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In 1204, Normandy submitted to King Philip Augustus of
France but the kings of England refused to acknowledge the
loss of the duchy, or of the other Angevin possessions
conquered by the French kings, wuntil the Treaty of Paris of
1259- Apart from King John"s grandiose attempt of 1214 to
recover all the conquered provinces, no serious attempt was
made by an English king between 1204 and 1259 to recover
the duchy. Consequently, most modern historians tend to
speak of the "loss of Normandy"™ in 1204 and the "formal™
surrender of all English claims thereto in 1259 as 1if the
events of the former date had effectively severed England
and Normandy for ever. It is generally felt that on the
whole the |links with England were very soon forgotten and
that after 1204 the duchy settled down quite happily wunder
her new French masters who adopted a conciliatory policy

towa rds her.

This thesis questions the current orthodoxy as summarized
above. It examines Anglo-Norman relations between 1204 and
1259 and reveals that strong ecclesiastical, economic and
tenurial links continued to exist between England and
Normandy throughout the period. Consideration 1is also
given to the relations of the various sectors of Norman
society with their new Capetian rulers and it 1is suggested
that these were not as harmonious as previously supposed.
Finally, an attempt 1is made to assess the political
significance of these two factors as far as Anglo French

relations were concerned.
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INTRODUCTI ON

In 1204 Normandy submitted to King Philip Augustus of
France but the kings of England refused to acknowledge the
loss of the duchy, or of the other Angevin possessions
conquered by the French kings, wuntil the Treaty of Paris of
1259. Apart from King John®"s grandiose attempt of 1214 to
recover all the conquered provinces, no serious attempt was
made by an English king between 1204 and 1259 to recover the
duchy. Consequently, most modern historians tend to speak
of the "loss of Normandy"~”~ in 1204 and the "formal™"
surrender of all English claims thereto in 1259 ) as 1f the

events of the former date had effectively severed England

and Normandy for ever.

This view seemed to be worth questioning for a number
of reasons. Before 1204, Normandy was bound to England by
far closer ties than any of the other Angevin possessions on
the continent. She shared with England an Anglo-Norman
baronage, many of whose members held 1lands in both the duchy
and the kingdom. She also shared with England an Anglo-
Norman clergy, while all her cathedral chapters and many of
her abbeys and convents held lands, churches and revenues 1in

England as well as in Normandy. In addition, her merchants

(1) Powicke, Loss of Normandy, passinm; W.L. Warren,
King John (London, 1964), p-99; A.L. Poole, Fronm
Domesday Book to Magna Carta, 1087~1216 (Oxford,
2nd ed . 1955 ), p .384 .

(2) Powicke, Loss of Normandy , p.270; M. Gavrilovitch,
Etude sur le traite de Paris de 1259 (Paris, 1899),
p.46; M.W. Labarge, Saint Louis: The Life of Louis

IX of France (London , 1968), p.30.



enjoyed particularly close economic ties with England fronm
which both sides benefited considerably. Most writers who
deal with Normandy®s position after 1204 seem to feel that
on the whole the 1links with England were very soon forgotten
and that the duchy settled down quite happily under her new
French rulers who deliberately adopted a conciliatory policy
towards her. Among leading historians of the thirteenth
century who take this view are Petit-Dutaillis® ~ and

Sir Maurice Powicke(2). Yet even in their works there are
observations which run counter to their general <conclusions
and suggest that the various Ilinks between England and

Normandy were by no means completely severed.

Although it 1is always acknowledged that Norman religious
institutions with possessions in England were mostly allowed
to retain these possessions after 1204, virtually nothing is
said by modern writers about the high degree of contact between
the kingdom and the duchy which this continuing ecclesiastical
link must have involved. Even Matthew in his book on The
Norman Monasteries and their English Possessions 1is more
concerned with the effects of the events of 1204 on the number
and value of the English possessions of the Norman Church than
with their effect on the degree of contact between England and
the duchy. However, he does indicate 1in passing some of the

ways iIn which contact was maintained after 1204. For example,

D) C.Petit-Dutaillis, The Feudal Monarchy 1in France and
England from the Tenth to the Thirteenth Century, trans.
E.D. Hunt (London, 1936), pp-.320,322.

(2) Powicke, Loss of Normandy, pp-277~79-



he mentions that the newly appointed heads of Norman religious

houses still had to come to England to do homage to the king

for their English lands”™. He also implies that right up

to the time of their dissolution or denizisation the Norman

alien priories were generally in the care of priors sent fronm
i (2)

the mother house in the duchy - Examples such as these

suggested that a full consideration of the whole subject might

prove an interesting and worthwhile undertaking.

Although Petit-Dutaillis refers to the "difficult break
in the commercial relations with England"” (3), it is clear from
the work of other writers that trade between Normandy and
England continued after 1204. Even Powicke who says that
"Rapidly and 1imperceptibly the burgesses ... 1lost any interest
they had 1in the old English connection” * admits that after
the loss of Normandy, "John had been careful to encourage trade
between English and Norman ports, and Henry 11l was equally
anxious, notwithstanding the measures which the government
took against French merchants, to maintain the goodwill of
Norman tradersiinc 2. It is Berger, however, who presents the

fullest details of the continuing economic 1links between

England and Normandy after 1204 and he cites vrecord evidence

(@D D. Matthew, The Norman Monasteries and their English
Possess ions (Oxford , 1962), p-78.

(2) Ibid., p.94 .
(3) C. Petit-Dutai 11is, op .cit., p.322.
(4) Powicke, Loss of Normandy , p. 279 -

() 1bid., p.269 .
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in support of all his examples

There seems to be general agreement among historians that
most Anglo-Norman Jlords who held estates in both England and
the duchy lost their property on one side of the Channel or
the other when forced to choose between the English and French
allegiances in 1204. For example, Powicke, like other writers 2)
draws attention to the fact that William Marshal was specially
favoured 1in this respect but says "... the number of those who
served two masters was few. Philip proceeded with his policy
of confiscation and the society of the two countries was
severed. In 1244 Saint Louis put to an end the slight connection

which still surv ived” (3)

Powicke, of course, has done more work on this particular
subject than any other historian and his findings are immensely
valuable and 1interesting, especially his appendix on "The
Division of the Norman Baronage™ in 1204 ~7. For this appendix
he selected a group of families for 1investigation by taking
"the chief fiefs of 1172 as a basis"™ and adding "the fiefs of
some important officia 1s"” (5) . The results of his studies
reveal only a small number of cases of the "survival of double

(6)

tenancy in England and Normandy after 1204 and would

@8] E. Berger, Histoire de Blanche de Castile, reine de France
(Paris, 1895) , pp.76, 173,234.

(2) e.g. A_L. Poole, op.ci t., pp.431-2.
3) Powicke, Loss of Normandy, p.297 .
(4) Ibid., pp.328-58.

(5) Ibid., p.329 .

(6) Ibid., p.328.



therefore seem to jJjustify his claim that "the number of those

who served two masters was few"™ 7. Nevertheless, the matter
seemed worth further investigation. In the first place, as

, ) , 2 ) , )
Powicke himself points out (), Bracton, in his De Legibus et

Consuetudines Angliae states that William Marshall was not
alone in retaining estates in both England and Normandy after
1204 but that "alii plures” shared his position (3). In the
second place, the fact that Louis IX felt it necessary to
decree in 1244 that 1lords still holding Jlands 1in both England
and Normandy must choose between the English and French
allegiances, suggests that there were still a number of cases

of double tenure at that time.

If a detailed study of the continuing ecclesiastical,
economic and tenurial links between England and Normandy after
1204 were to show that they were much stronger than has
previously been supposed, it would be necessary to examine
more closely the 1indications found 1in certain modern works
on the period that some elements within Normandy were unhappy

with Capetian rule.

In the case of the clergy there seem to be fewer positive
indications of discontent than there are in the case of other

sectors of Norman society. Nevertheless, there are grounds

(1) 1bid., p.297 .
2) lbid., pp.295-6.

3) Henrici de Bracton de Legibus et Consuetud inibus Anqgliae,
ed. Sir Travers Twiss, VI (Rolls Series, 1883 ), P .37~.



for questioning how far the clergy were happy with their

new French kings. Most writers take the view that Philip
Augustus, Louis VIIlI and Saint Louis all heaped gifts and
favours on the Norman Church in an attempt to consolidate

their rule”. Naturally, in view of the extensive
possessions of the Norman Church in England, the Norman

clergy would wish to remain on good terms with the English

king and it therefore seems logical that the Capetians should
make determined efforts to establish good relations between

the Norman clergy and themselves. However, those historians
who speak in terms of a conciliatory policy on the part of the
French kings cite very little evidence 1in support of their
claims which suggests that they might not stand up to close
examination. If it is found that the Capetians were not as
generous as has been suggested (2), might not the Norman Church
feel cheated of the conciliatory policy it no doubt expected in
the circumstances? On the other hand, if it becomes <clear that

as late as the period of Saint Louis®™ personal rule the Capetians

were still having to conciliate the Norman clergy with lavish

gifts and favours, perhaps a long-standing, deep-rooted
discontent would be implied? In either case, of course,
(¢D) E. Lavisse, ed; Histoire de France depuis les oriqgines

jusqu®a la Revolution, Il 1 (i) (Paris, 1902), p.211;

C. Petit-Dutaillis, Etude sur 1la vie et 1le reqne de

Louis VIII (1187- 1226 ), (Paris, 189M, p-70; C. Peti t-
Dutaillis, "Querimoniae Normannorum"™, Essays in Medieval
History presented to Thomas Frederick Tout, ed. A.G. Little
and F .M. Powieke (Manchester, 1925 ), p. 103-

(2) For this view, see J.W. Baldwin, "Philip Augustus and the
Norman Church"™, French Historical Studies, VI (i), (1969)»
1-30 «



it would be necessary to find further positive evidence of
discontent to supplement the few examples cited by modern

wri ters N~ N

Host historians acknowledge that the Norman towns and
merchant classes found it difficult to adjust to post-conquest
conditions. Nevertheless, the prevailing opinion seems to
that the initial difficulties were soon overcome and losses
some fronts were made up by gains on others. Again it is

suggested that Philip Augustus, Louis V 111 and Saint Louis all

adopted a generous conciliatory policy but again such suggestions

seem to be supported by very little evidence (2). Moreover,
there are references in some modern works to specific examples
of urban opposition to the French Kking (3 and to posi.ti.ve
assistance by Norman mariners for both John and Henry 1I1I.
According to Powicke, some men of Dieppe sailed with John to
Poitou 1in 1206 "~ and according to Berger Henry 11l received

assistance from the mariners of a number of Norman ports for

his continental expedition of 1230 ArA

As far as the Norman Jlay lords are concerned, it would

(Y] E. Lavisse, ed., op.cit. 11I(i), 141; "Powicke, Loss of
Normandy, p.277 ; C. Petit-Dutai 11is, Etude sur 1la vie
et le regne de Louis VIII, p.409-

(2) Powicke, Loss of Normandy, p-279; E. Lavisse, ed.,
op.cit., (i), 141; C7 Petit-Dutaillis, The Feudal
Monarchy in France and England from the Tenth to the
Thirteenth Century, p. 322 .

(3) C. Petit-Dutaillis, "Querimoniae Normannorum"™, Essays
in Medieval History presented to Thomas Frederick Tout,
p-103; Ef Lavisse, ed ., op.cit~ (i), 141.

(4) Powicke, Loss of Normandy, p.264.

(5) E. Berger, Histoire de Blanche de Castile, reine de
France, p.176.



hardly be surprising if there was some dissatisfaction with
post-conquest conditions for many of these men Jlost estates

in England and were not apparently compensated by grants fronm
the confiscated Norman property of 1lords who chose the English
allegiance”™. However, there seem to be two schools of
thought on how happily the Norman nobility accepted Capetian
rule. For example, Petit-Dutaillis, in his article on the
Q.uerimoniae Normannorum of 1247 feels that on the whole

la noblesse 1locale, traite avec bienvei 1lance , se plia aux

obligations feodales et fournit a la royaute, avec plus au
. . . . (2D

moins de bonne humeur, les guerriers quelle demandait

No doubt Petit-Dutaillis would partly explain the docility

of the Norman nobility by the fact that 1in his view the

Querimoniae Normannorum showed that "1"administration
capetienne a ete en somme honnete, equitable et douce en
Normandie"Then, as the same writer says in another

work, the Norman nobility had been weakened by the 1loss of

its English revenues and the fact that "les terres appartenant
a des seigneurs anglais furent ... souvent donnees a des
families de serviteurs Jloyaux qui furent 1introduits dans le
pays"/an. According to Strayer, these loyal Capetian

servants were for nearly a century after 1204 given most of

(D) S. Painter, The Reign of King John (Baltimore, 1964),
pp-148-9; Powicke, Loss of Normandy, p.275 ; G. Glotz,
ed., Histoire du Moyen Age, 1V(ii) (Paris, 1944), p.257-e-

(2) C. Petit-Dutaillis, "Querimoniae Normannorum"™, Essays in
Medieval History presented to Thomas Frederick Tout, p-103-

() 1bid., p.114

4 G. Glotz, ed., op.cit., I1V(ii), 257-



the 1important posts in the Norman admi
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. (2)
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(1) J.R.
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(Camb ridge, Mass.,

(2) Powicke, Loss of Normandy, p.275 .

(3) Petit-Dutaillis,
Medieval History

114.
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(4) Lavisse, ed., op .cit., I1II (i),

(5) Berger, op.cit., p.289*

(6) 1bid., p.290 .
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whole would affect the attitude of other sectors of society
to Capetian rule as well as the attitude of the nobility.

Clearly the subject was worth further examination.

As regards the 1lay lords, the work of Berger is the most
fruitful source for specific 1instances of discontent. For
example, he states that at Christmas 1228, representatives of
the Norman nobility visited Henry 11l at Oxford and tried to
persuade him to attempt the recovery of the conquered
provinces(1}. He also claims that in 1230 a Norman noble
called Fulk Paynel, together with his brother William and
about sixty knights, approached Henry in Brittany and begged
him to attempt the reconquest of Normandy. When Henry
refused, they asked him for two hundred knights "avec lesquels

ils se faisaient forts de mettre 1les gens du roi de France

hors de leur pays"(2). Again, however, their vrequest was
refused.
It was clear, then, from a reading of modern works alone

that a detailed study of the continuing links between England
and Normandy after 1204 might well vyield 1interesting results.
A quick sampling of the most 1important record sources soon
confirmed this impression. In the pages which follow, the
first three chapters are concerned with the continuing
ecclesiastical, economic and tenurial links, respectively.
The fourth chapter 1is devoted to the Channel Islands which
have not so far been mentioned. As the only part of the
duchy of Normandy which remained in English hands after 1204,

the Islands seemed to deserve separate treatment. In the

(1) Ibid., p.123.

(2) 1bid., p.172.
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first place, it 1is obviously necessary to consider why the
Islands were not 1lost to France with the rest of the duchy

and such a consideration would not fit easily 1into the
framework of the first three chapters. In the second place,
because the Islands had been an integral part of Normandy
before 1204, the continuing Jlinks which undoubtedly existed
between the Islands and the duchy after that date » ~ differed
in some respects from the continuing 1links between England

and the duchy. In the concluding chapter an attempt is made
to draw together the various aspects of the continuing
relationship between England and Normandy which have previously
been dealt with separately and to consider what in the 1long run

they amounted to.

Although reference has been made above to "writers who
deal with Normandy®"s position after 1204" and relevant
comments have been quoted from the works of eminent thirteenth
century specialists such as Powicke, Petit~Dutaillis and Berger,
it must be pointed out that none of these writers has undertaken
a detailed study of the effects of the events of 1204 on the
very close relationship between England and Normandy. Sir
Maurice Powicke in his book The Loss of Normandy, 1189~1204
was more concerned with events which Jled up to Philip®s
conquest of the duchy and the actual process of the conquest
than with its results. It is true that he looks briefly at

some of the consequences of the separation of England and

D) See, for example, J._H. Le Patourel, The Medieval
Administration of the Channel Islands, 1199-~1399
TOxford, 1937 ) ; G.F.B. De Gruchy, Medieval Land
Tenures in Jersey (Jersey, 1957); T. Williams, "The
Importance of the Channel Islands in British relations
with the Continent during the Thirteenth and Fourteenth
Centuries; a study in Historical Geography™, La

Societe Jersiaise, Bulletin Annuel, XI (1928 ), 1-89 -
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Normandy in his Jlast two chapters but he looks chiefly at

the 1immediate results and confines himself to fairly general
statements. Other writers who have referred to Anglo-Norman
relations after 1204, or to the French king®"s treatment of
Normandy after the same date, have merely touched on these
matters in an 1incidental fashion in general works on the

history of England or France.

There are perhaps three main reasons why a detailed
study of Anglo-Norman relations after 1204 has not so far
been made. Firstly, Powicke®s generation of English
historians tended to think that England was better off without
her continental entanglements and were therefore 1inclined to
stress the breaking of 1links between the kingdom and the duchy
in 1204 rather than to 1look for continuing connections D
Similarly, French historians have tended to see Philip
Augustus®™ conquest of 1204 as a crucially 1important stage 1in
the steady territorial expansion of the Capetian monarchy and
have not therefore sought to minimize Philip®s achievement by
seeking out evidence that the old bonds between England and
Normandy were not completely broken. Finally, both English
and French writers of the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries were 1influenced by the contemporary attitude towards
King John. On the whole they felt that even if Normandy was

sometimes harshly treated by French royal officials, Capetian

(1) For Powicke®"s own attitude, compare Loss of Normandy,
pp.303-7 and The Thirteenth Century, 1216-13(~7 (Oxford
2nd ed . 1962)7” pp. 15,84 and 128.
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rule must have been an 1improvement on the rule of King John.
This again meant that they had Ilittle reason to consider in
detail jJjust how firmly Normandy was attached to her new French
rulers after 1204. All things considered, there seems to be
room for a re-appraisal of the accepted view of the effects

of 1204 on Anglo-Norman relations.

The number of sources available for an enquiry so broad
in scope as the one proposed presents the researcher with a
considerable problem. However, it seems sound policy 1in the
first instance to aim at interim conclusions by studying those
sources which are most 1likely to supply relevant 1information
on a worthwhile scale and are easily accessible. This study
is therefore based primarily on the printed central government

records of England and France, although other printed sources

have also been consulted. The need for selectivity means,
of course, that many details have no doubt been missed. For
example, it is possible that some of the family histories

contained 1in Appendices IV and V could have been filled out
further by reference to local collections of documents, both
printed and unprinted. The volumes of Early Yorkshire

Charters ~ 2 show what 1is possible 1in this sphere in this
country. However, to pursue exhaustive enquiries into all

the families, and for that matter for all the religious houses,
mentioned in this thesis was out of the question at this stage -
the time 1involved would have been out of all proportion to the
small yield of detailed 1information Jlikely to result. Although

the conclusions reached in this thesis have to be presented as

) Early Yorkshire Charters, ed. W. Farrer, I- 111, Edinburgh
1914-16 a"nd Sir Charles Clay, IV-X1, Yorkshire

Archaeological Society, Record Series, Extra Series, 1935“%63
(Abbrev. to E.Y.C. 1in this thesis).
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as interim conclusions, it is felt that they are sufficiently
well substantiated to modify the conclusions at present
holding the field. Even so, 1interpretation often turns on
the exact wording of a medieval document. It is for this
reason that there are probably more direct quotations in what

follows than is wusual in a thesis.

On the English side, the most helpful sources over a

wide range of matters are the Chancery rolls known as Charter »

Patent , Closenrn, Fine~”™ and Liberate Rolls""™, all of

which begin during John®s reign, the Pipe Rolls of the Exchequer

6

which survive 1in a continuous series from 2 Henry 11 ( ), and

Curia Regis Rolls which date from 5 Richard 1 7~ . This group

(1) Pub 1lished as foilows transcript in full, 1-18 John,
Rot.Chart; calendar Il Henry Il - 8 Henry VIII, Cm=th .R

) Published as follows: transcript in full, 3-18 John,
Rot.Lit.Pat. 1-16 Henry Il1l, Pat R. calendar, 17 Henry
fTi - T4 ETizabeth I, C.P _R.

3) Pub 1ished as follows: transcript in full, 6 John - 11
Henry 111 Rot.Lit.C1., 12 Henry Ill - 57 Henry 1M1, C1.R,

4) Pub 1ished as follows transcript in full , 1-18 John,
Rot.de Ob et Fin se ections , 1 - 57 Henry 1I1l: Ex e Rot.Fin

(5) Published as follows: transcri pt in full, 2-5 John,
Rotuli de Liberate ac_de Misis et Praestitis, ed . T.D.
Rec.Com., 1844; fragments for 2 John identified since
Pipe Roll Society, N.S. 21 1943, ppo88-97; calendar 11-57
Henry 111, C.L.R

(6) Published as follows: transcript in full, 31 Henry 1,
Magnus Rotulus Scaccarii de anno 31< Henrici , ed. J.
Hunter, Rec .Com., 1833; 2-4 Henry 11, The Great Roll of

the Pipe for the Second, Third and Fourth Years of the

Reign oft King Henry the Second, 1155-115~ ed. J7 funter,

Rec.Com?> 1844; 5 Henry Il - 2 Henry 111 and 14 Henry
P.R., 26 Henry MI, The Great Roll of the Pipe for the
twenty-sixth year of King Henry 111, ed. H.L. Cannon,
New Haven , 191 &.

@) Published as follows: transcript of some of the rolls for
the period 6 Richard I - 1 John, Rotuli Curiae Regis, 2 vols.
Rec.Com., 1835; transcript of other rolls for Richard

Pipe Ro 1l Soc iety , XIV, 1891; XX1Vv, 1900 ; XXX1, 1957 ;

transcript (excluding essoins and certain marginalia and

rolls transcribed elsewhere), 7 Richard I - 21 Henry Il

-
.
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of central government records taken together provides the
chief source of information about the relations of the English
kings with the clergy, nobility and merchants of Normandy after
1204. It also provides a great deal of incidental but

important information for the family histories 1in Appendix IV.

Part of the value of the records jJjust mentioned lies 1in
their continuity, and an element of continuity 1is found 1in two
other records of the central government which proved 1invaluable
for this study, the Red Book of the Exchequer ~ ~ and the Book of
pees(2) goth of these are Exchequer compilations containing
collections of miscellaneous documents. In the case of the
Book of Fees, all these documents relate to Tfeudal tenures,

while a substantial proportion of those in the Red- Book of- tjhe

Exchequer do likewise. The Red Book contains the earlier
material - most of the relevant documents were produced at
intervals between 1155 and 1217. The documents comprising

the Book of Fees were produced at 1intervals between 1198 and
1293. Both these sources are crucial for the study of Anglo-

Norman families and their land-holdings before and after 1204 -

Much information about the Norman priories in England 1is
to be found in the records of the central government but for
some purposes, especia lly the survey of the possessions of these
priories, it was necessary to turn to other sources.

3
Particularly valuable were W. Dugdale®s Monasticon Angl icanum()

(¢D) Ed. H. Hall, 3 vols., Rolls Series, 1896.

(2) Book of Fees , 1198- 1293, 3 vols., H.M.S.0., 1920- 31.

(3) Ed. J. Caley, H. Ellis and B. Bandinel, 6 vols. in 8,
London, 1846.
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and the Calendar of Documents preserved in France, illustrative
Df t~e History of Great Britain and Ireland, 918- 1206 edited by
J.H. Round ™~ ~. The Monast icon includes in 1its great collection
of English monastic charters many which relate to the English
possessions of the Norman Church. Round*s compilation, based
on transcripts from the French departmental archives made for
the Public Record Office, consists chiefly of charters in

favour of Norman religious establishments.

Reference is made to Channel Island affairs in the records
of the English central government which have been mentioned
already, but the 1information provided by such references was
inadequate for the purposes of this study. Fortunately a
number of 1idnquisitions were held 1in the |Islands 1in the thirteenth
and fourteenth centuries in order to provide the English
government with information on a wide variety of matters.

The surviving records of some of these 1inquests are 1immensely
valuable, both for the relations of the Channel Islanders
with the English kings and for relations between the Islanders
and Normandy. The records of the two earliest inquisitions,
those made 1into the customs of Guernsey in 1247 and 1248, are
in fact to be found in the printed records of the English
central government (2) The other 1inquisitions, or extents
as they are sometimes called, which have left their mark on
the records all took place after 1259 but some of them

nevertheless shed considerable Ilight on the period with which

(1) H.M. S.O0., 1899.

(2) C1.R. 1242-7, pp-.546-7 ; C.l. Misc., I, 15"18o0 The record”
of the 1248 inquisition has also been printed by La Societe
Guernesiaise In Ext.G. 1248.
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this study 1is concerned. Those whose records were found
useful were those made 1in Jersey, Guernsey, Alderney and Sark
in 1274, and 1in Jersey and Guernsey in 1331. The records of
the former are to be found 1in the Chancery Miscellanea, bundle
10, nos.1,2,3 and 5 and the records of the Jlatter in Exchequer
Accounts (Various), bundle 89, no. 15. AlIl these documents
have been printed by La Societe Jersiaise” and La Societe
Guernesiaise (2) between them. A further post- 1259 source
which provided very useful information for the period before
1259 was the Roll of the Eyre of 1309 >n Jersey, Guernsey,
Alderney and Sark, which has also been printed by La Societe
Jersiaise”3”. Invaluable for the whole period wunder
consideration, as well as for the periods preceding and
succeeding it, was the Cartulaire des AIies Normandes )

a miscellaneous collection of charters from French and English

sources, relating to Channel Island affairs.

As far as the French records are concerned, what was
chiefly required was information on Normandy, although
occasionally a comparative look at what was going on elsewhere
in France was necessary. Again, it was the records of the
central government which proved most useful, although these
are far less full than their English counterparts for this
period. The French Kkings®™ administration had not yet become
departmentalized with each department keeping a continuous

record of 1its own activities and all that survives in the

(1) Ext. 1274; Ext. J. 1331.
(2) Ext. G. 1331.
(3) R.A. 1309 -

4 La Soc iete Jersiaise, Jersey, 1924.
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French national archives 1is the haphazard collection of
miscellaneous documents preserved in the French Kkings”
chancery. This means that although it 1is possible to piece
together some information about the French kings®™ vrelations
with the clergy, nobility and merchants of Normandy, the
picture thus obtained is far 1less clear than the picture of
the English kings® relations with the same groups of men
which the more prolific and sophisticated English government
records provide. The disparity between both the quality and
the quantity of the French and English government records also
means that any picture of Anglo-Norman vrelations during the
period under consideration 1is inevitably coloured by the fact
that only the English version of events 1is recorded 1in any
detail. For example, almost all the information 1in Chapter |1

about Anglo-Norman trade between 1204 and 1259 comes from the

Engl ish records.

As in the case of the main English central government
records, the main French central government vrecords have
appeared in print. Very conveniently the charters of Philip
Augustus, Louis VIIlI and Saint Louis relating to Normandy have
been brought together in the Cartulai re normand edited by the

nineteenth century French scholar, L. Delisle . There are

2
also editions of all the surviving acts of Philip Augustus ( ),

(¢D) Cartulaire normand de Philippe Auguste, Louis VIII, Saint
Louis et Philippe 1le Hardi, ed. L. Delisle, Memoires de Ila
Societe des Antiquaires de Normandie, VI (Serie 1), Caen,
1852. (Abbrev. to C _N. in this thesis).

(2) Catalogue des Actes de Phi lippe-Auguste , ed . L. Delisle, Paris,
"1856 (abbrev. to C.A.Ph.Aug. in this Thesis) contains all the

acts known to the editor. For the period from 1204-1215 this
work has been superseded by the more complete Actes de

Phi lippe-Auquste , Roi de France , vols. Il, ed. H.F. Delaborde,
C. Petit-Dutaillis and J. Monicat and I, ed. J. Monicat and
J. Boussard, L*"Academie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres,

Paris, 1943,1966. (Abbrev. to Rec .Ph _Aug .(2) and Rec.Ph_Aug.
(3) respectively in this thesis.)
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VII1(1l) and Saint Lou is”™ ", A number of miscellaneous

additional items from the records of the central government

have

been printed 1in volumes XXI-XX1l1lof the Recue il des

historiens des Gauls et de 1la France. 0f these, the only itenm

which

Spectantibus ... e Philippi Augusti Reqgestis Excerpta

This

proved important was the Scripta de Feodis ad Regem

)

contains lists of knights® fees in Normandy drawn up at

various times during the reign of Philip Augustus and it proved

invaluable in the construction of the family histories in

Appendix IV.

Two specifically Norman sources which proved very valuable

were the Recueil de Jugements de I1*Echiquier de Normandie, au ]
siecle, 1207- 1270 ~ and the Querimoniae Normannorum de 1247 ~""-
The former work 1is a modern compilation based Ulargely on earlier

compilations made from records which no longer survive

(6). The

Querimoniae Normannorum are the records of the complaints against

royal

1247«

officials heard by Saint Louis®™ enqueteurs in Normandy 1in

Both these sources contain a great deal of 1incidental

information which proved as useful as the 1information they were

intended to give.

€))

(2)

(€))
(4)
)
(6)

/

See the appendix to C. Petit-Dutaillis, Etude surla vie
et le regne de Louis VIII (1187~1226) , Paris, 1894.
Ordonnances des Roys de France de 1la Troisierne Race, 1,
Paris, 1723 and Layettes du Tresor des Chartes, 11-V, ed.

A. Teulet, J. De Laborde, E. Berger and H-F. Delaborde,
Paris, 1866- 1909 .

Rec.des hist., XXIlIl, 605~723.
Ed. L. Delisle, Paris, 1864.
Rec .des hist.. XXIV(i), 2-73. (Abbrev. to Q.N. 1in this thesis).

See R. Besnier, La Coutume de Normandie (Paris, 1935)» PP »
118-120.
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Much information on the Norman Church is contained
in the French and specifically Norman sources just mentioned,
but this was supplemented by reference to ecclesiastical sources,
most notably the Reqgistrum Visitationum Archiepiscopi
Rothomagensis. Journal des visites pastorales d"Eude Rigaud...
1248-69 1~ and volume XI of Gallia Christiana 1in Provincia
Frrilfisiastica distributa * . The 1last mentioned volume 1is an
eighteenth century French compilation listing every see,
monastery and nunnery in the diocese of Rouen, which virtually
coincides territorially with the duchy of Normandy. It also
gives some details of the history of these institutions, lists

all their known heads and prints a valuable collection of

relevant charters.

The narrative sources proved on the whole disappointing
in spite of their profusion. Only Matthew Paris®™ Chronica
Majora”) and the narrative poem entitled Wi stasse 1le Moi ne
had important contributions to make and the value of these

contributions is considered at the appropriate points in the

chapters which follow. Otherwise, all that the narrative sources

supply is a few comments, by both French and English writers, on
the French king"s treatment of Normandy after 1204 and on the
Treaty of Paris of 1259, together with biographical details for
two or three of the men with whom this enquiry 1is specially

conce rned

(¢D) Ed. T. Bonin, Rouen, 1852.
(2) Paris, 1894.

(3) Matthaei Parisiensis ... Chronica Majora, ed. H.R. Luard,
7 vols., Rolls Series, 1872-83 - (Abbrev . to M. Paris.Jhron
Maj . in this thesis).

(4) Ed. W. Foerster and J. Trost, Halle, 1891-
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CHAPTER I. THE ECCLESIASTICAL CONNECTION

(i) The situation in 1204

The effects of the Norman Conquest on the English
Church are too well known to need detailed vrecapitulation here
In brief, English bishops and abbots were gradually replaced by
Normans, Norman discipline, observances and culture were
introduced 1into English ecclesiastical life and many Norman
monasteries and all the Norman cathedral <chapters received
endowments in the Kkingdom. William®s motives for the
Normanization of the English Church were partly political
and partly religious. Since the leading clerics of England

were henceforward to be feudal as well as spiritual lords, it

was important that they should be sympathetic to the new regime.

Moreover, the replacement of English bishops and abbots by
Normans would facilitate the reform of the English Church along
Norman Jlines. The introduction of Norman discipline,

observances and culture into the English Church was probably
inspired by genuine reforming zeal, for the Norman Church at

the time of the Conquest was still very much in the throes of

a remarkable ecclesiastical and cultural revival. At the
same time, of course, such reform would certainly assist in
the process of imposing Norman rule upon England . The state

of the Anglo-Saxon Church on the eve of the Conquest has been
the subject of considerable academic debate, but whatever its

exact condition, there can be little doubt that it appeared

@D See, for example, D. Knowles, The Monastic Order in
England (Cambridge, 1963), chapters VI and VII;
D.C. Douglas, William the Conqueror (London, 1964),
chapter 13 .
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to the Normans to be cut off from the mainstream of eleventh
century ecclesiastical life,, The endowment of Norman houses
with possessions in England probably resulted from a mixture
of motives. Many of the donors were no doubt expressing
their thanks to the Almighty for their newly acquired English
lands; others were probably just following the fashion and
vying with their neighbours to see who could endow his family

monastery most magnificently.

Professor Knowles regards the period of what he calls
"the Norman plantation” as Jlasting about seventy years.
After this time, important outside 1influences began to affect
the Anglo-Norman church, the chief among them being the
emergence of the regular canons and the Cistercian monks
and the gradual flowering of the twelfth century Renaissance.
Nevertheless, the Norman Church and the English Church were
still inextricably bound together in 1204. The leading

clerics of both countries still came from Anglo-Norman

families with interests on both sides of the Channel. In
Normandy, for example, the families of du Hommet and de Tournebu
produced Jordan, bishop of Lisieux (1202-1218) and William,

2
bishop of Coutances (1183°1202) ( ) Ralph d"Argences, abbot

of Fecamp (1190-1219) seems to have been a member of the
important family of the same name @) and Matilda, abbess of
Saint-Amand, Rouen (1196-1204) is described as "matertera

Roberti d1lEsneval"™ and thus represents yet another leading

@) G.C. XI. col .781
(2) lbid., col.876.

3) L labbaye benedictine de Fecamp: ouvrage scientifique du
Xl lie centenai re, ~58-1958 (Fecanmp, 1959°63)» 11,277 .
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Anglo-Norman family (1). In England, Giles, bishop of Hereford

2
(1200-15) was the son of William de Briouze()

and Henry, bishop

of Exeter (1194-1206) was the brother of William Marshal )

The Longchamp family produced William, bishop of Ely (1189-97)
] . 4) Nl iame

who was also Richard 1"s chancellor . William®s brother

Henry became abbot of Croyland (119 1°“1236) ~5” and his brother

6
Robert became abbot of St Mary, York()

It was not wunusual for a cleric to move from an appointment
on one side of the channel to a new appointment on the other
side. Henry, bishop of Bayeux (1164-1205) had previously been
dean of Salisbury” and William, bishop of Avranches (1196-7)

@)

had previously been archdeacon of Richmond On the other

hand, Hugh de Nonant, bishop of Coventry (1188-98) had

)

previously been archdeacon of Lisieux and William Longchamp
was an official of the archdeacon of Rouen before he became

bishop of Ely 1in 1189 ~1</- Indeed, ecclesiastical appointments

(1) G.C. X1., col .287 .

(2) D.N.B., vi, 230.

3) C.P_, X, Appendix G, 95
4) D.N,B., XXXIV, 111.

(5) Mon LAng -, I, 101.

(6) Ibic_ , 111, 538 .

a G.C. X1., col.364.

€)) b ic col .48 3.

(9) Rec -Henri 11, 1V, 392.

(10) D .N.B., XXXIV, 112.
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on both sides of the Channel were sometimes held simultaneously.
When Ralph de Warneville was appointed Chancellor of England in
1173, he was described as "sacrist of Rouen and treasurer of
York"~~, and when Geoffrey Plantagenet, the later archbishop

of York, succeeded him as chancellor about 1182, he received
"amongst other gifts.... the archdeaconries of Lincoln and
Rouen, and the treasurership of York"xz). John de Coutances,
bishop of Worcester (1196-8), had previously occupied

simultaneously the posts of treasurer of Lisieux and archdeacon

of Oxford G)

Whether he was 1in Normandy or England, the Kking-duke®s

immediate entourage often included clerics of both countries,,

This is clear from witness lists to royal <charters. For

example, the bishop of Bayeux and the archdeacon of Worcester
k

both witnessed a charter granted at Caen in May 1200 k) while

the bishops of Evreux, Durham and Winchester together witnessed
a grant made at Westminster in November, 1189 ~. Similarly,
clerics from both countries occupied official positions in

the royal government. For example, at one stage in the
chancellorship of William Longchamp, bishop of Ely, King

Richard®s vice-chancellor was John d®"Alencon, archdeacon of

@D C.T. Clay, "The Early Treasurers of York", Yorksh ire
Archaeological Journal, XXV (1970), 21.

2) C.T. Clay, Joc.ci t., 24"5.
(3) Rec.Henri I1Il, 1V, 39/,

ik) Rot.Chart. 1199-1216, p.57-

(5) C.D.F., no.53.
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Lisieux

The possessions of the Norman Church in England constituted
a further 1important link between the duchy and the Kkingdom.
The majority of the English dependencies date from the end of
the eleventh century and the beginning of the twelfth century
but gifts to Norman houses continued to be fairly frequent until
at least the middle of Henry M"s reign while a few were made
even later. The granting of cross-Channel revenues was not,
it seems, an entirely one way process. The English priories
of St Mary, Bradenstoke (Wiltshire)'(z), St Mary Bruton
(Somerset) ~ , Merton (Surrey) and Lewes (Sussex)” are
known to have had 1interests in Normandy. However, there
seem no grounds for thinking that these English houses

maintained dependencies in Normandy. In fact, very little

is known about the history of their Norman possessions.

It is true that even those historians who otherwise
maintain that all links between England and Normandy were
severed 1in 1204 have acknowledged that ecclesiastical links
remained because of the continued existence of the alien

priories. However, those writers who have devoted themselves

(@) C.D.F., passim (e.g. nos55"6 ,58 ,269 ).
(2) Ibid., no .179 «
(3) Ibid., nos.174-81.

1) D. Matthew, The Norman Monasteries and their English
Posses sions (Oxford, 1962), p.102, note 5.

(5) Reg istrum Visitationem Archiepiscopi Rothomagens is.
Journal des visites pastorales d"Eude Rigaud™..1248-69,
ed.T. Bonin (Rouen, 1852 ), p.109- *



26 .

to studies of the alien priories ~ ~ have dealt only superficially
with the period which we are considering. They have been
primarily concerned with the foundation of the alien priories
well before the beginning of this period and their dissolution
well beyond 1its end. As regards the events of 1204, their
chief concern has been with the effects of the loss of Normandy
on the number and value of the English possessions of the
Norman Church. The main concern of this study, on the other
hand, is to indicate the nature and extent of the contact
between Normandy and England which the continued existence

of the alien priories involved. Special attention will be
paid to relations between the Norman clergy and the English
king, and the attitude of the French king towards this

continued relationship, as far as it 1is ascertainable.

in order to appreciate the full extent of the continuing
ecclesiastical links between England and Normandy, it would
be helpful to have some sort of quantitative assessment of
the Norman Church®s stake in England 1in 1204. No such
assessment has as yet been attempted. C.W» New ) claims
to list 1in an appendix all the alien priories of England
and Wales but his definition of a priory 1is a severe one and
precludes mention of some of the Norman estates which were
administered on purely secular lines. Moreover, his list
gives no indication of the extent of the 1interests of those

priories which he does include. For example, St Neots, a

priory in Huntingdonshire belonging to the abbey of Bee, had

@D See especially C.W. New, History of the Alien Priories
in England to the Confiscation of Henry V (Wisconsin, 1916) ;
D. Matthew, op.cit.

(2) see note 1 above.



revenues not only in Huntingdonshire itself, but also 1in the
counties of Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire, Essex, Hertfordshire,
Norfolk, Northamptonshire, Oxfordshire, Rutland, Suffolk and
Wiltshirenn. Matthew indicates the number of Norman houses

.(2)

which to his knowledge had English interests and mentions
in passing many but by no means all of the holdings of
individual houses. It is clear from such works as M. Morgan®s

e(3) that the difficulties

The English Lands of the Abbey of Be
in the way of the compilation of anything 1like a complete list
of the Norman Church®s possessions in England 1in 1204 are
virtually 1insurmountable: certainly the results would not
justify the amount of work involved (4). Although dealing
with the English possessions of but a single Norman house,
Miss Morgan has attempted a detailed description of the
English revenues of only one of 1its seven priories and
baitliwicks” . Even then, she has found only 1isolated
fourteenth century references to two of the properties so
that it cannot be established when they were acqui red

Moreover, she has been unable to 1identify four places

mentioned in charters and deeds”™”".

(1) Mon.Anq., 111, 463-
(2) D. Matthew, op.cit., p.29-

3) M.M. Morgan, The English Lands of the Abbey of Bee
(Oxford, 1946). -

(4)  1bid., p.2

(5) Ibid., Appendix: Property in the Bailiwick of Ogbourne,
pp- 138-50

(6) i.e. Charlton, Berks, p.139; Blissmore Hall, Weyhill,
Han ts , p.149 .

(7) Ibid., p.150.
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In spite of the difficulties involved, however, it was
still felt worthwhile to offer a tentative indication of the
extent of the Norman Church®s stake in England at the time
of the 1loss of Normandy. A list of its possessions has
therefore been compiled from the main printed collections of
pre-1204 documents. This list 1is given in Appendix |I. It
does not attempt to describe each interest in detail as
Miss Morgan has done for the interests of her single bailiwick,
but merely indicates the counties in which each Norman monastery
or cathedral <chapter had revenues. In some cases an entry
refers to a single church ~ ~ while in others it refers to a

2)

considerable number of interests within a county

The 1list could probably have been extended by resort to
additional source material but not, it is thought, to any
appreciable extent. It could certainly have been extended
a little by adding post-1204 references to English interests G) .
but this has not generally been done in case such vreferences
relate to post-1204 exchanges or acquisitions. However,
at the end of the 1list have been added the names of two
houses which had 1interests in England between 1204 and 1259,
although no pre-1204 evidence of English possessions has been

found. This has been done because it seems unlikely that

houses which had no interests in England by 1204 would acquire

(@D) e.g. Plessis-Grimoult (C.D.F., no.565).

(2) e.g. Bernay (Suffolk: R.R.A-N_(2), no. 1436 ); Longueville
(Bucks: C.D.F., nos .219-225).

(3) e.g. Grestain (Surrey: Rot.Lit.Cl. 1224-7, ©p.202);
Saint-Martin, Seez (Oxford: Cl1,R. 1227°31 , p.578 and

Be =f F.. p.832); Lessay (Hants: B. of F., p.694).



them after that date.

indicates the minimum

England in 1204. On

few sales and exchanges

sales or exchanges have

given 1in a footnote but

that other transactions

have been consulted.

contemporary attitude to

expect to find many more

Altogether the list

interests in England

monasteries”"2”" or

Bee had 1interests in at

Saint-Evroul in at least

had 1interests in ten or

houses ~ had 1interests

The prevailing

be that in spite of the

(1) D. Matthew,

Matthew"s
(D.

(2

Compare
monasteries

Caen
Seez.

€))

Saint-Etienne ,
Saint-Martin ,
()] Bernay;

Longueville; Mont-

Saint-Pierre-sur-Dive ;

Troa rn

To
extent

the

In

includes

priories

opinion

many

op.cit.

total
Matthew,

La Trinite,

this extent, therefore, the

of the Norman possessions

other hand, it is known that a

took place before 1204: where

come to light, details have been

there 1is, of course, the

have 1left no trace 1in the records

view, however, of the

such transactions one would

examples.

of Norman establishments with

the names of sixty-six

and all seven Norman

least twenty-three counties and

fifteen. Another five houses

more counties and a further

in over five.

among modern historians seems

links binding together the

, p-98; M.M. Morgan,

more than
p. 29).

of not
op.cit.,

fifty-five

Grestain; Lyre; Sa int-Sever

Caen; Conches; Cormeilles;
Saint-Michel; Saint-Pierre,

Saint-Wandrille ; Savigny;

in

op.cit., p.

29.

list

such

possibility

which

prevailing

not

cathedrals.

3)

twelve

to

Church

10.

"Fecamp;
Preaux;
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in Normandy and the Church in England, the Norman clergy had
no qualms about switching their allegiance from John to Philip
Augustus. Moreover, it has been suggested that as well as
the general reasons responsible for the Norman Jlaity"s
submission to the French king, there were specifically
ecclesiastical reasons which caused the Norman Church to

feel that there was no good reason why she should exert

herself on John"s behalf and perhaps even to welcome her new

temporal lord.

F.M. Powicke”™ and S.R. Packard” have both written
in this vein and their starting point is the general
deterioration 1in relations between the spiritual and secular
powers in Normandy in the Jlast few years of Angevin rule.

Their case, very briefly, is as TfTollows.

At the time of William the Conqueror, the Norman Church

was a truly "fational™ Church. Although subject to a high
degree of ducal <control, it was at the same time a highly
privileged 1institution. As long as the king-dukes were

reasonably statesmanlike in their approach to the Church

and papal influence in the duchy was negligible, the Norman
Church tolerated the restrictions 1imposed upon her freedom
and Church and state worked together with a fair degree of
harmony. The most serious restriction on the freedom of the

Church was royal interference in elections to high ecclesiastical

office. The canonical right of free election existed 1in theory

only in Normandy; in practice, the king could almost always

@8] Sir Maurice Powicke, "The Angevin Administration of
Normandy"™, E.H.R., XXI (1906 ), 637-41.

(2) S.R. Packard, "King John and the Norman Church™,
Harvard Theological Review, XV (1922), 15 _31-
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secure the appointment of his own nominee. By the end of

the twelfth century, however, the whole situation had changed.
The Norman Church was becoming 1less of a national Church and
more of a part of European Christendonm. There was now an

effective authority outside the duchy to which it could turn,

and 1increasingly did turn, for encouragement and support in
ecclesiastical matters of all kinds. The papacy 1in the person
of Innocent 11l had achieved unprecedented heights of 1influence

and power and was particularly concerned to restore to the
Church the right of free election. Moreover, King John"s
attitude towards the Norman Church was not particularly
statesmanlike. He was Jless careful than his predecessor

to uphold her established privileges, he abused his own rights
and was extremely heavy handed in his attempts to influence
clerical elections. The Norman Church®s disenchantment with
King John would, of course, be 1increased by the hardships which
the war with Philip Augustus must inevitably have caused.
Powicke 1implies that as a result of all this, the Norman clergy
were not undisposed to change their allegiance. Packard goes
further for he states "One can assert with confidence that the
Norman Church was an important factor in the complex situation
which made the loss of Normandy 1inevitable, at the very least

the Norman Church willingly permitted that event to take

place™? - His use of the modifying phrase "at the very
least™, reflect Packard®s belief that the Norman Church
probably welcomed its new temporal lord: "There 1is no

evidence that the clergy of Normandy looked to Philip Augustus

as a protector, but they could hardly fail to see that his

(¢D) S.R. Packard, loc.cit., 31.
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professed attitude towards the church was infinitely superior

to that taken by John™~".

However, conclusions such as these have not been based
on a close examination of the available evidence. It is
suggested that both writers were influenced by the then
contemporary view of King John as a thoroughly bad character
who was generally antagonistic towards the Church and that

they merely seized upon 1isolated pieces of evidence which

(2)

upheld this view One cannot, of course, dispute the

statement that relations between the secular and spiritual
powers in Normandy were deteriorating and that papal
intervention in the ecclesiastical affairs of the duchy was
increasing* However, it should be borne in mind that this
state of affairs was not confined to Normandy: a similar
situation existed in England, France and elsewhere in Europe.

Moreover, papal intervention was very often in connection

(¢D) S.R. Packard, loc.cit., 31.

(2) To be fair to Powicke it must be pointed out that the
article being criticized was published 1in 1906 and the
views expressed therein are not fully 1incorporated in
the same author®s The Loss of Normandy, 1189~1204.
Studies in the history of the Angevin Empire which was
first published in 1913. Here he has very little to
say about John"s relations with the Norman Church.

The 1impression given 1is that although he has not
really modified his views, he realises that he cannot
produce sufficient evidence to support them. For
example, after a reference to the Seez dispute, he
says "The ecclesiastical disputes which occurred 1in
the early vyears of John®s reign lie beyond the scope

of this volume» So far as they concerned Norman
churches, they must have embarrassed his political
position™ (p-168, note 279 in 2nd ed. 196 3). On

another occasion, after a reference to the tallage
imposed on ecclesiastical property in 1202, he
expresses the belief that "doubtless a closer scrutiny
of the rolls would reveal other instances of John's
anti-ecclesiastica l tendencies" (ibid., p.276).
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with disputes between two ecclesiastical parties ~ ~. Other
statements are, however, unsubstantiated or misleading.
Quoted below 1is a paragraph from Powicke, which follows a
discussion on the dispute over the manor of Andeli which had

involved the archbishop of Rouen in negotiations with Philip

Augustus as well as King Richard: "When John succeeded his
brother, the primate was prepared by past experience to act
as a third power and, as the royal blunders increased, the
other bishops sent appeal after appeal to Rome. The pope

who wished to support John in his political troubles was
forced to take notice of his quarrel with the clergy,
especially with the chapter of Seez. The Norman Church had
become so alienated from 1its political and ecclesiastical
traditions that the bishops combined to take the advice of
the pope when the time came to choose between John and

Phi 1ip."r2A

Powicke does not indicate his evidence for the 1increasing
number of "royal blunders"™ or for the many episcopal appeals
to Rome arising from these blunders, and a study of the main
sources has not produced the missing references. The
references which Powicke does supply are not altogether
satisfactory. In support of his reference to John's "quarrel
with the clergy, especially with the chapter of Seez", he cites

(3) “4)

two papal letters and three entries in the Patent Rolls
@) Reg.Pont. Rom., I, passim.

(2) Sir Maurice Powicke, "The Angevin Administration of
Normandy™, E.H.R., XXI (1906), 639-

3) For the full story of the Seez dispute, see S.R. Packard,
loc .cit.. 20-4; Patrologiae, CCXIV, 1175; CCXV, ©61.

1) Rot.Lit.Pat. 1201-16, pp-6 b, 8 a, 16 a.
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The first of these papal letters 1is dated 20th February, 1203
and deals with a number of grievances of which only two relate
specifically to Normandy. The pope chastizes John for his
intransigence in the Seez affair and warns him that: "Quid
etiam feceris Constantiensi ecclesiae nullantenus ignoramus,
licet forsan 1id credas ad nostram notitiam non venisse".

From the remarks preceding this reference to the church of
Coutances it seemed likely that John®"s offence was to delay
the election of a new bishop. Unfortunately, however, there
is some doubt about the date of the death of bishop William de
Tournebu so this hypothesis cannot be substantiated. The
second papal letter relates to John"s treatment of the
archbishop of Dublin and the Patent Roll entries all relate to

the Seez affair again.

Powicke®™s claim that "the bishops combined to take the
advice of the pope when the time came to choose between John
and Philip"™ 1is misleading on two counts. In the first place
the papal letter to which reference 1is made » ™ is dated in
March 1205 and it is quite clear that an effective change of
allegiance must have taken place several months previously,
probably after the fall of Rouen in June 1204. This papal
letter of March 1205 was 1in response to an enquiry from the
bishops of Normandy as to whether it was in order for thenm
to make to Philip Augustus the oath of allegiance which he
was now demanding from Jlaity and clergy alike. Secondly,

the pope does not specifically recommend the bishops to make

(o Pat roloq 1ae . CCXV, 564 .



the oath although there can be no

accepting what was in fact a fait

says is: "Quia vero, nec de jJure,

constat, utpote qui causam, modum

circurnstantias ignoramus, id

possumus certum dare responsum,

veritatenm potestis plenius

quod secundum Deum de jure, vel

Packard®"s examination

clergy 1is equally superficial.

generous enough, he wusually

of the vroyal demesne, <capable

upon need. He enriched

sees, and abused his rights

houses. Frankly contemptuous of

rites, he set the key-note of his

ceremonies of his investiture;

from mass. Innocent 111, his

heaped wupon injury, wrote him a

indignation; its contents

gone out of his way to humiliate

It is significant that

support of John"s generosity

in support of his hostility

his unfavourable references are

complains that John enriched

vacant sees, but the right to the

during a vacancy was an

D) S.R. Packard, loc .cit., 20.

circo,
nisi,
indagare,

consuetudinem

of John-"s
He
looked
of almost
himself from

of hospitality

he

patience
letter

warrant

and disgrace

Packard
towards
towards
of doubtful

himself from

established
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doubt that he was tacitly

accompli, What he actually

nec de consuetudine nobis

et ordinem, aliasque

super re dubia vobis non

quod vos, qui rei

illud prudenter agatis,

faciendum."

relations with the Norman

says of John: "At times

upon the clergy as a part

unlimited exploitation

the revenues of vacant

in the monastic
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Only when vacancies were deliberately extended did an element

of abuse arise. The two cases referred to by Packard are the
vacancies of the sees of Coutances and Lisieux”". As we
have already seen, it cannot be established whether or not the

Coutances vacancy was deliberately extended because there is

2)

some doubt about the date of the death of William de Tournebu
On the other hand, William de Rupiere, bishop of Lisieux, died
on 19th October 12017 and Jordan du Hommet succeeded him on
10th January 1202~ which means that the see was vacant for
just under twelve weeks. In support of his statement that

John abused his rights of hospitality 1in monastic houses,

Packard cites R.N. Sauvage®"s L"abbaye de Saint-liarti n de

Troarn”™”n. However, all that Sauvage says is "John sejourna
plus d"une fois a Troarn, non, sans doute, pour le plus grand
avantage de I1"abbaye™. Packard®s reference to the solitary

piece of evidence for John®"s tallage of ecclesiastical property

in 1202 ~ A~ is presumably meant to 1illustrate John®s "unlimited
exploitation” of the Norman Church. The papal letter of

chastisement to which he refers(6) is the same letter to which
Powicke refers, but so anxious is he to make his case against

John that he allows inaccuracy to creep into his discussion of

(¢D) Mag.Rot.Scac.Norm., 1I, 547 ; R eN»» P«34.

(2) G.C. X1, cols. 876-7 . P.B. Gams favours 1202 in his
Series Episcoporum Ecclesiae Catholicae, 1 (Ratisbon,

1873 ), p.542.

(3) P.B. Gams, op.cit., I, 566.

1) R.N. Sauvage, L"abbaye de Saint-Martin de Troarn (Caen, 1911),

pp.64-5.
(5) R.N., p.65.

(6) Patrologiae, CCXIV, 1175-
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In a footnote he summarizes one of the offences to which the
letter relates as "preventing papal legates from travelling in
Normandy"™ whereas the relevant part of the letter actually
reads as follows: "quod publice 1inhibere curasti, ut nullus
de regno tuo Jlegatum, vel nuntium sedis apostolicae, per totum

regnum, praesertim per Angliam, recipere attentaret."”

Clearly what is required 1is a more systematic examination
of the evidence for John®"s relations with the Norman clergy
between his accession in 1199 and the 1loss of the duchy in 1204.
If one approaches such evidence as there is with an open mind,
then one 1is forced to admit that it fails to bear out the view
that John was particularly harsh in his treatment of the Norman
Church. The largest single group of references which one
finds are probably the references to grants and confirmations
make by John to various ecclesiastical parties. Nor can there
be any suggestion that his gifts” were made for primarily
political reasons. If this had been the case they would
presumably have been made to the most important foundations
and concentrated 1in periods when support was especially needed.
In fact, a number of John"s gifts were made to small, relatively
unimportant houses, and in times of truce between himself and
Philip Augustus. Nor was his behaviour always impious, as
Packard implies. He may, as the biographer of Saint Hugh of

Lincoln maintains, have adopted an unfortunate attitude at the

2
ceremony of his investiture with the duchy( ), but the Norman
(1) RIN., pp .15 (b is), 86; Rot. Chart., 1199-1216, pp.1,17,32b,
57,69,114; C.D.F., pp.65,66,139.
(2) Magna Vita S. Hugonis Episcopi Lincolniensis, ed. J.F.

Dimock (Rolls Series, 1864) , pp-.-288-94.
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Rolls reveal that on another occasion he ordered a generous
payment to be made to some clerks who sang at his second
coronat ion ™ . The same Rolls reveal that, on one occasi 9N
at least, he ordered that a hundred and fifty paupers should

. (2) .
be fed for a day at his expense Moreover, not only did
he himself promise a very generous donation towards the

rebuilding of Rouen cathedra 1vJ", but on two separate occasions

he took the trouble to make general appeals for gifts for the
* %
same cau§J >

On a number of occasions King John can be seen deal ing
with the Church in a perfectly acceptable and even considerate
manner . For example, in March 1203 the Exchequer barons
were instructed not to proceed with a certain demand against
the archbishop of Rouen wuntil it was established whether the
sum due had been remitted by the king as the archbishop claimed
Similarly, when disagreement arose between John and the bishop
of Lisieux over vroyal rights 1in the city of Lisieux, John
ordered an enquiry involving local men to establish the truth ®

A grant made to Guerin de Glapion in November 1202 was made

"salvi s mon ialibus Cadomensibus et aliis redditibus quos inde

@) RN., p.34.
(2) 1bid., p.49.
(3) 1bid., p.86.

(4) Rot.Chart. 1199-1216, p.100b (January, 1201); Rot.Lit.Pat.
1201-16, p .19 (October, 1202).

(5) JAN. , p.s81l.

(6) Rot.Chart. 1199~1216, p.19-
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percipere consueverunt"™”™ A Likewise, when Jland held of the
abbot of Saint-Ouen, Rouen, was transferred from one tenant to
another, it was still to be held "per servicium quod terra
debet" "N, Even when an 1interdict was being at Jleast partially

enforced 1in Normandy as a result of John®s intransigence in the
Seez dispute, he was concerned to see that the abbot of
Blanchelande did not suffer material loss: the seneschal and
bailiffs of Normandy were instructed "quod non permittatis
inpedimentum fieri Abbati de Blanchelande quo minus 1ipse possit
redditus suos juste perquirere quamdiu 1interdictum duraveri t" ()
These 1instructions, it is true, were issued by one or more of
John"s officials and do not necessarily reflect his personal
intervention in individual cases. Nevertheless, they can

presumably be regarded as reflecting the king®"s general

attitude towards the Norman church.

There is very little evidence for the effects of the war
on ecclesiastical property in Normandy. However, we Kknow
(i+) ]
that lay property was ravaged and there is no reason to
suppose that ecclesiastical property escaped entirely.

Mont-Saint-Michel was virtually destroyed by a Breton army

in 1203~ ~ but as it had previously been turned by John into

(1) FUN. , p.64.
(2) Ibid., p.51.

(3) Rot.Lit.Pat. 1201-16, p.35.

1) Mag.Rot.Scac.Norm., 1lI, 539-40.

(5) Oeuvres de Rigord et de Guillaume le Breton, ed. H.F.

Delaborde, Society de 1"histoire de France (Paris, 1882-5),
1, 220-21
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1)

a royal fortress , we probably should not regard it as
ecclesiastical property 1in this connection. After the
outbreak of war in 1202, a number of letters of protection

were 1issued by King John to various abbots and bishops but

it is difficult to know what significance to ascribe to thenm.
Were these particular houses so harassed by the king®"s officials
or mercenaries that they applied in desperation for letters of
protection or, did the king 1issue the letters to ensure as far
as possible that such harassment never took place? IfT the
latter solution applies, was the Kking®"s motive a genuine desire
to ensure that the favoured houses suffered no harm or was he
concerned to retain their support in his political difficulties?
The available evidence does not offer a definite solution to
these questions but it 1is interesting to note that of the
eleven sets of letters which have been noticed in the Patent
Rolls, five were issued to houses which although still in the

ecclesiastical province of Rouen, were 1in areas ceded to

2
Philip Augustus by the treaty of Le Goulet 1in May 1200 ()
In these cases, at least, there was presumably no political
motive . The six remaining sets of letters were 1issued to

Bonport™””~ , Lyre”~, Fecamp”, Sainte-Barbe-en-Auge ™ ",

(1) e.g. R.N., pp.117,120.

(2) Rot._Lit.Pat. 1201-16, pp-12b (La Noe), 13 (L"Estree), 25b
(Le Breui 1-Benoit ; Saint-Taurin,Evreux), 25b, 26 ,27 (bishop
of Evreux).

3) Rot .Li t.Pat. 1201-16, p.l4b.

(@)) Ibid., 1201-16, p.24.

(5) Ibid., 1201-16, p.15b.

(6) lbid., 1201-16, p,24b.
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(13

and Grandmont®s priory at Beaumon t-le-

0Of these houses, it seems that Sainte-Barbe-en-Auge,
had suffered losses at the hands of John®"s mercenaries

ceiving letters of protection for the Patent Roll entry

follows: "Prior et canonici Sancte Barbe habent

domini regis patentes Johanni Maresc®" et Lupescar®™ de

protectione: et quod si quid de suo captum sit, id eis vreddi

faciant.

that

A The situation 1is further confused by the fact

letters of protection were issued to the abbot and monks

of Saint-Etienne, Caen in July 1200(" ), a time of truce between

John

and

Philip Augustus.

A comparison of the surviving part of the 1203 Norman

Exchequer

king

or h

roll with the full roll of 1198 suggests that the

is officials tried to ensure that as far as possible

the Norman clergy received 1in full all the payments fronm

royal

from

have

made

of Barfleur

€Y)
(2
(€))
(4)
)
(6)

revenues to which they were entitled. This 1is clear
the accounts of the bailiwick of the Cotentin which
survived for 1198 and 1203. For example, payments

to the religious from the new farm of the prepos itura

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.

, the Tfarms of the vicecomi tatus of the Cotentfﬁ

120 1:¥16 , p-30Db.
1201-16, p.26b.

1201-16, p.24b.

Rot.Chart. 1199~1216, p.97b.

Mag.Rot.Scac.Norm. Il, 472 (1198), 505 (1203).

Ibid.

11, 472 (1198), 506 (1203).

(6

)
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(1) )

and of Saint-Marcouf , the bernag ium of the Cotentin and
the revenues of the forest of Bernavast G) are all exactly the
same in 1203 as they were in 1198. In each case the 1202

return for these revenues and payments 1is made in the 1203 roll,
which may or may not indicate a delay 1in collection and
disbursement, but again the amounts are the same. On the

other hand, a comparison of the payments made from the farm

of Cherbourg 1in the three years 1198", 1202 and 12037
reveals some omissions in the two later years. On the whole,
however, the evidence 1is overwhelmingly in favour of a

continuation of the customary payments in fTull in spite of

the upheaval of the war.

When we begin to look for positive 1indications of strained
relations between John and the Norman clergy, the sources are
less forthcoming. It is true that we see John exercising his
right to episcopal” and abbatial”~71 revenues during vacancies
but this was a right enjoyed by all his predecessors. As
already noted, an element of abuse arose only when the Kking

deliberately extended vacancies 1in order to prolong his

enjoyment of his regalian right. In the papal letter of
(1) Ibid. , |, 472 (1198), 506 (1203).

(2) Ibid., 1, 473 (1198), 508 (1203)-

3) Ibid., 1, 473 (1198) , 508 (1203).

4) Ibid., 1, 471 (1198) .

(5) Ibid., 1, 572 (1202 and 1203).

(6) R.N., p.35 (Lis ieux) ; Mag .Rot .Scac »Norm. 1, 547 bis

(Coutances ) .

) Rot.Lit.Pat. 1201-16, p.27 (Troarn).



43-

20th February, 120 3~ referred to by both Powicke and Packard,
Innocent 11l accused John of this offence but 1in general terms
and not with specific reference to the duchy. We have already
seen that John did not offend 1in this way in the case of the
Lisieux vacancy and that conflicting evidence prevents wus from
reaching a definite conclusion in the case of Coutances. John-*s
regalian right in the see of Evreux was ceded to Philip Augustus
under the terms of the treaty of Le Goulet of May 1200 before a
vacancy aroselU) and the sees of Avranches (3) , Bayeux({+) and
Rouen ~ ~ remained continuously occupied between John"s accession
and the loss of the duchy. The see of Seez was, of course,
vacant for a considerable 1length of time and John certainly
benefited financially, but the prime motive for his interference
was not a financial one. Less is known about abbatial elections
than about episcopal elections but no instance of John

(6)

deliberately extending a vacancy has so far come to light

Such evidence as has been discovered of strained relations
between John and the Norman clergy 1is dominated by references
to the Seez dispute which no doubt accounts for the prominence

given to this affair by modern historians. Apart from this,

D) Patroloq iae , CCXIV, col.1176.
(2) Rec .Ph.Aug. (2), no.637

(3 G.C. XI, col.483.

4) Ibid ., col.364.

(5) Ibid ., colo51

(6) e.g. Ibid., passim.
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however, one cannot find anything very definite. It has not
been possible to discover the nature of the unspecified offence
against the church of Coutances to which Innocent's letter of
20th February 1203 refers ~ . In the same letter the pope

complains that "cum in regno tuo causas ecclesiasticas

committimus cognoscendas , tu prohibes delegatis, ne in earum
cognitione procedant, jurisdictionem nostram impediens," but

if the term "regnum tuum" is to be interpreted as referring

to all John's dominions, no justification has been found for the
pope's complaint in the case of Normandy. Both Powicke

and Packard have drawn attention to an entry on the Norman
Rolls which seems to indicate that 1in or before 1202, John
imposed a tallage on ecclesiastical property held in free

alms. This entry is a record of an order sent by the Kking
to his Exchequer barons at Caen and reads as follows:

"Monstravi t nobis Gwarinus de Glapion' quod occasione

tallagii positi super elemosinas Normanniae, Ricardus Serle
et Ricardus de Ros homines ipsius Gwarini talliati fuerunt
de X.libris Andegavenibus de feodo quod idem Gwarinus tenet
de Episcopo Lexoviensi. Et ideo vobis mandamus quod de

illis X.libris quieti sint." ) However, this is the only

reference to such a tallage which has been found and one

cannot help wondering whether a clerical error was made in
the king's chancery. It is true that the argument from
silence is not generally a valid one for the medieval

historian because of the nature of his sources but one

cannot help feeling that such a flagrant contravention of

(1) Patrologiae. CCXIV, col.1176.

(2) RAN., p.65.



the agreement reached between King Richard and the Norman
clergy on the question of tallages” would have Ileft more

impression on our records.

King John had a list of grievances against the archbishop
of Rouen at the beginning of the year 1200 which no doubt
caused relations between them to be strained for a time but
at the prelate's request John postponed a hearing at which
these grievances were to be discussed. The fact that the
archbishop was prepared to pay fifteen hundred pounds Anjou
to secure this respite suggests that the king had genuine
cause for complaint”~2”. Presumably matters were satisfactorily
settled before 7th June 1200 when John confirmed to the
archbishop the exchange made by King Richard for the manor
of Andeli and gave wup to Walter the disputed points in a
number of minor differences between them, although retaining

(3)

for himself a number of judicial rights

At this point it must be made clear that it is not being

suggested that relations between John and the Norman clergy

were completely harmonious. It is merely being pointed out
that we have insufficient evidence to enable us to come to a
definite conclusion one way or the other. Certainly there s
no justification in the sources for some of Packard's more
sweeping statements. On one occasion he says: "The essential
viciousness of John, the stubborn resistance of the local clergy,
(1) Coutumiers de Normandie, I (i) Le tres ancien coutumier

de Normand ie~ ed. E.J. Tardi f (Rouen, 1881), p.69.
(2) Rot.Chart. 1199-1216, p.59-

(3) Ibid. 1199-1216, p.69b.
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the reliance of the provincial <church wupon the strong arm of
the pope, all were clearly revealed time and again in the
struggle, but they were displayed most forcibly in the disputed
election of Seez 1202-3, an event which was at once closely
connected with the loss of Normandy and a vivid illustration
of the spirit of the Norman clergy which made that event
possible 11. Admittedly the story of the Seez dispute s

a dramatic one but it should not beallowed to colour our

whole impression of relations between John and the Norman

clergy.

(2
Moreover, in his account of the dispute

, Packard has
been less than fair to John. After all, John was claiming

nothing new when he nominated the dean of Lisieux as the new

bishop of Seez: he was merely exercising what he believed to
be his customary right(3). Moreover, when the canons rejected
the dean of Lisieux, John proposed a very reasonable alternative:

he suggested that the chapter should nominate six men, three of
whom were to be outside the ranks of the clergy of Seez, from
whom he would select the new bishop. It was only when the

canons rejected this compromise”~ that John began to treat

them so badly.

Nor is there any evidence that John's Jlater intransigence

alienated the majority of the Norman <clergy from him. Certainly

(1) S.R. Packard, loc .cit., 20

(2) S.R. Packard, loc .cit., 20-4

(3) See the statement which he made on this subject when the
see of Lisieux fell vacant (Rot.Chart. 1199“1216, p.99) -«

(4) S.R. Packard, loc.cit., 21; Patrologi ae, CCXIV, col.1039*
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a number of them continued to co-operate with him on day to

day matters during the later stages of the dispute(l). The

abbot of Ardennes and the archdeacon of Lisieux acted on his

behalf in the Seez dispute itself”". One is inclined to

suspect that the whole affair remained very much a matter

between John, the Pope and the canons of Seez. After all,

which of the other Norman prelates were in a position to

oppose John on this issue? Henry, bishop of Bayeux

and Walter of Coutances, archbishop of Rouen( both owed

their appointments to Henry Il and Jordan, bishop of Lisieux
was presumably John's nominee for we have a record of his

express determination to appoint his own candidate in this

case(5). Little is known about the appointment of Vivian,

bishop of Coutances (1202-8) but presumably he was John's

choice or another dispute would have arisen. Whether the
canons of Avranches elected William Il (1198-1210) as their
bishop on King Richard's instructions is not known but as
William was a clerk of the seneschal of Normandy at the time
of his election which was at first disputed by the Pope

on the grounds that he was not a fit person, it seems likely

(1) e.g. R.N., pp.68,75,101,103-

(2) Rot .Lit.Pat. 1201-16, p.22.

(3) S.E. Gleason, An Ecclesiastical Barony of the 2~ mddle A9f % -

The Bishopric of Bayeux, 1066-1204 (Cambridge, Mass.,
p. 32

(4) D.N .B., XII, 351.

(5) Rot.Chart . 11991216, p,99-

93
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that he was, n Fact, a royal1 nominee 0)

Another point which has not previously been made sufficiently

clear is that the ill-feeling between John and the Pope over the
Seez dispute did not affect Innocent's attitude towards John's
political difficulties. Even after he had threatened John with
an interdict if he did not accept Sylvester as bishop within a
month?", he was still <clearly on John's side in his struggle
with Philip Augustus. On the very next day he wrote to Philip
urging him to make a peace or truce with John (3). Indeed, he
took John's part until the last?". Thus, if the Norman <clergy
looked to Innocent ill for guidance, their duty was <clear.

We must next consider Packard's suggestion that the

Norman <clergy may have welcomed Philip Augustus astheir new
temporal lord because "his professed attitude towards the
Church was infinitely superior to that taken by John"~".

He does not cite his evidence for Philip's professed attitude,
nor does he indicate in what way he considers it an improvement
on John's. A detailed study of the French Kking's relations

with his clergy prior to 1204 has not been attempted, but anyone

who reads briefly through a collection of the acts of Philip
Augustus is bound to agree with Luchaire that, "il intendait
etre le maitre de ses eveques et de ses abbes, aussi bien que

(1) 6.C. X1, co1.483.

(2) Reg.Pont.Rom. I, no. 1919 (25 May 1203) -

‘bid., I, no.1921 (26 May 120 3).

(4) e.g. Ibid., 1, no.2181

(5) S.R. Packard, loc.cit., 31.
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de ses barons",” which meant that his ecclesiastical policy
. , o (@)
ne fut le plus souvent qu'une politigue de conflits

The only respect in which his treatment of the clergy seems to

have been consistently better than John's was that he acknowledged

the canonical right of cathedral and monastic chapters to a free
election(3). However, the fact that Philip did not generally
interfere in clerical =elections opened the way for papal

interference which was presumably as unwelcome to the rightful

electors as royal interference”™”". In any case, as already
indicated, several of the Norman bishops had reason to be
thankful for the Angevins' custom of nominating their prelates.

There is not a great deal of evidence for the activities
of Norman bishops and abbots during the course of the war with
Philip Augustus. Nevertheless, it is significant that although
no reference has been found to opposition or Jlack of co-operation
on the part of the Norman clergy, there are a number of entries
in the Chancery Rolls which make it clear that some clerics at

least were actively assisting King John at a fairly late stage

in the struggle. For example, Samson, abbot of Saint-Etienne,

Caen, acted in the capacity of an Exchequer baron from before

the outbreak of the war*5) wuntil at least 11th February 1203~

(1) E. Lavisse, ed; Histoire de France depuis 1les oriqgines
jusqu®a la Revolution (Paris, 1 00“11), L1 (i)> 214.

(2) lbid., 111 (i), 214.

(3) Ibid., (i), 214. See also Rec ,Ph.Aug.(2), nos.791.

(Langres) , 793 (Arras), 708 (Macon).

(4) E. Lavisse, ed; op.cit., 1l 1 (i), 214.
(5) R.N., p.l
%) Ibid., pp.1,75. For the intervening period, see, for

example, ibid., pp.,.6,7,55,65,66,68.



On 29th November 1203 the king ordered that he should be

reimbursed for expenditure incurred in connection with the

royal dogs”, and although it is not clear whether he was

still an Exchequer baron, he was obviously still in the

king's service at this date. Similarly, the archdeacon

of Lisieux can be seen at work on the king's behalf on

9th and 22nd August, 1203 (2)- The abbot of Mont-Saint-

Michel was providing troops for +the king at least as late

as 1st May, 1204, when his tenants were ordered "quod sine

occasione et dilatione faciatis domino vestro abbati de

Monte rationabile auxilium ad tenendum milites et servientes

in servicio nostro apud Montem et ad warnesturam quendam in

servicio nostro contra inimicos nostros" (3). It does not

seem that these three clerics at least "willingly permitted" (4)

the conquest of Normandy to take place. That other clerics

were still at least nominally on John's side as late as

November 1203 just before he left Normandy on 5th December,

1203, can be established from witness lists to his charters
However, an effective change of allegiance must have taken

place long before 7th March, 1205, when the Pope wrote to the

Norman bishops on the subject (6). Such evidence as we have

1) Ibid., p. 116 =

(2) Ibid., pp.101 ,103.

(3) Rot.Li t.Pat. 1201-16, p.41b.

(4) S.R. Packard, loc.cit., 31.

(5) Rot.Lit.Pat. 1201-16, p.37 (archbishop of Rouen); Rot.
Chart. 1199-1216, p.114.

(6) Patrologiae. CCXV, p.564.

50 .
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suggests that the clergy submitted in May and June 1204 as
Philip swept triumphantly across Normandy. For example,
the town of Falaise submitted to the French king in May,
and at the same time as he confirmed the town's privileges,
he granted a fair to the lazar house there?". The abbot
and monks of Bee, who had fined with King John for a fair
on their English manorof Swyncombe, Oxfordshire, as recently
as 22nd March 1204 ~ had presumably submitted to Philip
Augqustus by 1st June when he ordered his baillis to respect
(3)

the liberties which they had enjoyed wunder Henry Il

The churches of Rouen no doubt submitted with the city on

24th June 1204 .

Lest this consideration of John's relations with the
Norman church prior to 1204 should seem disproportionately
long in a thesis ostensibly concerned with the years 1204 to
1259, some justification must be offered for its Ilength.
If one is going to examine relations between the Norman
clergy and the French and English kings after 1204, it is
obviously necessary to have some idea of the relationship
between them before 1204. If this matter had been dealt
with satisfactorily by historians of pre-1204 Normandy, then
it would have been sufficient to refer to their work as an
introduction to this study. However, it soon became <clear
from an examination of the sources that some of the

pronouncements already made on the subject are not based on

(1) C.N., no .1070.
(2) Rot.Chart. 1199-1216, p.117-

(3) C.N., no.83.
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a detailed study of the admittedly Ilimited amount of evidence

and are, in fact, open to question. In the first place

has been shown that the evidence does not uphold the view

it

that

relations between John and the Norman clergy were at breaking

point: there was admittedly some friction between John and
individual <clerics or groups of clerics but some friction
between the temporal and spiritual power was a normal feature
of medieval life and was by no means confined to the duchy.

Such friction may have been more common in Normandy than

elsewhere but, if this was so, much of the evidence has been

lost. Secondly, it has been pointed out that the claim that

Philip Augustus's attitude towards the Church was far better

than John's is open to question. In most matters he was
anxious as any Angevin to show that he was master of
Church and he was certainly on worse terms than John with
the Pope. Not only did Innocent I[N support John in his
struggle with Philip Augustus, but he was constantly
chastizing the French king for his treatment of his wife
Ingeborg~n. It seems that the only point in Philip s
favour was that he acknowledged the right of cathedral and
monastic chapters to free election and the importance of
this is difficult to assess. Even if one could clearly

demonstrate that relations between John and the Norman

clergy were extremely bad, and that Philip s relations
with the Church in his dominions were infinitely better,
one would still have to be careful about assuming too

much for the Church was a naturally conservative body.

(1) e.g. Reg.Pont.Rom., I, nos.1713,1954,20 36 .

as
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Even in England where there 1is more evidence for the suffering
of the Church, there was no mass desertion of John by the
clergy in the civil war at the end of his reign. Stephen

Langton himself supported the royal cause in spite of John's

long refusal to accept him as archbishop of Canterbury. All
things considered, it seems that we have to admit that the
situation in 1204 cannot be fully established.

(ii) Relations between the English kings and the Norman
clergy, 1204-59

We must now consider the effects of the loss of
Normandy on the possessions of the Norman Church in England.
It is clear that the lands of the Normans taken into the
king's hands in 1204 included a considerable amount of
property belonging to Norman monasteries and cathedral
chapters. In some cases the seizure is described in the
records as having taken place "occasione generalis precepti
quod fecimus de terris Normannorum saisiandis" (1) but there
may have been a separate order in respect of ecclesiastical
property. This is suggested by references to "generale
preceptum nostrum quod fecimus de viris religiosis de ultra
mare dissaisiandis" (2). Other evidence can be found in
favour of a separate order: among the religious houses which

suffered seizure were a number of wultramarine but non-Norman

houses such as Cluny(3) and Saint-Denis, Paris(”™.
(1) Rot-Lit.Cl . 1204-24, p.60b.
(2) Ibid. 1204-24, p.66. See also Rot.de Ob.et Fin. p.339e

(3) RAN., p.136.

(4) P.R. 6 John , p.150.



King John's intention was presumably that the English
property of all foreign houses should be taken into his hands.
The abbey of Fecamp seems to have been allowed to retain its
possessions for a time, probably inadvertently, for on
30th September 1204 a specific order for their confiscation
was issued”. However, our records of the 1204 seizure are
far from complete. Certain evidence of confiscation has
been found for only twenty five Norman houses. list
of these houses is given in Appendix II.

The king had no intention, however, of depriving
foreign houses of their English possessions for ever. Most
houses were allowed to recover their property within a year
or so of the seizure in return for payment of a fine and
agreement to certain conditions. These conditions, which
are known to wus through a few cases only, make clear the
reasons for the seizure. The main reason seems to have
been the desire to stop the export from England of revenues
which might aid John's enemy, Philip Augustus, against him.
This is made quite explicit in arrangements agreed with
Bee © , Grestain?”, La Trinite, Rouen?”, Savigny”"’
Fecamp(6), Loders priory(7), Mont-Saint-Miche 1(8}, Rouen

Rot.Lit.Clm 1204-24, p.9b.

(2) Rot.de Ob.et Fin., p-314.
(3) Rot.Lit.Cl. 1204-24 , p.16.
(4) Ibid. 1204-24, p.66.

(5) Ibid. 1204-24, p.77-

(6) Rot.de Ob.et Fin ., p.319 -
(7) Ibid., p.313-«

(8) Ibid. , p.328 .

54 .
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cathedral”1”~, and Saint-Denis, Parisn~2n. The lands of Bee,

for example, were returned to the prior of Ogbourne after

"idem ©prior fecit securum dominum regem quod de exitibus inde
provenientibus nichil mittet ultra mare nisi per dominum regem"
Similar provisions are made in the other cases. The revenues

accruing from the English possessions of these houses were to
(k)

be paid to the king instead of to the mother houses . In

only two of these cases is a deduction explicitly allowed for

the maintenance of the representatives of the mother house in

England”~”~, but it was nevertheless probably normal procedure

to make such an allowance. Two canons of Seez were to be

allowed a reasonable amount for their maintenance while their

6
property was still in the Kking's hands()
Although the fines and revenues which he acquired in this
way were no doubt a useful additional source of income to
King John, there can be no doubtthat he was far more concerned

with stopping money from going abroad to the possible advantage
of Philip Augustus than with systematically exploiting the

foreign monks in England. In the first place the amounts of

(1) Ibid., p-335-

(2) P.R. 6 John, p. 150.

(3) Rot.de Ob.et Fin; p.314.

(4) In some cases the whole revenue of the priory was to be
paid to the king, and in others merely the nominal sum
remitted to the mother house annually as a token of

subjection.

(5) Rot.de Ob.et Fin, p.319 (Fecamp); Rot.Lit.Cl. 1204-24
p.16 (Grestain).

(6) Rot.Lit.C1l. 1204-24, p.23.

G)
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the fines which he imposed were clearly fixed in an arbitrary

1
fashion. The fines which are known to us( )are all expressed
in convenient round figures, whether in terms of pounds, marks
or palfreys. A palfrey was apparently worth five marks at

this time, and two of the three houses which promised palfreys

. . . (2)
actually paid in marks when the moment of reckoning came
Moreover, the fines bear no apparent relation to the value
of the English property of the Norman houses concerned. The

prior of Ogbourne paid £100 for the Jlands of Bee, which were

(3)

located in at least twenty-three counties whereas the abbot
of Saint-Wandrille gave the same sum for a pension of 20 marks
from the church of Ecclesfield in Yorkshire and land worth 110
shillings in Northamptonshire””. The prior of Loders, on the

other hand, was fined only two palfreys for the return of

property valued in the sixth year of John's reign at £33 .

(1) Frampton (Saint-Etienne, Caen) 100m Rot.de Ob.et Fin.,p.199

Ogbou rne (Bee) £100 lbid ., p.314.
Cogges (Fecamp) 100m 1Ibid., p.319 -
Loders (Montebourg) 2 palfreys Ibid., p.313.
Otterton (Mont-Saint-Miche 1) Iom 1Ibid., p.328.
Saint-Leger, Preaux 1 palfrey Ibid., p.339.
Patrixbourne (Beaulieu) 30m and 1 palfrey Ibid.,
Saint-Wandrille £100 1Ibid., p.400 .
Panfield (Saint-Etienne , Caen) 50m and 2 palfreys P.R. 6
John, p.33
There seems to have been a lack of liaison between the
English priorsof Saint-Etienne, Caen . The priors of
Frampton and Panfield both negotiated fines in 1204 but
the latter's was later remitted because the former's
covered all the English property of the mother house

(P.R. 8 John, p.232).

(2) P.R. 8 John, pp. 133,189 ; ibid. 9 John, p.60. Compare
ibid. 9 John, p.36; ibid. 10 John, p.99; ibid. 11 John, p.
(3) Rot.de Ob.et Fin., p.314. See Appendix | for the English

lands of the abbey of Bee »
(4) Rot.de Ob.et Fin., p.400.

(5) R.N., p.l2a,

p. 374.

12
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There are three other indications that John's primary

aim was not to persecute the foreign monks financially.

Firstly, there seems to have been no abnormal pressure on
them to pay their fines promptly. The prior of Cogges, for
example, is noted in the Pipe Roll for 1205 as owing a hundred
marks ~ ~, his first payment of forty marks 1is recorded in the
Pipe Roll for 1206 ~ , and the final payment of sixty marks

in that for 1207 ~ . Nor was payment by installment Ilimited
to the Jlarger fines: the prior of Loders paid the price of

one of the two palfreys he owed in the financial year ending

Michaelmas 1206(4) but delayed payment for the other wuntil

the following year(5). Secondly, in one case at least, a
Norman prior was allowed to have "rationabile auxilium de
liberetenentibus suis ... ad predictum finem acqui tandum" ( «
Thirdly, as we have already seen, the foreign monks seem to

have been allowed a reasonable amount for their maintenance,

both before and after recovering the custody of their property

We do not know exactly when King John's ban on the
export of revenues from England was lifted but it seems highly
probable that it was in October 1206, when a truce was at last

arranged with Philip Augustus. The ban was clearly still in

(1) P.R. 7 John, p.110.

(2) Ibid. 8 John, p,62.
(3) Ibid. 9 John, p.39°
(4) Ibid. 8 John, p«133.
(5) Ibid. 9 John, p.6,

(6) Rot.de Ob.et Fin., p.314 (prior of Ogbourne).
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force on 13th April 1206 when special dispensations were
granted permitting the abbots of Foucarmont and Beaubec to
export a limited amount of grain from England to Normandy )
However, it would seem to have been Ilifted by April 1207,
when the king granted, among other things, to the abbot of
Saint-Etienne, Caen, that "monachi qui res ejusdem abbatie
custodiunt in Anglia, liberam habeant dispositionem omnium
rerum ad custodiam suam pertinentium et respondebunt eidem
abbatie de firmis et exitibus illarum sicut respondere
solebant"”~2n. There is, of course, the possibility that
this, too, was a special concession in which case we have
to turn to the records for April 1208 for an indication
that the ban was no longer in existence. This is provided
by references to the return of property seized again on the
occasion of the interdict. When property is returned to
alien priors from Normandy, no mention is made of any
restrictions on their enjoyment of the property even in
cases where such restrictions are definitely known to have

(3)

been made after the 1204 seizure

Most Norman houses appear to have recovered their English
. o . (4)
possessions within a year or two of the seizure . The only

exceptions which have come to my notice are Beaulieu and Saint-

Wandrille where the fines were agreed upon some time between

(1) Rot.Li t.Pat. 1201-16, pp.60b,61.
(2) lbid., 1201-16, p.70b.

(3) e.go Rot.Lit.C1. 1204-24, pp,,110b (Frampton), 111b (Ogbourne
and Cogges).

(4) All but one of the fines mentioned on p.56, note 1, were
promised to the king in the years 1204-6.
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May and September 120777, It is explicitly stated in the

latter agreement that the property to be restored had been

seized by the king "occasione terrarum Normannorum". A

few other references can be found to property being in the
: , (2) :

king's hands after the truce of 1206 , but it cannot be

assumed that these cases are connected with the 1204 seizure

unless this is specifically stated. References dated after
March 1208 are more likely to refer to the seizure on the
occasion of the interdict, while there may well be other
special reasons in individual cases(s). Beaulieu, Saint-

Wandrille and any other houses which made late arrangements
with the king may have been waiting to see whether there
was any possibility of their Ilands being returned without
the payment of a fine, or their English priors may have

been awaiting instructions from their mother house at a

_ ) ) oL (4)
time when communications were apparently difficult

(1) In both cases the promise to pay was made in 9 John
(Rot.de Ob.et Fin., pp.374,400). In the latter case
tTTe first instalment was promised by Michaelmas 1207
(Ibid., p.400) although the first payment was not made
until the year ending Michaelmas 1208 (P.R. 9 John,
p.74; ibid. 10 John, p.154). In the former case part-

payment had been made by Michaelmas 1207 (P.R. 9 John,

p.36).

(2) e.g. Rot.Lit.Cl. 1204-24 , pp.77 (Saint-Sauveur-le-Vicomte:

January” 1207), 100 (Rouen <cathedral: January, 1208).

(3) For example, the property of Saint-Etienne, Caen, was in
the king's hands again on 1st April, 1207, because of

some unspecified disagreement between King John and Abbot

Samson (Rot.Li t.Pat. 1201-16, p.70).

(4) We have already seen (page 56, note 1) how it took at

least one year, and possibly almost two, for the discovery

to be made that the priors of Panfield and Frampton had
both offered fines for the recovery of the English
possessions of Saint-Etienne, Caen.



At least two houses, Montivilliers?® and Seez cathedral

were not to be allowed to recover their English property until

they restored property which they were holding in Normandy and

which rightfully belonged to men now in England.

This temporary seizure of 1204 was never again repeated
in the period wunder review, even on occasions when war once
more broke out between England and France. Presumably the
original seizure was intended to serve as a reminder to the
Norman and other French <clerics that for their English
possessions they owed allegiance to the English king and the
penalty for disloyalty was confiscation. In later periods
of war, the Norman monks' enjoyment of their English
possessions was restricted only by the general prohibitions
on travel between England and France and on the export of

money and goods .

Even then, individual houses could sometimes obtain
) . . (3)
special <concessions. For example, on 13th April 1206

the abbots of Foucarmont and Beaubec were each granted

permission to take a given quantity of corn from England

to Normandy within a specified period” . On 2nd June, 1216,

(1) Rot.Lit.Pat. 1201-16, p.67b.

(2) Rot. Li t.C 1. 1204-24, p.40b.
(3) A truce was not agreed wupon until 26 October 1206.
(Foedera, I (i), 95).

(4) Rot.Lit.Pat. 1201-16, pp.60b-61.
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while Prince Louis was on English soil, a safe-conduct valid
until 1st November, 1216, was granted to two servants of the
Archbishop of Rouen so they could come to England to collect
the English revenues of the dean and chapter of Rouen N
During the war of 1224-7, the bailiffs of Shoreham were
instructed that despite the king's ban on sea crossings,
three monks of Bee returning to their mother-house were to
be permitted to sail in a small boat (2). During the same

war, the bailiffs of Southampton were ordered to allow the
prior of Ogbourne to send one monk and one servant to the

abbey of Bee with cheeses, hides, <cloth and other necessities (3
During the war of 1242-3, the bailiffs of Dover were instructed
to permit the abbot of Cherbourg and twelve of his men to set
sail ~ ~. No similar instructions relating to the war of
1229-31 have been encountered but probably the issue of such

instructions was unnecessary on this occasion. There was a

great deal of coming and going of merchants between England

and Normandy during this war~”~, and if the Norman <clergy
themselves were not free totravel, then presumably they were
able to transact their business through agents. Indeed, in

a letter dated about 1230, the farmer of the dean and chapter

of Rouen at Ki lham in Yorkshire requested them to send him

<1) Ibid., 1201-16, p. 185b.
(2) Rot .Lit.C1. 1224-7 , p.33b.
(3) Ibid., 1204-24 , p.624b.
(4) C1.R. 1237-42, p.414.

(5) See Chapter Il below.



62 .

"aliguem mercatorem qui recipiat denarios vestros. Timeo

enim multurn eos deferre vel mittere propter terrarum et maris

per icula"n .

Apart from these wartime restrictions, the English king's
attitude towards the English possessions of the Norman clergy
was unchanged after 1204. After all, the situation whereby
some clerics owed allegiance for their continental possessions
to the French king and for their English possessions to the
English king was not a new one and was perfectly acceptable
to contemporary opinion”®”™. Moreover, King John expected
the separation of England and Normandy to be but a temporary

state of affairs and cannot have been unaware of the political

advantages of a continuing |link between the two countries in

the meantime. Indeed, we have positive evidence that he

exploited this link as early as April 1205. An entry in the

Pipe Roll for the year ended Michaelmas 1205 records that

25 shillings was spent on the passage to Normandy of Ralph,
(3)

sub-prior of Plessis-Grimoult and a canon of Merton.
The Norman priory of Plessis-Grimoult had property in
England” and the English priory of Merton had property in

Normandy”~ so Ralph and his companion could merely have been

(1) Seine- InfeVieure, Serie G, Ill, no,G.4049 «
(2) For example, Saint-Denis, Paris (Mon.Ang. VI, 1077) and
Saint-Remy, Reims (Mon. Ang. VI, 1099) had both held

property in England before the Norman Conquest.
(3) P.R. 7 John, p.131
(4) e.g. C.D.F., nos .540 ,564-5«

(5) e.g. D,, Matthew, op.cit., p.102, note 5.
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on the business of their respective houses. However, the

fact that their passage was paid for by the Kking suggests

that they were acting on his behalf and that a letter of
credence dated 14th April 1205, which was addressed generally”,
was in fact intended for Norman readers. Presumably Ralph's
business was not unconnected with John's plans for an expedition
to the continent in May 1205. On 13th July 1204, the sheriff

of Devon was ordered to provide a ship to take the abbot of

2
Silly and his companions to La Rochelle( ). As La Rochelle
was still in English hands, it looks as though this Norman
cleric, too, was acting on the English king's behalf.
On the whole, the Norman <clergy in England continued to

be accorded much the same sort of treatment as their English
brethren. They bore their share of the burdens of the
(5

English Church , which became increasingly heavy as time
progressed, but there is no real evidence of unfavourable
discrimination against them. Even in times of war with
France, payments due to Norman houses from the royal revenues
continued to be made to their representatives in England.

For example, the following payments are shown in the Pipe

Roll for the year ended Michaelmas 1203, the last complete

financial year before the loss of Normandy:-

(1) Rot.Lit.Pat. 1201-16, p.52.

(2) Rot.Lit.Cl. 1204-24, p.2b.

(3) These included the provision of livings (e.g. Cl.R.
1237-42 , p.132) and pensions (e.g. C.P.R. 1247-58 , p. 360)
for royal <clerks, or corrodies for retired royal servants
(e.g. ibid. 1247~58, p.386) and confiscation of property
during the Interdict (e.q. Rot.Lit.Cl. 1204-24 , ppol08b,

110b).
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Bee Berks 9s .0d . Pe 51
Lines 7s .0d . P 105
Suffolk 13s .0d . P «235
Cormeilles Gloucs . £2 . 0Os .0d . po 58
Hereford £12. Os .0d. Pe 55
Southampton £18. 0s .0d. (shared with P 145
Ly re)
Worcs . £3 155 .0d . Pe 52
Lyre Hereford £12. 0s .0d . Pe 55
Southampton £18. O0s .0d . (shared with P e145
Cormeilles)
Worc s . £1 .10s .0Od . pe 52
Noyon Berks £3- O0Os .0d . Pm 44
Archbishop Yorks £40 . Os .0d . p.198
of Rouen
Ste-Ba rbe- Gloucs . £30 . Os .0d . p. 58
en-Auge
Canons of Oxford- £10. Os .0d . Pe187
Seez shire
The amount paid to Bee from the farm of Berkshire is only
half the normal annual amount but only half the year's farm
of this county is accounted for. Although Normandy fell to
Philip Augustus in the summer of 1204 and a truce was not
signed wuntil 26th October 1206, the Pipe Roll for the year
ended Michaelmas 1204 shows that all payments were made in
full in that year". The Pipe Roll for the year ended
Michaelmas 1205 shows that with two possible exceptions, all
payments were again made in full. Although Cormeilles and
Lyre may in fact have received the full payments due to them
from the farm of Herefordshire, we only have evidence for half
(1) P.R. 6 John: Bee (pp.60,62,233); Cormeilles (pp.145,16,
125,88); Lyre (pp. 16,125,88); Noyon (p.56); archbishop
of Rouen (p. 192); Sainte-Barbe-en-Auge (p.145); canons
of Seez (p.106).
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the annual amount because only half the year's farm of that
county is accounted for ~ ~. An examination of the Pipe Roll
for the year ended Michaelmas 1230, another year of war, shows

that Bee, Noyon, the archbishop of Rouen and the canons of

Seez once again received the full payments due to them. As
the Roll for that year has no entries for Gloucestershire we
cannot know whether or not Cormeilles and Sainte-Barbe-en-Auge

(2)

received the payments due to them from the farm of the county
There is no record of a payment being made to Lyre from the
revenues of the county of Worcestershire but if in fact the
money was nhever received, it was not for political reasons
for the names of English houses which normally received

payments in Worcestershire are also missing from this Pipe

Ro11~

At all times, too, the Norman clergy seem to have been
confident of obtaining justice in the royal <courts. In
times of war no less than in times of peace, they felt it

worthwhile to defend cases brought against them by others.

For example, even before the truce of 26th October 1206, the

(1) P.R. 7 John: Bee (pp.78,196 -7,240-1); Cormeilles (pp.93,
27 1,1 31,265 ); Lyre (pp.27 1,131,265 ); Noyon (p.75);
archbishop of Rouen (p.40); Sainte-Barbe-en-Auge (p.93);

canons of Seez (p.146).

(2) P.R. 14 Henry 1ll: Cormeilles, however, received the
payments due to her from Herefordshire, Southampton and
Worcester (pp .216,201,66). It will be noticed that in
this year, instead of a joint entry of £18 for Cormeilles
and Lyre, the return for Southampton shows two separate
entries: £8.15-0. for Cormeilles and £9-5-0. for Lyre
(p.201); Bee (pp.165,292-3,237) ; Noyon (p. 164);
archbishop of Rouen (p.266); canons of Seez (p.245)-

(3) The chapel of Worcester received £1.10*5 and the monks
of Gloucester £1.0.0 in the years 1203“5 (P-Re 5 John,
p.52; ibid. 6 John, p.88; ibid. 7 John, p.265) but
these payments are not recorded in P.R. 14 Henry 1II.
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abbot of Aumale was prepared to defend his right to the
advowson of a church in Suffolk. It appears that he came

in person to the hearing held in the Michaelmas term of

1204. For the record of the hearing says that the abbot
"venit per atornatum suum" but the Ilast three words have been
cancelled and the defendent 1is thereafter described as the
"abbas"M1/M. In October 1225, the abbot of Croix-Saint-
Leufroi named two attorneys to defend his right to a carucate
of land in Esher, Surrey while in September 1229 four
justices were appointed to hold an assize of novel disseisin
in which the defendent was the prior of Tutbury (3). The
abbot of Cormeilles was even prepared to defend his right

to the advowson of a church in Herefordshire against a counter
claim made by the king himself/rn. More significant still
is the fact that Norman clerics often felt it worthwhile to
initiate proceedings themselves against other subjects of
the king. For example, cases initiated by the abbots of
Saint-Wandrille, Saint-Sever and Fecamp appear in the

Curia Regis rolls for Michaelmas 1204, Hilary 1226, and

Trinity 1231 respectively”~rn. The outcome of the case

brought by the abbot of Fecamp is not known, but Saint-

(1) C.R.R., 111, 1909-

(2) Rot.Lit.Cl. 1224-7, Pp-.82b.

(3) Pat.R. 1225-32, p. 307 -

(4) C.R.R., XI, no.803: Michaelmas term, 1223-

(5) C.R.R., 111 197: ibid- , XII, no.1928; ibid., XIV, no.1953
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Wandrille and Saint-Sever prosecuted their cases successfully.

Nor were proceedings initiated against only the mean and

insignificant. Such important personages as Alice, countess
of Eu, Nicholas de Stuteville and John de Briouze were called
upon to defend themselves in the curia regis”™ ". The outcome

of the case brought against John de Briouze by the abbot of

Fecamp is not recorded but the countess of Eu and Nicholas de

Stuteville both failed to appear in court and therefore lost
the cases brought against them by their default. Cases were
also brought against important English clerics such as the

abbot of Thorney ~ ~ and the bishop of Chichester~n

If there had been any fear of discrimination against them,
Norman clerics would presumably have taken particular care not
to break the law or reject customary obligations. Yet, as

early as 1208, the prior of Ogbourne had risked the king's

displeasure by refusing hospitality to Robert Lupus, a royal
agent . His property was immediately seized by the Kking
but was returned on payment of a fine of ten marks . When

one considers that the same prior had paid £100 to recover his

6
property after the 1204 seizure( )

(1) C.R.R., XI, nos.1210,1571; Pat.R. 1225%“32, p.219- For
evidence of their importance see C.P., V, 160; Ibid. 1, 302 ;
1.J. Sanders, English baronies - a study of their origin

and descent, 1086- 1327 (Oxford, 1960 ), p.302.
(2) C.R.R., 1V, 97e
(3) Cl.R. 1247-51, p.220.
(4) P.R. 10 John, p.XIV.
(5) Ibid., 10 John, p.198.
(6) Rot.de Ob.et Fin., p.314.

and that he had saved himself
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the no doubt considerable expense of entertaining Robert Lupus,
then ten marks seems a very reasonable fine. Certainly the

king cannot have been seeking excuses to victimize the Norman

clergy. Another offence which was apparently worth the risk,
was infringement of the forest laws »

Often, too, it was not necessary for the Norman clergy to
seek justice in the royal <courts when their rights were
challenged. On numerous occasions, the king intervened

directly with his officials or with others to ensure that the
rights of Norman houses were upheld. For example, in 1228,
the king persuaded a canon of York to withdraw a case he was
bringing in the Church <courts against the dean and chapter

of Rouen by confirming that the tithes in question had been

. ) _ (2)
granted by one of his predecessors and confirmed by himself
In 1234 he instructed his custodian of the Jlands of the late
Gilbert de L'Aigle to pay the abbot of Grestain certain
revenues in money and kind which he used to receive annually
in Gilbert's time but which had been withheld by Peter de

) . . i , (3)

Rivaux while he was custodian of Gilbert's estates . In
1236 he ordered his Exchequer barons to withdraw a demand
for tallage from the dean and chapter of Rouen in respect of
one of their manors because an inquisition had shown that they

had always been exempt from tallage on that particular

property. In 1250 the sheriff of Gloucestershire was

(1) e.g. C1.R. 1242-7, pp.314, 325 ,469 ; ibid. 1254-6, p.197-
(2) Pat.R. 1225-32, p.195.
Cl1.R. 1231-4, p.496.

(4) lbid. 1234-7, p.383.
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instrUCted to ensure that the debtors of a former bailiff of
the abbot of Fecamp paid him what they owed him(l).

Nor was it just that there was no royal discrimination

against the Norman clergy and that the king was prepared to

uphold their existing rights; even after 1204, and especially
after Henry 111 attained his majority, Norman clerics were
the recipients of new royal g¢gifts and concessions. These
grants fall roughly into three categories. The first of

these consists of non-recurring favours of an indirect kind.

Such favours include the postponement of Jlawsuits in which
(2)

Norman houses or their priories were involved , the right

to withdraw from a lawsuit altogether”, and the grant of

exemption from the common summons before the itinerant

justices, either on a specific occasion or for a specified
length of time". Sometimes fines were paid for such
grants”", but if a house was prepared to pay a fine, it

obviously expected to receive a measure of benefit beyond
the amount of the fine. The second category consists of
non-recurring grants of a direct kind and includes actual

cash payments , the repeal of fines already imposed

(1) Ibid 1247-51, P

(2) e.g. Rot .Lit.€l . 1224-7, »rp-52; ClI -R. 1234-7, p.221;
ibid 1237-42, p

(3) e.g . Rot .Lit,C1l.

(4) e.q. C.P.R. 1232-47, p.455; Cl1.R. 1247-51, p*558;
ibid 1254- 6, p. 437-

(5) e.g. C1.R. 1254-6, p.66.

(6) e.g. Rot.Lit.Ccl.- 1204-24, p.494; Cl ,R. 1242-7, p.540 ;
C.L. .. 1245 -51 , 367 -

(7) e.q. C1.R. 1237- , p.370 ; ibid. 1242-7, p. 167; ibid.
1247 51, p.52.
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the custody of their own or another's property when the Kking
was entitled to that custody”~”~, the right to take an aid or
tallage from their own men (2) and a variety of gifts in kind
of which the most common were grants of timber”~ or deer
from the king's forests. The third category consists of
grants of |l andsor rights in perpetuity and the rights
granted include the right to hold markets and fairs (6) and
the right of free warren?”.

A detailed study has been made of all the various grants
which came to light in an attempt to discover whether any
definite policy lay behind them. The two aspects of the
grants which were of particular interest were, of course, their
timing and the importance of their recipients. With regard
to the timing of the g¢gifts two possibilities were considered,
in the first place it was possible that there might have been
a concentration of grants in the periods when the king was
preparing for war with his French enemy. The second possibility
was that grants might have been made more or less as a matter of
(1) e.q. Rot.Lit.Cl. 1204-24, p.239; RotmLit.Pat . 1201-16, p. 199;

Rot mLitmC1. 1224-7 , p-340 (for evidence that Drogo de

Trubleville was a canon of Rouen, see ibid 1224-7, pe=217)j

Cl1.R. 1256-9 , p.414.

(2) Pat .R. 1216-25, p.363; ibid. 1225~32, p.130; Cl1.Rm1242-7 ,

p.484.

(3) C1.R. 1227-31, P-12; ibid. 1247"51 , p.318.
(4) lbid. 1242-7 , p.206 ; ibid. 1256-9, p.179-
(5) Rot .Lit.C1. 1224-7, p.190; C1.R. 1242-7, p.469; C.Ch.R.

1226- 57 , p. 331 =
(6) Rot.Lit,C1. 1224-7, p.197; C.Ch.R. 1226-57, pp. 307,435-
(7) C.Ch.R. 1226-57 , pp .391,403,408 .
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course to newly elected abbots and bishops when they came over

to do homage for their English property, so that good relations

were established immediately. However, on both counts a
blank was drawn. The majority of the grants examined were
made after Henry ill attained his majority but thereafter they
are fairly evenly spread. Indeed, over half the grants were

made after the failure of Henry's 1242 expedition to Poitou

when he seems to have reconciled himself to the loss of the

conquered provinces.

An analysis of the houses which were the major beneficiaries
proved no more fruitful. The prominence of such important
clerics as the archbishop of Rouen and the abbots of Bee and
Fecamp amongst the recipients of the more substantial favours
cannot be regarded as politically significant when the timing
of the gifts is also considered. Moreover, Henry's gifts were
not entirely restricted to the most important Norman houses
while even the priories of French houses such as Saint-Denis
of Paris did not go entirely unnoticed?” . It seems that the
explanation of the prominence of some of the most important
Norman <clerics amongst the beneficiaries is that most of the
more substantial grants were made to the tenants-in-chief of

the king and were merely the sort of favours which tenants-

in-chief might reasonably expect from their Jlord from time to
time.

One less important Norman house whose English priory seems
to have found special favour with Henry [IlIl was the abbey of
Ceri sy-la-Foret. In the Jlate 1240's and throughout the 1250's,

Cerisy's priory of Monk Sherborne, which was apparently being

(1) e.g. C1.R. 1251-4, p.370; Pat mR. 1225-32, p.332.
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. 1 . .
extended at the tlme( ) received a considerable number of

small gifts in kind from the English Kking. These included

gifts of timber”, wine , grain”, ecclesiastical vestments
. . . , (6)

and precious vessels for wuse in the priory's chapelyv . On at

least three occasions gifts of money were made , but on two

of these occasions the money was to be wused for a specified

purpose. In October 1251, +the king gave the monks fifty
shillings "to buy a censer"”~, and in January 1257 he gave
(9)

them four marks "to make three altars”

All things <considered, it must be concluded that the
favours granted to Norman houses between 1204 and 1259 had
no particular political significance but were merely further
evidence that the events of 1204 did not affect the English

king's attitude towards the Norman <clergy in any material way.

(1) C.L.R. 1251-60 , p.349-

(2) CIl.R. 1247-51, pp.164,453; 'bid. 1251-3, Pe<385; ‘bid.
1254-6 , pp.249,307 ; ibid. 1256-9, PP «6,72 ,233,367,383,
395,404.

(3) Cl.R. 1247-51, P-21; ibid. 1251-3, p-49; ibid. 1254-6,
p.262 ; C.L.R. 1251 -60, p.421.

(4) C.L.R. 1240-5, p.228.

(5) CI.R. 1247-51, p.451.

(6) Ibid. 1247-51, p.481.
(7) C.L.R. 1245-51, pp.367,380 ; ibid. 1251 -60, p.349-
(8) Ibid. 1245-51, p.380.

(9) lbid. 1251 -60 , p.349.
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At this stage of affairs, the Norman clergy were not yet
regarded as aliens or as a potential threat to the security
of the realm. In royal mandates which make reference to
Norman and other French <clergy, they are called "viri religiosi
de wultra mare"~", "viri religiosi transmar ini" or "viri
religiosi de partibus transmarini s" (3). It is not wuntil the
outbreak of war between Edward | and Philip IV of France in

................. (Li)

1294 that these men begin to be called "religiosi alienigene"
and to be regarded as potentially dangerous. Even when French
troops were on English soil during the civil war of 1215-17,

the king did not automatically regard the Norman clergy as his

enemies. For example, on 1st June 1216, John ordered the
bailiffs of Southampton to pay the alms due to the monks of
Lyren. The following day he issued a safe-conduct enabling

two servants of the archbishop of Rouen to come to this country
to collect the English revenues of the dean and chapter of Rouen
On 25th November 1215, the prior of Stogursey was given custody
of some land belonging to Warin fitz Gerold, one of the rebels

and on 12th July 1216 the same prior was entrusted with the

(1) e.g. Rot.Li t.Cl. 1204-24, p.
(2) e.g. Rot .Orig., |, 8.

(3) e.g.. C1.R. 1242-7, p. 351 -
(4) Rot ,Orig., i, 90.

(5) Rot,Lit.Cl. 1204-24, p.273b.

(6) Rot. Li t.Pat. 120 1-16, p.185b

(7)  Rot,.Lit.C1. 1204-24, p.239.

(6)
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1
destruction of the castle of Stogursey ( ) On 10th September

1216, the prior of Wareham was granted the custody of Shaftesbury

2
Abbey during a vacancy( )and he was still @RAjoying this

(3)

privilege on 15th October of the same year

The prior of Storgursey was not the only prior of a Norman
dependency to be entrusted with the king's business between
1204 and 1259. For example, the prior of Blyth was enjoined
on at least four occasions to prevent a tournament being held
at Blyth ~ ~. In 1253, the prior of Frampton was named with
two others to "enquire what Iliberties and customs as well as
having estover and pasture as of other easements belonged to

the church of the manor of Uphusseburn before it became a

prebend of the cathedral church of Salisbury, when it was in
the hands of the king's predecessors: and to send the
inquisition to the king"" . Elerius, prior of Cogges , was
particularly active on the king's behalf. In 1250 he was
appointed with one other "to approve and Ilet to farm all the
lands late of Henry de Hastinges to the king's best advantage""

In the same year a writ de intendendo was addressed to all

citizens, burgesses, bailiffs and tenants in the king s cities,
boroughs and manors throughout England, in favour of brother
Elerius, bailiff of Fecamp, Gerard Ila Grue and Richard le Rus,

(1) Rot.Lit.Pat. 1201-16, p.190b.
Ibid. 1201-16, p.197.
r3) Ibid. 1201-16, p.199.
(4 C.P.R. 1232-47 , pp.57 ,131 ,148 ; C1.R. 1254-6, p-156.
(5) C.P.R. 1247-58 , p.229.

(6) lbid. 1247-58, p.77-
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whom the king 1is sending there to enquire by juries touching
the concealment of the king's rights, and all manner of

1
alienations, and to approve the said cities and boroughs"()

On 8th March of the following year the same prior was appointed

in the company of a layman "to provide and order how the town
of Winchelsea can be saved and defended from the sea to the

_ _ _ 2)
protection and security of the adjacent county .
that Elerius was well rewarded for his services for we know
that on 19th March 1251, the royal assent was given to his

election as abbot of Pershore(3). Although there is no

evidence that the election was made at the king's request,

it seems highly likely that this was so. As abbot of
Pershore, Elerius continued to act as a royal agent. For
example, a few months after his election he was appointed as

“4)

escheator south of the Trent

Elerius was not the only prior of a Norman dependency
to be elected to high office in the English Church either at
the king's instigation or with his assent. As early as

1207 King John tried to secure the election of the prior

of Frampton as abbot of Ramsey. The Ramsey chronicle tells
us that when abbot Robert resigned in 1207 "Rex Johannes
tenuit abbatiam in manu sua per vVvij. annos, pro eo quod

monachi Ramesienses ad preceptum suum nol uerunt el igere in

(1) Ibid. 1247-58, p.71: the enquiry seems to have been
postponed wuntil the following year.

(2) lbid. 1247-58, p.90.

(3) Ibid. 1247-58, p.90.

Ib'd. 1247-58 , p. 104.

It seems
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. 1
abbatem priorem de Frontona"( ). However, on 4th May 1214,

he was appointed abbot of Westminster by the papal nuncio,
)

presumably at John's ‘instigation In September of the

same year he was one of the commissioners sent to negotiate
a peace treaty with Philip Augustus'(’g"). Obviously the
king must have felt that he could trust him implicitly.
Also in 1214, the prior of Monk Sherborne was elected abbot
of Burton ; in 1219 the prior of Goldcliff was elected
bishop of Llandaff(5), and in 1220 the prior of Otterton

was elected abbot of Tavistock” "™ . In all three cases we
have a record of the king's assent to the election. The
Llandaff and Tavistock elections were probably free elections

by the respective chapters for Goldcliff priory was in Llandaff

diocese and Otterton priory and Tavistock Abbey were both in

the diocese of Exeter: hence each prior was probably well
known to the chapter which elected him. It is likely, however,
that the prior of Monk Sherbourne was the royal <choice for the

abbey of Burton, for Monk Sherborne is in Hampshire while
Burton is in Staffordshire. Moreover, this election was made
at the time of Nicholas of Tusculum's visit to England and the

pope had instructed his Jlegate "to have appointments made to

(1) Chronicon Abbatiae Ramesiensis , ed. W. Dunn Macray (Rolls
Series, 1886) , p342.

(2) Mon.Ang . I, 270 .

(3) Ilbid. I, 270 ; Foedera , 1(i), 124.

(4) Rot.Lit.C1l. 1204-24 , p.207; Ann.Mon., 1,224.
(5) Pat.R . 1216-25, p.196; Ann.Mon m, |V, 411.

(6) Rot.Lit,Cl1. 1204-24 , p.412b.
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sees and abbeys now vacant in England, by the election or
canonical postulation, on your recommendation, of suitable

clergy, who should be men not only distinguished for their

life and learning, but also loyal to the king, profitable
to the kingdom, and capable of giving counsel and help -
the king's assent having been requested"™". Although

we have no evidence that the above-mentioned priors of Norman

dependencies were of Norman origin, it seems |likely that they
were”M”n . In any case, whatever their place of origin, they
were the agents of Norman mother houses whose interests they
were bound to serve. If the king had been disposed to
mistrust and ignore the priors of Norman dependencies, it

is unlikely that he would have differentiated between those

of Norman origin and those of English origin.

In connection with the claim that there were Norman

clerics in England who seem to have enjoyed the complete
trust of the Kking, it must be mentioned that Matthew feels
that neither John nor Henry [IIl completely trusted the abbot
of Fecamp. In connection with the 120~ seizure, he states.
“Not all the Normans recovered their own quickly, however....

As late as 1211 John <collected a hundred marks, a palfrey and
two tuns of wine from the abbot of Fecamp for the restoration
of the abbot's lands and confirmation of his privileges. In

this case John's distrust was perhaps justified by the abbot's

3
dominant position on the south coast”( ). However, the prior
(1) Selected letters of Pope Innocent 111 concerning England,
1198-1216, ed . C.R. Cheney and W.H" Semple (London, 1953),

p.166 .
(2) See pp. 100-101 below.

(3) D. Matthew, op.cit., p.7A.
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of Cogges had fined a hundred marks for the recovery of
Fecamp's property after the 1204 seizure as early as the year
ended Michaelmas 1205 ~ - Moreover, the Pipe Roll entry which
Matthew cites as a reference clearly relates to a further
seizure "occasione malivolentie quam Rex habuit erga barones

2
de Quinque portubusl’L()

It has not been possible to discover
the nature of the implied offence but the other Cinque Port

barons were obviously involved.

On another occasion Matthew states that after the failure
of his expedition to Poitou in 1242, Henry "forced the abbot
of Fecamp to accept the manors of Cheltenham and Slaughter
with their hundreds in Gloucestershire and the manor or Navenby
in Lincolnshire and to surrender most of his property in Rye,

because in the king's view the abbot could no longer fortify

the towns of Rye and Winchelsea as befitted their importance:
clearly a reference to the abbot's foreign allegiance, not to
his ecclesiastical dignity, for the abbot had been an effective
castellan wunder Richard l. The king's entry into Rye had
been planned twenty years before under Hubert de Burgh.... but
nothing came of this move and Henry |Ill actually confirmed the
abbot's position in 1238" )

However, it seems more likely that the king's action was
primarily a reference to the abbot's ecclesiastical dignity and
not to his foreign allegiance. If the king doubted the abbot
(1) Rot.de Ob.et Fin., p.319; PeRe 7 John, p.110.

(2) P1R. 11 John, p.4.

(3) D. Matthew, op.cit., p.76.
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of Fecamp's loyalty in February 1226, when the exchange was
first suggested ~ , it is surely inconceivable that he should
merely "request" the surrender and, moreover, offer a fair
exchange. Nor is it likely that he would have abandoned

his request for two decades, especially when one remembers
that in February 1226, England was actually still at war

with France and that before the exchange was finally negotiated,

there were two more periods of war. The abbot may have been
an effective castellan wunder Richard I, but after 1204 the
English king had no influence on Norman ecclesiastical =elections
and the two abbots who ruled Fecamp from 1222 wuntil 1260 hardly
sound suitable barons of the Cinque Ports. According to the
authors of Gal lia Chri stiana, Richard Morin who was elected in

1222 was "vir valde simplex" who was compelled to resign after

five years ~ ~, while William Vaspail (1227“60) was nominated
by a papal legate after some disagreement in the chapter and
is described as "vir apprime literatus" . It is no doubt
true, as Matthew states, that Henry's "change of policy

towards the Norman monks in the Cinque Ports reflects the

altered approach to foreign affairs after Taillebourg" o
However, this need not necessarily mean that having reconciled
himself to the loss of the conquered provinces, Henry ceased
to trust the abbot of Fecamp. It seems more likely that

having reconciled himself to the idea that the southern shores

of the Channel were likely to remain under the control of the
(1) Rot.Li t.Cl . 1204-24, p.148.

(2) G.C. X1, c01.209 -

(3) Ibid., col. 209 *

(4) D. Matthew, op.cit., p,76.
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French king, he realised that this increased the importance

of the Cinque Port barons as defenders of the realm and meant

that a cleric was no longer a suitable person to be amongst

their number, especially when he had no control over the
appointment. If Henry had really begun to doubt the loyalty
of Norman <clerics, he surely would have taken measures against

the numerous other houses which had property on the vulnerable

south coast of England, as Edward 1 was to do five decades

later.

Another point which must be mentioned before we leave
the subject of the king's attitude towards Norman clerics
between 1204 and 1259, is that New claims that in 1245
"comes a record of what seems to have been another seizure.

Our sole reference is to the effect that the sheriff of

Northamptonshire is commanded to seize into the king's hands
all lands and their appurtenances within his jurisdiction
which belong to the abbots, priors and other religious men
'‘across the seal" n . The reference he quotes is an entry
in an Originalia Roll and what it actually says is:

/

"Mandatum est vicecomiti quod cedentibus vel decendentibus

abbatibus prioribus et aliis viris religiosis transmarinis
terras in balliva sua habentibus statim omnes terras eorum
in omnibus pertinenciis in manum Regis capiat et salvo

. (2)

custodiat donee, etc. Thus, what the king is ordering
is not a general seizure of the English property of overseas

houses as New implies. Nor, incidentally, is this our only

(1) C.W. New, op.cit., p.46 .

(2) Rot.Orig., 1, 8.
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reference to the measure””. Matthew discovered at least
one of the other references, and it led him to remark that
"Henry ill had not hesitated to arrest the goods of all French
monks cedentibus vel decedentibus in 1245’ (2)- As this order
was made in the year following Henry's general seizure of the
lands of Norman and other French Jlaymen in England, Matthew's
remark is rather misleading, especially as he offers no

translation of the words "cedentibus vel decedentibus" which
taken out of context have no very precise meaning. In fact,
it is clear from other occasions when the same words are wused
that they mean "resigning or dying". For example, in November

1245, the sheriff of Devon is ordered "quod omnes terras prioris

de Ontrinton' quas cepit in manum regis occasione mortis abbatis
de Monte Sancti Michaelis, gui nondum mortuus est, prefato
priori reddi, et siquid occasione predicta de eadem terra cepit,
id ei reddi faciat, et si decetero audierit quod aliguas abbas

vel prior de partibus transmarinis de balliva sua cessit vel
decessit, terras ipsorum capiat in manum regis, et custodiat
donee aliud habuerit in precepto” (3). If further proof s
needed that the measure was not intended as a genera] seizure,
one has only to consider Henry's reaction when the sheriff

of Cambridge and Huntingdon, like New, misinterpreted his
instructions: this sheriff apparently seized the property

of the prior of St Neots and certain other unnamed overseas

clerics whereupon the king informed him that "fines ejusdem

mandati nostri excess isti" and ordered him to appear before

(1) See also CI.R. 1242-7, PP -337,351,369 -
(2) D. Matthew, op.cit., p.81.

(3) CIl.R. 1242-7, p.369.
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the curia regis "ad ostendendum quo warranto ipsum prioratum
cepisti in manum nostram et terras quorundam aliorum"”~1",
Thus, the measure under discussion <clearly does not
represent an ecclesiastical parallel to the 1244 seizure of
the English property of Norman and other French laymen. It

is rather to be seen as one more example of the numerous measures

taken by Henry [Ill to ensure that he enjoyed all the rights to
which he was entitled". As Matthew himself has noted in
a different connection, the king's claims to various privileges
during ecclesiastical vacancies were not always very <clearly
defined and were not infrequently <challenged (3). It seems

that the measure of 1245 was an attempt to clarify the
situation. By seizing the property of all foreign houses
when a vacancy occurred the king was putting the onus on the
other side to prove that he was not entitled to do so. We
have definite evidence that he was prepared to consider
individual objections: in 1259, for example, the prior of
Cogges <claimed that because he was a perpetual prior, the
king was not entitled to the revenues of his priory during
an abbatial vacancy at Fecamp, whereupon the king ordered

that the revenues should be restored to him donee plenius

sciatur wutrum exitus predicti ad regem vel ad dictum priorem

debeant pertiner e " . Clearly this was not a discriminatory

(1) Ibid. 1242-7, p.351-

(2) Sir Maurice Powicke, King Henry 11l and the Lord Edward.
The community of the realm in the thirteenth <century
(Oxford, 1947 K I, chapter iii, pass im.

(3) D. Matthew, op .cit., p-77“80.

(4) Cl .R. 1256-9, p 396 .
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measure against the alien priories, it was just that their

status was more often in doubt than that of English priories”~”".

As the editor of the Book of Fees, but neither New nor
Matthew has noted, the English property of overseas houses
did not entirely escape the attention of the king in 1244.
When Henry ordered on 20th January 1244 that sheriffs
throughout England should seize in his name "omnes terras
illorum qui sunt de potestate regis Francorum quicunque sint

ilri", he added the qualifying clause "exceptis viris

religiosis"”" . On 22nd March in the same year, however, an
enquiry was ordered into the lands of the "religiosi transmar ini"

. . . . (3)
which were to be listed and valued, with and without stock

The instructions for this enquiry explicitly warned each
sheriff "provi surus quod predicti archiepiscopi, episcopi et
viri religiosi transmarini nec alii de regno nostro
disseisientur vel aliguod dampnum incurrant de hujusmodi
terris vel rebus suis occasione harum inquisitionem vel

hujusmodi extente""". Presumably this was just another

r

of the many administrative enquiries of the reign because
it was hardly a necessary preparatory measure to the measure
of 1245 and it was not followed by any change of policy which

it has been possible to discover ~ ~.

(1) S.Wood, English Monasteries and their Patrons in the
Thirteenth Century (Oxford, 1955 ), chapter V, especial 1ly

pp.80-1,99-
(2) B. of F., p.1142.
(3) C1.R. 1242-7, pp.239-40.
(4) Ibid. 1242-7, p.240.

(5) Compare the enquiry of 1237 into the lands of the Normans
and others which was not connected with any change of
policy as regards these lands (B. of F., p.611).
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It is more difficult to establish the attitude of the
king's subjects, lay and ecclesiastical, towards Norman clerics

after 1204 but it seems wunlikely that it was any different from

that of their royal master. We have already seen that Norman
houses were constantly having to defend their rights in the
royal courts, but this was an age when few men of property
gscaped being involved in |litigation at some time in their
lives ~ » Moreover, there was nothing new in this situation:
Norman houses had been involved in disputes in England long
before 1204. For example, at some time between 1165 and
1177, the abbey of La Trinite, Caen, became involved in a

dispute with the abbey of Tewkesbury over the church of
Avening in Gloucestershire. An amicable settlement was
eventually reached whereby the nuns of La Trinite paid the
chapter of Tewkesbury "twenty marks by way of compromise
i (2)
to induce them to withdraw wholly from the suit" . In
1130-31 a charter of Henry 1I's proclaimed that "he and the
abbot of Fecamp and Henry count of Eu have made a fine and

concord concerning the claim of toll for stalls and the

pontage of Winchelsea, which the count claimed against the

abbot as follows: He (the king) and the count will have
half the toll for stalls and the pontage and the abbot the
other half"~n. We have also seen that the Kking was

sometimes obliged to intervene with his officials and others

(1) For the frequent involvement of the English Church in
litigation in the thirteenth <century, see Sir Maurice
Powicke, The Thirteenth Century, 1216-1307 (Oxford, 2nd
ed. 1962)7 pp =468-9-

(2) C.D.F., no.431 -

(3) Ibid. , no.123-



on behalf of Norman clerics but there is no evidence to
suggest that royal intervention was necessary more freq
on behalf of Normans than on behalf of other subjects o
king.

Certainly there was no general feeling in this per

the Norman <clerics were enjoying revenues to which they

85.

uently

f the

iod that

were

no longer entitled. On the other hand, many complaints were

made about the number of |Italian clerics who secured En
revenues by means of papal provisions. A letter sent
pope from England in 1245 indicates the main reason why

Italians were grudged their revenues and the Normans we

glish

to the

the

re not.

It complains that "Ytalici, quorum est jam numerus infinitus...

fructus tantum percipiunt, extra regnum asportantes, regnum

non mediocriter depauperando, et redditus occupando, qu
fratres, nepotes, consanguinei nostri, et caeteri bene
de regno predicto beneficiari tenerentur” . In the
under review, the Normans were still "fratres, nepotes,
consanguinei" and the revenues which they received had,

any case, been specifically donated for their enjoyment.

Moreover, Norman houses and their English priories
continued to receive gifts and concessions from English
ecclesiastics and Jlaymen even after 1204. For example,
in December 1204, after the 1loss of the duchy and while
England and France were still at war, Henry, bishop of
Exeter, granted to the abbot and convent of Montebourg

"exemption from payment of tithes of their demesne of

(1) M. Paris. ,,Chron.Maj., 1V, 442

ibus

meriti

period

in
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Axemue; also two [thirds] of the tithe-sheaves of that parish
and a third of the small tithes arising from that parish in alms
for evernn1in. In 1233, Margaret de Quincy, countess of
Winchester, granted to the abbey of Saint-Evroul a small rent

in Ware, Hertfordshire?” and her death shortly afterwards

was noted in the necrology of the abbey . As late as 1246

John de Gatesden gave a carucate of land to the prior and
convent of Boxgrove, a priory of Lessay” On the whole,
it seems that the clergy and people of England shared their
royal master's attitude towards the Norman <clergy in the

period wunder review.

As Matthew has stated, "the changed conditionsof Anglo-
Norman relations after 1204 did not apparently cause the monks
to reconsider their position in England. At first the French
annexation did not Ilook irreversible, and until Henry 111

came of age and attempted to recover his patrimony the monks

provided a spiritual link between members of families sundered
by political allegiance. There was only one alternative to
holding their own in England, and that was to leave altogether.
They were not only reluctant to do this; they thought it a

sin to change the dispositions of their founders, who had
given them property in England in perpetuity to have their

name preserved in the monks' memories. Very few monasteries

did sell their property"

(1) C.D.F, no. 908.
(2) Orne , Serie H,Il, no.H.935 .
(3) C~AP ., XII, 750

, hote j .

(4) C.Ch.R. 1226-57 , p.29 3.

(5) D. Matthew, op.ci t., pp,97“8.
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Such sales and exchanges of property as did take place
between 1204 and 1259 were on the whole part of a process of
rationalisation rather than a result of the events of 1204.
This is suggested not only by the nature of the cases in which
sales or exchanges were made”1” but also by the facts that
similar sales and exchanges had taken place before 1204 (2)
while Norman houses continued to seek and value new acquisitions

in England 1long after that date (3)

It should be noted that some of Matthew's remarks in
connection with sales are either inaccurate or misleading.
He says that "the nuns of Montivilliers sold their single
English manor, Waddon in Dorset, probably because they lost
effective control of it in John's reign. The cathedral
canons of Lisieux and Evreux also disposed of their slight
English assets before the middle of the ¢thirteenth <century (4)

It is true that in October 1206 the king had ordered Geoffrey

fitz Peter "quod faciatis habere Willelmo de Witefeld terram

Abbatisse Muterv i leri ensis, scilicet Waddon, quae est in manu

(1) Sales tended to be made, for example, by Norman chapters
or abbots who had only small English interests and
maintained no English priory (e.g. Evreux. C.P.R- 1247 58,
p.46; Croix-Saint-Leufroi : C.Ch.R. 1226-57, p.251).
Similarly, houses tended to sell properties which lay
outside the area of their main holdings (e.g. Hambye,
whose interests were mainly in Yorkshire, Nottinghamshire
and Leicestershire, disposed of the church of Great
Massingham in Buckinghamshire in 1232: D. Matthew,
op.cit., p.13)

(2) Manche, Serie H, I, no.H.4684; C.D.F., nos. 124,857; Rece
Henri I, I, no.DLXIX; R.R.A-N. (2), no.12 14.

(3) See, for example, M.M. Morgan, The English Lands of the
Abbey of Bee, pp.84-5 for the numerous purchases made by
Bee in the period wunder review.

(4) D. Matthew, op.cit., p.98.
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ipsius

nostra, tenendam quamdiu eadem Abbatissa tenuerit terram
Willelmi in Normannia"” ~, and that William was still in
possession in 1212 (2) However, the abbess must have
recovered her property before 29th May 1235 when the
following instructions were issued "Quia rex audivit quod
abbatissa de Mustervilers adhuc superstes est, cujus redditum
Ricardus de la Lade cepit in manum regis in Bradewaddonl

eo quod dicitur ipsam esse mortuam; mandatum est eidem
Ricardo quod eidem abatisse de predicto redditu plenam
seisinam habere faciat"”". In October 1242, the Kking
confirmed the "gift" of Waddon by Abbess Margaret to Netley
abbey » ~. Moreover, Waddon had not been the abbey's only
English interest: between Michaelmas 1228 and Michaelmas
1230 it was involved in 1legal proceedings over property at
Arrington, Cambridgeshire". The reference quoted by
Matthew in support of his statement that the canons of
Lisieux "disposed" of their English property is an entry

in the Calendar of Patent Rolls dated 18th June 1245 which
reads as follows: "Protestation that whereas the dean and
chapter of Lisieux, at the king's petition, have leased to
James Hoese the manor of Deverel, county Wiltshire for his
life, the heirs of the said James shall have no right in the
said manor whereby they may prevent the dean and chapter

[@D) ReteLit. Pat. 1201-16, p.67b.

(2) B. of F., p.93-

(3) Cl.R. 1234-7, p.96.

(4) C.P.R. 1232-47 , p.333 -

(5) C.R.R., XIIl, nos. 1009,1160 ,1250,2365,2369; ibid., XIV,

nos.635,673.
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from putting themselves in seisin thereof after his death""~1~".
However, the case of Evreux seems to be a satisfactory example
of the disposal of a small English asset which it was probably

= (2)

not economic to retain

Matthew also makes the point that "the confiscation of
the counts of Eu's English property in 1244, willynilly
disposed of Foucarmont's English revenues, completely derived

from the tithes of the property, and for which the monks

presumably received no compensation from Netley, the gainers )
However, the evidence does not necessarily support his
conclusions; in fact, two alternative interpretations of the
two Close roll entries which Matthew cites are possible.

Since the two entries refer respectively to the lands which
n (4)

the abbot of Netley "tenet de abbate de Focardi Monte"

and "habet de abbate de Focardi Monte"it is possible that

the English abbot merely held the lands at farm from the

Norman house in which <case the abbot of Foucarmont would

presumably receive a rent. Alternatively the abbot of

Foucarmont may have sold his Jland before 1244. In a charter

dated 15th March 1240, the king confirmed the grant to Netley

Abbey of several properties purchased by Peter, bishop of

Winchester, and given to the abbot and convent . Included

(1) C.P.R. 1232-47, p.455
(2) Ibid. 1247-58, p.46.
(3) D. Matthew , op.cit., pe
(4) Cl1.R. 1242-7, p- 183-
(5) ibid. 1242-7, P- 190.

(6) C.Ch.R. 1226-57, p.251
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in the list of properties mentioned in this charter was
property bought from the abbot and convent of Croix-Saint-
Leufroi and the bishops of Angers and Le Mans as well as
property bought from English clerics and laymen. It is
possible that the English property of Foucarmont had been
acquired by Netley in a similar way. Whatever the exact
circumstances of the acquisition, there seems no reason to

accept Matthew's view that it was as a result of the seizure

of the countess of Eu's lands in 1244. If Foucarmont's
English interests had still consisted of the tithe of all
the countess's property in England” then there might have

been some possible justification for discontinuing payment

when that property was taken into the king's hands. However,

as Matthew has himself pointed out elsewhere, the tithes had
)

been replaced by land grants well before 1244 . Moreover,

Norman houses were not normally allowed to suffer as a result
of the seizure of the terrae Normannorum. We know, for
example, that the abbot of Grestain continued to receive
revenues due from the lands of Gilbert de L'Aigle when these
were seized after Gilbert's death because his heir was a

(3)

subject of the King of France

Although there is no real evidence that the situation
became more difficult for the Norman houses with possessions
in England after 1204, we do nevertheless come across one or

two complaints about the situation and these ought to be

(1) C.D.F., no. 186.

(2) D. Matthew, op.cit., p.105, note A.

(3) CI.R. 1231-4, p.496.
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examined. For example, a letter to the king from the abbot
and convent of Bee in January 1242, states that: "As it
frequently happens that they are fraudulently drawn into a
plea before the king or the king's jJjustices or other bailiffs
touching lands and possessions in England, in order that by
their default, the possessions or Jlands sued against them may
be more easily recovered, or money extorted from them, because,

partly by the dangers of the ways, weakness of body, short
summons, or lacking the special licence of the king of France,
which in these times can be obtained scarcely or only with
great difficulty, to defend their lands or sue their rights

against others, they are not able to get to England, they

have appointed William, their monk, the bearer, as their
proctor. . It is true that after 1204 as before, the
Channel was a physical hindrance to communications, but our

sources suggest that in other respects the abbot was very

much over-stating his case.

In the first place, this letter suggests that the need
for a proctor had only recently arisen whereas we know that
the abbey of Bee had a proctor in England in the time of
King Richard”". Secondly, in nearly all the cases in which
the abbey of Bee was involved between 1204 and the time of

this Jletter, either the abbot was represented by a proctor

(1 C.P.R. 1232-47 , p-291.

(2) C.R.R. , XIV, no.1557 -
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or attorney ~ ~, or the abbey's English priors pleaded in their
2
own right() Thirdly, not a single case can be found in the
(3)

Curia Regis rolls which have appeared in print where the
abbot of Bee lost a case by default. On the other hand, one

finds references to occasions when cases were postponed because

the abbot did not appear on the appointed day (4). On other
occasions, the king instructed the sheriff beforehand to delay
a case involving the abbot of Bee "qui est in partibus
transmarinisl”™”". In October 1225, a case involving the
abbot was postponed "quia generalis procurator ipsius abbatis
in Anglia mortuus e s t " . Doubtless the abbot never intended
his reasons for appointing a proctor to be taken too literally
and they certainly do not stand examination. Possibly he

hoped that if he presented his case in this way, the king

might take a smaller fine for recognizing his new representative

Odo Rigaud, archbishop of Rouen, complains on four occasions

before 1259 that certain Norman houses have not received their

(1) e.g. C.R.R., X, 186; ibid., XI, no.1247; ibid., XII,
no .237tlF; ibid., XIII, no. 799 e«

(2) C.R.R., M1, 279, (St Neots), 285 (Stoke by Clare);
ibid., IV, 206 (Ogbourne); ibid., VvIlI, 333 (Cowick);
ibid., IX, 322 (Wilsford).

(3) The Curia Regis rolls have only been printed up to 1237
which means that 33 of the 38 years from 1204 to the abbot's
complaint in 1242 have been reviewed. The work of reading
through five years' original rolls would not be justified by
the results.

(4) e.g. C.R.R., XIV, no.1328; ibid., VII, 173-

(5) e.g. Rot .Lit.C1l. 1224-7, p-52; Cl.R. 1231-4, p.61.

(6) Rot.Li t.Cl . 1224-7 , p-67b.

(7) For examples of fines being paid for the acceptance of a

proctor, see C.PmR. 1258-66, p.61; P.R. 7 John, p. 73-
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English abbeys such as Evesham, Bury St Edmundls, Bo lton,
Fountains and Peterborough all went through periods of grave

difficulty between the end of the twelfth century and the

end of the thirteenth <century, it would be hardly surprising
if some of the small alien priories found themselves without
any money to send to their mother houses in Normandy. Moreover,

a number of Norman houses were in debt by an amount greater than

that of their English revenues?”. Hence, in the light of

other evidence, O0Odo l1ls complaints do not affect our conclusion

that the events of 1204 had in themselves no significant effect

on the enjoyment of their English revenues by Norman houses.

Some of the ways in which the continued possession of
English revenues by Norman monasteries involved <continuing
contact between the kingdom and the duchy have already been
mentioned in passing, but a more systematic examination s

now necessary.

Most of the Norman houses with revenues in England
maintained representatives in this country to administer
their property to their best possible advantage. Sometimes
a conventual priory was established but more often the agents
of the mother house merely established a "dative" priory or
administrative centre. The question as to which priories

were conventual and which were not has been the subject of
considerable academic debate(2) but need not concern us here

as the exact nature of the English establishment does not

(1) e.g. Rigaud, pp.69 ,192,236,326.

(2) See, for example, D. Matthew, op.cit
C.W. New, op.cit., chapter II.

., chapter Il and
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affect the degree of communication between England and the

duchy in any significant way.

In their Medieval Religious Houses: England and Wales ~ ~,
Knowles and Hadcock 1list a large number of alien priories or
cells belonging to Norman ecclesiastical bodies. Unfortunately,
we cannot be certain that all the priories which they 1list did

in fact have a resident prior in the period under review.

Where Knowles and Hadcock refer to a prior or other residents
of a priory, their information 1is almost always post-1259 and
we cannot necessarily assume that the same conditions applied
before 1259. Morgan has shown that in the case of Bee, the

tendency during the thirteenth century was towards a reduction

in the number of cells which were maintained in England (2) SO0
that priories in existence after 1259 were certainly already

in existence before 1204. However, this was not necessarily
a general tendency. It may well be that houses with less
extensive properties than those held by Bee found it more
difficult to collect their revenues after 1204 and therefore
maintained a monk in this country when they had not done so
before. Bee had a number of substantial English priories and
it was therefore easy and rational to abolish her smaller cells.
However, a house which before 1204 had no priory, might well
have found it necessary after that date to maintain a permanent
representative to protect its interests. Similarly, a house

with only one or two priories and widely distributed estates

(@D D. Knowles and R.N. Hadcock, Medieval Religious Houses:
England and Wales (London, 2nd ed . 1971).

(2) M.M. Morgan, op.cit., pp.20-1.
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may have felt the need to establish a further <cell. Consequently,
although all the priories of Norman ecclesiastical establishments
which are mentioned by Knowles and Hadcock”~1l” have been listed

in Appendix 111, it has been indicated in each case whether or

not any reference has been found to the existence of a prior
in the period wunder review. It has been assumed that the
term “prior" was only applied to a resident representative and
only one reference has been given in each appropriate case
although a number of references could have been cited for many
of the priories. Where a reference has been found only to
monks, canons or nuns, this has been cited but the nature of
the reference has been indicated in brackets since such a
reference does not necessarily imply a permanent resident
representative. It will be noted that 55 of the 94 priories

listed seem to have had a resident prior at some time during

the period under review. Since Knowles and Hadcock do not
systematically consider which priories were conventual and which
were merely dative?”, those which New claimed were conventual
in his thesis on the History of the Alien Priories in England
to the Confiscation of Henry V have been indicated by the
letter "C".

Very little is known about the number of monks attached
to each of these priories in the period under review. Matthew
() The cells of Great Blakenham, Hooe , Lessingham, Povington,

and Weedon Beck were probably already being administered
the prior of Ogbourne in the period wunder consideration

(see M.M. Morgan, op.cit., pp.20-4; D. Knowles and R.N.
Hadcock, op.cit., pp.88 bis, 89,91,94) and have not therefore
been listed. Certainly no reference has been found to a

prior or monk at any of these places between 1204 and 1259-

(2) D. Knowles and R.N. Hadcock, op.cit., p.6.

(3) C.wW. New, op.cit., pp.874“90.
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suggests that the majority of the non-conventual priories were
"run by single monks or bailiffs with or without the companion
which they were canonically required to keep, There are lone
monks recorded in Domesday and judging from the Ilarge number
of single monks who applied to leave the country in 1378 the
majority of monasteries maintained agencies in England staffed
with one monk. In the thirteenth century Archbishop Rigaud
of Rouen tried to put an end to abuses of this kind when he

heard that monks from Aumale, Bocherville, Noyon, La Trimte

of Rouen, and Valmont were alone in England"

Although Matthew does not make this point, it seems that
Rigaud had at least a measure of success. Aumale had two

English priories”~ and only one monk in England in June, 1250

(3)
and only two in September, 1251, and November, 1255
However, in July 1259, and again in December, 1260, there were
three monks from the mother house in England so at least one

of the priories had the canonical minimum of two monks in
residence. Bocherville also had two English priories”™ and
apparently only one monk in England in November, 125 ©)
However, by December, 1259, there were four monks from
Bocherville in England”, presumably two in each priory.
(1) D. Matthew, op.cit., PP-51“2.

(2) Burstall, Yorks, and Withernsea, Yorks.
(3) Rigaud, pp .76 ,118,229-

(4) Ibid., pp.339,38 1.

(5) Avebury, Wilts, and Edith Weston, Rutland.
(6) Rigaud, p.191*

(7) lbid. , p.352.
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Rigaud's register also records that Saint-Victor-en-Caux,
which had only one English priory”~1~, had two monks in Englam
on three separate occasions during the period under review (2),
while Giraldus Cambrensis (? 1146-c.1220) refers in one of his
later works to "prior <cellae cujusdam duorum monachorum vel
trium Langenith nuncupatae" (3)

Numbers in conventional priories were, of course, higher,
but again we have very little evidence for the period from
1204-1259. If we turn to earlier records, we find that
provision was made for thirteen monks at both St Michael s
Mount(if) and Goldcliff(5) at the time of their foundation in
the reigns of William | and Henry | respectively. At the
time of Boxgrovels foundation, also in the reign of Henry 1,
provision was made for three monks but numbers steadily
increased and reached thirteen by the time of the founder's
grandsons(6) and nineteen by 1230 ~7). Just prior to the
fall of Rouen in June, 1204, reference is found in two
separate papal letters to "the prior and monks" of Folkestone

/0)
and "the prior and monks" of Storgursey , which suggests
(1) Clatford, Wilts.
(2) Rigaud , pp.145,175,317-
(3) Giraldi Cambrensis opera, ed. J.S. Brewer, J.F. Dimock and

G.F. Warner (Rolls Series, 1861-91), v, 33-

(4) C.D.F., no.729.

(5) Mon.Ang., VI, 1021.

(6) Ibid., 1V, 646.

(7) D. Knowles and R.N. Hadcock, op.cit., p.60.
(8) cC.P.L., 1, 17, bis.
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that there were at least three monks at each priory.

If one is prepared to consider figures dating from after

1259 as a guide, one is not short of evidence- The following
1

table gives figures extracted from Knowles and Hadcock( ) which

relate to priories in Appendix [III. Only priories with more

than two residents and only thirteenth and fourteenth <century

figures have been included:-

) Number of monks, Date Page number in
Priory canons Or nuns Knowles and Hadcock
Boxg rove 19 1230 p.60

6 1381
Cari sbrooke 6 1295 p.87
Horsham 6 138 1 b 58
St Faith 9 139 0
Lancaster 6 1324-5 p 086
Lymi nster 3 1380 po261
Patri xbourne 3 1258 p. 182
St Michael's 3 1362 b 91
Mount 1 1381
Stoke by 1381 P.92
Clare
Stog ur sey over 3 1270 j D.92

4 1328]
Tutbury 1377 p.78

In most cases, however, these figures are unlikely to be

a reliable guide to the situation in the same priories in the
period 1204-1259. As Knowles and Hadcock themselves point out,

(1) D. Knowles and R.N. Hadcock, op.cit.
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numbers tended to decrease during the French wars~1n, We

have just noted that provision was made for thirteen monks when
the priory of St Michael's Mount was founded, and yet the above
table shows that there were only three monks there in 1362 and
one in 1381 . Clearly, we cannot assume that there were never

more than three monks in residence at the priory.

In his book, The Norman Monasteries and their English
Possessions, Matthew lists the names of certain Norman monks
who obtained permission to leave England in 1378 and certain

other monks who obtained permission to remain in England after

that date . Sometimes we know only the mother house to
which a monk belonged, but sometimes we are given the name of
his priory too. In several cases, therefore, we can calculate

the minimum number of monks which a priory must have had in
1378. For example, St Neots had at Ileast seven monks, for
three obtained permission to leave England and another four
obtained permission to stay”3~. Similarly, it can be
calculated that Stoke by Clare and Eye each had at least eight
monks in the same year”". Again, however, these figures are
not necessarily a guide to the numbers resident in the same

priories in the period 1204-1259-

The dative priors and their companions presumably always

came from the mother house in Normandy. We know, for example,
that in the period under consideration, "Nicholas, monk of

(1) e.g. Ibid., p.48.

(2) D. Matthew, op.cit., Appendix IIl, pp.153"60.

(3> Ibid., pp. 153 ,157-

(4) Ibid., pp.153-4,157-
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Saint-Severll was prior of Haugham in Lincolnshire, while
"Philip, monk of Se”z" was prior of Winghale in the same
county ~ ~. In 1227, the abbot of Saint-Pierre, Preaux,

returned home from a visit to England "et cum eo Adam monachus

Pratellensis qui fuerat prior de Anglia" (2). Conventual
priors, too, seem generally to have come from the duchy as
far as one can tell. In May, 1246, John de Quisse, "monk
of Seez" was appointed prior of Pembroke (3) and other similar
examples can be found~””. Virtually nothing is known about
the place of origin of other monks in the conventual priories
but it seems likely that they, too, were mostly from Normandy.

Certainly a considerable number of monks from Norman priories

obtained permission to leave England in February, 13787

The Norman priors in England came into contact with what
we may now call English society at all levels in the secular
and ecclesiastical hierarchies. On their appointment, those
whose mother houses held in chief of the king, performed their
homage to the king himself~”~, while others performed homage
to important English magnates . As we have already seen,
many met the king on subsequent occasions through involvement
(1) Rot.Hugonis de Welles, 111, 158,132-3*

(2) Eure, Serie H, no.H711> f.63v.
(3) C1.R. 1242-7, ©pe426.
(4) P.R. 11 John , pe105; Mon.Ang
(5) D. Matthew, op .cit., PP-153-5
(6) Cl1.R. 1247-51, p.414.

(7) Ibid., 1242-7 , p.426.
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in lawsuits tried in the curia regis while some actually became
trusted royal agents. Relations with lay patrons, too, were
often fairly close. For example, in April, 1248, the prior

of Stoke by Clare was given letters of protection while he was

"on pilgrimage...beyond seas"™ with Richard de Clare, earl of
Gloucester N On the other hand, priors sometimes became

_ _ _ _ _ )
involved 1in property disputes with their lay patrons . We

have already noticed that even after 1204, Norman houses
received further gifts from the king and from certain of his
lay subjects, and sometimes these grants were made direct to
the English priory which must have involved communication
between the grantor and the grantee(3). During the course of
the day to day administration of their estates, the Norman
priors were in constant communication with their English
tenants and with a variety of royal officials including such

important personages as sheriffs and itinerant justices.

Just as the Norman priors and their monks were 1inevitably
involved 1in communication with representatives of the whole
spectrum of English lay society, so they were 1involved in
communication with English ecclesiastics of all ranks. For
example, on their appointment, Norman priors had to show letters
of presentation to the bishops of the English dioceses in which

their priories were situated® ”~ and most priories were subject

1) C.P.R., 1247-58, p.12.
(2) Pat .R. 1225-32 , p. 156.
3) For examples of gifts from the king, see Clmm1234-7 , p.129

(Boxgrove); C,Ch ,R. 1226-57, p-408 (Frampton) ; for an example
of a gift from a layman, see C.Ch.R. 1226-57 , P-193 (St Neots).
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to episcopal visitation”. Norman priors did not always
have the right of advowson to all the churches on their various
manors and hence were bound to come into contact with English

tr
incumbents presented by English patrons.

Even from this very brief description of some of the
activities of the Norman priors and their monks, it should be
clear that the Norman priories 1in England were not merely
isolated outposts in a foreign land but that their occupants
were an integral part of English society after 1204 as before.
As we have seen, some Norman priors were such an accepted part
of the English scene that they eventually became abbots of
English abbeys or bishops of English sees. We know also that
one of Bee"s procurators general chose to remain in England
when the time came for him to retire”. However, these men
were probably exceptions; others certainly returned to
Normandy. As we saw in another connection, the cartulary of
Saint-Pierre, Preaux, records that 1in 1227, "abbas Bernardus
venit de Anglia et cum eo Adam, monachus Pratellensis qui
fuerat prior de Anglia"(3). In the same year, William, prior
of Hough in England, returned to his mother house of Notre-
Dame-du-Voeu, Cherbourg, as her newly appointed abbot(4)

Other priors visited Normandy during their period of office in
England. In March, 1257, the archbishop of Rouen discovered

on a visit to Aumale that "prior Anglie venerat de Anglia sine

(1) e.g.- Manche , SeYie H,I1l1l, no.H.4685- See C.P.R. 1258-66 ,
p.28 on Steyning®"s exemption.

(2 M.M. Morgan, op.cit., p.43; Cl.R. 1256-9, P*345 =
3) Eure, Serie H, no.H.711, f.63v.

(49 Rot. Lit-Cl . 1224-7 , p.187-
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licencia™ "1/, The priors of Bee®"s English dependencies had

to attend the triennial meetings of the chapter of the order
Bee ~

We must now turn from those Norman clerics temporarily
resident 1in England to those who merely paid brief visits to
this country. Not all the Norman houses which held English
property maintained permanent representatives to administer it.
For example, no evidence has been found that the chapters of
Seez or Evreux maintained residential agents 1in England
between 1204 and 1259 but we know that they had agents in
England from time to time ; Amongst the monasteries which
do not seem to have established priories in England were
Cro ix-Sa int-Leufroi and Saint-Lo, Rouen. However, on at
least two occasions, the abbot of Croix-Saint-Leufroi had
to send two of his monks to England as his attorneys 4 while
the canons of Saint-Lo, Rouen must have arranged for someone

to collect the annual rent payable to them at the fair of
Bos ton N /.

A more 1important group of visitors, however, were the

abbots and bishops of all the Norman religious establishments

which possessed English revenues. Each newly appointed bishop

(1) Rigaud, p.300.
(2 M.M. Morgan, op.cit., p.28; G.C.X1, col. 232.

(3) e.q. Evreux: Rot.Lit.Cl. 1204-24, p.560b, 1ibid. 1224-7,
p.52b; Seez: ibid. 1204-24, p.23, C1lme . 1227°“31, p.578.

(4) Rot.Lit.c1l. 1224-7 , p.82b; C1.R. 1227-31, P-252.

(5) C.ChJ*. 1226-57 , p.248.
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and abbot had to come to England to perform homage for his
English property before he was allowed to succeed to Iit.

Where any of this property was held of the king, then homage

was due to the king himself. There are twenty-three entries

on the Close and Patent Rolls for the period under review which
record the performance of homage by a Norman bishop or abbot

to the king himself but obviously these entries do not constitute
anything like a complete list of the homages actually performed.
The number of new appointments made over a period of fifty-five
years to establishments which held in chief of the king must

have been considerably higher than this. We know, for example,
that there were six new appointments to the archbishopric of
Rouen during this period® ~ yet the only homages of which we

have a record are those performed by Peter 1l in December 1236(2)
and by Odo Rigaud in April 1249737 Similarly, at least four
new abbots of Mont-Saint-Michel were appointed in the same
period ~ ~ but we have positive evidence of the performance of
homage on one occasion only~”. Nevertheless, some interesting

conclusions can be drawn from the records which we do have.

In the first place, it is clear that with very few
exceptions, the English Kking 1insisted that the bishop or abbot
concerned did homage in person before he succeeded to his

English property. Of the twenty-three newly appointed abbots

(1) G6.C.X1, cols.59-66.

(2 CI.R. 1234-7, p.402 (performed by a proxy).
CI.R. 1247-51, p.154.

4) G.C.XIl, cols.521-3-

(5) CI.R. 1227-31, ©p.74.
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and bishops whose homages are recorded, only Peter 11, archbishop
of Rouen, was allowed to do homage by proxy. Moreover, the Kking
made it clear that this was a special concession and explicitly
informed the archbishop and his chapter that after future
vacancies he would not take homage from anyone other than the
man who owed Tt(l). That this warning was no mere formality

is clear from the king"s treatment of Peter®s successors. In
September 1245, his 1immediate successor 0do Clement wrote to the
king stating that: "As he cannot come in person to the king"s
presence on account of the legate®s council which 1is 1imminent,
as also on account of his bodily weakness and for many other
causes which Master John de Flayvilla, the bearer will explain,
he 1is sending the said master to court to receive from the king
the regalities which he has 1in the realm, and to take the oath
of fealty to the king 1in place of the archbishop, for which the
archbishop has given him full power; wherefore he begs the

king to receive the said master, and to expedite the business
for which he is sent"*2* It is notclear exactly what

happened in the meantime but in December 1245 the king granted
0do seisin of his English 1lands until the following April.

At the time of the grant these English Jlands were 1in the king"s
hands because the archbishop had not come to England to do the
homage which he owed for them . Henry 111 was prepared to
grant a respite but not, apparently, to accept the archbishop s

proxy. 0do Clement®s successor O0do Rigaud was consecrated 1in

(1) Ibid., 1234-7, p-403 =
(2) C.P.R. 1232-47 , p-490.

(3 Cl.R. 1242-7, ,.373-
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1247 but for reasons not known to us did not come to England
to perform the homage due from him until April 1249714, In

the meantime, the see®s English 1lands were 1in the king"s hands

In the second place, it 1is clear that the Norman abbots
and bishops were expected to perform the homage due to the
English king even when France and England were at war. of
the twenty-three recorded homages, six(3) were performed
during periods of war. In June 1230, the Kking ordered that
the abbess of La Trinite, Caen, was to be allowed until
Michaelmas to perform her homage "propter guerram inter 1ipsum
dominum regem et regem Francorum”™ and was to have the enjoyment
of her English revenues in the meantime” However, the
abbess had performed her homage by 161h September” which
means that she must have been 1in the king"s presence while

he was on the continent and at war with the French Kking.

The only other example of a respite being granted is

)

found in the year 1248 and this time no reason for the concession

is stated. In November 1248 the king granted that the abbot
of Saint-Ouen, Rouen should be allowed until the following
Easter to perform the homage due from him and that the prior

of West Mersea should have possession of the abbey s English

¢H) Ibid. 1247-51, pe154.

(2) 1bid. 1247-51 , p.155.

(3) Rot.Lit.Cl. 1204-24 , p.627 (Bernay); ibid. 1224-7 , p=102b
(Bernay ); ibid. 1224-7, p.139 (Saint-Leger, Preaux);
ibid. 1224-7, p.187 (Cherbourg); CI .R. 1227"31 » P.299
TGTestain); ibid. 1227-31 , p. 436 (La Trini te, Caen).

(4) CIl.R. 1227-31 , p.415.

(5) Ibid. 1227-31 , p. 436.
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property in the meantime

Although there 1is very little evidence for the performance
of homage to English magnates, this, too, must have been a
fairly frequent occurrence. In August 1245, for example,
William count of Aumale had informed the king "quod abbas de
novo creatus est apud Albermarliam, et quod idem abbas, qui
omnes terras quas habet in Anglia tenet de eodem comiti, venit
personaliter 1in Angliam et de terris ipsis fidelitatem fecit

2
eidem comiti tamquam domino feodP'( )

In many cases, the visit made by a Norman bishop or abbot
to perform the homage due for his English property was not the
only visit made to England during his period of office.

Although, as we have seen, the headsof the mother establishments
were often represented by attorneys in legal proceedings 1in
England, they sometimes appeared in person. For example,
during the Michaelmas term of 1204, the abbess of La Trinite{
Caen, sought and obtained "licentiam veniendi ad curiam to

3)

present her case against the count of Aumale , while the prior

of Saint-Lo, Rouen, attended 1in person during the Easter term
of 1229 ~*-

A considerable number of other visits by Norman bishops
and abbots have left their mark on the records, although the
exact reason for the visit 1is not always stated. For example,

the authors of Gallia Christiana say that abbot Reginald of

(1) 1Ibid. 1247-51, p.128.
(2) Ibid. 1242-7, p.337.
(3 C.R.R., Ill, 213-

4) Ibid. , XIll, no. 1854 .
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Saint-Wandrille died in England in 1207 N ~- Reginald had
been elected abbot in 1194 so his 1207 visit was obviously

for some other reason than the performance of the homage due

for Saint-Wandri 1lels English property(z). When Rigaud

visited Saint-Wandrille in December 1258, he noted that the
G)

(4), it

abbot was then in England with three of his monks As
this abbot had been appointed three years previously
is likely that, again, this was at least his second visit

to England. An entry on the Pipe Roll for 1209 records that
the abbot of Saint-Martin, Seez, had reached an agreement

with the king that when there was a vacancy at Lancaster
priory, he could nominate two monks as prospective priors

and the king would choose between them. It was also recorded
that the abbot owed 30 marks "pro licencia transfretandi™ (5".
Presumably the abbot had felt that negotiations would be
facilitated by his presence in England. Since he had been

abbot since at least 1185(6), he had presumably performed his

homage for his English lands many years previously.

Nor was the cross-Channel traffic resulting from the
continuing ecclesiastical |links between England and Normandy
all one way. Although wvery [little is known about the property

of English houses in Normandy, one or two English cle