Crown and Community in Essex ¢.1066-1189: Abstract
David Titterington
This work explores the development of the Anglo-Norman landed community

in Essex and analyses the role of the Crown in the county's contemporary

affairs. It covers a period of conquest, settlement, civil war and strengthening

royal government.

The assessment of the role of the Crown primarily focuses upon the relationship
between the king and local landowners. It also concentrates on the
maintenance and extension of royal rights, the exploitation of royal justice and
forest law, the prdmotion and retention of peace in the county, and the

development and use of royal demesne.

Analysis of a community relies upon defining a local group, proving their
interest in a locale and subsequently demonstrating community-linked
behaviour. Such proof relies upon the use of a number of indices, some of
which are drawn from later concepts of County Communities (such as
participation in local government and collective identity). Other factors owe
their origin to wider anthropological theories (e.g. local custom, familial ties

and frequent contact between subjects).

The thesis makes use of the principal primary sources for the period
(Domesdéy, Cartae Baronum, monastic chronicles, the Pipe Rolls and extant
royal, baronial and ecclesiastical acta). Owing to the greater number of

- surviving primary documents after 11335, it is easier to assess community ties
after that date. A wide range of secondary sources also exists, many of which
have been utilised and, in some cases, expanded upon.

This research has demonstrated that a community was evident among both the
tenants-in-chief and sub-tenants of Essex from the reign of William I and that it
advanced during the century that followed his death. This was partially due to
the immense tenurial stability of the county at that time. It also shows that
royal influence in the county was at a consistently high level, where the Crown
normally had more land in Essex than any other individual. This ensured that
Essex was one of the most peaceful and prosperous English counties between
the accession of William the Conqueror and the death of Henry II.
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Preface

This thesis began in 1995 as a study of the Mandeville family in England, a
subject suggested by Professor David Bates. After discovering that a thesis
had already been written on this subject, my attention switched to the Vere
family. When it became clear that this was also unsuitable for fresh research,
Dr Nicholas Vincent recommended that a non-family based approach might be
more fruitful. As the county of Essex had been central to the Mandevilles and
the Veres, it was sensible to use Essex as the focus for an appraisal of a local
County Community. As Norman and early Angevin Essex had a community
that did not resemble the textbook County Community, it was necessary once
again to revise the title. There was an evident landowning community in
Essex at that time and the greatest constant power in the county was the

Crown.

When I began this thesis I had visited Essex twice and consequently had no
clear perception of the geography of the county. As some of the villages and
towns discussed within the pages of this thesis are fairly obscure, I have
attempted to add each settlement’s designated hundred in parenthesis. I trust

that this has been a useful addition and that it adds clarity to the text.

I have written this thesis in many places. I performed the bulk of the basic
stages of research in Canterbury, covered much of the primary source material
from Brighton, wrote most of the pre-final drafts in Pontypridd and finished
the proofs in Cardiff. I have also written material or prepared maps and

diagrams in Whitechapel, Letchworth, Ingatestone, Hirwaun and Lewes.

Over the course of this thesis I have made many interesting observations about
the county of Essex. Tesco the Domesday burgess, who appeared in an article
in the Daily Telegraph (‘discovery’ attributed to David Totterington [sic.])

originally featured within this work. Unfortunately I could find no place for
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the moustaches of Essex historians or for nineteenth-century football players

with unusual surnames.’

In September 1999 I visited the nearly newly-refurbished Institute of
Historical Research to confirm some footnotes. There I met a postgraduate
student, Christopher Star, who by a happy coincidence was researching the
county community of Essex. I was pleased to discover that he is focusing
upon the county during the fourteenth century and I look forward to reading

his work.
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Chapter One - Introduction

The aim of this thesis is to analyse the birth and development of the Anglo-
Norman community in Essex over the period ¢.1066-1189, and to discuss and
assess the relationship that this community enjoyed with the crown. There are
three main reasons for doing this. Firstly Essex had more tenants-in-chief than
any other English county in 1086, which indicates a diverse and disparate
group of landowners in the county from the earliest stage of Norman rule.
Secondly, Essex was an English county that reacted positively to Stephen's
accession and was almost totally loyal to him for his entire reign. Thirdly,
Essex was the focus for revolt against King John and the barons of the county
were responsible for the capture of London. Whilst this thesis does not cover
the reign of King John, it does analyse the changing relationship between

crown and county after the accession of Henry II.

These events raise important questions. How was Essex conquered and
governed by the Normans? What system of land organisation was
implemented by 1086? How did Essex respond to and suffer from Henry I's
government? Why and how did Essex support Stephen? When did the
relationship between Essex and the crown turn sour? Each of these issues
questions the relationships that inhabitants of the county had with one another,

with the king and (where applicable) with their lords or vassals.

As this project began as a county community study, I will initially address the
nature of such an inquiry and outline the reasons for not adapting this as a
model for the thesis. A discussion of the methods used to define the subjects of
the study follows, together with an appraisal of the sources. Finally I will
outline the methodology for this thesis and appraise the county of Essex as a

unit.



County Communities

County-based groups have been a regular means of conducting historical study
for generations, across many periods. The 'county community' has become a
standard term for a local group and the specific methods implemented to

analyse it. Such studies are still very much in vogue within the historical

fraternity." Their existence is based on the premise that a county's history is

not just about the actions of the king, comes or other magnates. Instead of
looking down on the county as just one piece in the national puzzle, the

locality was a microcosm of the trends, triumphs and troubles of England.

This thesis concerns both a county and a period that have received little
attention from county community enthusiasts. Early modern England has been
well-researched in this respect, and the trend has crept backwards through the
centuries. An admirable quantity of material dedicated to this particular style
for the later medieval period has been created, with reference to specific

counties and general theories.” These works have tended to focus on the War

! The concept, however, is over three centuries old: see C. Carpenter, 'Gentry and
Community in Medieval England’, JBS xxxiii (1994) 340-80, 341
* The very many studies undertaken include: E.Acheson, A Gentry Community:

Leicestershire in the Fifteenth Century, ¢.1422-¢.1485 (Cambridge, 1992); H.Cam,

Liberties and Communities in Medieval England (London, 1963); C.Carpenter, 'The

Fifteenth-Century English Gentry and Their Estates' in Gentry and Lesser Nobility in Late

Medieval Europe, M.Jones ed. (New York, 1986) 33-60; C.Carpenter, Locality and
Polity: a Study of Warwickshire Landed Gentry 1401-1499 (Cambridge, 1992);

C.Carpenter, 'Gentry and Community in Medieval England'; P.R. Coss, Lordship,
Knighthood and Locality: a study in English Society ¢.1180 — ¢.1280 (Cambridge, 1991);
P.R. Coss, The Formation of the English Gentry', P&P cxlvii (1995), 38-64; R.Fleming,
Rural Elites and Urban Communities in Late Anglo-Saxon England', P&P cxli (1993) 3-
37; J.R.Maddicott, 'Magna Carta and the Local Community 1215-59', P&P cii (1984) 25-

65; J.R.Maddicott, The County Community and the Making of Public Opinion in
Fourteenth-Century England', TRHS 5th. ser. xxviii (1978) 27-43; K.B.McFarlane, The
Nobility of Later Medieval England (London, 1973); S.Payling, Political Society in




of the Roses, on fourteenth-century social change and on the implications of
Magna Carta and the reform movement of 1258-65. When these studies cast a
cursory glance over preceding centuries - not a frequent event - vague
generalisations are the order of the day. Maddicott speaks of the county
community predating the Conquest, although he cites no references to justify

this contention.

Recently academic interest has turned upon the twelfth- and early thirteenth-

centuries, most notably in Hugh Thomas' study of Angevin Yorkshire and Paul

Dalton’s survey of the same county before 1154.> This trend has become

unavoidable, as the same methods used to explore parochialism in the English

Civil War can be adapted to explain local events in earlier periods. After

Lancastrian England: the Greater Gentry of Nottinghamshire (Oxford, 1991); A.J.Pollard,

"The Richmondshire Community of Gentry During the Wars of the Roses' in Patronage,
Pedigree and Power in Later Medieval England, C.Ross ed. (Gloucester, 1979) 37-59;
M.Prestwich, English Politics in the Thirteenth Century (London, 1990) ch. iii., 47-63;

N.Saul, Knights and Esquires: The Gloucestershire Gentry in the Fourteenth Century

(London, 1981); B.Smith, 'A County Community in Early Fourteenth-Century: The Case
of Louth' EHR cviii (1993), 563-588; J.Ward, The Essex Gentry and the County

Community in the Fourteenth Century (Essex Record Office, 1991) and Mary Robertson's

review, "'Sires remembre we are neyhbours": English Gentry Communites in the Fifteenth
Century', JBS xxxiv (1995) 112-18

' J.R.Maddicott, 'Magna Carta and the Local Community 1215-59', 25: Maddicott, The
County Community and the Making of Public Opinion in Fourteenth-Century England,
28. Studies of individual counties for this period exist, although ideas of county
community and local identity are not a strong theme: M.D.Costen, The Origins of
Somerset (Manchester, 1992): P.Warner, The Origins of Suffolk (Manchester, 1996):
T.Williamson, The Origins of Norfolk (Manchester, 1993)

? P.Dalton, Conquest, Anarchy and Lordship: Yorkshire 1066-1154 (Cambridge, 1994):

R.Eales, 'Local Loyalties in Norman England: Kent in Stephen's Reign', ANS viii (1985)
88-108: H.Thomas, Vassals, Heiresses, Crusaders and Thugs: the Gentry of Angevin
Yorkshire, 1154-1216 (University of Pennsylvania, 1993). J.C.Holt's The Northerners: a

study in the reign of King John (Oxford, 1961) concentrates on the north of England and

explains the motives of support and revolt



studies of the War of the Roses, the growth of Parliament and the troubles of
Henry III, a similar treatment of the county during political upheaval (with

reference to its normal state) has become imperative for John's reign, the

Anarchy and the Norman Conquest." The county community is now an

accepted facet of English political life and historical analysis from the end of
John's reign, although the validity of a textbook 'county community' study

prior to this is debatable.

The county community study relies upon specific criteria (generally related to
the fourteenth-century) which have been created for the identification of
county groupings and the recognition of communal sentiment and activity.
Administrative and legal processes are often hailed as evidence of the county
group's existence. Maddicott pointed out that both communitas and shire
could each mean 'court' and 'county'.* As the focus of local administrative
activity, the county court attracted the presence of magnates, baronial and
royal representatives, local men caught up in legal processes and the normal
circus of witnesses, interested parties and spectators. Some processes within
the county court gave rise to the need for men to support one another in a
neighbourly capacity.” There are examples of men standing as pledge for one
another, recorded when money was levied from the supporters of repeat
offenders or defaulters, or when fines were made for favour or for a variety of

other reasons. Holt has demonstrated that neighbouring heads of households

' Emilie Amt has produced political studies of three counties (Essex, Oxford and
Gloucester) during and after Stephen's reign, dealing mainly with tenants-in-chief: Amt,
Accession 64-81. There is no specific Essex section in Ann Williams, The English and
the Norman Conquest (Woodbridge, 1995)

* Maddicott, 'The County Community in Fourteenth-Century England', 29-30.
? B.Smith, 'A County Community in Early Fourteenth-Century: The Case of Louth', 567



were of more use in these circumstances than family members, as the latter

frequently did not have the resources to offer financial guarantees.’

The same local officials that ran or attended these sessions were the channels
between the locality and central government.” Their appointment indicates the
recognition of a cohesive group of people (at least from above) and the
existence of a responsible agent whose concern was one specific area (a county
or two). The official's post was evidence of the area's individual significance,
and the prestige of holding such an office stemmed from recognition
throughout that jurisdiction.” Whilst the selection procedures were open to
royal patronage as well as the demands of local worthies, it still had to produce
a suitable candidate. In order to gain local acceptance, this system had to
return officials who were responsible with an understanding of the area.

When counties pooled resources to have the sheriff of their choice, the

community's shared objectives were expressed explicitly.

Other motives could dictate the selection of a sheriff. The Exchequer did not
simply appoint a popular local man to the post, as being liked was no more
important than being efficient, reliable or profitable. David Carpenter argues
that after 1194 court favourites gave way to professional sheriffs in the face of
higher farms, the application of increments and the transferral of many shrieval
duties to other agents (such as custody of castles).* Curial sheriffs, benefiting
from negotiated easy terms, returned to the localities after Magna Carta. From
1236 until 1241 sheriffs were custodians, entitled to an allowance in return for

custody of the farm. To local alarm, sheriffs were expected to pay larger

' J.C.Holt, 'Feudal Society and the Family in Early Medieval England', published in
Colonial England, 1066-1215 (London, 1997) 223-43, 233
?P.R.Coss, The Formation of the English Gentry', 49

* B.Smith, 'A County Community in Early Fourteenth-Century: The Case of Louth', 565-6
* D.Carpenter, 'The Decline of the Curial Sheriff in England, 1194-1258', EHR xci (1976)
1-32, 6-10



increments after 1242, leading to increased personal debt and greater extortion

and corruption.' Local attachment became less important than finding a

willing candidate, as men fined to avoid shrieval duty.

Local officials took their work seriously and held themselves in high esteem
for their responsible position. The occupation of a position of such local
importance meant that the sheriff represented his county in two ways. The
sheriff accounted for Essex (and its poorer, smaller partner Hertfordshire) at
the Exchequer, and was the main link between county and central government
for many of the lesser landholders. Round expressed the view that Swein of
Essex and his progeny (Robert and Henry) used their family name ‘Essex’ to
reflect the family's association with the shrievalty before and after the

Conquest.”

Collective identity is a central part of the idea of a county group.” This may
have been expressed through a local forum, or through self-recognition that the
group was a community. Once the communitas had become a recognised entity
and local men started describing themselves, collectively, as 'the community of
the county' or 'the men of the community of the county', the existence of that
unit is quite naturally proven.* Research focuses on the degree of county
interplay rather than its existence. The growth of a community gave rise to

documents which were not created by a royal or honorial court. Counties

! D.Carpenter, 'The Decline of the Curial Sheriff in England', 22-28

* VCH Essex i (London, 1903) 345. No individual will be referred to as 'Essex' in this
thesis, because the lords of Rayleigh after Robert fitz Wymarc (Swein, Robert and Henry)
were known as de Essex and the Mandeville family were the earls of Essex during the
reigns of Stephen and Henry II

* P.R.Coss, The Formation of the English Gentry', 48-9

* Maddicott, The County Community in Fourteenth-Century England’, 40. The earliest

example of this behaviour in Essex occurred in 1204: see below, page 9



submitted their own petitions and statements, airing their commonly held

views and providing concrete evidence that they were a fully-interactive unit.

Such identity is closely linked to status gradation and the behaviour reflecting
a county group that was made of horizontal, and not vertical, associations.'
This theory suggests that communities were built by social peers with common
interests and lifestyles (horizontal groups on fairly level terms) rather than by
lords and vassals (who demonstrate an unequal, vertical relationship). There
are various ways that status gradation can be measured. Deciphering status
levels is not difficult if the simple feudal pyramid is used as a social model,
although this is not entirely appropriate as the simplicity of the model
undermines its practical application. Alternatively wealth can be a useful
yardstick, as the simple segregation of tenants-in-chief and sub-tenants leaves
huge financial disparities between members of the same artificially-
constructed social tier. Frequently, but not invariably, lordship and financial
clout went hand-in-hand. Whichever system is used to analyse the grades, the
central theory remains the same. Members of a community seek the company
and support of their peers. Analysis of status - whether that means total
wealth, tenurial level or quantity of land held - produces groups of like-minded

individuals whose concerns were in all probability mutual.

This model is flawed for an analysis of Essex from the Conquest through to
the death of Henry II. Because sources for the study of Essex at this time do
not compare with the quantity or quality of information available for later
centuries, the application of these rigorous procedures is simply impossible.
Even the most basic preliminary measure, the identification of landowners in

Essex, produces only a partial picture.

! P.R.Coss, 'The Formation of the English Gentry', 49



The tests of community proposed by Coss are not generally applicable for the

era in question. Much of the local administrative and legal work, where

recorded, has not survived. The hundred rolls do not cover this period.! Local

officials can be identified but only to a limited degree. Exact shrieval dates
can be found for those years with an extant Pipe Roll, whilst the sheriffs before
or between those dates are made known only through royal acta, Domesday
Book and private charters. Apart from the sheriff there were other designated
local officers of the crown, including hundred reeves, foresters and custodians
of royal manors. These individuals are documented poorly until (and in some
cases beyond) 1154. Lists of these crown representatives are even more
incomplete than lists of sheriffs. There were other men connected with the
shire in indeterminate roles, which can be seen through the direction of
notifications regarding the county to them. The small number of formal,
recognisable officials was subject to a profound rise in following centuries.
Over the period 1066-1189 Essex did not have many of the officers who would
be linchpins in future county communities: designated knights of the shire,

escheators, coroners and keepers of the peace.

The men of Essex did not address themselves in terms proclaiming a county
group or denoting community sentiment during this era. The first recorded
example of the county acting together in this way was the successful attempt to
remove northern Essex from the royal forest in 1204. In his report on the
forest of Essex and the significance of the charter removing the district from
the forest, Round stated that '...the men of Essex ("Homines de Essexa'") made
... [payment] for having this portion of the county thrown out of the forest'.”
Whilst this is a significant demonstration of county-wide solidarity and a

successful collective struggle to attain a common goal, there is no mention of

' The hundred rolls began in 1274: Rotuli Hundredorum, W.Illingworth ed. (2 vols.,
London, 1812, 1818) i 9: H.M.Cam, The Hundred and Hundred Rolls (London, 1930),
39ff.

2 J.H.Round, The Forest of Essex, JBAA, n.s. iii (1897), 36-42, 41




homines de Essexa in the relevant charter." The Pipe Roll of the same year
does use that term, relating that 'the men of Essex [owe] 500 marks and five
palfreys for disafforestation..."> This can be viewed as an early step on the
road to self-recognition, aided by regular royal repetition of the phrase. From

that time the term homines de Essexa occurred regularly in the Pipe Rolls.

Even the concepts of 'vertical' and 'horizontal' gradation are difficult to apply
in this case. W.J. Corbett's classification of tenurial value at Domesday is a
useful tool for financial stratification.” It could be extended to include sub-
tenants and differentiate between the lower levels of the county's landowners.
This does raise two difficulties. Firstly, the Domesday valuations only relate
to 1086 and preceding years. After this time there were various methods for
assessing the value of land held, such as Danegeld levies and quantities of
knights' fees, but they do not supply adequately comparable figures. Secondly,

a concentration on material wealth pays no heed to social status.

An arbitrary decision to include only persons within a specific income bracket
would serve to rid the study of its best documented members (at the top) and
those individuals of whom practically nothing is known (at the bottom). It
might also lead to the removal of the greatest sub-tenants in Essex. The sub-
tenant holding more land in the county than a tenant-in-chief was both his
fiscal superior and his social inferior. The greatest Domesday sub-tenant in
Essex was Adelolf de Merck, whose holding from the count of Boulogne (the
greatest Domesday tenant-in-chief in Essex) covered over 29 hides and
brought in an annual income of nearly £59.* As Table 1 demonstrates,
Adelolf's lands in the county would rank him twenty-second if he had held in-

chief, between Ranulf brother of Ilger and Henry de Ferrers. Only eighteen of

! Rot Chart i 123: no beneficiary is named therein

*PR 6 John 32. Round had consulted the Pipe Roll without revealing it as his source
? Corbett 510-11

* LDB 27a-29a, 31b-32a, 33a, 34a-b




the county's tenants-in-chief held more land in demesne. Of course, Adelolf
himself had probably brought in his own rear tenants but no mention is made

of them in Domesday.

Table 1: The Domesday tenants-in-chief of Essex, 1086

Status also brings problems of its own, not least that it is hard to measure in
the aftermath of the Conquest. Susan Reynolds remarks that Domesday
provides a hierarchy based on 'property or tenure rather than... status or
authority'." A frequently used method of status delineation has been service on
the grand jury. Application of such a system is impossible for the twelfth
century for which very few such lists survive.” Within a clearly defined
aristocratic caste system, where the baron and the knight were recognised
levels of social standing with their own specific responsibilities, the issue of

status can be explained using homogenous terms.’

The use of 'vertical gradation' to define a community (i.e. the complete
omission of tenants-in-chief and concentration on sub-tenants) before this
precise demarcation became standard practice is a completely different matter.
Including and excluding individuals based upon tenurial status has its merits
and its drawbacks. The distinction between tenant-in-chief and sub-tenant is

clear and unquestionable. However Essex had more Domesday tenants-in-

! S.Reynolds, Bookland, Folkland and Fiefs', ANS xiv (1991) 211-227, 226

? K.Faulkner, 'The Transformation of Knighthood in Early Thirteenth-Century England',
EHR cxi (1996) 1-23, 12, 14

? 1t is very difficult to apply such terms before ¢.1200. '...although knighthood in the
eleventh century implied military proficiency, it carried no social distinction": First
Century 142. Subtenants of the Essex-based honours of Boulogne and Rayleigh were
described as barons in the early part of the twelfth century: WAM 962, which was
transcribed and published by E.J.L.Scott, ‘Two Documents’, The Athenaeum 2 December
1893, 772-73: J.H.Round ‘“Two Documents’, The Athenaeum, 2 December 1893: First

Century 93-8
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Tenant-in-chief

King William

Eustace of Boulogne
Geoffrey de Mandeville
Swein of Essex

Ranulf Peverel

Richard fitz Gilbert
Bishop of London
Ralph Baynard

Robert Gemon

Bishop of Bayeux

Canons of St Paul's
Bishop of Durham

St Peter's Westmnster
Holy Trinity Canterbury
St Etheldreda’s Ely
Hamo dapifer

Ranulf brother of liger
Henry de Fermrers
Hugh de Montfort
Peter de Valognes
Holy Trinity Caen
‘Walter the Deacon
Tihel de Hellean
Roger de Raismes
Bury St Edmund's

St Valery’s

Walter de Douai

John fitz Waleran
Theodoric Pointel
Canons of Waltham
The Count of Eu
Countess Judith

Alan of Brittany
Roger Bigot

St Ouen's Rouen
Robert Malet
Matthew de Mortagne
Roger de Auberville
Sasselin

St Martin's London
William Peverel
Robert fitz Corbucion
Frodo the Abbot's brother
Countess of Aumale
Hugh de Gournai
Roger of Poitou
Robert fitz Rozelin
Otto the Goldsmith
William de Ecouis

St Stephen's Caen

St Martin's Battle
John nephew of Waleran
Modwin

William the Deacon
Edmund fitz Algot
Ralph de Limesy
Gilbert fitz Thorold
Jocelyn Lonmer
Ralph Pinel

Waulfeva wife of Finn
Reginald the Gunner
William Leofric
Walter Cook

William fitz Constantine
Roger God-save-ladies
IIbod

Ralph de Tosny
Thorkell the Reeve
Hugh de St Quentin
Grim the Reeve
Bishop of Hereford
Robert fitz Godbert
Robert de Tosny
Hagebem

Adam fitz Durand Malzor
Gilbert fitz Solomon
Gilbert the priest
Roger Marshal
Ansger Cook
Gundwin

Edward fitz Swein
Stanhard

Godwin the Deacon

Table 1:

Demesne
in-chief

£517.7.2 + Colchester
£320.7.4
£185.17.0
£129.10
£99.0.0
£118.16.9
£101.7.0
£91.15.0
£76.17.0
£32.1.6
£156.17.8
£83.0.4
£71.15
£29.7.0
£107.13.4
£100
£97
£81.5.0
£65.10
£21.148
£46.2.8
£50.2.0
£27.2.6
£2311 °
£49
£29.8.4
£31.1.4
£28.17.0
£30.10
£31.10.8
£19

£5
£14.10.0
£30.2.0
£30.0.0
£28.2.8
Ss

£

£22
£6.12.0
£21

£20
£158.0
£10

£12

£2
£14.140
£15
£145.0
£12

£12
£11.10.0
£10

£8

£8
£7.18.6
£7.10.0
£7.10.0
£7.3.0
£7

£

£7

£7
£6:10.0
£6.1.0
£5.10.0

£4.11.10
£4.50
£1.10.0
£3.60
£2.13.0
£2.10.0
£2.10.0

£1.34
£1.3.0
£1

£1

18s
10s.
10s.
10s.
8s.
1s4d

Demesne
as tenant

Enfeoffed

£203.17
£161.88
£138.1.0
£148.7.6
£117.12.10
£80.4.10
£77.13.0
£95.16.8
£132.17.0
£5.188
£68.5.0
£53.15.0
£90.13.0

£2.142
£2
£8.0.0
£47.18.0
£22.10.7
£7.0.0
£23.12.6
£27.0.0

£14.10.0
£4

£9
£5.10.0
£2.18.0
£14
£28
18s

£26.0.0
£19.4.0

£15.2.0

£2.10.0

£5
£13.19.0
10s

£1480

the Domesday tenants-in-chief of Essex

Total

>£517
>£524
>£347
>£284
>£247
>£240
>£180
>£173
>£172
>£164
>£162
>£151
>£133
£120
>£107
£100
>£99
>£83
>£73
>£69
>£68
>£57
>£51
>£50
£49
>£43
>£39
>£37
£36
>£34
£33
£33
>£30
>£30
£30
>£28
>£26
>£23
£22
>£21
£21
£20
>£17
>£17
£17
>£15
>£15
£15
>£14
>£14
>£12
£12
>£11
£10
>£8

>£7
>£7
>£7
>£7
£7
£
£7
£
>£6
>£6
>£5

>£4
>f4
>£4
>£3
>£2
>£2
>£2

>£l
>£1
£1

£1

<£1
<£1
<£1
<£l
<£l
<£1



chief (eighty-five) than any other county in England, with lands ranging in

value from approximately 10% to 0.00001% of the county's total revenue.’

With a group this diverse, the appellation 'tenant-in-chief' hinders more than it

helps.

Simply omitting tenants-in-chief by virtue of the fact that they were too
important to care about just one county is a flawed approach. In his Yorkshire
study, Hugh Thomas admits that he has excluded tenants-in-chief 'who held
more than a handful of knights' fees of the king' whilst including men who
held more fees as sub-tenants.” This is a laudable academic proposition that
does not work well when applied. The tenant-in-chief with ten fees solely in
Essex is a more appropriate subject of study than the sub-tenant with ten fees
spread across Essex and two or three other counties. A tenant-in-chief with a
castle, abbey and large honour in Essex had an immense interest in the county.
As the greatest and most influential landowner in Essex was the crown, it is
senseless to dismiss major tenants with strong local interests from a county
analysis. To use the language of the county community blueprint, sole
concentration on the horizontal ties (where evident) will produce results that
ignore the strong vertical structure introduced at the Norman Conquest.
Failure to acknowledge that honorial loyalty may have outweighed county

sentiment will seriously skew the results of such a study.

! Based on a Domesday valuation of the county of ¢.£5000 and using royal demesne, the
estates of Eustace of Boulogne and the lands of Godwin the Deacon as examples. My
own conservative calculation of the Domesday value of Essex indicates a total annual
income of just over £4800

* H.M.Thomas, Vassals, Heiresses, Crusaders and Thugs: the gentry of Angevin
Yorkshire, 11
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Table 2: Domesday tenants-in-chief by county, 1086.'

The only justifiable omission on the grounds of social status is of the group
holding land from sub-tenants. These lesser individuals feature fleetingly in
Domesday, which can be considered their fifteen minutes of fame. Examples
of community activity cannot be derived from the lives of these people: the
sources select the subjects of study. Extant accounts of the Domesday inquiry
in other counties do involve such men but similar records do not exist for
Essex.” Others may judge such an exclusion to be brutal but this is a necessary
measure. If this policy were not used, later reigns (particularly that of Henry

IT) could not be adequately appraised within the allotted space and time.

Defining the group to be examined does require further parameters, besides the
dismissal of rear-tenants. To be included in a community study, individuals
must have been Essex landowners. This qualification reduces the subjects of
study to those landowners with demesne land in Essex as tenants-in-chief or
sub-tenants holding from them. It is interesting to observe that only one
Domesday tenant-in-chief retained no demesne land in Essex, Hugh de
Gournai.’ In the twelfth century the earls of Richmond and Gloucester
abdicated all direct responsibility within the county to a single tenant.* These
tenants-in-chief, and others who had a small stake in Essex and substantial
interests elsewhere, influenced the county without evidence of personal

participation in the county group.

' The Domesday tenants-in-chief totals do not include the king (who had no demesne in
Cheshire and Shropshire) or sundry groups of unnamed burgesses and/or thegns. The
counties are listed in order of area, utilising the figures from the 1891 census contained in

The Statesman's Year Book (London, 1901). These statistics pre-date the London

Government Act 1899, which redrew the borders of the Home Counties.
? C.P.Lewis, The Domesday Jurors', HSJ v. (1993) 17-44, 19
*LDB 89

¢ J.H.Round, The Honour of Ongar', TEAS vii (1899) 142-52, 148: W.R.Powell, 'The
Essex Fees of the honour of Richmond', TEAS i. 3rd. ser. (1961-5) 179-89, 188-89
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These are the only obvious subjects to omit immediately from study. Whilst it
might be ideal to create a rigid framework of restrictions which identified and
excluded unsuitable men from the outset, this would prove to be a restrictive
practice. At certain stages of the period under observation, gathering together
a corpus of local men to study is difficult enough without having to contend
with a self-imposed black-balling system. When this group is left with wide
initial limits, the questions asked of the sources quickly show which members
of the proposed group are suitable candidates. The methods that I have used to

assess community activity emphasise contact with Essex.

This desire to avoid the introduction of such technicalities rests, in part, with
the variable quantity and quality of relevant sources during the period. Even
the most basic preliminary measure (the identification of landowners in Essex)
can only produce an partial picture. A primary goal is to identify such
individuals, as the possession of land in Essex is an initial requirement for
inclusion within a county study. There are four ways of positively identifying
landowners in the county, although they cannot (separately or collectively)

provide a complete account.

The first means for such an identification is inclusion within a major survey of
the county. Domesday Book lists the tenants-in-chief, names the majority of
their sub-tenants and generally offers geographical details of land tenure.
From this it is a simple exercise to identify the county's landowners in 1086.
The next great work to list inhabitants of the county was concerned with
knight service rather than land and was organised by honour rather than by
county. This source, the Cartae Baronum of 1166, is useful for corroborative
information but it was not organised to provide separate county-by-county lists
of individual knights. The final pertinent survey, the Book of Fees, did not
offer a full description of Essex in 1212 or 1219, with a better (but still
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incomplete) entry occurring in the 1235-36 return.' The fragments available

from 1212 and the fuller accounts given over two decades later both post-date

the upper limit of this analysis, thus reducing their practical contribution.

The second means again relies on documentation produced for the benefit of
the crown. As they were organised on a county-by-county basis, the Pipe
Rolls confirm involvement in Essex. Even so, the Pipe Rolls do have their
own specific drawbacks. For the 124 years under observation, there are only
thirty-six surviving Pipe Rolls (1129-30 and 1154-90). There is also no
guarantee that all of the individuals named within Essex section of the Pipe
Rolls held land there. Even where this is an inescapable conclusion, the
possibility often exists that the land in question was in Hertfordshire rather
than Essex, as certain Pipe Roll accounts failed to differentiate adequately

between the two counties.

The third means is more straightforward. The adoption of an Essex toponym
was evidence of tenure in Essex and in a specific locality. It also demonstrates
that the individual concerned considered themselves to be permanently
connected with that place. Evidence of an Essex caput also falls within this
category. Finally, specific grants of land in Essex to an abbey or priory
indicate possession before the transaction. This is retrospective evidence and
may only prove that land was held in the county before the donation was

made. Nonetheless it remains proof of prior tenure.

The main obstacle to the existence of a county community lies in late-eleventh
and early-twelfth century social structure. Before 1154 royal power had not
developed to a degree where it significantly infringed upon the authority of the
honorial court, an institution which was hardly conducive to the development

of a multi-honorial community of sub-tenants. The increasing power of royal

! Book of Fees (3 vols, London, 1920-31), 120-26, 274-78, 476-90
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government under the Angevin kings led to the honour being displaced as the
basis of society." This change enabled the circumstances to emerge that allow
such a rigidly defined study to work. Stenton, in proclaiming 'the end of
Norman feudalism', offered a number of reasons for the decline in honorial
power after Stephen's reign. Henry II interfered with the internal and external
affairs of honours by obtaining liege homage from honorial knights in 1166,
curbing the independence of the palatine counties, ensuring that ideas of
custody and ownership were not confused with regard to castles, and placing
royal ministers in shrieval positions rather than barons or their cronies.’
Henry's pursuit of centralisation provided local officials with increasing
power, depriving greater barons of influence, prestige and patronage. Through
the exercise of royal power, the county gradually replaced the honour as the

parochial unit.

Communities

With the county community proving itself to be an unworkable concept, a
more basic definition of parochiality must be sought. There are a number of
general concepts defined by anthropologists that demonstrate the behaviour of
a group which has a local affinity. Using such criteria in conjunction with
extant sources allows the exploitation of that material to outline individuals
with local interests and, in some cases, demonstrate the existence of an

interactive county group.

In terms of pure theory, a community can be defined through a number of
indices. These range from the basic trio of blood (kinship), place (locality)

and mind (common sentiment), to a full set of generally applicable qualitative

' S.F.C.Milsom, The Legal Framework of English Feudalism (London, 1976)

? First Century, 11, 229-30, 234-42, 223, 231. Cartae Baronum was an 'assertion of the
principle that the king has a claim to the allegiance of under-tenants overriding the claim

of any immediate lord'
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factors (dialect, costume, recognition and treatment of outsiders, ritual and/or
religion, frequent inter-personal contact, the marriage arena, joint agricultural

activity, burial rituals, centres of local economic activity, administrative

delineation, and group action during political crisis).! All but one of these

demonstrate a permanent sense of local teamwork and camaraderie, whilst the
last shows a tightening of individuals into a group in order to achieve a

specific purpose.

The communities derived from such tests fall into two very different types of
interactive group. The first is a steady, unremarkable and largely invisible set,
bound by everyday examples of neighbours demonstrating parochial
behaviour. Whilst it is logical to assume that it existed, the evidence for such
a group can be sketchy (particularly in the earlier years of Norman rule) and
much of its justification stems from anthropological research. The other group
exhibits characteristics associated with communities caused by adversity.
When the inhabitants of an area feel threatened, they unite in order to struggle

heroically against the real or perceived danger.

This 'common interest' criterion provokes attention and is often more tangible
than the general growth of community attachment. It is no secret that Essex
was highly (although not completely) loyal to Stephen.” Painter, following the
work of Round, cheerfully portrayed a revolt centred on Essex, Lincolnshire
and the North in 1214-15. His construction of the links between the Twenty-

five barons of Magna Carta is an important concept.” The Twenty-five were

' A MCFarlane, Reconstructing Historical Communities (Cambridge, 1977) 1, 10, 11

? See below, chapter iv

? S. Painter, The Reign of King John (Baltimore, 1949) 288-95: F.M.Powicke, Stephen

Langton (London, 1928) 127. They followed Round's suggestion that the greater Clare
clan were largely responsible for the rising of 1214-16; FE 472. McFarlane suggested
that a diagramatic representation of ties, using lines to connect the names of involved

persons, could indicate inter-personal interaction: A. McFarlane, Reconstructing
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linked through active participation in revolt and by an impressive variety of
other bonds. Round and Painter went through these incidences carefully
(family ties, marital association, geographical proximity, service in Normandy
and personal co-operation).! A scan of the Twenty-five and their connexions
is a strong indicator of the alignment of the major landowners of Essex in the

penultimate year of King John's reign.

Many of the other indices have been well-utilised in other studies. The
sacrament of marriage is often seen as an instrument of social bonding.
Marriages formalised the alignment between families and made neighbours
kinsmen.” Costume and colour, in the form of heraldry, can be used to see the
effect those family ties had upon one another.’ Local historians have often
commented upon the similarities in the coats-of-arms borne by the Vere,
Mandeville, Clare and Montfichet families, further evidence of neighbourly

association.”

Historical Communities, 19. When applied to the Twenty-five Barons of Magna Carta

such a system produces a veritable spider's web between twenty-four members of the
group, leaving only Serle the Mercer (the Mayor of London) unattached

! Holt has stated that in discussing family ties, particularly in the case of 1215, we must
remember that this is only one facet of inter-personal ties: 'Feudal Society and the Family
in Early Medieval England III: Patronage and Politics', 240, 242

? B. Smith, 'A County Community in Early Fourteenth-Century: The Case of Louth', 566:
J.C.Holt, 'Feudal Society and the Family in Early Medieval England III: Patronage and
Politics', 238

* A.Ailes, ‘Heraldry in Twelfth Century England: the Evidence’, in D.Williams ed.
England in the Twelfth Century (Woodbridge, 1990) 1-17

*See J.H.Round, 'The Abbeys of Coggeshall and Stratford Longthorne', TEAS n.s. v

(1895) 139-43, where he pointed out that the arms of Montfichet were those of Clare
reversed, and that the quarterly or and gules of the Mandevilles was echoed in the
quarterly gules and or of the Veres. For further discussion on the similarity of shields and

emblems, see J.A.Green, The Aristocracy of Norman England, 344-45: J.H.Round, ‘The

Introduction of Armorial Bearings into England’, Archaeological Journal li (1894) 43-48
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The recognition of 'outsiders' (and therefore the concepts of 'us' and 'them’) is a
common theme throughout history. Normally the focus is on the outsider and

the treatment meted out to them. The outsider in a medieval county is not just
a victim: he serves as proof of that county's shared values. The behaviour of

the stranger serves to emphasise the normative trends of a county group.’

Although religion was the monopoly of the Church Universal in the centuries
under analysis, local ritual and attachment survived through a number of
channels. Regions or counties had their own bishoprics and attachment to a
local bishop (but not Essex), or their own variation on the monastic theme (but
not Essex). Essex enjoyed a combination of official control from St Paul's and
strong influence from Ss Etheldreda (at Ely), Edmund (at Bury) and Peter (at
Westminster). Ancient Benedictine houses held land in Essex, supplemented
by later foundations in favour of the Benedictines and a wide range of newer
orders. The county was dominated neither by the great houses of black monks
more common in the south-west, nor the later massive grants to the
Cistercians, Praemonstratensians or Gilbertines typically found in Wales and

northern and eastern England.

The existence of local patron saints and religious shrines was applicable to
Essex. The county had its own saint, Osyth, and a monastic house was

dedicated to her.* As her feast was used to date some local events, she was

! B. Smith, 'A County Community in Early Fourteenth-Century: The Case of Louth', 582:
David Nirenberg, Communities of Violence (Princeton University Press, Chichester,

1996)

? Osyth was beheaded by Vikings when she refused to deny Christ but she bravely picked
up her head and walked for three miles to the church of Ss Peter and Paul: The Lives of

the Women Saints of our Contrie of England, C. Horstmann ed. (Early English Text

Society vol. Ixxxvi, London, 1886) 97-98. Osyth was buried at ‘Ailsburie’ by her parents,
suggesting that she originated from modern Buckinghamshire. For the blurring of the
myths of St Osyth and St Sitha, see S.Sutcliffe, “The Cult of St Sitha in England: an
introduction’, Nottingham Medieval Studies xxxvii (1993) 83-89, 83-84. Whilst a village
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evidently considered to be relevant and important in Essex.! At Montacute in
Somerset, a large crucifix was discovered during the Confessor's reign. This
was brought to Waltham (Holy Cross) by Tovi, standard-bearer to Canute.
Harold, founder of the priory, was allegedly cured of paralysis there and was

later (reputedly) interred there.

Religious ritual did shape communities in other ways. The growth of
mausolea ensured a family's loyalty to a particular house, and examples of
patronage are evidence of a continued interest in a particular house and its
locale. Essentially the family's residence and burial chamber were one and the

same, a central feature of the family seat.’

The frequency of inter-personal contact is difficult to establish. Charter
attestations are the best example of combined presence, whether in the royal or
baronial curia.* Nonetheless these indicate a formal role, evidence not so
much of group feeling and enterprise as adherence to the demands of feudal
obligation. Less common, but more meaningful, are the stray references to

personal connection in the Pipe Rolls, which provide evidence of the personal

was named after St Osyth, no parish churches in Essex have been dedicated to her:
W.Addison, ‘Parish Church Dedications in Essex’, EAH ii (1966-70) 34-46, 39

! The inquisition into the venison in the forest of Essex (1239) is dated ‘Die Dominica
proxima post festum sancte Osithe’: Select Pleas of the Forest, G.J.Turner ed. (Seldon

Society xiii, London, 1901), 69: London Guildhall Library ms. 25, 122/1486 (undated but

probably post 1166, based on attestations) confirms two annual payments of rent, one to
be made on the feast of Ss Peter and Paul, the other on the feast of St Osyth

* VCH Essex ii. 166: W. Addison, Epping Forest: Its Literary and Historical Associations
(London, 1945), 1-4

* B.Golding, ‘Anglo-Norman Knightly Burials’, in C.Harper-Bill & R.Harvey eds., The
Ideas and Practice of Medieval Knighthood i. (Woodbridge, 1986) 35-48

“ D.R.Bates, ‘The Prosopographical Study of Anglo-Norman Royal Charters’ in The
Prosopography of Britain and France from the Tenth to the Twelfth Century,
K.S.B.Keats-Rohan ed. (Woodbridge, 1997) 89-102
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acquaintance that locality undoubtedly brought. Demonstration of community

behaviour together with proof of Essex tenure and (where possible) residence
are the two factors which must be sought in order to prove (or disprove) any

notion of community.

Sources and utilisation of source material

Inevitably the model used for later community studies must be (at least
partially) discarded and replaced with a system that fully exploits extant
relevant source material. Furthermore as this is a study of crown and
community the methods employed have to reflect every focus of research. The
royal tenurial stake in Essex was high from the beginning of Harold’s reign in
January 1066." Royal demesne was the largest single body of land in the
county for the entire period under observation.” For this reason many minor
Essex landowners were associated with manors and estates that were held
directly of the king or were part of escheated honours under long-term royal

control.

Before the second quarter of the twelfth-century, communities can only be
viewed through three different sources, which hint rather than shout that the
county had the credentials to confirm the existence of a local communitas.
Domesday Book is the first and greatest of these sources. Holt's incisive
summary of Domesday's purpose is of great assistance here. If it can be taken
as read that Domesday was a confirmation charter, then the document is a
prime example of neighbours agreeing upon (or arguing over) rights of tenure
and the limitation of their estates.” Consigning older ideas of economic

evaluation to the dustbin relieves us of the notion that the only important intra-

! For the wide Essex estates of Harold II, see Ann Williams, 'Land and Power in the
Eleventh-Century: the estates of Harold Godwineson', ANS iii (1980) 171-87, 172
* Except, arguably, for the period 1154-9: see below, chapter v

?J.C.Holt, '1086', in Domesday Studies, 41-64, especially page 62
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county issue was the fiscal relationship between the sheriff and the geld-
paying public. Domesday also provides a great wealth of useful additional
information. Family relationships, details of antecession, manorial values,
evidence of personal interaction and the improvement of an area (capital
investment, castle building, monastic endowment, etc.) can all be derived from
Domesday in addition to the basic facts of tenancy. Domesday gives the
county blueprint for the possession of land. This enables summaries of the
geographical range of the fledgling honours, and assessments of the effects

that changing honours had upon one another and on Essex.

Two other species of source allow at least a semblance of a picture to be drawn
for the periods preceding and succeeding Domesday. Chronicle narratives - a
product of monastic learning - offer a mixed bag of details that lend colour and
a subjective perspective to the affairs of the day. Like the English
monasteries, chronicles (such as those written at Dunmow, Walden and
Waltham) became more numerous after the dark days of the second quarter of
the twelfth century. The other source, royal, baronial and ecclesiastical acta
(charters, confirmations, notifications) also have a higher rate of creation and
survival with the passage of time. Monastic cartularies form a large and
important share of the original documents and printed primary sources used

within this thesis." These records ensure that, with chronological

! Unpublished documents relating to St Paul's, London (London Guildhall Library
ms.25/122 series), Walden (BL Harleian ms.3697), Little Dunmow (BL Harleian ms.662
and Essex Record Office, Chelmsford, D/DAy T2/2 series), St Martin-le-Grand (WAM
book v), Thoby (Essex Record Office, Chelmsford, D/DP T1 series) form part of this
research, together with published cartularies and collections of Essex charters including:

Cart Clare; Cart Colc; Cart Colne; Cart Eye; Cart Hosp; Cart Lond; Cart Waltham; Cart

Westm; M.Chibnall ed., Charters and Customals of the Abbey of Holy Trinity Caen
(Oxford, 1982); C.Hart ed., The Early Charters of Essex (Leicester, 1971); W.0.Hassall
ed., Cartulary of St Mary Clerkenwell (Camden Third Series, vol. Ixxi, London, 1949);

W.O.Hassall, The Essex Properties of the Nunnery of St Mary Clerkenwell', TEAS xxiii
(1942-45), 18-48; J.S.Macaulay & I.M.Russell, 'Colchester Hall (Takeley) Charters',

23




advancement, the background level of continuously produced material

followed a recognisable upward trend.

These are the only regular features through the centuries under analysis,
variously offering tenurial information, confirmations of rights, details of
family relationships and the existence of personal interaction. Grants
demonstrate the influence and/or possessions of both donor (before) and
recipient (after); confirmations denote the healthy relationship between patron
and patronised; and notifications (generally royal) indicate the existence and
action of local officials. In each case, a witness list demonstrates that the
donor made his grant in the presence (and with the acknowledgement) of the
signatories. The witness list assists the historian in the process of dating acta
and the verification of their authenticity; it also shows that those witnesses
supported the action taken. This is particularly significant during times of

political strife, as witnesses revealed their allegiance by their presence.

These three sets of sources carry the narrative for the first sixty-three years
after the Norman Conquest, before the first surviving Pipe Roll. The two
notable features are the uniqueness of Domesday - the experiment was not
repeated - and the increasing number of surviving acta with the passage of
time. Yet whilst neither source is severely limited, the information available
for those decades does lack a certain depth. Domesday defines the outgoing

Anglo-Saxon community and provides an almost exhaustive list of new

TEAS xxii (1940), 66-86; R.B.Patterson ed., Earldom of Gloucester Charters: The
Charters and Scribes of the Earls and Countesses of Gloucester (Oxford, 1973). Many

Essex houses have no extant cartulary and few (or no) records survive for the houses of
Prittlewell, Barking, Hatfield Peverel, Hatfield Broad Oak, Wix, Stansgate, Horkesley,
Coggeshall, Stratford, Woodham Ferrers, St Botolph's Colchester St. Osyth Blackmore
and Beeleigh/Great Parndon: Mon i. 21-24, 436-46; iii. 294-97; iv. 432-35, 513-14; v. 36-
40, 166-60, 451-52, 586-88, 624-26; vi. 104-107, 308-11, 552, 901
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landowners and tenants. The Domesday community of the county is

immediately in evidence but vanishes almost as soon as it appears.

The acta add a third dimension to some of the Domesday tenants-in-chief.
The vast majority of these documents that can be dated pre-1100 are royal in
character, whilst surviving personal grants and attestations invariably involved
the upper ranks of society whose interests were not confined to one county.
Discussions of the Essex community at this stage must involve that group, as
passing over them would render most of the acta material irrelevant.
Domesday provides the cast for the county community: the acta and the

chronicles contribute a plot.

Documents to support analysis of the twelfth-century community evolved
dramatically. By 1128 the situation had not altered markedly since the
Conqueror had commissioned his feudal masterpiece. The chance survival of
the 1129-30 Pipe Roll provides the first step to recognising a more detailed
community.! That isolated document confirms the tenure of many Essex
landowners and the names of some of the county's new personnel. It also
proves that Henry I was deeply interested in protecting his forest privileges
and that financial favour was one of his tools of patronage. For this piece of
work the main purpose of the Pipe Roll is to confirm the names of the Essex
players. There are some hints of co-operation, such as intra-county marriages
and men standing pledge for one another's debts, but the main benefit of this
document is to confirm some of the county's landowners prior to Stephen's
reign. Looking forward from the Pipe Roll and backward from Cartae

Baronum, Essex participants in the Anarchy can be identified.

The century after the Conquest was a developmental stage. The fledgling

knightly classes - obscured by sources, checked by the honorial system - can

' PR 31 Hen 1 52-60

25




only be individually identified on occasion and rarely display the many

qualities demonstrating their worthiness to earn the term 'county community'.
In that first century of rule by the Conqueror and his descendants, a high
number of Essex sub-tenants only came to light en masse twice, in 1086 and
1166. Whilst Stephen's government produced a large amount of
documentation, this is dwarfed entirely by the steep upward curve of recorded
information created by the Angevin administrators after 1154. The
interpretation of documents from the second half of the twelfth century relies

far less on intimation and guesswork.

After 1154 the almost unbroken run of surviving Pipe Rolls assist in pushing
the annual information total ever higher. That Henry II enjoys a reputation for
being an innovative administrator may owe some of its credence to the missing
Pipe Rolls of Stephen.! Their loss - as their creation is not a matter for serious
doubt - has been lamented by Crouch.” Yoshitake noted that payments to the
Exchequer were made tale in 1154-5 across eastern (pro-Blois) England,
whilst in the stable west they were made blanch.” He tentatively suggests that
some of form of centralised Exchequer procedure continued throughout
Stephen’s reign. Annual Pipe Rolls from 1154 change the perspective of a
county study, as they continually illustrate the relationship between local lords
and the king's representative for Essex, the sheriff. The names included within
the Pipe Rolls are by no means a thorough account of Essex, yet they tie men

into the county schema who might otherwise be overlooked.

Henry II's next contribution to the county community study was the charters of

the barons. The Cartae Baronum offers the names and enfeoffments of all the

! For a general discussion of the character of Henry II, see ‘Conquering Kings: some
Twelfth-Century Refelctions on Henry II and Richard I’ in J.Gillingham, Richard Couer
de Lion (London, 1994) 105-118

*D. Crouch, 'The Hidden History of the Twelfth Century', HSJ v (1993) 111-30, 111

* K.Yoshitake, ‘The Exchequer in the Reign of Stephen’, EHR ciii (1988) 950-9, 958
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Essex knights who held of barons completing returns. Sadly these entries

frequently paid no heed to shire division or manorial location; some even
failed to distinguish between de veteri and de novo." Those entries that speak
of tenant x holding y knights' fees in the vill of z are rare and immediately
prominent as a consequence.” Only the inclusion of a toponym, patronym or
some other familial signifier can link the names in the Cartae with the Pipe

Rolls or Domesday.

Essex, like most other English counties, suffered from a surfeit of Williams,
Roberts, Ralphs, Richards and Geoffreys during the twelfth century. Many of
these men are untraceable because their description in the Cartae Baronum is
limited to a Christian name, which gives little or no indication of their family,
lands, home county or relationship with former or future tenants of the honour.
Moreover, as the charters were initially organised by honour rather than by
county, there is scope for Essex knights to be listed under a completely
different county. Richard de Marcy, for example, held four knights' fees de
veteri of William, earl of Gloucester in 1166. These were listed within the
Gloucestershire section of the Cartae Baronum and represented Marcy's entire
holding.” Marcy appeared in the Pipe Roll returns for Essex, during the
financial years 1164-5 and 1165-6, and can only be positively identified as an

Essex landowner at that time because of those two entries.* Other documents

! The Essex honours that failed to separate their old and new enfeoffments were the see of
London, Hedingham (Aubrey de Vere) and Eye: RBE i 186-7, 352-3, 411

? For examples of this, see the returns made by the abbey of Westminster, William of
Windsor and Richard de Lucy; RBE i 189, 315-6, 351-2

*RBE i 290

“PR 11 HenlII 17: PR 12 Hen II 124
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produced by Henry II's prolific administration offer further material for

analysis.'

Round solved some of these mysteries in pursuit of his claim that 'manorial
descent, as I have often observed, is the backbone of county history'.> Within
studies of the sub-tenants of larger honours the success rate has been poorer.
Richard Mortimer's survey of the Clares led him to concede that some attempts
to trace families degenerated into 'total chaos'.’> Not only were some families
untraceable. The shifts within landholding patterns, without explicit details of
alienation or inheritance, are well-nigh impossible to follow from one estate to
another. Finally the Cartae did not include returns from minor tenants-in-
chief, including the serjeanties-in-chief. Serjeanties, as Round noted, were not
liable for scutage.* Their omission from Henry II's great feudal survey lends

support to ideas that the Cartae were demanded for financial reasons.’

For other counties later feudal surveys provide full accounts of tenure that
rival Domesday for detail and revert to the county-then-honour format that was
abandoned in 1166. The great returns in the Book of Fees for 1212 and 1236
can offer answers to the puzzles of the twelfth-century. However Essex was
not fully documented in either of these returns and so they do not assist in

assigning locality to earlier landholdings. The first documents of the

' Rot de Dom, for example. I have also been fortunate enough to enjoy the use of
preliminary drafts of the edition of Henry II’s charters, through the kindness of Professor
Vincent

? 1.H. Round, 'The Manor of Colne Engaine', TEAS n.s.viii (1913) 192-98, 192

* R. Mortimer, 'Land and Service: the Tenants of the Honour of Clare', ANS viii (1985)
177-97, 181

* Serjeants 23

5 Keefe believes that Cartae Baronum owes its existence to the aid demanded by Henry II
on the occasion of his eldest daughter's wedding: Keefe 13-14. Stenton dwelled upon
Henry’s need for liege homage and an audit of scutage payments: First Century 137n.,
182-3
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thirteenth-century to offer information of this quality on Essex honours are

within the Calendar of Inquisitions Post Mortem. These honorial Inquisitions
are the most comprehensive source to confirm honorial composition in Essex
after Cartae Baronum, but almost a century separates the earliest Inquisitions

from the 1166 survey.

The surviving evidence certainly makes the vertical study a more attractive
proposition than the horizontal. Eleventh- and twelfth-century baronial
imitations of the royal court are visible through explicit (but rare) descriptions
of honorial officials, analysis of charter attestations and the use of Domesday
and its satellites." Discussions of honours, when they include subtenants as
well as land within their remit, relate the direct structure of lord and vassal
given by Domesday.” This phenomenon continues with twelfth-century
studies. Cartae Baronum lends a bias towards the study of the honour rather
than the shire, although it did confirm the existence of liege homage amongst
the knights of all the honours concerned.” The lists of tenants - admittedly of
variable quality - provide a fair to good picture of honorial composition. Thus
the barony, and the relationships that the subtenants had with one another and

their lord, has been a more widely utilised focus than the county.*

The late eleventh- and early twelfth-century study is a different animal to a
comparable survey from the beginning of Henry II's reign. Earlier studies
suffer the inescapable problem of lower quantities of evidence, so the system
for analysis of the county group needs to be adaptable enough to deal with
alternate circumstances. Failure to observe such a fact will lead to a study that

is dismissive of the earlier period or awash with superfluous detail for the

! J.F.A.Mason, 'Barons and their Officials in the Later Eleventh Century', ANS xiii (1990)
243-62: First Century 42-83
*R. Mortimer, 'The beginnings of the honour of Clare', 131-41

? First Century 11
*R. Mortimer, 'Land and Service: the Tenants of the Honour of Clare', 177-97
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latter. As the Domesday study shows, conclusions about community must be

drawn from limited amounts of information.

The sources do allow a description of the crown's links with Essex and invite
discussion of the growth of community. Royal power can be monitored
through the successful exploitation and protection of the forest, and through
the quantity of direct control of land and castles that the king enjoyed in Essex.
That same royal influence is apparent through crown dealings with local men.
The county's honorial system was subject to thorough reorganisation at the
hands of Henry I, Stephen and Henry II. Where extant, royal administrative
documents reveal contemporary crown interest in Essex and the (chiefly

financial) relationship between the king and local men.

A community of Essex is visible through a number of indices gained from
source interpretation and a basic appraisal of group structures. Landowning in
the county remains a primary qualifying factor but there are many other
attributes that need to have been at least partially demonstrated in order to
merit inclusion. Inter-marriage within the county reflects a local bias in the
selection of spouses and evident positive communication between neighbours.
Local royal officials from Essex may not be evidence of local selection but the
introduction of non-Essex administrators shows whether or not the county
respected and tolerated the imposition of outsiders. Monastic documents
reveal, through grants and attestations, connections within the county that went
beyond honorial gravitation. Houses which attracted land and witnesses from
around the county, irrespective of honour (most notably the abbey of St John
the Baptist at Colchester), clearly show an emergent loyalty to the locality.
Burial of sub-tenants at a principal local house rather than the honorial
mausoleum depicts a parochial attitude. This seems to indicate that some

Essex houses were seen as local rather than baronial monasteries.
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As these examples show, when definitions of community are applied to the
primary sources they can quickly separate suitable from unsuitable subjects of
study. There were men who were clearly tenants-in-chief with land in Essex
rather than Essex tenants-in-chief. Nevertheless tremendous care needs to be
exercised prior to exclusion. Hugh de Montfort, Domesday tenant-in-chief in
four counties, held over half of his land in Kent (see table 3) but established
his caput at Haughley in Suffolk.! He did hold a relatively small amount land
in Essex, which was largely subinfeudated. Because of the small proportion of
local demesne land (less than 10% of his national total) and his evident
personal preference for Suffolk, Hugh is not a candidate for inclusion in this
survey. Whether he should be placed within a similar survey of Kent or

Suffolk is quite another matter.

County Demesne Demesne Enfeoffed Total
(in-chief) (as subtenant)

Kent £110 £50 8s.4d>  £80 8s. £240 16s.4d

Norfolk £69 - £28° £97

Suffolk £46 10s. - £15 103. £61 19s.

Essex £22 - £35/6d £57/6d

Total £247 9s. £508s.4d  £158 18s. 6d £456 15s. 10d

Table 3: location and value of Hugh de Montfort's lands in England, 1086

' Sanders 120-1: DM 65-70
* And 300 eels: DB 11b
*> And 7,160 herrings: LDB 407a-b
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Three further examples stress the need to appraise the local loyalties of
tenants-in-chief carefully. Ranulf brother of Ilger held a small collection of
lands which appears to have escheated after his death, prior to being granted to
the Clares." The central problem with a tenant such as Ranulf is that whilst his
largest demesne bloc was in Essex, his interests were spread throughout the

region.

His wife was the daughter of Ralph Taillebois (who had no land in Essex) and
his most valuable demesne manor was Stanstead in Hertfordshire.?
Furthermore, Ranulf was the Domesday custodian of royal demesne with an
annual value of £95 in Huntingdonshire and he later served as sheriff of the
same county.” He was an unexceptional tenant-in-chief with a weak Essex
bias. His apparent connections with Essex were limited to his scattered

demesne lands and his custody of the royal manor of Benfleet (Barstable).*

The lands of Swein of Essex again show a strong emphasis upon land in Essex
and the retention of that land in demesne. Swein, as the county's third greatest
tenant-in-chief in 1086, would be a prime candidate for automatic exclusion
under the strict county community schema. Swein was eminently powerful
and had no obvious connection with an ordinary sub-tenant holding two fees in
the county. However, Swein and his descendants are an important part of this
survey, for a number of persuasive reasons. Swein built the first recorded
post-Conquest castle in Essex (at Rayleigh) and probably held another castle at

Clavering.” Swein's family were named after the county, Swein served as a

' W.R.Powell, 'Domesday Book and Feudal Topography', EAH xxi (1990) 48-56, 49
>DB 138b

’ DB 203b: Sheriffs 48

¢ LDB 80a-81b, 1b

> CA 143, 146

32




County

Essex

Herts.

Suffolk

Norfolk

Hunts.

Beds.

Middx.

Cambs.

Total

Demesne

(in-chief)

£41 6s.

£17

£2 25.8d

£7

10s.

£67 18s.8d

Demesne

(as subtenant)

£2 10s.

£3

£5 10s.

£12 17s.

£2 10s.

£11 10s.4d

£10 1s.4d

£3

£2

£41 18s.8d

Subinfeudated

Total

£54 3s.

£19 10s.

£13.135.

£10 1s.4d

£9 10s

£6

£2

10s.

£115 7s.4d

Table 4: location and value of Ranulf brother of Ilger's lands in England,

1086

royal official in Essex, and his son founded a monastery at Prittlewell." About

80% of his land (by value) was in Essex together with approximately 75% of

his demesne land. Domicile is a key concept in the development of a

! Sheriffs 39: VCH Essex ii 138-41

33




community, and Swein was undoubtedly an Essex man. Swein's family left a
huge impression on the county in the centuries after their extinction. In 1198,
when Serlo de Marcy and his wife Emma de Lucy recognised William Barun's
rights to land at Chrishall (Uttlesford), the land was described as being near
the house of Wimarka, Swein's grandmother.! Powerful as they were, Swein

and his family had no home other than Essex.

County Demesne Demesne Enfeoffed Total
(in-chief) (as subtenant)

Essex £135 5a. £7 18s £143 19s. £287 2s.

Suffolk £48 5Ss. - £9 £57 Ss.

Hunts. - - £6 £6

Oxon. - - 60s. £3

Total £183 10s. £7 18s. £161 19s. £353 7s.

Table 5: location and value of Swein of Essex's lands in England, 1086

Eudo dapifer was a permanent fixture in the households of the first three
Norman kings and a regular attestor of royal charters.! His lands were spread

across eleven counties in the south and east of England, including a substantial

! Feet of Fines for Essex p.15 no.60. Fitzwimarc and Swein are modern schools in

Rayleigh
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(but not dominant) share in Essex. Eudo's honour court appears to have been

held alternately at Arkesden (Uttlesford) and Walbrook in London and so he

cannot be portrayed as an Essex-based man whose primary interests were

solely in the county.

County

Essex
Suffolk
Beds.
Cambs.
Herts.
Norfolk

Northants.

Hunts.
Hants.
Berks.

Lincs.

Total

Demesne

(in-chief)

£83/4d
£57 Ss.
£32 10s.
£18 5s.
£19 12s.
£10 2s.
£5

£12

£6 10s.
£1.10s.
14s.

£246 8s 4d

Demesne Enfeoffed
(as subtenant)

- £68 Ss.

- 15s 10d

£4 1s4d £20 11s

- £20 4s 6d

- £15 1s.

2s £10 7s.

- £7 10s.

£4 3s 4d £142 14s 4d

Total

£151 5s4d
£58/10d
£57 2s.4d
£38 9s.6d
£34 13s.
£20 11s.
£12 10s.
£12

£6 10s.
£1.10s
14s.

£393 65

Table 6: location and value of Eudo dapifer's lands in England, 1086

However Eudo was granted the town and castle of Colchester by Henry I, he

founded the first post-Conquest monastery in Essex at Colchester and after his

! C.W.Hollister, 'Magnates and "Curiales" in Early Norman England' in Monarchy,
Magnates and Institutions (London, 1986) 97-115, 109, 110, 113

* N.Denholm-Young, 'Eudo Dapifer's Honour of Wallbrook', EHR xlvi (1931) 623-29
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death (and burial at Colchester) his honour and rights remained a source of

heated dispute." How should Eudo be treated?

He certainly cannot be categorised in the same manner as Swein, whose
attachment to Essex was apparent in everything he did. Eudo's marriage
provides the best indication. His wife, Rohaise, was a Clare and the
widespread nature of their lands is no indicator of Eudo’s local affinities.
Eudo's stage was far greater than any single county. During his lifetime he
was a creature of the king rather than an outstanding local citizen. Swein was
potent but parochial: Eudo must be viewed as a powerful regional influence.
Like Stephen of Blois or Geoffrey II de Mandeville, Eudo had a vital influence
upon Essex without ever being an 'ordinary' member of a county group. His
attachment to Essex was not his only local affiliation but without an appraisal

of his activities the study will be incomplete.

With community indices there is greater scope for the specific removal of
individuals (typically tenants-in-chief). They also justify the presence of
major families within the study, whilst placing limits on the degree of
involvement that can be assumed. Inevitably this study will mainly focus
upon well-documented sub-tenants and middling Essex-based tenants-in-chief.
I feel it is important to recognise that creating rigid strata (especially within the
higher echelons of society) and refusing to recognise community-linked
behaviour by proscribed individuals is not the best way to approach a county

study during this era.

Tenants-in-chief must be treated with some caution and more pragmatism.
Naturally, the absentee magnates with little (or no) demesne land, a non-Essex
caput, a lack of interest in local monastic investment and a proven

commitment to a different area merit little attention. Conversely, a study of

! C.W.Hollister, 'The Misfortunes of the Mandevilles', History lviii (1973) 18-28, 27-28
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Essex during the reign of Henry I without Eudo dapifer or of the Anarchy
without Geoffrey de Mandeville would be principled folly.

Essex was well-blessed with large and small tenants-in-chief from the time of
Domesday, and it was also home for many of these lords. An examination of
Sanders' baronies reveals a high level of caput placement in Essex.' In some
schools of thought major tenants-in-chief cannot be contenders for county
community membership, but their influence has to be regarded as important.
Just as earls and barons copied royal behaviour (document styles, patterns of
patronage, household organisation, etc.), so lesser landowners followed the
noble example. The nobles can also be used to demonstrate the existence of
patterns which, whilst not drawing them fully into the community, certainly
shows them behaving in a surprisingly parochial way. Finally, the activities of
the nobles can be used to ask questions of the suitability of methods used to
define county community. What held true in later centuries need not be

entirely applicable for the post-Conquest county.

Thus their inclusion must be carefully controlled. Above all else, land use
defined county attachment. The retention of demesne land is a fundamental
factor for participation in the local community. Without that personal interest
a tenant-in-chief merely became an absentee landlord, and can therefore play
no part in a survey such as this. Whilst a landowner with thousands of
demesne acres in Essex may seem an odd companion for a one-fee knight,

their mutual interest in Essex is evident.

The format for study is a familiar one, that of progressive chronology. Whilst
the idea of thematic division has its merits, the sources for this period are so
diverse that the traditional method of reign-by-reign analysis is most suitable.

Such a style illustrates the gradual changes in the county over decades,

! Sanders 4, 52, 71, 83, 102, 120, 121, 129, 130, 139, 151
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focusing on one group of individuals and their relationships during one period

and its unique circumstances. The application of community theories to a time
rather than a subject enables a broad view of the visible group and its evident
activity. Studies such as this are about assessing development and analysing
both the causes and effects of change. Individual subject handling can create a
stop-and-start formula which does nothing to aid visualisation of

contemporary community structure.

Essex

The benefits of county study need little endorsement here. No locality ever
truly conformed (or conforms) with national trends and averages. For the
historian, choosing a focus and establishing limits for the subject of study are
essential initial decisions in research. Selecting the county offers a fixed, non-
artificial structure for the study of a mutable group, which is my response to
Christine Carpenter's brilliant contention that this is "...the easy way of doing
local history, since government records are arranged by county'.! Counties are
(largely) unchanging units that cannot be altered to provide favourable results,
an important parameter in historical research. Also, her statement is not
entirely true, as the largest single source produced by royal government in the
twelfth century (Cartae Baronum) was organised by honour, not by county,

and it contained very few geographical references.’

Nevertheless, counties are an ideal unit for the community study and this is
partly because generations of historians have seen fit to write about them.
Essex has an enviable collection of secondary sources for such a study and has

benefited from the attentions of many historians, especially John Horace

! C. Carpenter, 'Gentry and Community in Medieval England', 342
2 RBE i 186-445
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Round." Round’s contribution to our understanding of the county's history is

immeasurable, and his treatment of subjects as diverse as local genealogy and
medieval sheep farming is a treasure chest for a study such as this. The central
role of the localities, especially Essex, in the Magna Carta dispute has already

been discussed exhaustively by Round and others.

Round's fearsome reputation still casts a shadow over the historians of Essex.
Stenton told us that 'his strength lay in analysis rather than synthesis, in the
power of his attack upon individual problems, and the insight with which he
perceived the inadequacy of accepted explanations.” Subsequently most local
research has been conducted in the same style. Individual issues have taken
precedence over thematic studies, such as communities. One notable
exception has been Jennifer Ward's study of the fourteenth-century county
community of Essex, although this made no mention of a group in preceding
centuries.” Furthermore Round left such a huge volume of work (some of it
still awaits publication) that it has effectively discouraged other historians

from making Essex the subject of fresh academic research.

A study of Essex requires some appreciation of its relationships with

neighbouring counties. Like Norfolk and Suffolk, or Derbyshire and

" Round is also claimed by Sussex, as he was born at 15 Brunswick Terrace, Brighton on
22 February 1854 and he subsequently spent much of his life there. D.Stephenson, ‘The
Early Career of J.H.Round: The Shaping of a Historian’, EAH xii (1980) 1-10, includes a
picture of 15 Brunswick Terrace, although the building has since been refurbished and
now bears a plaque to commemorate Round’s residence

* First Century 1. In his tribute Stenton neglected to mention that Round launched a
particularly savage attack on Freeman just after the latter's death, or that Hubert Hall gave
up medieval history after working with Round. For his particularly energetic assault on
Walter Rye, see J.H.Round, ‘The Legend of Eudo dapifer’, EHR xxxvii (1922) 1-34

? J.Ward, The Essex Gentry and the County Community in the Fourteenth Century, 1,

mentions (general) county petitions to the crown by 1200, without citing any references

that relate to Essex.
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Nottinghamshire, Essex (in conjunction with Hertfordshire) was part of a dual-
county shrieval partnership. Thus Essex was frequently regarded as an
independent county within a larger integral unit, which has wider implications
for local administrative activity and the character of the county. Pipe Roll
entries often failed to differentiate between Essex and Hertfordshire, which is
evidence of a somewhat fluid perception of the counties' affairs by the sheriff

and/or the Exchequer.

At least this is the accepted view of local shrieval jurisdiction after the
Conquest. After 1154 Pipe Roll entries begin Essexa et Heortfordscira (or
equivalent) and records for the two counties were combined and gradually
became a collection of entries that did not specifically relate to either county.
Prior to this blending process the evidence for joint shrievalty is less
convincing. Within the prominent documents of 1086 and 1129-30 the
counties shared the same shrieval arrangement. At Domesday Peter de
Valognes was sheriff of Essex and of Hertfordshire too.! In 1129-30 Essex
and Hertfordshire were listed separately, consecutively, under a joint heading
and with the same co-sheriffs (Aubrey de Vere and Richard Basset) for the
second half of the year, and the same sheriff (William of Eynesford) for the
first six months.” At face value this seems to be more than a coincidence. For
the first two major surviving royal records to have the same sheriffs, in spite of

the passage of four decades, is evidence of a strong trend.

However, exceptions to this rule are surprisingly easy to find. The last is
within the fragmentary returns for the first year of Henry II's reign, where the
two counties are listed and headed separately but consecutively.' This is
innocuous enough in itself, but the counties had different sheriffs. In that final

financial year of Stephen's reign Richard de Lucy was sheriff of Essex, and

1Q§ 132a-133a, 135b, 141a, 142a: LDB 1b, 3a, 4b, 6a, 90b
PR 31 Hen I 52-60 (Essex), 60-63 (Hertfordshire)
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Guy fitz Tyece and Henry of Essex had each served as sheriff of Hertfordshire
for six months. There is further, less explicit evidence in earlier royal acta,

from both Stephen and Henry 1.

It was extremely rare for these acta to be specifically addressed to the sheriff
of either county. Henry I described Aubrey de Vere simply as 'sheriff’ and
Hugh of Buckland as sheriff of Hertfordshire but the remaining acta for Essex
were vaguely addressed.” There are no extant royal acta for Stephen's reign
that name or address either a sheriff of Hertfordshire or a sheriff of
Hertfordshire and Essex. Notifications were sent to the sheriff of Essex,
Maurice sheriff of Essex and Richard de Lucy justiciar of Essex.” The
Mandeville charters confuse the issue further. Stephen's second charter
offered 'justicias et vicecomitatus de Londonia et de Middelsexa... et justicias
et vicecomitatus de Essexa et Heortfordscira'* Conversely the Empress'
second charter to Geoffrey II de Mandeville confirms his right to the shrievalty
of London and Middlesex, and the shrievalty of Essex, and the shrievalty of
Hertfordshire.” The evidence for a continuous and generally recognised

administrative pairing is not overwhelming.

The shrieval unit of Essex and Hertfordshire was evidently a post-Conquest
creation. During the Conqueror's lifetime, Valognes' grip on the two counties

was obviously a new and late arrangement. In Hertfordshire he had succeeded

' RBE ii 650-1

* Reg ii n0s.1539, 684. Other acta were more general: no.661 (the Mandeville
confiscation) was to the barons of Essex and Hertfordshire; nos. 519, 775, 863, 1090,
1119, 1261, 1498, and 1518 were to all (the barons of) Essex; nos. 861 and 1551 were to
the barons of Essex, Suffolk and Norfolk; and no.1105 was to all of the king's lieges of
Essex and London.

3 Reg iii n0.40 for the sheriff; no.544 for Maurice the sheriff; nos. 545, 546, 547, 549 and
559 for (Maurice) the sheriff and Richard de Lucy the justiciar.

* Reg 1ii n0.276

5 Reg iii n0.275
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to Ilbert but in Essex he had been preceded by Robert fitz Wymarc, Swein of

Essex and Ralph Baynard.! Separate sheriffs had been commonplace during
the first decade of Norman rule, and there is no concrete evidence to suggest
that this shrieval pairing was anything more than an irregular feature before
Michaelmas 1155. However, Mandeville’s tenure of his many shrievalties
may shed light upon an administrative anomaly in Essex. In later centuries the
county courts of Essex and Hertfordshire met at Writtle and Hertford
respectively, except for the sessions that immediately followed Easter and
Michaelmas. These two sessions of the general county courts met at Stratford
Langthorne (Becontree) and Cheshunt (Hertfordshire). Both sites are nearer to
London than many parts of the counties concerned, which led Palmer to
suggest that these locations were selected at the behest of Mandeville to make

his shrieval work more convenient.’

The external and internal boundaries of Essex have been discussed at length
elsewhere.” Essentially the delineation of Essex was a product of the Treaty of
Wedmore (878) and was almost entirely marked by watercourses. The only
district that had less than absolute frontiers was the north-western portion of
the county. Later amendments to this border has caused the loss of Great
Chishill, Little Chishill and Heydon from Essex.* This same process has also
occurred, albeit to a greater extent, in south-western Essex. London has
encroached upon the county's natural frontiers and captured the whole of

Becontree hundred together with parts of Chafford hundred.

' DB 132b, 133a, 142a (Ilbert); LDB 98a (Robert); 1b, 2b, 6b, 7a, 19b (Swein); 1b, 6a
(Baynard)
?R.C.Palmer, The County Courts of Medieval England 1150-1350 (Princeton, 1982), 7-8

? M.Christy, 'The Essex Hundred Moots: an attempt to identify their meeting-places’,
TEAS xviii (1928) 172-97

i LDB 33b, 38a, 52b, 62b, 100b, 103b, 19b, 97a. They became part of Cambridgeshire in
1895: Serjeants 125: VCH Essex ii 210
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Figure 1: the hundreds of Essex in 1086

As an entity Essex pre-dated the Norman Conquest and its borders were
unchanged by that event. Yet the direct influence of Essex was not limited by
those official boundaries. The county described in Domesday recalled the
jurisdiction of Essex manors stretching to eight settlements then outside the
county. Hatfield Regis (or Broad Oak) possessed three berewicks in
Hertfordshire TRE; Amwell, Hoddesdon and Hertford.! These manors had
been severed from Hatfield by 1086.> Another royal manor, Newport, had an
outlier in Cambridgeshire (Shelford) in 1066 and 1086.> Possession of the
manor of Waltham Holy Cross brought Bishop Robert Losinga of Durham
twelve houses in London and the profits of one of the city gates. Twenty-eight
houses and half a church in London belonged to the manor and nuns of
Barking, and the Count of Eu gained seven houses in the same city through his

possession of Thurrock.*

The greatest quantity of inter-county jurisdiction arises in the case of Suffolk.’
The town of Harkstead was attached to the royal manor of Brightlingsea and
one house in Ipswich belonged to Geoffrey de Mandeville's manor of Moze.°
Manors in Hinckford hundred were particularly blessed with influence in
Suffolk. Richard fitz Gilbert and Aubrey de Vere enjoyed jurisdiction over a

total of twenty burgesses in Sudbury, and Ranulf Peverel and John fitz

'LDB 2b

DB 132a, 137a-138a, 139a-140b, 142a

*LDB 7a

*LDB 15b, 18a, 63a

° An extremely detailed account of all of the actual or possible jurisdictional anomalies

can be found in H.C.Darby, The Domesday Geography of Eastern England (London,

1957), 211. Darby concentrates more finely upon the relationship between Essex and
Suffolk
% LDB 6a, 286b, 59a-b, 411b
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Waleran were owed dues from the same town." Furthermore, John's manor of
Bures (Hinckford) had fifteen pertinent acres of land described as 'in comitatu

de Sudfolc'?

It has been assumed that Grauesanda within the Honour of Boulogne was
another non-Essex manor roped into the county schema. Powell has recently
demonstrated that this was not the case and that the manor was (West) Tilbury
in Essex rather than Gravesend in Kent.’ Strangely Essex was not largely
affected by a similar influx of jurisdictional colonisation. Odo's manor of
Chalk (Kent) reputedly had the right to a hide of land in Essex.* This is
somewhat difficult to place, as it had apparently been the property of Godwin
son of Dudeman prior to its appropriation by Ranulf Peverel. There is no
Godwin son of Dudeman in the Essex folios of Domesday, and no recorded

association of Peverel and any Godwin.

Figure 2: Essex and its neighbours: jurisdictional anomalies 1066-1086

Any attempt to set Essex entirely apart from its neighbours will fail. Essex
was not a sundered region, and is more accurately described as core rather than
periphery. It was an area immediately adjacent to England's largest city, not a
Palatine Marcher county. Similarly there are no renowned tales of medieval
Essex uniting in notorious rebellion as there are for other regions or counties.
There was no event quite on the scale of the men of Louth murdering their earl

in 1329, nor did the county claim to have its own system of local custom as

' LDB 40a, 76b, 74a, 84a-84b

> LDB 84b

> W.R.Powell, 'Essex Domesday Topography since 1903: Place name identifications and
problems', EAH xvi (1984-5), 40-47, 42

“DB 9a
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Kent did." Whilst Essex was prominent during the crises of 1141-44 and

1214-16, the county group never solely indulged in outrageous behaviour and

its most notorious son remains Robert Devereux.

Essex did possess unique attributes and unusual combinations of common
features. These can be seen in the centuries preceding this study. Like Sussex
and Kent, Essex was one of the last Anglo-Saxon kingdoms. Unlike any of
their contemporaries, the East Saxon royal dynasty did not claim descent from
Woden (Odin or Lugh). They were said to be the progeny of a less reputed
deity, Seaxnet, who may be equated with the fertility god Freyr.> The
kingdom of the East Saxons compromised of modern Essex, London,
Middlesex, part of Hertfordshire, and perhaps some land in Surrey.” After the
incorporation of Essex into Wessex, Essex was conquered by the Danes.*
Essex was essentially a Saxon land with a strong Anglian affinity. During the

Confessor's reign it was initially part of the earldom of East Anglia; after 1053

' B. Smith, 'A County Community in Early Fourteenth-Century: The Case of Louth', 573,
580-2: R.Eales, ‘An Introduction to the Kent Domesday’, in A.Williams & G.H.Martin
(eds.), The Kent Domesday (London, 1992), 1-49, 10: R.Smith, ‘The Swanscombe

Legend and the Historiography of Kentish Gavelkind’ in R Utz & T.Shippey, (eds.),
Medievalism in the Modern World: studies presented to Leslie Workman (Brepols, 1998),
85-103

*C. Hutton, The Pagan Religions of the Ancient British Isles (Oxford, 1991), 265, 268; R.

Simek, Dictionary of Northern Mythology (Woodbridge, 1993), 276. Seaxnet was also

known as Saxnot and his close association with the Saxon tribes is evident from his name

? B.Yorke, 'The Kingdom of the East Saxons', Anglo-Saxon England xiv (1985) 1-36, 27-

8. Much of this, including London, was lost to Mercia by the early ninth century: ibid 32-
S

* C.Hart, The Danelaw (London, 1992), 115-25: J.H.Round, ‘Norse Place-names in
Essex’, TEAS n..s. xvi (1923), 169-82. Surviving Scandinavian place-names in Essex are
in the east and north-east of the county, at Arkesden (Uttlesford), Clacton, Frowick,
Thorpe-le-Soken, Kirby, Skighaugh, Thorrington (Tendring), Audley (Hinckford) and
Goulands (Rochford): P.H.Reaney, The Place-names of Essex (English Place-name
Society xii., Cambridge, 1935) 564, 516, 334, 349, 352, 340, 345, 353, 430, 181
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it was transferred to Leofwine's Home Counties earldom." Similarly Essex
was considered part of East Anglia for the purposes of Domesday, yet its land

was measured in Saxon hides rather than Anglian carucates.?

Essex is an attractive proposition for a community study because of the
common ground it shared with other English shires. As a home county many
of the elements under discussion are immediately applicable to other south-
eastern counties. This enables comparisons in a number of fields,
demonstrating the validity of a study such as this for other shires. The
methods used in this work are particularly apt for Essex but translate well for

further county analyses.

! F.Barlow, Edward the Confessor (London, 1970) 197, 358-9: VCH Essex ii. 210
? VCH Essex i. 333

48



Chapter Two - Domesday Essex

On the eve of the Norman Conquest Essex was a county that had strong links
with the outgoing king, Harold Godwinson. As earl of East Anglia and,
latterly, earl of Wessex and subregulus, Harold had been granted or taken
possession of a sizeable proportion of the county.! Domesday relates that
many manors in Essex had been under Harold's control on the day that Edward
the Confessor was alive and dead. Furthermore, the Conqueror generally
treated Harold as his own antecessor and so Harold's personal lands largely
became William’s. Since almost all of Harold's key possessions in Essex were
royal demesne in 1086, it can be assumed that Harold had retained these lands

after becoming king.

The size of Harold's Essex holding was more comparable with his successor's
than the Confessor's. It is generally believed that Edward the Confessor had
no land in Essex at all, which is possibly not quite true.> Cnut took thirty hides
at Southminster (Wibertsherne) from the bishop of London, which the bishop
recuperavit tempore Regis Willelmi.> As no TRE landowner is named, one can
tentatively postulate that the saintly Confessor may have enjoyed possession of
the stolen territory. At Writtle, the bishop of Hereford had two hides and
twenty acres of land, una fuit tempore regis Edwardi in ecclesia et alia in
feudo regis.* This hide had either been held by the Confessor or it was an

uncharacteristic recognition by Domesday of Harold’s regal status.’

' Fleming 78, 88-9, 96-8: VCH Essex i. 336-7

2'...[we] are struck by the salient fact that in Essex not a single manor had been held by
Edward the Confessor': VCH Essex i. 336

*LDB 10b

“LDB 5b

* The latter scenario is more likely, as a later entry described the two hides as una fuit in

ecclesia t.r.e. et alia feudo Haroldi: LDB 26a. It is possible that the hide was taken over
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Nonetheless, Southminster was only worth £8 in 1086 (£12 TRE). Harold's

entire demesne lands were worth a little more (just over £543 by 1086
valuations) which was the beginning of a trend seen throughout the county's
history thereafter.' Almost every king increased (or at least maintained) the
amount of direct control and immediate lordship that the crown enjoyed in
Essex, a process initiated by Harold Godwinson. William the Conqueror took
the lion's share of Harold's lands, although ten other post-Conquest lords

secured part of the spoils and reduced the quantity of land held by the crown.’

Table 7: royal demesne in Essex under Edward the Confessor, Harold

Godwinson and William the Conqueror.’

Round postulated that certain of Harold's manors were 'ancient demesne' and
still possessed two of the qualities which indicated direct royal control: the

five-hide groupings and the provision of farm for a number of nights (rnoctes

by Harold after Edward’s death (thus causing the confusion over TRE tenure) but the
simplest and most logical explanation is that Harold was accidently recognised as king on
this occasion

' LDB 1b-3a, 4b-7b, 14b-15b, 26a-27a, 31a, 55a, 63a, 84a, 90b, 95a, 106b

* By 1086, a share of Harold's lands had been granted to the bishop of Durham (at
Waltham), the bishop of Hereford (at Writtle), the count of Boulogne (Gravesend, Notley,
Rivenhall, Witham, Newland Hall and Frinton), Hamo dapifer (Ryes), Robert count of Eu
(Thurrock), John fitz Waleran (Notley), Robert fitz Corbucion (Leyton), Ralph of Limésy
(Chigwell) and Modwin (Witham), together with Harold's lands at Feering and Ockendon
which were exchanged with Westminster Abbey (LDB 15b, 26a, 26b-27a, 31a, 32b, 55a,
63a, 84a, 85a, 90b, 95a, 14b-15a)

* These figures are based upon a TRW county valuation of £5000 per annum. Edward the
Confessor’s figures assume that he did hold land worth £9 at Southminster and Writtle but
it must be noted that this is a highest-possible figure. He may, as Round asserted, have

held no land at all
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Edward the Confessor . Harold Il William |

0.10% 10.90% 10.70%

99.90%

89.10% ’ 89.30%

‘Tﬂ Royal demesne B Other land 1

Table 7: royal demesne in Essex under Edward the Confessor, Harold Godwinson and William the Conqueror




de firma)." The five-hide system is evidence of rigid tenurial organisation and
'farm' denotes the system that grew up to support an itinerant royal court. Earl
Harold had taken control of these royal manors in Essex for personal
advantage. Newport (Uttlesford), Lawford, Brightlingsea (both Tendring),
Writtle and Baddow (both Hinckford) paid nights' farm as their TRE

assessment, and all save for Baddow were held by Harold.

The crown's relationship with the county went beyond personal (formerly
comital) rule through land tenure, as a large proportion of influential Anglo-
Saxon landowners became followers of the Godwinson clan. The cronyism
practised by the family to further their faction's fortunes has already been
thoroughly studied.” It is sufficient to report that through the system of
personal commendation Harold's ties with local landowners were wide and
diverse before he had assumed the throne.* Harold's strong influence in the
county was a source of reliable support for him prior to and during his reign,
but it also proved to be the county's undoing in 1066. Because Essex had a
high number of loyal Godwinson adherents, the campaigns of 1066 depleted

the local elite and ultimately deprived them of a Godwinson figurehead.

Some of this Anglo-Saxon support for Harold is noted in Domesday. Alric of
Kelvedon fought against the Normans at sea and when he returned he became
sick.’ An unnamed thegn left his manor of Paglesham (Rochford) to Harold's

housecatrls, survived the Conquest but eventually died as an outlaw in

' VCH Essex i. 334, 336. Round's view is supported by Ann Williams, 'Land and Power
in the eleventh-century: the estates of Harold Godwinson', 174

* LDB 5a-7a, 21b-22a. Baddow was held by &Elfgar of Mercia.

? Fleming 71-81
4 LDB 5b, 26b, 54b, 55a, 59a, 61a, 75a, 101a

 LDB 14b. Alric cecidit in infirmitate when he returned from the battle

52




Yorkshire." After the decisive and bloody battles of September and October
1066, the lives of many warriors capable of offering resistance to the Normans
had been ended. This had the effect of making Essex easy prey to the invaders
and there was no Anglo-Saxon resistance of note in Essex.> Of course, not all
of the major Anglo-Saxon tenants died on Senlac Hill. Following his
coronation one of William's first actions was to lead his forces into East

Anglia, which included the acceptance of submissions at Barking.?

Ann Williams has analysed the national trends of land retention among the
Anglo-Saxons, leading her to suggest that 'there is something paradoxical in
the fact that the English survived best in those areas where they resisted the
longest'.* Two major trends further affect a discussion of Anglo-Saxon
survival in Essex. Some natives adopted Norman names and survivors were
less likely to be found in the south and east of England.” An appraisal of this
topic must acknowledge the presence of the semi-native survivors Robert fitz
Wymarc and his son Swein, together with their ten Domesday vassals whose
names were Teutonic or Scandinavian (Siric, Thorkell, Alured, Alfith, Aelmer,
Eadmer, Godman, Ansgot, Leofstan and Gunner).® Of these, only Gunner held
the same land (in Totham, Thurstable) that he had TRE. Naturally, their other
subtenants may have changed their names to something more socially

acceptable.

' LDB 59a: Ann Williams, 'Land and Power in the eleventh-century: the estates of Harold
Godwineson', 178-9

2 VCH Essex ii. 210

* R.H.C.Davis & M.Chibnall (eds. & trans.), The Gesta Guillelmi of William of Poitiers
(Oxford, 1998), 160-1

* A.Williams, The English and the Norman Conquest, 97

5 H.Tsurushima, ‘Domesday Interpreters’, ANS xviii (1996) 201-22, 211-12: A.Williams,

The English and the Norman Conquest, 84, 96. Williams cites the example of Robert

latimer, an interpreter

® LDB 42a-b, 45a-b, 46b-47a, 48a-b
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A sizeable minority of the lesser tenants-in-chief had Anglo-Saxon names.
Just over a dozen of the individuals listed towards the end of the Essex
Domesday return were Anglo-Saxons, together (presumably) with the
unnamed King's free men." For these few, possession at Domesday rarely
lasted far beyond 1086. The lands held by Sasselin and Wulfeva wife of Finn
both passed to Eudo dapifer in later years.” Survival was not widespread and
these were unusual cases. Some Anglo-Saxons were not immediately removed
and a favoured few were embraced by the new administration. This was a
temporary state of affairs and, other than exceptional individuals (such as
Edward of Salisbury), charter attestations from survivors in high places had
ceased by 1071 The chronology of the Conquest posited by Fleming asserts
that hundredal grants were the last major stage of the process, dating from the
final decade of William I's reign.* As there were no hundredal grants in Essex
this supports the notion that Essex was apportioned thoroughly and quickly,

leaving few remnants of the TRE tenurial order.

The increased local power of the crown after January 1066 created the
blueprint for Norman governance of the county. The principal TRE landowner
had been Harold, whose lands were generally under royal control in 1086.
That some of Harold's manors were not royal demesne in Domesday was
explained in certain cases (grants and exchanges) and not in others. It is clear
there had been alienations from Harold's lands since the Conqueror's demesne
in the county, although based upon Harold's, was smaller. Nonetheless, the
king's lands in Essex were the most valuable group in the county with an

annual value of £517, plus an unrecorded value for Colchester.’

' LDB 92b-94b 95a-96a, 97b-99a
*Reg i. (1st ed) no.442: Cart Colc p.18: Farrer iii. 199, 201, 202, 220

* Fleming 174-6
* Fleming 180-1

5 Colchester was farmed out for £30: Corbett 538
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This strong royal presence in the county explains the absence of a rape system

in Norman Essex. Block grants had been used across much of the south coast
to reward Norman followers and protect vulnerable coastlines.! This system
manifested itself in the form of county-wide grants (Cornwall and Chester, for
example) or swathes of land within counties (the Sussex Rapes and
Holderness), the precedent being the great marcher lordships of pre-Conquest
Normandy (such as Meulan).” Drawing parallels between Essex and Sussex
are unavoidable, as both counties had been the springboard for successful
conquests during the eleventh century: Essex by the Danes, Sussex by the
Normans. Land division in Sussex was tightly organised, based upon block-
grants of land to trusted and powerful intimates. Whether reward or defence
was the initial motivation for such large grants, Sussex was well protected by
loyal men who had been justly rewarded for their (continuing) contribution to

the success of the English Enterprise.

Essex, with its history of Danish invasion, could well have been a prime
candidate for a rape system had it not been for the defensive provisions made
by Harold prior to the Conquest. It is Fleming's claim that north-eastern Essex
was a carefully controlled environment. Harold's demesne manors guarded
strategically important locations.! In this case the sensitive area was the
Roman road between Chelmsford and Colchester, which lay across the
Blackwater and Colne rivers. Because of the large number of tributaries to the

rivers, this area was particularly vulnerable to lightning attacks in small boats.

William evidently believed that this system was beneficial as he retained much
of its structure. The defensive manors of Writtle, Witham and Lexden,

together with the principal manors of Tendring hundred at Lawford and

! Fleming 146-64
? L.F.Salzman, The Rapes of Sussex', SAC Ixxii (1931), 20-9: Fleming 147-8
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No. Tenant-in-chief Demesne Demesne Enfeoffed Total

in-chief as tenant

1 King William  £517.7.2 - (n\a) >£517°
20 Count Eustace ~ £320.7.4 - £203.17.0 >£524
30 Mandeville £185.17.0 - £161.8.8 >£347
24 Swein of Essex £129.10 £17.8.0 £138.1.0 >£284
34 Ranulf Peverel £99 - £148.7.6 >£247
23 Rich. fz Gilbert £118.16.9 £4 £117.12,10 >£240
3,4 Bp of London  £101.7.0 - £80.4.10 >£180
33 Ralph Baynard £91.15.0 £4 £77.13.0 >£173
32 Robert Gernon  £76.17.0 - £95.16.8 >£172
18 Odo of Bayeux £32.1.6 - £132.17.0 >£164
9 Barking Abbey £156.17.8 - £5.18.8 >£162
25 Eudo dapifer £83.14.0° - £68.5.0 >£151
35 Aubrey de Vere £71.15 £8 £53.15.0 >£133
22 Warenne £29.7.0 - £90.13.0 £120
S St Paul's Canons £107.13.4 - - >£107

Table 8: The value of Essex lands held by the top fifteen tenants-in-chief
in 1086

Brightlingsea and the boroughs of Maldon and Colchester, remained in royal

hands." It must be remembered that these were but a few large royal manors

' Fleming 96

? The place occupied by the individual or house in the list preceding the section detailing
tenure: LDB 1a

* Together with Colchester, which was let for farm at £30 but was probably worth well
over £100: LDB 107a-b: Corbett, 538

* Inclusive of 1oz. of gold, valued at 15s. (LDB 51a)
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amid many smaller settlements. In the event of attack, limitation rather than

prevention of damage would have been the only attainable goal.?

Another structure which may have been retained from Anglo-Saxon Essex was
the domination of Rochford hundred by Robert fitz Wymarc. His lands and
influence within the hundred were the major feature of the Norman honour of
Rayleigh. Robert, an Anglo-Breton and former counsellor of the Confessor,
owned lands across southern England prior to the Conquest.” The family was
unique in Essex as Robert and his son Swein held lands in the county TRE,
post and modo. These passed from, through and into their hands without any
evident pattern. Before 1066, Robert had land in Rochford at Eastwood,
Plumberow, Ashingdon and Sutton, all of which were part of Swein’s
dominion in 1086.* Robert was then credited with obtaining lands post
mortem regis Edwardi, at Shoebury, Littlethorpe, Little Wakering and Sutton.’

Asheldham fell under his control after the arrival of the Normans.® Whether or

' LDB 1b-2a, 4b-6b, 7b, 104a-107b. Essex was regained from the Danes through the
strategic towns of Colchester, Witham and Maldon, which dominated the road and the
Blackwater estuary: C.Hart, The Danelaw, 119-20

? Judith Green suggests that this policy extended to the introduction of other lords into
manors to protect the coast and the Thames estuary. She lists the manors of West Ham
(Becontree, held by Robert Gernon and Ranulf Peverel), East Ham (Becontree, Robert
Gernon), West Thurrock (Chafford, William Peverel), Fobbing (Barstable, Eustace of
Boulogne), Burnham (Wibertsherne, Ralph Baynard), Down Hall (Wibertsherne, Ranulf
Peverel), Michaelstow (Tendring, Ralph Baynard) and Dovercourt (Tendring, Aubrey de
Vere): J.A.Green, The Aristocracy of Norman England, 82. Although this is a very

reasonable theory, William Peverel was a peripheral figure in Essex and his involvement
in a defensive scheme seems dubious

* In Cambridgeshire (DB, 193b, 200b, 201), Essex, Herefordshire (DB, 186b, 187),
Hertfordshire (DB, 134, 137b), Huntingdonshire (DB, 205b, 207), Somerset (DB, 92b),
Suffolk (LDB, 287b, 295b, 395) and Wiltshire (DB, 74b).

“ LDB 45a-b.

° LDB 44a, 44b, 45a, 45b,

 LDB 46a
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not he held three of Swein’s most valuable Domesday manors (Rayleigh,

Great Wakering and Canewdon) is difficult to assess, as they show no return

for ownership TRE.!

The honour of Rayleigh was formed by a combination of inheritance and
expansion during and after 1066. Rochford hundred was divided between
secular and ecclesiastical lords in the same fashion as every hundred in the
county, but in 1086 Swein held a far greater proportion of land than any other
lord in any other hundred. He held 62% of the land in Rochford hundred as a
tenant-in-chief, which accounted for 60% of the wealth.” Whilst it was clearly
not a block grant, it was a controlling influence and an obviously deliberate
method of protecting the south-eastern coast. Had there been any reservations
about the family's loyalty they would not have been allowed to control such a
sensitive district, which had no royal demesne. Swein also enjoyed the profits
of justice from Rochford and Clavering hundreds.” Swein was evidently
confident about the long-term stability of his tenure, building a castle at
Rayleigh and planting a vineyard there too.* The family had earned the trust of
the Conqueror and the level of patronage marks them out as local favourites of

the king.

Essex was not in need of tenurial overhaul and the imposition of a block-grant
structure to defend the coast. Strategic outposts in the north and a fledgling
honour of Rayleigh had existed since before the Conquest and because the
system was retained, Essex was still exposed to a high degree of direct royal
control. Its proximity to London assisted in this process, as it was not

considered a remote district in need of firm control from a local viceroy.

' LDB 43b-44b

? Ecclesiastical tenants accounted for 18% of the income and 20% of the land, leaving
22% of the income and 18% of the land between eleven other secular tenants.

? LDB 45b, 46b

*LDB 43b
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Because of this there was no opportunity for semi-autonomous honours to
develop in Essex, as these grew out of county grants or smaller block units.'
One of the most obvious and immediate conclusions that can be drawn from
the Domesday return is that almost every tenant-in-chief's collection of lands
was characterised by a lack of territorial consolidation. Other than Swein,
with his controlling interest in the hundred of Rochford, only Geoffrey de
Mandeville (in the west) and Richard fitz Gilbert (in the north) had estates

which displayed dominance in one area.

Figure 3: The honours of Clare, Pleshy and Rayleigh in Essex in 1086

This was not a common trend. The majority of Domesday lords in Essex
possessed fragmented estates, which can even be seen (to a lesser extent)
within these three lords' holdings. Other secular honours had the same lack of
consolidation within their lands. Ranulf Peverel of London's estates covered
over 150 hides but were spread across thirteen different hundreds.” The
greatest remaining secular honours (Boulogne, Peverel of London and the
Baynard barony) displayed a wide geographical spread. In this respect the
county was a microcosm of the country. Royal policies that prevented the
creation of solid land-blocks and made use of existing lordship patterns
brought security to the king, ensured that royal servants had land across the
country and prevented the isolation of individual barons.”> Scattered lordships
were a national reality that also applied to the localities, as the following maps

show.

! Prime examples of such grants include the Palatine County of Chester, Robert of
Mortain’s dominance in Cornwall and the Rapes of Sussex

2LDB 71b-76a
* First Century, 65-6
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Figure 3: The honours of Clare, Pleshy and Rayleigh in Essex in 1086

This map shows the manors held
by the following tenants-in-chief
and their subtenants in Essex:

@ Geeffiey de Mandeville
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Figure 10; The Estates of Robert Gernon in Essex in 1086




Part of the reason for the emergence of these patterns was that antecession had

been utilised as a means of distributing land, an effective means of
implementing the Conquest. The lands of the new aristocracy can be
explained, at least partially, in terms that imply a structure of inheritance. In
theory, the estate of a great Saxon nobleman or thegn was passed intact to a
Norman lord." Robin Fleming’s analysis of post-Conquest land tenure led her
to conclude that antecession was generally the initial means of land
distribution. Block grants based on hundreds and wapentakes followed
antecession, except in Sussex, Kent and the March where block grants were
immediately made.” This theory is based upon the idea that major TRE
landowners were directly replaced by individual Normans whilst lesser TRE
landowners were displaced to make way for compact lordships. The issue of
royal control in the settlement process is evident in such organisation.
Fleming claims that ‘... 1in the shires where antecessorial and hundredal grants
left a clear imprint, we have evidence of a settlement firmly controlled by the

king.”

The concept of the antecessor was alluded to regularly. Royal demesne in the
east and the lands of Swein in Rochford had been largely acquired from
Harold and Robert fitz Wymarc respectively. Eustace of Boulogne received
land because it had been his antecessor’s at Tey.* The unexplained possession
of other lordships by Eustace’s antecessor (Engelric the Priest) was all the

licence Eustace required to own them in 1086: it did not matter how Engelric

! See F.M.Stenton, Anglo-Saxon England (3rd.ed., Oxford, 1971), 626: D.C.Douglas,
William the Conqueror (London, 1964), 271-2

¢ Fleming 179-80
? Fleming 181

* Count Eustace’s main antecessor in Essex was Engelric the Priest, founder of St Martin-

le-Grand in London: LDB 29b
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had acquired them." Some were even described as invasiones but no action

was taken to recover them.?

Ranulf Peverel had an unnamed antecessor in Essex, a connection that gained
him land in Vange, Terling, Willingale Doe, Prested and Plunker’s Green.?
This antecessor was probably Siward of Maldon, since all of his lands in Essex
passed to Ranulf, but the references could allude to Brictmer or Aelmer
instead.* Land devolved from Wulfwin to Aubrey de Vere, but an
antecessorial relationship was not made explicit.” Frodo the Abbot's brother
had a predecessor named Ordgar and Leofwin was probably Roger de
Auberville's antecessor, although neither inherited all of the lands concerned.®
Ralph de Limésy had an unnamed antecessor, who may have been called
Hardwin.” Without any direct reference being made, Geoffrey de Mandeville
clearly ‘inherited’ property in Essex from Ansgar Staller, Hugh de Montfort
from Guthmund, Richard fitz Gilbert from Withgar and Hamo dapifer from
Goti(1d).?

! At Bast Donyland, Colne, Tollesbury, St Osyth, Frinton, Little Holland, Lawford,
Tendring, Chrishall, Chishill, Elmdon, Elmdon Lee, Crawleybury, Bendysh Hall,
Newnham Hall, Little Bardfield and Shopland; LDB, 30a, 32, 33, 34

? Engelric removed Newland Hall from the royal manor of Writtle, and annexed Little
Baddow, Runwell, Little Waltham and Boreham; LDB, 31a-b. None of these were listed
among the annexations

* LDB, 71b, 72a-b, 74b, 75a

“ LDB 72a-b, 74b

° LDB 77b, 78a.

% LDB 20b, 92a, 92b, 103b for Ordgar. The name Leofwin occurs thirty-three times in the
Essex pages of Domesday but only twice in connection with Roger: LDB 52a, 103b

7 LDB 90a-b. Ralph's antecessor had annexed royal demesne. None of the TRE tenants
of Ralph's manors were named apart from Harold but Hardwin added land at Brundon
(Hinckford) TRW

$ LDB 57b, 58a, 59a, 60-62, 63a (Mandeville); 53, 54a (Montfort); 38b, 39, 40b, 41a-b
(Clare); 54b, 55b, 56a (Hamo): J.A.Green, The Aristocracy of Norman England, 81,

analyses antecessors and successors in Essex
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Ansgar is a good example of an antecessor because Mandeville received all of
his land in Essex.! However, Ansgar also held land in seven other counties,
and Geoffrey did not obtain Ansgar’s estates in Devon and Somerset and only
part of his lands in other counties.” It was recorded that Mandeville held land
unjustly in Surrey, at Clapham, because Ansgar had not held it.> Evidently
claims of antecession were used as a justification for tenure and as antecession
could not be claimed in this case, doubt was cast over his legitimate ownership
of Clapham. There are no hard and fast rules in Domesday Essex for land
movement. In some cases there is no common thread linking entries together,
and in others we are denied the opportunity to judge because of insufficient

information.
Table 9: the antecessors of Geoffrey de Mandeville in Essex

Mandeville also held land that he derived through sole antecession, but he
shared the spoils of other TRE estates (see Table 9).* This may be proof of
antecession through commendation (or other pre-Conquest arrangements), as
some of his other sole antecessors may have been Ansgar’s men or relatives.
Had they placed themselves and their lands under Ansgar’s protection,
Mandeville could claim that his antecessor’s rights of lordship were also
heritable. These two systems of association and inheritance were neither

understood nor acknowledged by the Normans. Anglo-Saxon kinship

! Together with all his lands in Berkshire and Oxfordshire: DB 62a, 160a

>DB 95a, 111a, 112b: Fleming 115

DB 36a

* Robin Fleming has not yet produced material of this kind for LDB as her vast Domesday
database merely covered the entire first volume. For a comparable table showing the
TRW lords of Buckinghamshire and their antecessors see Fleming 119, and
R.Fleming,’Domesday Book and the Tenurial Revolution’, ANS ix (1986) 87-101, table
facing p.87
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TRE Landowner Domesday tenant-in-chief

WUHTIC - = Eustace of Boulogne
Wulfwin _‘?t“——"———" William de Warenne
e 4\ Ralph Baynard
Edward “‘_\ . ~Peter de Valognes
Fridebert &\ Bishop of London
Edsi ‘\ =S~ King William
Bishop Odo of Bayeux
Bl \‘\ Aubrey de Vere i
Godith ~ A Alan of Brittany
Wulfric Cave St Etheldreda's Ely
Eudo dapifer
Canons of St Paul's

Swein of Essex
Godwin the Deacon

Godwin the Deacon ~
Asgar

Leofday

Leofhild

Saewulf

Edwin

Erling

Saewin the Priest
Toli

Bondi

Alric

Fridebern
Wulfheah

Geoffrey de Mandeville

Tahle 9: the antecessors of Geoffrey de Mandeville in Essex




networks were immensely complicated and heritability only occasionally
followed the normal Norman pattern of primogeniture.! Personal
commendation entailed lordship disassociated from land tenure, which was
largely ignored by the Normans simply because no land was involved in the
arrangement.” Land tenure and lordship went hand-in-hand in Normandy but
in Anglo-Saxon England rights of lordship, tenure and justice could be divided
between several parties.” Whether or not specific commendation arrangements
existed will never be known but it is evident that Geoffrey's lands were derived
from a large number of people without an explicit justification of tenure being
cited.* It may be that the very many TRE tenants of lands that eventually fell
to Mandeville were associated with Ansgar and that Mandeville quite rightly
assumed both Ansgar’s mantle and the lands of those men who were

commended to Ansgar.

The links between TRE tenants and several Domesday lords is not proof of
joint antecession, where the lands of a TRE owner were shared between two or
more Norman tenants-in-chief. Less savoury methods were used to gain land,
not least by Geoffrey de Mandeville.” There is also a distinct possibility that
some of the Anglo-Saxon landowners named were two (or more) di<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>