaxatio Ecclesiastica Angliae et Walliae Auctoritate
Papa Nicholai I\V'? The Taxatiowas a tax assessment of all ecclesiastical properties in
England and Wales made betweend1 and 1292. The assessorsoé ot
determine the contribution to be made from the spiritual revenues collected by the
owner of each property towards a crusading fund for Edward I. The relevance of the
Taxatioto this thesis lies in its compretsave record of ecclesiasticalgperty values.

This sheds lighon the financial aspect of ecclesiastical patronage, in particular, and

8  For an overview of medieval canon law, see J.A. Brunddgejeval Canon LalLondon; New
York, 1995).

 Capes provides an i ntr odOhatérs anchRedoms of Heeford hapt er 6s r ec o
Cathedra] W.W. Capes (ed.) (Hereford, 1908).
" There are at |l east two sbhrwivhngt®msSdiathngosoc®onulb.

episcopate. BL Add MS 29436Bhe Chartulary of Winchester Cathedral. W. Goodman (ed.)
(Winchester, 1927).
2 The 1291Taxatiois discussed Huepth in Chapter One, 481.
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plays a central role in chapters one and filee second financial record used in this
thesis is the expensesrollképy Swi nfi el dés household for
(Michaelmas) 1289 to 29 September 139The roll contains an account of all
household expenditure for the year, from the food consumed to the clothing purchased
and distributed. It serves as an alterr@gwource to the register for identifying members
of the household, and, importantly for this thesis and its chapter on the episcopal
household, it contains a |ist of Swinfiel
servants. These two records, tonsoextent, illuminate the financial circumstances
dictating (or inspiring) episcopal policies in the diocese.

Using thismateriala | ongsi de bi shopsd registers ¢
recordkeepingby illuminating what records were kept out of tgrs, or were
otherwise altered during the production of a register. There is much untapped potential
in bishopsd registers for the study of bi
broad range of material to realize this. Taken togethesethecords can help to paint a
full, vivid picture of episcopacy and ecclesiastical government in England during the

reign of Edward I.

[l. Methodology and outline

In I'ight of the present studyods aim of di
registers through an investigation of episcopacy in the late thirteenth century, the
materi al in Pontoisebds and Swinf.Eahalds r
the chapters is built around a specific type of register material. This structure affords the
space to critically engage with the material, to lay bare the content, form, context, and
various qualities of each type of material, as well as to expi®function as a record of
episcopal activity. This approach differs from other studies of registers and episcopacy,
which tend to focus only on one type of material and its content. This approach is
evident in Lindsay Br yracordssnrdagistersirsordergpat i on
identify misogyny in bisho’pThéresuitasnhatghe me n t
material is extracted from the register and divorced from its original context. The

approach adopted in this thesis, to break downréiftetypes of material, affords two

B Swinfieldbéds. Household Rol |l
" L.Br y &ariculud animarum bi shops, ¢ eRodegumi®(2002)s46ra.ndal 06,
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opportunities. First, it allows us to open up the material in order to understand what role
it had in the register alongside other records. Second, it allows us to develop new
methods of using the material, namely byirigythe foundation for an investigation into
what relevance records had at a particular mo
exploring what this relevance can indicate about episcopal activity and-fesapihg.
This secondary focus gives the five chapters further shape given that each type of
material relates to a particular aspect of episcopacy. The present study also takes a
comparative methodology: two latieirteenth century bishops with two weighty
registers in two distinct dioceses. The scope of the thesis was restricted to two registers
(and by extension two bishops) owing to the substantial amount of material in each
register. This affords greater control over what material is used for eachrchaptes
such permits greater focus on the chosen types of records. The comparison also affords
an opportunity to explore the different factors shaping episecepatdkeeping

Chapter one is built around an examination of records of institution i@ Roste 0 s
and Swinfieldds registers. Despite being the
in every register, there is little or no critical engagement with records of institution, to
the point that they are almost dismissed as a useful type of tédta@tord. This
chapter develops ways of using these records through its investigation of ecclesiastical
patronage in Hereford and Winchester, with a particular focus on the impact of regalian
right and papal provisions on benefices in the two dioce$es sheds light on the
function records of institution had in captur
chapter rethinks current interpretations of the controls the English Crown and papal
curia had on ecclesiastical patronage and propertygtagd by bringing records of
institution to the fore for the first time, and showing that bishops could limit the number
of provisions to and Crown intrusions on benefices in their dioceses.

The second chapter, like the first, turns to records of insitudut adopts a
different angle of analysis in order to develop a second methodology for using the
material. The chapter explores ecclesiastical patronage from the perspective of each
bi shop as a patron in his own nrfiigehltd6sand i n p
management of the careers of the members of their respective households. It also uses
records of institution, along with general memoranda in the register, to investigate the
impact of episcopal networks on diocesan governance, demonstratisgetbésuch
records for understanding the complex relationships between bishop and staff involved

in government. The study is one of the first to apply sociological theories on networks
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toastudyoflaté hi rt eent h century bi gdvaermasxé Theous e |
chapter demonstrates the active role bishops had in promoting clerks in their diocese,
using ecclesiastical patronage to do so. The chapter also uses records of institution and
other register material to gather biographical informatiorfPfornt oi sedés and S
household clerks gathered together in an appendix to this thesis.

The third chapter is centred on episcopal mandates and memoranda, especially
those recording the commissions of episcopal clerks to undertake certain roles. This
type of material serves as a more expans.i
government, containing information about the work the bishops directed their staff to
undertake. The chapter examines the material for its insight into episcopal reform
progammes in the late thirteenth century, especially in light of the Second Council of
Lyons in 1274. This sheds light on the impact of the canon law, especially conciliar
canons, on diocesan governance and rekeeping practices. The chapter is the first
dedicated consideration of the impact of Lyons Il on the life of the church in England,
demonstrating that its canons influenced
diocesan governance. The chapter also demonstrates the active role of registration in th
government of Winchester diocese.

Chapter four is constructed around visitations records preserved in the two
registers. Because so few visitation rec:
opportunity to closely examine (almost) the entire baidguch material in each register
and, in doing so, to develop new ways of using the records in an investigation of
episcopacy. The chapter uses the material to investigate the episcopal agendas that
influenced visitations to religious houses. It doegsarder to determine the reasons
behind the registration of a few visitation records when so many others do not survive.

The chapter makes two contributions to current scholarship. First, in its findings that
Swinfield undertook an aggressive expansioll@r ef or dds borders be
1288. Second, in its argument that some visitation records were preserved in the

registers for the distinct purposes of advancingamal agendas and consolidating

episcopal authority in the diocese, thereby dematsdréhe uses of registers by

bishops.

The fifth chapter focuses on a broader range of material in each register,
including correspondence, memoranda, actd Giving a wider focus presents the
opportunity to reflect on how the material examined in chiapiee to four works

together with other records, and so to thimére widely about the production and uses
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of registers and the act of registration. The chapter uses the material to investigate
Pont oi seds modds ofpwdopatyj as shapédspgrticular events,

experiences, and choices over the course of their careers, including those encountered in
earlier chapters. In doing so, the chapter develops new methodologies to investigate the
careers of bishops who were less prominent political éigjusind to understand the

influences that shaped the production of each

This present study demonstrates the value of
historical research on a number of levels. By using register material, theeabdsia

new view on the English political realm and on the papacy during the reign of Edward I,

from the perspective of two bishops in their dioceses. It changes the current picture of

the relationship between king and magnates and the way in which pawer

negotiated, and between bishops and pope in the context of ecclesiastical reform after

Lyons Il and episcopal accountability for enactindgtidemonstrates that ordinary

bishops, not just prominent archbishops, adopted modes of episcopacy thdtapecke s

by personal agendas and concerns, thereby altering the current understanding of the

relationship between bishops and systems of government in the diocese.
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Chapter One. Ecclesiastical patronage, part one: Crown and curia

In 1237, Matthew Paris wrote in h@8hronica Majorat h at déayeilltegate persons

of the lowest class, armed with the letters of the Roman church, were bursting forth into
threats... [and were not afraid] to plunder the revenues left by pious men ofieldt. . . 6
Paris paints a picture of an influx of unsuitable, avaricious clerics taking possession of
English churches with the backing of the papal curia.

At the heart of the issue that Paris raised was the matter of ecclesiastical
patronage. This form gfatronage concerned the legal right of an individual, namely the
advowson holder, to present a cleric to the local bishop for institution to a benefice
(beneficiuny, namely a church that generated revenue that the incumbent cleric could
useasalivingThe advowson hol der 0 sparpproeesseFirdt,at i on
the bishop or his men examined the presented candidate to test whether they were
suitable for holding a benefice, with a particular focus on their suitability to administer
thecura animaum The bishop then instituted the candidate, handing over the legal
rights to the benefice. The bishop then instructed his clerk to induct the candidate,
thereby giving over corporal possession of the benéfl¢te process ensured that
bishopshadameas e of control over who received
chronicle entry leaves the impression that this process was being eroded in England by

invasive curial practices.

1 Matthew ParisChronica Majora vol. iii, H.R. Luard (ed.)3 vols(London, 187283), 38990:

&otidie vilissimae personae illiterate, bullis Romanis armatamjrias statim erumpentes, reditus a piis
patribus...diripere non formidarunt 6.

2 PM. Smith, éThe Advowson: The Histor yloamad Devel
of Ecclesiastical Laws (2000), 326829, esp. 3425.

8 Burger ,s,0BAirschhodpeacons and Co mmu rdndnstratoooféo, 195.
Worcester1922 1 2 ; McHardy, O6Some Patterns of Ecclesiast
D.M. Smith (ed.) Studies in Clergy and Ministry in Medieval EnglaiYbrk, 1997, 20-37; R.E. Rodes

Jr, Ecclesiastical administration in medieval England: the Argéxons to the Reformati¢Notre

Dame, 1977), 1571.
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Two patrticular legal mechanisms afforded external authorities, subk papal
curia and the English Crown, the ability to influence ecclesiastical patronage in the
diocese: papal provisions and regalian right, both of which are a prominent feature in
this chapter. The first of these, papal provision, developed from theareifth century
onwards. The pope and curial officials could use letters of provision to admit clerics to
vacant benefices without recourse to the normal prdd@egalian right was specific to
England and likewise developed from the mid twelfth cenbmyards’ It afforded the
English Crown the power to first, exercise advowsons normally held by prelates when
bishoprics or abbacies were vacant; and second, to exercise advowsons held by tenants
in-chief during minorities, incapacity, or if an earldonaeged to the CrowhA broad
range of historians, most prominently Geoffrey Barraclough and Ann Deeley, argues
that these legal mechanisms were highly invasive, highly effective means for Crown
and curia to supply their clerks with benefices, largelhatetxpense of bishops. The
overall impression left by this body of work is that bishops were unable to prevent an
increasing number of curial and royal clerks from taking benefices in their dioceses, and
that Crown and curia had an overbearing influenceamtesiastical patronage in
England during the late thirteenth centdry.

This chapter will reconsider the impact of papal provisions and regalian right on
ecclesiastical patronage in Hereford and Winchester dioceses by bringing to bear new
evidencetakehr om Pontoi seés and Swinfieldbds registe
focussed on the royal and papal exercise of the two mechanisms, but this chapter will
shift the focus to Pontoise and Swinfield and their roles as gatekeepers to the benefices
in their dio@ses. This will fill some of the need for a more localised study of the impact

4T . W Smit h, 6The Devel opment o Histokyadpngpbsd3Pr ovi si ons i n N\
(2015), 11021, espl11.

5 J. W. Grlasyraesénfahden Engl and from the ConstBHRuti ons of CI
67 (1952), 484509.

6 W. A. Pantin,The English Church in the Fourteenth Cent(iFpronto, 1980), 3(B1.

7 See especially\G. BarracloughPapal Provisions: aspects of church history constitutional, legal and
administrative in the Later Middle AgeZedn. ( Connecticut, 1971); G.P. Cutti
the Communi t ySpectlun9 l854)R30H4 D hp , A. Deel ey, O6Papal Provisio
Rights of Patronage i nEHRA3X192y 49637; Deman\Wihchetsey86; Cent ur y 6,
R.A.R Hartridge, O6Edward | d6ds Exercise o6, the Right of
Cambridge Historical Journa? (1927), 17477; K. Harvey,Episcopal Appointments in England, c.

12141344: from episcopal election to papal provisigrarnham, 2014M. Howell, Regalian Right in

Medieval EnglandLondon, 1962)Morris, The Papal Monaray, 547-49;J. R. Wright,The Church and

the English Crown, 130%334: a study based on the register of Archbishop Walter Reyfiadsnto,

1980).
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of provisions, in particular, called for by Morfighe chapter will investigate what

tools Pontoise and Swinfield possessed in order to manage royal and papal pressures on
ecdesiastical patronage, primarily through an examination of records of institutions.

When put in conversation with episcopal memoranda and correspondence in the

registers, as well as the 129axatiq records of institution serve as the basis for the

studyof the political aspects of patronage. The aim of this chapter is to shed light on the

l' i nks between the business of ecclesiast.
political activity in the late thirteenth century. The secondary aim is to afisrght

i nt o the t wokedpingpracticestuiing thie permd. dhe first sectigh

will examine the process and systems of ecclesiastical patronage in the late thirteenth
century, providing the legal and political context for the chapter. The second g#ition

will explore what material is available for the study of ecclesiasticebpage, as well

as how ecclesiastical patronage was rrecol
The third sectiorflll) offers a statistical analysis of papal provisions and regalian right

in the two dioceses, establishing the basis for an investigat invasive Crown

patronage in section foV), and of papal provisions in section fi{A8).

l. Ecclesiastical Patronage in the Late Thirteenth Century

This section paints a detailed picture of ecclesiastical patronage-thitsenth
century En¢and. Ecclesiastical patronage was a technical matter couched in both the
canon and common laws, and it is important to gain some clarity on the roles of bishops
in the process in each diocese, the importance of benefices, and the legal basis for
Crown andcurial patronage, before being able to move forward with the investigation
of Pontoiseds and Swinfieldds individual
patronage. The section will call on the current body of historical research for this topic
and it wll lay the groundwork for this chapter, and the next. The aim is to illuminate the
political and legal climate in which Pontoise and Swinfield managed ecclesiastical
patronage in their respective dioceses.

The idea adopted in this chapter that bishopsdaas gatekeepers to the

benefices in their dioceses stems from their close involvement in the management of

8 Morris, The Papal Monarchy651. For a study of provisions in late fourteeogimtury York diocese,
se A. D. M. Barrell, 6The Effect of-1®aoéhernRistasyvi si on
28 (1992), 92109.
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ecclesiastical patronage. As mentioned above, there was-pddyrocess involved in
institutions to benefices. However, to reduce the prdcdse systematic form of
presentation, inquiry, institution, induction, as Haines and Purvis do, is to underplay the
role of the bishop and the work that lay behind its successful opetatrmnsecond

stage, inquiry, was the most extensive. After theoagon holder made his

presentation, the bishop mandated his agents to inquire into three things. First, whether
the presentation was made by the true patron. This inquiry determined whether an
individual was attempting to undercut the rights of the adeovmlder® Second,

whether the benefice was vacant and therefore available for institution. This required
the bishopbs agent t o imtenbaentrohthe bemefimedset her
deceased, had resigned his benefice, or, in some cases, vaivatilut absent from

the parisht! Third, if the presented candidate was silédo hold a benefice: did he

already hold a benefice? Was he ordained? Didave the necessary skills to
administercura animarurf? The episcopal inquiry was an essential ponent of the
process that established whether the institution conformed to both common and
ecclesiastical legal requirements for ecclesiastical patrofi@dgter the inquiry, the

bishop could institute and induct the presented candidate, theredindparver all

rights to the newincumbentof the beneficeThese various acts demonstrate the extent

to which episcopal direction was essential to the process; institutions could only occur

once the bishopbés agents had cdglvéenhist ed enough

approval. To that end, the bishopds managemen

of episcopal authority in the diocese: he was the gatekeeper to each benefice.

The bishopo6s almwéxtendedbeyonddvadng paipoaage
litigation and included protecting the spiritual and financial qualities of benefices. A
benefice was, in the strictest definition, an income drawn from tithes, rents, mortuary
dues, donations, and other sources of revenue, which the legal owner of the benefice
could claim!* The benefice was often attached to a parish church. As such, possession

9 HainesAdministration of Worcestefl92. See also J.S. Purvis) Introduction to Ecclesiastical
RecordgLondon, 1953), 147.

0 Smith, 60The -Bdvowsonod, 336

11 Haines Administration of Worcesteb55 6 ; Smith, 6Th3d. Advowsonbo, 336

2 Pontoisebds register contains the results of such

t

h e

an

bi shopés ordersicésghackdground, aedueati on, and mor al

fidedignoso f Gui | df ord, the clericbés ki nsReglPontssard,d t he
576-77. See also BurgeBishops, Clerks, Diocesan Governange.

13 For theoverlap in common and law jurisdictions in the matter of ecclesiastical patronage, see R.H.
Helmholz, The Oxford History of the Law of England: Volume 1, The Canon Law and Ecclesiastical
Jurisdiction from 597 to 164Q©xford, 2004), 4778.

¥ pantin,The English Church35-36.
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of a benefice meant possession of the church that, in most circumstances, came with
cura animarumthe cure of souls, attached. The benefice existed in order to support t
rector of a parish church in the course of his pastoral ministry. In that respect, the
benefice had a sacral or spiritual quality tii@ennOlsen argues in his investigation of
the benefice in the canon law, superseded the financial quality in impeitathe eyes
of canonistd?® The benefice was a vital ecclesiastical property that fuelled the provision
of pastoral care in the parish. This higfiakes situation renderédi s hops o gat ek
roles as an even more essential aspect of diocesan adriomnstra

However, t was the financial quality of benefices that curial officials sought to
harness in order to supply their clerks with incomes, prompting the development of
papal provisions from the twelfth century onwards. In 1220, Honorius Il informed
Walter de Gray, archbishop of York (12865 ) , t hat o6it was ri ght
should be honoured with suitable benefices; lest otherwise, if they had to serve at their
own cost and were defrauded of spf®cial r
Honorius recognized the controversial nature of papal provisions in his defence of them,
as did curial officials in 1265 when they gave provisions a firmer grounding in the
canon law. Clement IV (12668) promulgated the decrdéacet ecclesiarumin 1265.It
decreed that the pope (or curial/papal officials) could freely appoint clerics to any
ecclesiastical office, prebend, or benefice that fell vacantin RoBe.ni f ace VI | |
bull, Praesenti declaramusssued at some time between 1294 and 1303, exténeled
terms ofLicet ecclesiarunto include all ecclesiastical offices and properties vacated
within two dal%Thede twoideceespahd thRse that followed them in the
fourteenth century, afforded pope and curial officials the grounds to undescu
normal ecclesiastical patronage process. It is on the basis of these decrees that Geoffrey
Barraclough, Colin Morris, J.R. Wright, and, most recently, Katherine Harvey, consider
the system of papal provisions to have given the curia greater corgraaclesiastical
benefices throughout Europe. This control is highlighted as a symbol of the
development of a papal monarctyBarbara Bombi also argues, convincingly, that

clerical petitions to curial officials for papal provisions, along with other papal grants,

% G. Ol sen, 0The Definition of the Ecclesiastical
discussion o6 p i r i, SBtudéalGiateidall (1967), 4346; S. Wood,The Proprietary Church in the

Medieval WesfOxford, 2006), 904.

16 Quoted in PantinThe English Church41.

17 BarracloughPapal Provisions4-5.

18 Wright, The Church and the English Crowé

19 BarracloughPapal Provisions1-10 and hisThe Medieval PapacfLondon, 1968), 1222; Havey,

Episcopal Appointmentd3334; Morris, Papal Monarchy54748; Wright, The Church and the English

Crown 5-14.
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became the leading business of the curia by #30Ais is the prevailing

historiographical narrative of provisionsthe thirteenth century, that the system was
well developed anthr reaching, although, as Thontasith rightly stresses, further
research on the impact and reception of papal provisions is necessary in order to fully
understand the reach of the systém.

By the late thirteenth century, the king of England likewise possessed substantial
patronage capabilities, which could be expressed in three ways. In the first, the king
owned a substantial number of advowsons in his own #ghiC. Saunders showedith
Edward I increased the number of advowsons he owned over the course of his reign,
cementing the place of the king as the leading lay advowson holder in EAtland.

Edward could also claim additional advowsons on the basis of regalian right, the second
expression of royal patronage powéiThe king laid claim to all advowsons held by
tenantsin-chief during a minority and, during vacancies, to all advowsons normally

held by a bishop or the head of religious house. There was also a third way by which the
king and royal officials could influence ecclesiastical patronage: political pressure, or
indirect patronage. This amounted to the king and his officials pressurising bishops to
accept unsuitable candidates for institution, or pressurising other advowserstiold
present royal candidates to the bishopaken together, the Crown possessed three
powerful mechanisms that ensured a steady supply of ecclesiastical benefices were
available for royal clerks.

During the reign of Bward I, the English Crowextendedts jurisdictional
powers over ecclesiastical patronage in England. The Gooseltaimed that laity and
clerics had equal interests in ecclesiastical property aitchsserted itsomplete
jurisdiction over litigation concerning such property. This emgressed to its fullest
extent during the reign of Edward I. Edward and his officials promulgated a series of
statutes and ordinances relating to ecclesiastical properties. The statutes of Mortmain
(1279, 1290) anQuiaemptores 1 29 0) r e pr e attempts éocdonsoliiaiea r d 6

20 B.Bombi,6 Andrea Sapiti: his origi rEBIR12N(2008h 1328, r egi ster as
atp. 136.

22 Smith, &IThemerty of Papal Provisions6, 111.

22 The king only presented to benefices valued over twenty marks (£13 6s 8d) per annum. The king

authorized the royal chancellor to present to those benefices valued at less than twenty marks. P. Heath,

The EnglishParish Clergy on the Eve of the Reformat{bondon, 1969), 28; HowelRegalian Right

174.

2 pP.C. Saunders, ORoyal Eccl esi astBultednloftfedshmh onage from
Rylands University Library of Manchest@ (2001), 95114 See alsd&. Gemmill, The Nobility and

Ecclesiastical Patronage in Thirteer@entury EnglandqWoodbridge, 2013), 101.

24 Pantin,The English Church31-32.

% ibid., 34-35.
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Crown jurisdiction @er ecclesiastical property in England. Mortmain prevented
benefactors or testators from making gift§rahkalmoin that is granting land or
property to ecclesiastical institutions in perpetuity, withoutpenission of the

Crown; Quia emptoreseservedhe right offrankalmointo the king?® These statutes
represented, arguably, the furthest extension of Crown control over ecclesiastical
properties since the constitutions of Clarendon were promulgated4n Rogal
household officialalsopromulgated an ordinance in 1279 that sought to lessen the
househol ddéds financi al burden by prohibit]
royal coffers if they held an ecclesiastical beneficg.direct result of thiordinance
was a greater demand for benefices from those household clerks who already held
them?8 Such royal legislation placed further pressures on the church in England.

Hi storians of Edwarddés reign have int.
of this legislation as symbolizirg growth in royal power. Howell shows in her study of
regalian right that the English Crown claimed additional advowsons on the basis that all
tenantsin-chief, including bishops, held their property from the king, and vithen
tenantin-chief no longer had use of the properties, they reverted to the king. In that
sense, regalian right was an outward expression of dominant kirf§&répton and
Michael Prestwich each stress that Edward used ecclesiastical patronage canttdlis
over it, to aggrandize his oO0royal presti.:
kingdom?° The more advowsons that Edward possessed, the more he was able to offer
ecclesiastical preferment to his clerks, and the more he was able toiatiwactial
and talented individuals into his househ:
Ot he church bore the greater part of the
s e r Vion théwhole, current scholarship paints a senseuhatd e r Edwar d o6 s
direction, the Crown consolidated its controls over patronage in England, causing
tension between king and certain subjects, an image presented by Gemmill in her recent
study of the patronage policies of thirteentimtury English earf&

26 T h o mp $labenduméet Tenenddm -12.1 0

27 T.F. Tout,Chaptersin the Administrative History of Medieval Englaride wardrobe, the chamber,

and the small seal¢Manchester, 1920), 229.

2% For Archbishop Winchelseyo6s attempt Winchetseyr b pl
269-96.

22 Howell, Regdian Right 201-10.

30 Denton,Winchelsey28595; PrestwichEdwardl, xiii, 154, 25455,

8 Cuttino, 6Kingds Clerks and the Community of tF
32 Gemmill, The Nobility and Ecclesiastical Patronagg)1:28.Se e al s o Habeodmpes on, 6

T e nen @04380
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This body of scholarship depicts a climate of increasingly invasive Crown and
curial ecclesiastical patronage in the late thirteenth century. The king and his officials,
the pope and his officials, encroached on bis
diocesan administration over the course of the thirteenth century. However, there is one
important element missing from current scholarship: the impact of this invasive
patronage on English dioceses. This chapter is an opportunity to explore Crown and
curid patronage from the perspective of Pontoise and Swinfield, and to reshape the
current picture of patronage in England durin
important part in furthering this research, and as such they are the focus of the next

sedion.

Il. Bi shopsdé registers and the records of eccl

To gain insight into Pontoisebs and Swinfield
in their dioceses, it is first necessary to consider what material is available to develop

the pcture of ecclesiastical patronage in Englanthmmlate thirteenth century. This

section will explore the records in Pontoisebo
extensive collections of records relating to episcopal business in the two dioceses.

Particular attention is given to records of institution. These are, as Smith stresses, the
O6mainstay6 of bishopsd registers, to the exte
business of ecclesiastical patronage to be the most extensively recorded business of the

late medieval churck Despite this, records of institution have, so far, been underused

owing to their formulaic designs, which often serve to create negative perceptions of the

registers. Nicholas Bennett and McHardy examine records of institutiomefor t

prosopographical studies of institutions to benefices in the late medieval church, and

Burgeruses the same materiahh an Englandvide scale, for establishing episcopal

practices of giving benefice¥Thiseectioi shopsdé cl e
takes a different approach. The aim is to con
and Swinfieldds oversight of ecclesiastical p

registration, drawing on records of institution and attempting taramb/understanding

3 McHardy, 6Some Patterns offithGueicde st @asBiigimdp PatRogqiagted
3 N.Bennett, 6Pastors and Ma s-EastrLincolnshire,d29B84@6i ced Clergy
Hoskin, Brooke, and Dobson (ed$he Foundations of Medieval English Ecclesiastical Histd8j 62;

Burger,Bishops, Clerks, Diocesan Governankec Har d ye, PéaStotmer ns of Eccl esi astical
20-57.
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of their qualities as a historical record. Attention will also turn to records generated by
the English Crown and papal curia, which serve to construct a more extensive image of
ecclesiastical patronage in Hereford and Winchester disedsen examined alongside
records in the two registers.

Pontoiseds and Swinfieldbds registers
Sizeable number of records of instituti ol
three hundred and eighteen suebardsentered between 1282 ah804, althoughttere
are gaps for the years between 1296 and £28u s ed by t he bi shopods
diocese on diplomatic business for the kirghe records were written into a dedicated
section occupying folios one fifty-nineversa®*Pont oi sedés scribes o
records in chronological order, although there are some discrepancies in this
arrangement. These stem from the bishopo:
later date than the actual eventnRise instituted Hugh de Welwick to Hursley in
October 1296, but the record was not made until early 386veral other late
thirteenth century registers contain a dedicated section for records of institution.

Peckham and Winchelsey at Canterbury, J8aimon (1299.325) at Norwich, and

Simon de Ghent (1297315) at Salisbury each adopted the same arrangéfihis is

markedly differentfromd he f or m adopted for Swinfield:¢
four records of institution made over the courseoSwi nf i -lrgeédrs t hi rty
episcopate were written into the chronologicaltyanged general regist€rSwinfield

used the same format for registration as Cantilupe, and Orleton-2¥3Xontinued the

practice during his episcopate; this was a comfoonat that was in use at Carlisle,

Exeter, London, and Worcest&Records of institution, memoranda, correspondence,

and other types of register items are bl
at least, marginal notes and introductory siteritten in red ink ensured records of

institution were distinguishable from other records on the same*tdhidooth registers,

records of institution far outnumber any other type of record.

The two contrasting forms of organization shape histotaesand perception of
the material. The manuscript of Pontoi seit

material, is easier to navigate, while S\

35 For more on this absence, Chapter Five,232

%  See Introduction, 23.

87 Reg. Pontissarg 93.

% Smith,Gui de t o Bi sh o5p98. Regi st er s
39 ibid., 96:97.

40 ibid., 76-78,136-37, 21517, 25455.

41 See, for example, Heref RO AL/19/2, fo. 140.
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editor of Swinfieldds r epgledslitrexardsofr ecogni zed

institution in a single appendi x. Capesbd

but obscures the record of the process of institution. This requires the modern user to
return to the medieval manuscript to fully grasp the extetiteoprocess in Hereford.

Despite their formulaic appearance, each record of institution in the two registers

t h

met h

contains a wealth of i nfor mati on. To take

Admission to the church of Warlinghaitem,in the yeaiof our lord 1283, on
November 29 at Wolvesey, the lord [bishop] admitted John, son of Thomas de
Widhill, to the church of Warlingham with the chapel of Chelsham, vacant, and at the

rightful presentation of the religious men...the prior and the conveBgrafiondsey?

These few lines recorded 1), the new incumbent of the benefice (John de Widhill); 2),
the benefice (Warlingham and its chapel at Chelsham); 3), the advowson holder (the
prior and community of Bermondsey); 4), the date and place that thatiosttook

place; and 5), who admitted the new rector (the bishop). The same formula was used in
Swinfielddbs register:

Iltem, memorandum that on 3 August in the abaid gear of our Lord (1303[the lord
bishop] admittedlomPhilip de Witley, priestto the church of Stanton Long, vacant, at

therightfulpr esent ati on of the d®an and chapter

The Hereford formulés comparable tthat in Winchester, distilling the same
information. Each version has the same dense information. It is a common formula

found beyond these two registers developed over the course of the thirteenth®entury.

of

one

H

Robert Swanson descrai bbersi etfh erseec orredc ocorfd st haes fdajcu

a note of sort&> Yet the five core pieces of information in any record of institution

|l egiti mated property ownership and mapped

in his diocese. The information cesponds to the information obtained from jurors at a

42 Reg. Pontissara , Adfissio &d ecclesiam de Wallyngham. Item anno domini me. cc®.

octogesimo tertio. iij°. Kalendas Decembris apud Wolvesey admisit dominus JohannenT fibme de
Wydihull ad ecclesiam de Wallingham cum capella de Chelesham vacantem et ad presentacionem
Religiosorum virorum. ..Prioris et conventus de
4 Heref AL/ 19/2, fo. 140: 61 tem me mpadietmadmisit quod
dominus Phillipum de Wyteleye, presbiterum, ad ecclesie de Longestanton, vacante, ad presentationem
deanu et capitulum Herefordsensis spectanbem.

4 For an earlier precedent, SEEA ix: Winchester33; for another lat¢hirteenth catury example, see

The Rolls and Register of Bishop Oliver Sutton, 12889 volume 1, R.M.T. Hill (ed.) (Lincoln Record
Society, 1948), 57.

% Swanson, O6The Church and its Recordsd, 155.
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common law assize afarrein presentmerdnd a canon lawe iure patronatusnamely

who made the last presentation to a benefice and whether it was t?d@assession of

such information ensured Ponteiand Swinfield were not liable for property litigation,

and | egitimated the bishopbés act of inst.
these records. Records of institution were a record of particular eventtitiorns But

they were alsaletailed legal documents, the written equivalents to inquests into

property ownership.

Records of institution also record the process of ecclesiastical patronage,
reflected in the specialist language employed in them. The bishop could institute
(institutio) a cleric to a benefice, meaning that an advowson holder had presented them
to the bishop and the full inquiries had been made, such as in the two examples given in
the paragraph above. The bishop could also colkkatéa(io) a benefice ta cleric. In
that circumstance, the bishop held the advowson (or was entitled to exercise it), and
there was no need to present or vet the candidate, sutBasi nf i el dés 1283
of an unnamed cathedral prebeadvigr Roger Bourd”’ There was also a third opti:
the bishop could give custodgustodid of a benefice to a cl et
transfer of the custody of Nether WallopMgr Richard de Bures in April 1286 This
was a temporary arrangement that, according to Lyons Il canon fourteen,astuid |
more than six months, but meant that the cleric could still enjoy all the normal revenues
from the beneficé® These were subtle differencieslanguage that recorded so much
about the bishopbés role in thenhpgcapacityss,
as diocesan giving consent to an institution and his capacity as a patron. They also
recorded the nature of the benefimddeld s t eDespitedhgir formulaic
appearance, such records contain a wealth of information.

Moving away from records of institution and from the patronage process, other
register material, correspondence in particular, forms the foundation for investigating
thetwobi shopsdé interactions with Crown and
Records of institution recorded the final, closing moments of the patronage process, but
Crown and curial activity and machinations wefteencommunicated via letters. A

series of letters exchanged between Queen Isabella, consort to Edward Il, andd&winfiel

% Gr ay, luséPmdsentandin Engl -0JdCoTate 4 ®Dwner ship and Posses
Commo n ThaAmérican Journal of Legal Histof# (2006), 286813, esp. pp. 308.

47 Heref RO AL/19/2, fo. 1.

48 Reg. Pontissarg 22.

49 Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils: volume one, Nicaea | to LateflaerdafteDEC i) N.P.

Tanner (ed.) (London, 1990), 322.
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in 1308 and 1309 record something of the pressures exerted by the Crown on bishops.
Isabella beseeched Swinfield to institute Hugh de Leominster, comptroller of the
gueendés wardrobe, to a prebend at Hereford ca
Sundy and 30 December, requesting that a pension be assigned until a prebend was
vacantt?’On each occasion Swinfield rebuffed the q
provisions to benefices not yet vacant are reckoned to be illegal and against the sacred
canons nder any form of words, as is more fully contained inLtiber sextugof
Boni f a c>eSwiwfield wohldnot break the canon law, even for the queen. All
three |l etters, two from |Isabella and one sent
registerin consecutive order at some point in January 1309. The three items afford
insight into the demands made by the queen for Swinfield to support one of the clerks of
her household; the bishop was expected to bea
giving upone of his prebends and paying a pension.
Looking beyond the registers, Crown and curia each generated records that shed
light on episcopal activity. The patent rolls kept by the royal chancery contain records
of presentations made by the king or chaloc to a bishop, and it also contains
presentations made on the strength of regalia
presentation oMgr Bonet de St Quintin to the parsonage of Aldington and Smeeth,
vacant, in the ki nogmywintigeiaichdiocbsg of Canterbuoyn of t he v
dated to 5 January 1279. It fell to the custodians of the spirituatitiesodi
spiritualitatis) to induct Bonet? These particular entries demonstrate the nature of the
royal patronage process in the absenceebtbhop. Papal registers record some,
although by no means all, papal provisiéh¥hese take a simple format recording that
papal chancellors had issued letters of provision to a cleric, although the exact benefice
is not always given and, instead, thetruction to the bishop was to institute the cleric
to the next available benefié&Individual letters of provisions also survive. Among the
muniments of the Hereford dean and chapter is at least one papal provision dating to

50 Reg. Swinfield443, 444.

5 ibid,443, 444, quote at p. 444: O6évidelinmment quod conces
vacancium illicite et contra sacros canones reputantur sub quacumque forma verborum, prout in sexto

l' i bro decretalium plenius continetur. 6

2 TNA C66/ 98, mem. 25: 6Mag|[iste]r Bonett[us] de S[anc’
ad plarjlsmatum]de Al di nt ondé et de Semeth vacant[em] et ad don]
Archiepfisk opus Cantuari 6 vacantis et in manu Regis existent
53 Provisions to benefices valued at twenty marks or lessouith animarunor fifteen marks pless

without it were not recorded in papal registers until the late fourteenth century. \WhghGhurch and

the English Crown18-19.

> For one example of a papal provision, kes Registres de Boniface VIII; recueil des bulles de ce

pape volumel, G.A.L. Digard (ed.), 3 vols (Paris, 1884), 510.
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Swinfi el dods hedgosshe lmapiseot ascase siukdyi below. These records
develop the distilled i nformation in bisl
the patronage process, namely the act of presenting candidates to the bishop and by
what right that presentatiovas made. To that end, such records provide an important
perspective on the politics of patronage that watksgsideregister material to provide
a fuller picture of Crown and curial activity.

The 129192 Taxatioopens up a further avenue of resedochecclesiastical
patronage in the late thirteenth century. Tla&atiois the record of an Englandnd
Waleswide survey of the spiritual revenues claimed at each benefice in the years 1291
to 1292. Spiritual revenues included tithes, oblations, antlargrdues® The
objective of the assessment was to determine the contributions to be made by beneficed
clerics towards a crusading tenth awarded to Edward | by Pope Nichola$he.
Taxatiois now made available through an online database, upon whechrttiithe
succeeding chapter heavily draw. The database corrects a series of accounting errors in
the original 1802 edition, which was transcribed from-fateteenth (for York
province) and latdifteenth century (for Canterbury province) manuscripteathan
the original records from 1291 and 129Zhe database project returned to the original
assessment records made for each dic®eseating a more accurate representation of
spiritual revenues throughout England and Wales. Jeffrey Denton acguethcingly,
that revenues at many benefices were reported lower than the actual amount, ensuring
that tax assessments were likewise low@espite this undervaluation, tAi@xatio
provides a strong benchmark for the spiritual revenues claimed by aathts
benefice. To take a few examples relating to this studyl dikatiorecords that
Farnham rectory, Winchester diocese, was valued at £80 per annum; on the lower end of
the scale, Bramdean, in the same diocese, was valued at £5 perfaiihemevaues

generated at each benefice were leading factors in crown and curial interest in claiming

5 Benefices that were valued at six marks or less were considered to be &amapt
http://www.hrionline.ac.uk/taxatio/forms?context=diocese_hereford.

% PrestwichEdward | 411.

5 Dentmm, O6Towar ds a Tdeto E&lbdiasticacAngliae &t Whlllae Auctoritate P.

Nicholai IV circa A.D. 1294 Bulletin of theJohn Rylands University Library of Manchesté® (1997),

67-79, at 6869.

%8  There are some items from the 12 Taxatior ecor ded i n Swinfieldods and
These largely relate to the episcopal estate, and not the entire diocese, and several totals for incomes are
missing. Se®eg. Swinfield3045; Reg. Pontissaré, 7949 8; Dent on, O6Towards a Ne
T ax a 69 ®4L.

® Denton, o6The Valuation of Eccl esi2adjstaricalal Benef.i
Researct66 (1993), 23450, at pp. 24211.

80 Taxatia Bramdean; Farnham.
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those benefices for their own clerks. Bishops, too, relied upon benefices to support their
own clerks. Th& axatioopens upon the financial aspect of patronagé, & doing so,

begins to demonstrate the competition for benefices that fuelled the political activity
with which this chapter is concerned.

Taken together, these records begin to paint a picture of episcopal, Crown, and
curial activityin the field ofecclesiastical patronageecordsof institutionare easily
dismissed as bureaucratic fodder but it is hoped that this section has demonstrated their
value for affording insight into the politics of patronage, and into the act of registration
in relation b institutions to benefices in Hereford and Winchester. The remainder of this
chapter will examine records of institution alongside other register material, especially
episcol memoranda and correspondeand the records made by Crown and curia, in
orderto conduct a local study of the impact of regalian right and papal provisions in
Hereford and Winchester dioceses. Section tfiif§ewill compare the extent of Crown
and curial patronage activity in the two dioceses. Section(’gumwill investigate
Pont oi seds and Swinfieldds management of Cr owr

and section fivgV) will do the same for curial activity.

II. The extent of Crown and curial patronage in Hereford and Winchester
dioceses

This section will provide a sense of the scale of papal provisions and royal presentations

to benefices in Hereford and Winchester through an analysis of statistics gleaned from
records of institution in Pontoousxesbs and Swin
leave the impression that there were excessive numbers of papal provisions, in

particular. In 1307, a parliamentary petition made by the earls, barons, and community

of the realm to Edward | at Carlisle stressed that:

Concerning the unbridled multitude of papal provisions, because of which patrons or
advowson holders of benefices have had [their right to] collate or present stolen, and
now the noble and learned natives have been deprived of ecclesiastical prefanhent,

there will be a lack of counsel in the realm as regards those things which concern
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spirituality, nor will suitable people be found to be elected to ecclesiastical

preferment$?

Based on papal provisions recorded in papal registers between 1305 and/fi§By,
calculated that curial officials made eight hundred and-fiftg provisions to English
benefice$? Turning to Crown activity, Reginald Hartridge compiled every presentation
recorded on the patent rolls between 1272 and 1307 and estimated @avthenade
nearly one thousand presentations to benefit€sttino identified between three
hundred and four hundred royal clerks who received benefices from the Crown during
the same period, likewise basing his data on patent roll efftfiestead thesanalyses
is to see extensive Crown and curial activity. However, there are issues with their
methodologies. The presentations recorded on the patent rolls and the provisions
recorded in papal registers do not represent institutions to benefices. As ttatadns
above, these records only represent one part of the process, the act of Crown/curia
advancing their candidate for institution. They do not show how these acts were
received in the diocese. This section will adopt a different methodology. It witliega
records of institution in Pontoiseds and
number of papal provisions and royal presentations that became institutions (compiled
in Table One). The aim of this section is to establish the extent of crodvcuaial
activity in each diocese, before moving
management of it in the next two sections.

Despite expectations raised by contemporary sources and modern
historiography, evidence for papal provisions to bengficéHereford and Winchester
is slim. As Table One (below) demonstrates, only two records of institution (pe0.3
centof all swuch records) in Swinfieldds r ef¢
on the strength of papal letters of provisibth er e ar e no such recor
register. The statistics compiled from the two registers paint a quite different picture of
curial activity compared to Wrightos anal

implications. First, that papal prisions were not commonplace in Hereford and

61 The Parliament Rolls of Medieval Engla(fROME),12751504 C. GivenrWilson et al. (eds)

(Leicester, 2005), Vetus Codex 1307, mem. 150, item @6 effrenata multitudine provisionum

apostolicarum, per quas patronis seu advocatis beneficiorumicdtéitur seu presentacio, ac demum

indigene nobiles et litterati a promocione ecclesiastica penitus excludentur, et erit defectus consilii in

regno quantum ad ea que ad spiritualitatem pertinent, nec invenientur idonei qui ad ecclesiasticas valeant
eligi pr elFotrurmog.ed on the context, see Thompson, O6Th
Pr i o JoureabobEcclesiastical Historgl (1990), 54383.

62 Wright, The Church and the English Cron2i7576.

8 Hartridge, OERdwdr d hled sRiExdar wifs Presentationd, 1
4 Cuttino, 6Kingds Clerks and the Community of tF
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Winchester. Second, that the two bishops did not record institutions made on the
strength of papal provisions in the same way as they recorded other institutions. Third,
and most importantly for this chapter, tiae two bishops were able to dampen the
impact of provisions, or block them altogether. These implications are unpacked in the
next section, but it is clear that there is room tthiek current scholarship on
provisions.
There is a greater weight afaords of institution in each register relating to
Crown activity. Swinfieldbs register records
royal presentations, or 2pferceno f t he t ot al . Pontoisebds regist
institutions made on the strehgf Crown presentations, or J8r cenbf the total.
One implication of these results becomes clear when the presentations made on the
basis that the Crown held the advowson, and those made on the strength of regalian
right, are distinguished. The Cravweld two permanent advowsons to benefices in
Hereford diocese, to Ford and Montgomery, although it only ever presented to
Montgomery on two occasions, in 1300 and 1315, and never t¢Fbnése two acts
represent the only recorded occasiarhen the Cnon exercised its normaights of
patronage in Herefor@.his suggests that regalian right accounted for fifteen institutions
in total. The Crown possessed eight advowsons to benefices in Winchester but only
exercised one of those advowsons during Pordosse e pi scopate; the king p
twice to Leatherhead, in 1289 and 13062gain, this would suggest that a higher
proportion of Pontoiseds institutions of Crow
strength of regalian right. On the basis of these stajstizvould seem that Crown
patronage in each diocese was largely intrusive, even if the overall numbers of

institutions were low.

8 |t is possible that presentations/institutions did take place but were not red®ede®winfield532,
543; Taxatia Ford; Montgomery.

56 Reg. Pontissarg 32, 160;Taxatia Bisley; Brading; Kingsclere; Leatherhead; Puttenham;
Ringwood; Shalford; Wonersh.
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However, when the number of Crown presentations to Hereford and Winchester
benefices recorded on the patent rolls are compared with records of institution, a wholly
different impression is given. There are thintyo Crown presentations to benefices in
Hereford recorded on the patent rolls for the period March 1283 to Marcif1Bhize
of these were repeat presentations of the same candidate to the same benefiece; twenty
nine were unique. This marks a significant discrepancy in the record of crown activity
by the royal chancery and by Swinfield. At least fourteen presentatioeswreer
recorded as institutions in Hereford, or Swinfield never made those institutions. There
are similar discrepancies in the records for Winchester diocese. The patent rolls record
twenty-five presentations to benefices in Winchester between Juneah@82ecember
1304, all of which were uniqu Again, fourteen Crown presentations were never
recorded, or Pontoise never made them. It is difficult to gauge the full extent of Crown
activity in either diocese, but with so few recorded institutions of Crcamdlidates in
Hereford and Winchester dioceses, it would appear that the overall impact of Crown
activity was minimal, despite previous interpretations of the patent rolls, in particular.

It is hoped that this brief analysis has challenged curreneptons of Crown
and curial patronage activity by highlighting the limited record of such activity in
Hereford and Winchester dioceses. Pontoise and Swinfield instituted very few papal
provisions and Crown presentations. This draws focus to what thadia@pb were
doing in their dioceses, and how they managed to limit the impact of the two invasive

systems of patronage.

V. Bishops, the English Crown, and ecclesiastical patronage

This section wild/l investigateC®waint oi seds and
presentations made omet strength of regalian right anolyal clerks advanced as

candidates for institution through indirect patronage. Denton and Saunders each

demonstrate that successive archbishops of Canterbury formulated policies, not always

suwccessful ones, to counter the expansion of Crown rights of patronage, both in terms of

the numbers of advowsons it held and in terms of regalian right, during the early

67 CPR 128192, 57, 447, 49312921301, 70, 96, 185, 446, 509, 601, 603017, 7, 25, 63, 422, 431,
514;130%15, 12, 22,57, 117, 178, 186, 269, 341, 399, 341, 399, ¥1317, 3, 200, 201, 269, 338,
344, 397.

88 CPR 128192, 30, 32, 213, 321, 327, 368, 475, 500921301, 23, 33, 37, 133, 142, 222, 288, 326,
330, 49613017, 37, 105, 157, 162, 164, 214.
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fourteenth centur§® This section will break new historiographical ground by shifting

focus to a study of how Pontoise and Swinfield, two lesgetied bishops, dealt with

regalian right and Crown pressures to institute its candidates. It will examine material in
Pontoiseds and Swinfieldbs regi®aters, sut
concerning Crown activity, and correspondence between bishops and Crown officials,
alongside similar records generated by the royal chancery, in order to explore how the

two bishops developed means of controlling invasive patronage, and the natune of the

interactions with the Crown over this matter.

Swinfield and invasive Crown patronage in Hereford diocese

At first glance, Hereford diocese might not appear ideal for royal clerks needing
benefices from Crown patronage. Hereford was situated at sotaragigrom the seats
of royal power, especially Westminster, and it contained few benefices with lucrative
revenues fit for royal clerks. The two beneficesvtoch the Cown held the advowson,
Ford and Montgomery, were worth £10 and £25he most lucratie Hereford
benefice at Westbusin-Severn was valued at £53 6s 8d per anhtiis. advowson was
in the hands of a local knight, Nicholas de Bath, and neither of his presentations
recorded i n Swi nfdrosh pie8ssiré’ inéimancial teensHeseford g e s t
had little for royal clerks.

However, beyond the generic appeal of incomes for royal clerks, two local
factors drew the Crown to benefices in Hereford. The first was the proximity of the
royal court to Hereford between 1282 and 1284, duringgEdwd 6 s campai gn i
and the vacancy in the diocese between J
advowsons lapsed to the crowiiThe second was the secular cathedral chapter, which

presented opportunities for a royal clerk. Moreton Magna prebentheasly one

8 Denton,Winchesley2639 6 ; Saunders, ORoyal Eccl esiastical
Strat f-d4.d 6, 95

0 Taxatia Ford; Montgomery.

L This does not include benefices that were appropriated to religious houses. The most lucrative
benefice vas Lydney, valued at £66 13s 4d in 1291, but £53 6s 8d was claimed by the dean and chapter of
Hereford cathedrallaxatia Lydney; Westbury.

”? Nicholas de Bathés first presentation in 1289 v
University of Oxord. His second presentation was of John Talbot in 1311, whose surname suggests he
was part of the Talbot Marcher familReg. Swinfield528, 540.

7 D. Lepine,Brotherhood of Canons Serving God: English secular cathedrals in the Later Middle
Ages(Woodbridge, 1995), 2428.
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attached to Hereford cathedral that was valued at £20 or more irf“I2Stla place in
the chapter also afforded royal clerks the opportunity to gain higher ecclesiastical status
by holding a canonry, to remain noesident, and to hold a sew benefice witltura
animarum all within the bounds of the canon IdWit is patronage affairs during
Edwardodés Wel sh campaign, and the Crown focus
which frame this suisection.
Swinfieldods f i rdngCrova jpatronage came imltbermionthi n v o |
of his consecration as bishop, March 1283. The incident revolved around a dispute
between bishop and king over the rightvigr Philip the Welshman, a royal clerk, to
hold the rectory of Church Stretton in Herefordadise. Philip was in royal service
throughout the 1270s and 1280s and served as
alongside the abbot of Westminster in 12¥Bdward presented Philip to Bishop
Cantilupe for institution to Church Stretton in 1277; pinesentation was made on the
basis that the king, at that time, held the properties of the true advowson holder, the earl
of Arundel’’Swi nfield first challenged Philipbds rigt
March 1283. In a letter copied into his regisgninfield informed Edward that
Archbishop Peckham had deprived Philip of his benefice; the archbishop made the
deprivation during his visitation of Hereford diocese in December 1282 to January
1283®The kingo6s reply to Swicorfdiettetrecordeciade on 17

the bishopbés register, requested more infor ma
had o6omitted to decl are POn&3Maicly thebissopd cause o
wrote to the king to infwam Hdum tbathPBPhcl ep&s
inaction:

in the five yearsince obtaining possession of [Church StrettdPhil[p] has evaded

ordination to the priesthood through so great a number of various fictions, [and] against

" Some prebends were attached to the cathedral digfdges, pecantor, chancellor, treasurer) and

the two archdeaconries (Hereford and Salop (Shropshii@yatia Moreton Magna.

> Pantin,The English Church37.

76 The abbot at this time was Richard de Ware (1238CPR 127281, 302.

7 Reg. Cantilupel21;CPR 127281, 193.

8 Reg. Swinfield3.

” jbid, 4: 6Cum significaveritis nobis quod veneraliilis
pronunciavit ecclesiam de Strattono in Strattonesdale, vestri diocesis, et ad nostram donacionem

spectantem, de jure vacantem, omissa declaracione juris et causaniacgiasdem super quibus deceret

nos cerciorari:. priusquam ad eandem presentaremuséd
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the form of his institution that holdkim] to advancement to the priesthood within one

year according to the statute of the council of Ly%hs

The statuten question was the thirteenth canon promulgated at the second council of
Lyons in 1274. This mandated that all newly instituted rectors were to be ordained as
priests within a year of institution, if they were not already ordafh&avinfield made
it clear to Edward that the deprivation was grounded in the canon law and that the
bishop had a legitimate right to act against Philip.

Edwardds reply to Swinfield reveals t|
applicability to royal clerks instituted ohe strength of Crown patronage. On 30
March, Edward informed Swinfield that:

We do ot suppose that this (Lyons II, canon thirteexiends to the royal dignity, nor

do we consider ourselves, nor our patronage, wherever it exists, to be obliged to observe
any such statutes. However, if there is evidence of a cause for which the said church be
vacant, in as much as it happens to be vacant by the resignation or death of the rector,
and then having taken counsel on this [matter] at length, we will preskmigsas there

is a suitable and healthy [candid&fte]

Edward stressed that he would not, in principle, submit to canon thirteen, and argued

that a church could only be declared vacant on two grounds: resignation or death. The

king added that he would, those circumstances, present another candidate. In making
these two particular statements to Swinfield, Edward challenged the authority of the

canon law in matters of Crown patronage. This challenge was a success. Philip retained
Church Stretton and he waamed as rector iminor litigation in 1286 while

mainpernorfor Mgr Henry de Staunto®f The bi shopdés scribes co]
exchange into Swinfieldds register when
attention to detail and the record oftheleer s, t he sense emerges
the standoff between bishop and king, occupied the early days of the new Hereford

regime. Its affirmation of royaights is tellingofthe €Cown és r ef us al t o

80 jbid, ®&et 6j am fere per gquingque annos postquam ade
qualem per varia fingmenta ordinem sacerdocii subterfugit, camranstitucionis formam que continet

quod sacerdos fuerit infra annum secundum statut ¢
81 DECI, 321-22
82 Reg.Swinfield 6: 6énon supponimus se extendere ad regi

patronatum quocumgque existat @bservacionem statutorum huiuscemodi attendimus aliquatenus
obligari. Verumptamen si evidencior subsit causa per quam vacet ecclesia supradicta, utpote quod rectore
cedente vel decedente ipsam vacare contingat, tunc demum deliberato consilio supgrameeis

prout oportunum fuerit et salubre. 6
8 CCR 12798, 396.
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epi scopal i nt er fhistobaldchurchies It is alse tellng o theklismits r i ¢
of the canon | aw and the bishopbés need to nav
the most essential diocesan task of supervising priests in their parishes.
Despite dismissing the authority of thenon law in 1283, Edward took
advantage of it in 1287. On 6 May 1287, Swinfield instit¢g Bonet de St Quentin,
royal clerk, to Church Withington prebend attached to Hereford cathedral. The
institution was made on the strength of papal letters of gimvior which the Crown
had petitioned the curf4.The case is important for the way in which the Crown used
papal authority for the gain of royal clerks. Bonet was not short on royal patronage
before this provision. By 1287, he held a rectory in Lincbbtese valued at £21 6s 8d,
another in Canterbury worth £30, and a prebend at Southwell in York dfS@&seet
also held the deanery of the royal free chapel at Bridgnorth, worth a lucrative £54 13s
4d8Thi s makes the cr own 0 ssiorpalitbecioree ment of a pap
extraordinary, especially as Church Withington was worth just £7 $5Bwhet was
serving as a government minister in Gascony, and the provision stood as a statement of
Edwardodés support for his Gasgsoughtmgents during
strengtherhis rule in the duch§® Edward received two papal grants, in 1286 and 1290,
which afforded him the ability to support those agents. The first grant permitted Edward
to present six royal agents to canonries in Gascony; the secondigpmensed twenty
royal clerks, chosen by the king, to hold benefices without residency for terfYears.
Bonet benefitted from the second grant: the king provided his clerk withyeeéemon
residence licence in May 12900n two occasions in 1287 andaI® the king
mani pul ated the canon | aw for Bonetods benefit
provisions to secure a further benefice for Bonet and, in doing so, undermined

Swinfieldbds rights as a patron. ddne bishop of

8% Bonet de St Quentin was a prominent Gascon clerk in |
England and in Gascony during his reign. Prestwich identifies Bonet as a clerkogaheardrobe who

al so had 6di pl o mRey.Swinfiedd3839e1410 14142 Présiwiahicdward | 143,

305; J-P. TrabutCussacL 6 Ad mi ni stration Angl ai se en Gascogne sous H
1307 (Paris, 1972), 2233.

8 CPR 127281, 297, 299, 435CPR 128192, 225; See alsdlaxatia Aldington; Scrivelsby.

8  Bonet is referred to as the dean of Bridgnorth on several occaSiBRs127281, 256, 445; Taxatio:

Bridgnorth.

87 Taxatia Church Withington (as opposéad Withington parva).

88  Edward was in Gascony between 1286 and 18R 128192, 279, 312.

8 Denton,Winchelsey220; TrabutCussacL 6 Ad mi ni strati on , 245 8464d.i se en Gascog!
%  CPR 128192, 354, 357. E.C. Lodg&ascony Under English Ru{eondon, 1926), 57; M.W.

LabargeGascony, Engl and é453(Eondors 1980% esp.d@2.y , 1204
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Withingtonandto all dignities, canonries, and prebends at Hereford cathédral.
Second, Edward secured a papal dispensation in order to ensure his clerk could
circumvent canon law restrictions on residency.

The evidence presented above suggestdhibaCrown was easily able to secure
benefices in Hereford for its clerks, but the two institutions were made in very particular
circumstances. The kingb6s support for Phi
a moment when Edward was in the mioishis campaign to subjugate the Welsh; the
letters sent to Swinfield concerning Church Stretton were addressed from Aberéonwy.

The Welsh campaign proved a significant financial burden for Edward. Total household
expenditure between 22 March 1282 and 20dénber 1284 reached £101, 682The

1279 Household Ordinance also meant that if Philip lost his benefice, he would be

forced to take his salary from royal coffers, adding to the financial burden. In 1287,
Bonetds provi si on was ortfdrkis Gascancdgetdatao f Ed w:
moment when he sought to consolidate his government in the duchy. On that occasion,
Edward attempted to cultivate loyal supporters who would govern Gascony in his

absence. In 1283 and again in 1287, there was a pressingdimbenefices for royal
clerksanedwar dés pressur e asares8itBwinfidldhadind i nt en
further recourse to the canon | aw to chal
defend his rights as the patron to Church Withingtaaite the two royal clerks

secure in their benefices. Certain canons were designed to aid bishops in the
administration of their dioceses, but these two cases demonstrate the tenuous position
Swinfield occupied when the Crown manipulated the canon lawitdsneeds.

Philipds and Bonetods institutions demi
presented through regalian right and when supported by both Crown and curia, but they
are not the only examples of Crown attempts to have clerks institutedeficiesnn
Hereford diocese. Edward made three presentations to Swinfield between 1287 and
1290 with regards to prebends at Hereford cathedral. It is these presentations, and
Swinfieldbés reaction to them, t h-agectormre t |

On the occasion of the first presentation, Swinfield was on stronger legal ground
to challenge Edward compared to the situation in May 1287. Edward wrote to Swinfield
on 18 February 1287 to ask the bishop to collitarch Withington prebentd Peter de

® R. Swanson and D. Lepi nelb5 %9HerefordCathedimal: aNistdryd.l e Ag e
Tiller and G. Aylmer(eds) (Hereford, 2000) 486, at p. 59.

92 Reg. Swinfield4, 6; Prestwichizdward | 108.

% Prestwich estimates that campaign costs were in the region of £60, 000. R. KBauogers to the

Crown: the Riccardi of Lucca and EdwardRrinceton, 193), 18283; PrestwichEdward | 200.
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Savoy, t he .¥Thamgduestwas nmadermaxpectation thatthe prebend
would fall vacant owing to the election of the incumbent, William de Conflans,
archdeacon of Hereford (1289), as bishop of GenevVaOn 16 March 1287,
Swinfield informed Edward that he was wunabl e
according to canonical sanctions and the constitutions of the universal church that are
hitherto approvedo, a b ecomséciatior notetettith. vacant at
Fr om Bonet t0€huphWithigtenn Bay 1287, it is clear that Swinfield
successfully rejected Peter de Savoyods presen
success was due to t he bingiohwas Gosyetaacanu ment t hat
owing to a technicality in the canon law.

When Edward made a second presentation to Church Withington, Swinfield was
again in a position to challenge it, pointing to his continued stance against royal
encroachments. Thepesit at i on concerned Gil e%No a clerk i
record survives of the initial Crown presentation, but Swinfield wrote to Giles on 7 July
1287 to inform the royal clerk that:

[The king] dispatched his lettegpsitent to us by solemn messengers that we should
assign the prebend, if it should then be vacant, or the next vacancy in the church of
Hereford, toMgr. Bonet, his clerk. Furthermore, the executors of the papal letter,
concerning the said collation thuslie made, were urging us vehemently through their
threatening letters that we neither could, nor must, then grant to any other the said

prebend, which then was vacant as they claiffied.

In July 1287, Bonet was still alive and continued to hold Churchikgtbn on the
strength of his provision. Swinfield used Bon

Gilesd presentation to the same. When Edward

94 Peter received a number of ecclesiastical dignities, offices, prebends, and benefices in England at the

request of Edward, his uncle. Clement V would later provide Peter to the archbishopric of Lyons by

ClementV in 1308.Reg. Swinfield135;Fasti Ecclesiae 1066300: viii: Hereford, 33.

%  Reg. Swinfield13536; Fasti Ecclesiae 106630Q viii, Hereford, 25.

% Reg. Swinfield1353 6: 6Verum qui a, secundum c anversaliscas sancci on
ecclesie hactenus approbatas, tunc primum vacant dignitates ecclesie vel prebende taliter electorum, cum

fuerint in episcopos consecrati, vobis ad votum respondere non possumus donec super consecracione

electi predicti michi, vestro devoto,fué t 1 nt i mat um. &

% Giles de Oudenarde was keeper ChagterstinfAdminisiratvg 6s gr eat wa
History, ii, 3-4 (fn.5), 2425.

% Reg.Swinfieldl5651: o6Suas patentes |itteras nobis per sol emp

prebena@m, si que tunc vacabat, vel proximam vacaturam in ecclesia Herefordensis, magistri Bonecto,

cleric suo, assignaremus. Executores eciam littere papalis super dicta collacione taliter facienda per suas

comminatorias litteras nos tam vehementer urgebat prelztkndam predictam, que tunc ut asserebant

vacabat, nul i al teri potui mus nec debui mus tunc confe
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this time to admonish the bishop for his failure to col@eirch Withngtonto Peter de
Savoy Swinfield issued the same response I
to the prebend® With two royal clerks and a royal kinsman having claims to the same
prebend, there appears to have been confusion in royal governmeetring the
availability of Church Wi thington. It s
in Gascony in the summer of 1287 and information being slow to reach him. Swinfield
exploited the situation. In neither letter to Edward, in July ampde®aber, did the
bishop offer alternative benefices for Giles or Peter. Swinfield instead rejected both
royal candidates outright.

Even when Edward shifted focus to another prebend at the cathedral,
Bartonsham, Swinfield contested the presentabdnging into focus his policies as a
gatekeeper to prebends at Hereford cathedral. On 16 August 1287, Edward wrote to
Swinfield to ask the bishop to collaBartonshanto Peter de Savoy° On 15
September, Swinfield replied to the king that:

because | cdrrred [Bartonsham] from a certain urgent necessity of right to the
chancellor of Hereford cathedral, to whom no adequate prebends had been provided,
and there is a similar necessity [to colldted next vacant [prebentd] the archdeacon

of Shropshirewho has not yet any share of the prebends in the said church, it will
inevitably benecessary thatlcollat§ ust as according to the

same church%?

Swinfield cited his responsibility to pr
and the archdeacon of Shropshire, stating that each had pressing need by right of their
dignities to claim a preben8winfield collated Bartonsham ilbert Swinfied,

chancé | or (and t henJone 8287 seveal moreghp before Edward

® jibid., 153: 6Verum vestra excellencia, antequar
per solempnes nuncios destinavit quod prdbaem si que tunc vacabat vel proximo in ecclesia

Herefordensi, magistro Bonetto, vestro clerico, assignarem; executores eciam mandati apostolici super

dicta collacione taliter facienda per suas litteras executorias me tam vehementer districcione canonica
cohercebant quod prebendam predictam que tunc, ut asserebant, vacabat, nulli alteri nisi ei potui nec
debui tunc conferre. 6

W Bartonsham is referred to in Edwar doMgrlAdamt er t c
de Fileby. Adam was alsoay a | clerk who had a 6long and faithf
Bartonsham té&\damin 1277, andhe archdeaconry of Shropshire in 128PR 126672, 244;Reqg.

Swinfield 526;Fasti Ecclesiae 106&300Q viii, Hereford, 23, 28; Brentandwo Churches46-47.

01 i biéds:i 6de prebenda qguam tenuit magister Adam de
mencio fuerit vobis facta, prout vestre |littere 1
urgente necessitate contulerim cancellaétgefordensis ecclesie, cui in prebenda provisum non fuerat

antea competenter, ac eciam modo proximam vacaturam necessitate consimili archidiacono Salopsire, qui
nondum in ecclesia sepedicta est prebendam aliquam assecutus, me conferre inevitabiliter

opore bi t équasi secundum jus et consuetudinem ej usd:
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presented Peter de Savoy forcollatiéftBut t here are no records in
register, or elsewhere, that indicate that the bishop ever cadlayging toJohn de
Bestn, the archdeacon of ShropshBeSgptember 1287 August 1289%°3 By arguing
that a diocesands responsibility to his digni
and customj(s et consuetudingm, Swi nfi el d was able to reject
of Peter despite never fulfilling that responsibility. The evidence suggests that Swinfield
used a tactical argument to reject Peter rather than issuing a statéfaehtand that
this argument w&s developed over the course of the summer of 1287, fird base
Bonetds provision, and | ater based on the bis
Despite setbacks in 1283 and May 1287, Swinfield pushed back against Edward and
developed a series of tactics to dampen Crown pressure for institutions for its
cardidates.Swinfield eventually collated a prebendReter de Savoy, but only in 1290
after Bonet de%Bter wv@umadettoiwaithis turt. Swinfiéld did not
collateprebends t@ny other royal clerks for the remainder of his episcopatehdto t
end, Swinfieldds tactical fight worked.
There is a contrast between the situations in 1283 and 1287/90. Edward issued
his statement that royal rights of patronage were not subject to papal rulings on benefice
occupancy (Lyon Il d4.3) whilein Wales, tose to Hereford diocese: it was direct,
authoritative, and successful, and forged by a need to secure benefices for his clerks
when the royal cof fers were under strain. Bon
strength of papal authority with Crown backiag, move t o support the Kking
clerks at a moment when Edward was consolidating his rule in the region. In 1283 and
again in May 1287, Edwardodés support for his ¢
Crown presentations made to Church Withington andoBahtam in February, July,
and August 1287 were made under quite different circumstances. Edward was in
Gascony and his authority in England was more limited. The regency government was
weak and the magnates began to expand their power at the expens@rofath&™

Swinfield likewise took advantage of the distance between himself and the king, and of

2 Bartonsham prebend is referred to in Swinfieldods | et
Mgr Adam de Filebyirom 1277 until 1287 I n 1268, we find Adavhohadeferred to a
had a o6l ong and faithful serviced. B-thdeenthano descri bes
century curi al proctorsd for the work he performed in

1287. Adam had worked as a proctor for @ape. CPR 126672, 244;Reg. Swinfield526;Fasti

Ecclesiae 1064.300: viii, Hereford, 23, 28; Brentand,wo Churches46-47.

103 John resigned the archdeaconry of Shropshire in August 1289 and entered the service of Archbishop
PeckhamReg. Swinfield227;Fasti Ecclesiae 106830Q viii, Hereford, 28.

104 Reg. Swinfield528;Charters and Records of Herefert6869.

105 Burt, Edward | and the Governance of Englad80-51.
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a situation in which Edward could not manipulate the canon law for his own gain, in

order to reject the claims of royal clerks to prebends in his dioceseingglisrown

rights of patronage to those prebends 1in
represented resistance against Crown intrusion into Hereford diocese. Swinfield was
emboldened by his experience. When in 1308 Isabella made her demandsishtip

to provide for Hugh de Leominster, Swinfield rejected the demands outright.
Swinfieldbdos | ocal power s, his | ocal knowl
policy of resistance, ensured he was able to limit the extent of Crown pressure on

institutions in his diocese.

Pontoise and royal clerks in Winchester diocese

Compared to Hereford, Winchester was a more likely destination for royal clerks
looking for ecclesiastical benefices. The king possessed advowsons to sevatiakluc
benefices in th diocese and, during the losgde vacantperiod between 1280 and
1282, the Crown haldeld a significant degree of power over the benefices in
Winchester diocese. The king possessed advowsons to eight benefices in Winchester
diocese, including three that were valued at over £50: Kingsclere (£101 13s 4d),
Ringwood (£66 13s 4d), and Bradi(£H9). Two other benefices commanded revenues
over £30: Leatherhead (£34 13s 4d) and Shalford (E36 13s 4d). Two more were valued
at over £10: Puttenham (£12) and Wonersh (£17 11¥88)t the diocese was also
situated close to Westminster and close tadrtegtutions of royal government; any
benefice in Winchester was an attractive prospect for royal clerks, even those not held
by the Crown. It is the Crownds attempts
the focus here.

Pont oi s e &sas bishopoftWinochestet were shaped by a dispute with
the Crown over its patronage rights in the diocese. The dispute revolved around the
C r o wprdsentation of Diegbe Hispania, a bastard kinsman to the queen, to Crondall
rectory on 6 August 12827 The bishop of Winchester normally held the advowson to
Crondall, but the king presented Diego on the basis that Winchester diocese was vacant

106 The crown also held the advowson to Bisley, which was exempt freertisading tenth, and as
such no value is give.axatia Bisley; Brading; Kingsclere; Leatherhead; Puttenham; Ringwood;
Shalford; Wonersh.

107 CPR1281:92, 32. For more on James de Hispania,&sti Ecclesiae 1066300Q i, London, 80; M.
Bent,Magister Jacobus de Ispania, author of Bgeculum musicae (Abingdon, 2015), esp.-308
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in August 1282, as it had been since February 1#86t hat respect , Di egods
was completely within thedunds of regalian righf®

However, Edwardos 1282 presentation, and D
problems that brought Pontoise and king into dispute. First, Diego was underage and
illegitimate. Diego resigned Crondall in February 1283ut a letter ent by Peckham
to Edward several months later indicates this was not voluntary. On 13 May 1283,
Peckham wrote to Edward t o anmfmbomoubtaf m t hat be
wedl ock, as is said, and can htawvwastmso ri ght i n
a necessary aét! The king, however, presented a second candidate to Crondall on the
basis that after the first collation was void, the advowson remained in his hands. These
are the same rights of presentation that Edward had asserted valenggd by
Swinfield in March 1283 over Philip the Wel sh
The kingbés candidate was Nichteolwhomm de Monti mer
Pontoise collated Crondaih 11 June 12882 This second presentation provided the
basis for the second problem. Edward made the presentation at a time when Pontoise
had assumed control over all properties held by the bishop of Winchester, including
advowsons. Pontoise worked on this premise when he colateuiallto Peter de
Guilford on 28 February 1283, exercising his right as the true advowson hbtider.
Pont oise and Peter were associates. I n June 1
special friendé, to intimate that wupon his pr
bishopw shed to demonstrate 6that we retain you i
a gift1*Valued at £831° Crondall was a substantial gesture of friendship and had

long-been promised to Peter. However, in the period between February and June 1283,

108 Fasti Ecclesiae 1068300:ii, Winchester, 87.

1 There is no record of Diegobés collation@8but there is
February 1283, which Diego did in order to receive the rectory of Rothbury, Durham dicE¢s4281

92, 58;Reg. Pontissarg 5; Taxatia Rothbury.

110 Reg. Pontissara 5.

111 Reg. Peckharii(RS),5474 8: 6 Ovekes co, s bpaigneesienfauntmient ke James de
mulierez, si come len dist, nene puet aveir nul droit en seinte eglise, e pur co ke resignement de eglise fete

par condicium turne en symonie, nus vous priums pur la honeur de Dieu e de vous endreit de la eglise de

Crundaleneduf rez pas ke | en face chose en nun de vous ke se
112 Reg. Pontissarg 5-6.

13 ibid., 5.

14 Reg. Pontissard, 3798 0: 6Scire igitur vos volumus quod nuper af

divine gracia favente precti, ex hujusmodi promocione in fervore dilectionis intime quam semper ad

VOS gesimus jam promote concrevimus, et illam in nostre pectore retinemus per effectum, imposterum
dante Domi no pr esenc iFa morédon Beteade GuldforsieDeuieleshbre n s ur i 6 .
esp. 60, 61, 1561.

115 Taxatia Crondall.
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bishopank i ng wer e at odds over their rights
claim to the benefice was not secure.

There is strong evidence in Pontoisebo
i nstitution to secure Pet dioobeectocamathsthei s o0
first recordsof institutionf or Pont oi seds epi scopalt’e ente
For the most part, the records are written routinely and precisely, with one following
after the other on t hoBatiohonl28 February,lfamd r ecor d
Ni cholasd coll ation on 11 June, follow t|
detailing the cleric who held the church, the church, the advowson holder, and the date
and place of institutioh” However, after the recorddfi chol asd col |l ati o
anomaly. A second r eCrcoadaldollatiansandmemds éfromh or Pe !

start to finish):

de Guldeford capellano in presencia multorum. CRONDALE. Item anno consecracionis
domini primo die Martis post festum saineetri in Cathedra apud Sanctum Albanum

contulit dominus ecclesiam de Crondale domino Péfto.

The entry is odd for a number of reasons. Firstly, the language differs from other
records in the register. Thenpeekteaciase 06i n |
multorumn) is not used elsewhere. Secondly, the word order is disjointed. The section

r e a d ide @uldéfard. capellano in presencia multofumpr ecedes t he r el
record. The item has a hastily written appearance on an otherwiseliedtHodly,

the record is the only one on the folio out of chronological order. The date given is 24
February, yet the i mmediately preceding I
dated to 11 June. This anomalous record also predates thecfistrred f or Pet er
collation written onto the folio, given as 28 February. It is the only evidence that

Pontoise was in Stlbans on 24 February 1283, althougkere is no suggestion that the

event was fabricated. It is the record of that event that isiqoabte, especially

because it appears altered. The anomalous record claimed that many people witnessed
Peterds collation in St Albans four days
added, hastily, below t hetneego rPastarmingdNi d o

116 Hants RO 21M65/A1/1, fo. 1r.
117" Both records are found on the same page in the edited registgrPontissarg 5.

8 The record is given here as it is found on fol|
order in order to make the record make senseRsgePontissara , 6: O0de Gui l dford, c
presence of many people. CRONDAUtem int he first year of the | ordés
after the feast of St Peter in Cathedra, toat St Al
Petegé 6
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legallyybi ndi ng c¢cl aim with Nicholasdéd own claim. Th
aimed to undermine Nicholasdé collation throug
possible that this epiusicdte prddeichianiofhisr at es Pont o
register. Peterds coll ation was Pontoiseds pe
tactically alter how that <coll ation was recor
bi shop6és own claims to Crondall

P o nt ceffostet@dsecure Crondall extended beyond the manipulation of
register records and involved negotiating with the Crown via Archbishop John
Peckham. Pontoise had served as Peckhambés pro
the two bishops held mutual intetes i n Pet er 6s col |l ati on: Peter
and Peckh athdseredsmargcordthanPontoise pleaded to Peckham for
support but the two bishopsdé registers contai
Peckhamds r egi st egwritteoto thearoyal amily &g goveminent e t t
officials on behalf of Pontoise in May 1283. On 23 May 1283, Peckleaitrassecond
round of lettergo king, queen, and chancellor. The archbishop beQuednEleanor
t hat she 6mi ght toliourdordfkiagitosvards aus degr brotteetheh e a r t
bi shop of Pihaarchbislsop @npléyed similar language to address
Edward and requested that the king draw on 0a

A A

humility, all of [yoseEdwmerd$é andf BvVeanoobsP
responses do not survive but it is clear that Peckham sought to change their opinion with
regards to the presentations to Crondall.

Using the same letters sent to the king and qudargaretBent offered that
Pontoise and Peckim conived against Diego de Hispanraorder to advance their
own candidate, Petéf’Peck hamodés | etters to Burnell, the r
different interpretation. On 13 May, Peckham sent a letter to the chancellor, Burnell.
The archbishop stresd first, that Diego de Hispania was an unsuitable candidate for
Crondall, and second, that Nicholas de Montim
unsuitabledueto6 not having knowledge of | etters or ou

askedthatBurnellllpp t he king to reconsider his presentas

9 For Pont oi s e 0 sRegPedmami (GYS), 37;ni $CYD)s38.For nore on Peter de

Guildford, see DouieRechamesp. 60, 61, 1581.

120 Reg.Peckhani ( RS), 555: 06l e quoer nostre seignur |l e roy
eveske de Wyncestrebo.

21 ibid.,,55354: 6t aunt de bunteast Wauwrd ednenlcemidl. i t ez,

122 Bent,Jacobus de Ispanjd.11.
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this case that might rebound t o22FRhes di sh
letter was intended to implore Burnell, as a bishop himself, to intervene where scandal
could ariseWhen Peckham wrote to Burnell again on 23 May, his concerns had shifted.
Peckham complained to the chancell or that
bi shop of Wi nchester and the church had I
Crondmabdlglthoyal ¥Thiswasnoharehuest fomag dut an
accusation of wrongdoing on the part of the royal government. Peckham communicated
as much to Pontoise in a letter to the bishop sent on the same day (23 May). The
archbishop promised Pani se: O6And should Egyptian sev
our reeds will not find ¥®hequote ftamiExodusf or
7, offers support, implying that Pontoise may have to bowoov@ pressuresgveritas
Egiptiacg a referencéo the pharaohs during the Israelite enslavement), but he would
still receive Peckhambés backing. From t hi
and Pontoise, it would appear that there was royal intrigue in thislésisg.
defamatory statementsdithe threat of forcehe king and his agents conspired against
Pontoise in order to ensure that a royal cdaii was instituted to Crondal.e ¢ k h a md s
and Pontoisebs efforts to secure Crondall
retained the beneficuntil October 1288%°

At first glance, the dispute between bishop and king over Crondall appears to be
a localised matter concerning patronage rights, but the circumstances surrounding
Pontoisebds papal provision tomMawagahest er
stake. Pope Matrtin IV provided Pontoise to Winchester ium@ 1282 at the expense of
Edwarddés own candi date, Robert Burnell kB
election at the curia. On 14 June 1282, Pontoise was consecrated, pudirdjta
Burnel |l ®Poolt @ai m@6s provision was well su

English bishops. Thomas de Cantilupe, bishop of Hereford, Ordonio Alvarez, cardinal

123 Reg. Peckhani(RS),5484 9: o6l psam enum ecclsiam Jacobus de
prius tenuit occupatam, quam dominus rex voluit conferri cuidam medico, literalem sciehtiaguam
patriae non habenti. Cum igitur dictus Jacobus non sit capax beneficii, tum quia minor annis et illegitimus

ut diciturédominum regem velitis inducere propter
praecipiat, quod possitin dedecusstmamt | aesi onem | i bertatis ecclesi
124 ibid.,55556: O0Ecce enim dura et horrenda dicta cont
dicuntur nuperrime profluxisseélnstrusvwiearmist i n e
regal i busébd

125 Reg. Peckharni (RS), 55758; Reg. Pontissarg 2646 5: O Et si subtraxerit v
Egi ptiaca, calami nostri medietas vobis no deerit

126 Reg. Pontissarg 30, 3631.
127 Reg. Pontissard, 385; Fasti Ecclesiae 1066300:ii, Monastic Cathedrals, 87; Denton,
Winchelsey41.
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bishop of Tusculum (12785), and Benedetto Gaetani (the future Boniface VIII),

cardinatdeacon of San Nicolm-CarcereTulliano (128191) each wrote to Edward in

June 1282 to support Pontoi ¥Howevepr ovi si on as
Edward expressed displeasure at Pontoisebds pr
buyback he yi el ds of the bishopricés farms durin
pricel’®*Second, Edwardodos keepers of the temporalit
Winchester refused to hand over the goods, which caused a grain shortage on the

bi s hop 6'¥Thieds theskeepess did not hand over to the bishop several properties,

including a mill, until November 1282 Fourth, Edward made six presentations to

benefices in Winchester diocese between 5 August and 5 November 1282, at a time

when Pontoise had assachcontrol over the temporalitié¥. These few acts amounted

to royal agents disseisiiRpntoise of his lands and goods. The Crondall dispute raged at

the same time as these acts, and, in that light, the seizure of the advowson and the

presentation ofunsuia bl e royal <candidates to the benefic
claim, should be seen as part of a wider campaign to undermibed®ons e 6 s ear | y
episcopacy. Totha& n d , Edwarddés use of regalian right,
of patronage,waa pol i ti cal t ool designed to destabil.
diocese. In that climate, Pontoise was in a weak position to challenge the king, and the

royal collation stood.

Despite the Crondall di sput e,ndwWithnt oi sebds r
Edward, changed after 1285, and the bishopos
benefices in Winchester shifted. Records of institution in his register indicate that, over
the course of his egispate, Pontoise collated benefices to tipreennent royal clerks
to benefices at Winchestemd also gave a further two beneficesustodyto royal
clerks'® As Table Two showgbelow), all five benefices were valued at £20 or higher
in 12914 Pontoise held the advowson to every benefice excephésdaad, which fell
into the ki nt°dserelsamedidence to sugg2s8tFat Pontoise made

these institutions under duress, as he had done in June 1283 when Edward presented

128 TNA SC 1/15/157, 174, 184.

129 CPR 128192, 33; Reg Pontissaraii, 384.

130 Reg. Pontissard, 392, 39495.

131 ibid., 39596.

132 CPR 128191, 32, 33, 3840.

133 Reg. Pontissarg 21, 2324, 31, 39, 62.

3% Taxatia Bi shopdés Waltham; Brighstone; Cheriton; Freshwa
135 A History of the County of Surrey: volumet8E. Malden (ed.) foWictoria County History

(London, 1911), 301.
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Nicholas de Montimer to Crondall. Instead, Pontoise readily provimal clerks with

high-value benefices in Winchester diocese.

Table Two. Table showing the benefices in Winchester diocese in which Pontoise instituted royal
clerks after 1285, and their values according to the 1291 Taxario.
Benefice Royal Clerk . Form f]f Date Benefice value
institution
Bishop’s Waltham |  Ocoirey de Collation March 1289 £20
Hotham
Brighstone John de Kirkby Collation May 1299 £20
Cheriton John de Magnach Collation Tune 1290 £40
Freshwater William de March Custody May 1286 £40
Leatherhead Hugh de Kendal Custody February 1286 £34 13s 4d
The timing of these six institutions |

changing relationship with Edward. Pontoiseeret er ed Edwar dés ser v
1285 onwards, whea letter patent as producedthate c or ded Ponttoi se 6 s
travel over seas Y¥HAiomthis datekFomojsé segab to semenehis s .
place as a prominent royal agent and diplomat. In October 1289, Pontoise was part of an
inquiry into offences committedly Engl i sh justices during
from 1286t01289* I n 1292, Pontoise travelled to
take part in the deliberations to settle the dispute over the Scottish Efdwn.

December 1295, Edward dispatched teme as part of a diplomatic mission to the

papal curia to treat for peace with representatives of the king of France; Pontoise
remained in Rome and its viciThistsg on ki ni
follows the increase in the number of insibas and custodiethat Pontoise made to

the benefit of royal clerkdn 1286, William de March and Hugh de Kendal were

awarded their custodies; in 1289 to 90, John de Magnach and Geoffrey de Hotham
received their benefices through collatifinally, Ponbise collatedBrighstoneto John

de Kirkbyin 1299. This correlation has two implications. First, that Pontoise was more
receptive to instituting royal <clerks whi
that the bishopbdbs support for royal cl er |

king. Pontoise used the institution of royal clerks as a political tool of sorts, as a form of

136 CPR 128192, 164.

137 prestwichEdward |, 33942.

138 CCR 128896, 244;:CPR 128192, 507.
139 CPR 12921301 182.
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leverage to smooth his relationship with the king, and, in stages, to advance his station

in the royal court.

The evidence concerning Crown patronage, especedlian right, recorded on the
patent rolls is deceptive, andssuggesoar ds i n Pon
different picture fronthose offered by previous historians. The impact of Crown
presentations made on the strength of regalian oigimdirect patronage was shaped by
circumstances in the diocese. In 1283, Swinfield was new to his diocese and was in a
weak position to challenge royal authority; to that end, the new bishop was unable to
execute the deprivation of Philip the WelshmanMlay 1287, Edward obtained a papal
provision for his clerk, Bonet de St Quintin, and Swinfield was unable to challenge the
combined legal power of Crown and curia. In August 1282 to June 1283, Pontoise
suffered at the hands of the king and royal agertis, sought to undermine his position

as bishop of Winchester. In those circumstances, Pontoise was in no position to
challenge royal patronage, even with support from the archbishop of Canterbury. As the
two bishops established themselves over the coutthe df280s, institutions became a
device by which Pontoise and Swinfield negotiated their place as magnates in the
English political realm. Swinfield defended his diocesan rights by rejecting Crown
pressure to collaterebendst Hereford cathedrab its candidates, and, in doing so,

stood firm against royal encroachments. Pontoise offered quid pro quo exchanges for
which the king patronised his career. The two
ecclesiastical patronage could morph into an entirely differditicabtool, one

wielded by the bishops to enact their own agendas and to forge their place in the
English political arena. This is a far cry from the image of an overbearing Crown able to

manipulate patronage at will.

V. Papal provisions in Herefordand Winchester dioceses

This section wild/l investigate Pontoiseds and
provisions to benefices in their respective dioceses. Few studies have, so far, examined
the impact of papal provisions in a local context. Andrew Bastadived that

provisions had a mini mal effect -century oc al spir
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parishes*° Blake Beattie demonstrated, convincingly, that during the thirteenth

century, the papacy used provisions to install curial officials in bersefiroughout

Italy to strengthen papal authority in certain regions, although, for the most part, it was
individuals with papal sympathies from those regions piadited from provisions*!

This section shifts focus to bishops and their reactopspalprovisions, turning to
material i n Pontoiseds and Swinfieldbs r
correspondence, and documents produced by curial officials, such as letters of

provision, in order to examine the effect that provisions had in Hereford arch&gter

di oceses, and what picture this materi al

officials.

Swinfield and papal provisions in Hereford

Records of institution capture only two papal provisions to benefices in Hereford

diocese between 13&nd 1317, but other register evidence reveals a wider picture.

Two memoranda and a |l etter sent by Swinfi
the papal curia, Richard de Pudleston, obtained a papal provision for a benefice in
Hereford. Researcimio curial proctors and their work is still nascent. Proctors were

(often) legal experts who conducted business at the curia on behalf of their clients, as
Patrick Zutshi describes, from paying taxes, to petitioning curial officials for various

papal grarg, such as provisiort4? They were often resident in Rome (later, Avignon)

in order to facilitate access to the papal departments. In two studies, Bombi shows that
proctors were essential conduits for English clients, including laypersons, for interacting
with curial officials!**The focus of this research r ema
Thissubs ect i on focuses on Richard de Pudl est
i mplications of Swinfieldbés reaction to I

relationship between proctors and the people they served.

40 Barrel, 6The Effect of Papal PrlOYisions on Yor kshi
4 B. Beattie, o6Local Reality and PapalMedtevhli cy: p.
Studies57 (1995), 1353.

42 p, N.R. Zutshi, O6Proctors acting for English Pe
1 3 7 8ourdal of Ecclesistical History35 (1984), 1829, esp. pp. 136.
4 Bombi, O0Andr4& SmepidPédti tl1i3@&ning bet ween Engl anc

the Fourteenth Centuryd i nMeOevalPdaiitbns: gface afievance A. Ml
(York, 2009), 6481; BrentanoJwo Churches27.
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A papal provisia obtained by Richard de Pudiestin May 1291 challenged
Swinfiel dos andguddies tharslatianshp ddtween bishop and proctor.
Swinfield first commissioned Richard @ proctor on 3 April 1285 when the bishop
directed Robert de Gloucester, his official, to replace Adam de Fileby and Ricardo de
Spina with Richard and Cursius de San Gimignano, and entrust these new proctors with
all current litigationt** Followingthato mmi ssi on, Richard became one
| eading agents i n Rome. Il n 1285, Richard was
against the bishop of St Asaph, sensitive litigation concerning the extent of the western
boundaries of Hereford dioce¥8ButBr ent ano descri bes Richard as
untrustworthyoé on the basis that, in May 1291
a canonry and prebend at Hereford cathedfabeoffrey de Vazzano, papal nuncio to
England, sent a notification to Swinfield dated 3 July 1291 confirming that he,
Geof frey, was t heeecutoadatdsof Mdr Richarcede Budlestom, r  (
canon of Herefordd, an dchardf’®Bwinfielhpessdssed hop was t
the advowson to all of Herefordds canonries.
his own career interests by undermining the patronage rights of the bishop who had
commissioned him as a proctor.

Swi nf i el d otke situagtisnpevaals ®ome obthe powers bishops
possessed to lessen the impact of papal provisions in their dioceses. Swinfield
summoned Richard to appear at a tri bunal at t
July 1291, two months after the initialgwision was received and around two weeks
after Geoffrey de Vazzano sent his notification. The tribunal found Richard guilty of
subterfuge and the proctor was forced to subm

submission reads:

I, Richard de Pudleston, ckeof the diocese of Hereford, before you, venerable father,

the lord Richard etc., | imposed myself on your part because, having hidden the fact, |
was provided to the next vacant canonry and prebend in Hereford cathedral, assigned to
me by the apostolisee, to your prejudice and to the injury of my very own oath, |

submit myself purely, voluntarily, and absolutely to your judgement, grace, and will

over the same canonry and prebend and to all provisions for the aforesaid made to me

by the said apostolisee, being produced in whatever way, and to all other injuries to

144 Reg. Swinfield99. Adam de Fileby was a particularly infamous proctor. For more on his career, see
Brentano,Two Churches46-48.

145 Reg. Swinfield101. For more on the St Asaph litigation, &apter Four, pp. 19203.

146 Brentano,Two Churches43.

147 HCA 1057 (910).
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you by me no matter how | brought them to bear, and | renounce all my rights to the

provision48

The item contains sever al i ndicators of |
Swinfieldin light of the provision. In the submission, Richard is referred to as a clerk of
Hereford diocesec(ericus Herefordensis dioceyidt was an affirmation of his station,

a reminder that he was subject tw@dtaSwi nf i
veritateis also significant. It implied that Richard obtained his provision through

mi srepresentation or f alkteektthcemudsummeafs ed on
Gr at DexrmetonsKenneth Pennington shows that first, canonists considered ¢éhat if
vassal broke their oath to their lord, or even broke specific promises, it was injurious to

the lord, and second, that the breaking of the oath was grounds to deprive the vassal of
their property*Swi nf i el d6s commi ssi on tedtheBathe har d
in this circumstanceBy procuring his provision, Richard prejudiced the bishop and so

broke his oathThese were the grounds upon which Swinfield forced Richard to

surrender his provision. Swinfield used the notion of a binding oath betisen

bishop and proctdio counteract the papal letters of provision and the executive power

of the papal nuncio in England.

Ri chardds submission records his prov
obtain a provision in the first place reveals sdmetn g of Swi nf i el dds p
rewarding his proctors. Accounts copied i
Richard received from the bishop. In 1288, Richard was psadaaiumof sixteen
marks (£10 10s 4d) for the yeaf.In 1289, he had expenseaid to the total of forty
five and a half marks (£30 6s 8d) for one account, and a further thirty marks (£20) for
anothet®>!Swi nfi el dés household rolls for 1289
Richard of fiftytwo Gros Tournoidor every mark (13s 4dhe proctor used when

representi ng t W°@hebeiwsrdmopedasy transattiens, essidllysvia an

148 Reg,Swinfield 256: 6Ego Ricardus de Pudlesdone, cl eri
venerabili patre, dominus Ri c auod tacjta veritate canoficatam o s i t ¢
et prebendam in ecclesia Herefordensi proxime vacaturam michi procuraverim per sedem apostolicam
assignare, in prejudicium vestrum et lesionem mei proprii juramenti, submitto me pure, sponte, et

absolute ordinacioni, gragiet voluntati vestre super eidem canonicatu et prebenda, et omnibus

provisionem de predictis per dictam sedem apostolicam michi factam contingentibus quoquo modo, ac
omnibus aliis injuriis vobis per me qualitercumque illatis, renuncians omni jurimpchiovi oni s. . . 6
4 K. Pennington, O6Feudal Oath of Fidelity and Ho
Law as Profession and Practice in Medieval Europe: essagenourof James A. Brundag&arnham,

2011), 93115,esp. pp. 103t

150 Reg Swinfield 69-70.

151 ibid., 24647.

12 Sswinfielddos,lBousehol d Roll
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Italian merchant banking company, which covered the costs of living in Rome and of
conducting business atthe@ri Thi s was S worallfpfodorséitd s appr oach
Rome®*Swi nfi el dés rewards did not extend beyond
did not collatea benefice t&Richard, despite, by the time of his provision in 1291,
having served Swinfield for ssiothergugahr s. The pa
proctors: not one received a benefice from the bishop. The lack of ecclesiastical
preferment suggests Swinfield had a policy for his proctors, namely withholding
ecclesiastical patronage in favour of monetary payments.

Swinfiel dtblsempoillilcymifmates the factors shapi
to deprive Richard of his provision, and, in doing so, to challenge papal authority. The
matter concerned the curi aoslLicetecddasiarunt o make pr
andPraesenti declanmussecured curial jurisdiction over all ecclesiastical properties
that fell vacant within the proximity of Ronté! By nature of their work, proctors were
resident in Rome. If the proctor diedresigned his benefice while Rome, the curia
couldrighttul y c¢cl aim the advowson. This situation er
patron. If Richard received a prebend at Hereford cathedral on the strength of his
provision, such as Bartonsham, worth £19 9s, and Richard vacated Bartonsham while in
Rome, Swinfieldvould lose his right to present his own candidate to a lucrative
prebend:> If the curial official who replaced Richard also vacated the benefice in
Rome, it became available for provision once again, creating a cyclical problem. By
paying proctorsalarii rather than instituting them to churches in his hands, Swinfield
was able to protect his advowsons from papal intrusion. In securing a papal provision to
a canonry and prebend at Hereford cathedral [
right to presenin that instance and potentially over the long term. In this context,
Swi nfi el do eprive Richard af lisrprovis@mand his policy to withhold
ecclesiastical patronage from his proctors, were likely acts epsedkrvation.

TherecordofRichr d6s second commi ssion in 1292 der
dynamic between bishop and proctor in light of the July 1291 tribunal. Despite
Richardés tr ansgamessiooned the proSavonr24 Relerdany 1202
and Richard swore asecond oathtb e bi shop. Written into Swinfi
summary of the oath:

153 Cursius de San Gimignano was paid in the same Reg. Swinfield69-70.
154 Wright, The Church and the English Cropg.
155 Taxatia Bartonsham.
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The said Richard swore and promised under faith and oath, the very day of his leaving
[for Rome], that he would faithfully and profitably labour at promoting the lord

[ bi s huasimdsdirsthe curia with all his strength, and that he will never seek
anything against the lord [bishop] or the diocese of Hereford in the curia without the

express consent of the lord [bishdps.

The oath bound Ri char d adeof®havioufpresctibedbg s e |

the bishop. It reinforced Swinfieldods ex|

0faithfully and profitablyé | abouring f ol

one in the register for any episcopal agestiveen 1283 and 1317. This unique status

serves to emphasize Swinfieldbés concern

i mplications this had for the bishop. Thi

of petitioners (such as the bishop of Herefasllients to their proctofs’ Richard, in

this case, is bound by oath to his lord bishop, and acknowledged in his earlier

submission that he was a clerk of Hereford diocese. Richard was an episcopal agent;

Swinfield was an employer, not a client. This dgmc was both constructed and then

depl oyed by Swinfield to defend his preb

rare example of the sworn bond between bishops and their agents. Its survival in the

register is derivedtfromRSBSwhafdel dbod t hel

that Richard would become embroiled in further subterfuge. These few register items,

Richarddés commi ssions, submission, and o:

future actions. They are distributed throughttwt register in chronological order,

creating an extensive record of the interactions between bishop and proctor. To that end,

the register served as a record of the changing relationship between Swinfield and

Ri chard, and of the proctords responsi bil
It is possible to draw several conclusions from the Richafudéestorcase

study that shed new light on papal provisions in Hereford and on curial proctors.

Swinfield was able to successfully chall

Hereford andleprived the proctor of it at an episcopal tribunal. There is little sense in

those circumstances that letters of papal provision were incontestable, or that papal

authority always superseded episcopal authority over the matter of institutions to

beneficesn the diocesan context. Swinfield developed two administrative policies that

156  Reg.Swinfield 278: 6Juravit eciam dictus Ricardus et
sui recessus, quod fideliter et utiliter totis viribus laboraret circa negocia domini in curia promovenda, et
quod nichil unquam impetrabit contra dominum imeturia seu diocese Herefordensi sine expresso
consenu domini. 6

% Bombi, O6Andrea Sapitio, 133.
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counteracted the invasiveness of provisions. In the first, the bishop only rewarded his
curial proctors withsalarii, not ecclesiastical preferment. In the second, Swinfield

bound proctors to his service through the taking of oaths, which was a key factor in
depriving Richard of his provision. Those two policies demonstrate that Swinfield
considered proctors to be episcopal agents, and therefore subject to his lordship. They
also demonstrate that Swinfield considered the protection of his rights as a patron to be

paramount enough to construct barriers against papal provisions.

Pontoise and papal provisions in Winchester

This section wild/l i nvest pagtiautarepapBl rovisioniirc e s man a
Winchester diocese between 1282 and 1304. Winchester was a promising prospect for
papal clerks. Pontoise himself was frequently present at the curia and had strong
connections to curial agents, including Benedetto GaetaBpmface VIl as he
became in 12942 Winchester was also rich in lucrative benefices held by ecclesiastical
patrons, including the bishop. Rectories with especially high revenues include Dorking
rectory, to which the monks of Lewes held the advowson asdweah £66 13s 4d per
annum to its rector; and Overton, held by the bishop, which was valued at £46'13s 4d.
Yet provisions were few in the diocese.
The case study that forms the focus of this section relates to Bartolomeo de
Sant 6Angel oosddltevoeioactorW in December 1295
provision has rarely been the subject of study. In her doctoral thesis exploring and
editing the cartulary of Wher wel |l abbey, Rhod
to demonstrate t klmatifhtoealien elérks holdingnts lieneficess i n
such as Middleto®®Bur ger consi ders Bartolomeodbds provis
difficulty an English bishop faced in resisting papal authdfthis section shifts
focus to Pontoise, his management offihavision, and the implications that

Bartol omeobés provision had for his episcopate

8 See Gaetanidos letter of support for Pontoiseds provi
159 Taxatia Dorking; Overton.

180 R, Bucknil,6 Wher wel |Id AbtbseyCaan ul arydé, unpublished PhD thesi
2003), 25760.

181 Burger,Bishops, Clerks, Diocesan Governan6e.
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efforts to counteract the provision. It also considers the impact of curial politics on
diocesan administration caused by provisions.

The circumstances surrounding Bartol om
dispute, over Middleton rectory was unavoidable. Bartolowa®s likely a native of
Romeand he bull announcing Bart oEhgismeyald s pr o
chanceryin it he is describeds the archdeacon and canon of Baydfifi€wo
prominent cardinals belonging to the Colonna family, Giacomo and Pietro, supported
Bartolomeobs claim to Middleton (Bartol ol
chaplain)!®® The Colonnas were oné ihe leading patrician families in Rome and held
lands around Naples, where Bartolomeo also held his archdedébning Colonna
family also held strong connections with
perhaps Bart ol offithewemht bf theniefluetide behindiBartolomeo
reflects the value of Middleton, worth £26 13sBut Bart ol omeods pr
contested. Pontoise also claimed Middleton on behalf of his official, Philip de Béfton.

The nuns of Wherwell, who held the adwim to Middleton, presented Philip as part of

a customary favour to the new bishop of Winche$¥f#P.ont oi se and Barto
backers, the Colonna family, each had vested interests in the outcome. In 1295, the

small parish of Middleton, near Andover, becaoeething of a battleground.

The 1295 record for8r t ol ome o ds pr otherrecordsof di f f er
institution in Pontoisebs register, and :
counteract Bartol omeods pacootationg tttanmakelug i1 s
the bulk of this material, instead it is part of a lesggies of correspondence sent and
received by Pontoise between December 1295 and early 1927. These items were
gathered together and copied into the back ofebester terporalis over six folios.

This includes letters exchanged between Pontoise and curial officials and between
Pontoise and his official, Philip de Bart&ii.This correspondence reveals the nature of
the protracted conflict over Middleton. Philip and Bartolomeo had rival claims to

Middleton, but the right of the Wherwell nuns to present, and the Colonna cardinals to

162 TNA SC 7/8/1.

163 Qriginal Papal Documents in England and Wales from the Accession of Innocent lll to the Death of
Pope Benedict XI (1198304),J.E. Sayers (ed({Dxford, 1999), 988.

164 BrentanoRome before Avigng3-138.

165 B.R. BeattieAngelus Pacis: the legatn of Cardinal Giovanni Gaetano Orsini, 132834 (Leiden,
2007), 104.

166 Taxatia Middleton.

167 Reg. Pontissard, 814-17.

168 Bucknil,6 Wher wel | Abbey a%58oBurgerBishopsa Cldarks, Diacesad , 257
Governancel70673.

169 SeeReg. Pontissardi, 804-33.
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provide, to the rectory hinged on estabighhow/where the rectory fell vacant. The
argument presented by Pontoise to Anthony Bek, bishop of Durham but acting as papal

executor of Bartolomeods | etters of provision

Mgr Philip de Bartorwasinstitutedto the saicthurch of Middleton, vacant by the
resignation oMgr Berard de Napoli, formerly rector of the same through the
presentation of the women religious, the abbess and convent of Wherwell, and we

canonically admittethimt o t he same churtme!during Berardo6s |

Pont carggnerirse veal s two things regarding Philipos
informed Bek that he had canonically instituted Philip, implying that the appropriate
inquiries had been made to ensure the institution was legal. Second, Pontxsinaiot
Berard had resigned his benefice and that the
|l ifetime, implying that this resignation took
jurisdiction. In a letter dated no 10 April 1
unnamed curial officials, likely the Colonna cardinals, asserted that Berard de Napoli,
papal notary and former rector of Middleton, had died in Rome, and lasr®ycwere
abl e t o hd aonstautiom of Pdpgé Clement IV, of happy memory, our
pedecessor, over churches and ecctesiastical
According to the Col onna, Bartol omeods cl aim
of Licet ecclesiarumEach party presented sophisticated legal arguments couched in the
canon law but, ultimately, reached an impasse until either side could prove how
Middleton fell vacant.

The conflict over the right to institute to Middleton rectory demonstrates how
papal provision could be manipulated for political gain, not leastusedatestifies to
Pont oisef6s involvement with factions within t
between 1296 and 1299. During this period, there were two main factions in the curia:
the Frenckbacked Colonna and the papal faction centred on Banfdit. Giacomo de
Colonna, cardinatleacon of SantMaria-in-Via-Lata (127897, restored 13068), the

scion of the ecclesiastical branch of the family, was in such a position of power as to be

70 ibid.,81415: 6éémagistrum Philippum de Bartone ad predicta
per resignacionem magistri Berardi de Neapoli dudum rectoris ejusdem per religiosas

dominas...Abbatissam et Conventum de Werenmtlbis jam diu est presentatum et per nos ad dictam

ecclesiam vivente dicto Berardo canonice admi ssum. 6

7 ibid.,,80412, at 804: 6...Constitucionem felicis recordaci
nostri super ecclesiis et beneficiis ecclesiasticis ap
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6one of the great ¥&@oomafamsily ;nft eB cersitfsa den \Blal
provision were acute. The initial mandate, composed in Rome, to institute Bartolomeo,
included as witnesses Ottone de Colonna, canon of Lincoln, and Giaea@olonna,

treasurer of York”3In his final letter sent from Rome in Bember 1296, Pontoise

mentioned to hisfficial, Philip, that O6Pietro and Gi ac
personal conversation with !fHNolessthanfoue mat
separate members of the Colonna family were involved in executing the provision.

After meeting with Pietro and Giacomo, Pontoise begged Philip to surrender his claim,

stressing:

€ the great danger as s oletoavid dnd,wiaddiiony ou wt
the perils upon your other churches and benefices which we have been able to grant to

you, because this business is beyond measure at the heart of the said ¢ardinals.

The statement suggests that Pietro and Giacomo attetoptetonidate Pontoise, and

by extension Philip, by threatening to deprive Philip of his benefices. The need to
intimidate rather than reach fair judgement in court implies that the Colonnas did not
have legal right to provide Bartolomeo to Middleton, #mat they instead manipulated
the terms ot.icet ecclesiarunand came out in force to support the provision for their
agent 6s gain.

The Colonna provision to Middleton came when the faction was at the height of
its power, but shifting circumstances irtturia reveal that some papal provisions were
subject to change, or cancellation, with the emergence of a new power. Over the course
of late 1296 and early 1297, the papal faction gained ground over the Colonnas.
Relations between Boniface and Pietro adoGna soured in July 1296 after
accusations that the cardinal had become involved with the French crown. In early
1297, Matteo, Ottone, and Landolfo de Colonna appealed to Boniface for support
against Giacomo de Colonna, on the grounds that the cardihalispossessed them of

172 BrentanoRome before Avignei0061, 174.

173 The Colonna family held numerous ecclesiastical offices, canonries, prebends, and benefices in
England Reg. Pontissard, 809; for John and Odo, s&asti Ecclesiae 106@300:iii, Lincoln, 64; and
Fasti Ecclesiae 1066300:vi, York, 26.

174 RegPontissard i , 832: 6...Petrus et Jacobus Columpna
personale coll oquium habuerunt 6.
% i bid: 6émagna dampna vestra et pericula etiam

possent vobis contingep®teritis evitare, quia hoc negocium est cordi predictis Cardinalibus ultra

modum. .. 0
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their lands. In May 1297, Boniface took the measure of excommunicating Pietro and
Giacomo and their supporters and destroyed the Colonna stronghold at Pai€strina.
Between 1297 and 1303, greater power was located in the handsitaicBand
his agents, affording him more control over t
demonstrate how Pontoise made several significant gains from the papal machinery
after February 1297. On 13 February, Pontoise was granted: dispensatioadafth
his clerks to hold canonries and prebends at London, Wells and Chichester (since
Winchester, a Benedictine cathedral priory, had no prebends); a licence for six underage
episcopal clerks to hold one benefice without residency restraint; and asditperfior
his clerk, Robert de Maidstone, to hold the rectory of Adderbury in Lincoln diocese
with Michelmersh rectory in Winchester, both witlra animarumattached.”” On 26
February, the bishop was granted dispensation for six of his clerks to cotlgurodth
two benefices witltura animarum-’® Pontoi® was even allowed to collaBairghclere
rectory, Winchester diocese, in September 129
time1’® Perhaps the most significant of all the papal grants to Pontaisene issued
on 5 July 1298. This rendered Winchester diocese exempt from archiepiscopal
jurisdiction for the duration of Pontoiseds e
in the administration of his dioce§®1 t woul d al s o a gapegePhilip, Pont oi s e
took possession of Middleton after 1297. In an institution record dated August 1304,
Philip is named as rector of Middleton and presented Philip Peynre, priest, to the
vicarage theré® In 1300, Pontoise secured Leighton Manor prebend at linco
cathedral, for Philip via papal provision. The nephew of Giacomo de Colonna had
previously held the preber®f The church was valued at a lucrative £46 1388y
August 1304, Philip claimed a combined income from spiritualities of £157 6s 8d from
Leighton Manor prebend, Middleton rectory, and Farnham rectory (annexed to the
archdeaconry of Surrey§? Pontoise and his clerks, especially Philip de Barton,
benefitted from the emergence of a new regime at the curia. After failing to contest

176 BoaseBoniface VII| 16871; BrentanoRome before Avignoi80-82.

77 Reg. Boniface VIIi, 669-70, 677, 67778.

178 jbid., 64445.

179 Calendar of PapaRegisters Relating to Great Britain and IrelafiereafteiCal. Pap. Reg,

volumes 1 and 2, W.H. Bliss (ed.) (1898),i, 573.

180 Reg. Boniface VIIi, 14849.

8l Reg. Pontissarg 172.

182 Reg. Pontissarg 96-97; Fasti Ecclesiae 106@30Q iii, Lincoln, 62.

183 Taxatia Leighton Manor.

184 TheTaxatioentry for Farnham in 1291 specifies that the income from the rectory was annexed to
the archdeaconry of Surrejaxatia Farnham; Haine&cclesia anglicana: studies in the English Church
of the Later Middle Age@ oronto; 1989),109-10.
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Bar t ol o msoa id kght pfiCalonna intimidation, a shift in power in the curia
afforded Pontoise the opportunity to forge close ties with Boniface VIII and to profit
from those ties.

There are some irregularities with how the correspondence regarding
Bartolmrmewidsi on was copied into Pontoised@
evidence of the bishopds selection of mai
recording the letters, writing approximately four years apart. The first quarter of the
lettertoPont oi se i nforming him of Badhetedgistet o me w
in the script that was used for all entries between 1282 and 1296. After 1296, there is a
threeyear hiatus in which no records were entered into the register, and in 1299to 130
a new type of script was usé&tt.The hiatus in recoriteeping corresponds with
Pont oi se6s absence from the diocese from
ti me in Rome o n®ThHe éinalkhiea quértsrs df thesiritial Eettesto
Pontose, and all subsequent correspondence regarding the provision, is entered into the
register in this later scrigf’ This change in scripts suggests that the remainder of the
correspondence was copied on the bitshopo:
would seem, some demand to create a full account of the circumstances surrounding
Bartol omeods provision and of the Col onn:
evidence points to Pontoisebds inteeteion |
record of his contestation of the provision, and suggests that the register, in this case,
was used as a place to gather evidence o

The Bartolomeo case study shows the effect of curial politics amstheabuse,
and nullification of the system of papal provisions during the late thirteenth century.

More importantly, it demonstrates the effect of changeable curial politics on

ecclesiastical patronage in Winchester diocese, especially the disruptien of t

Wher wel | nunsod® exercise of the advowson |
institute. Seemingly disconnected as the contest between Boniface VIII and the
Colonnas and Philip de Bartonbs institut]
connected twaets of local circumstances and reveals the difficulty Pontoise met in
asserting his authority as diocesan, and in challenging a papal provision, when faced

with members of the Colonna faction, even if he eventually achieved his aims.

185 See Introduction, 21.
8% Pontoise departed overseas 0o0@GPRt1202130k 17889006s busi |
187 Hants RO 21M65/A1/1, fos. 217223a, 225k226b.
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This section showsat local circumstances in Hereford and Winchester dioceses

determined how Pontoise and Swinfield reacted to provisions, or managed their impact.

This includes nullifying provisions by depriving clerks/clerics of letters of provision, as

Swinfield succeedkin doing in 1291 by challenging Richard®es d | e gghtéon 6 s

obtain a beneficewhilen t he bi shopds service. Swinfield &
against provisions, especially having his proctors at Rome swear oaths of loyalty to him

and by only pging those proctors in money, not benefices. It was also possible to

contest provisions at the curia, as Pontoise did in 1296 to 1297, even if he faced

di fficulty in pursuing his case. Pontoi sebds a
provisions renders statical analyses based on provisions recorded in papal registers

guestionable. There is a clear divergence between the issuing and recording of papal

provisions by the chancery, and the execution of those provisions in the diocese. This

paints a new picterof papal provisions in the late thirteenth century, one that

challenges the perception of an invasive system of patronage and instead shows that

provisions were contestable, and were not always successful.

Conclusion

The picture of papal provisions argfalian right in Hereford and Winchester dioceses

painted by this chapter is one of | imited pow
Swinfieldods abi lundb,ihess form®ofiovhsgpiatiorageBye , a n d

making use of several overlooked typeseagfister record, especially records of

institution, this chaptedemonstrates that Pontoise in Winchester, and Swinfield in

Hereford, exercised a high level of control over the benefices in their dioceses,

especially over those benefices for which theylhleé advowson. This control was

dependent on how each bishop used the resources available tohsndimcese

creating two unique approaches to the management of a shared problem. The two

bi shopsd6 reactions to pr oghiosthardigincend r egal i an
political activities during the late 1280s and 1290s, in particular. Pontoise used his

ability to present royal clerks to benefices in Winchester as a means of winning the

kingbés favour, cementi ng hhipsd spltacees itmo tBhoenirfoay
also elevated his standing at the papal cutex 4297and afforded Pontoise the

opportunity to contest a papal provision to Middleton rectory. Swinfield, on the other
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hand, resisted the encroachments of both Crown and canstructing barriers against
intrusion by either authority and protecting his rights. This high level of control over
benefices, and the exertion to protect them from intrusions, raises the question of how
Pontoise and Swinfield used ecclesiastical patgeras a political tool of their own,

something addressed in the next chapter.
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ChapterTwo.Eccl esi asti cal patronage, part
household

Whil God wes on erthe
And wondrede wyde,
Whet wes the resoun
Why he nolde ryde?
For he nolde no grom
To go by ys side,
Ne grucching of no gedelyng
To chaule ne to cyde.

Spedeth ou to spewen,

Ase me doth to spelle;
The fend ou afretie

With fleis and with felle!
Herknethhideward, horsemen,

A tidyng ich ou telle,
That 7 shulen honge,

Ant herbarewen in hellé!

This song, composed by an anonymous lyricist in the early fourteenth century, lamented

widespread social injustices in England. Magnates grew riclteraale throughout the

land with impunity; the peasant laboured in the fieldfaw t hi ng mor e t han cat 0:¢
(cattesdryt) for sustenance. The song also draws attention to magnate households and

so to the men who enforced the subjugation of peasantmi@dpients and crops, the

men of the household were talismans of lordly power and avarice.

! Thomas Wr ticg Bangs sf Efylaidifrom the reign of King John to that of Edwar@. |l

Coss (ed.) (Cambridge, 199@381-4 0, at p. 240: OWhile God was on earth/
was the reason/ why he would not ride?/ Because he would not have a grooioy teigside,/ nor the

grudging of any gadling/ to jaw or to chide. Haste you to spew,/ as men do to spell (talk);/ may the fiend

devour you/ with flesh and with skin!/ Harken this way, horsemen,/ a tiding | tell you,/ that ye shall hang,/

and be lodgedifle | | . 6
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Historical research into noble households has blossomed over the last thirty
years, fuelled by an interest in cultures of English nobility and lorddasticular
attention is given to the composition of households and the political and everyday roles
of household membefsSt udi es of bishopsd® househol ds
model. Most recently, and significantly, the editors offEinglish Episcopal éta series
Il luminate the composition of Dbishopso hi
until the period when registration began. UditgA material,Hoskin sheds light on
recruitment patterns in thirteertientury Durham diocegeUsingEEAmateral and
material in thirteenttt e nt ury bi shops6é registers, Bur g
punishment in shaping episcopal househdliisia Barrow surveys the developing
roles played by secular clerks in episcopal households throughout Europe bEd@en
and 1200.For the most part, however, historians have given greater attention to lay
households than to their ecclesiastical counterparts.

Noble and gentry households halsobeenthe subjecof studies into social
organizatiorin the medieval periadThis research, led by scholars such as Gerd
Althoff and Peter Coss, investigates the role of (and creation of) bonds between lords
and their men. Lords made use of shared interests or objectives, mutual economic
benefits, and, onccasion, kinship in order to recruit, maintain, and create an affinity
with their men. Household members were more willing to serve where these bonds
existed®

This chapter builds on this use of sociological theory in the study of lay
households and fdhe first time applies it to the ecclesiastical sphere of the late
thirteenth century. It uses records of institution and episcopal memoranda alongside the

2 J.M.W. BeanFrom Lord to Patron: lordship in late medieval Englagdanchester, 1989); C.
GivenWilson, The English Nobility in the Late Middle Ages: the fourteerghtury political community

(London, 1987); K.B. McFarlan&he Nobility ofLater Medieval Englan§Oxford, 1973).

3 K. Mertes, The English Noble Household 12%600: good governance and political ru@xford,

1988); C.M. WoolgarThe Great Household in the Late Medieval Peifodndon, 1999).

4 For a select sample &EAeditions relevant to this study, SEEA vii: Hereford I-Ix; EEA ix:
Winchesterxxxviii-xliii; EEA xxxv:Hereford Ixxiii -Ixxx. See also Chenei s hops 6 12hancer i e
Hoskin, 6Cont i n3u8i;n gK.S eMdpmbkae 6 oif T1h2ed ditetpihsemo EWR gt on 6
48 (1933), 52%3; ThomassSecular Clergy in Englan®9-109, 11417.

5 Burger,Bishops, Clerks, Diocesan Governance

6 Barrow, The Clergy in the Medieval Worl84867.

7 Seeespeciallfoss, OBast ar d Pdstanddadenit2s(1989)e2/m#; ©.eCdodeh, and

D. A. Carpenter, O0Deb aPRastandBreserit3a (1991),f1&BuS aa n ds nC or sesva
6Bastard Feudali sm Revi-2808d: Replyd (same edition)
8 G. Althoff, Family, Friends, and Follows: political and social bonds in early medieval Eurppe
trans.C.Carrol Cambr i dge, 2004) and 0 Esndatlwet neans o orgagteBo nd s :
t r ursSt Bagge, M.H. Gelting, T. Lundkvist (edBgudalism: new landscapes of deb@tarnhout,
2011),10114; Coss, OAn age of def er AS8aial Bistaryrof ERglandHo r r o x
1200150Q (Cambridge, 2006), 313. See also the collection of essays in A. Curry and E. Mathew (eds),
Concepts and Patterns of Service ia ttater Middle Age€2000).
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1291 Taxatioand other financial accounts in order to examine the composition of
Pontoi sefs edmd sSwWiomsehol ds a-making;onsi ders t he
especially through ecclesiastical patronage, in the construction of administrative and
political net wor ks. I n doing so, it hopes to
manage the careers of thelerks and shed new light on the dynamics of the bonds
shared between bishop and cleric.

Recent studies of the exercise of power and authority throughout the medieval
period give increasing attention to the role of network building in the politicaltagiv
of broad crossections of European societfeBrawing on the letters of Stephen,
bishop of Tournai (1192203), Walter Ysebaert illuminated how networks of Capetian
partisan bishops manipulated episcopal elections in order to embed allies ipa&pisco
offices and, in doing so, consolidate Capetian power in Flanders during the'4190s.
Ysebaertés study focuses on the roles of netw
foundation for the present chapter, which turns to a lower level of politeesatoine
relationships between bishops and their men and the ways in which these shaped the
diocese.

The chapter draws on two theories on networks found in sociological and
anthropological studies. The first is a patahient theory propagated by Ernestltaer
and Alan Zuckerman. Gellner posits that patcbant relationships are constructed
through personal and emotional bonds between two people; they wettedongnd
dependent upon a continuing and mutuakyeficial arrangement between patron and
client.!* Zuckerman examines clientelism at work in twentiegtury Italian politics.
TheDemocrazia Cristiangarty, the patrons, were able to holdtorits political power
base in Rome by introducing welfare reforms over the long term that beneftted it
clients, the rural and working populations, who in turn mobilised in support of the

party!? 1t is a simple but powerful system in which the ruler maintained authority by

®  For a small sample of recent studies, 3ee Hasel di ne, OFriendship Networks
New Model s of a PAMITYtThecJaurnal Bférieadship Gtudieh (2003, 6988; E.

Jamr ozi ak, fniahkets amd metwwerks of patronage in thiteemtaent ury TEERXI| and6,

(2005), 4149; A . Pol den, 0The soci al net work of the Buckinghar
Journal of Medieval HistonB2 (2006), 37494; B.H. RosenweinEmotional Commuities in the Early

Middle Ageqlthaca, NY, 2006).

0 W.Ysebaertp The Power of Personal Networks: clerics as pol
Capetian France and the County of Flanders during the
and C. Meek (edsAspects of Power and Authority in the Middle aeurnhout, 2007), 1683.

L E. Gellner, o6Patrons and Cl i elattoss@ndiClientsin Gel | ner and
Mediterranean Societigbondon, 1977), %6.

2 A. Zuckerman, o6éClientelist pol iRairoossandiClient#63 al yé6 i n Gel |
79.
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courting a network. The second ting, advanced by Mark Granowett posits that the
strength of a network was dependent upon the strength of the bonds between members.
Members who had greater investment in the network formed closer Horfsse
network models inform the investigation throughout this chapter and its focus on
household mmbership, as well as the place of the household in diocesan
administration.

The aim of this chapter is to use register material, especially records of
institution, to shed light on the role that personal relationships and networks played in
consolidatingand augmenting, Pontoiseds and Swir
dioceses, paving the way for effective government. The secondary aim is to use register
materialto flesh out the careers of the men who were involved in the administration of
Herefod and Winchester dioceses. To that end, the biographical information contained
in Appendix One plays an important role. The chapter contains four sections, each of
which investigates a different aspect oftheb i shops 6 construction
of thar households. The first secti@l) considers the material available for the study of
households and networks, and sheds light on the men whose work and careers were
captured in the bishopH@&xmpéepiretsen h.e Dh e h:
of patronage, before the third sect{dih) examines the types of bonds shared between
the two bishops and their clerks. The final sec{id) investigates the role of networks

in diocesan government.

l. Bi shopsd registers foeersthe study of hi

Up until now, there have been few studies that consider the value of register material to

i nvestigations of Dbishops6 hbEnglishé&psoopal s, o0
Actamaterial, which only extends to the point when registration begeacin

diocese"* This leaves a significant gap in current historiography of the late thirteenth
century, in particulat® although Burger has laid important groundwork. His study of
Peter de Leicesteros conflict wdiBd2), Godf r

drawsonié ms i n Gi f f ar d 6 athermatgrialstda explore tha difiicultigs wi t

¥ M. Granovetter, 06T hame®andaumal of Bocioldds WE3) KL3680. e s 0 ,

4 On occasion, register items do makeagpearance iEEAeditions. These items are always copies

or aninspeximu®f actarelating to an earlier episcopate. See, for exaniHd ix: Winchester51-52.

% Capes, the editor of Cantilupeds redgssachiar, comg
register items, but his contribution ended th&@a p e s, 0 | RegrGardilupglxix-ho.n 6 ,
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of depriving insubordinate household clerks of their benefft&his section goes
further andnvestigats what part registration played in recording taleours of the men
involved in diocesan administration and their relationships with bishops. The section
also considers the range and types of material available in registers for the study of
b i s h oysehdds,lyauging the value of registers, and lingitations (insofar as
they offer a particular perspective), to this field of research.

A range of register material can be used to advance such aEhedg.are no
lists of household staffiei t her P&wt of sebdbdboerregisters but r
institution can be used to identify bishops©o
of ecclesiastical patronage in network building in the diocese. It is necessary to return to
the five basic pieces of informah contained in these records but to examine them from
an alternative perspective, that of the bishop patronising his clerks. First and foremost is
the name of the candidate and their titles. B
records of instution. When Pontoise collatafoodhay rectoryo Geoffrey de Fareham
in July 1283, the record referred to Geoffrey
Wo | v elsTagrefisaismi | ar pattern in the Cobvallord of Swi
rectorytoJdhn de K eomld ©aohad 5283. The record reads that Swinfield
collatedthe beneficetd h i s ¢ AThgsé saniple descriptors distinguish episcopal
clerks from other clerics instituted to benefices in a diocese. Even where such a
description is afentfrom a record, the name of the clepiovides the basis for further
investigation ifa collation took placeCollations only occurred at benefices to ai
the bishop held the advowson. The collation process did not reqomaal
presentationo the bishop or vetting of the candidate because it was the bishop who
acted as patron and who often already knew the candidate. A collation might thus
denote amembefo t he bi s h Apduch, chllatiansre dstoohgdstarting
point to consider thinks between bishop and candidate, which migehbe
illuminated in other material.

Registers also contain memoranda that record episcopal commissions and
mandates, which might be used to create a ful

household, as well as for insight into the work of episcopal agents. Memoranda

% Burger, oO6Peter of Leicester, Bishop Gi-f3f ard of Worce:
7 Reg. Pontissarg 6-7 : 6 é C dominus Egistopus Ecclesiam de Wilhaye vacantem et ad suam
coll acionem spectantem Gal frido de Farham Clerico suo

¥ Heref RO AL1/19/2, fo. 5: &l detddesnw tedi@oontditb r [ i s] Anno
d[omi]n[u]s d[omilno Johannes de Kezseye cap[e]ll[an]o suo eccl[ésh de Colewell veantem pler]
resignationem domini J de Cl arebo.
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containing notices of episcopal commissions are not common but there are several
examples in Pontoisebs register, | argely
service. The regier containsacopgfPont oi sed6s commi ssi on on
several of his staff, including his official and treasurer, to act as vjearsral in his
absence. The agenivere empowered to issue liceado elect and to give assent to
elections ateligious houses, and to admit suitable persons to benefices in the city and
diocese of Winchester, as well as other similar poweFae commission marked a
transfer of power and circumscribed nesponsibilities for his stafEpiscopal
mandates, in gurast to commissions, issued an order to complete one particular action
within a given timeframe. On 22 January 1317, Swinfield mandated his official to
inquire into whether there were any obstructions to an institution to the rectory of
Kinnersley, andte official replied with his finding& Like commissions, mandates
record the work of episcopal agents but this could be occasional duties rather than
normal practice. These items touch on the nature of work that bishops entrusted to their
agents. Commissns, mandates, and even various forms of correspondence are
invaluable resources that contain vividalkst of diocesan administration, and supply
muchneeded information about the episcopal household, whether that concerns its
composition or the nature tfe work relationship between bishop and clerks.

Other episcopalctarecorded in the two registers have uses in this chapter for
identifying clerks and affording insight into their work. First, santarecorded the
grants and concessions made by bishtogheir clerks, along with, on occasion, the
oaths that enjoined bishop and clerk in a working contract. Second asteroentained
witness lists, especially those that recorded episcopal business, whether that related to
estate management or mattezkating to diocesan government. Household studies rely
heavily on the survival of witness??lists

There are, however, some issues with this form of diplomatic for the late thirteenth

19 Reg. Pontissard, 779-8 0 : 6Commi ttentes vobis vices nostras
assensum electis, ubiqunque hujusniizgincia et assensus de jure vel de consuetudine a nobis fuerint
requirendi, et ad confirmandos electos in quibuscunque collegiis nobis subjectis, ac etiam ad admittendum
personas quascunque ydoneas ad beneficia ecclesiastica in Civitate vel Dioceskiststréial cononice
presentatas, et admissos instituendi é0

20 Reg. Swinfield5212 3: o6 Mandatum vestrum nuper recepi mus
etc., officiali suo salutem, etc. Presentavit nobis domina Kynardesleye magistrum Johannem de
Kynardesleye, clericum, ad ecclesiam de Kynardesleye, etc., vacantem et ad suam presentacionem
spectantem, ut diciQuo circa vobis tenore presencium committimus et mandamus quatinus ab dicta

ecclesia vacet, et si sit qualiter vacet et a quo tempore cegesite, quis Sit suus verus patronus, quis

ultimo presentavit ad ipsam, an sit litigiosa vel pensionaria, et si sit cui et in quanto cujus estimacionis
existat, de mentis et ordinibus presentati, et an sit alibi beneficiatus, et de ceteris articulissoainsue
debitis in hac parte inquisicionem fieri faciati:¢
2l Seeforexamplelos ki n, 6Conti#8&ing Servicedo, 124
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century. Hoskin identiés a shift in legal practice in the mid thirteenth century that
influenced the diplomatic of episcopal documents. Bishops became more concerned that
there was a group of withesgagsentrather than withrecordingspecific names of
individuals, leading to truncated or omitted witness lists. This also led to inaccurate lists
where a document reads 6as above®?d, even if th
Norman Shead adds to these reservations, questioning whetbsr who appears only
once in a witness |ist should be identified a
adds that witness lists are to be approached with cadition.
Documents from Hereford diocese add further perspective to this debate. Two
foomsofhe same document survive, each recording
tribunal at the bishopbs court in 1290. The f

made by a public notary, was kept by the chapter. The witness list reads:

Presentdomwalterde Rudmarley, canon of Herefodag]is] ris William de Kingescote, then
official of Hereford and Richard de Marlow; brother John Rous, canon of Worrdteys
John de Kempsey, William de Morton, chaplains of the said father (Swinfield); and

several other embers of the household of the said fatfier.

The only apparent pattern to the named witnesses is asgoésn of cathedral and
episcopal representatives, with the addition of independent witnesses, Richard de
Marlow and John Rous. A second versionhaf same document as copied into

Swinfieldbdbs register offers the foll owing wit

Mgr Richard de Hertford, archdeacon of Herefdvidir Roger de Sevenoaks, atahn

Walter de Rudmarley, canons of Herefawtgr William de Kingescotgprofessor of canmolaw,

then official of Hereforglbrother Walter de Knill, master in theology; brother Andrew de

Langfort; Mgr David de MerthyrdomWilliam de Morton, Nicholas de Oxford, John de

Kempsey, chaplains; William de Bridgnorth, cleitem Stephen de SwinfieJdVilliam

de Cantilupe, Reginald dguckland R. Deynte Ralph deMarynes Adam Marshall,

Adam Harpn, laymenjtem, the members of the said Ponsod ret
de Llanthony and John de Stretton, clertaan John de Stretton, Peter dérmley,

Adam de Dinedor, and John Alkyn, laymen, and many offiers.

2 Hoskin, OAuthors750f Bureaucracy6, 74

2 N.F. Shead, 06Compas s eud:tha bitnasdes oScaottish episcopdhbeforet a Cl

c a 1 Zhe Gaddttish Historical Revie®6 (2007), 15975, at p.160.

2% HCA 769: o6et aliis quam pluribus de familia dicti pa:
25 Reg. Swinfield24849.
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The | ength and content varies in the two
gives the sense that the tribunal was well attended, that both parties, bishop and Pons,
were well epresented. The version kept by the chapter leaves the impression that the
event was a more intimate affair. On the strength of this evidence, it would seem that
there was a different system of editing or drafting in the capitular and episcopal
chanceriesin which the latter placed greater emphasis on recording the individual
names of those who witnessed specific events, or, possibly, staged the number of
witnesses to serve the bishopbdés agenda (|
Cors). Thishas implications for household studies. If this is the case, then it is difficult
to determine when episcopal agents were in proximity to the bishop.

The administrative work of bishops and episcopal clerks necessitated
interactions with communities and titations throughout the diocese, soofavhich
kept their own records, offery an alternative perspectivedibcesan administration
ot her than the one gi vEaesecamsugplbneenttheeo bi s h
material in registers to afford insightnt o bi shopsd househol ds.
and Winchester cathedral stand out above
priory and the archives of the dean and chapter of Hereford contain records of episcopal
business where this overlappedh capitular interests, such as in the Pons de Cors case
above. Cartularies were primarily collections of tilleeds and privileges bestowed on
communities of clerics by various authoriti@g heir value to this study derives from
the charters, chirogphs, and records of litigatiadhey contain, all of which potentially
preserve information concerning the activities of episcopal staff. One such example is
Philip de Hoyville, who served as the bi:
1300s.Phib i s | argely absent from the bishopé
(but is frequently recorded in the Winchester piperdlldd)he St Swi t hunos
does contain some records relating to thi
stéke in it. In ¢.1294, Pontoise granted properties, including three messuages, to Henry
and Alice le Waite, and Philip, along with his assistant, Simon de Fareham, ensured that
the property rights were correctly transferf@é&vidence such asartulary matdal can
|l end insight into the stewardoés work. Sol
cathedral are financial receipts kepttbgHereford dean and chapter. There is a series

of mass pence rolls beginning from Michaelmas 1285 that recorded thenam

26 Clanchy From Memory to WritteRecord 39 edn., 1035.
27 The Pipe Roll of the Bishopric of Winchester 1:20M. Page (ed.) (Winchester, 1996), 344.
28 Chartulary Winchester Cathedral 86.
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masses each canon attended each year and the amount of cash they claimed from that

attendancé? These rolls are useful for considering the dual roles of episcopal clerks
who also held canonries at the cathedral, especially in terms of their time spent in
Herefordwhilet he bi shopds household travell ed
records constrct a fuller picture of the episcopal household and its work in the diocese.
The same principle applies to cartularies kept by religious communities in a diocese,
whichrecord deeds that capture aspectdiotesan administration. Winchester diocese
is richer in surviving cartularies compared to Heref§yBut there remains a strong
body of evidence for this chaptirat serves to expand the scope of the study beyond
register records.

One aspect of clerical careers that registers shed less light orkis céer

about

movement and work beyond the diocese. Royal and papal records can go some way to

fill that gap. Bishops were itinerant and registers do reflect some sense of their

movement within and beyond the diocese, with changes in their location given in dating

clauses’! These items do not always make it clear who accompanied the bishop. Royal

writs of judicial protection issued at the moment of departure and recorded on the patent

rolls, in contrast, do give some indication of the travelling retfdewrit issued to
Pontoise and his retinue in April 1300 indicates that the bishop took at least fourteen
men with him on his journey to Rome, naming each®Béshops also required

representation at the chancery, exchequer, and parliament in order to pursue their

business with royal government and these transactions are preserved in royal records. A

similar principle applies with the papal curia where the work of proctors is sometimes
recorded in papal registers. This broad range of records serves to demonsglateathe
reach of episcopal networks and the almost continual contact betwseapsgpiand
external authorities, much more than registers alone can.

Two other records, one unique to Swinfield, the other unique to Winchester,
advance our understandingbfé se bi shopsd househol ds.

garnered much attention owing to its glimpse into household life in the years 1289 to

2% The names of the canons are omitted if they did not attend any massesdmac@nons are
omittied from several rolls. The relevant rolls for this present study are HCA-&B781.2851317).

3 The 2010 e d MediewminCarulariepravidds a domprehensive survey of all cartularies
identified up to 2010. See G.R.Bavis,Medieval Cartularies of Great Britain and Irelarfdondon,

2010).

3% Most modern editions of bishop
dating clauses. F oReg. Pontissand,i839%el4 s i
2 For more on the royal protecti
Pr ot e Bulldtirooftie, Institute of Historical Researdh (1972), 196213.
38 CPR 12921301 511.
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129034 The roll is a list of all household expenses compiled by John de Kempsey,
Swinfiel dos a cscussesthe aomtent of tBeurall jn some detail,
especially the different types of payment to household members. He idestigesdia
paid to unnamed secular household members such as squires, grooms, and pages, and
Burger uses the rolls as a centralrseun his investigation of pension payments to
household clerks, arguing that those who received these payments occupied a different
class in the household to beneficed clékBhe rolls will be used in this chapter to
create a fuller picture of Swinfiélé s r el ati onships with thos
management of their careers. I n this res|
Winchester pipe rolls. The pipe rolls were comprehensive accounts of agricultural
yields, revenues, expenditures, ancet wor k compl et ed on the b
those situated outside of Hampshire and Suit@ye rolls do not contain payments
made to the bishop of Wi nchesterds agent :
performed by his estate staff. The thishops kept these unique resources alongside
their registers; in the items in the household rolls and the pipe rolls is the potential to
investigate the selection of documents for registration and those that were kept separate.
Like capitular, monastiapyal, and papal records, these rolls afford an opportunity to
consider patterns of registration by turning to other material to see what was left out of
the registers.

Registers, with their focus on diocesan management, were important records of
people ad place in the localities of thdwarch in England. Register recondveal
aspects of t he swaswekasprbviding basic oformdtiéors t a f f
construangs ome s embl ance of episcopal househo
patronagef their clerks. This is aided by material preserved in cartularies and archives
throughout the diocese, England, and at the papal curia. The chapter also uses the 1291
Taxatig placing it alongside records of institution in order to determine the firancia
value of episcopal patronage to their clerks. It does so in a bid to understand the role of
property transactions in forging bonds and constructing episcopal networks, something
explored in depth throughout this chapter. This material is a rich redour@#vancing

current understanding patterns of episcopal patronage and networking building in the

34 Mertes,The English Noble Househol86; Woolgar,The Great Househo)®82, 46, 129, 131, 192.

35 Burger,Bishops, Clerks, and Diocesan Governari&es9.

% See especially Hare, 6é2IZ)R BriEnellsddylpe Winchester Ripe Pr i or &
Rolls and Medieval English Socigi/oodbridge, 2003).
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context of diocesan administration, albeit with some caveats in relation to the use of

witness lists.

Il. The household and the bishopds powers of p

The place of the bi s hogenusydibcesamrsadninistrationi n | at e t
remains less stlied. Cheney and Hoskin, amoaters, shed light on

institutionalization and bureaucratization in diocesan administration between 1200 and

1275, the peod before widespread registration, and Haines, William Dohar, and

Swanson have done the same for the fourteenth and fifteenth cettiies.

chronol ogical emphasis of Burgerods study of ¢
tends towards the period 1201272, although its range does extend beyond that point

for Hereford and Lincoln dioceses in particul&his section lends greater focus to the

|l ater thirteenth and early fourteenth centur.i

wasandwhatitdi during this period, before moving on
Swinfieldbs capabilities as patrons to their
the study | ater in the chapter of Pontoiseds

and shapingheir dioceses.

The bishopbdés househol d

The episcopal household, familia as it is sometimes known, comprised the

administrative staff responsible for diocesan administration under the leadership of the

bishop. Diocesan administration was dependent upmc@oal agents and, as Smith

adds, the Dbishopds 6échoice [of h¥Pskecl erks] wa
any lord during this period, bishops required a range of specialists able to meet the

demaumls of business and the ecclesiastical splaa growing cohort of experts, such

asthe proctors met in chapter one, joined episcopal houselgtlftroles ranged from

37 CheneyBi s h op s 6 ;Odha,Rasteral lieadsrshipHaines Administration of Worcester

Ecclesia Anglicana Hos ki n, 6Cont-38&;uid®AutSkearns ceEfd SRahseelaucr acyod, 61
6The Church anagop.i5t68. Recor dsédé, esp.

38 Burger,Bishops, Clerks, and Diocesan Governance

% Smith, o6Thomas Cantilupeds Register: -1t2I B2 6adminni str at |
Jancey (ed.)$t Thomas Cantilup83-101,at p. 87.
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servants, scribes, and stewards, to the treasurer (diocesan finances, including the estate),
comptroller of the wardrobe (houséhd f i nances), chancell or,
agent, his official. Identifying the exact roles each agent performed is a difficult task.

This is partly due to quirks of terminology employed in historical records across

England. Clerkdlericug and claplain €apellanu3 were interchangeable terms used to
indicate a member of the househ#l€Clerk and chaplain do not appear to indicate
specialist roles. Wi lliam de Morton ser v
1280s and 1290s butonseveraloasi ons he i s referred to
well as his clerk despite his clear specialéf.he term édour member
(familiaris nostri) was used on a less frequent basis. Burger argues that its usage

denotes closeness betweerhbjs and clerk? This is difficult to qualify in some cases.

I n the record of Pont oi s e 6predecaskar,doimale i o n
Fleming(the candidate for collatign i s descri bed as o6éour [ Pc
familiarisd*® John had erved Nicholas de Ely and on this occasfamiliaris is used to

i ndicate Johnds membership of the new bi:
previous bishop.

The size and composition of a household could vary according to the needs and
demand®f a bishop as he travelled about and beyond his diocese. In his discussion of
noble households in the late medieval period, Christopher Woolgar divides each
household into three categories: the great household, which includes every individual
boundtote nobl e or family; the o6riding or fo
travelled with the noble or family; and |
of close counsellors, servants, and family memffetdo o | gar 6 s categori s
usefultool for understanding the different components of such an important apparatus
of lordship owing to its distinction between the resident and the itinerant households.
However, the categorisation largely applies to lay noble households and there are a few
caveats to add to it in relation to bisho

Certain aspects of bishopsé househol d:
and demonstrate the central place of the househaltbcesan administration. Tlyeea

episcopal household mergednyeoral and spiritual aspects of episcopal lordship,

40 Clerk and chaplain were usually paired with the genigpiscopior the possessivemstroor suoin
order to distinguish them from another cleric (attricug, or from a clerk belonging to another
household, or from a chaplain in the sense ofwitie charge over a chapel.

41 See for examplReg. Swinfield112, 175.

42 Burger,Bishops, Clerks, and Diocesan Governarite

4% Reg. Pontissarg 8.

4 Woolgar,The Great Househo)d 5.
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namely the staff responsible for the management of the episcopal estate and those
responsible for the management of the diocese. As Hoskin acknowledges, the survival
of ecclesiastical records, includinggisters, lends itself to greater focus on the spiritual
side of most b*Thihleapes the impeessoretiavthe demporal side

was less important than in lay households.

Swinfieldds household rolll aasad t he Wi

i mpression, and shed | ight on the shape

household roll includes annual payments to several individuals who rarely feature in the

bi shopbés register, including SwieredilOsl| d o6 s

between Michaelmas 1289 and Lady Day 1290; Adam the marshal also received 10s;
John de Kingswood, the carter, claimed 3s 4d, as did William the pdTeese few
examples reveahe men at work administerinige episcopal estate, although ibften

difficult to flesh out their careers beyond thateféis one exception. Adam Hampi

served as the bishopbés falconer; from Mi

4s 4d. This seems like a trivial amount but Adam was a prominent figure iotesel

Cantilupe granted him a messuage in 1276, held by Adam and his successors in

nches
and e

Ssqui

chael

perpetuity; the messuage was s*Atdmartéesd near to

service continued under Swinfield and he is named in at least one witness list in a
recod relating to spiritual busine4¥Men like Adam bridged the purported spiritual
temporal divide. The Winchester pipe rolls also shed light on the role of clerics in
temporal administration. Simon écareham was an ordained pridddntoise collated

the rectory of St Mary, Southamptdo himin September 130%.In 1301 to 1302, the
Winchester pipe rolls record Simon working under the steward, Philip de Hoyville,
tending to Podnrl308, Pateisesomensdioned Simon as one of his
vicarsspiritual alongside the bishéofficial and two other clerics for the duration of

t he bi s h o’lirdtisat irstrnses Simoa was responsible for both temporal and
spiritual administration. The lines between the two sides of the household were blurred
and personnel could take on multiple roles or serve in multiple capacities according to

the needs of the bishop.

ng Servicebd, 124
hol d Rol |
60s,18 usehol d Roll

% Swinfieldos,1il867
47 Reg. Cantilupe77;Swi nf i e
48 Reg. Swinfield24849.
4 Reg. Pontissarg 176.

a3

% Hoski n, 6Cont i 2%
S
|

 Page identifies Simon as dePpeRolbofiWiichesteraB2o0r t he

Page (ed,)164, 213, 215.
51 Reg. Pontissarg 152-53.
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Certain restrictions were in place to
househol®? In an effort to prevent archbishops and bishopsipt large burdens on
their monastic hosts during visitations, canon four promulgated at the Third Lateran
Council in 1179 capped the size of travelling retinues: archbishops were limited to
either forty or fifty horses (depending upon the size of thewvipce), bishops to twenty
or thirty (depending upon the size of their dioc&$&)ot all bishops adhered to this
limit. In January 1296, Pontoise travelled overseas with a tfviystrong retinué?
But the legislation does at least gesture towardstandiion between episcopal staff
that remained in one place, such as at Wolvesey castle, Winchester, the site of the
bi shopds treasury, and those that accomp:

l denti fying a bishopo6s i nnemabsanceofl e o1
personal letters exchanged between Pontoise or Swinfield and their respective staffs
creates silence on the matter of friendships, as does the employment of generic language
in modes of address in correspondence or episcopal mafti@hesmos frequent term
by which Pontoise referred to his individual clerks in records of institution and other
memor anda was 0 discsetuin virgnri Thetbistbp atsa apidied the
same term to university graduates and other clerics involved in dioeesninistration
elsewhere in Englant.There is little or no sense of affection or closeness in the term.
A bishopbdés chief officers, such as his o1
lists, but this is nondication that they were amohgs close counsellors. On occasion,
actions rather than words points to members of an inner difigieThomas de
Scarningheld the archdeaconry of Suffolk from 1289 to 1296 but entered into
Pontoiseds service in the 12%0206®3amed accol
bonds between Thomas and Pontoise are nof
witness lists and ithe travelling retinue gives him some standing in the household

relative to other clerks in hPweeryteasiaeds s

52 CheneyBi shopso6 ,Ehanceries

53 Conciliorum Oecumenicorum Generaliumgue Decreta (edito crititia General Councils of Latin
Christendom: from Constantinople 1V to Pax8&ena(869-1424) 2 parts, A Garcia y Garcia et al (eds)
(Turnhout, 2013), part one, 1:39.

5 CPR12961301, 17980.

% C.f. Burger, who places value in the language of friendship in correspondence between bishops and
clerks than is given in this chapt&ishops, Clerks, and Diocesan Governgrie3-38.

%  Reg. Pontissarg 26, 3334, 45, 99.

5 ibid., 61, 69, 70.

%8 Pontoise later collated the archdeaconry of Shropshifédmas de Scarning in November 1296 and
heremained in Winchester diocese until his death in 18PR 12921301, 179-80; Reg. Pontissarg

47, 80, 2001; ii, 479-80, 56869, 57879; Chartulary Winchester Cathedral7; Fasti Ecclesiae 1066
1300:ii, Monastic Cathedrals, 69.
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strong working relationship. The evidence in this case is vague but the bonds forged
bet ween Dbishop and clerk, explored in the fol
close circle.

One further aspect of pariferhtbhgrtaypy househol ds
counterparts, namely their role as training grafid future bishops. None of
Pontoiseds staff went on to become bishops, b
episcopal household, and his own household shaped the career of a fliope bis
Swinfield had served in Cantilupeds househol d
his election to Herefore Adam de Orleton, bishop of Hereford between 1317 and
1327, followed a similar career trajectory. Orleton did not directly serve Swinfield,
rather his apprenticeship was spent with Swin
of Hereford cathedral, Robert de Gloucester, with support from John de Swhffield.
There were stildl cl ose associationser bet ween S
contains a memorandum recording that the bishop commissioned Orleton to serve as his
proctor at a synod held a%BiSth@Rbswl 6s, London,
associatedhouseholds served as places for the next generation of bishops to learn the
crat of ecclesiastical government, whereas royal or magnate households rarely
produced the next generation in the same way.

Bi shopsd® households in the | ate thirteenth
fuelled by the number and diversity of people thatutaied them. Episcopal staff of all
varieties were engaged in the task of administering and governing the diocese, and

supporting the bishop wherever he happened to be.

Episcopal powers of patronage

The attention scholarship gives to the Crownd
ecclesiastical patronage has marginalised the
in his diocese. Evidence presented in chapter one indicates that the bishops of Hereford

and Winchester held great authority over patronage in their respective diocese during

the late thirteenth century, even when dealing with these great powers. It demonstrated

the high volume of institutions that Pontoise and Swinfield made over the ofurse

5 See Chapter Fay 24748.
60 Haines,Church/Politics Orleton, 4.
61 Reg. Swinfield491.
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their episcoptes, in the form of collatiorend preentations made to other bishops, as
well as custodiedt is possible to attributen hundred and nineteen institutions
(including collations}o Pontoise in records in his register (or 37.4% ofeslbrded
institutions); for Swinfield, the number was one hundred and-fiixge (27.2%).
Pontoise was the most prolific patron in his diocese and only religious communities
made more presentations than Swinfield (165 or 27%3%de bishopcentric
perspetive of registration may skew this data owing to a preference for keeping records
directly relating to the bishop. There is still value to the data in its indication of the
strength of episcopal powers of patronage.

A bishopodés ri ght diffefed fpm those af @hgreadvansonk e d |
holders in his diocese owing, in particular, to his controls over advowsonspBisélul
the right to collateny benefices that had come to thbgnlapse. In canon law, a lapse
occurred when a lay advowson holder had not presented a candidate for institution for
four months, or an ecclesiastical advowson holder for six months, thereby leaving a
church vacant and in need of a suitable cl&thes lapses were captured in records

of institution:

€ the lord bishop conferredomJohn de Wynford, chaplain, to the vicarage of

Whitchurch, vacat,andaf t he bi shopds% rightful coll at

The lord of the manor held the advowson to WhitchG?dyt owing to its lapse to the
bishop, Pontoise collatetie vicarage as if he was the advowson holder. The bishop
could also give custody of benefices to clerics even when he was not the true advowson
holder®® Bishops had access to a greater range of benefioa&ighe legal conditions
afford them grounds for intervention, and this is reflected in the number of institutions
ascribed to Pontoise and Swinfield. This placed bishops at an advantage campared
other patrosin a diocese.

The strong core to bishops power s as patrons remaine
numerous advowsons in their own dioceses and often in others. Advowsons meant rapid

collations with few grounds for legal disputes. These were the benefices that most often

62 See Table One above, 47.

63 Helmholz adds that English common law protected lay advowson holders for six nielthbolz,
Canon Law and Ecclesiastical Jurisdictidtv2, 480 (fn. 24).

64 Reg.Pontissarg 9-10: 6éécontulit dominus ep
vicariam de Wytchurch vacantem et a
8  Taxatia Whitchurch

% See for instance Pontoiseo6s grant oReg.the custooc
Pontissarai, 64.

i scopus domi n
d suam coll aci
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benefitted episcopal clerks. Itdgficult to determine fromnecordsof institutionalone

which advowsons a bishop held. Records of institution rarely name the bishop as the
true patron or indicate that a collation was made by lapse, thereby distinguishing
between two modes of ecclesiaatipatronagé’ A bishop might also acquire

advowsons or donate them to religious communities or ecclesiastical establishments. In
the endowment for Pontoiseds St EIlizabeth Col
appropriated his advowson to Hursley oggtto his new foundatioff In doing so the

bishop surrendered his rights to the rectory. This makes it difficult to determine the
exact number of advowsons each bishop held at a given moment. Byefevesicing
records of institution with information fadvowson holders included on thaxatio
database, a clearer picture emerges of episcopal rights of patronage in 1291.

The bishops of Winchester enjoyed possession of a substantial number of
advowsonsA letterp at ent i n P odnawmup snebéhalf of thee griosof St r
Swit huno s ,record hat thg bishopsBo#iWinchester helghty-two
advowsons to churches, vicarages, and chapels, abbacies, priories, hospitals and other
religious placesdliorum religiosorum locorun®® Entries in the 129Taxatioconfirm
that the bishop of Winchester held eightyo advowsons in Winchester diocese; he
also held one advowson in Ely diocese, four in Lincoln, one in London, and at least six
in Salisbury’® Winchester had a Benedictine catlagiriory with no canonries or
prebends, but this large collection of benefices meant that Pontoise was in a strong
position to support his clerks without lapses or custodies.

The bishops of Hereford were in a far less fortunate position than their peers i
Winchester. In 1291, Swinfield held around fefitye advowsons to churches in
Hereford diocesét The majority, thirty, wer€anonries angrebendsttached to
Hereford cathedral, and even then the bishop had to seek capitulavafymfore he

could cdlate a canonry and preberiéiThis had significant consequences for the

87 Thefirst and only occasionwhenrae cor d i n Pontoiseds register indicate
dated as late as 13(Reg. Pontissarg 159.

58 ibid., 13638.

89 Reg. Pontissard, 431-33.

©  The bishop of Winchester held the advowson to Steeple Morden in Ely diocese; in Lincoln diocese

his advowsons were to Adderbury, lvinghoe, West Wycombe, and Witney; the bishop held the advowson

to All Hallows the Less, London; the six identified advows in Salisbury diocese were to Brightwell,

Buttermere, Downton, Fonthill Bishop, Ham, and Portld®ely. Pontissard, 419-21; Taxatia

7t Swinfield held advowsons to Bosbury; Brinsop; Bromyard (three portions); Coddington; Colwall;

Cradley; EastngrEaton Bishop; Hampton Bishop; Ledbury; Little Hereford; Ross; Tugford; Ullingswick;
Whitbourne.Taxatia

2 The bishops of Hereford retained advowsons to the churches that Bishop Robert the Lotharingian

(107995) donated in order to support the cathedl 6 s canons. J. Barrow, O0Athel stan
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number of churchethat Swinfield could collateo his clerks, although @&wanson and

David Lepine argue, convincinglp, canonry and prebend at a
ahighyds i r abl e reward [for epi sConmparddtoc! er ks
Pontoise, Swinfield was in a much weaker position to offer benefices to his staff, which
meant that custodies and lapses more important tools for the bishop of Hereford.

Swi nf Iimadd degoarces for clerical patronage add a new dimension to his policy
against papal provisions and Crown intrusions.

The approach to clerical patronage in the remainder of this chapter derives from
two theories. First fiwsenlarddnd mahwas developed or y |
through mutual cepperation over long periods of time and in particular through
enfeoffment. A gift of landi{eneficiun created trust owing to shared experiences of
generosity; this trust was projected in the ritualisispigy of giving homagé* Althoff
examined bondbuilding among the eargnedieval lay nobility of the Germanic
diaspora but there is some potential to apply the same model to the ecclesiastical sphere
of late thirteenth century England. McHardy goes aasazomparing institutions to the
indentures used in the system of bastard feudalism. Indentures were a form of contract
that bound men to future service to a I6td.

For the purpose of this chapter, institutions to benefices had a similar function to
enfeoffments and indentures in the sense that each transaction could be construed as a
display of largesse or aseating a bond. Bishops institutéespecially through
collation)their clerks and eadatierk, in turn, claimed revenues generated from
temporalites (glebe land etc.) and spiritualities (tithes, mortuary dues etc.). By nature of
the process, there was emphasis on the bishop facilitating the collation, and therefore
creating a bond forged through the transfer of property rights from lord to man.

This basic understanding of the creation of bonds is reflected in the number of
Pont oi seds and Swinfieldods dthesvaluebfuhei ons |
beneficeghatwere collated t@piscopal clerks. Pontoise instituted his clerks onythirt
nine occasions; this amounted to 3@eB cenbf all the institutions he made tageen
1282 and 1304. Swinfielastituted his clerk on sixtyfour occasions (38.8er cenof
the total number of his institutions). This raises questions concerningltieeoia
benefices made available to episcopal st

10561 2 6 8 Kerefoid €athedral: a historyG. Aylmer and J. Tiller (eds) (London, 2000)-21, at pp.

33-34.

” Swanson and Lepine, 6é5he Later Middle Agesd, 54
“ Althoff, OEbst@®H4AIGhHhi ng Bon

» McHardy, 6Some Patterns -3¥fespEpp.@2%esi astical Patrc
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in Winchester diocese was between £22 and £27 per year, and for Swinfield in Hereford

it was just over £18 A similar disparity is found in the highesalued beefices held

by both bishops: Crondall and Yateley rectories, both held by Pontoise, were valued at

£80in 1291Swi n f i e | -safusd ctuiclgah Rosstgenerated £40 revéhue.

Alongside Crondall and Yateley, Pontoise held advowsons tamtber churches

(Cheriton, Hursty, Mapledurham, Overton) that were valued over £#/bntoise was

in a favourable position to offer his clerks valuable livings relative to Swinfield. These

disparities, along with theole that beneficgiving playedinks hops é management of
clerical carers, lay the foundations for a comparative study of the place clerical

patronage had in network building in the diocese.

[1. Swinfieldbs and Pontoisebds househol ds comp
networks

This section will ivestigate the types of bonds that Pontoise and Swinfield shared with
their respective staffs, and which formed the basis for building networks. The analysis
of historical networks is still emerging but
and shagd bonds in building trust between lord and man, and in building networks,
serve as an important foundation for this section. Using information in records of
institution and memoranda in each register, such as toponymic names, terms of kinship
or affinity, or descriptions of relationships between bishops and clerks, and extracting
similar information from Swinfieldbs househol
consider who the two bishops brought into their service and on what basis they did so.
Theam s to identify patterns of career manageme
households through an examination of their clerks, laying the foundation for an
investigation of clerical patronage and network building inmiet section.

Biographical informat on r el ati ng to Pontoiseds and Sw
that each bishop surrounded himself with men with whom they shared a working past.
Swinfieldbs clerks were primarily recruited f

Gloucestershire, Shropshire of¢estershire), a region in which he had spent much of

6 | compiled theselata based on values given in the 1291 Taxatio.

7 Pontoise also held the advowson to Farnham rectory, also valued at £80, busttiisinvad by the
archdeacon of Surrey and was not available to episcopal clerkatia Crondall; Farnham; Yateley.

8 Taxatia Ross.

®  Taxatia Cheriton, Hurlsey, Mapledurham, Overton.
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the formative stagesf his careeP°Swi nf i el dés early househol
around men with whom the new bishop had :
household. Roger de Glouces@rant i | upeds officiald bet wee
Roger de Sevenoakisis official in early 1280each served Swinfield in some capacity
until around 1290, at which point they left the household to take up roles as cathedral
canons at Herefor¥l. Swinfield, hen eight years into his episcopate, replaced them with
new men, largely from his native KéftT wo of Cant il upeds cl erk
and Nicholas de Oxf or d, hadingppom@anttradesferd Swi |
most of the &BhHissh opadtst ecrar ecefr .r ecr ui t ment a
argument concerning continuity of service in thirteecghtury Durham, although it is
necessary to make some adjustments. Hoskin argues that continuity was more likely at
Durham because the diocese was atpate and a liberty, requiring a dedicated legal
staff to administer both the lay and ecclesiastical spheres. It made logical sense for
incoming bishops to maintain tHedfordaspect
diocese did not fit into this moulshd yet here, too, we find marked continuity. It was
Swinfield who served as a bridge between the old and new households, bringing in
clerks with whom he had worked in the pa:
Swinfield possessed a strong administrategps who knew the diocese and who could
be put to work with little or no training. In this case, close working bonds were brought
from one episcopal household to the next.

Pontoise, new to Winchester diocese in 1282, placed a different emphasis on
recrutment compared to Swinfield. Pontoise still brought into his early household
clerks with whom he had previously worked or served, but these were disconnected
from Winchester and his predecessords hol
clerks from Eeter diocese where he had held an archdeaconry, and from Welwick in
York diocese where he had held a benefice since the 1260s (but was largely®absent).
Later in his episcopate, Pontoise did recruit clerks from Hampshire and Surrey to
supplement those hught into the diocese in 1282But Pontoise did not turn to his
predecessoré6s household to the same ext el

clerks entered Pontoiseds household but 1

8  Appendix One, 288B6.

81 Reg. Cantilupglxix, Ixx; Appendix One, 282, 285

82 Appendix One, 282, 285, 286

8  Appendix One, 283For more on John de Kempsey, see below;3.00

8% Hoskin, o6Continuid%hg Serviceo6, 126, 136
8  Appendix One, 28-81.

8  ibid., 27481.
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entered the service ahother lord (or in one case di€donl 'y John |l e Fl eming,
proctor at Rome, remained in Winchester for longer than the first five years of
Pontoiseds episcopatiépn anhatts@oronperiuodil E1¥
served in a minimatapacity and never assumed prominent positions in the household.
Pontoise proved less willing to rely on the existing establishment, preferring instead to
bring in his own men who had administrative experience. Familiarity remained a
keyst one ihouseRotdbut ibwas aeconmection between bishop and staff
based on Pontoisedbs personal career experienc
The composition of Pontoiseds and Swinfiel
role of kinship in network building. Kinship was one loétmost fundamental bonds of
political networks during the middle ages. Kinship gave grounds for trust between lords
and certain members of their houserfi8.a pes and Barrow describe Sw
favour towards his family as nepotisfiEvidence in Swinfiel 6s r egi st er poi nt s
different direction, to the use of kinsmen to develop stronger ties to Hereford diocese.
Five members of the Swinfield family served the bishop in some caSaGing
bi shopbés brother, Stephen, swepkews Gilbestl ved i n es
and John, were no mere hangens Both nephews were frequent withesses to episcopal
acta and in 1283, Gilbert was one of the bishoj
on a visitation to Leominster prioffSwi nf i el d 6 s aettlddénrHerefadni | 'y al s o
Probate records made after Swinfieldds death
as kinsfolk had Herefordshire toponyfisdenry de Eastnoa kinsman, was ithe
service of Swinfieldds succ?¥Shseuggestsahdtam de Or |
Swinfielddbs kinsmen were firmly rooted into t
affording the bishop strong connections with other local magnate and bdaomigs
and a network that was embedded into the localities in his diocese.
Again, Pontoi seo0s dedifasentfronSavi aduled dbdost wbé hm
respect to kinship groups and local netwoilkse bishop of Winchester did employ one

8 ibid.

88 ibid., 276.

8 Althoff, Family, Friends, and Followersp. pp. 254.

° Barrow, OAt hel st a4vV,espopp.Ad45guebl ancheo6, 21

%1 Appendix One, 28%86.

92 Reg. Swinfield14-15.

9% See, for instance, Isabelle de la Dean (niece), Henry de Eastnor (kinsman), Roger de Racy de
Bosbury (blood relation, third degree), Juliana Short de Eastnor (blood relation, second degree), Juliana
de Bosbury (blood relation.estamentary Records thfe English and Welsh Episcopate, 120113:

wills, executorsd acc,&MnWoslgar(ed) @CYXUBDB, 24br247h248, e pr ocess
249,
% HCA 1069.
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possible kinman, David de Pontoise, who had been with John de Pontoise in Rome in
1282%° David served in the household until around 1285 when Pontoise commissioned
him to be his proctor in France. No other evidence survives to suggest Pontoise had
more kinsmen in hibousehold, just as little evidence survives indicating that members
of | ocal magnate or baronial families sel
steward and a knight originating in Oxford, did serve as sheriff of Hampshire, under the
ki ngtiosagepvhiler e mai ni ng i n YBuhon the vehele) Rontaise r v i c €
did not create a network that tapped into established local networks, lay, familial, and
di ocesan, as did Swinfield. This would s
by hisreliance on strong bonds between bishop and clerks, bringing to the fore his
construction of clerical networks through ecclesiastical patronage.

The evidence presented in this section sugdleat personal preference, or
personal bonds between bishopd alerks, were essential to the formation of
Pontoi sedbs and Swinfieldds househol ds. TI
patterns. The bishop who was most familiar with his diocese, Swinfield, was most able
to tap into established administrativedgsolitical networks and drew on a ready pool of
locally-based administrators prepared to continue their service to a new bishop,
supplementing these with a strong core formed by his own kinsmen and clerks from his
native region. Pontoise was new to hisagise, was disconnected from local society,
and brought staff with him to Winchester who were experienced lawyers and
administrators. To that end, it would seem that there was a great degree of personal

choice in the two bishadp.sd recruitment t

V. Ecclesiastical patronage, the bonds between bishop and his clerics, and the
role of networks in diocesan government

This section will investigate how each bishop managed the careers of certain clerks in
order to form networks, and how they usledse networks in diocese governance. The
survival rate of records that give insight into the careers of episcopal clerks is low, and

this has caused scholarship to tend towards institutional histbtigs.only recently

%  Appendix One, 279

% ibid., 277

% Hoskin, O6Aut hor s780f BBurRuatulcerdagcey,6,6 Lbalwyer s and A
latet hi rt eent h cent ur-Bil(ady MedievallEdst AnglidNcadbritihe, 20D%),r83

98; ThomassSecular Clergy11939.
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that historians have begun tsearch the work and careers of diocesan clerks, using, in
particul ar, mater i al i n bishopsd registers an
acta Burger turns attention to a lessemsidered aspect of episcopacy and diocesan

administration, leadengp. Burger convincingly argues that effective diocesan

governance in the thirteenth century was depe
clerks to a particular behavioural standard, namely through giving rewards or meting

out punishment This setion builds on this research and turns to another aspect of

| eadership, namely the bishopsd management of
of institution in order to consider the use of beneice vi ng i n Pontoi seds and
Swinfi el doés naewonkssand itwmdl exaroime thEaxatioto consider the

financial aspect of career management. It will also draw on episcopal memoranda,

especially commissions and mandates, and correspondence in each register in order to

investigate the type of work dmmesponsibilities each bishop gave to specific clerks. The

aim is to demonstrate the extent that diocesan administration in Hereford and

Winchester was dependent upon, and shaped by, human interactions. The section takes

two case studies: John de Kempsey Swi nf i el dés service and seve

toponymic Maidstone in Pontoisebs service.

Swinfield and John de Kempsey

John de Kempsey was the accountant responsible for producing and keeping
Swinfieldds househol d r trdctedsintesest fomtainange pr omi nen
of scholars, from John Webb, the editor of the rolls, to Edwards who briefly explored

Johnoés time as a c &BugerhighlightsitherrevardsrSdinfieldat he dr a |
gave to John as a means of repaying the clerk faenisce, and for securing future

service!®Thi s section examines the role of such re
Johnds career, especially how the bishop rais
staff. It considers the role of patronage in thestarction of bonds between bishop and

clerk, and in building trust. It then moves o
staff in the household before considering the

policy for the local political arena.

%  Burger,Bishops, Clerks, Diocesan Governance
%  EdwardsSecular Cathedral]s 90; Webb, Swinfieddésixindsehold Rol I
100 Burger,Bishops, Clerks, Diocesan Governant#él, 113, 121, 125.
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J 0 h neéte Hereford diocesepteat e hi s entry into Swi
1283; his career provides a fitting exam
surname, de Kempsey, suggests he originated in the Worcestershire town of the same
name'®! Kempsey wasituated in the diocese of Worcester, where Thomas de
Cantilupe spent several of his formative years under the tutelage of the bishop, his
uncle, Walter de Cantilup@23766).1?It is possible that John met Cantilupe during
this period, sincethe formesi f ound i n Cant i'PlUpkr®és srealve c
Cantilupe regime is wunclear, but, in 128:
Swinfield during the bi%Auphewas peoxided ferini n | 1
Canti | up e 0 sivediwenty marks (Eb3r6s 8d)e acbtack cloak (with two
hoods), and a winter roB& It was a substantial bequest. As a point of comparison,

Robert de GloucesteGa nt i | upe d6s odly also ieeeived venty marks,0 s e s |
along with a piece of white cloth, a robe with fur, and a ht#sEhis would appear to
be evidence of Johnodos c | peseeiftpeeextentoittelt s er

relationship is uncleaihe record of Cantime 6 s patronage of John

epi scopate is, however, patchy. Johndés i
presentation of the advowson holder, Henryde B&ant i s uncl ear fron
register whether the bishop was the architectohJots i nst i tuti on, or
forced to |l ook el sewhere for a sponsor. |

benefices was low despite his long service to Cantilupe.

Johnds service to Swinfield, which | i
profitable for the clerk, demonstrated by the number and value of benefices the clerk
received. Table Three shows all the benefices John received during his time in
Swinfieldds service. Johnod%)fdhmsdads bremved if

Eastnor taColwall equated to an increase in his income by at least £4 62 Mdre

1 Johnds endowment of a chantry at Kemp@Aslstory rect o
of the County of Worcesterolume3, J.W. Willis-Bund (ed.) (London, 1913), 43%/.

02 Carpenter, 6St Thomas Ca ney(ed.)SpraomastCansilup@d®7R,i t i c a |
esp. pp60-61.

103 Reg. Cantilupgl6.

04 HCA R745A (Cant RdguSwiefield 117 nexr@7y)R. C. Finucane,
Pecham Contr ov e rSsThdnas Gantilipg03d23yat p(14d . )

105 HCA 1414.

106 HCA 1414; For this episode, see Doltecham1942 23 ; Fi nucanePech#anThe Cant i
Contr ov el23 gsp. pp.1040 120.

107 Taxatia Mitcheldean.

8 There i s no inst@utiomto Bastoof butlSwihfieldisstituted John de Bitterley to

Mitcheldean on 23 April 1283, suggesting John recettiecbeneficea f t er Swi nfi el dds col
March 1283Reg. Swinfieldl5, 524 Taxatia Eastnor.

109 Taxatia Colwall
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benefices

f ol

| owed. I n

t he

record of

1290, John was referred to as the rector of Hampton BigA@pere is no institution

recod

f o r 1290kdilatiansnor is there any record that he surrendered Colt¥all.

This raises the possibility that he held the two benefices in purkilthat was the

case, John had an income in excess of £16 13s 4d int#296 later moved to Ross

onWye, Swinfield s

mo st

if he surrendered Colwall and Hampton Bisi&hlohn then received two cathedral

prebends: first Moreton parva in 1302, before moving to Barte@olwall in 13034

a court

| u c maaking afiethebirecreasé in inceme even

Under tie canon law, John could hold his prebends in conjunction with Ross, raising his

income to a minimum £53 6s 8d after 1363Finally, John received the cathedral

treasurership at Hereford, cementing his place in the ecclesiastical hierarchy in the

diocese''®*Recor ds

benefices, cathedral prebends, and eventually a cathedral dignity, each ot rehigiit

n Swinfiel

the clerk increasing income and, eventually status.

dos

regi ster

Table Three. Table showing the benefices to which Swinfield instituted John de Kempsey
while in the bishop’s service between 1283 and 1317,
Date Benefice Value (acc. to Taxatio)
c. March 1283 Eastnor £5 135 4d
10 October Colwall £10
Late 1289 Hampton Bishop £6 135 4d
25 July 1295 Ross £40
27 September 1302 Moreton parva prebend £1
8 November 1303 Barton-in-Colwall prebend £13 65 8d
6 April 1308 Treasurership £26 (min.)
There is some evidence to suggesatt Swi nfi el d was

t he

capture

career advancement, or at least had some hand in it. First and foremost, the bishop

owned the advowson to every benefice John held, including the two prebends and the

110 Reg. Swinfilel, 240.

11 |t is probable thaBwinfield collated Hampton Bishop fwhn after August 1289. On 20 December

1288, Swinfield collatethe rectory tofThomas de la Dean and Thomas still held the rectory in February
1289. On 7 August 1289, William de Mortaras identified as the rector of Hampton Bishop in a withess

list. Reg. Swinfield213; 527.

112 Hampton Bishop was valued at £6 13 Fdxatia Hampton Bishop.
113 Reg. Swinfield530; Taxatia Ross.
114 Reg. Swinfield534, 535fasti Ecclesiae 13B1541 ii, Hereford, 18, 35.
115 Taxatia Bartortin-Colwall; Moreton parva.
116 Reg. Swinfield538;Fasti Ecclesiae 130Q541:ii, Hereford, 1611.
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treasurership!’ Thi s f aci | i t &dnagdof @sxlerk, Bffordihgdhé bishap a
the ability to offer John the opportunity to move between benefices of increasing value.
There is a possibility that John exchang:
clerks. McHardy identifies a culture iate medieval England, especially after the
fourteenth century, in which clerics exchanged their benefices with each other in a bid
to obtain more lucrative properti&$.This practice did occur in Hereford in the early
fourteenth century on three occasiqeach on the same dayjBut there is no
evidence to suggest that John received his benefices from any other source than
Swinfield.

Gradual increments in income and status representgeskse on the part of the
patron (Swinfieldput they were not witbut labours on the part of tleéent (John).

Swinfieldbs register, his household roll
Johndos active service i n'The ditcearss @ nb eStw
register give no indicationofJobrs r esponsi bilities. John &

broad range of episcopatta from visitation memoranda, to tithe settlements, to estate
business, to episcopal appeals to the papal &l a point of contrast, William de

Morti mer , t ésehal lpredorimaptly appearedras withessta
concerning the bishopds estate, demonstr
administration'?? John, on the other hand, waseper e sent by Swi nfi el
was involved in a greater range of episcopalbbesis s . Johnds financi a
are made clearer by the household roll. The roll opens with a statement that it was made
by o6nhtdeohaldohn Jobd pdsemalesaaatiod of responsibility over

household expensé€ A June 1314 receigor £20 owed to the bishop by the chapte

described John asrmmeransa rare term for an accountdtThe 128990 household

rol | and 1314 receipt shed I'ight on John
wardrobe (household expenses) to hisroleastomp | | er of Swinfield
rise is also reflected in other records.

clerks and chaplains after 1291 (only cathedral dignitaries, canons, the archdeacon, and

117 Taxatia Barton¢in-Colwall); Colwall; Eastnor; Hampton Bishop; Morden; Ross.

18 McHardy, 6Some Patterns of322Ecclesiastical Patr
119 Reg. Swinfield541.

120 Appendix One, 283

121 Reg. Swinfield97, 112, 128, 182, 223, 226, 238, 240, 276.

122 Appendix One, 283

122 Sswinfieldds,3Household Roll

124 HCA 1049. See alsReg. Swinfield484.
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the official ranked higher, each birtue of their office)}}**Af t er 1302, Johndés r a
changed whe®winfield collated him t@ canonry and again in 1308 in light of his
gainingt he treasurership. Swinfieldds patronage o
duties and responsibilitiesintdei ocese. As Johnds career advanc
this was matched by increasing wealth and status.

There was more to Swinfieldds management o
accumulation of wealth or the rise through ecclesiastical ranks. Althof@rtbat the
gift of Il and from |l ord to man built trust bet
model was simple: land for services. Swinfield and John had a long working
relationship and John had controlon®ofer the Dbi
great responsibility, especially considering the bistiodereford had a limited number
of resources. But in May 1309, Swinfield exempted John from rendering his accounts
before a judicial review?® The process of rendering accounts was commonpléee
the late twelfth century. It derived from manorial administration where lords developed
checks on their bailiffs to ensure there were no financial irregularities, thereby holding
the bailiff accountable for hiswo’An i t em on Swidmlrecertlsd 6s househc
that John and Nicholas de Reigate, brothers and also associates of John de Kempsey,
rendered their accounts before the biskg.ohnos exempti on removed al
checks and balances. Burger stresses that the exemption was an actrdfdavou
bishop to clerk, a reward for good servié&This is fundamentally the case. But there
is, perhaps, also a deeper meaning to the act. In the exemption notice, Swinfield stressed
how John dédhas | aboured bodily &atimnebfai thfully
our c o n $RSwinfeeltt émplaydd. similar language in a land grant made to John
in 1313. Swinfield gifted John a messuage, with land and appurtenances, for an annual
rent of one mark (13s 4d). The bishop madgethgr ant i n [dedandrsilti on of

homage an%¥Swnbeldmade ieofear the two men were bound to serve each

125 Reg. Swinfield279, 282, 338, 377, 380, 382.

126 jbid., 47576.

127 ], Sabapathyfficers and Accountability in Medieval England, 147800(Oxford, 2014), esp. pp.

25-82.

22 Sswinfiel dd®sl1862.sehol d

129 Burger,Bishops, Clerks, Diocesan Governantil.

130 Reg. Swinfield475:6i n recepcione et dispensacione totius pecun
consecracionis, nobis pro viribus | abriose et fidelite
Bl ibid.,487: O6Universis, etc., Ricardus, etc. Noveritis no
nostra confirmasse dilecto nobis in Christo, domino Johanni de Kemeseye, thesaurario Herefordensi, pro

homagio et servicio suo totam terram quam aliquando tdeyredecessoribus nostris, episcopis

Herefordensibus, Gilbertus Barri in Colewelle, cum mesuagio, edificiis, et omnibus aliis ad dictam terram

pertinentibus, boscis, pratis, pascuis, viis, semitis, et omnibus aliis aisiamentis, habendam et tenendam

sibi et heredibus suis et suis assignatis libere, quiete, et pacifice, et hereditarie in perpetuum, reddendo
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ot her: the bishopbés patronage was everyt|
diocese. The exemption and the land grant were an expression of trust, and loyalty,
between lord and man.

This sense of trust and |l oyalty is dei
Swinfield even after the clerk was made
pence rolls record the amount of time dignitaries and canonees apthe cathedral.

Between 1302 and 1317, John attended only one hundred and-twentyasses. From

1308 to 1317, the number was as low as sé¥dduring this same period (1307),

John appears in thirteen witness lists attached to memoranda ineSividfi6 s r e gi st
five of those appearances were made between 1308 and*iivthe basis of this
evidence, it would seem that Johnds pres:
similar tohow it was before hereceived canonry. Johhopw®wokser vi c
greater priority than his work at the cathedral; he remained, for all intents and purposes,
Swinfieldds man. John
0s

as one of the Dbishop

0s exemption was a
pr i wasithe@dductcof er ks |
0

Swinfieldbés efforts t create a trustwor
John de Kempseyds career is one of thi

but there are other examples of what might be called proportional patronage. Nicholas

de Reigateds and Hamo de Sandwichodés car e

below). Nicholas was, like John de Kempsey, an accountant and first appeared in

Swinfieldos ser v0nthat ocoasidheNicholasway givdnZ@tedy

of Coreley retory but in June 1286, Swinfield collat€dddingtorto the clerkthereby

giving Nicholas a more permanent benefice despite a reduced inét@venfield then

gave Nicholas custody of Byford, which the clerk held for three years alongside

Coddington, inceasing his income to £12 per anntihOn 21 February 1299, the true

patron, the prior of Brecon, presented Nicholas to Byford for permanent institéftion.

In the same year, Swinfield collatacorebendal portion at Bromyai@ Nicholasto be

held alongside Byford (but resigning Coddington), bringing Nicholas combined

inde annuatim nobis et successoribus nostris unam marcam, et faciende servicium inde debitum et
consuet umo.

132 HCA R390 to R407.

133 Reg. Swinfield389, 392, 395, 418, 419, 423, 431, 439, 443, 461, 505, 509, 512.

134 ibid., 525.

135 Reg. Swinfield526;Taxatia Coddington; Coreley.

136 Reg. Swinfield530, 531 Taxatia Byford.

137 Reg. Swinfield531;Taxatia Byford.
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revenues of £2432 Further career advancement followed. Swinfield collatadlington

prebendo Nicholasin 1303, and thethe cathedral treasurership a year |&ter.

Nicholas continued his accountancy work for the
service!*®*Again, it was Swinfield who | argely engin

securing wealth and status for his clerk.

Table Four. Table showing the benefices to which Swinfield instituted Nicholas de
Reigate and Hamo de Sandwich during their service to the bishop.
Date | Benefice | Value (acc. to Taxatio)
Nicholas de Reigate
February 1285 Coreley £6
October 1285 Coddington £4
August 1296 Byford £8
August 1299 Bromyard (portion) £16 135 4d
June 1303 Wellington prebend £16 135 4d
March 1304 Treasurership £26
Hamo de Sandwich
March 1299 Turnastone Unvalued
November 1300 Stretton £6 135 4d
September 1306 Whitbourne £6
February 1310 Moreton and Whaddon £13 135 4d
’ prebend

Hamo de Sandwi c h éisilartrajectergTablefFaut)t Frome d a
his name Hamo appears to have hailed from Swi
the bishopos®Abteirckboby §886s06 thelowwi ce, Swi nf
value rectory at Turnastone Hamobut, only ayear later, the bishop collat&iretton
to his clerk providing Hamo with a more substantial incotfiéin September 1306,
Swinfield collatedwhitbourneto Hamq which the clerk held together with Stretton for
at least three montH$? The bishop then collatia canonry and prebend, Moreton and
WhaddontoHamoon 20 February 1311, cementing the cl
chaptert*> Hamo was in frequent attendance on Swinfield after 1300, often alongside
John de Kempselfé although it is difficultto determn n e Ha mo 0 sThecbistwr t r ol e

managed his clerkbs career to tfpreateextent of m

138 Reg. Swinfield531;Taxatia Bromyard.

139 Reg. Swinfield534, 535fasti Ecclesiae 1300541 ii, Hereford, 10.

140 Appendix One, 284

41 ibid., 285.

142 Reg. Swinfield338.

43 Reg. Swinfield531, 532Taxatia Stretton; Turnastone.

144 Swinfield insttuted Nicholas de Rock to Stretton on 19 December 186§. Swinfield537;
Taxatia Whitbourne.

145 Reg. Swinfield540; 541 Fasti Ecclesiae 130Q541:ii, Hereford, 31;Taxatia Putson major;
Moreton and Whaddon

146 Reg. Swinfield380; 381; 395; 439; 476; 485.
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value, before collating canonry at Hereford cathedtalthem Swinfield cultivated
Johnos, Ni chol as b, a ntam di semvicepessurn@hiselerkss o v
received greater wealth, and eventually status, the longer they remained in the
household.

One last piece of evidence demonstrates that Swinfield provided his staff with
benefices in recognition of their long, energstevice rather than in expectation of
further service. Swinfield expressed this aspect of his policy to Walter Reynolds, bishop
of Worcester (1304.3). On 7 February 1313, Reynolds wrote to Swinfield to request
that the bishop of Hereford collatge nextvacant prebend at Hereford cathedoathe
archdeacon of Gloucest¥Y Four days later, Swinfield replied that he was unable to
perform the collation because his official, Adam Carbonel, had greater claim to the
prebend because 0 htfullyandefficiédntydlabooradoyr year s,
business and ot her mM&The wshap cotlatedlintdn prebgndo ur
to Adam Carbonebn 13 February 1313, thereby secu
cathedral chaptéf® Swinfield had given the sameason to Edward | for rejecting
Peter de Savoyods cl ai ms t0mbothogasiets,e nd at |
Swinfield expressed his need to repay faithful service and high productivity with career
advancement.

There were some notable exceptions to thitepaof proportional patronage,
foremost among them William de Kingscote. William was already beneficed in
Hereford diocese before entering Swinfiel
chancellor of Oxford, Swinfield instituted William to WestbtinyForest rectory (£53
6s 8d); Nicholas de Bath, knight and advowson holder, made the presehtaTion.
first record of Wi lliamds service to Swi.i
named as t he bTwe yearslabes Swinfieldickaitedan lunnamed

147 The archdeacon was named William de Birstone (ABO8Reg. Swinfield48283; Fasti Ecclesiae

13001541 iv, Monastic cathedrals (Southern province), 60.

148 Reg. Swinfield 483 : 6 Qui a pr e b ecfodlensheccasia magistro Ade,officiali a He 1
nostro, qui jam multis annis circa jura et negocia nos et ecclesiam nostram tangencia multipliciter,

fideliter, et utiliter laboravit, dudum contulimus intuitu caritatis, a cujus possessione et jure cecidit per
fraudem seu dolum cujusdam procuratoris sui in curia summi pontificis, indecorum et indecens, immo

quasi ingratitudinis vicium sapere videretur, si hacta oportunitate ipsum in statum pristinum revocare
nollemus, quam cicius se offerret facultas, presertim ipsum sciencia, mores, et merita
recommendent 6.

149 Adam did not hold the prebend for long amiNovember 13135winfield collated Hinton to

Stephen de Thanet, an associate of Hamo de Sandiwiekasti Ecclesiagl o es not i ncl ude A
time at Hinbn. Reg. Swinfield542.

150 Chapter One, 536.

151 Reg. Swinfield528; Taxatia Westbury.

152 HCA 769;Reg. Swinfield249.
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cathedral prebend, likely Pratum mints William.1>3 The revenue at Pratum Minus
was six pence, indicating th&winfield prioritised collation ok canonry over the offer
of a lucrative prebent?* In May 1303, Swinfield collateBreston pebend (£10jo
William, which he held until his death in April 131®Wi | | i amdés transition fr
household to chapter was rapid compared to other episcopal agents. But there were
extenuating circumstances that shaped Sn f i e | d 0 sWiplaltiraomdasg ec aorfe e
Swinfield could not match the £53 6s 8d revenue at Wesihtfprest with any
benefice in his patronage and as a former chancellor of Oxford, a canonry befitted
Williambébs ecclesiastical rank. William also b
householdHe was an experienced administrator and a doctor of canon law, an area of
training that suited the bishopb6s official an
that office. William was also well connected: he held a canonry at Wells from ¢.1298
and anther in Exeter in ¢.1308 before becoming dean of Exeter cathedral irt*£309.
William was tapped into a network of higher clerics situated in the west and southwest
of England that extended beyond Swinfieldds o
adopted different patronage policy for William de Kingscote in recognition of
Wi | | i atusaml vatue to the household.

Swinfield also used other forms of patronage to attract talented clerks to his
household. He issued licences permitting the recipierg blsent from his rectory in
order to pursue a university education. Swinfield extended this right to Gilbert de
Chevening, vicar of Lydney, on 28 February 1289, who served Swinfield from 1283
onwards®’ Fi nucane identifies Gind lheveen1287sandt he bi sho
1307, as the curator of the shrine of Thomas de Cantilupe at Hereford catfetinel.
bi shop instituted Gilbert to Lydney at the pr
on 3 October 128%° Swinfield followed this byicensng Gilbat to pursue his studies
atOxford®®®The institution had provided Gilbert wit
a parish before his studies began. Gilbert re

153 Swinfield collatedthe prebend vacated by Richard de HertfardVilliam. Richard held Pratum
minus before the bishop collat¥darham to himReg. Swinfield529;Fasti Ecclesiae 106&300: viii,
Hereford, 55.

154 Taxatia Pratum minus.

155 Fasti Ecclesiae 130Q541, ii Hereford, 44Taxatia Preston on Wye

156 Fasti Ecclesiae 106830Q vii, Bath & Wells, 56;Fasti Ecclesiae 130Q541:ix, Exeter, 4, 24.
57 Reg. Swinfield15.

8 Finucane, 6Plehceh aOm nGointurpoever syd, 122 and 6é6Cantilupe ac¢
their mi#dhatpg. 3806, 137

159 Reg. Swinfield526.

160 jbid., 212.
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remained in the diocese for the remainder of his café8winfield instituted his agent
to Much Marcle (£36 13s 4d) at the presentation of the abbot of Lyre; since Gilbert had
no connection to the abbey, it is likely that Swinfield engineered the instit§tidhis

was a matter of careful career managemenibe@ifulfilled two essential roles in the

bi shopbébs service. The first, as al moner,
charitable donations; the second, as cus/
central role inthe bidto secure Canti pe 6 s canoni zation. The 1

a means for Swinfield to help Gilbert develop and to court his interests in Hereford
diocese.

Ecclesiastical patronage played a ceni
the careers of his agents. Tiishop bestowed benefices with increasingly greater
revenues on his agents the longer they served and the more essential they became to his
regime. In the most important casthis patronage was followed by coitat of a
canonry at Hereford cathedtalthe clerk Labour and loyalty was matched with
income and status. In the case of William de Kingscote, Swinfield used his patronage to
court a valuable client. Swinfield forged strong bonds between himself and his clerks
through ecclesiastical patroreguilding trust being patron and client, best shown in
the case of John de Kempsey. Swinfield was careful to offer career advancement where
he saw fit and, in turn, developed a loyal corps of administrators. Using records of
institution and memoranda®wi nf i el dés register, it is |

the bishopbés administrative network in H

Swinfield and Hereford cathedral chapter: the household apolitical machine

This subsection will investigate how Swinfield used hiswetk to navigate, and

control, the local political arena in Hereford, with focus on the relationship between
bishop and cathedral chapter between 1283 and 1317. Relations between these two
bodies, bishop and chapter, has drawn significant attention fisioriains. Burger

marks the thirteenth century as an age of tension in most bistamper relationship$3
Particular focus has been given to frequent conflicts between the two bodies in dioceses

across Europe; the conflicts usually stemmed from opposamg<ito jurisdiction

161 ibid., 256.
162 Reg. Swinfield 534;Taxatia Much Marcle.
163 Burger,Bishops, Clerks, Diocesan Governange .
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(often in the cathedral city), properties, or even liturgical roles at the cath¥drass
attention is given to bishops6é attempts to cr
to assert some measure of control over them. Thissction uses records in
Swinfieldbs register concerning his relations
by the chapter, to explore how the bishop used powers of patronage at Hereford
cathedral to extend his network into the cathedral, and toentgms authority in the
diocese.
Hereford diocese was comparable to others in its history of conflict between

bi shop and chapter, epscogateCbnflictgreehetweem g Swi nf i el
1275 and 1282 when Cantiluptempted to prosecute absentathedral canons and
deprive them of their canonttSFertherterGianat i | upeds
erupted after 1283. Over the course of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, local
parish clerics and parishioners challenged Hereford dearhaadoct e r 6 s monopoly ov
burial rights in the city. It was agitation from local gentry families, Forrest argues, that
ended that monopoly, although Swinfieldds int
pari shioner sé c a%moeothaasasthebistop df Heeefordh apt er .
intervened in the affairs of the chapter, causing rifts between them.

One solutiorfor ending such strife availabte Swinfieldwas to bring bishop and
chapter into closer alignment by usinig powers of patronage over cathedaionries
and prebendsa policy this section closely considellhis includes a rexamination of
Swinfieldds patronage policy towards his kins
Swinfield collateddignities and canonries at Hereford cathetiraleveral knsmen
Barrow compared the two bishopsdé policies and
nepotismt®’ However, e-thinking patronage of kinsfolk as a conscious effort by a lord
to consolidate his own positiprather thartasting this patronage aspotismand as
such an act of greed or abuse of power, opens up new avenues for the study of
Swinfieldbs r el atKinshpsdniegpas ane of the strongestbondsp t e r .

employed to hold together a political network and lords throughout the medieval period,

164 See CrosbyBishop and ChapteEdwards Secular Cathedrals Hos ki n, oO6Di ocesan Politic
Worcest-206,D42Wi |l |l iams, O6Trouble in the cathedral <cl| os:¢
of the priory of Chri st Ch uTheMedieva BnglisheQatbedrally 6 i n J. Back

papers in honour of &#mela TudoiCraig (Donington, 2003), 122.

¥ Smith, o6CantiiQ2peds registero, 91
% Forrest, 6The Po2litics of Burialé, 1118
¥ Barrow, OAthelstan to Aigueblanchedo, 46.
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including bishops, recognized this quafitfS wi n f patdnad® mlicjollowed a

similar principle The bishop began his episcopate by collaifaplhope prebentb

Gilbert de Swinfield, his nephevin September 1283, anidter, a secad nephew, John

de Swinfield, receivedVithington parva in August 1285°Gi | bert 6s and Jo
movement into the chapter was more rapid fioamost ofSwinf i el dés .ot her
Collations ofdignitiesalsosoon followed. Gilbert received the chancellorship

January 1287and the bishopollatedthe treasurershifp Johnin March 1293, followed

by the precentorship in September 1284 he two nephews also served Swinfield in

matters of diocesan administration and estate management. Gilbert witnesssdanine
between 128and 1299, eight as a canon or as a chancélidnhn witnessed tescta

as a canon or treasurer from 1285 to 1304, seven alongside &figithert also
received expenses from Swinfieldbds housel
in 1289 to 1290d the sum of £3 3s 4d ahéreceived various expenses over the

year’In contrast to other household members, the two nephews also spent a great deal
of time at the cathedral. From Michaelmas 1297 to Michaelmas 1298, Gilbert attended

two hundred and fortyhree masses and John attended two hundred and tweht§ six.
Swinfielddbs nephews formed an I mmedi ate
household. Gilbert and Johnds presselemce i |
his greatest ecclesiasticaval in the diocese, the same rival with whom he had disputed

in 1283 and 1289 over the burial issue.

Swinfieldbdbs kinsmen were not the only
secured a place in the chapter. An integral compgonelw f Swi nf i el dds pr
patronage policy for his lorgervirg, loyal agents was collation afcathedal canonry
and, on occasion, af dignity. Between 1283 and 1317, Swinfield collatadonries to
twenty-four of his clerks That number included &ite a st f i offidalsbRiogerhde p 6 s

Sevenoaks receivetle cathedral treasurership and Inkberrow prebend in 1294;

168 Althoff, Family, Friends, and Follower2364;,Cos s, O0déaf age-80mMN Blicks, 4 6
6Cement or Solvent? Kinship and Politi ¢istoni88 Lat e
(1998), 3146.

169 Swinfield collated Woolhope t&ilbertin September 1283, and John receigadinnamed prebend

in August 1285Reg. Swinfield524, 525Fasti Ecclesiae 1068300 ii, Hereford, 60.

170 Reg. Swinfield526, 529Fasti Ecclesiae 106430(Q ii, Hereford, 16, 20, 23.

171 HCA 1067;Reg. Swinfield15 (before collation); 95, 97, 112, 115 (as canon); 182, 240 (as

chancellor).
172 HCA 1067;Reg. Swinfield95s, 97, 112, 154, 175, 182, 223, 226, 299.
7 swinfield also paid 19s 1d for Gilbertodos winted

Swinfieldos, 18819, $18,120) 1@ 13R.0 | |
174 HCA R389.
175 Reg. Swinfield525, 526, 527, 52%asti Ecclesiae 106@300: viii, Hereford, 23.
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William de Kingscote soon after William began his role as official; William de Caple in
1303; Adam Carbonel in 1313; and Richard de Hamim 1316'"® Each man
continued to serve as official after his colll
also made the transition from household to chapter. That number included John de
Kempsey, Nicholas de Reigate, and Hamo de SandwWiththe majoity of cases,
Swinfield gradually increased his patronage of these agents, built strong bonds and good
rapport with them, then collate@nonries to thenBetween 1300 and 1317, only two
clerics without direct ties to Swinfield were collaté8iThese othecanons had a voice
in the chapter but that voice was quieter than the corps of loyal supporters bound to the
bishop by proportional patronage.
Once Swinfield collated canonry or dignityo his agentsit could be assumed
that his agents became occupigth cathedral affairs or with their work as dignitfé8,
but records of attendance kept by the chapter point in a different direction. Residence at
the cathedral was not mandatory. A 1289 memor
listed only twelve (out ofwenty-eight) resident canort& Mass pence rolls give some
indication of the amount of time canons spent in and around Hereford catfiédral.
closer look at the mass pence roll for Michaelmas 1307 to Michaelmas 1308, a period
when Swi nf i e ldog@pslicyrhadtiowgpbeek enlaated, sheds light on his
clerksdé involvement in cathedral l'ife. John d
episcopal agent; he was present at one hundred and-ninetgver the course of the
year®2 William de Caple (18), William de Kingscote (149), William de Mortimer
(114), and Henry de Shorne (110) all attended over one hundred masses. The most
active episcopal clerks attended fewer than one hundred masses: Nicholas de Reigate
attended ninetpne; Richard de Swinfidl (t he bi shopbs -theghew) atten
John de Kempsey twenty, and Adam de Dinedor t

176 Reg. Swinfield532, 542, 544Fasti Ecclesiae 1360541, ii Hereford, 23, 35.

177 Reg Swinfield534, 540, 547Fasti Ecclesiae 1300541:ii, Hereford, 31, 35, 50.

178 These were Richard de Beltm, whom Swinfield collateé canonry in 1305, and Michael de

Bereham, who received his canonry in 1328g. Swinfield536, 540.

I For insight into cat hdedoeandsewiaenseenks Bdwatisel Englisht i ons of r e
Secular Cathedrals in the Middle Ages: a constitutional study with special reference to the fourteenth

century 2" edn (Manchester, 1967), &, esp. pp. 566, 5683.

180 Reg. Swinfield214.

8l Edwards stresses that attendance at one mass equates to one day spent at the cathedral. Edwards,

English Secular Cathedral34.

182 Robert de Gloucester was also named on the roll and had strong connections to Swinfield. Robert

was Swi n ftidl e thelearty paot bfthis episcopate until ¢.1285. Between 1297 and 1303, Robert

served as the bishop of Wor c e sheaanbeBorshipfaf Herefordto . Il n 1299,
Robertbuheno | onger served i n Sattended threelhuhdred ard éesiygea h o | d . Robert
masses in 1307 to 130Basti Ecclesiae 1066300 viii, Hereford, 23;Haines,Church/ Politics: Orleton

2.
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clerks were absent from the cathedral for-thwods of the year or more. It is probable

that the rest of their time was spent utaleng their duties in the household. After

1300, Swinfieldbébs men held every di,gnity
but most continued their work as diocesan administratdrs.

There was thus some politi crahepotism ue t
or reward for loyalty, demonstrated more clearly in the interactions between bishop and
chapter after ¢.1290. The relationship between bishop and chapter began on difficult
ground in 1283. After 1290, at the point when Swinfield had greatebersof
supporters in the chapter, the two bodies began to collaborate, as evidenced in legal
proceedings taken against Pons de ¢dRBons was part of the Aigueblanche network
but!%in 1291, he faced the full force of bishop and chapter combined. Adetteby
the chapter to the bishop on 31 October
intrude himself in the stall in which Hugo [de Eters] had once stood, during his
lifetime, on the morning ofthe Y&l ay o f [ M&Fyriher meht®0 vias madé
how Pas stationed his armed allieset sibi sociaviarmatog in Hinton prebend
overnight, before he entered into the chapter house and asserted his claims to the
canonry. Swinfield soon intervened. On 8 January 1291, Pons appeared before the

bishopand:

he absolutely, purely, and of his own will submitted [to the lord bishop], and resigned
all right he had, or he believed to have, in the same prebend of Hinton, along with
letters and instruments of provisions and processes, and all other in thieeving

had or would come to have, completely into the hands of the lord [biSfop].

Pons acknowledged his guilt, surrendered
authority. The bishop had respondea to t |
provision, preventing the possibility of future provisions to cathedral canonries.

Swinfield did collateHintonto Ponsn 1291 but, by 1297, Pons surrendered his

183 This monopoly lasted until 1311 when Richard de Havering, a royal clerk, held the praecantorship.

Fadi Ecclesiae 1304541 ii, Hereford, 8.

184 Pons de Cors held a number of canonries and prebends in England, including a canonry at Lincoln
after 1292 Fasti Ecclesiae 1066300:viii, Hereford, 4142.

8 Pons was Peter denefihgewmeb|Samichie 6 s6 Cgheatl upeds Re
186 Reg. Swinfield 24 4: 6 P o n c iadacima dieenenSis ejusdgnane setfexivinstallari in

stallum in quo stare solebat dictus Hugo [de Moufjetsmv i ver et 6

187 HCA 769;Reg. Swinfield2484 9 absotute, pure, et spontanea voluntate submisit, et totum jus

quod habuit vel habere credidit in eadem prebenda de Hynetone una cum litteris et instrumentis

provisoriis et processibus et omnibus aliis in pate habitis vel habendis in manus domini totaliter

resignavit. o
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canonry and Swinfield installed another nephew, Richard de Swidfiesdwi nf i el d 6 s
alliesin the chapter changed the power dynamic at Hereford cathedral and provided
support to the bishop and vice versa.
With fewer political rivals in the diocese after 1290, and with a strong

relationship between bishop and chapter, Swinfield had an oppprtiupursue his
own agendas. One major project begun by Swinfield required support from the chapter
before it could be completed: the canonization of Thomas de Canfil@einfield
ordered Cantil upeds r e mduilrslwineth @28h &ftert r ansl| at ed
which miracles were recorded there; it was Swinfield who initiated the formal
canonization process by dispatching a letter of postulation to the papal curia 7°1289.
After little success in advancing the cause during the 1290s, Swinfiekbltto those of
his clerks who also held canonries for support. In 1305, Swinfield dispatched canons
Henry de Shorne and William de Kingscote, both episcopal clerks and trained lawyers,
to win the support of the king, Edwalt.In 1306, Swinfield stressed his proctor in
Rome, John de Ross, doctor in canon law, that after his papal provision to a canonry at
Hereford, he should work towards advancing the canonizatiol{%ia. that end,
Swinfield furthered his personal project, the canonization, througsughieort of those
men who bridged the divide between household and chapter. That bridge facilitated
close ceoperation and the project was, ultimately, successful.

Swinfield shaped his household into a political machine that demonstrated some
characteristics of a clientele. The bishop moulded loyal household clerks, patronising
them in proportion to their length of service and building strong bonds with them over a
period of time, before collatinganonries, and later dignities,ttee clerks. The
patronage policy constructed a bridge between household and chapter, bringing two
political rivals into close alignment. When t

efforts to defend his rights as a patron to canonries/prebends at Hereford cathedral from

188 Swinfield collated the canonry®ons on 8 January 1291 but wunder Swinfi
on the strength of papal letteFasti Ecclesiae 1066300 viii, Hereford, 4142.

¥ There is a wealth of I|literature on the topics of Can
Doui e, 6The Canoni zat i ®@ublindRévie29.(1956) 2rBila Knuaarfie, Her ef or d 6,
6Cantil upe as Thau8tdhome Gamildpe13@4 4J;a n\t.ely. X.edEI)i,nt, O6The Sai
Operation of Law: reflections upon the miracles of St
(eds),Belief and Culture in the Middle Ages: studies presented Henry-Masting (Oxford, 2001), 342

57.

190 Reg. Swinfield23435;P. Daly, O6The Process of Canonisation in TI
Centuri esd S$tihodas Cantdupd263d,catpl 27 ; Fl int, O6The Saint and th
Lawbd,FdBrd3mor e on Sithe carfonizatiordpbosessr sed chapter five.

1 Reg. Swinfield42021.

192 jbid., 42829.
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Crown/curial intrusion, it becomes clear how hard Swinfield worked to recast the
cathedral chapter and, in doing so, to build his personal network and extend his
authority in the diocese. Swinfield invested time and resources to craft his network and

that network became an essential component in diocesan governance in Hereford.

Pontoise and his clerks from Maidstone: new bishop, new household

There has, until now, badittle exploratiorofPont oi seds househol d.
prosopographical study of clerics instituted to benefices by bishops of Winchester
bet ween 1282 and 1530 remains the only ol
brief.1*3 Brown does not addredset relationship between bishops and their agents, nor
does his study explore the value of eccl
section hopes to fill that gap. Using records of institution, witness lists recorded in
Pont oi s e 0 sthefaxaigthitseals ecandn i nvestigates P
of one group of agents who played a prominent role in his regime, those with the
surname Maidstone. The aim is to demonstrate how Pontoise forged a network in
Winchester diocese during his spopate, and the role played by ecclesiastical
patronage in his management of clerical careers.

Pont oi sebs household contained three
particular bonds with the bishop, and which shaped the identity of the earlyhblolse
The first group consisted of David de Pontoise, Philip de St Austell, and to a lesser
extent Thomas de Bridport, a canon at Salisbury. These three clerks served Pontoise
during his time as a proctor at the papal curia but joined him in Winch&stdre
second group consisted of three clerks with the toponymic name Welwick, John, Hugh,
and William. These three joined Pontoise from his rectory at Welwick, East Yorkshire.
The third group consisted of up to six clerks from Maidstone, Kent, the focus of th
section. These three groups formbdet cor e of Po duwirgthe 280s hous
and most of the 12908°

Although the three groups were prominent figures in diocesan governance in

Winchester, there is a marked disparity in the record of theirrsanglich has

¥ R. Brown, 6The Ecclesiastical P-atB®Boithegne of t he
History 24 (2003), 2744.

194 Reg. Pontissard, 382; Fasti Ecclesiae 1066300:iv, Salisbury, 91; DouieRecham61.

195 For more on these individuals, see Appendix One;&174
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i mplications for this study. There are few re
careers, and David de Pontoise and Thomas de Bridport infrequently feature in witness
|l ists or memoranda in Pontoi sthégoupokgi ster aft
clerks from Maidstone. There are a substantial number of records of institution and
memor anda in Pontoiseds register relating to
their careers and into their relationship with the bishop. This ges\va strong
foundati on for an investigation into Pontoi se
construction of networks in Winchester.

One cohort of men in Pontoisebds service dr
frequent appearance in records, esgly records of institution and memoranda, in the
bi shopb6s register over the course of his epis
as Edward), Robert, and Thomas de Maidstone. Edmund was first described as a
bi shop6s agent iandatirg torSeptemberdl284, fand Raberttwast u t
described as such in April 1285 in the same type of ré®ithis points to their arrival
in Winchester shortly after Pontoise became bishop. Thomas, also named Thomas de
Port de Maidstone, arrived in Winchedbgr1292. Peckham had instituted a Thomas de
Port de Maidstone to the rectory of Ham by Sandwich in 1289 at the presentation of
Adam de Maidstone, priorof LeeThe first reference to Thomas
agent in Winchester diocese isina 1292 instiiuvon r ecor d i n Pontoi seods
suggesting he moved from Canterbury to Winchester between 1289 ant¥®292.
Thomasdé identity is confirmed in a 1294 item
Winchester clerics who had paid crown taxes (the moiktg). Thomas de Port,
resident in Winchester diocese in October 1294, was still described as the rector of Ham
by Samwich despite his 1292 institutida Esher:®® Edmund, Robert, and Thomas
were well established in Winchester diocese by 1292 and would continue to serve
Pontoise for the rest of their careers.

The record of Edmundodés, Robertds, and Thom
to four other Maidstoneclesk i n Pont oi seds service. Il n 1296,
Rome and took with him a retinue consig of thirty-two of his staff In a royal

protection exempting Pontoise and his retinue from judicial proceedings in England for

19 Reg. Pontissarg 16, 17.

197 Reg. PeckharfCY9) i, 86.

198 The next institution to Ham made by Winchelsey, archiisifacCanterbury, was in 1300, indicating
that Thomas has vacated the benefice by that Ratp. Pontissarg 56; Registrum Roberti Winchelsey
Cantuariensis Archiepiscopi 1294313 volume 2, R. Graham (ed.) (CYS, 1956), 1271

199 Thomas is descrilleasmagisterin this patent rolls list but there are no other rec@B& 1292

1301, 120.
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two years, Edmund, Robert, aiomas were listed in the top third of the retinue, a

ranking that indicates they held high po:

and John, each likewise identified as de Maidstone, were listed in the lower third of the

retinue and thisisthenol y r ecord of thei fChdcatee i n Pon

Maidstone also appears in a single record, on this occasion a witness list copied into the

cartulary of St Swi t h®ht&somoentpractiogtof r om Oc |

discount a single appearanoeny form of record as indication of membership of the

household®2 But from the nature of the two records concerned above, the first, which

named the bishopbs retinue, and the secol

other episcopal agents each ma@has such, it is reasonable to take these four other men

as i n Pontoised0s service, even i f the ov
These seven clerks in Pontoisebds servi

town was something of an urban hub18002°and it was situated in a region that was

rich in schools in the thirteenth century. The grammar schools at Canterbury and

Rochester cathedrals were close by and the Augustinian priory of Leeds, situated five

miles from Maidstone, likely also madesi@education provisions for local bosfs.

Even the London schools, especially thos:

Training in grammar was available and an apprenticeship in the households of local

prelates afforded an avenue into a clérazaeer for men from Maidstone. Such men

included Ralph de Maidstone, who was bishop of Hereford from 1234 tc?$2309.

Walter de Maidstone was bishop of Worcester between 1313 and 1317, and also served

in royal government before 13%¥% Mgr John de Maidstoneas a prominent figure in

Ri chard de Gr avesend-79)houssholdpdwrefeventuallyc ol n 0 ¢

became dean of Lincoln cathedtWalter de Maidstone also had a respectable career

in Lincoln diocese, where he was subdean of Lincoln cath&#gdral1329 to 1337

To that end, Maidstone has a previously unrecognized quality of producing bishops and

diocesan administrators.

200 CPR 12921301, 17980.

201 Chartulary of Winchester Cathedrdly.

202 Shead, O6Compassed about with so Great a Cloudo
203 5, Sweetinburgh, o0Kentish Towns: Urban Cul ture
Sweetinburgh{ed.),Later Medieval Kent, 1220540(Woodbridge, 2010), 1386 at p. 138.

204 3. G. Clark, O6MonasterieMedewhdEBgtahdbd EdudatEi oB
Stober (eds)Monasteries and Society in the British Is{@¢oodbridge, 2008), 1467.

205 Biog. Reg. Oxonii, 12034; Fasti Ecclesiae 106830Q viii, Hereford, 6.

206 Bjog. Reg. Oxonii, 12045; Fasti Ecclesiae 13B1541 iv, monastic cathedrals, 55.

207 Biog. Reg. Oxorii, 1247;Fasti Ecclesiae Ecclesiae 10480Q iii, Lincoln, 12.

208 Bjog. Reg. Oxonii, 1204;Fasti Ecclesiae 130Q541 i, Lincoln, 4.
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Pont oi se6bs connection to Maidstone is not
Welwick or to Exeter diocese, but there is at |leas&t avenue of recruitment that might
have attracted his attention to clerks from the area. The strongest links between Pontoise
and Maidstone or Canterbury diocese wasugh his service tand friendship with
Peckham. The archbishop of Canterbury heddrttanor of Maidstone, which was
prominent enough to have an archiepiscopal §&dlhis leads to two possibilities.

First, that Pontoise met Edmund during a visit to Canterbury diocese in July and August

1282( Robert was already )3%ecanth thatBoenundbnds hopds ser
Thomas were in Peckhamdéds service, or known to
introduced them to Pontoise. Only speculation is possible on the strength of the

evidence, but there are at least some grounds for understanding hoveé>oaine to

recruit these clerks.

Records of institution and memoranda i n Po
contain snippets of biographical informati on,
Thomasodés careers and thebotrdroEdsmpndbspepiketi 6n
is unclear, althougRontoise describetd mund as o6our chaplain, <cler
househol dd in a | et ?'©nthesl?96 dverdeas prBtectoklheam i n 12 8
was ranked behind the archdeacons of Suffolk and Winchesterbnithe h o p 6 s
entourage. This would suggest that Edmund occupied a position of some import,
perhaps the household chaplain. Thomas6é pl ace
simple memorandum dating to 1299 recorded that Thomas had rendered his accounts
beforethe bishop and was acquitted for the financial year. Thomas was described as
comptroll er of tHhTeesehtwosdyistar ilems indi@atedhatdEbneund
and Thomas were prominent household clerks.

Robertds exact r ol e dedmutinihiecadeadtispassibkel d i s no
to reconstruct the nature of his work for Pontoise. Robert firstappedd i n Pont oi seds
service whilethe bishop was still resident in Rome in June 1282 before returning to

England?*® It is possible Robert served Ponis dur i ng t he | atterds work
and before his provision to Winchester. Cert a
serving clerks. A 1294 memorandum recorded in

293, Ward, O6The Ki |-4vthe dkrhegne Blanory of the acclibishbs of Canterbury

in the | at er Archaedogie@ntiand28¢2608)t 1028yabp. 117.

210 Reg. Pontissard, 839.

211 Reg.Pontissara , 185 us|E9.dode] iMaydenston capellano nostro cler
212 jbid., 85-86.

213 jbid., 25254,
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role in the household. The memorandum tisdééthecomt ent s of t he Dbi sh
at Wolvesey, drawn up by royal agents as part of an Englaelroyal scrutiny of the

treasure and monies in every major ecclesiastical treasury or stroRtfiidie.

memor andum | i st s howortdthenTreasurghdlomgngtodommt si de
Robert de Maidstonehere are writings and other diverse memoranda, with other small

i t e 4 i8 possible that the writings and diverse memoranda attributed to Robert

were diocesan records. At Lincoln, diocesamrecd s wer e kept at the
in a central archivé!® The chest at Wolvesey was likewise situated in the treasury in a
central location, and the writings/memoranda referred to in the memorandum could

have been diocesan records. If that was the, ¢ais possible that Robert was

responsible for keeping thei s hroegpgisst er . Evi dence in Pont
this direction. There is a consistent scribal hand and script between 1282 and January
1296 before a hiatus in registration betw@anuary 1296 and January 1299 during
Pontoiseds absence in Rome. Afteé&¥Mayanuar
1299 also marks the first time Robert was referred to as the keeper of St Cross hospital,
when he again accompanied Pontoise overseatharalwas a second hiatus in
registratio’’®Robert 6s new position as keeper an:
would have prevented him from continuing his reeloedping work and a new registrar

took his place, a change reflected in the use ofaahand in the register. The weight of
evidence points towards Robertodés role as
has significant implications with regards to registration in Winchester. Robert

accompanied Pontoise to overseas on two oaggisituring which time registration

halted. This would suggest that the register, or the quires of parchment that later went to
make the register, remained in Winchester diocese and did not follow the bishop. It also
suggests that Ro bghistindesn Rontelbetweenti206 ane 1299d u r |

serving Pontoise in some other capacity.

214 The scrutiny lead to widespread requisition of ecclesiastical wealth in 1294 and was the basis upon
which the royal exchequer assessed taxation of all clerical propertyB8urard | and the Governance
of England 181-82; Denton,Winchelsey91.

215 Reg. Pontissard, 49596 : &6in una cista extra ostium Thesau
Maydenestane scripta et alie divers memoranda cur
26 Forrest, o6The official of Stowd, 5.

217 Compare fos. 216812b to fos. 217221b. Thes are the last items recorded in the register before
the hiatus in recorteeping and some of the first upon continuation. Hants RO, 21 M65/A1/1.

218 R o b emastérship oSt Cross, Winchester, could not have come before 11 November 1299, when
Pontoisecollatedit to his seneschal, William de WenlingPR 12921301 420, also 511Reg.

Pontissarai, 80-81.
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Table Five. Table showing the benefices to which Pontoise instituted Edmund,
Robert, and Thomas during their service to the bishop.
Date | Benefice | Value (acc. to Taxatio)
Edmund de Maidstone
September 1284 Lasham £6 135 4d
March 1289 Bishop’s Waltham £20
February 1292 Adderbury £46 135 4d
Robert de Maidstone
April 1285 Niton £8
Tuly 1286 Michelmersh £23 63 8d
March 1295 Oxted £16 13s 4d
c.1297 Adderbury £46 135 4d
c.1297 Sidlesham prebend £30
c.1299 St Cross (mastership) N/A
Thomas de Maidstone
December 1292 Esher £8
c.1299 Wonston £40
As prominent figures in the bishopbdbs house
contact with the bishop, EdmundpatdRagber t, and

as captured in records of institution (and shown in Table Five, below), which afford

insight into Pontoiseds management of their ¢
patronage towards Edmund was an institution to Lasham in Septen8igerd.2

Edmundds presentation came at the hands of th
Portsmouttt?° It is possible that Pontoise engineered the institution. Pontoise was in a
position to exert influence on the keeper owi
oft he advowson to the Domus Dei, and the bisho
institution? It was also customary for the heads of religious houses to institute a cleric

of the bishopbs choosing to the first benefic
end, Edmunddés 1284 institution probably marke
second act was much clearer. In March 1289, Pontoise cdlated h o p 6 sto Wal t ham
Edmund marking a significant rise in inconi& Pontoise then presented Edmund to

the ret¢ory of Adderbury in Lincoln diocese, where Bishop Sutton instituted Edmund in

219 Reg. Pontissarg 16; Taxatia Lasham.

220 The Domus Dei is also referred to as the hospital of St John the Baptist. The keeper of the Domus

Dei did not normally hold the advowson to Lasham, which was rightfully held by the lord of the manor of
LashamA History of the County of Hampshire, wole two H.A. Doubleday and W. Page (eds)

(London, 1903), 204; History of Hantsvol. 4 W. Page (ed.) (London, 1911),-83.

221 peter des Roches was the first bishop of Winchester to sponsor the hospital, in 1214, and an item in

Pont oi s e écerdsrhis gossessi@ito the advowson in 12BA ix: Winchesterv; Reg.

Pontissaraii, 424; History of Hants, vol. 22068.

222 Edmund resigned Lasham on the same Bay. Pontissarg 31; Taxatia Bi shopbés Waltham.
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February 1292, more than douB?Ednngu nEddénsu nl da
institution came after ten years of service to Pontoise. Over the course of those ten
years, thédishop patronized Edmund to incregy more valuable rectories.

Robert, | ike Edmund, paposionalpgtonageed f r om
Pontoise gaveustody of Niton rectory to Robert in April 1285, before the dyisinade
a permanent collation dflichelmersh in July 1288 That collation gave Robert
access to significant revenues at Michelmersh. Pontoise again entrusted custody of a
benefice to Robert in March 1295, this time at Oxted. It was a temporary measure that
lasted until the rector, Ralph &avage, came of age, but one which gave Robert a share
of the £16 13s 4d revend€.Pontoise advanced Robert further in 1297 and 1299. In
1297, Robert was provided to Adderbury rectory on the strength of papal 3&tfEns.
circumst ances oovlereRat btraightfodward. @he oeeordfiinstitution
in Suttonds register indicated that’ Boni f
It is silent on Pontoisebds agency in the
de Maidstone died at Rome 1297. As such, the advowson, normally held by the
bishop of Winchester, fell to curial officials in accordance Wittet ecclesiarumn a
papal grant, Boniface waived his rights to Adderbury as part of several privileges the
pope bestowed on Ponto& Robert, who accompanied Poiste to Rome, owed his
institutionto Pontase even though thecord read as though it was Boniface. Robert
al so benefitted from Pontoi seéasnoorydter paj
Chichester cathedréd Robertin accordance with a 13 Felary 1297 privilege that
licensed Pontoise to colla@ne canonrgachat Chichester, London, and Wetfs.
Pontoise also secured a papapdissation for Robert that licests him to hold
Michelmersh and Adderbury in conjunctiéff.Finally, in ¢.1299, Pontoise collatéite
mastership of the hospital of St CrasRobert an office he held until at least 1370.

Come 1300, Robert could claim around £107 in spiritual revenues per annum. Robert

223 Adderbury was situatedini ncol n di ocese but was in Rehie bi shc
Oliver Suttonviii, 177; Taxatia Adderbury.

224 Reg. Pontissarg 17, 25;Taxatio: Michelmersh; Niton.

225 Reg. Pontissarg 70-71; Taxatia Oxted.

226 Cal. Pap. Regi, 570.

227 Reg. Oliver Suttomiii, 199.

228 See Chapter One, 75.

229 Reg. Boniface VIJlii, 669-70; Fasti Ecclesiae 106630Q v, Chichester, 40.

230 This dispensation was reissued in 1305 and included the mastership of St Cross and the canonry at
ChichesterCal. Pap. Regii, 3.

231 Robert was first described as the master of St Cross in May 129%CHief Hampshire gives his
collation as 138 but this is incorrectCPR 12921301, 420;History of Hantsvol. 2, 19697.
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owed his wealth, rank, and privilegetoRt oi seds patronage, who care
the career of one of his leading clerks.

It i s more difficult to identify patterns
Thomas was already a benefice holder anthgisteb e f or e ent ering Pontoi s
service, two sigifiers of a status that distinguished him from Edmund and Robert. It is
possible that Thomas was in service to the prior of Lewes, his patron at the rectory of
Ham by Sandwick3? before making the move to Winchester, giving him some
experience as an admnstriator. Pontoise collatdesher toThomas in December
1292233 Thomas held Esher together with Ham until at least 1300, bringing his income
to£216s8#**Pont oi se recognized Thamuoshimt at us, qui
in Winchester diocese and pettimg pluralism in order to provide his new clerk with
new revenues. Thereafter matters returned to normal. Burger conjectures that Pontoise
collatedWonston rectoryo Thomasn 1299 based on the fact that the church fell
vacant at that time and Thomasswamed as rector of Wonston in 1387Pontoise
and Thomas returned to Winchester from Rome in 1299 and it is not unreasonable to
assume that the collation did occur at that t
position as comptroller of the bishwos war dr obe, thereby taking hi:
line with his greater responsibility for household finariéé®ontoise took care to
manage Edmundds, Robertdés, and Thomaso career
roles and length of service with increagly valuable benefices.

There was a reverse side to this policy. Pontoise extended his patronage to clerks
who performed essential or prominent administrative duties, patronage that became
more valuable to the clerk during the course of service. Jdhle mi ngbés career ser
as a contrary study. John had served Pontoi se
proctor at Romé3’ Ely collatedNursling rectory (£12)o Johnshortly before his death
in 1280 and, on 31 January 1283, Pontoise confirmed theigoffat The record of the
confirmation descr ifémlidrisdd, o hhma kaisn gé oiutr cclleearrk tahnadt
continued in episcopal servieg€J ohndés exact role in the househc

clear is that Pontoisebs patronage of John di

232 Reg. PeckharCYS) i, 86.

233 Reg. Pontissarg 56; Taxatia Esher.

234 Ham was valued at £13 6s Schxatia Ham.

235 Burger,Bishops, Clerks, and Diocesan Govanog 57-58 fn. 83.
236 Taxatia Wonston.

237 Appendix One, 276

2% Reg.Pontissara , 8: 6Cum dudum in servicio bone memorie Nic|
Wynt on. in Curia Romana. .. 0
2 i bi d: ddhangiie&lemang clericoktami | ari nostrod.
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1286, Pontoise collatetie custodianship of the Domus Dei, Southampdoiohn.
J o h n 6 swas$ shaHdived,dor Eleanor, the queen mother, claimed the advowson to
the Domus Dei, and at Easter 1286 won the right to present the cugfSd@ani1 July
1286, Pontoise replaced John as custodi al
Milton.2%* A similar situation occurred ih287. In a letter Pontoise addressed to his
of ficial, Henry de Sempringham, the Dbisht
Sirloc of his unnamed benefice despite Peckham mandating the action. Pontoise added
that the official &@s Fleanc nigds pmev®ntued odh
There is no record of a resolution to th
further collations or institutions for John.

Where John was concerned, little other episcopal patronage seems forthcoming
from Pontoise. John appeared in one final witness list in 1291 attached to one of

P o nt oactabefdresthe record of his Winchester career éftiEhat did not mark

the end of Johndés ecclesiastical career .
Suttordt s service in Lincol?iTherearene eferemcestom 12 9
John in Suttondés roll and register befor

listed all clerics who paid the moiety records a John le Fleming who possessed several
churches in Lincoln diocese. John was also recorded as holding Houghton in
Winchester diocese, along with four otherrectofféeda 1284 item i n Pon
register described John as the rector of HougHtbhhe two men appear to be
synonymous and, ifso,Joh gr eatly benefitted from Sut:t
Winchester, on the other hand, had failed to secure any meaningful advancement for
John. The lack of patronage failed to create bonds between bishop and clerk and so John
found employment elsewter

The different circumstances of the twi
them apart in the ways they recruited to their households and constructed their
networks. Pontoise favoured those of his household clerks whom he had brought with

him to the diocese upon his arrival in 1282. The three senior clerks from Maidstone

20 PROMEEd | Rol |l 1, meRng.Pdhtissa@ixnt roducti ond,

241 Reg. Pontissarg 24.

242 ibid., 33233.

243 Reg. Pontissarg 47.

24 B ur gQifficialesand thefamiliae of the Bishops of Lincoln, 1258 9 dournalof Medieval
History 16 (1990), 39%3, at p. 44.

245 These include the prebend of Leighton Buzzard and the rectory of Pakithree other rectories
were Brainford (Norwich), Elkesley (York), Hormead (London) and Pewsey (Salisl@iiPR.1292
1301, 118 120.

246 Reg. Pontissarg 287-88.
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served in prominent and essential roles in the household. This brought them into close
contact with the bishop. This closeness was heightened in 1296 to 1299 when Edmund,
Robert, ad Thomas accompanied Pontoise to Rome, generating a new wave of
patronage.

This markedly contrasted with the position in which Pontoise placed John le
FIl eming. Pontoise did not succeed in advancin
ownership of Nursling,whc h he had received from Ely. As s
service and found advancement elsewhere. Pontoise supported his own clerks and
friends, those whom he brought to the diocese
strata in his household. The bighensured that Edmund, Robert, and Thomas were
beneficed, setting them apart from four otherbeneficedMaidstoneclerks and from
Johnle Flemingwh o r el i ed wupon Ni § Haudekokl ofitersaBd y 6 s patr
Pont oi seds c | os abovwe othecs hng theirdenefices Weee\a aymigotof
status. Robert and Thomas also remained with Pontoise until his death in 1304.
Pontoi seds patronage created | asting and secu
conversely, withholding patronage forced agdn move elsewhere. On that basis,

Pontoise was able to construct a network comprised of his own men.

Pontoise, his network and the archdeaconry of Surrey

This section investigates Pontoiseds attempt
the achdeaconry of Surrey. Archdeacons posed problems for incoming bishops. Like

all other ecclesiastical dignities and offices, an archdeaconry was held f6f Tifés

situation, at times, fermented tension between a new bishop and an old archdeacon

accustorad to a particular mode of operation. Bishops of Winchester had an additional

problem. Archdeacons of Surrey enjoyed some degree of autonomy from the bishop in

terms of their jurisdictional powef& Over the course of the thirteenth century, several

dispuks arose caused by episcopal encroachments on archidiaconal matters and vice
versa. Haines draws attention to documents bo
(likely not an original part of the register). William de Raleigh (2884 issued the first

document in February 1248, and Aymer de Valence (BZ§Gssued the second in

247 Burger,Bishops, Clerks, and Diocesan Governgric@i.
248 Haines Ecclesia anglicanal0717, esp. pp. 109.
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1254. These were charters that circumscr |
rights, limiting them to powers of visitation and correction in the parishes of the
arcchk aconry, and to jurisdiction over the
Southwark. Nevertheless, disputes between bishop and archdeacon again arose during
the fourteenth centurd?® During the early years of his episcopate, Pontoise suffered
difficult relations with his archdeacon of Surréjgr Peter de St Marié° Peter owed
Pontoise three hundred marks (£200) in unpaid pensions dating from 1282 to ¢.1295.
Peterods executors finall y pyatithdre was @perfod ndr
ofcalminPonto seds | ater years. This section ex
memoranda, and commissions in its investigation of Pontoise management of the career
of Philip de Barton, archdeacon of Surrey after 1300, and the role this played in
bringingtheac hdeaconry under the bishopds cont
Pontoise used his network in the government of Winchester diocese.

I n order to understand Pontoiseds sol
to turn to his management of the careePhilip de Barton. Philip assumed a central
role in the administration of Winchester
service in the early 1290s. Phili p?was f|
That role rendered Philip secondlpto the bishop in terms of his jurisdictional powers.
He was responsible for oversight of the |
any administrative tasks that the bishop did not himself undeftéRentoise soon
bestowed on Philip even greatesponsibilities. Between January 1296 and January
1299, Pontoise was absent from his diocese and commissioned Philip to act as-his vicar
general. This type of commission was not extraordinary and occurred throughout
England after the twelfth centufy? but it set Philipapartfrom other officials because
of the extent of the powers Pontoise bestowed upon him. Cruciallip Reitl the right
to collatebenefices and to give assent to institutions. These were powers usually
reserved for the diocesan. Dugithis period, Philip was in a position of power asdbe

factodiocesan; his powersgtopped short at the right to confirm laypersons. Pontoise

249 Fasti Ecclesiae 1066300Q ii, Monastic Cathedrals, 445.

250 Aymer de Valence collatetthe archdeaconry t8eter in 1258 by Bishop Lusignan, but had lost his

claim a year later. He was restored in 1Z&dsti Ecclesiae 1066300: ii, Monastic Cathedrals, 95;

Haines Ecclesia anglicanal08.

251 Reg. Pontisara ii, 540-41.

252 Appendix One, 2745.

%% For more on the ri seSmift hOffietalibfteBshmbdis Twelfthf i ci al ,
and ThirteentCent ury Engl and: probl ems of t eBilfeds),ol ogy 6 |
Mediewal Ecclesiastical Studies in honour of Dorothy M. OWéfoodbridge, 1995), 20220.

24 jbid., 21617.
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elevated Philip to a position of trust and authority as the leading episcopal agent in the
diocese.
Besides entrusting Philip with the task of administering the diocese, Pontoise
also created strong bonds with his clerk, demonstrated by his patronage of Philip
between 1292 and 1304. In 1292, a year or so after his likely arrival in Winchester
diocese, Patoise collatedVleonstoke rectory (£33 6s 8 Philip.2>° Philip was
already the official by that date and Pontoise collatednefice tdim that wassuitable
for his station. Three years later, Pontoise instituted Philip to Middleton rectory (£26
13s 44, which, after a protracted dispute that lasted until 1297, Philip held in
conjunction with Meonstoke, bringing his income to at least?®8@. March 1301,
Pontoise secured for Philip a papal provision to a canonry and Leighton Manor prebend
(£46 13s 4djt Lincoln cathedra®’i ncr easing Philipés incomes to
Pontoisebds careful management of Philipds <car
relationship for much of the 1290s and early 1300s.
Pontoise bestowed wealth, privilege, and responsitafi Philip and in doing so
cultivated the types of bonds evident in a pathent relationship, which is made
clearer in Pontoisebs patronage of Philip aft

the archdeaconry of Surréy Philip, as well athe atached £8&valued rectory at

Farnhant®Thi s marked a significant shift in Ponto
Before 1301, Philip occupied a central positi
collation to the archdeaconry, Philip occupied a samnomous office situated in the

|l ocalities of Winchester diocese. The bishopo
his move and he no | onger adapThiewoulesdggests a wi t ne

that there was little or no registration of eqgipal business relating to the archdeaconry

of Surrey. However, the ties between Pontoise and Philip were not severed. Philip

served as Pontoisebs execut orebmshogimadetm 1304, w
Hugh le Desperes 2°° Philip remained loyalo Pontoise. He owed a great deal to the

bishop. Philip resigned Meonstoke in March 1300 but still claimed over £153 6s 8d per

year from his ecclesiastical properties. Phil

experienced in the prosecution and enforcemetiteocanon law, preparing him for his

255 Reg. Pontissara 53; Taxatia Meonstoke.

256 Taxatio: Middleton.

257 Fasti Ecclesiae 130Q541:i, Lincoln, 83;Taxatia Leighton Manor.

258 Reg. Pontissarg 105; Fasti Ecclesiae 130Q541:ii, monastic cathedrals, 48axatia Farnham.
289 Reg. Pontissard, 837-38; Registrum Henrici Woodlock diocesis Wintoniensis A.D. 158 A.
Goodman(ed.) 2 vols (CYS, 1941)j, 902, 906, 99, 912, 913, 914, 925.
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role as archdeacon. Pontoise installed his loyal clerk in a position that could rival his
own powers. In doing so, Pontoise brought the archdeaconry firmly into his sphere of
control. Bishoparchdeacon relations wesafeguarded owing to the patrolent

relationship struck between Pontoise and Philip de Barton.

There i s an i mportant comparison bet w
Philipdbs career and those of severial of |
relates in particular to Pontoiseds rel al
Hel stone. Philip served in Pontoisebs pr

after his provision to Winchester diocese, the new bishop appointed RBHilip a
official.?%% It was Philip who presented the episcopal seal to Pontoise in September 1282
and he continued to serve as the official until at least #28%ontoise collatethe
archdeaconry of Winchesttr Philip by October 1285%2 Michael de Heston fadwed
the same career trajectory. Pontoise appointed Michael as his official in 1300, and,
similar to Philip de Barton, the bishappointed Michael as hatorneyin absentian
1299 and 1303°30On 10 June 1304, Pontoise collated archdeaconry of Winelter
to Michael?®*In each case, the episcopal agent spent time as an official, at the centre of
diocesan politics, before an eventual shift to the localities.

Pontoise cultivated loyal agents by patronising and training them in diocesan
affairs. Hoskinagues t hat archdeacons had made a
household by 1308 In contrast, Pontoise sought to restore the relationship between
the household and archdeacon in Winchester diocese. The bishop used patronage to
extend his network into @as where his authority could be challenged. In that respect,
patronage became more than a reward for services rendered. This was an example of
patronc | i ent r el ationships at work in the di
leadership was the managemert hi s agentsdé careers; eccl
device through which Pontoise built strong bonds with his agents and developed his
authority in his diocese.

260 Appendix One, 277,79-80.

261 Reg. Pontissara, 244, 246ji, 382, 386.

262 Reg. Pontissara, 33, 195, 343; ii, 496 asti Ecclesiae 1068300 ii, monastic cathedrals, 93;
Fasti Ecclesiae 1300541 iv, monastic cathdrals, 50.

263 Reg. Pontissarg 104, 105, 116; ii, 590.

264 Reg. Pontissarg 167-68; Fasti Ecclesiae 130Q541 iv, monastic cathedrals, 50.

265 EEA 29: Durham 12483, Hoskin (ed.) (Oxford, 2003), xxxiv.
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Conclusion

Ecclesiastical patronage was an essential resource for Pontoise and Swih&eld.

efforts to protect theijpatronage from powers such a®®n and curia provided them

with the scope to develop the administrative networks necessary to govern their

dioceses and, in some circumstances, to affect political control. Swinfield created a

network that bridged the gap between household and chapter, extending his authority

over a prominent rival. Pontoise was able to use his method of managing clerical careers

to bring the archdeaconry of Surrey, and also the archdeaconry of Winchestgr, firm

under diocesan control. Harmonious relations in both dioceses came about through

Pont oiseb6s and Swinfielddbs devel opment of | oy

their close bonds with the bishop to their new office and promoted episcopal agendas.
Records of institution, memoranda, and episcaptdi n Pont oi sedés and

Swinfieldds registers provide a brilliant mem

integral to diocesan administration in Hereford and Winchester dioceses. The two

bi s hops @wdrelivirg erpaod that aided Pontoise and Swinfield in their

governance, but, importantly, each bishop moulded their households on the basis of

personal preference. To that end, episcopal leadership and lordship were closely

entwined. This has implicatns for how administration in Hereford and Winchester is

seen. Pontoise and Swinfield were, it would seem, depeangdenttheir networks for

effective government. The evidence presented in this chapteithe previous one,

shows that each bishop was weakt the beginning of his episcopate, and it was only

after he cultivated his network and embedded it into the diocese that government

became less difficult. In that sense, ecclesiastical government in the two dioceses was

not systematic or institutionakd. It was instead dependent upon each bishop and his

ability to lead, and to form bonds with, the clerks in his household.
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Chapter Three. Ecclesiastical reform inlate thirteenth -century

Hereford and Winchester dioceses

In the closing session of the Second Council of Lyons in July 1274, Pope Gregory X
chastised all bishops for ¢écausing the wl
astoni shment that clectedodat |d tciomauwhe mw
have come to earnest |y s'Gredgony eosddthe coanal e n d
by launching a renewed ecclesiastical reform movement to be led by his bishops that
emphasized diligent and efficient diocesamaustration.

Oddly, Lyons Il and its impact remains an of@rerlooked moment in the
history of the church in Englarfdt is overshadowed by two other ecumenical councils,
which shape the history of ecclesiastical reform in England. Historians ofgdastce,
such as Leonard Boyle and Norman Tanner, of religion and devotion, such as Swanson,
and of papal monarchy, such as Morris, pinpoint the Fourth Council of the Lateran in

1215 as a watershed for medieval church®l®eter Biller, with some ironygfers to

1 An account of the council was given in a brief circulated by the papal curia in 1274. The brief detailed

the events of each session and in particular the actions attributed to Pope Gregory X. It remains the

primary account of the Second Council of Lyonediby historiansSee GD Mansi,Sacrorum

conciliorum nova et amplissima collectimiv (Venice, 1780)col. 66 8 at 6 8: 6éinter al
papa)dixit quod praelatfaciebant ruere totum mundueh quod mirabatur quod aliqui malae vita et

conversatiors non corrigenbantur, cum partciulares malae vitae et bonae vitae et conversationis venissent
ad ipsum instanter petentes cessionemb.

2 The Englishlanguage literature investigating Lyons Il is far more limited compared to the equivalent

for Lateran I\, Historians of the French context and of the mendicant movement have completed a great

deal more work. See esp. F. AndreWse Other Friars: the Carmelite, Augustinian, Sack and Pied

Friars in the Middle Age¢ Woodbr i dge, 2006) ; ®ouncivflLydasaadthe, 6 The
Me n di c a n fThe Gathble Histdrical Revie®9 (1953), 25771; H. Wolter et H. Holsteirl,yon |

etLyonll( Hi st oire des conciles Tcum®niques 7) (Pari s,
3 For select reading on the impact of Lateran IV, seBitke t t , 6 The Pastoral Appl |
Lateran IV Reforms in the Northern Province, 1213 4 i8oéthern Historyxliii (2006), 199219; P.

Bixton, The German Episcopacy and the Implementation of the Decrees of the Fourth Lateran Council,
121645: watchmenothetowe( Lei d e n, 1995) ; L. E. Boyle, 6The Fo
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this historiographi c“rlhesécond, thd Coargil obTieBtl1 5 and al |
held between 1545 and 1563, provides the endpoint of the legacy of Lateran IV.
Reformation scholars, in particular, paint the intervening years as a peregious
and spiritual decline, building towards an inevitable age of reformations in Europe in
the sixteenth centuyThese two historical threads overshadow the study of the reform
movement of the late thirteenth century to the extent that it isd=ryed to be a
continuation of, or an indication of the failure of, the pastoral revolution launched in
1215. This chapter | ooks to address that gap.
Swinfieldbs registers, speciafdatesarldl y records o
|l icences, and in Pontoiseds, diocesan statute
episcopal reform of secular clerics in Hereford and Winchester dioceses between 1282
and 1317. It considers how bishops transmitted and enacted refardaagand the
influence this had on thect of registration and recekeeping during this period. It
also explores how diocesan administration and episcopacy were shaped by reform
agendas.
Lyons Il and its impact in England are two topics that do naotatly inform or
prompt historical debate yet Gregory X promulgated several canons at the council, and
after it, with the potential to shape church life in the late medieval period. Lyons Il was
well attended: there were around three hundred and sixgt@sah total compared to
one hundred and fifty prelates at Lyons | (1245) and Vienne (13} lthere were
around four hundred bishops at Laterarf §regory convened the council with the
intention of uniting the Latin and Greek churches and organibhmgaconquest of the
Holy Land. The reform of the church was a tertiary objectiVhis did not prevent

Gregoryb6s promulgation of a | arge body of can

popul ar manual s of t heRopulardije@ture of Médieval Engldredf f er nan (ed. ),
(Knoxville, 1985), 3843; M. Gibbs and J. Lan@ishops and Reform 1242: with special reference to

the Lateran Council of 121 ondon, 1934); MorrisThe Papal MonarchySwansonReligion and

Devotion in Europe, ¢.1216.1515(Cambridge, 1995W. P. Tanner , 6Pastor al care: the
Councilof 12156 i n GHifory ofPastoralsCaréendon,)2000), 11:225.

4 P, Biller, Ol ntroduct i oHadling Sin: @nfdsdior in theaMiddle AgesJ . Mi nni s (
(Woodbridge, 1998), 331.

5> G.G. Coulton,The Medieval Vikige(Cambridge, 1925), 2581; P. HeathThe English Parish Clergy

on the Eve of the Reformati¢irondon, 1969); For recent revisionist approachesBseen net t , O Past or s

and Ma s-62HE. Buffy, ThelSripping of the Altars: traditional religion in Brand 14001580

(New Haven, 1992), esp. 8.

6 DECI, 228, 274, 304, 333.

7 Gregoryds summons is written as polemic espousing the
Jerusalem. The whole church woul tdctiepgpeliiGieeorumm,e O6r ui ne ma
qui a sedis apostolice devotione ac obedientia se subtraxit, in occupatione maxima et vastatione valida

Terre Sancte, in subversion morum, que uniesersaliter i
registres de Grégog X (12721276) et de Jean XXI (1278277): recueil des bulles de ces papfes

Cadier (ed.JParis, 1960), 555.
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clericsintheparisRThe pope called for bishops to w
of parish churches, not to fraudulently present their own rectors, [but] to station suitable
men [there] 6.

Three Lyons Il canons in particular have a prominent place in this chapter with
its focus on reform of secular clerics in the dioc@<@anon thirteen, dricet canon
established examinations of all candidates for institution in order to determine their
knowledge and moral suitability and reiterated the minimum age for priestst(25);
mandated advancement to the priesthood within one year of institution; and it mandated
permanent residence for all beneficed clett@Sanon fourteen restricted custodies of
benefices to ordained priests and then only for arsixth period. Canon eigégn
empowered bishops to deprive all pluralists who failed to produce papal dispensations
for their multiple benefices. Each canon
management of secular clerics in tiheir di
parish priests.

There has been some recognition of the impact of Lyons I, albeit not in the
English context. Brentano and George Dameron each recognized the effect the council
had on bishops in the Italian peninsula. Brentano described the Iltafapbias
Ospiritually refresheddé after 1274, and |
Florence in the wake of Lyonsiiifluenced episcopal reform programmes in the-city
state'? The council left a strong mark in Italy, so what about in England?ofgtr
contingent of English ecclesiastics made the journey to Lyons. The patene¢cold r
around thirty royal liceres to travel overseas issued by the chancery between February
and June 1274; six were for current bishops and there were two future Bi$hops

8  The canons promulgated at the council are preserved in full Irilibe sextusf theDecretales
Gregorii IX. This ensured that eachrmon became part of the extensive body of the canon law. M. Bégou

Davi aljper&dxtesl e Boni face VIII et | es eeitschritdenagant es d
SavignyStiftung fir Rechtsgeschichte: Kanonistische AbteiRh¢2004), 77191; Boyle6 The Dat e of
the Commentary of William Durant.i on BuHeinoConst it

Medieval Canon Lawl (1974), 3947, esp. pp. 392, repr. in hidPastoral Care, Clerical Education and
Canon Law, 120a400(London, 1981), oginal pagination.

® Mansi xxiv 68: 6[s]J]uper ordinatione vero paroch
praesentia, et viri i donei ponantur in eisd.

10 B. Roberg chose to omit canons thirteen and fourteen from his critical edition of the Lyons Il canons
in the recenConciliorum Oecumenicoruneiting that these were pestnciliar and did not belong to the

full body of canonsConciliorum Oecumenicamii:i, 249-358, esp. pp. 2534, 281. See also Wolter

and HolsteinL.yon | et Lyon I} 187. For canons thirteen and fourteen,BEE i, 309-31.

11 The aspects dficet canonconcerning age and education reiterated canon three promulgated at
Lateranlll in 1179. Conciliorum Oecumenicoruini, 128-29.

12 Brentano,Two Churches127, 19091; G.W. DamerorElorence and its Church in the Age of Dante
(Philadelphia, 2005), 30, 173.

13 The total number also includes sixteen regular prelates andstérakar ecclesiastics. The six

bishops were Walter Giffard, archbishop of York (1288; John Chishull, bishop of London (1288);
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Thomas de Cantilupe, the future bishop of Hereford, also attended and it is possible that
Swinfield was i n Ca n'fThdEnglishresencesat thercauecil at t hat
created the initial conduit for the Lyons Il agemat® England.
In orderto investigate the impact of Lyons Il and the reform movement in late
thirteenth century England, it is first necessargdopt a different perspective on
episcopal reform programmes than the one taken in current scholarship. Bishops are a
frequentfocus n st udi es of ecclesiastical ref or m. Ma
studyBishops and Reformemains a seminal work on the English episcopate during the
reign of Henry lllI; the study traces the efforts of bishops to enact the pastoral revolution
launched at Lateran IYP a u | BWWatchneen @ she Toweutlines the enactment
of Lateran IV reforms in the German diaspora from 1216 to 1245, and Helen Birkett
convincingly does the same for York province from 1215 to £3&ach of these
studies is pardf a larger body of research that equates ecclesiastical reform with the
drafting of statute$’ This approach presents a problem in the study of bishops of
Canterbury province in the late thirteenth century. Few diocesan statutes dating from
1272 onwardsisvive ' leaving the impression that episcopal reform programmes came
to an end in Canterburyds dioceses.
Other historiographical trends fuel this notion. The careers of two successive
archbishops of Canterbury shape the historiography of reform ihigisenth century
England Peckham and Winchelsey. Peckham promulgated a series of constitutions at
the council of Lambeth in 1281 thathave ldng e n def i ned as the archbi
programme to modernize the church in England in line with the Laterandumef

Gerald Owst, foll owed by a host of other scho

Walter Bronescombe, bishop of Exeter (1:885; Roger de Meyland (a.k.a Longespée), bishop of

Coventry and Lichfield (12585); andWilliam Bitton II, bishop of Bath and Wells (12674). The two

future bishops of Salisbury were Walter Scammel, then dean of Salisbury&ap&md Henry

Brandeston (12888). SeeCPR 127281, 41, 42, 44, 45, 46, 47, 49, 50, 53, 54.

¥ NDS Martin, 6éThe Life of St StlThomas€antilupé5iglatr ef or dé i n J
17

15 Gibbs and LangBishops and Reform

% Birkett, 6The Pastoral Application of -20% e Lateran |V
Bixton, The Geman Episcopacy and the Implementation of the Decrees of the Fourth Lateran Council.

17 See alsK.G. CushingReform and papacy in the eleventh century: spirituality and social change

(Manchester, 2005), 9110, esp. 996,979 9; P. Linehan, O0Councertutys and Synods
Castil e anCdundisaadiAsseniblies: studies in church histoi@.4. Cuming and D. Baker

(eds) (Cambridge, 1971), 141, and hisThe SpanisiChurch and the Papacy in the Thirteenth Century
(Cambridge, 1971), esp.pp-3400 on conciliar tradition; B. Bolton, 6THh
Councils and Assemblie$47-60.

¥ For more on diocesan statutes in England, see below40.36

19 Douie,Pechamesp. pp. 9842; E. Duffy,The Stripping of the Altars: traditional religion in

England, c.140&.1580(London, 1992),58 7; Sheehan, OPechamds -&r ception of
esp.pp.306; Thompson, O0The Acasd:enfect-2danndd ,Acti ve Vocation
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constitution,lgnorantiasacerdotumdid much to instruct priests on matters of

doctrine?® The constitution spawned a tradition of popular and clerical manuals of

religious instruction that lasted up to and beyond the Reform&#tBrentano offered
Winchelsey as an idearchbishop who successfullyde En gl and 6 s testl er i c ¢
for ecclesiastical limty; Dent ondés bi ography of Winchel s
extensive efforts to tackle pluralism and to prevent royal encroachments on church

rights between 1296 and 133%3This body of scholarship does much to shed light on
archiepiscopal leadership and agency in the late thirteenth century but it has a negative
side effect. By championing Peckham and Winchelsey, the work of the bishop in his
diocese during this period is marginalized, even overlooked.

An analysis of episcopal reform in the diocese necessitates an examination of
diocesan records, especiallylmsh s 6 regi st ers. Pontoiseods
contain within them a range attaand other official documents that record the two
bi shopsdé administrative decisions, commal
records of institution, contain partiar language that echoes or is based upon the
language of conciliar canons, or translates those canons into workable directives sent to
episcopal administrators, from which it is possible to reconstruct episcopal reform
agendas. The focusinthischaptes how t hose records rel at e
Swi nf efferis t énsict reform in their dioceses.

This chapter adopts a comparative methodology in order to shift the focus to the
work of bishops in their di oc srefers. 't col
programmes and their enactment in Hereford and Winchester and, in doing so, attempts
to identify the bishopsd approaches to t|
dioceses. It also compares the impact of Lyons Il in each diocese. The shiffger
focus away from diocesan statutes towards material that so far features little in the
discussion of bishecp ed r ef or m: bi shopsdé registers.
sections. The first sectiqi) explores influences that shaped episcopairnef

20 G.R. OwstPreaching in Medieval Englandn introduction to sermon manuscripts of the period
€.13501450(1926, repr. Cambridge, 2010),2812 ; A. B. Reeves, O0Teaching tF
Faith in England: 1238 1 6 i nsbury.(ed.FAtCampanion to Pastoral Care in the Later Middle

Ages, 120a.500(Leiden, 2010), 4172, esp. pp. 442.

21 Douie,Archbishop Pechapi3842;M. Fi t zgi bbons, éDisruptive Si mp
of Ar chbi s hlojunctidgndo ri ens Ry 6 -4Bokinskn & nRibkerdtsdn, N. Bradley Warren

(eds),The Vernacular Spirit: essays on medieval religious litera{biew York; 2002), 3%8, at pp. 39

40 ; J . Shaw, 6The I nfluence of Canoni ciadné nidn Epi ¢
Heffernan (ed.)The Popular Literature of Medieval Englant4-60, esppp. 4849.

22 Brentano,Two Churches23637; DentonWinchelsey2639 6. See al so-caldadeney, O
Statutes of John Pecham and Robert Winchelsey for the province®a n t dourialiof y 6 ,

Ecclesiastical Historyl 2 (1961), 1434, esp. pp. 2B4.
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programmes during this period, especially bis
approaches to reform, and geristing diocesan statutes. The second se(tipn
examines reform in the two dioceses, including an examination of the role of

registration and its associated records in transmitting and enacting reform agendas.

Reform in the late-thirteenth century

The training and development of ecclesiastical raéos in the thirteenth century has

attracted a great deal of attention. Studies
university educations when investigating the influences that shaped their reform

agendag Thompson argues, usa nmo dPeelc k htahmadts ac abri esehro pa
academic career had a bearing on his worldview and perception of the church and, in

turn, shaped his perception of ecclesiastical reform and how to effaOtlier

historians, such as Cheney and Brian Kemp, identify the influgfireeholastic thought

on the development of diocesan statutes promulgated in England between 1215 and

12722° Pontoise and Swinfield were university graduates but little is known about their

academic careers other than their degrees: Pontoise was tragietllaw and

Swinfield held a doctorate in theology, although it is not clear in either case from where

or when. This absence of records necessitates that this section adopt a different angle to

its investigation of Poaorefamirggeéats. Aasuch, Swi nf i el d
this section investigates the cultures of reform and diocesan administration in the period

immediately after Lyons Il, when Pontoise and Swinfield were servititgin

households of two bishops, Bronescombe and Cantiuipe wee present at the

council. There is a particular focus on the mechanisms used to enact reform in Exeter

and Hereford, with some comparison with other bishops to gain insight into reform on

an Englanevide scale. The firstubsection examines the role afuncils and synods

and diocesan statutes in the late thirteenth century, the sseabadction examines the

immediate impact of the Lyons Il agenda in England, and theghirdection

22 There are detractors to this school of thought. Le Goff considered medieval academic conceptions of

reform and pastoral care to be detached from the reality of church life. See J. Uat@léf;tuals in the

Middle Agestrans. T.L. Fagan (Oxford, 29), 117.

% Sheehan, O6Pechambds Pe-82,esptpp.830 ;o fT htohmp sPapadydhe ATHdem
and Active VocadiokrResr Pechamébé, examples of bishopsd app
training, see DavisThe Holy Bureaucratl-29

25 Cheneygnglish Synodalia in the Thirteenth CentyryOx f or d, 1 9 4 l-nakiagindthehi s &é St at ut e
English Church in the Thirteerthe nt ur y 6 , Mediev@ Texts dna Stuldigdgford, 1973), 138

57; Kemp, 06Godds and t h3ed78i ngdés Good Servant 6,
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examines the mechanisms of reform in Hereford and Winchester duisngetiod. It
wi | | draw on materi al from a range of bi
episcopal mandatesd their role in communicatidsetween bishops and

admi ni strators, before turning ten dioces:

Councils, synods and diocesan statutes

Diocesan synods were a key feature of diocesan administration in England afté 1215,
but few records survive from after 1272 that shed light on the place of the synod in the
late-thirteenth century church. Syy@d s er ved sever al i mportant
management of secular clerics. The sixth canon promulgated at Lateran IV mandated
annual provincial councils, convened by metropolitan archbishops, and diocesan synods
in order to facilitate the correction afiases and the promulgation of legislatféit.is
this legislative character that generated a wealth of records and has attracted the
attention of historian& English bishops promulgated an extensive body of diocesan
statutes between 1215 and 1272 buboly two occasions was this done outside of a
synod?® Odette Pontal adds that synods served as a training forum for parish priests. All
beneficed clerics (or their proctors) were obliged to attend, affording bishops a platform
to teach the fundamentalstbe administration ofura animarun®® From the first
quarter of the thirteenth centulyishops sometimes distributegimmulagtreatises on
the duties of the priestly office, at synods or shortly afterw#rBsntal goes as far to
argue that synods weresential to the success of the pastoral revoldon.

However, there are far fewer references to diocesan synods held in England after

1272. There are no records indicating that Pontoise or Swinfield ever held synods

26 CheneyEnglish SynodaliaG.J. Cuming and D. Baker (ed€puncils and Assemblies: studies in

church historwii (Cambridge, 1971).

27 Constitutiones Concili quarti Lateranensis una cum Commentariis gloassatéru@arcia y Garcia
(ed.)(Vvaticano, 1981), 53.

% See, for example, J. Avril, o6LO6institution synoc
au |V conciRlees udeu dloehti rsa md ,r e 89¢26803), 27807;I0i Potalldse Fr anc e
statuts synodaufl'ypologie des sources du Moyen Age occidental) (Turnhout, 1975).

22 The two occasions where it appears statutes were issued outside a diocesan synod were Stavesby,
bishop of Coventry &.ichfield in c.1224x37, and Grosseteste, bishop of Lincoln in ¢.1239. Cheney,

0 St amaking & the ThirteentlC e n't u r-§76esp. A B449.

30 Ppontal,Les statuts synodauf5-26; for a recent detailed study of the edifying function of diocesan

st atutes, see Reeves, OTeac h-72ragdhitRbligiouCEdecatidnim nd Ar t
ThirteenthCentury England: the Creed and Articles of Fditleiden, 2015), esp. pp. 25.

3 J. Goering an dSubmu@efBihaps Wakr de Cantilupes(1240) and Peter Quinel

( 1 2 8Specdlun®7 (1992), 57&4.

32 Pontal,Les statuts synodauk7-91, but also pp. 227 on the role of synods in church government.
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during their episcopates; the two grstatdies of adminisaition and pastoral leadership

in Hereford and Worcester dioceses in the fourteenth century also suggest there were no

recorded synods in either locati®tit is possible that synods became normative

practice to the extent that episcbpgents no longer deemed them record worthy. But

fewer diocesan statutes also survive from the
function had become superfluous. The most prominent mechanisms of reform between

1215 and 1272 are largely absewni historical records in Hereford and Winchester

dioceses after that latter date and historians have, until now, forwarded few alternatives

that might point to an ecclesiastical reform movement during the period in question in

this thesis?*

New trends emrged in latehirteenth century legal cultures of the English lay
sphere that Charles Donahue Jr argues illuminates the changing importance of diocesan
synods and statutes. Legislative process in the English political realm became more
centralized duringhe reign of Edward | owing to the rise of parliament as a legislative
body and the increased judicial authority invested in royattsethere common law
was practied; localised law making was overshadowed by royal jutiBanilar shifts
took place in the ecclesiastical sphere. Diocesan synods and statutes were few after
1272 but provincial councils led by the archbishop of Canterbury continued as Abrmal.
From Peckham through to John de Stratford (18383 archbishops d@anterbury
continued to routinely hold provincial councils and to promulgate legislation.

Winchelsey convened councils on a frequent basis between 1294 and 1313; the
archbishop held at least fifteen provincial councils and two plenary councils involving
all Englishclerics’l n Donahue6s model, greater power and

33 Haines stresses that there are no recorded diocesan synods ati#vaheeng the first half of the

fourteenth century. Dohar makes no mention of synods at Hereford, but does place an emphasis on

clerical gatherings for ordinations. Hain@slministration of Worceste67; DoharPastoral Leadership

see 17, 58, 63, 69.

34 Donahue Jr has presented evidence that diocesan synods continued at Ely throughout the fourteenth
century. The Act Book of the bishop of Elyés official,
located there covering the years 1374 to 138kawn several references to synods. There is no equivalent

material which has survived at either Hereford or Winc
diocesan statutes: England and France, 42600 0 &R Blumenthal, A. Winroth, P. Landdads),

Canon Law, Religion and Politics: liber amicorum Robert Somer@ilashington D.C., 2012). 2531,

esp. pp. 270.

% For a recent, detailed discussion of common | aw just:
parliament to promulgate statutes,well as the distribution of power between centre and localities, see

Burt, Edward | and the Governance of Engla2d-34.

% Donahue Jr, O6Thougti0s on diocesan statutes?od

37 Councils & Synodi:ii, 1125-378.
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invested in the archbishop of Canterbury, thereby undermining the power of bishops in
their diocese$®

Peckham promulgated a series of constitutions in 1279 and 128&ifféra
examples of the increased legislative output of the archbishops of Canterbury. The new
archbishop considered his papal provi si ol
reformé with a mandate to achiReckkaitshat ol
selfperception was reflected in his work at two major provincial councils in 1279 and
1281. Peckhamdés first council at -Reading
promulgate the 1268 constitutions of the papal legate, Ottobuono, and the Lyons II
canons, partly as a forum to meet his new episcopate and announce his intentions to
enact widespread reforff’ST he ar chbi shopdés Lambeth cons
and more progressivie Peckham focussed primarily on the work of the priest in his
parish and, prhaps more importantly, ancreasing layengagement witthe church.
Canons one to nine read asuemmuleon the fundamentals of the administratiorcofa
animarum including treatises on the sacraments, doctrine, and articles of faith. Other
canonsaddressethe work of bishops in their dioceses. Canons thirteen and fourteen
required bishops to take greater care to determine the true identity of benefice holders in
order to prevent the subversionweatf] a cl el
three mandated that all bishops issue letters patent to clerics upon their institution to a
benefice in order t o c e*linasépgratd noee, Redkieami c 0
augmented the power of the court of Arches, based at the churcMaf\sle-Bow,
London. The court served as the highest ecclesiastical court in Canterbury province and
was under the direct control of the archl
testamentary or intestate litigation to include all cases invglefi@rics with multiple
properties in multiple dioceses; he also empowered the dean, the presiding judge, to
hear appeals against decision made in diocesan ¢diitis.reforms were intended to
streamline the ecclesiastical judicial process. Peckham wadiféc legislator as
archbishop but he did not stop at prescribing reform; in his court of Arches policy, he

al so enacted refor m. On one | evel, Donaht

% Seealso Cheney, So me sasofeoti ocesan | egislation in Engla

his Medieval Texts and Studjeis35-202,19899.

%% Sheehan, 6Pechamés ,B@r36eption of the Papacy?d

40 Councils & Synods:ii, 738-92; CheneyEnglish Synodalia32; Haine, Ecclesia anglicanal39.

41 For more on the council of Lambeth, see DoRiegcham 95-142.

42 For the Lambeth constitutions, s€euncils & Synods:ii, 888-920.

43 F.M. Powicke,The Thirteenth Century 1248307, 2 edn(Oxford 1962), 48®3;F D. Logan, 6T

Court of Arches and the Bishop of Salisburyd o6The
Hoskin, Brooke, and Dobsofhe Foundation of Medieval English Ecclesiastical Histd%9372.
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On another level, the interconnected matters of enactment and reception of
Peckkh mbs reforms in Canterbury province, Donahu
weaknesses. Foremost are the bishopsdé6 reactio
vision for the church did away with localized (or diocesan) identity and prioritized a
universachurch led by a papal monarchy; bishops were necessary for church
government but had little role beyondthGP e c k hamés vi si on was real iz
policies, namely the enlarged remit of the court of Arches and his visitations across
Canterbury provincd. n bot h cases, Peckham under mined bi
their own dioceses, |l eading to resistance fro
orchestrated a series of appeal?% to the papal
Swinfield continued to appkagainst the Arches reforms until at least 1288. Several
items in Swinfieldbs register speak to his re
to 30 April 1288 dispatched to the curia in the names of the bishops of Ely, Exeter,
Hereford, Lincoin,ad London. The bishops | amented Peckh
their jurisdictions’® Due to this resistance, the archbishop was unable to fully enact his
agenda. There is a notable absence of records or even references to the 1281 Lambeth
counciloritsconstiut i ons i n Pontoisebds and Swinfieldods
di fficult to identify Peckhamdés influence in
also few references to the 1281 constitutions in the two sets of statutes that do survive
from the lae thirteenth century, those of Quinel at Exeter in 1287 and those of St
Leofard at Chichesterin 1280P e c k hamé s r e f o-reahirmueinhdda was f ar
little traceable i mpact, at | east not on the
constitutions. Rathrehan move towards a reformed, centralized church in England,
Peckham created divides in his episcopate.

The evidence presented in this section has three implications for the current
understanding of reform in thirteentientury England, and for the remder of this
chapter. First, that the model of ecclesiastical reform in England in which bishops used
diocesan statutes as mechanisms of reform and promulgated these in synods, does not
extend to the late thirteenth century. The apparent end of stasikieg after c.1272 is,

perhaps, an accident of surviving material, and it is possible that bishops were less

4 Peckham equated bishops to the Apostipegading the word of Christ but always subordinate to

him. The pope was the successor to St Peter, the bishop chosen to lead albdthers.han, &éPechamos
Perception of3the Papacyd, 302

4 Douie,Pechamesp. 192200, 21618; see also Finucan@, T h e CaPretcihlaupeCont rover sy?o,
103-22.

4 Reg. Swinfield17677.

47 Councils & Synods:ii, 984, 108290.
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likely to record diocesan synods after they had become a common feature of diocesan
administration. But it would seem that bishops placed less emprasynods and

statutes. Second, that the impact of archiepiscopal reform was more limited than was
previously considered to be the case. Third, that the canons of Lyons Il were not
disseminated in England in the normal manner, namely through synodtsaands.

This draws attention to the work bishops undertook in their dioceses and to another
source of material, bishopso6 registers, |

The Lyons Il agenda in England

Up until now, historians have assumed thyons Il had little or no immediate impact

in England, and that few bishops, if any, issued responses to the council. In November

1274, Pope Gregory X disseminated a papal encyclical that contained the canons

promulgated at Lyons. But Haines argues thats not until 1279, at the council of

Reading, that an archbishop of Canterbury formally promulgated the canons in England,

prompting a response from the Canterbury episcdp&ertainly, no English bishop

promulgated diocesan statutes between Novethi#®7 4 and 1279 ( Peckh

constitutions) that contained the Lyons Il canons, or were derived from them.
However, evidence from bishopsd regi st

earlier date. Walter Giffard, archbishop of York (1285 wasone of the most

prominent figures to attend the councill

1275 mandate to his official and two sequestrators. The mandate launched an

archdioceseavide inquiry into plurality and its legitimate dispensatidispaensatione

legitim@); into absent rectors, vicars, and those benéidgers who werécensed for

study; into the number of simoniacs asthful rectors and vicaggrectoribus et

vicariis peccantibugs*® Giffard revoked all custodies and commendams unless

dispensation was granted and he sought to determine which beneficed clerics had not

yetbeenordaineThere is no explicit reference t

48 Haines Ecclesia anglicanal3237, 13839.

4% The mandate runs for almost the entire length of &d. The first paragraphaerst he bi shops 6
men to work hard and remain vigilant, to drive back the vices of clerics and laity. Then follows an

itemised list of twentyseven articles for inquiryhe Register of Walter Giffard, lord archbishop of York

126679, W. Brown (ed.YSurkes Society, 1904266-68.

% Reg.W.Giffardq 267, 268: O6ltem de revocandis custodii.
indebiteé Item de rectoribus et vicariis qui non
etquisinquoordineufer i t constitutus?o.
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the archbishopds inquiry emphasi zed each prob
fourteen and eighteen. Wal t er6s brot her, Godfr
the council but issued a similar mandate in September 1276. Godfrey listed seventeen

articles for inquiry. His official was to inquire into pluralism, simony and unosghin

clerics instituted after Lyons t The two bishops were aware of and took measures to

enact at least part of the Lyons Il agenda within two years of the council. They did so

not by making statutes as bishops had done in the past, but by mandatiagehtsrto

identify violators of the new canons in preparation for judicial process.

The two programmes of reform had a | ocal ¢
interpretation of the canons and their applic
shapé by concerns over clerical misconduct and the need to identify transgressors of
the new canons. Godfreyds inquiry was concern
including marriage (in two articles); making and administrating wills (in four articles);
and maintenance of ecclesiastical property and clerical incomes (in four articles). To
that end, Godfrey drew on several more canons than Walter, who instead focussed on
the enact ment of canons thirteen and fourteen
Godfreyds interpretations of the new canons mi
enacting the canons, captured by their mandates, demonstrate active responses to Lyons
.

Sever al records in Godfrey Giffardés regis
demonstratin of caoperation between bishops in their responses to the council. In a
1278 mandateNicholas de Ely, bishop of Winchestgave particular focus tacet
canonand directed the archdeacons of Surrey and Winchester to enforce residence at all
benefices and to cite clerics instituted after July 1274 to prepare for orditteidny 0 s
register does not survive and hisatmandate has
Worcester, despite it relating to Winchester. Strong ties existed between Winchester and
Worcester at this time. Ely had been bishop of Worcester before his translation to
Winchester in 1268, he supported Worcestghedral in his will, and the Wordes
annal s, kept at the cathedral °Elyiandi nt ai ned an
Giffard also had personal ties. The Giffard family, led by Godfrey after 1279, held

51 Episcopal Registers. Diocese of Worcester: Register of Bishop Godfrey Giffard, Septefnber 23
1268, to August 15 1301, J.W. Bund (ed.), 2 vols (Worcestershire Record Society, 1902), 90.

52 Reg. G. Giffard103.

53 Ely bequeathed thirty marks and a bible to Worcester cathedral in hidmilhles Prioratus de
Wigornia (A.D. $1377)in Annales Monastici volume fouf.R. Luard (ed.) (Rolls Series, 1869), 473,
474-75; Fasti Ecclesiae 1066300 ii, Monastic Cathdrals, 102 EEA xiii: Worcester 1218268 Hoskin
(ed.) (British Academy, 1997), xxxiv.
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property situated on t¥Eherdwasdneogher@rbnaitvi nc h
connection between them. On Trinity Sunday 1279, Ely commissioned Giffard as his
vicargener al, empowering the bishop of Worec
personsd in the diocese of Winchester. TI
register®® The reason for this commission is unclear. There is no record that Ely was ill,
travelled overseas, or was otherwise incapacitated. He was still active in England in
September and October 12%PBut Giffard assumed ordinary powers in Winchester

diocese and his register also contains records of his Winchester administration. On 29
November 1279, Giffard commissioned the dean of Salisbury to oversee a court hearing
involving laypersons from Winchestgt.l t i s possi ble that Giff
in his possession because it was the bishop of Worcester who was tasked with

overseeing its enactment. Thisgperation between bishops attached a heightened

sense of importance to the mandate and its contents. Ely recognized the need to enact
Licet canorthroughout Winchester diocese and recruited Giffard in order to ensure
appropriate actions were taken, emphasizing the pressing nature of enforcing the

canons.

Active responses to the council were also evident in the two dioceses in which
Pontoise and Swirdld began their careers as ecclesiastical administrators, Exeter and
Hereford, pointing towards their exposure to the development of new programmes of
reform. Pontoise served as archdeacon of Exeter after 1274, in the household of Bishop
Bronescombe. Bra@scombe issued a mandate, recorded in his register, in July 1275 to
John de Rose, his official, that had parallels with those issued by the Giffards.
Bronescombe informed John that:

numer ous previous statutes of heoldigationan on s
of beneficed clerics, whose publication has as yet borne scant fruit from many in our
diocese. Accordingly, so that we the lord bishop should not fear a penalty for culpable
negligenceéwe command that youdpublidju!l d per

% This included the manor of I tchel and two knight
castleReg. G. Giffard95;Reg. Pontissard, 596.

% Reg. G Giffard, 108.

%  Ely dedicated the priory church of Waverley in September 1278 and the bishop was the leading
magnate to witness King Al exander | |Anfales homage t «
Monasterii de Waverleia (A.D-1291)in AnnalesMonastici volume twoH.R. Luard (ed.) (Rolls Series,

1865), 39891; CCR 12729, 505.

57 Giffard commissioned tthe dean of Salisbury, Walter Scammel (the future bisleao) the sub

dean, William de Sherbourni® preside over a legal case involving three parishioners from Winchester
diocese. No details of the case are provided other than the names of the plaintiff and defRada@is.

Giffard, 118.
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and solemnly, all rectors and vicars of parish churches in our diocese who are not

A

already in priestdés orders, omitting nobody, a
benefices in collegiate churches, to present themselves in our sight imishecparch

of Torrington on the Ember Days next before Christmas, to receive holy orders as the

status of ®¥ach requiresé

The mandate served at once as a criticism of
enactment oLicet canon Bronescombe focussed on trelination aspect dficet
canonbut added that it fell upon him, as bishop, to enforce it for fear of being perceived
as negligent. In that statement, the bishop recognized that the responsibility for
enforcement was episcopal. Bronescombe also addedishment, suspension from
6administration of ecclesiastical propertyo a
rectors/vicars were compliant. Bronescombeos
punishment, and the organization of a mass ordination ceremtngampulsory
attendance attached a sense of intent and immediacy to the mandate n&tkinite
could prescribe observation of the canon and (voluntary) submission for ordination; the
mandate prescribed a programme for enforcement. As a benefice hadstddk) and
one of the leading administrators of Exeter diocese, Pontoise was thus exposed to the
use of mandates to enact conciliar canons in a diocese, and to the weight of episcopal
responsibility for their enforcement.

Like Pontoise, Swinfield was egped to this use of mandates for enacting the
Lyons Il canons during his time in the household of his mentor and predecessor in

Hereford, Cantilupe. On 16 November 1275, in a mandate recorded in his register,

Cantilupe directed his official, Luke de Breep O6[ s] pare no one in [your
clerics] to be advanced to Holy Or°®ers, no ma
There is no direct referenceltcet canob ut Cant i |l upeds conci se mand

same concerns t hat axldteafq ExdterBranely thesntassmbe 6 s m
ordination of beneficed clerics. This programmatic, active response would suggest a
similar urgency to enforce the new canons in Hereford.

Cantilupeds enforcement of the Lyons || ca
i n mandates and memor an daprocadedingsagamstor ded t he b

unlicendpluralists in Hereford dioceses. The bishop issued several mandates to his

%8 Translation follows that of the editor, with minor ataps by meThe Register of Walter
Bronescombe, bishop of Exeter 1288 O.F. Robinson (ed.), vol. ii, 3 vols (CYS, 199603), 85.

% Reg. Cantilupe? 5 In citacione ad Ordines facienda nulli parcatis, quantacunque prefulget
dignitate. o
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agents to pursue higlanking pluralists, including Hervey de Boreham, Hereford
cathedralpecent or and dean odgueSddigiehlanthe, s , Lond
archdeacon of Shropshit¢Cant i |l upeb6s register records
against Hervey de Boreham. A May 1276 memorandum records that proceedings
(negocium against Herveywere al t ed until O6certain privi
the hand of a notary public belonging to
abbot of Westminster and At maniasRop nofCaln
register, dated to 13 August &, directed the succentor of Hereford cathedral to cite

Hervey to appear before the bishop on thi

d i g n iplraliea® Beneficiorum et dignitatef®1 t i s possi ble to t
enforcement proceskrough hese records, which weagranged chronologically in the

bi shopbs register. Hervey was to first pi
eighteen. After failing to do so, Cantil

in Hereford. The bishop vsecareful to record each phase of the proceedings. Cantilupe
eventually declared the precentorship vacant and colilagedignity towilliam de

Montfort in place of Herve$® Cantilupe succeeded in challenging the plurality of one

of the highestankingec | esi asti cs in England. As one
Swinfield witnessed his mentor enforce the Lyons Il canons through litigation in
Herefordodos diocesan court, demonstrating
actions, used to enact reform ihgy this period.

The evidence presented in this section demonstrates a wide pattern of response
to the Second Council of Lyons in England between 1274 and 1279, fundamentally
altering the current picture of reform during this period. Episcopal mandatesisext
as programmes for the enforcement of conciliar canons in the diocese, demonstrating

that bishops moved away from the promulgation of diocesan statutes, as had been the

60 See &0 Pierre and Pons de Cors, prebendaries of Bromyard, and Hugh de Turnun, rector of
Whitbourne Reg. Cantilupell1l, 12526, 126;Fasti Ecclesiae 1068300:i , St Paul 6s, Lond
61 Reg.Cantilup&d879: O6Precentor em s up epluralitaerpodeditarj erhibitom et
nobis prius per eundem Procuratorem tenore quorundam privilegiorum dicti Precentoris in formam
publicam sub manu notarii publici, ut videbatur, redacto, unacum tenore auctoritatis dicti tabellionis seu
notarii, sub sigilloofficialitatis Londoniensis, et Abbatis Westmonasterii, dictorumque instrumentorum

penes nos copia remanente; volentes super hiis et aliis negocium antedictum tangentibus, tractatu
prehabito diligenti, plenius informari, et in negocio hujusmodi secundtisigxigenciain cuni debita

maturitate procedere, negocium memoratum sub forma infrascripta, de consensu dicti Procuratoris
expresso, duximus deferendum seu etiam prorogandurn, quousque Precentori predicto aliud super hoc
dederimus in mandati so.

62 ibid., 88.

8 William de Montfort was Cantilupeod6s ®egusin and
Cantilupe 111;Carpenter, 'St Thomas Cantilupe: his political career§F Fasti Ecclesiae 1068300Q

viii, Hereford, 16.
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case before 1272. It is only possible to develop this picture of the impacos$ Ly

through close reading of materi al I n bishops?©o
of the enactment of reform agendas througiogeration (Giffard and Ely) or through

personal ties (Giffard and Giffard), shedding light on the spread of reéfmangh

personal networks during this period. Pontoise and Swinfield were both exposed to the

new methods of enforcing/enacting reform, and it is possible that personal ties shaped

the reform agendas of the next generation of bishops. Theuleséction,and the

remainder of this chapter, explores the i mpac

government of their respective dioceses.

Diocesan statutes in Hereford and Winchester in the age of registration

This section will investigate what placeodesan statutes had, if any, in Hereford and

Winchester dioceses in the period after 1282. This thesis has argued that, in the wake of

Lyons Il, English bishops sought an alternative to diocesan statutes in order to enact
Gregory XO0s c amomsithsteen, bwtpea, @and @ightegn. Howener,

diocesan statutes carried value long after their initial promulgation, and they remained

applicable in the diocese even after the bishop had died 6t Adthough no new

statutes were promulgated in eith@eyadse, it is possible that there was still a place for

those statutes promulgated by Pontoiseds and
climate ofreform thatfavoured active responses. This section examines episcopal
memoranda andcta, the recordsinth t wo bi shops6 registers that
their work as diocesans, in order to explore thgaing life of statutes in the late

thirteenth century. The aim is to determine hbese local bodies of lashaped

Pontoi seds and Stwdiotdsang@dverninent, f gt gl Thedficsthpagrts

the section addresskereford diocese, the second movesmwinchester.

6 Cheney, O6Some Aspects @@ Diocesan Legislationd, 185
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Swinfield and the place of diocesan statutes in Hereford

Conditions in Hereford diocese might suggest that diocesan statete high on the
agenda for its thirteentbentury bishops. Hugh de Mapenore (1:29% and Hugh
Foliot (121934) spent most of their episcopal careers within the diocese, attached to the
cathedral church that had fostered their early cafédwn le Beton (126875) also
largely remained within the geographical confines of his diocese and away from royal
politics 8¢ Cantilupe, too, was largely resident between 1275 and 1280 and it was only
after the latter date, during his conflict with Peckham, tharered into seléxile in
Italy.®” Modern historians recognize thdsishos as dedicated administrators and, in
the case of Cantipe, a dedicated reformer. This was the type of biglfapmight be
expected to promghte diocesan statutes. PeteAdgueblanche (12348) was the
only bishop to break that mould. His career frequently took him away from Hereford
owing to his royal servic® However, other royabishops promulgated statutes for their
dioceses, including Peter des Roches at Winchestarglht thus be expected that
Hereford was a hub for innovative statat@king and pastoral leadership, but this was
far from the case. In fact, Hereford is only one of three dioceses for which no statutes
survive®®

Her ef or d Geenturyhbishods eranramomaly in a region in which the
episcopate was prolific in producing statutes. Nearby Salisbury and Worcester dioceses
had long traditions of reforrminded bishops who promulgated diocesan staffites.
William de Blois, bishop of Worcester (12-B&), was one of the first English bishops
to publish statutes in 12¥9Ri char d Pooreds c¢c. 1217x19 sta
most influential of his generation. These were the first (surviving) statutes in England to
emerge after Lateran IV thatdealtwwhh at Cheney | abel l ed Ocor
encountered by every bishop, especially the education and ministry of parish priests.
Pooreds statutes were widely disseminat et

adopted in their entirety by bishops in @abury, Durham and York; at least six other

8  For their itineraries and brief biographies, &&A vii: Hereford xlvi-xlviii, xlviii -I; 319, 31920.

66 EEA xxxv: Herefordxvi-Ixxii.

% Smith, o6Canti H@peds registero, 83

% Bishop doAiguebl anche was one of a small number
government or as diplomats. For a briEEAXXwccount
Hereford xxxvii-Ixvi.

8  The other two dioceses are Nactvand RochesteCouncils & Synods:i, 516-23.

0 These statutes include Worcester |, Il, and llI; Salisbury I, 11, lll, IV. All of these statutes date from
120057. SeeCouncils & Synods:i, 52-57, 5796, 16981, 294325, 36488, 51015, 54968.

™t CheneyEnglish synodalia35s.
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sets of statutes were derived f rgvaltet hem, i ncl
de Cant i I-66pl240 statuted far3Vercester were the most influential of the

next generation of bishops. Cantilumlleessed the fundamentals of pastoral ministry,

including the correct administration of the sacraments. Six other diocesans borrowed

 own wor k,

from Cantilupeds statutes in their
William Bitton | (124864) promulgatd statutes for Bath and Wells in ¢.1258 that
influenced Winchester Il and statutes at Carlisle and Yb@aly slightly further
afield William Brewer (122514) produced statutes between 1225 and 1237 for Exeter
that were repromulgated by Bishop Walter @nescombe (12580) in 1280°° The
leading theologian, Alexander de Stainsby (1384 also promulgated statutes for his
Coventry and Lichfield diocese at an undetermined @fddiocesan statutes, liturgies
and other ecclesiastical texts were frequentiysnaitted between bishops during the
thirteenth centry; an intellectual culture afharing and disseminating ideas, indeed
programmes of reform, was very much alive. Moreover the south west of England, the
region in which Hereford was situated, was a hararfnovative ecclesiastical reform.
Beyond geographical proximity, personal networks and ties also had the
potential to serve as conduits for the transmission of programmes of reform to
He r e fbwsihodsdrem other diocesesigieblanche was active theroyal
government and court alongside two bishops who promulgated statutes: William
Raleigh, bishop of Norwich (12384) then Winchester and Fulk Basset, bishop of
London (124359).)"Thomas de Cantilupe was trained in hi
in Worcester diocese in the 1250s and 1260s, during which time Walter also sponsored
him to attend university at PaWa |l t er 6 s net wor k was a hotbed o
Walter was a close friend of Robert Grosseteste, bishop of hi\t®3553), a leading
light of ecclesiastical reform; Walter was also a close associate of Simon de M&htfort.
Wa | t @mni8 &as a tract for the education of secular clerics, borrowed from work
produced by Alexander de Stainsby and Grosseteste and was circulated throughout

72 Councils & Synods:i, 57-96; CheneyEnglish synodalia51-53, 6289.

7 SeeCouncils & Synods:i, 294-325; see also Chenegnglish synodaliavi-vii, 84-89.

74 Councils & Synodi:i, 586-626.

> ibid., 227-37; 586626.

6 |t is probable that Alexander de Stainsby was synonymous with the Alexangkcuslecturing at

Toulouse in the 1210s and later at #hediumat Bologna in the early 12208ouncils & Synods:i, 207;

Vincent, OWMast de ZourrakohBctegidstical Historg6 (1995), 61510.

“ For more on DOAigueblancheb6s career in the service o
Ai guebl ancheds TGRXHIp2009), 278Bet wor k &,

® JCatto, OTheraohdé&mbmasactCanrt StiThomas&antilupgsbe atcey (ed. ),
p. 46.

® For a brief accoukEAxaWorddsdrxkvie-xxxiis career, see
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Worcester dioces®.Besides his exposure to reform programmes in Worcester, Thomas

de Cantilupe also served as archdeacon of Stafford {126 Coventry and Lichfield,
where Stainsbyds statutes were in use. B
been well exposed to the statutaking and reform cultures fostered by prominent

diocesans in the West Midlands.

Bridges existed between Hereford and the dioceses around it, yet surviving
records seem to suggest t hainthé¢leltuedfor dos |
transmission of ideas and reform programfi&here are no traces of the influence of
ot her diocesan statutes on the work of H
episcopate from when the first register, and a greater wealthavfisgsurvives.

The Hereford example, especially the lack of statutes, throws up several
guestions regarding the continued association between reform agendas and statute
making in dioceses throughout Europe in the wake of Lateran IV.ridisgoeven
overlook Hereford irstudies of reform and pastoral leadership owing to an apparent
dearth of evidenc®.

However, this absence of statutkses not indicatan absence of reform in
Hereford dioces&® Cantilupe was engaged in some version of ecclesiasticaihrébor
the duration of his episcopate. It is possible fewer records points in another direction for
the reform movement in Hereford diocese. The bishops of Hereford were often
conscientious diocesans but they were also leaders of a small, isolated dibeese.
bishops maintained their own use when other English dioceses adopted the uses of
Sarum or York* The use provided Hereford with a liturgical identity distinct from
other dioceses. There is a sense of independence in what the bishops were doing; they
were rarely influenced by affairs in the rest of England, and did not participate in the
reforming culture evident in the south west of England. However, if more diocesan
records from before 1275 survived, it 1is
engaged in reform. It is only because of registration, and the preservation of records

pertaining to the bishopsdé6 work in Heref:

8% Goering andSufrujad br WabiTbe de Cantil-@pe and Peter
8  Afourteenthc ent ury copy of William Bitton | 6s Wells
statutes were rpromulgated in Bath and Wells in 1342 and it is thus most likely that it is this version

found at HerefordCouncils & Synod8:i, 586-87; CheneyEnglish synodalia98-99.

82 For more on Hereford in the fourteenth century where more evidence does become available, see
Dohar,Pastoral Leadership.

8 A single episcopal injunction survives for Hereford diocese. Hugh Fatimhplgated this injunction

at some time between 1219 and 1234 and it concerned the alienation of prebends attached to Hereford
cathedralCouncils & Synod8:i, 197-98; EEA vii: Hereford 26374.

8 D. Lepine,A Brotherhood of Canons Serving Gdghglish secular cathedrals in the Later Middle
Ages(Woodbridge, 1995), $12.
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broad picture of reform in Hereford betare1283 and 1317, as the next secflon
does below.

Pontoise and diocesan statutes in Winchester

This section will investigate the use of diocesan statutes in Winchester diocese between

1282 and 1304. Throughout the thirteenth century, there was an unbroken line of

curialists, royajustices, diplomats, and clerks, or their Montfortian equivalents, who

became bishop of Winchester, men whose careers were often pursued away from the

diocese® Yet several of these bishops promulgated diocesan statutes, including the

controversial figurePeter des Roches, who introduced the Lateran IV canons to

Winchester, and the royal clerk, William de Raleigh, who established a dwo#se

minimum annual income of five marks (£3 6s 8d) for dztefice holde?® John

Gervais was the last bishop to pralgate statutes (hereafter Winchester I11) for

Winchester diocese at some time between 1265 and®1 288 statutes have a bearing

on this study for two reasons. First, because they were the last Winchester statutes

promul gated bef oree FBertomids e e capisec ®Ppatt oi sed s
a full copy of Winchester lll. It is the only register to contain a full copy; no other

bi shopés register has mor &Thislsecion an extract or
investigates the reasons behind thestegtion of Winchester 1ll, and what role the

statutes played in Pontoisebs governance of W

8  The bishops were: Godfrey de Lucy (118204), royal justice; Peter des Roches (1265

Justiciar; William de Raleigh (1248 0) , Chi ef Just i ce defValéenbedor Ki ngds Bench;
Lusignan) (b. elect 1250/80, although he was never consecrated as bishop despite receiving papal

support), haHbrother to Henry Il and curialist; John Gervais (188), former royal clerk and

Montfortian supporter; Nicholas of Ely (12@0), chancellor and treasurer in the Montfortian regime;

Pontoise, royal diplomat; Henry Woodlock (13D6) was the firstand lastmo#tiki s hop i n Wi nchester 6
history, breaking this line of royal bishops.

8  Councils & Synod8:i, 125-37, 40316; Chen e y ,  énfaking in the TirteendtCe nt ur y o6, 144

and 6Some Aspects of Di oc esterdes Reetgs: anlalen in English, 196; N. Vi
politics, 120538 (Cambridge, 1996), 567, 16572, 1727 7 . For a brief account of Rale
J. Creamer, O6St Edmund of CanterburyTCEXM Henry |11 in
(2013), 12940, esp. 1334.

87 Councils & Synods:i, 700-1.

8 Only two other bishopsé registers contain a trace of
contains a draft of statutes attributed to the archbishop and his successor, Winchelsey, though they were

likely never promulgated in that form. Willam&re nf i el d, ar chbil®regiseer of Yor kds (13
contains two statutes dating from 1306. Beg. Peckharni (RS), 4056; TheRegister of William

Greenfield, lord archbishop of York 130@15volume ii, W. Brown and A. Hamilton Thompson (eds), 3

vols (Sutees Society, 1936 0) , 6 8 ; C kaledsStatutes @fPachamsarmd Winchelsey344
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the role of registration in reform and government in Winchester during the late
thirteenth century, as well as investg#te orgoing use of statutes during this period.

The entry in Pontoiseds register ascr|
aspects of their contents indicate that they are Winchester Il rather than a new set of
statutes promulgated by Ponwis Cheneyds research -points
thirteenth century versions of the statutes attributed them to a Bishop John, including
theeariess ur vi ving copy in Pontoiseds registe
texts, one produced in ¢.Q3 and the other in ¢.1310, attributed the statutes specifically
to Gervai® Cheney also convincingly argues that no ecclesiastical legislation
promul gated after 1270 influenced the st:
Oxf ord const istlaB legatinesconstituttbnshéney @Iso identifies the
influence of William Bittonds 1258 Well s
Wi nchester statutes. These are derived f
which Winchester Il contains direatference in chapters four and twetwo. There is
al so direct quotation of Archbishop Boni
regarding the issue of wilf8.For the most part, Winchester Il belonged to a legal
tradition that ended with the Montfortiaevolution.

One of the statutes in Pontoiseds regi
argument that attributes the full set of Winchester Ill to Gervais. The language and tenor
of chapter fiftyfive are sufficiently distinct from the other statutestford grounds for
further exploration, especially concerni |
register. Chapter fiftfive mandated all beneficed clerics, without exception, to
personally take residence in their parishes by the Feast of tiv\N@5 December) in
the (undetermined) year the diocesan statutes were issued, on pain of dep¥ivation.

Cheney suggests other diocesan statprovided precedents for chapter fiitye.

Ral ei ghds 1247 Wi n-eighedsetcea re eliitectodsrastvicdeanof t hi r
churches should be made to%Wiellsioaml|l Biyt r @
1258 chapter fortyour for Wells threatened deprivation for any A@sident vicars or

for absentee rectors at churches where no vicar wasitesfRal ei gho6s and F

8  Councils & Synodsg:i, 701; CheneyEpiscopal Visitationxxviii.

%  CheneyCouncils & Synods:i, 700-1; CheneyEnglish synodalial057.

%1 Reg.Pontissarai, 212;Councils & Synodg:i, 712-1 3: o6[ S]tatui mus quod rect
alii beneficiati nostre diocesis qui ex suscepti cura regiminis in suis beneficiis residere tenentur, citra

Natale domini ad sua accedant beneficia factugiins dei nceps continuam resid

92 Councils & Synods i : i , 408: 06éut omnes rectores eccl esi
beneficiis personal emb.
% ibid., 610.
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statutes both draw on Ottods canon ten promul
although this only required residence for vicdr&ach canon treatdtie necessity of
residence for those clerics with greatest responsiliditthe administration aura
animarum especially those who heldcarages, and Winchester Il chapter fiftye
fits into that moulc®
However, Winchester chapter fiffywe departs from these earlier precedents in
such away thatitis necessaryt@t hi nk i ts place alongside Geryv
Compared with its ecumenical, legagiand diocesan precedents, chapterfiity
provides a fuller account of canonical restrictions on benefice incumB&h@xplains
that continual personal residee was necessary owing to O0the na
namely for the céafammarggmenThefst daeut e al so man
clerics to present papal and episcopal dispensations for absence and plurality to the
bishop again by Christm&5Thelanguageand tenor of Winchester Ill chapter fifive
contains overtones aficet canorand Lyons Il canon eightee@(dinarii locorum).
Licet canommandated resehce for all incumbents of benefio@s order that [they]
may take more diligentcaredfe f | oc k e nt % Tihesstarteé antt canoh t h e m] 6 .
each emphasized the connection between personal residence and clerical engagement in
pastoral ministryOrdinarii locorummandated bishops to inspect all dispensations for
plurality held by clerics in their dioceses within a time limit set by the bi$hdpe
post1274 papal agenda to improve residence, which included restricting plurality, was

mirrored in the Winchester stde.

% ibid., 249.

9  Cheney also refers to the olarbetween Winchester Il chapter fiffjve and Lateran IV canon
twenty-nine. It is more difficult to establish this link. Canon twentgie circumscribed the process of
receiving and presenting dispensations for plurality but did not broach the subjeanaignt residence

at a beneficeCouncils & Synod§:i, 712-13; Constitutiones Concili quarti Lateranengig475.

% Gr e g o rDecrdtalegcompiled by the canonist St Raymond de Penafort in the 1230s, contains
seventeen chapters treating on-mesidence. The canon law Deprivation is frequently forwarded as the
correct punishment for nemesidence, though there were a number of conditions that prevented a
presiding judge from depriving a beneficed cleric. These conditions often revolve around papal
dispensations, or dispensations for work performed outside the parish, such as in a cathedral chapter or
for another bishop. The law on noesidence was thus complex utifitet canonenforced residency for

all, seemingly in a bid to simplifthe matterGregory IX X.4.3, canon$-17, but seesp. canons 6 and

11 for deprivation.

97 Councils & Synodg:i,712-13: 61 1 i s autem qui in hac parte dispens
munitos nec eas hactenus in forma debita exhibuerunt coram nohisdt@as sufficienter in hac parte
munitos iudicaverimus, ad ostendendum eas nobis citra natale domini terminum peremptorium
assignamus, alioquin contra eoséb

% DEC |, 321-22:ds etiam qui ad huiusmodi regimen assumetur ut gregis sibi crediti diligeggirere
curam possit in parochiali ecclesia cuius rector exstiterit residere personaliter teréeatur

% ibid., 3 2 FOrdindrii locorum subditos suos plures dignitates vel ecclesias quibus animarum cura
imminet obtinentes seu personatum aut dignitatem alio beneficio cui cura similis est annexa districte
compellant dispensationes auctoritate quarum huiusmodi ecclesias personatus seu dignitates canonice
tenere se asserunt infra tempus pro facti qualitate ipsorum ordinariorum moderandum arbitrio exhilbe
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Chapter fiftyfive also shared a similar mood with the Lyons canons. English
bishops, in particular, perceived the enforcement of the Lyons Il canons as an episcopal
responsibility, and this thesis has argued that they developed active, urgensesspo
a resul t. I n Wi fiveharydeneficethaslders, meatgrd aad vicdrs, f t y
were bound to permanent residence, and pluralists were bound to display their
dispensations by an established deadline (25 December); failure to act brought
depivation. The deadline and punishment created an urgency that echoes that in earlier
(127579) responses to the Lyons canons. dtrecerns held by Gregory ¢and papal
advisors)or the immediate reform of pastoral ministry in parisives expressed in
Winchester chapter fiftyive through its attempts to rapidly enforce at least two canons.
Chapter fiftyfive would seem to respond to the canons of Lyons Il, and it also belonged
more to the age of administrative programmes of reform rather than the ageitef s
making.

A close examination of the statutes i
function that chapterfitf i ve had during Pontoiseds epi
statutes were copied into the register is important, as is the changéah ilsand
shortly after they were copied. The statutes occupy five folios (54v to 59v) at the end of
a quire®°The quire contains a diverserarafjé t ems recording Pont o
between 1294 and 129%. A new quire begins on folio sixty (recto), marg the start
of a new register section recording (largely) memoranda,; the first item is dated to
1282192 This marks a point of rupture in the composition of the regi&ter.

There was also a change in registration practice in 1295 thatfsinges light
onWinchester chapter fiftjive. As demonstrated in chapter two, there was a hiatus in
registration between January 1296 and April 129@ny records dated during this
threeyear period were retrospectively entered into the register, before normal
registraion practice of entering records in a chronological arrangement resumed. The
second change was the emergence of a new scribal hand, and a new script, from
129919 These abrupt changes suggests the statutes were the last items copied into

Pont oi s eb®fere hisehgelyeat absence on diplomatic duties for the king. On

100 Hants RO 21M65/A1/1, fos 5459v.

101 These are found &eg. Pontissara 189-239.

102 ibid., 240.

103 See Introduction, 23.

104 |t is important to note that items dated between January 1296 and January 1299 were still entered
into theregister. These items are entered retrospectively in the scribal hand at work after 1299, but are not
always entered in chronological order. See, for example, the records of institution relating to John de
Kirkby, Reg. Pontissarg 62.

105 See Hants R 21M65/A1/1, c.f. fos 79, 83.

151



that basis, it is likely that they were copied into the register between November and
December 1295.

Pontoise took necessary precautions to ensure Winchester diocese and his estate
were afe whileh e was away on the kingbés business. Dur
Pontoise commissioned several of his agents as his commissaries, egeitana, to
govern Winchester diocesehis stead. A public notice recordBgilip de Hoyvile and
PhiipdeBat on as t he bateriatoyp 6isn at he®r khieygdg courts w
Pontoisewas n Edwar dos sparestiansrari@dyRebers de #larierd
and William de Froll ebury were named as the b
itinerant jstices in Surrey?® The notice is undated, but the preceding item is dated 17
October 1295, the succeeding item 2 November. The public notice likely dates from late
October. Thebs hop6s 17 De qatantnamed He@r@de Wbodldck, e r
prior of St -1308)jPhilpdeHowville( Payh® de Liskeard and Geoffrey
de Farnham, three of Pontoiseds principal age
bi shop 6 Asdparateniattagatentcomms si oned Philip de Barton,
official, Payne de Liskeard and Geoffrey de Fareham as vicars of spiritu&fitlago
royal letters patent dated to 30 December 1295 also afforded Pontoise royal protection
from prosecution for the duration of his absetéensuring he had men with sufficient
legal powers to tend the diocese during his absence.

Pontoisebds register was used to record his
document was copi ed itempomliadt pproximatsythiped s r egi st e
that Ponbise issued them. In his letfeatent, Pontoise stresseditBoniface VIII had
summonedgpecialiterevocavij him to the curia in order to discuss certain business,
but was also by necessity to travel outside the kingdom at the insfahegdng in
order to restore peacprp pace reformandeor enter into a trucdréuga ineunda

(with France) for the benefit of the kingdom of EnglaftBy informing the reader of

106 Reg. Pontissard, 525.

7 Philip de Hoyville served as Pontoiseds steward/ sene
administration of the temporalities; Payne de Liskeard and Geoffrey de Farnham both served as the
bshopbés treasurers, with Geoffrey taking over as treasu

Frollebury, his constable, and Simon de Fareham, deputy constable, asRégcaBontissaré, 778-79;

The Heads of Religious Houses, England and ¥Malé2161377, Smith andv.C.M. London (eds)

(Cambridge, 2002)84.

108 Reg. Pontissard, 779-80; Chartulary Winchester Cathedral 68.

109 CPR 12921301, 178, 179.

110 Reg.Pontissara i , 778: O6Quia tam ad man dApdswolicempmmi ni Pape qul
guibusdam ipsius sedis negociis per suas patentes litteras specifaliter evocavit, quam ad instanciam

regiam pro regno Anglie et utilitate Regni pro pace reformanda seu treuga ineunda extra idem regnum

oportet necessario nos transferred.
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the cause of his absence, Pontoise justified his time away from theelaue justified
his commission of vicargeneral to tend to Winchester. Together, the letters patent in
the register served as a record of the bi
Pontoi seds absence.

The chronol ogy of isRignifitaotwere thecogyofepar at |
G e r v«atutesdand Winchester Il chapter fiftye, in particular, were concerned. It
is likely Pontoise knew he would have to leave Winchester on a diplomatic mission as
early as October 1295: peace talks involvitgitar d 6 s r epr esent ati ve
nuncio, Berald de Got, cardirbishop of Albano, had faltered by September 1295. An
alliance between France and Scotl and was
parliament, held between 27 November and 9 Decersiggialled an escalation in the
conflict*Pont oi sebés skills as a diplomat soon
October onwards, the bishop issued his first public notice that commissioned his agents
as his attorneym absentia Pontoise completed hpgans forin absentisadministration
by 17 December. He secured royal permission to leave on 30 December. The deadline
of 25December in Winchester 11l chapter fiffive by which incumbents of benefices
had to take residence and pluralists had to suleiit tlispensations coincided with
these preparations. It is possible that Pontoiggamulgated the statutes at a synod
held in October 1295, at a time when he was aware he would be required to travel
overseas. That would allow clerics two to three memthmake arrangements to appear
before the bishop or take residence in accordance with Winchester chaptérdifiyo
that end, the statute sieabsestishdmanstratonlisyaf e g u
ensuring pastoral ministry continued in e@elish: parishioners were better served by
resident parish priests. Copying the st al
final act of diocesan business before his lengthy absence began in January 1296. It
would seem that Pontoise appropriatedvGari s 6 st atutes, added o
chapter fiftyfive, and repurposed them for his absentisadministration.

The full set of statutes in Pontoiseo:
between his use of them and how other bishops uatdes during this period.
Comparisons can be drawn between the situation in Winchester in 1295 and the
situation in York archdiocese in 1306. L i

111 Denton,Winchelsey82-89; Harris King, Parliament, and Public Finangc&0-52; Burt,Edward |
and the Governance of EnglanB0-82.
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15) career in royal government often required him to leave hisiaossd'!'? In this

respect, York serves as a strong comparison with Winchester dibtédag; 1306,

Edward | named Greenfield as one of two keepe
campaign in Scotlantt? Like Pontoise, Greenfield f)eromulgated diocesan stiés

around the time of his absence. The archbishop did so at a synod held on 30 September

13061 Forty-two statutes were feromulgated in all; the majority of these trehte

clerical conduct and pastoral ministry in the patSiGreenfield made two addins to

the established York synodalitf,each of them copied into his register. In his first

addition, Greenfield restricted the use of wood taken from churchyards to church

repairs. In the second, he mandated that two or three elected persons from each parish

would take ecclesiastical revenue® their hands and appropriately dispense it in order

to combat endemic embezzlemétitThe two additions dealt with specific problems in

Yorkds parishes but were part of Greenfiel dos
his time as keeper of the realmhal programme was based on an established legal

framework of which Greenfield made his clerics aware through the act of re

promulgation at a diocesan synod.

There is strong evidence that Greenfield used his statutes in the course of
administering his archocese. As Donahue Jr notes, no thorough work has been
completed in understanding how diocesan statutes were enféf¢tmlvever, there are
scattered examples from the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. Kemp identifies one
occasion when Richard Poore itkeal his own statutes for Salisbury diocese when the
bishop instituted a vicar to Sturminster Marshall in 1219. Poore mandated the new
incumbent to appoint three chaplains in order to aid in ordinary ministry in line with

Salisburyl chapterl11'°B i s h registerd illuminate further enforcement.

2. Shortly after Greenfieldo6s election in December 1304
acknowledge that the archbishop would be an absentee owing to his royal service. Kathleen Edwards

noted that Greenfield largely turned his back on high politftes July 1307, focussing his energies

instead on hisdiocese.or mor e on Greenfiel Kés Eadwahidepi 9dbepalPodt atee
| mportance of the Engli sh BIEKMRDE® @%R4),B1447,atp.B15% he Rei gn of
DobsonRolgiTthiec al Rol e of the Archbi sT6GRpIE4764. Yor k during
113 The other keeper was Walter de Langton, bishop of Coventry and Licl@ieRl.13017, 448.

114 Haines posits that a synod was held at Ripon on 30 September 1306 remains unchallenged. Cheney

in Councils & Synod8:ii, 1231; HainesEcclesia anglicana93.

115 Councils & Synods:i, 485-98.

116 Greenfield declared that his additions weréédncorporated into the existence body of law in

York archdioceseReg. Greenfield, i , 69: OHas autem duas constituciones i
guibuscumaque predecessoribus nostri factas incorporari volumus et inter eas in singulis celebrandis

sinodissol empni ter publicari . d

117 Reg. Greenfield, 68-69; Councils & Synods:i, 496-98.

8 Donahue Jr, O6Thoughts on diocesan statutesodo, 258

19 Councils&Synods i : i, 95; Kemp, 06Godds and the Kingdés Good S
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Greenfieldbds enforcement of his statutes

process, either by himself or his agents. On 19 May 1307, Greenfield issued a mandate

to his sequestrator to cite the rector osBall to appear before the archbishop by 11
June and answer for charges of neglecting:tlra animarumof allowing his church to

fall to ruin, and of removing the fruits of the church from its grounds, contrary to the

spirit of synodal statute¢€’Oneoft he st atutes in question

addition concerning embezzlement of church revenues. The statute mandated the

appointment of overseers for those who

W

C (

of excommuni cat i on 6dproceededitp appointatcaduorto Gr e e |

undertake normal administration at Bossall in place of the r&tafter that failed, the
archbishop excommunicated the rector in August 1310 and began the process of

deprivation*?? The Bossall case sheds light on tlagious stages involved in the

enforcement of the law and the prosecution of clerics in the diocese. Each stage was

recorded in the bishopds register as
particular case study, it is possible to reconstriserse of the working function of both
diocesan statutes and registers.

There are traces of a similar working history for Winchester l1ll, albeit outside
Winchester diocese. Two latkirteenth century copies of the Winchestgnodalia
have strong conn#éons to the diocese of Salisbury. One manuscript is of unknown
provenance but dates from ¢.1308 contains Winchester Il chapters to sitxtyp
(incomplete)?2 The second manuscript has a clearer provenance. It is a legal
compendium titled.iber evidencarumC that was compiled in a lathirteenth century
chaterthand and owned by Sa¥iOslywinchesies Ill chaptem
ninetyninei s i ncluded. The statute fofrbade
b ut c h e rlaédariung of twehepefcea year from incumbents of benefiagagheir
jurisdiction, which Gervais identified as a form of simdAyChapter ninetynine was
copied with the Salisbury | statutes and ltif@er sextuscontaining the Lyons I

120 Reg.Greenfieldiii, 16-17.
121 ipid., 47.

122 ibid., 56.

123 Councils & Synods:i, 701.
124 jbid.

125 Reg. Pontissarg 238;Councils & Synod8:i, 721-22 : : &6l nhi bemus insuper

he

an.

ar c

n ¢

consuetudinis per quam ab aliquibus retro temporibus archidiaconi a singulis ecclesiis sui archidiaconatus

xii denarios annuos extorserunt, guam ad celandam simonie quam it videtur continet pravitatem alii
donum, alii lardarium, alii vero porcum archidiaconi facto nomine iam appellant, aliquam pecuniam
extorquereébd
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canonst?® Cheney identified.iber evidenciarumC as a workingext that served as a

manual for visitors to religious houses. The manuscript contained several formulas that

outlined visitation procedures. One formula is attributed to the Salisbury canon, Thomas

de Bridport'?” Mgr Thomas de Brigort is significant in offering a connection between

Salisbury diocese and Pontoise (and by extension Winchester diocese). His toponymic

surname suggests that Th o ntZEhonsahwitnessdd Pont oi

some of Pont oi sshdp &, Jumal2d2|fiestat Orveeto, wleredah b i
were working as proctors at the papal curia, and after their return to England in 1285
and 12892%1t is possible that Thomas acted as a conduit for Winchester Il into
Salisbury diocese. Might it have beenohtas who informed Pontoise of the value of

the statutes for training episcopal staff in diocesan administration, and so inspired the

statutes to be copied into the bishopods

sed

regi s

Records concerning t-geeeralbetwelen Januat¥§Po nt oi se d s

and January 1299 shed further light on the role of the statutes in the register. Little

evidence survives fan absentiagovernment in Winchester. However, one legal case

t hat Philip de BgamreralopresidedPoven dffords sreofipmity toi ¢ a r

examine the use of the Winchester 1

cartulary recorded Philipbds role in | egal

canons of Merton and the vicar of Effingham. The proceedings retated August

1297 endowment of a vicarage at the church of Effingham, in the patronage of Merton
priory. X3 Philip ruled that the vicar was to receive the small tithes, all produce from
crofts, gardens and glebe land dug by foot and spade, including carel] as herbage
from the churchyard. The canons of Merton, serving as both rector and advowson

holder, were mandated to construct a residence for the vicar in the church grounds, were

responsible for maintenance of the fabric of the church and its bodksrmaments,

and were to receive an annual pension of two m'&H&hilip had recourse to several

statute

pro

126 jbid., 701.

127 CheneyEpiscopal Visitationxxviii.

2 Pontoiseds family held a manor athed®eesetofi ngt on he
Salisbury, albeit from Christchurch Priory in Hampshire, cementing ties with the area. Reference to the

property is made in a charter recorded MgrlohPont oi seds r

de Pontoise and his mother,dyaJoan, as the beneficiaries, providing a1i282 dateReg. Pontissard,
446-48; Fasti Ecclesiae 1066300 iv, Salisbury, 5, 23, 27, 31, 121, 124.

129 Thomas de Bridport held the prebend of Ramsbury at Salisbury cathedral from 1282; he stood for
election as bishop of Salisbury diocese in 1288, receiving two votes. Pontaiseaaied Thomas as
custodian ofGrately rectory in 1290 where he is named as a professor of candRdgwPontissarg

42, 33543; 38182, 45153; see alsfasti Ecclesiae 108130Q iv, Salisbury, 91.

130 The Merton canons held the advowson to Effingham from at least Ta%atia Effingham.

Bl Pontoise confirmed the endowment on his return in 1299 and the canons received a Mortmain
licence for appropriation from royabgernment in the same mont®PR 12921301, 407;Reg.
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Wi nchester 1 statutes. Arbitration ovel

by the strictures contained in chapter thisiy. It decreed that:

Becaus some religious take possession of certain churches to their own uses in various
parishes of our diocese, others certain portions of particular tithes, yet others [receive]
annuities and keep pensions from churches, so that prejudice is not done teshurch
from such things, [because] some rectors are frequently idle and remiss towards
prosecuting their rights, we sequestrate into our hands all such churches, tithes and

pensions until we can make certain the right of such recéiters.

The statute empowered Philip to safeguard the vicar of Effingham from unfair demands
made by the Merton canons concerning reveatifse church. Winchester Il chapter
fifty -four required rectors to construct houses for vicars in order to avoid potential
scandal and sin arising from residence with laypersSi@hapter fiftyfive made
per manent residence mandatory at all Win:i
construction of a house a necessity. In 1297, Philip drew authority from and was guided
by the Winchester Il statutes.

The registerdos copy of Gervaisb6 statut
to suit administration in the age of widespread registration. The bishop ensured that
Wi nchesteroés clerics wewvereawared thallegaltode n t h
governing the diocese by-promulgating the Winchésr 111 statutes and adding chapter
fifty -five in preparation for his departure. Copying the statutes into the register,
alongside other items concerning diocesan businesi swch records readily
available for his vicargeneral. The register functioned as a guide to administration, and
had a role in lending the vicagse ner al aut hority to adminis
stead. The vicargeneral had access to precedartncerning their administrative work,
as well as access to the legal framework upon which diocesan government was built.
The register also contained the commissions, the letters patent, from which the vicars
general derived their authority to govern. Thgister was likely left in Winchester

di ocese during Pontoiseds absence; there

Pontissaral, 150-52; The Records of Merton Priory in the County of Surrey, chiefly from early and
unpublished documentslaj. A. Heales (ed.jOxford, 1898), 18482.

132 Councils & Synod#:i, 709:6 Qui a ver nonulli religiosi in vari
ecclesias in usus proprios, alii certas decimarum particularium portiones, alii vero ab ecclesiis annuas
percipient et detinent pensiones, ne ecclesiis huiusmodi fiat preiudicium qresttonmes ad iuris sui
prosecutionem frequenter sunt desides et remissi, nos omnes huiusmodi ecclesias, decimas, et pensiones

i n manus nostras sequestramus, quousque de iure j
133 jbid, 7 12: dsaatenepardchialibubin libera terra ecclesie honesta provideantur domicillia,
ne pro eorum defectu eos cum | aicis non sine scart
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period, but the presence of these records, the statutes and letters patent, suggests there
was an intention to use it for providiegidence of the right to govern and of the extent
of the powers invested in the vicageneral. To that end, the register records likely had

legal value that was equal to the original documents, and could be used in litigation.

This section hasargu¢dh at records contained in bishopso 1
the current picture of reform in the late thirteenth centiryhe immediate period after
Lyons I, bishops developed programmes of reform based on the enforcement of
conciliar canons, usg episcopal mandates to direct episcopal clerks to perform certain
actions that ensured new laws were enacted in the diocese. It suggests that there was a
reforming culture emergent in the wake of Lyons Il, one that favoured efficient
government rather #m making diocesan statutes. Pontoise embodied this new model of
reform when he repurposed Gervaisd statutes a
vicarsgeneral, and used his register as a reference tool of sorts.

This has implications for how we semgisters during this period. There was,
after Lyons I, a sense that bishops had a responsibility to enforce the new canons. This
is reflected in the work English bishops conducted between 1274 and 1279, in
particular, but it is also reflected in the regof that work, especially in the decision to
register those mandates that enforced, in some capacity, the new conciliar canons. The
registered mandates thus served as evidence that reforms were being made, that the
bishops were taking necessary actionbre with the papal agenda launched by
Gregory X. This was part of a wider thirteemntury culture of holding bishops
accountable for the government of their dioceses, in which the threat of inquisition,
censure, and deprivation was intended to pregpiscopal negligencé* To that end,
registration became more widespread after 1275. Michael Clanchy and Smith argued
that the pastoral revolution launched at Lateran IV was a leading factor in the spread of
registration from Lincoln and York diocesesGoventry and Lichfield, Exeter and
Rochester within one generation: increased workloads brought greater need to keep

recordst®® There was a second boom in registration in the period after Lyons II.

B34 E.GrahamL ei gh, O6Hirelings and Shepher ds-i211Aand hbi shop Ber
t he | de aEHR1RE (830819, 4083 102;Sabapathyfficers and Accountabilityl3541.

135 Between 1217 and 1270, some form of registration is in evidence at eight English dioceses. During

the 1260s, the bishops of Bath and Wells, Wasthr and Worcester followed those named above.

Clanchy,From Memory to Written Recor@9edn., 7476;Smi t h, &éThe Roll s of Hugh of W
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Between 1275 and 1300, bishops began registration inrefigéven diocesé
pointing tavards a more widespread aétpreparing for potential scrutiny of the work
undertaken in the diocese.

This section has only scratched the surface on the potential that registers have
for the study of reform in the lateitteenth century, but it does have two implications.
First, that registers did, at times, have specific purposes, in this case for demonstrating
that bishops were engaged with the papal reform agenda. Second, that it is important to
shift historiographicalocus away from diocesan statutes in the late thirteenth century,
towards registration in order to understand new cultures of reform. The next section

does just this.

Il. Bishops and secular clerics: pastoral leadership and diocesan
administration

Thisection will explore Pontoisebds and Swi
respective dioceses, but especially their management of parish priests. Parish priests
held greatest responsibility for pastoral ministry in each parish: they held mass and
maintaned the local church, among other tasks. That responsibility made them natural
targets for reformers, who, from the eleventh century onwards, sought to improve
pastoral ministry. Historians such as Gibbs and Lang and, more recently, Birkett,
consider thigeform to have been expressed in systematic or institutional terms, through
statutes, scholastic thought or the dissemination of pastoral litet¥t@ vi s 6 wor k
Rigaudds visitation register points to a
more on archiepiscopal pastoral leadership and on the enforcement of the Lateran IV
agenda through administrative procedt#fel hi s secti on buil ds on

turns to the postyons Il English context. It uses three types of material taken from

136 There is evidence that Robert Wickhampton, bishop of Salisbury {82)7 kept a register, though

thisis no longer extant and there is no evidence indicating when Wickhampton began registration.

However, he was in attendance at Lyons Il and as such | have counted him in th&sevEable 3 in
Clanchy,From Memory to Written Recor@ edn., 75.

¥ Birkett, 6The Pastoral Appl i-2cla%;i owvh. oda vtihse, LGaT heer
Contribution of UniversitEd uc at ed Secul ar Clerics to the Pastor
and Stratford (eds},he Church and Learnin@5572;Fi t zgi bbons, O6Di sruptive S
transl ation of Anjucctiohd ,s-6& @ibbsTandlLangBshoys®& Reform94-104,

quote at p. 95,; C. H. Lawrence, 6The English Pari s
Linehan ad J. Nelson (edsT,he Medieval WorldLondon, 2001), 6480, esp. pp. 6562; Reeves,
6Teaching the Creed72and Articles of Faitho, 41

138 Davis, The Holy Bureaucrat112-20.
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Pot oi sebs and Swinfieldbds registers, records
licences, in order to investigate the impact of the Lyons Il agenda on the generation of

bishops after the council and on registration. The section is divided into thieésphar

sections)each examining a different aspect of diocesan government. The first part

considers the role of communication in enacting episcopal reform agendas; the second

part considers bishopsd managemeenst of their

C

P

Pontoiseds and Swinfieldbs approaches to refo

determine how Pontoise and Swinfield managed parish priests and governed their

dioceses in light of the council.

Administrative practices and communicating reform agendas

This subsection will explore the methods Pontoise and Swinfield used to communicate
their reform agendas to parish priests. By the late thirteenth century, bishops had
developed certain administrative practices that were familiar to every English diocese,

such as institution to benefices or ordinations, to the point that Brentano deiteibed

church in Engl anfiBrasntodbmnuo @saulcameli zealrdor i es neg.

connotations: it implies a systematized version of administration that was reliant upon

pro@esses or a machinery of government. The for

add to this sentiment. However, the bureaucratization theory runs counter to the
argument contained in chapter two, which established that diocesan administration was
more orgaic and dependent upon the strength of episcopal networks. The argument
presented in the chapter is part of a wider shift away from institutional histories towards
investigations of the role of human interactions and behaviours in ecclesiastical
governmentbest represented by the work of Forfé$This subsection examines the

role of such interactions in ecclesiastical reform in the late thirteenth century. It again
turns to more formulaic register items, namely records of institution, and to episcopal
mandates in order to explore how Pontoise and Swinfield used certain administrative

practices and technologies in order to communicate their reform agendas. The sub

139 See, in particular, Brentandywo Churches3-4, 3-61; DoharPastord Leadership esp. pp. 84.17;

Haines Administration of Worcesteesp. pp. 7847, 1482 1 9 ; Hoskin, 6The Authors of
61-78; D.M. OwenChurch and Society in Medieval Lincolnsh{téncoln, 1971), 2636.

9 Forrest, 6TheVisahs¥Boomati 8n of
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section also considers the role that records and ré@mping played in interactions
betwea bishops and parish priests.

Making institutions to benefices was the fundamental duty of a late medieval
bishop, and each institution was a critical moment for life in a parish, but they have
been overlooked in the study of reform and management ohparests. Greater focus
is instead given to ordination as the moment at which bishops policed the suitability of
clerics becoming priests. Dohar, among of
scrutinies...represented the only real mechanism available tcettieval church, short
of deprivation, for encouragilffget,t he abl e
institution was the moment when a cleric became leader of a parish, when they assumed
responsibility for teaching parishioners the fundamentals of the faitadministering
the sacraments in the correct manner, for undertaking other aspects of pastoral
ministry 142 Despite the fundamental nature of institution and its role in giving clerics
charge of churches wittura animarumrecords of the moment of institution remain,
oddly, understudied.

An examination of records of institut]
demonstrates the essential role institutions had in managing rectors/vicars set to take
charge of pariskthurches. Records of institution often followed a set formula that
varied little from diocese to dioce$€.But certain clauses attached to these records
speak to their role as vehicles for communicating episcopal agendsss €kident in
therecordsof institutionc opi ed i nto Swinfieldbds regist.

similar vein to this 1289 example:

Memorandum that on the abovementioned day,érydar of the lord 1289, at Bogy,
the lord bishop admitted Richard de Bury, acolyte, to the thofrelope Bowdler,
according to the form of the council of Lyons, at the presentation of Lady Millicent de

Montalt, the true patron of the sarffé.

The record deviates frothe usual formula by addingh e ¢l ause O0accor di

of the council of Lyos 6 . It informed the reader that

141 Davis, The Holy Bureaucratl045 ; D oShfficienter lifteratusclerical examination and
instruction for the cure of sADbidmtd/oide:rmedieval sBidieswn ar
in honour of Leonard E. Boyl§P. (Notre Dame, 1997), 3621, quote at p. 306.

42 Goering, OTleentTuhriyr tEenegnitiBs h Pari shé, 209

143 See Chapter One, 441.

144 Heref RO AL19/2, fo.63bd Me [ mor andum] qdictu[s] dneb dldmind m°sc°u pr a ]

Ixxxix® ap[u]d Basebur[y] admisit d[omi]n[u]s Ri[car]d[e]m de Bury acolitus ad &gfam de Hope

Boudlers se[cun]d[uth formlam] co[n]ciliu[m] Lugdun[ensishd p[re]sentac[iJo[n]em d[omi]n[ad

Milicente de Monto Alto vere ppbln e ei usdem. . . 6
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was instituted to Hope Bowdler on the proviso that he advanced to the priesthood within
one year per the terms bicet canon Recordsof institutionwere condensed versions of
several docments held by each party involved in the transaction: one for the patron,
one for the bishop, one for the cleric, plus additional documents held by episcopal
agents involved in inductiot$®Swi nf i el dés additional clause co
partythatRicar d6s i nstitution was conditional. | f
priesthood, the bishop had grounds to deprive the incumbent and declare the church
vacant. O6According to the form of the council
emphasi ze dcoBmiiment to thd Lgloads Il agenda and defined to the new
rector/vicar their responsibilities under the law of the church.
Pontoise adopted a comparable practice in Winchester, although the connection
with Lyons Il is not always clear. During the 128Bsntoise instituted three clerics to
benefices but made those i nst regigtetshowmns conditi
that he required one priest to resign two incompatienefices before collation af
new benefice, and the bishop prevented tweotlerics, still in their minorities, from
taking charge of their benefices until they reached the age of tfreaf}*® Between
January 1291 and December 1295 (after which Pontoise was absent for three years), the
bishop made thirteen conditional instituns or custodie$*’ Pontoise gave custody of
Clatford to John de Sheppey 6éon proviso that
or di n*tybns i dLicet canoris not explicitly mentioned in any of the records.
The records instead referenced ¢heon through the types of conditions they imposed
on the new rectors.
Five further records of institution in Pon
attached that made more obvious referencescts canont*® One record foMgr
Henry de Tr orlad ddinssioDte Ellsfield t Martin rectory stressed
that because Henry:

is not yet in holy orders [as] constituted by the Holy See, we admit you by way of
charity, and we institie you [as] rector in the [Ellisfield St Martimjith all rights and

appurtenances which are in any way relevant to the same. On the observation that you

¥ Swanson, 6The Churé&h and its Recordsé, 154

146 Reg. Pontissarg 31, 4142, 4243.

17 ibid., 4380,

48 ibid, 49: O6lta quod idem Johannes se faciat in proxi mi
habuit litteramrshpeari atoa od Wyend toaamé a el ejus Officiali6o
149 jbid., 49, 5657, 57, 66, 78B0.

162



advance to [holy] orders within the established time, which managementauir ghaf

the church itself requires?

This was a direct referenceltecetcanon mandating ordination v
ti medb, one year, and by drawing on the r
priest was able to correctly administer thea animarumThis was a clause also
attached to the four otherrecerd The record al so acknowl ec
Il nstitution was unusual, even uncanoni cal
charitydé because Henry was stil] i n minol
attention to t hnmviedgingsybt mterpretingicet taeonn arwaya ¢ k
that he saw fit. Henry wasmagister a university graduate, and as such possessed a
level of education that elevated him above other clerical candidates. His time at
university would have restricted hisilitly to seek ordination. Pontoise recognized the
circumstances and | oosely interpreted thi
status. Pontoise used Henryds instituti ol
bishop possessed the authority épdve Henry for failing to meet the conditions of his
institution. Second, Pontoisebs commit me.]
light of mitigating circumstances.

After 1299, following Pontoisebds retul
bishop made explicit referenceltccet canonor Lyons Il in severatecordsof
instituton The most il l uminating case concer n:
Weyhill rectory on 20 December 1299. The circumsésnare more complex compared
withthoseof Henry de Trocard. Pontoise made R
within one year from the time of institution, you are ordained in the subdiaconate, and
after that, within the said s¥®i\entiseyear s |
alsolicensed the cleric to be absent from his new benefice for a period of seven years in
order to study at a university. The bishop added that failure to comply with the
conditions of institution and |icence wo!

the canonlLicet canon of Gregory X, of good memory, promulgated in the general

150 jbid.,, 7980: O6nondum es in sacris ordinibus constituf
intuitu caritatis et rectorem cum omnibus juribus et pertienenciigigounque ad eandem quoquo modo
spectantibus instituimus in eade@bservato quo te ad ordines quos ipsius ecclesie cura requirit procures
statutis temporibus promoveri 6.

11 jbid, 91: O6Proviso quod infra annumordnariteepaspor e i ns
septennium predictum infra annum ad diaconatus et
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counci | ¥This wag ihenfisstodirect referenceltiwet canorand to Lyons Il in
Pont oi seb6s records. The conditions Pontoise i
secod | aw, Boni f ac e,Cuilekéeodhe bull a8 8 modifecationeoft a |
Licet canonlt empowered bishops to exempt clerics from mandatory residence in order
tostudy***Ri chardoés |icence was one of the first P
of Cum ex eoAs such, two overlapping laws guided Pontoise in his management of
Richard. The institution was more convoluted than previous examples. However, the
records generated at the institution communic
thesimplest possible terms. This is best expressed in the referdncettoanon
Through this reference, Pontoise clarified the legal context of the institution and made
Richard aware of the canon that bound the cleric to comply with the conditions of his
institution. If Richard failed to comply, Pontoise had recourdedet canonn order to
deprive the cleric.
These instances suggest that institution served an important role in
communicating episcopal agendas to clerics about to receive a benefise.agendas
were recorded in records of institution as conditions imposed on new rectors and vicars,
which bound the clerics to perform certain actions in order to keep hold of their
benefices. By creating the conditions, Pontoise and Swinfield expréssed t
understanding of and intention to enforce the reform agenda of Lyons Il on new rectors
and vicars.
Other register items besides records of institution also served a role in
communicating episcopal reform agendas to clerics in the diocese, espsumtlypal
mandates. Mandates functioned as commands given by bishops to their agents, although
they could be given to any cleric, anywhere. Around 1200, episcopal mandates were
oftenoral, but Burger identifies a shift over the course of the thirteenth century towards
written communicatiof® This shift is reflected in the high survival rate of mandates in
bi shops 3°Trheeg insotsetr scommon exampl e i rnersPontoi sed:

is mandates to induct. Once the bislgtituted a cleric to a beneficke mandated his

%2 jpbid, O6sub pena canonis felicis recordacionis Gregori:i
promul gate (sic.)®d.
153 For more orCum ex epsee L.E. Boyled The Co nGumiexedot obnBoniface VIIIO, r1erg

from Mediaeval Studies XXI{Toronto, 1962), 26302 in hisPastoral Care, Clerical Education and
Canon Law, 120a.400(London, 1981), with original paginatioktaines,6 T h e Opokttlmeat i o n

Bonifacian ConstitutionCum ex ed i E&cclésia singlicanal3855;S w a n sUninersitie§,
graduates and benef i c Past&iPresehlact(i®85), 28668.di ev al Engl andd,
% Burger, OBishops, Archde2@&ons and Communication6, 19

155 Some examples of mandates do survive from earlier in the century. See, for eXeadplev
Hereford 545 5: 6 évobi s nmuasndveangusstguwart iEn de HArd &ntlewcrcd etshes[ aur i
nomine thesaurar[iéh corporalem possessionem dicte ecclesed ucat i s et i nductum def end:
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agent, usually the official or an archdeacon, to hand over the keys to the church to the
new incumbent>® Copied in abbreviated form, these might be referred siraple

mandates. They voiced routine commands that were part of everyday diocesan
administration. Nevertheless each mandate represented a transfer of authority, a
delegation, in which the bishop directed his agent to perform tasks that were essential to

the administration of the diocese. Ekrenandate derived fromthe bishop, rendering

them i deal records for investigating Poni
government.
There are sever al mandates | ncoutdbbemt oi s |

referred to as complex mandates. These mandates were often long and tended to be
copied into the registers in full rather than an abbreviated form; they contained original,
often distinctive language (as opposed to formulaic language) and affard insight

into the bishopés direct input into the
mandate to his vicargeneral in June 1303'The bi shop mandated hi
revoke all commendams or custodies of whichever ecclesiastical berteatavere

made by us or our predecessors in our di
clerics who r esi!'®The thandate eonthiried dvertpnéssof Lgonsdle r .
canon fourteen and its restrictsaons on c|
significant change from the bishopb6s pr e
(the date of the mandate), the bishop permitted at leastrfoycustodies®® Most

were given to clerics not yet in priests:
policy for Winchester, one that restructured the composition of parochial clerics. Of the

fifty -four recorded institutions after June 1303, only three were custS8iiEsat

change, however, was dependent upon Pontoise communicating his designs for

diocesa government and directing his staff to take particular actions that enforced the

laws of the church, something the mandate afforded him the ability to do. It came late in
his episcopate and some thirty years after the council but Pontoise was stol larhegy t

Winchester diocese in line with the Lyons Il agenda.

1% Pontoisebds register contains a formula, or spe
attached a mandate to indueeg. Pontissar§ 38: 6 évobi s mandamus quatinus
corporalem possessionaimi ct e vi carie inducatis et defendati s

157 Pontoise was on diplomatic duty in Paris in the summer of 1303. For more on his role in brokering

the 1303 Treaty of Paris, see Chapter Five;232

158 Reg. Pontissarg 1545 5 : d révdcandum ones commendas sive custodias de quocungue
beneficio ecclesiastico tam per nos quam per prec
159 Statistics compiled from records of institution containeBég. Pontissara

160 SeeReg. Pontissarg 150-63
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Swinfield authored a mandate in January 1303, recorded in his register, which

outlined an even more extensive vision for reform in Heref®fihe mandate served
two purposes. First, it notifteRichard de Hertford, archdeacon of Hereford, the
addressee, that Swinfield intended to conduct a visitation to the archdeaconry of
Hereford in | ate February (0t ¥&Secdndesday after
Swinfield mandated the archdeacon te @il beneficed clerics to be resident in their
churches in order to receive the bishop. Swinfield also relayed the full details of his
visitation agenda to the archdeacon. The bishop informed Richard that he would enforce
the Lyons Il canons by discoveg allincumbents obenefica who had failed to
advance to the priesthood and all pluralists; the bishop also intended to survey which
churches (or parts of churches) were appropriated or alieWd®dvi nf i el dés pl an wa
an ambitious one. The bishop intlea to address several problems that plagued his
church, and the wider church, in one fell swoop. It was a task that Swinfield could not
undertake alone and so the bishop delegated certain responsibilities to his former
official, Richard de Hertford. Riclnd was in a position to inform the clerics in his
archdeaconry of the precise nature of the bis
contained in Swinfieldbs mandate.

In a period when it is unclear whether bishops held annual synods, from when
few statites andsummulaesurvive, the methods bishops used to communicate with
secular clerics in their dioceses remain unclear. Sophia Menache stresses that the
established view that synods were the primary form of communication in a diocese is
theoretical and ot based on hard evidence. Bishops instead had a far more practical
technology in the shape of visitations to parishes. Visitations brought bishops and their
agents into direct contact with parish priest
diocesan geernment®*Swi nf i el dé6s 1303 mandate reinforces

insofar as it demonstrates the bishopbds inten

61 Reg. Swinfield38889.

162 For Richard de Hertford, séasti Ecclesiae 106@300:viii, Hereford, 25; Appendix One, 283

183 Reg. Swinfield3888 9 6 é et vi sitacionem suam circa personam vest
ad alia loca arhidiaconatus vestri, prout oportunitas dederit, processurus, ac eciam denunciari facimus

ecclesias seu porciones ecclesiarum appropriatas habentibus, in alienisve ecclesiis aut parochiis pensiones

vel decimas parciales percipientibus, ac universis récteniestre jurisdiccionis plura beneficia curam

animarum habencia ibi vel alibi tenentibus, illis eciam qui post concilium Lugdunense ultimum in

ecclesiis parochialibus instituti se non procurarunt infra annum a tempore sibi commisse cure in

presbyteros alinari, quod jus specialo vel canonicum, si quod habeant, super appropriacione,

percepcione, pluralitate, et non ordinacione hujusmodi, prefato domino episcopo cum per ipsos transitum

fecerit visitacionis sue officium exercendo, sub pena juris perempgtotidd i beant , detegant, et o0s
164 Menache argues that social norms during this period dictated that communication was conducted on
afacetof ace basis. Visitations facilitated such interacti

3-38; S.Menache;The Vox Dei: communication in the Middle Agdew York; Oxford, 1990), 5&5.
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pari shes in the course of enforcing the |
similar effect. Itwas not the bishop who informed each cleric who held a church in
custody that his right had been revoked,
important role in communicating with clerics in their parishes. Similartadace
interactions took placet anstitutions even before clerics reached their parishes. But
episcopal mandates, in particular, served as a form of mass communication. Written
communication between bishops, their agents, and clerics was an essential part of
diocesan government in theté thirteenth century because it provided information
necessary for future fage-face interaction.

This section set out to investigate the ways in which Pontoise and Swinfield
communicated their reform agendas to secular clerics, and particular neceads
regi ster demonstrate how they achieved t|
shaped the fundamental aspect of diocesan government, institutions to benefices, in
Hereford and Winchester dioceses. Both bishops emphasized to new rectacsiend
the essential nature of advancing to the priesthood (within one year of institution) to
pastoral ministry. The bishops used the moment of institution to communicate the laws
that new rectors/vicars were bound by, expressed through the conditiios@and
Swinfield imposed on the rectors/vicarsoirder for them to keep tenuretime benefice;
these conditions were preserved as alterations to the formula of records of institution in
each register. Episcopal mandates also served an essentialoambemunicating
reforms. In 1303, Swinfield informed his archdeacon that he intended to enforce
relevant Lyons Il canons in the archdeaconry of Hereford, and Pontoise directed his
vicarsgeneral to enforce canon fourteen with immediate effect. Theressorg
evidence that sheds light on why Pontoise and Swinfield suddenly sprung to action in
1303. TheLibersextus Boni face VIII1I6s book of <churc
of Lyons II, was promulgated in 1298 and had probably reached England b}{1869,
it was by no means novel in 1303. Pontoise and Swinfield were also aware of the Lyons
Il agenda long before 1303. But in the space of six months, both bishops sought to enact
reform in their respective dioceses, developing programmes similar tottiabseere
used in the immediate period after Lyons Il that relied upon communicating designs for

diocesan government to their staff.

165 Helmholz,Canon Lawand Ecclesiastical Jurisdictiori49-50.
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Bishops and parish priests: reform in action

Pontoise and Swinfield each had weditablished channels of communicatiorotigh
which they were able to voice their agendas across their dioceses, and incorporated the
Lyons Il canons into their respective modes of government. However, the
interconnected questions of how the two bishops enacted reform and managed rectors
and viars in their parishes remain unanswered.
This subsection will investigate the methods Pontoise and Swinfield used to
reform rectors and vicars of parish churches. Each bishop possessed what Rodes
describes as Osuper vi sohegerdnged fromithgpuodoftng@ f or par
of ordination papers, to issuing licences to study, to visitatfS3avis and Kemp
examine how bishops used such administrative tools to enact reform in dioceses in
England during the first quarter of the thirteenth centang in France in mid
century*®’ This subsection builds on these previous studies but adds two new
perspectives, those of the evidence presenteledtyvo bishopdregisters and of the
reform movement of the late thirteenth century. It investigates the approaches each
bishop took to managing secular clerics and, in particular, how each bishop enforced the
canon law in their diocese. It is divided into three part® flrst explores patterns in
the admi ssions to benefices in each diocese;
judicial process; and theitd examines the bishepsafeguards for pastoral ministry in

their parishes.

Patterns in institutionsto Herefaa d 6s and Wi nchesterds benefices

Given that Pontoise and Swinfield both used institutions to benefices as a stage to

enforcelicet canon and to keep checks on who became a rector or vicar, this section

wi || examine records ®&fwiinfigstltddtsi omgii stRolt ©in
establish how many rectors or vicars were in minor and major orders at the time of their
institution. The aim is to determine whether
agenda, especiallyicet canomand its equationdiween priesthood and pastoral

ministry, influenced the institutions they made.

166 RodesEcclesiastical administration in medieval Englan®3-38, 14148.
167 Davis,The Hol Bureaucrat1042 9 ; Kemp, 6 Godés and t-HBe Kingds Good S
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From data taken from their registers, there are clear patterns in the types of
clerics that Pontoise and Swinfialtstituted to benefices. Tableéx§below) shows the
holy orders of clerics instituted in the two dioceses, and whose institution was
r e c or d &iBwinfiald predoenindmtly snstititpds 6 r e

priests (62.4% of six hundred and four institutidnsluding those where the order was

subsequently

not indcated between 1283 and 1317, although he also instituted one hundred and
sixteen clerics (19.2%) in other major orders (deacon and subdeacon). Clerics in minor
orders were less represented in the register (10%). There are similar patterns in the
orders & clerics Pontoise instituted between 1282 and 1304. The register indicates that
Pontoise mostly instituted priests (34.2% of three hundred and eighteen institutions
including those where the order was not indicgtétclerics in other major orders
compried only a small percentage (10.7%) of all institutions. There are few records for
Pontoiseds instit utdgixg8R%)lfwasatieselagolytessvho onl y

were the primary target of Pontoise&ds col

on their immediate advancement to the priesthood. These patterns would suggest that

there was a conscious effort in both dioceses to institute priests, who were immediately
able to take charge of their churches and to fully manageuteanimarunt©

Although it is possible that each bishop instituted more clerics, and that these were not
some sense that Pontoi

recor ded, t here 1is

shaped by.icet canont’?

Table Six. Table showing the orders to which clerics instituted to benefices in Hereford
and Winchester dioceses were ordained (recorded in the two registers).
Priests Deacons Subdeacons Acolytes
Pontoise (1282-1304) 109 14 20 26
Swinfield (1283-1317) 377 40 76 61
Another significant trend emerged aft.

Swinfieldbdbs changing attitudes towards i |

168 Not every record of institution in the two registers contains information concerning the order to
which the instituted cleric was ordained. I n Pont
not indicated; i n ®erisfitf.i el dés register the num

169 Note that the number of priests also includes clerics who were described as chaplains.

170 For able clerics, elevation from minor orders to the priesthood might be possible within a year, but

some were asked to improve on particskill required in their ministry before their full ordination. See
Dohaterbcal examination and i-Plsd Shinners and Dohdr,or t he
Pastors and the Care of Souls in Medieval Engl@vaotre Dame, 1998), 641.

171 All statistics compiled from records of institution®Reg. PontissaraandReg. Swinfield
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decretalCum ex eolLeonard Boyle convincingly argues thatet canorand its

mandatory residence prevented bishops from sending rectors and vicars to university to

further their education, b@um ex ealleviated that problertY? This is reflected in the

records of institution and licences to study preserved inthe twopbishd® r egi st er s. I n
eighteen years before 1300, Pontoise instituted just four clerics in minor orders. Over

the | ast four years of Pontoisebs episcopat e,
increased to eigHbld. This same development took plaseHereford diocese under

Swinfield. For the first half of his episcopate (1283 to 1300), Swinfield instituted just

eight acolytes. That number rose to fiftyee after 1300. This pe&B00 rise coincided

with the promulgation o€um ex ean 1298 and th greater opportunities for clerics in

minor orders to receive benefices alongside licences for study, which granted them up to

sewen years to be ordained. Tabkev8n (below) shows the number of licences Pontoise

and Swinfield issued that were subsequergtorded in their registers. Swinfield issued

sixty-eight in total, fiftyfour of which came after 1300 and coincided with the increase

in the number of instituted acolytes. Pontoise issued nineteen licences, and a high

percentage of those (68.4%) carfteral300%"3 The increase in the number of instituted

acolytes does not indicate a lapse in commitment to providing parishes with able

pastors. I't instead indicates the two bishops
their respective dioceses. Heetwo significant patterns, first the number of instituted

priests and second the issuing of I|icences to
Swinfiel dods o bcteansr@enttGum ex e theirbmartagement of

institutions to benefices.

Table Seven. Table showing the number of licences to study issued by Pontoise and Swinfield.

Licences issued before 1300 Licences issued after 1300 Total
Pontoise (1282-1304) 6 (31.6% of all licences). 13 (68.4%) 19
Swinfield (1283-1317) 14 (20.6%) 54 (79.4%) 68
Therol e of the bishopébés court in the management
Thissubs ect i on wi | | i nvestigate Pontoiseds and S

diocesan courts to enforce the canons of Lyons II, and gives particular focus to the two

172 Boyle,6 The ConGumieteodi o@78.
173 For a comparative study, seea i nes, 6 Oynexedt i dd 30 f
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bi s hops 6deprivexckricsof their benefices. By the late thirteenth century,
diocesan courts had become professionalized and a locus of episcopal power in the
diocese, although the 1285 royal wéiycumspecte agatisimited the jurisdiction of

such courts tathe litigation, testamentary litigation (which was in turn limited by

3
4

Peckhamés reforms to the court of Arches
those involving clerics who broke the canon law (but not the commont fattyvas
through such cots that Pontoise and Swinfield could deprive recémd vicars who
broke the law with regards their benefices. On the matter of deprivation, Burger
stresses bishops had to develop exceptionally strong legal cases in order to succeed.
Clerics held bengtes for life and the law protected the incumbent, not the diocesan.
However, there were some legal grounds upon which a deprivation case could be built.
These included the prosecution of immoral clerical behaviours, such as concubinage or
simony, oath braking, or if incumbents failed to meet the standards for institdtfon.
This section examines memoranda concerni |
and Swinfieldds registers in order to 1in
Lyons Il canos as legal grounds for deprivation. During the late thirteenth century, the
bi shopés official nor mal ¥%putthesessssichewkereo v e r
not recorded in the bishopsd registers.
which thebishops did preside and which were recorded in the registers. The aim is to
determine the extent to which Pontoise and Swinfield actively enforced the Lyons I
canons in their respective dioceses.

Memoranda in Swinfi el dongthadeogsas to@trto r e c «
bring a legal case against a cleric who had failed to meet the conditions of his
institution. In May to June 1288, Swinfield brought litigation against Roger de
Springhose, rector of Wist ansdedingsbefdfdhe bi :
Swinfield intervened. In a |l etter to the
been ordained to the priesthood within one year of his institution to the same church

(Wi stanstow) according to 4¢welasseommitingt e of

1 See, in particulager iBalunrdeavgoel,utéiTohne inmant he Engl i
(ed.),Magna Carta and the England of King JofWoodbridge, 2010), 89 8 ; G ICiacunespecte 6

Agati® ,-2Q@; C. Morris, O6From synod to coRls2i5s0téor y: t h
Journal of Ecclesiastical Histor2 (1971), 11823.

 Burger, OPeter of Leicester, Bishop Gi478ard of
Bishops, Clerks, Diocesan Governangg, 43.

176 Smith,6 T IDfficialisof t he B2 hopd, 201
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other irregularitiesifregularitate9.>’’Thosei r r egul ari ti es included Rog
pay two procurations to the bishop for two separate visitations and a verbal altercation
with diocesan authorities. The official adjudged thastahstow was to be declared
vacant and mandated Roger to submit himself for judgement before Swinfield at
Bosbury on 5 June 1288. A memorandum records
submission, Swinfield demanded repayment of the eight marks (£5 6s 8d) Roger
owed!’® Roger also, Owith good willé, spontaneous|
Swinfieldds success in the |litigation agai
that the rector had failed to meet the conditions of his tenancy at Wistanstow. Iroorder t
bring Roger to court in the first place, the official drew on evidence recorded in
Cantilupeds and Swinfieldbds respective regist
Wi stanstow on 12 October 1281. The record of
register at that point. Roger was a subdeacon at this time and although Cantilupe did not
make reference tbicetcanoror it s content s, Roger 6s advancen
within one year was an implicit requireméftin Febuary 1285, Swinfield also
licensed Roger to study for two yeaf®.The existence of the licence implies that
Swinfield and his agents were aware of Rogero
him to delay ordination by a further two years. By 1288, when the official began
proceeli ngs against Roger, that deadline had pas:
case against Roger was couched in the authority ledritélycanorand its restrictions
on holding benefices without advancement to the priesthood, even if the bishop did
relent and give Roger the chance to be ordained and keep his benefice.
Sever al memor anda in Pontoiseds register r
deprive rectors of their benefices while drawing.aret canon Several examples of
deprivationlitigato n r ecords survive in Pontoisebs regis
memor andum dated 10 April 1291. The memorandu
against Simon le Doun, rector of Thruxton:

77 Reg. Swinfield161-6 2 pro ed quod idem Rogerus non fuerat intra annum institucionis sue in

eadem ecclesia in presbyterum ordinatus secundum statutum concilii Lugdunensis, et pro eo quod idem

Rogerus notam irregularitatis incurrens se inhabileddidit ad beneficium ecclesiasticum optinendum,

et ulterius contra eundem decernere et statuere quod |
% jbid: 6Ad hoc, cum ab eodem Rogero ex parte domini e
visitacionum ecclesie suplizte eidem episcopo debito peterentur, post aliquales verborum altercaciones

idem Rogerus, onus dictarum procuracionum spontanee recognoscens, pro eisdem procuracionibus viij

marcas fideliter solvere repromisit terminis infrascriptis, quos eidem conicksaidlominus graciose,

videlicet in festo sancti Michaelis proximo venturi quatuor marchas, et anno revoluto in eodem festo alias

guatuor marchas, et mandabatur officiald@i predicte quod
179 Reg. Cantilupg290.

180 Reg. Swinfield545.
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Because it is publicly known that three years or more have passedsamen le Doun
was presented to the church of Thruxton, of our diocese, by the true patron of the same

church, J[ohn] de C[ornajland was admitted to the same by our authority, and was

A

entrusted with its management for over year despite not beingirspris 6 or der s ¢
not up until this point been ordained to

canonical sanction's?

Pontoise, | ike Swinfi el d,Licdtcasomaggiourtdhifer c | e |
deprivation. The bishop even drew thre language of the canon in his links between
ordination and management of ttiea animarumPontoise added that it was he, the
ordinary, who had entrusted Simon to take charge of the church. The explicit reference
to the bishop6 sutignalsoimade ibcle& itorthe cedicsthai itrwastthie t
bi shopbs authority that had been violate:t
deprivation was a legitimate course of actiéh.

Pontoise was involved in another, more significant exampiiepfivation
litigation during which the bishop called on more than jusg¢t canorto prosecute the
cleric. The case revolved around the controversial individual, Gilbert de Chalfont, and
was extensively recorded i nerPeenicetotibee 6s r
king, to Queen Eleanor (of Cas}il@nd to Isabella de Fgreountess of Devon from the
1260s onward&3Gilbert firstcane t o0 Pont oi s eh®bisheptwase nt i on
overseas in France. The abbot of Hyde presented Gilbert to NorteHfam rectory in
c.1289 but Pontoise rejected the instituti&tPontoise reasoned in an undated letter to
Peckham that he refused to institute Gilbert on the grounds that the candidate was of ill
merit and doubtful characteméle meritum et suspectywas illiterate, and
disreputableigfamen).’®1 n Pont oi seds opinion, Gilbert
parish priest. Yet in January 1292, Pontoise admitted Gilbert to Sanderstead rectory,

again at the presentation of Hyde Abbey. In July of the sameB@aigise instituted

181 Reg. Pontissara 434 4: 6 Qui a publicum est et notorium quoc
amplius ad ecclesiam de Thorkylston nostre diocesis per J. de C. verum ejusdem ecclesie patronum
presentatus, et ad eandem atitate nostra admissus infra annum a tempore sibi commissi regiminis non
fecit se in presbiterum ordinary nec etiam adhuc sit in presbiterum ordinatus, pro ut per inquisicionem
apparet super his factam legitime evidenter propter quod ab eadem ecctepieeigst privatus
secundum canonicas sanctionesébd

182 Pontoise replaced Simon with his clerk, Henry de Sempringiuai. 43.

183 N. DenholmYoung, Seignorial Administration in EnglandLondon, 1937), 29; S.
eyrede terris datis 12677 2 BCEX (2005), 6980, esp. p. 78.

184 The abbot of Hyde at this time was Robert de Popham (@282The abbot also held the advowson

to North Stonehantleads of Religious Hous@s82; Taxatia North Stoneham.

185 Reg. Pontissarg 186-89.
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Gilbertto Itchen'®Deedes assumed that Gilbertdés two | at
his having 6pur althoughithere s aostidercd tb sipportehiso |

Pont oi sebds earlier f earasbeneficeenmere Gi | bert 6s su
expressed again several years later in legal proceedings the bishop brought against the
l awyer. Pontoise cited Gilbert to appear befo
lawyer in the service of a secular court of justice in [Winchediedese, not only in a
tri al prohibited by | aw, but in fact in a tri
scandal ifnilicie scandalum®® This particular charge was based on prescriptions
contained in Winchester Il chapter fiftiiree. This statetforbade beneficed clerics
from holding temporal positions. The bishop also mandated Gilbert to answer whether
he had 6made personal and continual residence
whether he had been ordained within a year of institdfio@ilbert was a subdeacon at
the time of his institution in 1292. Pont oi se
folio 153rectoalongside items dating from 1299; items on folio #&&oconcern the
bi shopds business durantibleisoisblank®dG6 | tbert D9 abs
citation was |ikely one of Pontoisebds first o
Winchester diocese in 1299, andlitet demonstrat
canonand diocesan statutes to construct a sophisticated legal argument against a rector
who abused his office, but, moreover, a rector who had support from influential backers
such as the king.

This brief section has only examined litigation process coinugthe standards
imposed by the canon law on benefice incumbency but it demonstrates the role the
bi shop6és court had in enacting reform agendas
bishops could enfordeicet canonin particular, and used the conailicanon as
grounds for depriving rectors of their benefices, or at least threatening deprivation. This
would suggest that the conditions attached to records of institution in the two registers,
especially those that required advancement to the priestitdad one year, were
actionable and were grounds for deprivation. To that end, the conditions were a

safeguard of sorts, ensuring that rectors/vicars observed the terms of the canon law.

186 Few details are provided in the July 1292 institution record for Itchen prebend, and no advowson

holder is named. Th&axatioindicates that there were two prebends at that location, Itchen Abbas and

Itchen Stoke. The abbe s the aovowséntto thdformerdamnd the\dibessdfe st er , hel
Romsey held the advowson to the latiReg. Pontissarg 51, 54;Taxatia ltchen.

¥ Deedes, 0IReg Pantbsam kxii.on 6,

188 Reg.Pontissara i , 587: 6Di ocesi iofficiimmonsolusnéncausisaiuie advocaci oni
prohibitis, verum etiam in causis sanguinis pupliceébd
¥ jibid., Opersonalem et continuam residenciam in dicta

190 Hants RO 21M65/A1/1.
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There are some distinctions to be made between Pontoise and Bvantie
their approach to episcopacy here. From the records in his register, it would seem that
Pontoise was more of a rigid enforceiLafet canorthan Swinfield. The bishop of
Hereford stopped short of depriving Roger de Springhose, even giving hiroral sec
chance at ordination. Pontoise, on the other hand, used his court to fully enforce the
canon, even collatinthe vacant church tieis own clerk. The few memoranda recording
Pontoiseds proceedings against Sormon and
perhaps more prepared to strictly interpret the laws of the church, compared to
Swinfield. However, there are similarities in how each bishop used his register as a tool.
There are few records in either hissogn ster
court, owing in no small part to the rol
a skew towards recording cases in wHiatet canonwas enforced, such as those
presented in this sukection. This would suggest that there was a pushitence a
continued sense of episcopal responsibility for enforcing the Lyons Il reform agenda
long after the council.

Coadjutors and custodians: safeguarding the provision of pastoral care

This subsection will investigate what support structures bishcould deploy in order

to strengthen pastoral ministry in the p:
use of custodians and coadjutors to support rectors or vicars is an underexplored area of
local pastoral ministry. Burger argues that bishmegerred to use coadjutors when an
incumbent became inpacitated rather than requirihgm to retire!®! Haines analyses

custodies in the context of property ownership, and several studies examine the role
played by unbeneficed clerics resident in thegtaim the everyday life of the local

church!®® There are, as yet, no examinations of the use of custodies or coadjutors as a
means of safeguarding pastoral ministry in the parish. This part of the chapter examines
episcopal commi ssienandeSwidédei dé6Bonegi

explore the bishopsdé recruitment of <cl er|

191 Burger,Bishops, Clerks, Diocesan Governangg79.

192 Thompson refers to the ubiquitous employment of a resicbgellanus curatus parishes during
the later medieval period (124%00). These chaplains/curates were resident alongside the rector and
were expected to assume some pastoral duties @ndinary basis and full pastoral responsibility during
an absence. Haine&dministration of Worcested97212; J.R.H. MoormarChurch Life in England in

the Thirteenth CenturgCambridge, 1955), 585; Hamilton ThompsorThe English Clergy and their
Organization in the Later Middle Agé®xford, 1947), 1223.
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ordinary duties of the resident rector or vicar. The aim is to consider what methods each
bishop used to ensure there was congieotision of pastoral ministry at parishes
where the rector/vicar was identified as negligent, absent, or incapable of administering
thecura animarum

In the event that a rector fell ill and was unable administecubee animarum
Pontoise and Swinfieldad recourse to at least one option that ensured the continuation
of pastoral ministry in the parish: the commission @&fdjators. Swinfield made such a
commission in July 12882 An eyewitness reported to Swinfield tlttmReginald,
the vicar of Ledburywa s af f |l actedtwi hhi afir mi®The, of rage
canon law barred any cleric who suffered from mental or physical health issues from
holdingcuraanimarum®®® The bishop could issue dispensations for certain physical
issues that permitteitie incumbent to continue in their pastoral lSRBut Regi nal dos
condition was such that he was unable to overseeutlaeanimarumWith compassion
and a charitable heatdmpatimur in visceribus caritajisSwinfield provided Reginald
withacoadjutount il O0by cooperation of divine grace,
h e a [%%Oh 29.July 1286, Swinfield commissioned John Legat, a chaplain, as
coadjutor, on t he p stodeayts mandagbétheuradnenar¢gml ohn) O6str
and t he.l%whether&egindd regained his health or not, the bishop ensured
that there was a resident priest in Ledbury vicarage. Pontoise took similar measures in
1299. On 16 March 1299, Pontoise granted Roger Gervaise, rector of Wickham, a
coadj ut or , foriyooar wealt copddiensandoanthe instance and request of
your f¥Rogenwas @nable to serve his church and as such support was found.
The | anguage is similar in Pontoisedfs and Swi

193 There are two other examples of coadjutors, custodians, or vicars appointed by Swinfield to parish
churches in Hereford diocese. I n t headgpointeeMgr, i n Februar
Rogerde Sevenoaks, as custodiarttef Lydney vicarage while the vicar was absent for study at Oxford.

In the second example from January 1291, a suitable pgremsofiam ydoneadgnamely a priest, was to

be presented to the bishop tdcdhBadger rectoryjn commendamThe son of the local landowner, Philip

de Badger, was deemed incapable of overseeing the rectory, likely due to being underage or not yet in

Holy Orders. In both cases, the rector was incapable of taking chargeuo&emimarum A suitable, if

temporary, replacement was found and placed in their steaRege&Swinfield21213; 25354.

9 ibid.,, 1 dofini Reéginaldi, vicarii de Ledebury, quadam infirmitate phrenetica seu furoris, prout

oculata fade et per inquisicierm | egi ti mam di di ci mus, jam afflictio.
195 Helmholz,Canon Law and Ecclesiastical Jurisdictiof82; Shinners and Dohdrastors and the

Care of Souls5253.

1% |n canonical terms, physical irregularity refers to the loss of limbs, members, or (irgdunding

eyes), or to disabilities such as muteness and/or deafness, all of which might impede a priest from

exercising his office. There are no examples of dispensations for physical irregularity recorded in either
Swinfieldés or bRses $hmmnes anil ®ohRgstgrs asnd the ICare of Sou&s.

97 Reg.Swinfield 116: o6divina cooperante gracia, restitutus f
¥ jibid: O6proviso eciam quod curam et custodiam studeas
199 Reg.Pontissarg 81:6 [ i ] nbecillitati status tui compacientes ad

tuor umo.
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bishops identified thenatr e of t he i ncumbentds i ncapac
appointment of a coadjutor was done as an act of compassion. When the primary level
of pastoral care failed in a parish, both bishops provided a support network.

Bishops did impose rigorous chiscon institutions and benefice incumbency but
they could not control every circumstance that dictated the terms of an institution, such
as the pressure of a patron to institute an unsuitable candidate, which required some
pragmatism on the part of the . Pontoise faced such pressure from Edward | and
royal government agents, in particular. In July 1290, Edward presented two sons of his
loyal agent, Bevis de Knovill (here referred tosasiol), each named Bevis (for our
present purposesajorandminor), for institution to Grateley and Deane rectofi¥s.
The king claimed the advowson to both churches owirmgstavardship of the heir to
Warin Maudit, the true patrofi However, Bevisnajorandminorwere underage and
in 1290, Pontoise was notinapasii t o chall enge Edwardds p
permitting minors to receive benefices al
management of institutions. Pontoise ena:
presentation. Copikalongside the twoecodsof institutionwere two further
memor anda. In the first memorandum, it w;
the same church and also the presented person up until the same (person) reaches the
| egi t i mavigr&homap eedBridpad’? The seond memorandum uses the same
phrase almost verbatim, but in that case Pontoise gave custody ofrizgeisand
Deane rectory ttgr A. de Lindford?°® Pontoise made every effort to ensure the two
Bevis brothers would hold the benefices legitimately in tharéubut the bishop also
entrusted everyday management of each church to more suitable clerics. The
appointment of custodians for minors was a clear manipulation of canonical restrictions
on incumbency but politics forced the bishop to adapt. Despite ubpi@ssures,
Pontoiseds principal concern was pastor al
to negotiate a compromise and provided oversight for the young clerics in the shape of
two custodians, both of whom were able to administecting animaum. To that end,
Pontoise ensured that there were suitable priests in place who could assume the roles

that the two unsuitable candidates could not fill.

200 The king created Beviseniorthe justiciar of west Wales in 1280, before appointing him as the

royal bailiff of Montgomery in 1290Reg. Ponstissara 41, 42; Powike, The Thirteenth Centuryll4

45; PrestwichEdward | 17576, 208, 351.

201 Reg. Woodlock, 718; Taxatia Deane; Grateleyy CH Hampshirav, 207, 371.

202 Reg, Pontissara , 42: O6ipsius ecclesie et eti samemer sone
|l egitimam vestre industrie committimus per presert
203 ibid., 43.
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