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Abstract

This thesis examines the lives, careers and fortunes of the de Lacy constables of Chester and earls of
Lincoln, Roger, John, Edmund and Henry de Lacy, between 1190 and 1311, and sheds light on a
family who have been relatively neglected within existing scholarship. This thesis charts the family’s
rise from local baronial magnates to comital status with two earldoms, and their position as one of the
richest tenants-in-chief of the crown. This study establishes how the family, as a whole, was able to
take advantage of the opportunities arising over four generations, one hundred and twenty one years
and the reigns of five kings, to develop and maintain its lordship. The thesis explores the mechanisms
they used and were able to take advantage of, during such a vibrant period of history, which included
tumultuous civil wars and dynamic political change. It examines in detail the political careers of each
of the de Lacy constables in turn and explores their relationships with royal government and the affect
of Magna Carta and Plantagenet rule on this family. It then explores the development of the de Lacy
family’s honorial estates through each generation and the strategies they employed to expand their
dominions. It also discusses the family’s patronage and the evolution of their various associations with
religious communities and how this compared to contemporary trends. The examination of the de
Lacy affinities, in particular, is the first to explore their composition and development across four
generations of this family, identifying the men who were in their service and the transition from a
baronial to comital following. This study of the de Lacy constables therefore sheds new light on the

development of baronial families and the transformation of their honours during this period of history.
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Fig: 1 Genealogical Chart of Descent to Roger de Lacy
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Fig: 2 Genealogical Chart of de Lacy Constables
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Map 1: The de Lacy lands under Roger de Lacy (c.1190-1211)
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Map 2: The de Lacy lands under John de Lacy (¢.1211-1240)
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Map 3: The de Lacy lands under Edmund de Lacy (c.1240-1258)
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Map 4: The de Lacy lands under Henry de Lacy (c.1258-1311)
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Introduction

On 25 February 1308, Henry de Lacy, third earl of Lincoln, dressed in cloth-of-gold and holding aloft
one of the Swords of State, processed into Westminster abbey for the coronation of Edward 11.* By this
time in his life, Henry was one of the richest earls in England and the closest councillor to the king.
Over one hundred years, four generations and the reigns of five kings, his family had come a long way
from their original position as the right hand men of the earls of Chester. This thesis analyses the rise
of this family from baronial to comital status and senior councillors to the crown. Focusing on the
lives of Roger, John, Edmund and Henry de Lacy, it will chart their political careers, explore their
affinities and examine the management of their estates and the ultimate transformation of their honour.
By way of background, the de Lacy constables can be traced back to the reign of William I (r.
1066 to 1087), when John de Burgh came to England.? Roger de Lacy’s great-grandfather, Eustace fitz
John, was John de Burgh’s son and the heir of his uncle, Serlo de Burgh, founder of Knaresborough
castle.® He obtained the land and titles of baron of Halton and constable of Chester through his second
marriage to Agnes, daughter of William fitz Nigel, first baron of Halton, after the death of his heir (c.
1144).* Thereafter the de Lacys served as constables of Chester, the chief official for the earldom of
Chester from c. 1145.° Eustace took part in Henry II’s campaign in Wales, and was subsequently
killed during an ambush on the king’s army, in 1157.% His son, Richard fitz Eustace, married to
Aubrey de Lisours, heir of Robert de Lacy, inherited the position of constable of Chester from his
father and served in this capacity until his death in 1163. His son, John fitz Richard, known as John the
Constable, likewise inherited the position from his father and served first, under Earl Hugh (d. 1181)

and then Earl Ranulf 111, until his death (c.1190).”

! Foedera, ii, part 1, p. 36; S. Phillips, Edward Il (London: Yale University Press, 2011), pp. 145-6.
2 C. H. Browning, The Magna Carta Barons and their Descendants (Baltimore: Clearfield, 1969 (2002)), p. 129;
J. Burke, A General and Heraldic History (London: Henry Colburn, 1836), p. 124.
® Ibid; EYC, i, p. 385.
*T.F. Tout, ‘Eustace fitz John (d. 1157)’, rev. Paul Dalton, ODNB, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004).
> F. Suppe, John (d. 1190)’, ODNB, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004); J. Burke, A Genealogical and
Heraldic History, p. 124.
® Ibid.
"F. Suppe, ‘John (d. 1190)’.
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It was under Roger, however, that the de Lacys first began to make a mark on the national
stage through royal service. After the death of John the Constable (c.1190), his son Roger fitz John
(c.1170 to 1211) became the seventh baron of Halton and Widnes and hereditary constable of Chester.
In 1194, he inherited the honours of Pontefract and Clitheroe, after the death of his cousin Robert (11)
de Lacy (d. 1194), the last direct male descendent of Ilbert de Lacy, through an arrangement with his
grandmother Aubrey de Lisours, and took the name ‘de Lacy’.® In addition to attendance on his lord,
Ranulf 111 earl of Chester (c.1170 to 1232), Roger de Lacy was a loyal soldier and commander for
King John (r. 1199 to 1216). He was perhaps most notable for his, ultimately unsuccessful, defence of
the siege of Chateau Galliard (1203 to 1204).° After his capture, he was ransomed with the assistance
of the king.'® On his return to England, he continued faithful duty to the crown and was appointed
sheriff of Yorkshire and Cumberland between 1204 and 1209." He was a significant benefactor of the
Cistercian abbey of Stanlaw, which his father had founded in 1178, and he was subsequently buried
there after his death in 1211."

Roger’s son, John de Lacy (¢.1192 to 1240) inherited his father’s lands in 1213. In order to
take possession, he was charged a very large fine by King John.* Such financial pressures may
explain his part in the revolt against the crown. In the First Barons’ War (1215 to 1217), John was a

leading member of the rebellion, named as one of the baronial council of twenty-five at Runnymede

8 TNA, DL 42/2 fo. 110; EYC, iii, p. 208; W. Dugdale, Monasticon Anglicanum, ed. J. Caley, H. Ellis and B.
Bandinel (6 vols. London: Record Commission, 1817-1830, v, pp. 533-4; The Great Roll of the Pipe for the
Seventh Year of the Reign of King Richard the First: Michaelmas 1195, ed. D. M. Stenton (London: Pipe Roll
Society, 1929) , p. 98.

® Radulphi de Coggeshall Chronicon Anglicanum, ed. J. Stevenson (London: Rolls Series 1875), p. 144; M.
Morris, King John, Treachery, Tyranny & the Road to Magna Carta (London: Hutchinson, 2015), p. 11; S.
Church, King John, England, Magna Carta and the Making of a Tyrant (London: Macmillan, 2015), p. 118;
Chronica Majora, p. 489; ‘Annales Monasterii de Waverleia’, AM, ii p. 256.

19 Rotuli de Liberate ac de Misis et Praestitis, Regnante, ed. T. D. Hardy (London: HMSO, 1884), p. 103; Rotuli
Litterarum Clausarum in Turri Londinensi Asservati, ed. T. D. Hardy (London: Record Commission, 1833-4), p.
4,

1 The Great Roll of the Pipe for the Seventh Year of the Reign of King John: Michaelmas 1205, ed. S. Smith
(London: Pipe Roll Society, 1941), pp. 40, 268; The Great Roll of the Pipe for the Eighth Year of the Reign of
King John: Michaelmas 1206, ed. D. M. Stenton (London: Pipe Roll Society, 1942), pp. 43, 191; The Great Roll
of the Pipe for the Ninth Year of the Reign of King John: Michaelmas 1207, ed. A. M. Kirkus (London: Pipe Roll
Society, 1946), pp. 77, 127;

The Great Roll of the Pipe for the Tenth Year of the Reign of King John: Michaelmas 1208, ed. D. M. Stenton
(London: Pipe Roll Society, 1947), pp. 42, 140; The Great Roll of the Pipe for the Eleventh Year of the Reign of
King John: Michaelmas 1209, ed. D. M. Stenton (London: Pipe Roll Society, 1949), p. 93; Pipe Rolls 11 John, p.
125-6;

J. C. Holt, The Northerners (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992, First Published 1961), p. 154.

12 Chronica Majora, ii, p. 532; Dugdale, Monasticon Anglicanum, vi, p. 315.

13 ROF, pp. 483-484, 494-495; Rotuli Clausarum, p. 147.
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and tasked with the enforcement of Magna Carta.”* He was also placed in command of the rebel forces
in Nottinghamshire and Yorkshire." John de Lacy’s fortunes were closely linked with Ranulf I11, earl
of Chester, an association which was cemented by his marriage to the earl’s niece, Margaret, in
1221.%° In 1232, after his death, Ranulf 11I°s title of earl of Lincoln was conveyed to his sister, Hawise
de Quincy, Margaret’s mother and then to John, probably as a result of prior arrangements between
John and Ranulf 111" During the 1233 Marshal rebellion John assisted in the defence of the Welsh
Marches, and was subsequently counted as a leading royal councillor before his death in 1240.*® John,
like his father, was buried at Stanlaw abbey."®

In the lifetime of John’s son, Edmund, the de Lacy connections to the crown were
strengthened further. Edmund (c.1230 to 1258) was approximately ten years old and a minor when his
father died. He was made a royal ward, raised with the royal household at Windsor and his lands were
taken into custody.20 In 1247, Edmund married Alice of Saluzzo, a cousin of Queen Eleanor.? This
was a highly political marriage which aligned Edmund more closely with the royal household. It also
no doubt contributed to his inheritance of the family estates the following year, in 1248, at the age of
eighteen, below the age of majority.?” Edmund’s close ties to the crown saw him the recipient of

regular royal favours and, in turn, he provided the crown with faithful service. Edmund was a member

% Chronica Majora, ii, pp. 604-605; Holt, The Northerners, p. 107; D. Carpenter, Magna Carta (London:
Penguin Group, 2015), p. 108; Church, King John, pp. 218-232.
5 Memoriale Fratris Walteri de Coventria, ed. W. Stubbs (2 vols. London, 1872-1873), ii, p. 224; Morris, King
John, p. 267.
16 Annales Cestrienses; or Chronicle of the Abbey of St Werburgh at Chester, ed. R. C. Christie (Manchester:
Record Society of Lancashire and Cheshire, 14, 1886), pp. 50-1.
Y The Charters of the Anglo-Norman Earls of Chester, ¢.1071-1237, ed. G. Barraclough (Chester: The Record
Society of Lancashire and Cheshire, cxxvi, 1988), no. 310; L. Wilkinson, Women in Thirteenth Century
Lincolnshire (Woodbridge: Boydell Press, 2007), pp. 35-6; CPR 1225-1232, p. 508; R. Eales, ‘Henry III and the
End of the Norman Earldom of Chester’, in Thirteenth Century England I, ed. P. Coss and D. Lloyd
(Woodbridge: Boydell Press, 1986), pp. 100-112. Eales points out that Ranulf III’s charter must have taken place
after August 1231, as Richard Marshal is listed as the ‘ear]l of Pembroke’ in the witness list. Wilkinson refines
this further, stating that it must have occurred after 23-30 September 1232, when Stephen Seagrave became
justiciar. Wilkinson, Women in Thirteenth Century Lincolnshire, p. 36.
'8 Chronica Majora, iii, pp. 247-8; CPR 1232-1247, p. 35; Chronica Majora, iii, p. 412.
9 Chronica Majora, iv, p. 34; ‘Annales Monasterii de Theokesburia’ Annales Monastici (AM) i, ed. H. R. Luard
(Rolls series, 1864-1869), p. 105; ‘Annales Prioratus de Wigornia’, AM, iv, p. 432.
% CIPM Henry 111, p. 11. In January 1245, a writ issued to William de Wennerville, keeper of the lands of John,
earl of Lincoln, indicated that Edmund would be 14 years of age at the next Feast of St Giles (1 September);
CPR 1232-1247, p. 239.
2! Chronica Majora, iv, p. 628; S. L., Waugh, The Lordship of England Royal Wardships and Marriages in
English Society and Politics 1217-1327 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1988), p. 190; Wilkinson,
Women in Thirteenth Century Lincolnshire, pp. 50-1; M. Howell, Eleanor of Provence, Queenship in Thirteenth
Century England, (Oxford: Blackwell, 1998), pp. 46-7.
22 CPR 1247-1258, p. 14.
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of the queen’s party when she travelled to Gascony in 1254.2 He was among those appointed to
ensure the safe conduct of Alexander III of Scotland, and his wife Margaret, the king’s daughter, to
meet with Henry 111, in 1255.% Edmund also served the Lord Edward during the military campaign to
Wales in 1256.” Edmund’s life was unfortunately short and he died on the eve of the period of
baronial reform and rebellion (1258 to 1267).

It was during the life of Edmund’s son, Henry, that the de Lacys and the crown were most
closely associated. Like his father before him, Henry de Lacy (c.1250 to 1311) was a minor at the time
of his father’s death and raised as a ward in the royal household.?® After he inherited his father’s lands
in 1272, Henry remained in constant royal service and was known as Edward I’s most reliable, trusted
friend and advisor.?’ This included military service during the Welsh wars (1276 to 1277) and the
responsibility for the marriage arrangements of the king’s daughter in 1278.% In 1279, Henry was
appointed joint lieutenant of England during the king’s absence, a demonstration of the faith that
Edward | had in him. He then became lieutenant of Aquitaine in 1295 and served in France for three
years, with both success and failure. After this, he served in Scotland and saw further military action at
the battle of Falkirk (1298). He was regularly engaged in diplomatic service, which included
negotiations for the marriage of the Edward, prince of Wales, and Isabella of France. Henry was
recognised as the most senior earl in England at the time of the death of Edward 1.%°
By the time of Henry’s death in 1311, the de Lacys controlled vast stretches of land, which

included the northern baronies of Pontefract, Halton, Widnes, Penwortham and Clitheroe, in

2 CPR 1247-1258, p. 315; M. Prestwich, Plantagenet England 1225-1360 (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2005), pp. 295-6; Howell, Eleanor of Provence, pp. 121-131; D. Carpenter, ‘Kings, Magnates and Society: The
Personal Rule of Henry 111 1234-1258’ Speculum, Vol. 60, No. 1 (Jan 1985), p. 59.

? Foedera, |, p. 327, 329; CPR 1247-1258, p. 424; CDS, i, pp. 383-5; Chronica Majora, v, pp. 501-2, 504-6; M.
A. Pollock, Scotland, England and France after the Loss of Normandy, 1204-1296 (Woodbridge: Boydell Press,
2015), pp. 169-171; M. Brown, ‘Henry the Peaceable: Henry III, Alexander III and Royal Lordship in the British
Isles, 1249-1272’ in England and Europe in the Reign of Henry I11 (1216-1272), ed. B. Weiler and 1. W.
Rowlands (London: Routledge, 2002), pp. 43-66.

% CCIR 1254-1256, p. 450; J. B. Smith, Llywelyn Ap Gruffud: Prince of Wales (Cardiff: University of Wales
Press, 2014), pp. 92-101; CPR 1247-1258, p. 586.

% patent Rolls 1247-1258, p. 649; CCIR 1256-1259, p. 258. See also, Wilkinson, Women in Thirteenth Century
Lincolnshire, pp. 55-6.

2 < Annales Prioratus de Wintonia’, AM ii, p. 111; ‘Annales Monasterii de Waverleia’, AM ii, p. 378; ‘Chronicon
vulgo dictum Chronicon Thomae Wykes, 1066-1289°, AM iv, p. 251.

%8 For the Welsh Wars see CPR 1272-1281, pp. 189-192; Chronica Johannis de Oxenedes, p. 250; M. Morris, A
Great and Terrible King: Edward | and the Forging of Britain (London: Windmill, 2008), p.145. For the
marriage of Edward to Isabella, see Foedera, 1, ii, p. 551; The Sessional Papers, VVol. xxxviii, Appendix Il to the
Sixth Report (HMSO, 1845), p. 90; M. Prestwich, Edward | (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1988), pp.
317-8.

2 prestwich, Edward 1, pp. 556-7; Morris, Great and Terrible King, pp. 361-2; Chronicle of Walter of
Guisborough, ed. H. Rothwell (London: Camden Society, 89, 1957), p. 379; Flores, iii, p. 137.
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combination with the lands and office of the constable of Chester. These were transformed with the
additions of the earldoms of Lincoln and Salisbury, and enhanced further by substantial grants which
formed the lordship of Denbigh. The annual revenue from the family estates at the time of Henry’s
death was estimated, by Hamilton, to have been at least 10,000 marks, which made them one of the
wealthiest, and most influential, comital families in England.30 It is curious, therefore, that the de Lacy
constables have been neglected by modern scholars.

Existing scholarship on the de Lacy constables is remarkably scarce, and predominantly
limited to entries on the Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (ODNB). These include an
overview of Roger de Lacy written by Charles Kingston;* a slightly more substantial entry for John
de Lacy, written by Nicholas Vincent;* and a brief entry for Henry de Lacy written by Jeffrey
Hamilton.*® Jennifer Ward also presented a short account for John de Lacy’s wife, Margaret.®
However, as is the nature of biographical overviews, they suffer from a lack of substantive detail on
the de Lacys and their involvement in political events during their lifetimes. Louise Wilkinson has
presented more substantial research on Margaret de Lacy, including her importance as a widow, and
her role as custodian of the de Lacy estates with her daughter-in-law, Alice, during Henry de Lacy’s
minority after his father’s early death.** Edmund de Lacy has been overlooked. More recent work has
been undertaken relating to Henry de Lacy, such as Graham Platts’ research on medieval
Lincolnshire.® Platt utilised the extant account rolls of Henry de Lacy to demonstrate the estates’
ability to maintain regional specialisms. The accounts reveal that the administrative centre for the de
Lacy family estates in Lincolnshire was Bolingbroke, with produce and cash revenues from various

manors being sent there for annual accounts to be drawn up.¥’ The records for his produce, livestock
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31 C. L. Kingsford, ‘Lacy, Roger de (d. 1211)’, rev. Paul Dalton, ODNB (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2004).
%2N. Vincent, ‘Lacy, John de, third earl of Lincoln (c.1192—-1240)’, ODNB (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2004).
%% Hamilton, ‘Lacy, Henry de, fifth earl of Lincoln’.
% J. C. Ward, ‘Lacy, Margaret de, countess of Lincoln (d. 1266)’, ODNB (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2004).
% L. Wilkinson, Women in Thirteenth Century Lincolnshire; L. E. Mitchell, Portraits of Medieval Women:
Family, Marriage and Social Relationships in Thirteenth Century England (Palgrave Macmillan 2003).
% G. Platts, ‘Land and People in Medieval Lincolnshire’, History of Lincolnshire, Vol. iv (Gloucester: Alan
Sutton Publishing, 1985).
%" Platts, ‘Land and People’, pp. 98-100.
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and cash revenues demonstrate that Henry was able to double the profits from his estates across a nine
year period.® Platts also notes the benefit that Henry enjoyed due to the effective management of the
estates by Henry’s grandmother, Margaret.* In his work on the nobility and crown during Edward I’s
reign, Andrew Spencer examined Henry de Lacy’s lordship of Pontefract as a case study.*® Spencer
demonstrated that Henry’s Yorkshire lordship was ‘distinctly traditional’, based upon the territorial
and administrative dominance he was able to exert upon land with historic ties to the de Lacy family.
In contrast, such influence was less effective in areas detached from family heartlands, for example, in
those lands in the south-west of England that he had obtained by right of his wife.** Spencer’s
conclusions also reflect those drawn by David Carpenter, that patterns of aristocratic rule were highly
irregular and differed across the localities in England.*?

This study of the de Lacy constables is informed by a number of key works on the political
lives of the Anglo-Norman aristocracy, the most influential of which to have shed light on the de
Lacys, was Sir James Holt’s The Northerners.”® Holt’s work identified key themes which are reflected
in this thesis, including the financial relationship between the aristocracy and the crown. The king’s
baronial and knightly subjects saw substantial financial constraints imposed during the reigns of Henry
Il (r. 1154 to 1189), Richard I (r. 1189 to 1199) and John (r. 1199 to 1216). Henry Il and his officials
had levied heavy reliefs, fines and amercements on the nobility. These were then compounded by the
costly ransom of King Richard and the effect of territorial disputes on the continent.** Increased
financial burdens placed on the aristocracy during the reign of King John, like the fine imposed on
John de Lacy to inherit his father’s lands, culminated in civil war and the issue of Magna Carta in June
1215. Given such financial pressures, the civil war could indeed be viewed, as Holt stated, as a
‘rebellion of the king’s debtors’.*® Holt’s examination of the regional power bases of the aristocracy in

the North shed light on the links between the families, such as key marriages, ties of neighbourhood,
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and territorial interests, which bound them together as an effective political unit during a period of
significant upheaval.

This study touches upon themes that are central to our understanding of English political
society in the long thirteenth century, including the effect of Angevin legal reforms and the
implementation of Magna Carta. James Holt and more recently, David Carpenter, have provided
extensive scholarship on Magna Carta, the events leading up to its issue and the repercussions of its
clauses for the aristocracy.® In addition, Scott Waugh has also examined in detail how Magna Carta’s
obligations on royal lordship had an impact on noble families, such as the de Lacys.*” Magna Carta
offered protection against disparagement and the waste of an estate during an heir’s minority. It also
regulated reliefs and defined prerogative wardship. The Charter forbade unjust exactions and
disseisins by the king and his agents.®® It further stipulated that the king could not withhold a widow’s
inheritance, marriage portion and dower on her husband’s death, and guaranteed that a widow would
not be married against her will.*® In addition to this, Magna Carta affirmed that an heir should not be
required to pay an additional relief to inherit at the end of a wardship; only a single relief could be
claimed by a lord.*® These clauses would have an effect on John de Lacy’s widow, Margaret de
Quincy; Edmund de Lacy and his widow Alice of Saluzzo; and, in turn, his son Henry de Lacy, during
the remainder of the thirteenth century.

David Carpenter has emphasised that, despite the protections enshrined in Magna Carta,
tensions remained between the barons and royal government and these re-emerged during Henry I1I’s
reign.” Royal finances were in a poor state. Steady inflation, a slow reduction in the number of crown
lands and the significant loss of continental territory, combined with the damaging impact of the civil
war of 1215 to 1217 and a royal minority, meant that Henry III’s annual revenue was inadequate

compared to his predecessors.*® As a direct result of Magna Carta, King Henry was unable to extract
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money from the aristocracy in the same manner as his father. Instead, he was reliant principally on
general taxation, which now required consent at general assemblies or parliaments. In comparison to
the assertive kingship of his father, Carpenter maintained that Henry’s reign was a time of plenty for
the magnates, characterised by leniency rather than oppression.>® The government’s use of oppressive
judicial eyres and the actions of extortionate royal officials applied pressure on large parts of society.
Carpenter stressed, however, that magnates were largely protected from these by the king.>* Henry did
not seek to force repayment of debts, seize property, or challenge magnate freedoms in the localities.
Carpenter argued that, as a result, magnates were able to impinge upon the power of sheriffs and
intensify the influence of their own courts and officials.>® Henry sought to curry favour with his
magnates, rather than subdue them. His actions, however, were often seen to favour some nobles more
than others. As a result, deep factions developed at court. While the queen’s Savoyard relatives had
integrated well into political society in England, Henry’s Poitevin half-brothers, the Lusignans, who
arrived in England in 1247, were incredibly unpopular.®® Relationships between the Savoyards, the
Lusignans and the native barons became increasingly acrimonious. Edmund de Lacy’s marriage to
Alice of Saluzzo, for example, was one of several contentious high-profile political marriages, which

attached young English nobles to the Savoyard faction at court.”’

Carpenter’s research highlighted the
role of the aristocracy in bringing about the period of baronial reform and rebellion (1258 to 1267).
The encroachment of magnate influence in the localities led to resentment, and a belief within the
wider community that access to justice was unobtainable for the majority against the king’s
favourites.” The crown’s need for taxation due to a weak financial position, hampered by failed

continental policies and the disastrous Sicilian affair, shifted the balance of power to the hands of

parliament. Consent for much needed taxation was repeatedly refused without terms, by a frustrated
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and mistreated community.>® Carpenter stressed the importance of the link between the abuse of
magnate power in the localities and the subsequent inclusion of private administrations in later calls
for reform. Crown troubles may not have been so severe had the king’s actions not alienated wide
sections of the community.

The relationship between the crown and aristocracy remained fraught in Edward I’s reign (r.
1272 to 1307). Caroline Burt has used detailed case studies to analyse Edward I’s strategies toward
government and how these were reflected by aristocratic families in their approaches to administering
the localities.®® The relationship between Edward | and his earls has come under particular scrutiny.
K.B. McFarlane questioned the idea initially put forward by Thomas Tout, that Edward had a clear
political policy to absorb earldoms into a closer sphere of royal influence.®* According to Tout,
through conscious action, he reduced the number of earls and attempted to concentrate the remaining
earldoms in the hands of his family.® McFarlane rejected this argument, asserting that although
Edward made settlements upon his family in a conscious manner, it was not necessarily a ‘scheme of
government’ or deliberate political policy.?®* When placed within a model of medieval kingship
utilising cooperation between the crown and his nobles, McFarlane found it difficult to match what
happened to a number of significant comital families during Edward’s reign, with the assumption that
the king’s intentions had, in fact, been honourable.®* The de Lacys were one such family to become
subject to this apparent scheme. The earldoms of Lincoln and Salisbury were joined when Henry de
Lacy married Margaret, daughter and heir of William Longespée. As part of the arrangements for the
marriage between their daughter, Alice, and Thomas of Lancaster, Henry and Margaret entailed their
estates on their new son-in-law and his father, the king’s brother, retaining only a life-interest for

themselves. This meant that if Alice had no children, the de Lacy inheritance would revert to the heirs

%9 Between 1232 and 1257, the king demanded taxation from at least fourteen parliaments, and only obtained
consent at two, in 1232 and 1237. During the 1240s and 1250s, consent was repeatedly refused without
conditions which the king deemed unacceptable. See D. Carpenter, The Struggle for Mastery (London: Penguin
Books, 2003), pp. 355-6.
% C. Burt, Edward | and the Governance of England 1272-1307 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2013).
®1 K. B. McFarlane, The Nobility of Later Medieval England (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1980), pp. 248-267; T. F.
Tout, ‘The Earldoms under Edward I, Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, 2" series, vol. 8 (1894), pp.
129-155.
%2 McFarlane, The Nobility of Later Medieval England, p. 252.
% McFarlane, The Nobility of Later Medieval England, p. 252.
% McFarlane, The Nobility of Later Medieval England, p. 249.

23



of the crown.® To McFarlane, Edward I’s lack of largesse in the creation of earldoms belonged less to
a future model of medieval kingship and more to that of the past. McFarlane wrote that Edward,
preferred ‘masterfulness to the arts of political management’.66 Andrew Spencer’s more recent work
has challenged McFarlane’s picture of Edward I’s kingship.®’

In Spencer’s opinion, McFarlane’s view of the relationship between the king and his earls
shaped historical thought on Edward’s rule and, as a result, clouded his historical reputation.68 Spencer
investigated the methods used by earls to exert comital power and influence in the localities and
examined how the earls constructed and made use of their followings. Spencer argued that, while
masterfulness played a key part in Edward’s style of kingship, he was no stranger to the use of
political management, and that his skills in this area were far more subtle than has been recognised.®
Edward’s policy toward the earls could be seen to have worked in conjunction with his ‘overall
strategic vision of kingship’, to liberate the authority of the crown from the chaos that had entangled it
during his father’s reign.”® According to Spencer, neither Tout nor McFarlane’s interpretations of
Edward’s marriage policy present much credit to either the king or the earls involved. For the former,
Edward consciously pursued a policy designed to impact negatively upon the interests of his leading
subjects, while the latter presented Edward as unconcerned with the collateral damage his actions had
upon the earls. For Spencer, both of these interpretations place the earls as hapless bystanders who
watched as their inheritances were damaged without a whimper of protest. Such pictures vastly
underestimated the characters involved. Spencer demonstrated that these key marriages were
deliberate acts of policy, engineered to serve political circumstance, and rather than imposed on
members of the nobility, were taken as acts of substantial royal favour.”* Edward was able to work in
harmony, for the most part, with the earls as companions and advisors, to re-establish crown authority
during his reign. Henry de Lacy, in particular, most certainly benefited from his close relationship with

Edward I.
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In researching the rise of the de Lacy constables, this thesis draws on the research of other
scholars who have examined the political careers, social networks and exercise of lordship by baronial
and comital families. In particular, Charles Young’s work on the Neville family, which charts their
rise from knightly to comital status across three centuries, drew conclusions relevant to this study.
Young observed, for instance, that a pattern of royal office-holding, coupled with significant crown
patronage and astute marriages, enabled this family to sustain its growth and influence over a
prolonged period.” Likewise, Colin Veach’s study of the careers of Hugh (d. 1186) and Walter Lacy
(d. 1241) demonstrated how they used political alliances, marriages and, in some cases, military force,
to expand their influence in England, Ireland, Wales and Normandy."® He also established how the
methods used for exerting control over their territories developed over time; from overt force to more
subtle administrative dominance.” Veach’s research highlighted the interplay, interconnectivity and
interdependency at work between the crown and aristocratic lordship. The crown needed strong
lordship to impress its authority in the localities, and often provided additional grants and powers in
order to accomplish this. Much of the success of Hugh and Walter’s lordship could therefore be seen
as a direct result of crown ineffectiveness and inability to express its authority without them. In his
examination of the Bigod earls of Norfolk, Marc Morris revealed the strength of the Bigods’ close-knit
affinity as a factor in reinforcing and extending their influence.” In particular, Morris identified that
the members of Roger (IIT) Bigod’s affinity had direct tenurial or significant historic links with the
Bigod family, and revealed there was a strong initial geographical cohesion in its composition. The
vast majority of its members came from East Anglia, with the main branch hailing from Suffolk. By
the end of his political career, however, new individuals had been recruited with less direct links to the
family. This is indicative of the changing nature of affinities during this period, as nobles sought to
strengthen their followings from outside their traditional tenurial localities.

To explore the use of affinities as networks of influence, and their development by individual

magnates in the earlier years of the de Lacy family, David Crouch’s work offers perhaps the closest
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contemporary comparison.’® Crouch argued that William Marshal cemented his power base on the
‘rubble of an older society’ and the way in which he wielded lordship was ‘something new’.”” The
Marshal, according to Crouch, was one of the first magnates in England whose affinity was not based
on traditional tenurial ties and allegiances, but one compiled through mutual political interest and
more subtle methods of reward.” His investigation concluded that the nature of the Marshal’s affinity
was not centred on tenurial ties. He also noted that the composition of the Marshal affinity was mainly
drawn from the West Country, stretching across Gloucestershire, Somerset and Wiltshire to the
Thames Valley.” Crouch’s methodology for the reconstruction of the Marshal’s affinity followed that
set out by Keith Stringer and Grant Simpson. ® They utilised charter witness lists to identify a
magnate’s most trusted companions. Repeated appearances by the same men, within different
documents, on multiple occasions and datable to different years, established a long term relationship.®*
Stringer and Simpson used the number of appearances to designate a follower to a position within an
‘inner’ and ‘outer’ circle of the affinity. This, in turn, allowed an examination of the cohesion and
strength of influence within the particular affinity, as well as the potential wider alliances between its
members. In a similar vein, J. R. Maddicott’s study explored how a relatively new magnate like Simon
de Montfort, a claimant to the earldom of Leicester, was able to construct his circle of influence in
England.® With a clear geographic element to the makeup of his affinity, he drew in men
predominantly from Leicestershire and the neighbouring county of Warwickshire. In contrast to the

more established Bigod earls, however, while some key members of his affinity were de Montfort’s
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feudal tenants, a significant number were not.** Maddicott successfully argued that de Montfort was
the only serious candidate within Leicestershire who could offer patronage and leadership to the local
minor baronage.?* He highlighted that two particular groups of interest gravitated toward de
Montfort’s affinity, including former tenants of the late Ranulf I, earl of Chester, and existing tenants
of the relatively absent Roger de Quincy.® The adoption of men from outside the immediacy of the
honour, who lacked established lords, was one method by which a noble was able to increase his
powerbase and substantiate his influence. These works provide a base from which to analyse the de
Lacy family and the mechanisms they employed in the application of their lordship. Maddicott’s
conclusions link to the wider debate, presented by Peter Coss, David Carpenter and David Crouch,
regarding the nature of the honour within the twelfth and thirteenth centuries and the transition from
feudalism to bastard feudalism.® This was the process by which tenurial bonds between lords and
vassals were superseded as the principal tie by the ‘personal contract’ between man and master.®’

Peter Coss argued that twelfth-century England was a highly feudalised society. Coss used
‘feudalism’ to signify a particular ‘method of social formation’ represented by the use of tenurial
bonds and military service and a tool for comparative historical analysis. He asserted that simply to
dismiss the bastard feudal template presented by K. B. Mcfarlane would be a mistake.® Instead, it
should be ‘retained but reformulated’.®® Coss suggested that the origins of the social order known as
bastard feudalism could be placed within the early thirteenth century. He stated that the growth of
central government within a society predominantly based on landed wealth, which was undergoing its
own social evolution, and the consequent reaction of the aristocracy to these changes, was particularly
problematic. This was indicative of the weakening of the honour.

Coss saw the degradation of honourial jurisdiction as a slow, gradual and uneven process,

continuing throughout the late twelfth and early thirteenth centuries. According to Coss, the future of

8 Maddicott, Simon de Montfort, p. 61.
8 Maddicott, Simon de Montfort, p. 62.
8 Maddicott, Simon de Montfort, p. 63.
8 p. R. Coss, ‘Bastard Feudalism Revised’, Past & Present, No. 125 (Nov. 1989), pp. 27-64; D. Crouch and D.
Carpenter, ‘Bastard Feudalism Revised: A Debate’, Past & Present, No. 131 (May, 1991), pp. 165-189; P. R.
Coss, ‘Bastard Feudalism Revised: Reply’, Past & Present, No. 131 (May, 1991), pp. 190-203.
8 McFarlane’s definition in K. B. McFarlane, ‘Bastard Feudalism’ in England in the Fifteenth Century:
Collected Essays (London: Hambledon, 1981), pp. 23-4.
8 McFarlane, ‘Bastard Feudalism’, Bulletin of the Institute of Historical Research, XX (1945), pp. 161-180.
8 Coss, ‘Bastard Feudalism Revised’, p. 40.
27



aristocratic power during this period, as a means of expression of power within the localities, lay
within the influence that could be obtained outside the immediacy of the honour. In particular, this was
represented by obtaining positions in the county court system and the use of indentured retinues. Coss
maintained that bastard feudalism, seen as one form of feudal power, arose as a response to the
‘resurrection of public authority within feudal society [and the] feudal state’ in the thirteenth century.®
Coss’ argument here is unfortunately unsound or at the least, incomplete, and fails to take into account
the opportunistic nature of local magnates. Indeed, in his response to Peter Coss’ paper, David Crouch
argued that the model of bastard feudalism put forward by Coss was fundamentally flawed.™

Crouch proposed that changes during the late twelfth and early thirteenth centuries could be
seen, not as ‘symptomatic of a crisis in the aristocracy, defined by the catastrophic decay of honours’,
but rather as magnates simply ‘adjusting their position” within an already established societal
framework.” Crouch argued that very little ‘was bastardized about bastard feudalism’, stating that it
was simply one method of establishing a contract or dependence between a ‘greater and lesser man’.
Crouch asserted that one concept (bastard feudalism) cannot be said to have evolved from another
(feudalism), as Coss assumed. Rather, Crouch maintained, that the variety of social relationships that
are encapsulated within Coss’ usage of the term “feudal”, worked in conjunction with each other even
in the twelfth century.” David Carpenter wrote both in support of Coss’ argument and in opposition to
aspects of his proposal. Carpenter concurred with Coss’ assertion that Angevin reforms were
‘potentially damaging’ to magnate control. However, he disputed the suggestion that the employment
of members of the gentry in offices such as that of sheriff fell into the same category. Carpenter
asserted that it was this very position which enabled magnates to corrupt the system.* The proposal
presented by Coss, as the mechanism responsible for the downfall of magnate influence, was rather,
according to Carpenter, their very salvation. They were able to manipulate the system to their own
ends, especially as increasing royal appointments to such positions came from within the gentry.”

This enabled magnates to exert their influence on these individuals. The changing availability of land
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by which magnates could ensure good service from amongst the gentry meant that other methods were
utilised, including money fees, wages or wardships and marriages. This, in turn, led to securing
services from outside the honour. Carpenter argued that Coss’ assertion that ‘bastard feudalism’ arose
by the actions of the lords is misconceived, and rather that any break up of the honour as a structure
for lordship came from both below and above. Magnates and gentry had a mutual interest in the
development of ‘bastard feudalism’.*® This saw the development of a ‘free market’ in knight service
and extended influence within the local government. Carpenter argued successfully that there was no
single cause for the development of ‘bastard feudalism’. There were a number of significant factors
including the scarcity of land, legal reforms and developments in government, which contributed to its
formation.”” This debate is of particular relevance to my examination of the de Lacy honour. Was the
make-up of de Lacy honour primarily centred upon tenurial relationships or ‘bastard feudal” in nature?
The mechanisms that the de Lacys employed in the management of their estates carry forward the
discussion on the nature and structures of lordship.

Somewhat separately, themes highlighted by Noel Denholm-Young on estate administration
have, for the large part, stood the test of time.” His research demonstrated that the increased
sophistication present in aristocratic administrations mirrored developments in the management of
royal estates, so that a new class of professional officials emerged in the thirteenth century.®
Following on from this, Dorothea Oschinsky demonstrated that publication and production of manuals
on estate management for aristocratic audiences and their officers was a direct result of these
developments.’® They went hand in hand with a need for trained staff and the emergence of new
administrative officials used by the crown and nobility alike to manage their estates.'®* For the wider

context of developments in agriculture in the thirteenth century, Bruce Campbell examined changes in
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8, No. 3 (1956).
1D Oschinsky, ‘Medieval Treatises’, p. 308.
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the seigniorial and non-seigniorial sector.'® Campbell’s research highlighted regional specialisms and
agricultural developments as demesne lords adapted to changing economic circumstances and reacted
to increased commercialisation. Campbell argued that market demand, and its effect on economic
rents, determined shifts in land usage and production.'® This was established by a gradual shift away
from intensive agricultural cultivation toward an increase in pastoral husbandry. Campbell showed
that demesne farms controlled approximately twenty percent of all agricultural land by the end of the
thirteenth century.’® During the course of the following century, Campbell determined that income
from demesne farms focused on pastoral agriculture eventually rose to match those centred on arable
production.’® These conclusions are particularly relevant for an examination of the management of
the de Lacy estates. The surviving accounts for Henry de Lacy provide a picture of the agricultural
focus of the de Lacy estates at the end of the thirteenth century and the beginning of the fourteenth.
The mechanisms used within the de Lacy estates to maximise income are therefore particularly
relevant in an assessment of the success of their estate management and the development of their
landed assets.

The expansion of documentary record keeping by officers of the crown during the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries, and the resultant imitation by the aristocracy, has thankfully provided us with a
wealth of evidence to assist in this examination of the de Lacy constables. A considerable humber of
records relating to the de Lacy family survive, including a substantial body of charters. A significant
number of these survive as single sheet, original charters preserved in the National Archives. As is the
nature of extant documents, however, some are in a greater state of preservation than others. A number
are faded and illegible, while others contain missing sections, and thus it is difficult to reliably
decipher the information contained within them. The comprehensible documents provide us not only
with information on the property grants the de Lacys made, but also reveal details regarding the
governance of their estates, including whether they granted any particular rights to the various tenants.

They also allow us to analyse the de Lacys’ patronage of religious houses and monastic orders.

1928, M. S Campbell, English Seigniorial Agriculture 1250-1450 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2000). Also see Medieval England: Rural Society and Economic Change 1086-1348, ed. E. Miller and J. Hatcher
(Routledge 2014),

103 campbell, Seigniorial Agriculture, pp. 427-9.

194 This number had almost halved by the end of the fourteenth century. Campbell, Seigniorial Agriculture, pp.
58-60.

195 campbell, Seigniorial Agriculture, pp. 181-4.
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Roger’s father, John the Constable, founded the Cistercian abbey of Stanlaw in Cheshire (c.1172), and
a number of grants relating to the family can be found within its surviving cartulary.’®® The de Lacys
also maintained substantial links with the Cistercian abbeys of Kirkstall and Fountains in Yorkshire, as
well as the Cluniac priory of St John’s, Pontefract.'®’ In addition to these, the de Lacy patronage of
other Cistercian communities included the abbey of St Mary in Craven (Sallay) on the Yorkshire-

Lancashire border, and Byland abbey in Yorkshire.'®®

During the lifetime of John de Lacy, additional
links were established with the Benedictines of Selby Abbey, North Yorkshire.’®® Further documents
relating to the family can also be found in the cartularies of Nostell priory in Yorkshire; Bradenstoke
priory in Wiltshire; and Blyth priory in Nottinghamshire.*'® The surviving documents include at least
one hunded and sixty charters, issued by Roger, John, Edmund and Henry de Lacy, which contain
witness lists."** These are of value in the reconstruction of the particular de Lacy affinities and an
exploration of their evolution across four generations.

With regard to the management of the de Lacy honour, two extant account rolls for 1295 to
1296 and 1304 to 1305 are preserved within the ministers’ and receivers’ accounts. Entries which
related to manors in Lancashire and Cheshire have been transcribed and published in a single volume
by the Chetham Society.**® There are some transcription and translation errors in this volume, and so

recourse has been made here to the original rolls to clarify points of detail. A further surviving bailiff

account roll for 1278 and an account roll for 1299 are also preserved in the Nottinghamshire

106 The Coucher Book of Whalley Abbey, ed. W. A. Hutton (4 Vols. Manchester: Chetham Society, 1847-1849).
197 The Coucher Book of the Cistercian Abbey of Kirkstall, ed. T. W. Lancaster and W. P. Baildon (Leeds:
Thoresby Society 8, 1907); The Chartulary of St John of Pontefract, ed. R. Holmes (2 vols. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2013); Abstracts of the Chartulary of Fountains and other Documents contained in
the Chartulary of the Cistercian Abbey of Fountains, ed. T. W. Lancaster (2 vols. Leeds: Whitehead and Sons,
1915).
198 The Chartulary of the Cistercian Abbey of St Mary of Sallay in Craven, ed. J. McNulty (Wakefield: Yorkshire
Archaeological Society Record Service, 1933-4); The Cartulary of Byland Abbey, ed. J. Burton (Durham:
Surtees Society, 208, 2004).
199 The Coucher Book of Selby, ed. J. T. Fowler (2 Vols. Durham: Yorkshire Archaeological and Topographical
Association Record Series, 10, 13, 1890-1892).
19 The Cartulary of Blyth Priory, ed. R. T. Timson (2 Vols. London: HMSO, 1973); J. A. Frost, An Edition of
the Nostell Priory Cartulary: London, British Library, Cotton Vespasian E XIX (Unpublished PhD Thesis,
University of York, 2005); The Cartulary of Bradenstoke Priory, ed. V. C. M. London (Devizes: Wiltshire
Record Society, 35, 1979).
11| 'am once again grateful to Professor David Crouch and the Comital Acta Project for additional assistance in
tracing the de Lacy acta.
"2 TNA, DL 29/1/1 and DL 29/1/2.
3 Two Compoti of the Lancashire and Cheshire Manors of Henry de Lacy, earl of Lincoln, XXIV and XXXIII
Edward I, ed. P. A. Lyons (Manchester: Chetham Society, 1884).
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Archives.™™ The account rolls are of particular use, as they expand upon the information presented
within surveys and rentals, by providing extensive detail on the income derived from the de Lacy
estates during these years. They also reveal names for a number of offices and officials employed by
the de Lacys, and provide further information related to the de Lacys’ management of their manors. In
addition to these, an original draft of Henry de Lacy’s will is preserved within the deeds and estate
papers of Foljame of Osberton, held in the Nottinghamshire Archives.'® Dated at Bordeaux 1287, the
surviving fragment of Henry’s will appears to have been an earlier draft, as a number of lines are
crossed through. Nonetheless, this document provides additional insights into Henry de Lacy’s
character through the variety of personal bequests he listed.

Other documentary evidence is contained within the rolls on the English royal chancery and
exchequer. These include the patent rolls, containing copies of open letters from the crown, which
included items such as grants of land, licenses, pardons, wardships and charter confirmations. These
provide information about rights granted to the de Lacys.*'® The close rolls detail orders from the
crown to its agents of a more private nature, which were issued and sealed closed. The contents of
letters close ranged from writs addressed to sheriffs and landholders, to summons to attend court.**’
The charter rolls detail royal charters issued by the crown, including grants of lands and privileges
granted to individuals, towns and institutions. The charters were often issued before witnesses,
providing the names of those present at court and allowing us to follow the de Lacys’ attendance on

the king and their interactions with the royal court.*®

Concessions and favours granted in return for
the payment of money to the crown are listed within the fine rolls of Henry I11, which prove
particularly useful in gaining further insights into the operation of royal patronage.**®

The royal tenurial surveys taken in 1212, 1236, 1238 to 1241 and 1242 to 1243 are also of

particular use.”® These allow us to trace some of the de Lacy lands and tenants, and the value of these

114 Nottinghamshire Archives, 157/DD/FJ.

115 Nottinghamshire Archives, 157/DD/FJ.

16 The Calendar of Patent Rolls (London: HMSO. 1891-1913).

17 The Calendar of Close Rolls (London: HMSO. 1900-63).

18 The Royal Charter Witness Lists of Henry 111 (1226-1272) from the Charter Rolls in the Public Record Office,
ed. M. Morris (2 Vols. Kew: List and Index Society, 291-2, 2001).

119 calendar of the Fine Rolls of the Reign of Henry 111, 3 Vols (Woodbridge, 2007-2009) also available on the
Henry III Fine Rolls Project’s website, where all the rolls from the reign are published with an English
translation www.finerollshenry3.org.uk

120 iber Feodorum: The Book of Fees commonly called Testa de Nevill, ed. H. C. Maxwell-Lyte (3 Vols,
London: HMSO, 1920-1931).
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holdings. In a similar vein, the findings of inquisitions post mortem conducted by crown officials
preserved the details of properties held by deceased tenants-in-chief, and identified whether or not
there was an heir, and if any lands should pass into crown hands. Original transcriptions survive for
the inquisitions of Edmund de Lacy and Henry de Lacy.'* These provide insights into the de Lacys’
estates, including the identities of their tenants and the assessments for particular lands at the end of
their lives.

The narrative accounts of events contained within the various monastic annals and chronicles
of the thirteenth century shed further light on events during this period. The following annals and
chronicles are of particular relevance for a study of the de Lacys and their involvement in national
politics. The most significant of these remains the writings of Matthew Paris, particularly his Chronica
Majora, continued from the earlier work of his predecessor Roger of Wendover.'?? Paris was a
Benedictine monk based in the abbey of St. Albans and maintained close connections with the royal
household and members of the nobility.*?® The most noticeable issue with the chronicles is, of course,
the author’s natural tendency toward a personal influence on the narrative. Matthew Paris, in
particular, is known for his own strong views on church and state. Although in some instances he later
reworded sections, he was particularly scathing in his judgements at times and his own personal

prejudices often affected his work.***

Nonetheless, his work remains one of the most comprehensive
accounts for events of the thirteenth century.

The writings of Roger of Howden and Ralph of Coggeshall provide a record of events during
the reign of King John relevant to a study of the de Lacys.'® These include: Roger de Lacy’s initial
refusal to swear fealty in 1199; his witness of the king of Scotland’s act of public submission; and his

later military service in Normandy."*® Roger of Howden was probably a royal clerk, which gave him

access to pertinent information and echoes the focus on royal government within his writings."*’ Ralph

121 For Edmund de Lacy, see TNA, C 132/21/13. For Henry de Lacy, see TNA, DL 41/224; DL 41/225; DL
41/226; DL 41/227; DL 41/246; DL 41/247; C 134/22/1.
122 Rogeri de Wendover Chronica, sive Flores Historiarum, ed. H. O. Coxe (London: English Historical Society,
1864), pp. 256-8.
128 A Gransden, Historical Writing in England I c. 500 to ¢. 1307 (London: Routledge, 1998), p. 360.
124 M. Vaughn, Matthew Paris (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1958), pp. 117-124.
125 Chronica de Rogeri de Hoveden, ed. W. Stubbs (London: Rolls Series, 1868-71); Radulphi de Coggeshall
lC;(t;ronicon Anglicanum, ed. J. Stevenson (London: Rolls Series, 1875).
Ibid.
127 Gransden, Historical Writing, pp. 225-230.
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8.1 There is some

of Coggeshall was abbot of the Cistercian Coggeshall abbey from 1207 to 121
debate over whether the chronicle was solely the work of Ralph: whether he employed scribes to assist
him; or one or more additional authors contributed to the finished version.*?® Coggeshall was located
within 50 miles of London and, as part of the Cistercian community, maintained close contact with
other Cistercian houses and, as such, Ralph would have been well informed about contemporary
events.* Walter of Coventry’s Memoriale, predominantly copied from the work of the Barnwell
chronicle, is of particular use for accounts of the civil war and the early reign of Henry I11."*" In
particular, it provides detail related to John de Lacy’s role during the civil war and Henry III’s
minority, and also his later departure on crusade with Ranulf 111.**?

Additional records of events for the reign of King John are also detailed by the Burton and
Tewkesbury chronicles, produced by the Benedictine abbeys of Burton on Trent and Tewkesbury
respectively.”®® These include accounts which record John de Lacy’s involvement in the re-issue of
Magna Carta in 1225 and 1237, and his subsequent burial at Stanlaw abbey. The Burton chronicle also
contains valuable texts related to the reign of Henry 111 (including a copy of the Provisions of Oxford
(1258) and the Provisions of Westminster (1259)), accompanied by further narrative accounts of the
political struggles of Henry III’s reign."** The annals of Waverley, produced by the Cistercians of
Waverley abbey in Surrey, offer further details for the reigns of John and Henry 111."* Significantly,
between 1219 and 1266, the accounts are produced relatively contemporary to events. They were

drafted within a year or so of events."*® The chronicle maintains a distinctive pro-baronial bias, which

may partly be accounted for by the abbey’s close relationship with Eleanor de Montfort, countess of

128 Radulphi de Coggeshall, pp. 162-3; Gransden, Historical Writing, pp. 322-3.

129 Gransden, Historical Writing, pp. 323-4; M. Staunton, Historians of Angevin England (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2017).

130 Gransden, Historical Writing, pp. 324-5.

131 Grandsen, Historical Writing, pp. 338-9; Memoriale Walteri de Coventria, ed. W. Stubbs (2 vols. London:
Rolls Series, 1872-1873), |, pp. xxxviii-xlvii.

132 Memoriale Walteri de Coventria, ed. W. Stubbs (2 vols. Rolls Series, 1872-1873). Additional corresponding
accounts of these events can be found in the Annals of Dunstable. ‘Annales Prioratus de Dunstaplia, A.D. 1-
1297°, AM, ii.

133 < Annales Monasterii de Burton’, AM, i, pp. 183-500; ‘Annales Monasterii de Theokesburia’, AM, i, pp. 43-
180.

134 < Annales Monasterii de Burton’, AM, i, pp. 439-479; Gransden, Historical Writing, pp. 409-410.

135 < Annales Monasterii de Waverleia’, AM, ii, pp. 129-412.

136 < Annales Monasterii de Waverleia’, AM, ii, p. xxxvi; Gransden, Historial Writing, p. 412.
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Leicester.™*’

The annals are useful for their detail regarding John de Lacy’s role during the first
Barons’ War (1215 to 1217), and his later standing at court at the end of Henry III’s minority (1237).

The Annales Cestriensis are a useful narrative related to events pertinent to Chester.**® They
were probably written by the abbot of Chester, Simon de Witchurch, or at least under his direction.**®
Although a short account of events, it does record pertinent dates, for example the marriage of John de
Lacy to Margaret de Quincy. The chronicle of Bury St Edmunds was also predominantly written
contemporary to events between 1265 and 1301.* In addition to extensive local aristocratic
connections, the abbey had numerous royal visits from both Henry 111 and Edward 1. *** The
chroniclers would have had access to good sources of information, and are, therefore, of particular
value to a study of the later years of Henry III’s reign and the reign of Edward I.

Additional accounts of the reigns of Henry 11l and Edward | can also be found in the
chronicles of Walter of Guisborough and William Rishanger. Walter of Guisborough’s account of
Henry III’s reign, written many years after events, should not be regarded as reliable.*** His narrative
of the Edward I’s reign, however, includes important narratives related to the Welsh campaign
(1282),** Anglo-Scottish relations to 1300, and Edward’s relationship with the barons.*** Of particular
relevance to this study is the account of the Gascon campaign, which includes details of Henry de

Lacy’s role in events."*> William of Rishanger, although useful, was written during the fourteenth

century, and thus his accounts of events should be treated with appropriate caution.'*

37 Grandsen, Historical Writing, p. 414; ‘Annales Monasterii de Waverleia’, AM, ii, pp. 336
138 Annales Cestrienses; or Chronicle of the Abbey of St Werburgh at Chester, ed. R. C. Christie (Lancashire and
Cheshire Record Society, xiv, 1886).
139 Annales Cestrienses, pp. xvi, 116; Gransden, Historical Writing, pp. 405-6.
140 The Chronicle of Bury St Edmunds, 1212-1301, ed. A. Gransden (London: Nelson Medieval Texts 1964).
141 The Bury Chronicle had at least three different authors. For the years to 1265, this was John de Taxter
(Chronicle of Bury, p. 13). The 1265 to 1296 cotinuation has been attributed to William of Hoo, or at the least
under his direction, by Antonia Gransden. The second continuation 1296 to 1301, although previous attributed to
John of Eversden, should, according to Gransden, instead be ‘regarded as anonymous’. Gransden, Historical
Writing, pp. 396-400.
142 Chronicle of Walter of Guisborough; Grandsen, Historical Writing, p. 471.
3 Further information related to Edward I’s Anglo-Welsh campaign can be found in the Welsh chronicle, Brut Y
Tywysogion or The Chronicle of the Princes of Wales, ed. J. Williams Ab Ethel (London: Longman, 1860).
14% Guisborough, pp. 218-22, 284-294, 308-13, 323-345.
145 Guisborough, pp. 240-8.
146 Willelmi Rishanger Chronica et Annales Regnantibus Henrico Tertio et Edwardo Primo, A.D. 1259-1307, ed.
H. T. Riley (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2012); Gransden, Historical Writing, pp. 485-6.
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In addition to the above, narrative accounts related to the end of Edward I’s reign and the early
years of Edward II’s, are contained in the ‘Annales Paulini’ and ‘Annales Londoniensis’.**’ These
were both written at St Paul’s cathedral, London. The ‘Annales Paulini’ made extensive use of the
earlier Flores Historiarum for its narrative of events, with the addition of some new personal accounts.
The author was probably contemporary to events from 1260 onward and wrote with no small amount
of bias in favour of Simon de Montfort."*® The ‘Annales Londoniensis’ were possibly authored by
Andrew Horn, the city’s chamberlain from 1320, or someone connected with the city’s Guildhall.*** In
addition to the Vita Edwardi Secundi, they are useful for accounts of the early years of Edward II’s
reign,**® and in particular, for this study, Henry de Lacy’s role in the early political quarrels of his
reign, including events surrounding the coronation and the involvement of Piers Gaveston.

This thesis is divided into two parts: ‘The de Lacys, Politics and Royal Government’ and ‘The
de Lacy Honour, Estate Management, Affinities and Religious Patronage’. Part | analyses the political
careers of the de Lacy constables and explores their relationships with the crown and royal
government during their lifetimes. Part 11 examines the extent and transformation of the de Lacy
honour, including material benefits which the family accrued through astute marriages, and explores
the mechanisms they employed to manage their estates. It reconstructs the affinities of each of the de
Lacy constables and considers their development from one generation to the next, including changes
to their composition and structure, and discusses the men who were in their service. Finally, it
explores the family’s patronage and evolving associations with religious houses, and places these
within the wider context of contemporary trends of religious endowment. This thesis positions the de
Lacys’ within the framework of existing scholarship on medieval aristocratic families and engages
with the broad debate over ‘bastard feudalism’. The political biographies in Part | serve, in particular,
to demonstrate the crown-magnate relationship and provide temporal context for the remainder of this

study, while the thematic chapters in Part Il illustrate significant aspects of the de Lacys’ seigniorial

147 < Annales Paulini’ and ‘Annales Londoniensis’ in Chronicles of the Reigns of Edward | and Edward 11, ed. W.

Stubbs (2 vols. London: Rolls Series, 1882).

148 The author appears to have been anonymous. ‘Annales Paulini’ in Chronicles of the Reigns of Edward | and
Edward Il, I, p. ix; Gransden, Historical Writing, p. 508.

149 Gransden, Historical Writing, pp. 508-9.

150 vita Edwardi Secundi, ed. W. R. Childs (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2005). The Vita Edwardi is taken from a
later transcription, of now lost material, by Thomas Hearn. Vita Edwardi Secundi, pp. xv-xxi. The author was
probably a royal clerk, given his access to significant contemporary documentary evidence, however, confirmed
attributation has not been possible. Vita Edwardi Secundi, pp. XXiv-Xxv.
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lordship. Taken together, this thesis will show that the king-baron dynamic was characterised more by
co-dependency than conflict and demonstrate further, that although the de Lacys’ followings inclined

increasingly toward wages over tenure, they nonetheless retained the honour at their core.
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Part I: The de Lacys, Politics and Royal Government
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Chapter 1: Roger de Lacy (c.1170-1211)

Roger, like his father and grandfather before him, inherited the position of constable of Chester after
his father’s death whilst on crusade in 1190. Principally known as Roger the constable, it was not
until 1194 that he would use the name de Lacy in any documentation. At Winchester, on 21 April
1194, Roger legally acquired the lands of Robert de Lacy, namely the honours of Pontefract and
Clitheroe, on the conclusion of an agreement with his grandmother Aubrey, Robert’s heir.” As the lord
of Pontefract, he issued a charter to the burgesses of Pontefract with the formal use of the name de
Lacy two months later, on 6 June 1194.2 Although this is the first date Roger made himself known as
Roger de Lacy, he continued to be variously referred to as both Roger the constable and Roger de
Lacy in other records, including the witness lists of royal charters, as late as 1205.* Roger was married
to Maud de Clere and had at least two children, John and Roger.’

Roger’s principal duty as constable during this period, however, was to continue the
established relationship of his family as chief advisor in service to his lord, the earl of Chester.
Roger’s close proximity and support to the earl in this capacity is clearly demonstrated within the
witness lists of the charters of the earldom of Chester. These indicate that Roger was often in the
company of Ranulf IIT and counted among his close advisors. The earl’s acta reveal that Roger was
recorded as a witness to eighteen surviving charters between 1191 and Roger’s death in 1211.° Eleven
of these charters were issued within the limits of Cheshire, which serve to emphasise the close
connection that also existed between the constable and the honour of Chester.” The position of

constable of Chester was not by any means a lowly one and, combined with the inherited lands of

! C. L. Kingsford, ‘Lacy, Roger de (d. 1211)’ rev. P. Dalton, ODNB (Oxford University Press 2004).
2TNA, DL 42/2 fo. 110; EYC, iii, p. 208; Dugdale, Monasticon Anglicanum, v, pp. 533-534; Pipe Rolls 7
Richard I, p. 98.
? It should also be noted that the burgesses of Pontefract paid £200 to Roger in order to obtain this charter, EYC,
iii, p. 209.
* Rotuli Chartarum in Turri Londinensi Asservati Vol 1, Part 1, 1199-1216, ed. T. D. Hardy (London: Record
Commission, 1837), p. 151. In the witness lists scribes would often abbreviate names to conserve space. As such,
it should not be taken as indication of how Roger preferred to be known. It should caution, however, at a
particular emphasis on the eponym ‘de Lacy’ accurately to date documentation in which he was listed during this
period.
> Kirkstall Coucher, p. 241.
® The Charters of the Anglo-Norman Earls of Chester, ¢.1071-1237, ed. G. Barraclough (Chester: The Record
Society of Lancashire and Cheshire, 1988), nos. 209, 212, 213, 221, 223, 227, 228, 240, 242, 246, 256, 257, 259,
260, 261, 264, 271, 328.
" Ibid.
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Pontefract and Clitheroe, Roger should be counted as a baron of not inconsiderable power and
influence.

Roger’s relationship with the royal government was also one of substantial loyal service. This
echoed the actions of his father in service to King Richard and his grandfather’s service to Henry II. In
1199, he was named by the chronicler, Roger of Howden, as among the barons who had refused to
swear fealty to John as king, without the promise of the restoration of certain rights they alleged had
been abrogated.® For Roger, this related to the pursuit of 20 fees held of the honour of Pontefract, by
Guy de Laval, which he believed should have been passed to him as part of Robert de Lacy’s
inheritance.® Roger was successful in his particular quest at some time before 1205: the lands at this
point were counted in Roger’s control as part of the honour of Pontefract. Roger had earlier offered the
sum of £330 to have possession of them.™® Roger most likely took up this position in support of earl
Ranulf I11, with the opportunity to return the Laval fees to the honour of Pontefract, a bonus on his
part.'! Having sworn his oath of fealty to John, Roger was demonstrably loyal to the crown.

In demonstration of his allegiance to the crown, between August and December 1199, Roger
accompanied John on the campaign to France. John’s hold on the traditional Angevin lands in France
was tentative at best, and the war which had begun between Richard and Philip 11 in France was by no
means over. John needed to reinforce his position in the disputed succession to Anjou, over the rival
claims of Arthur of Brittany, which were supported by the French.'? Roger was placed as the castellan
of Chinon on 23 September 1199." Chinon was of significant geographic, and thus strategic,
importance to John and the Angevin empire. It also had a significantly long association with the
Angevin dynasty. Set upon a rocky spur on the bank of the Vienne River in the Loire Valley, it
guarded the borders of Anjou and Poitou and overlooked Touraine.™ This mission was therefore of
particular significance and Roger’s appointment as the constable of Chinon demonstrated considerable

faith in his abilities on the part of the king. No doubt due to this loyal service in France, Roger was

® Chronica Rogeri de Hoveden, vol. iv, ed. W. Stubbs (London: Rolls Series, 1868-1871), p. 88; Radulphi de
Coggeshall p. 99; Holt, The Northerners, p. 205. The others named with Roger included: Ranulf 111, earl of
Chester, Richard de Clare, earl of Hertford, David, earl of Huntingdon, William de Ferrers, earl of Derby,
Waleran de Beaumont, earl of Warwick and William de Mowbray, baron of Thirsk and Mowbray.

S EYC, iii, pp. 198-200; Holt, The Northerners, p. 205.

Y EYC, iii, pp. 198-200; ROF, p. 26.

! See above fn.9. For more information, see Holt, The Northerners, p. 205.

2 W. L. Warren, King John (New York: Yale University Press, 1997), pp. 50-4.

13 Kingsford, (rev.) Dalton, ‘Lacy, Roger de (d. 1211)’.

¥ M. Stockstad, Medieval Castles (London: Greenwood, 2005), pp. 37-9.
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subsequently granted the castle of Pontefract, which the king had previously retained, although he was
still obliged to provide his eldest son as a hostage in surety for his loyalty."

It is clear from an examination of the charter rolls for this three month period, that Roger had
become a trusted member of John’s circle during the French campaign. He was named in the witness
lists of at least a dozen royal charters during this time. On 26 August, he was with the king at Rouen.
Here John had had earlier in the month received the homage of Baldwin, count of Flanders,
accompanied by an agreement for him to provide soldiers to serve in John’s army.*® At the end of the
month, on 31 August, Roger was also again documented among the royal court at Castle Roche
d’Andely (Chateau Gaillard).™” It is therefore highly likely that Roger was present during the parlay
attempt between Philip I and John which took place there during the middle of August.*® During
September, as John continued his attempts to shore up alliances, the royal camp moved between
Burgundy on 26 September and then Rouen at the end of the month.*® Roger was then at Poitiers at the
beginning of December 1199, where he attested four separate charters on 3 December. He was notably
with the royal court again when they had returned to Chinon by 6 December.”® This three month
period represented a critical time for John in his quest to secure his claim to the English throne, and
deal with the threat of Philip II against the Angevin territories in France. Roger’s presence within
John’s circle of advisors during this period demonstrates that he was regarded well by the king and
held a position of trust and loyalty with the crown. In January 1200, a truce was finally brokered
between John and Philip of France. This was formalised by the Treaty of Le Goulet, later that year, in
May 1200.%* This saw John recognised as Richard’s lawful heir as the King of England, as well as the
lord of Anjou and also Brittany; his nephew Arthur was to hold Brittany in fee of John.?

Roger de Lacy’s trusted status and his loyal service was clearly of importance to John. On his

return to England, Roger was among the king’s court at Tickhill on 20 March, and a week later, was

1> Rotuli Chartarum, p. 102; For more on John’s practice of hostage taking to ensure loyalty see J. Gillingham,
‘Historians without Hindsight: Coggeshall, Diceto and Howden on the Early Years of John’s Reign’ in King
John: New Interpretation, ed. S. D. Church (Woodbrigde: Boydell Press, 1999), p. 14.
18 Rotuli Chartarum, p. 12; S. Church, King John, p. 80.
Y Rotuli Chartarum, p. 14.
'8 Church, King John, p. 72.
9 Rotuli Chartarum, pp. 24-5.
20 Rotuli Chartarum, pp. 63, 32.
2! Church, King John, pp. 86-90; Warren, King John, pp. 53-6.
22 Church, King John, pp. 86-7; R.V. Turner, King John (London: Longman, 1994), p. 53.
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still present once the court had travelled to York on 28 March.? Roger’s position as an agent of royal
government was established further by his part in the commission, later that year, to escort William the
Lion, king of Scotland, to meet with John at Lincoln. Roger of Howden informs us that on 22
November, Roger was also among the assembled nobles who stood witness to the king of Scotland’s
subsequent public submission and act of homage to John.?* Such a public display of his dominance
over the Scottish king was an important act for John and, coupled with the Treaty of Le Goulet and his
new marriage to Isabella of Angouléme, meant that he ended the year on a political high note. Roger
de Lacy’s involvement, both with the mission to bring William to Lincoln, and the events in France,
showed that he was closely associated with the royal court and closely involved with current political
events.

This close proximity to the royal court continued in the opening of 1201. Roger was present at
Hexham between the 19 and 21 February; and again with the king at Freemantle on 7 April, prior to
the court’s move to Portsmouth for Pentecost.> Roger’s presence at court indicates a continued
closeness and favour with the king. Given his now proven track record of loyalty to the crown, he was
once again tasked with an important mission for the royal government. Roger of Howden tells us that
Roger was then sent to Normandy by John, with William Marshal, earl of Pembroke. They were each
placed in command of one hundred knights in order to tackle assaults on the Norman border lands.?®
Trouble with the Lusignans had arisen in Poitou and, rather than pursue a diplomatic route, John
ordered his officials to take control of Hugh de Lusignan’s county of La Marche and cause Ralph de
Lusignan in Eu all ‘the harm they could’.?” The Lusignans sought to obtain redress through formal
complaint to the French court of Philip Il. At the same time, John mustered his forces in Portsmouth
and, in May, accompanied by his wife and his army, which included a large number of crossbowmen,
a siege engineer and, not least, eighty dogs of the royal hunt, he eventually crossed the channel to

Normandy.?® John allegedly held secret meetings with Phillip Il on the border of Normandy in June.?

2 Rotuli Chartarum, pp. 41-2.

2 Chronica di Rogeri de Hoveden, iv, pp. 140, 142; Church, King John, pp. 91-2.

% Rotuli Chartarum, pp. 87-8. Roger witnessed three royal charters during this time at Hexham and again at
Freemantle.

% < Annales Monasterii de Burton’, AM i, p.208; Walteri de Coventria, ii p.184.

27 Church, King John, p. 95; Warren, King John, p. 72.

28 Church, King John, p. 95.

44



Relationships between the two detiorated and in April 1202, Philip declared that John had forfeited all
his lands in Aquitaine, Anjou and Poitou, due to his failure as a vassal to obey. He also announced that
all feudal ties between the two were to be severed and sent his forces into Normandy.®

During this time, Roger de Lacy had been tasked with the responsibility of controlling the
shipping along the river Seine, based at the strategic position of Chateau Gaillard.** While serving in
this capacity, he was able to gain the custody of the lands and heir of Richard de Montfichet, for the
sum of one thousand pounds.*? Roger also stood as surety for his lord, Ranulf |11 of Chester, when his
loyalty was subsequently questioned by the king.** Roger’s defence of Ranulf Il here shows that
although he was loyal to the crown, his first duty remained to his earl. This also serves to demonstrate
that Roger’s loyalty was perhaps given greater weight by the crown than that of his earl. Following the
breakdown of relations between England and France and the subsequent French incursions into
Normandy, there was no doubt that Philip would aim for the Angevin stronghold and glittering jewel
of chateau Gaillard. Roger’s command here was a demonstration of the faith, and more importantly,
trust, in which the king held him. Unlike some other commanders, Roger held no estates in Normandy.
This meant that there were fewer opportunities that the French king could use to hold sway over Roger
in this manner. Given Roger’s track record of continued service to the crown, John clearly felt that
Roger could be relied upon to maintain his allegiance in the face of heavy pressure. If the French king
wanted to take the castle, he would have to do so by force.

In September 1203, the outer defences of chateau Gaillard were attacked and Roger found
himself cut off and besieged by Philip’s forces.* Philip surrounded the castle with deep ditches and
siege towers, determined to force Roger’s submission through starvation if necessary. This initial
tactic was based on a sound premise, particularly as Roger’s benevolence had seen him admit the
townspeople, fleeing from the French forces, within the castles defences. This act of altruism may

have been a reflection on Roger’s chivalric attitude to warfare: however, it was a strategic

2 For more on John’s alleged secret meetings and the alleged treaty see, Church, King John, p. 96; Chronica di
Rogeri de Hoveden, iv, p. 164.
%0 Church, King John, p. 101; Morris, King John, p. 123.
31 Church, King John, p. 112, Morris, King John, p. 11.
%2 The Great Roll of the Pipe for the Fifth Year of the Reign of King John: Michaelmas 1203, ed., D. M. Stenton
(London: Pipe Roll Society, 1938), p. 132.
% Kingsford, Dalton, (rev.) ‘Lacy, Roger de (d. 1211)’.
% Radulphi de Coggeshall, p. 144; Morris, King John, p. 11; Church, King John, p. 112.
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miscalculation. The addition of approximately two thousand people would severely deplete the
castle’s stockpile of provisions and reduce the defenders’ capacity to resist. In an attempt to rectify
this, Roger sent the refugees out of the castle in groups, which were initially let through the French
lines to safety. When Philip, who was leading campaigns elsewhere, learned of this, however, he
ordered them to be turned back and the last group found themselves greeted by a volley of French
arrows. When they fled back to the castle, they found that the gates had been barred.*® The helpless
townsfolk were left to starve between the opposing lines and, in some cases, allegedly resorted to
cannibalism, during the three harsh winter months that followed.*® This was far from the ideal of
chivalric warfare. Clearly Roger’s compassion for the plight of the refugees only stretched so far: he
still had a castle and his own troops to defend. With no sign of substantial relief forces coming from
England, Roger may have been left with little option but to preserve the castles rations for as long as
possible and by whatever means necessary. John himself had left Normandy for England in December
1203. Whether Roger and the castle’s defenders were aware of this or not is unknown. A letter written
to Roger by John, which was intercepted by the French sometime during the winter, thanked him for
his faithful service and made it clear that the garrison could expect no immediate relief and
encouraged him to persevere in his defence as long as possible.*” This can be seen both as John having
strong faith in both Roger’s abilities and the defences of the castle, but also as a willingness on the part
of the king to leave him to his fate, when no other avenue was available. In all likelihood, no
correspondence from John reached the castle during this time. Given the encircled French forces, in
order to serve his king faithfully, an experienced military commander and castellan such as Roger
would have expected a prolonged defensive siege. That Roger did not seek to parlay with the opposing
forces is a demonstration of his staunch loyalty to his duty to the crown and his own considerable faith
in his military prowess.

At the end of February 1204, Philip returned to take command of the offensive. After the

removal of the few remaining townspeople from the area, he ordered a direct assault on Chateau

% Morris, King John, pp. 39-40.

% S. McGlynn, Useless Mouths’, History Today, Vol. 48, Issue. 6 (Periodicals Archive Online, June 1998), pp.
43-4.

" Morris, King John, p. 40; K. Norgate, England under the Angevin Kings, Vol. 2 (London: Macmillan, 1887), p.
419.
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Gaillard.® The French forces, steadily and bloodily, fought their way into the castle. They were able to
collapse a tower, causing a breach which allowed the French to penetrate the outer wall. The defenders

torched the outer buildings and retreated to the middle curtain wall.*

The capitalisation of an internal
design flaw then allowed them entry through a window of a recently built chapel: an addition to the
original castle ordered by John the previous year.*’ This incursion caused the defenders to retreat
within the castle’s innermost ward, setting fire to the evacuated buildings as they went. Once the
flames had subsided, the advance force inside the chapel building simply lowered the drawbridge for
the awaiting French army.*' Restricted to the innermost ward and significantly reduced in number,
Roger and his defensive force still did not seek to parlay for surrender. The fighting continued, and
included a fierce subterranean melee, as the defenders desperately attempted to counter offensive
sappers.*” The battle was concluded when catapult fire eventually breached the remaining wall and the
defenders were overrun.*® Chateau Gaillard fell on 6 March 1204.* Roger’s staunch defensive
command through the long and bloody siege garnered him the respect of the French king. Matthew
Paris wrote that Philip placed him in free custody in recognition for his stalwart defence of the
chateau.”® De Lacy was subsequently ransomed, with the assistance of King John, for the sum of
£1000.%

The treatment of Roger by both kings, after the siege, demonstrated the esteem which his
conduct and military prowess in command had earned him. For this defiant and loyal service to the
English crown, Roger was granted the offices of sheriff for Yorkshire and Cumberland, positions
which he held until 1209. These were valuable offices for Roger to have obtained, however, there was

a catch: he was required to pay a fine for additional ‘profits’, over and above the county farm.*” The

% Oeuvres de Rigord et de Guillaume le Breton Historiens de Philippe-Auguste, ed. H. F. Delaborde, i (Paris,
Librairie Renouard, 1882-1885), p. 216.
% Guillaume le Breton, p. 217-8.
“% Guillaume le Breton, p. 219.
*! Guillaume le Breton, p. 219.
*2 Guillaume le Breton, p. 219-220.
* Morris, King John, pp. 41-3.
* < Annales Monasterii de Waverleia’, AM, ii p. 256.
*® Chronica Majora, ii, p. 489, ‘Annales Monasterii de Waverleia’, AM, ii p. 256.
*® Rotuli de Liberate ac de Misis, p. 103; Rotuli Clausarum, p. 4.
*" Holt, The Northerners, pp. 154. Holt suggested that Roger initially resisted this but eventually agreed to fine
for the profits and pay ‘£200 over and the county farm’. He did not pay this, however, until he had lost the
position in 1209. At which point he was charged for five years of the sum owed and eventually paid at least
£600. Rotuli de Oblatis et Finibus, p. 273; Pipe Rolls 11 John, p. 125.
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accounts for the county farm in Yorkshire in 1205 reveal that Roger accounted for £460 7s 3d; while
for Cumberland the sum was £114 4d.*® The figures for both county farms were the same for 1206,
1207 and 1208.* In 1209, Cumberland was again also the same.®® In Yorkshire, however, in addition
to the county farm at £360 7s 3d, Roger was fined for the profits of the farm to which he had agreed in
1205. Due to the delay in settlement of this debt to the crown, Roger was fined an additional £800
increment for the seventh, eighth, ninth and tenth regnal years, and a further £200 for the eleventh
year. This presumably accounted for the originally agreed £200 increment.”* That Roger was allowed
to delay full repayment for four years, without any severe penalties, is demonstrative of the good
regard in which he was held by the crown.

Upon his return from France in 1204, Roger’s loyalty and service to the royal government of
England continued unabated. After the complete loss of Normandy to the French by June 1204, Roger
was amongst the court and at John’s side on 7 August at Northampton.*” His position within the king’s
circle of advisors had not been altered by his failed defence of the castle. In October 1204, John
moved to confiscate the English lands of those who had remained in France. Roger’s presence at
Lambeth and the king’s court during this time can be seen as him giving his support for such action.>®
Roger was with the king at Westminster on 1 November. Where he spent the remainder of 1204,
however, is unclear.> While the north of England stood on the verge of rebellion in the winter of 1204
to 1205, Roger’s loyalty to the crown continued unabated. Roger was at the king’s side at Westminster
on 18 January, and again at Winchester on 25 January.> Roger’s presence at court and his witness of
letters patent and close, is suggestive of a continued close relationship with the king and places him
within the close circle of royal government at a critical time. John was in need of money to organise
the defence of his last remaining territory in Aquitaine. An assize of money was agreed at a meeting of
the court in Winchester, and a letter patent was issued on 26 January which authorised the king’s

officials to retain and destroy false coins. The letter also noted that these actions were recommended

*® Pipe Rolls 7 John, pp. 40, 268.
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by the common counsel ‘commune consilium’.*® Roger’s attendance at court and his appearance in
witness lists indicates that he was involved with discussions among the counsel at this time. The assize
was designed to address widespread concern regarding the quality of coin in England and ensure that
the coinage in circulation was of sufficient quality. John required that money coming into the crown
coffers was of a high quality and not deficient. If the value of the king’s money could be called into
question, this could also serve to act as a reflection upon the king himself.

It was this consistent and increasing demand for funds and knights service that appeared to
have aggravated tensions in the north of England more than anything else.>” All those who held land
direct of the crown were obliged to provide the king with military service. If they were unable to do
so, they had to pay a scutage instead. During Henry II’s thirty-five year reign the king had levied
scutage eight times; while in Richard’s ten year reign scutage had been levied on four occasions. John
had already demanded a scutage every year aside from 1200 and levied a higher rate than before. In
1204, he collected a scutage even though there had been no campaign.®® John’s expenditure on castle
repair at Carlisle, Tickhill and York and the reinforcement of their garrisons, in the latter part of 1204,
reflected John’s awareness of rising tensions in the north of England. In the beginning of 1205, in an
attempt to reinforce his position, John set out on a tour of the north. Roger was with John at
Nottingham on 22 February and was still with the court when they moved on to Laxton on 28
February.® The charter rolls serve to further illustrate Roger’s movements in crown court circles
during March 1205; he was witness to approximately a dozen charters across the course of the month.
On 1 March he was at Doncaster. Three days later, on 4 March, he was with John at Tadcaster, before
the king evidently moved to York.> On 7 March he appears to have been in both Oxford and York
according to the charter roll, before appearing again in Doncaster on 8 and 10 March.®* De Lacy was

then at Nottingham on 12 March before travelling to Oxford for 19 March, and witnessed two charters

*® Rotuli Patentium, p. 54; Church, King John, p. 132-3.
*" Holt, The Northerners, p. 89-91, 207.
*% Morris, King John, pp. 52-3.
> Rotuli Chartarum, p. 142. He witnessed three charters at Nottingham between 22 and 24 February
% Roger witnessed three charters during 6 and 7 March at York. Rotuli Chartarum, pp. 142-4.
®1 Rotuli Chartarum, pp. 147, 151, 143. This was probably a clerical or dating error. Given that York and Oxford
are approximately 150 miles apart, it is implausible that Roger could have travelled from one to the other on the
same day. It is possible that the 7 March attestation may actually have been 27 March, as the king issued letters
from Woodstock on 26 March and Oxford on 28 March, Rotuli Patentium, pp. 51-2; Rotuli Clausarum, i, p. 24.
This would place Roger in Oxford for the meeting of the council at the end of March, and his receipt of the
commission to defend the Welsh border.
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on each occasion.®? That Roger remained a member of John’s wider counsel during this period, is once
again, indicative of his continued loyalty and good standing within royal government. John called a
council to meet at Oxford at the end of March.®® The council resulted in an order that, in the interests
of defence, groups of nine knights would finance a tenth. These additional knights were ordered to
gather at London on 1 May, ready to serve.* They were to remain in England while John went abroad,
and were to be assigned to two groups. Robert fitz Roger, sheriff of Northumberland would command
one group. Roger de Lacy, meanwhile, would command the second group and defend the border
between England and Wales. Although a specific title does not appear to have been recorded, this
commission would have made him ‘warden of the march’ and was therefore a significant
demonstration of the crown’s continued faith in Roger and his military command.

Throughout April and May, Roger remained a close member of the king’s royal counsel,
demonstrated by his appearance in the witness lists. He appeared on at least four occasions: at
Ludgershall on 2 April; Guilford on 11 April; and then London on 14 April.** He was with the king at
Northampton on 13 May, presumably ahead of the general muster John had called there for the 15
May.®® Roger was again with John at Clarendon and Winchester between 27 and 29 May.®’ On the 27
May Roger was awarded the manor of Snaith with the accompanying soke to hold for the service of 1
knight’s fee.®® The manor of Snaith, to the east of Pontefract, was part of the crown estate and the
town and soke had been tallaged for the sum of £35 in 1203.% The Pipe Rolls show that Roger
subsequently accounted for £10 in Snaith for half the year in 1205; £20 in 1206; and by 1207 this had
raised again to £30.” The award was therefore of significant value to Roger and representative of his
favourable position with the crown. When the court moved to Portchester on 30 May, Roger witnessed

at least nine royal charters.”

%2 Rotuli Chartarum, pp. 144-6.
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Roger’s loyalty and faithful service continued through June. During the month, Roger
witnessed over a dozen charters for the king. The first four were at Portchester between 1 and 5 June."
On 6 June, he was with the king at Portsmouth, before moving on to Stoke between 6 and 7 June.”? On
11 June, Roger had moved with the king to Waltham, before returning to Portsmouth the following
day, where Roger witnessed another two charters.” This demonstrates that Roger was a close and
valued member of John’s counsel during this period of preparation. Despite all the arrangements, the
expeditions ultimately came to naught. William Marshal and Archbishop Walter disagreed over the
likelihood of success and implored John to call them off. John eventually accepted their argument and
called off the expedition.” The royal camp subsequently moved to Dartmouth for the end of the
month; Roger was present on 20 June and then on 29 June.” He was still with the king’s court at
Havering between 6 and 7 August.”” From this point, however, Roger does not appear again in the
royal charter witness lists until Belvoir, on 26 September. There then follows another two month gap
before he was once more with the king at Lambeth, on 5 December.” Although Roger’s movements in
this period are unclear, it is most likely that he had returned to oversee his own estates during this
time. Nonetheless, his service to the crown and royal government during 1205 was rewarded. He was
able to acquire the Lancashire barony of Penwortham, after clearing the debts to the crown of the prior
lord, Hugh Buissel. Roger agreed to pay the sum of £204 to the exchequer for Hugh’s debts and the
barony was transferred to him. It does not appear from exchequer records, however, that any payment
for this was actually ever made by Roger.”

Roger was next with the royal court at York in February 1206. The previous November, John
had invited the king of Scotland to come to York for a parlay at the beginning of February.®* Roger
was at York on 12 February, before travelling to Carlisle on 19 February.®* Roger witnessed five

charters in April; two at Winchester on 20 April; two more at Clarendon and Chertsey on 24 April;
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before being present at court at Lambeth on 28 April.® It is unclear whether or not Roger travelled
with John on his expedition to La Rochelle on 7 June.® If he did, his return to England was swift.
Given the chancery evidence it therefore seems unlikely that he travelled with John. The rolls indicate
that Roger most likely remained in England during the length of the campaign, as had originally been
planned for the defence of the Anglo-Welsh border. This mission reflected both Roger’s position as an
important landholder in Cheshire, and the potential severity of which the crown viewed the Welsh
threat. He was present at Ongar on 10 August and again at Northampton on 13 October.* Roger did
not appear at court again until two months later on 1 December, at Canterbury; this was his final
documented appearance at the king’s court for that year.®®

Roger’s presence at court during 1207 was much less frequent than it had been in the previous
two years. He was present on 10 March at Bardfield.* Then on 8 October he was at Lambeth, before
moving to Marlborough on 12 October, shortly after the birth of John’s heir, Henry, on 1 October.?’
He was not with the royal court again until January 1208, when he was at Winchester on 2 January and
again at Burbach on 6 January.® Despite these less frequent appearances, he was no doubt still
counted as a valued member of John’s counsel. By the beginning of 1208, John was in full
disagreement with the papal curia over the election of the new archbishop of Canterbury and the
possibility of a papal interdict being placed on England was high. In a letter to the bishops of London,
Ely and Worcester, the pope’s proctors, John stated outright that, although he respected the pope’s
authority in the appointment to Canterbury, he expected the pope to acknowledge and not disregard
the dignity, liberty and rights which belonged to him and his heirs. Roger was at Lambeth on 21
January and among those who witnessed this letter to the pope.* Roger was therefore counted as
amongst John’s senior secular supporters at this time. There was a five month gap before Roger’s next

attendance at court, which occurred at Winchester on 10 June.*® He then appeared on 7 August at York
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and once more on 24 October at Westminster.”* Available evidence does not place him at the royal

1.%2 This was

court again until the following year, when he was at Newcastle upon Tyne on 27 Apri
about the same time that John met with William, the king of Scotland, at Newcastle.®® Whether Roger
was present at the court due to his prior dealings with the king of Scotland is unknown, but it is
certainly indicative of his involvement with proceedings. During the summer, Roger’s only other
documented appearance at court came at Hexham on 14 June.* Roger was then with the king at
Kirkby on 20 and 21 August, before his final attendance at court at Carlisle on 27 August.* In spite of
less frequent documented appearances, Roger’s value to the crown and royal government led to him
playing a role in the restoration of order in the Welsh Marches during 1210. Roger is alleged to have
rescued Ranulf 111, earl of Chester from a Welsh siege at Rhuddlan in Flintshire.% His fearsome
attacks against the Welsh forces during this campaign resulted in him being named ‘Roger of Hell’.”’
Despite these renowned and significant exploits, within a year Roger was dead. His death came in
October 1211 and he was subsequently buried at his favoured abbey of Stanlaw.*®

Roger’s political career echoed those of his father and grandfather before him. He
demonstrated staunch loyalty and service to the crown. Roger was able to utilise this service to the
royal government successfully to increase his family’s wealth and status. The value of his estates was

further confirmed by the swiftness in which they were taken into royal custody; and the amount of

money which the crown was able to obtain from them during John de Lacy’s minority.*
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Chapter 2: John de Lacy (c.1192-1240)

Roger’s eldest son and heir was John de Lacy. John’s career followed a noticeably different path to
that of his father. It took his family to new heights on the national political stage, and began during a
period of significant developments in England. He lived through the turbulent political troubles of
King John’s reign; was named as a member of the baronial council of twenty-five at Runnymede in
1215; and played a key role in the First Barons’ War (1215 to 1217). His career developed further in
the uncertain years of Henry III’s minority, which included diplomatic service for the crown, before he
ultimately emerged as a leading royal councillor during Henry III’s personal rule.

Documentary evidence relating to John’s time prior to the inheritance of his father’s lands is
sparse, with the only significant evidence being a letter, purporting to be addressed to a young de Lacy
in 1209 from Philip Augustus.* The suggestions, put forward by Painter surrounding this letter of de
Lacy’s involvement with an alleged plot against King John, have been dealt with elsewhere by
Professor Sir James Holt.? It is highly unlikely, therefore, given his father’s ongoing loyalty to the
crown, that John was involved in any active plot against the king at this time.* John was also a minor

at the time of Roger’s death and did not inherit his father’s lands until two years later, in September
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dicit habere, et in Hibernia similiter per amicos et deffensionem castellorum, ita quod nos istud pro certo
scamus sicut melius poterit sciri, nos tale consilium habebimus de terra quam predecessors vestry habuerunt in
Anglia quod de re redargui [sic, redargueri?] non poterimus. Actum Parisius, anno Domini Mo CCo nono.’
‘Philip by the grace of God king of France to his dear friend J. de Lacy (J. de Latiaco), greeting and affection.
We inform you that we shall hold to such a plan concerning your predecessors’ lands in England that we shall
not be swayed on the subject, if you honour with the agreement about which our beloved and faithful Roger des
Essarts has informed us on your behalf, that is, making war upon King John in England with the friends and
allies which Roger says you have, and likewise in Ireland, through your friends and fortifying of castles, as soon
as we know as surely as can be known that this has been done. Paris 1209’. Translation by Colin Veach, in
Veach, Lordship in Four Realms, p. 139.
2 Holt, The Northerners, pp. 205-6.
* In his ODNB entry for John de Lacy, Nicholas Vincent suggested a likely confusion with the Walter de Lacy
for the addressee of the letter. Given that the letter itself has also been confirmed by Holt as a later transcript, this
presents a plausible alternative for this particular narrative. Colin Veach has provided further credence to
Vincent’s identification which placed the letter within the context of the destruction of William de Briouze,
(Herefordshire) de Lacy ties with Evreux, and a potential plot to make Simon de Montfort king. Veach, Lordship
in Four Realms, pp. 139-140.
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1213.* In addition to this, an extent of Roger de Lacy’s lands, made after his death, stipulated that John
should receive approximately £82 per year to sustain himself in service to the king.® The remaining
lands were placed in royal custody and accounted for at the exchequer by agents of the crown. The
estates consisted of more than 100 knights’ fees, in conjunction with the northern baronies of
Pontefract, Penwortham, Widnes, Halton and Clitheroe. Royal agents were able to account for a profit
of approximately £1000 per annum while the lands were in royal custody.® Given such additional
revenue figures as these, it is therefore not difficult to understand the benefits to the crown of holding
on to inheritances for as long as possible. This is also important to consider as a demonstration of the
treatment of minors and the custody of estates by the crown, which was a significant source of
grievance amongst the aristocracy, reflected by its later inclusion in clauses 2 to 6 in the 1215 Magna
Carta.” In order to inherit in 1213, John de Lacy was required to pay an incredible sum of £4662. He
also had to surrender the castles of Pontefract in Yorkshire and Donington in Leicestershire, and cover
the cost of their maintenance, as further surety for his loyalty to the crown.? Tactics such as these had
become common place under John’s kingship, but were not new. John simply increased the financial
demands on his subjects to new unprecedented heights from those of his predecessors. The carrot was,
of course, that if de Lacy demonstrated faithful service, the king would mitigate some of the fine.
These tactics provided the king with additional leverage over the barons.? The castle at Donington was
restored the following year in 1214, partly as a deal, to ensure John accompanied the king on
campaign to Poitou. The king was in desperate need of military support from his barons for his attempt
to recover the lost continental possessions. John still had to satisfy the king’s appetite for hostages,
however, which included his younger brother, as a guarantee of his continued loyalty.™ By this time
John had married his first wife, Alice d L’Aigle, daughter of Gilbert de L’Aigle, baron of Pevensey.™

Surviving records do not indicate a precise date for the marriage, we can establish, however, that it had

* ROF, pp. 483-4, 494-5.

® Pipe Rolls 14 John, pp. 3-4;

® Pipe Rolls 14 John, pp. 3-4; Carpenter, Magna Carta, p. 128.

" Holt, Magna Carta, pp. 373-398.

® Rotuli Clausarum, p. 147; ROF, pp. 483-4, 494-5.

® For more on King John’s use of indebtedness to the crown as a means of political control over the barons, see
Holt, The Northerners, pp. 152-156; Holt, Magna Carta, pp. 180-181; Carpenter, The Minority of Henry 11, pp.
7-9.

19 Rotuli Patentium, p. 119.

1 Kirkstall Coucher, p. 242; Sanders, English Baronies, pp. 136-7; K. Thompson, ‘The Lords of Laigle:
Ambition and Insecurity on the borders of Normandy” Anglo-Norman Studies XVIII, ed. C. Harper-Bill
(Woodbridge: Boydell Press, 1996), p. 193.
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been arranged as early as 1204." Gilbert de L’ Aigle was one of the few nobles who maintained
possession of fees either side of the Channel after 1205. He was married to Isabel de Warenne,
countess of Surrey, the daughter of Henry II’s half-brother Hamelin."® Alice de L’aigle was therefore
King John’s cousin. In addition to this, Isabel de Warenne held substantial dower lands from her first
marriage to Robert de Lacy.™ John’s marriage may therefore have sought to settle any potential
outstanding claims to the de Lacy inheritance and additionally provided for a connection to the royal
family. Unfortunately, Alice died without producing any children and although she was buried at
Norton Priory, the date of her death is unknown."

King John’s campaign began with victory over the Lusignans in Poitou. However, he was
ultimately forced to retreat to the port of La Rochelle. While the king was entrenched at the port, he
suffered defeat from afar when his forces endured a catastrophic rout at the Battle of Bouvines on 27
July 1214. An outright English defeat was only avoided due to papal representatives who sought to
raise a crusading army, the result of which saw a truce between the English and French negotiated
until 1220. Dejected and beaten, the remaining English forces returned to England in October 1214,
De Lacy’s personal role in the unsuccessful campaign is unclear, beyond the fact that he sailed to
Poitou and appears to have returned unscathed.

During the king’s absence, discontent with the crown’s financial exactions and the pressures
of royal government had grown in England, under the oppressive governance of Peter des Roches, the
bishop of Winchester.™” This resulted in a row between the king and a group of barons, nominally led
by Robert fitz Walter, in the latter part of 1214. The initial disagreement over refusal to pay scutage

for the failed campaign eventually expanded to include demands that they be granted rights contained

12 Rotuli Clausarum, p. 14; Thompson, ‘The Lords of Laigle’, p. 193.
13 It was through this marriage that Gilbert was able to protect his English lands. His brother-in-law, William the
earl of Warenne, was able to hold them in custody. Pipe Rolls 9 John, p. 41; Thompson, ‘The Lords of Laigle’,
p. 193.
¥ Thompson, ‘The Lords of Laigle’, pp. 192-3; W. E. Wightman, The Lacy Family in England and Normandy
1066-1194 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1966), p. 85.
1> Kirkstall Coucher, p. 242.
1% For more on the French campaign, from the early victory over the Lusignans to the disastrous defeat at
Bouvines, on 27 July 1214, see the following: ‘Annales Prioratus de Dunstaplia’, AM, iii, pp. 41-2; ‘Annales
Monasterii de Waverleia’, AM, ii, pp. 280-1; Chronica Majora, ii, pp. 573, 581-2; Foedera, i, p. 124-5; Church,
King John, pp. 202-212.
Y'N. Vincent, Peter des Roches: An Alien in English Politics, 1205-1238 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996), pp. 89-113; ‘Annales Monasterii de Waverleia’, AM, ii, p. 281.
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within Henry I’s coronation charter.”® The charter itself concerned reliefs, marriages, wardships and
debt, more than it did scutage. Nonetheless, it provided the barons with a foundation by which to seek
concessions from the king, and would subsequently play a large part in the formation of Magna
Carta.”® On 4 March, the king attempted to forestall any further negotations by employing the vow of a
crusader. By placing his person and property under the protection of the church, he afforded himself a
layer of shelter against the barons and their demands.? It is at this point that John de Lacy’s
involvement can be seen. He took the vow to crusade at the same time as the king on 4 March. On the
following day he was pardoned all of his debts, including those of his father. These included more
than £2800, which remained owing to the king from the relief that he was charged in 1213.% It was
clearly advantageous for de Lacy to maintain a loyal stance to the crown at this stage. This was no
doubt, in part, due to being in debt to the crown, and also due to the fact that de Lacy was still a
fledgling baron in many ways, compared to his compatriots. Loyalty to the crown was, for de Lacy,
the best route to consolidate his inheritance and position.

De Lacy continued this loyal stance as late as the end of May 1215, when he was noted in a
letter recorded on the patent rolls as ‘our faithful John’.? Following the fall of London, however, he
joined the rebel barons and within weeks was named at Runnymede as one of the baronial council of
twenty-five, in June 1215.% He was also entrusted with command of the rebel controlled areas of
Nottinghamshire and Yorkshire.?* In view of his prominent role in the rebellion, it is not unreasonable
to presume that John had been in communication with rebel barons for some time prior to this. The
‘Northerners’ all had significant links to one another, as Holt has discussed elsewhere: similar interests
in local affairs; and in many cases held lands from one another.? The location of the de Lacy estates
made him a prime candidate to take control of forces in Nottinghamshire and Yorkshire. The timing of

de Lacy’s rebellion, when set against the pardon he had received only three months earlier, seems at

18 Walteri de Coventria, pp. 217-8; Wendover, ii, p. 111-2; Church, King John, pp. 214-6; Warren, King John,
pp. 225-7.

¥ Holt, Magna Carta, pp. 345-356 (Appendix 4: The ‘Unknown’ Charter).

20 \Walteri de Coventria, ii, p. 219; Church, King John, pp. 216-7.

2! Rotuli Patentium, p. 129; The Great Roll of the Pipe for the Sixteenth Year of the Reign of King John:
Michaelmas 1214, ed. P. M. Barnes (London: Pipe Roll Society, 1959), p. 93; Holt, The Northerners, p. 106.
22 Rotuli Patentium, p. 142.

2 Chronica Majora, ii, pp. 604-5; Holt, The Northerners, p. 107; Carpenter, Magna Carta, p. 108; Church, King
John, pp. 218-232.

2 \Walteri de Coventria, ii, p. 224; Morris, King John, p. 267.

% Holt, The Northerners.
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best opportunistic. At this point, de Lacy obviously felt his options were more favoured in the rebel
camp than in association with the crown. Having only recently escaped a substantial debt to the crown,
however, his actions indicate ties with his ‘northern’ landholding brethren, which presumably
influenced his decision to join the rebels. A number of de Lacy’s landholders joined him in rebellion,
including Maurice de Gant and Roger de Montbegon. Gant and de Montbegon also held land of the
king-in-chief elsewhere, in addition to the land they held of de Lacy.?® Montbegon was also notably
one of the twenty-five enforcers. The consequence of this association was that de Lacy was named in a
papal bull in late 1215. Enforced by Peter des Roches, bishop of Winchester, the papal legate Pandalf,
and the abbot of Reading, the papal bull excommunicated the rebel barons for their part in rebellion
against the crown and resulted in orders to confiscate rebel lands.?” John’s poor relationship with royal
government at this point was in marked contrast to that maintained by his late father.

After the royal defeat of the rebel force which held Rochester castle in October 1215, the
king’s army moved northward.?® Not content with the destruction of rebel held homes and the seizure
of goods, the king ordered towns and hedgerows to be burned. People were imprisoned and tortured
until heavy ransoms were paid.”® William d’Albini’s garrison at Belvoir castle surrendered after King
John threatened to starve d’Albini to death if they did not.*’ John de Lacy’s land at Donington was the
king’s next target and he ordered it levelled before pressing northward. The decision to attack
Donington is significant. A short distance westward from Belvoir, Donington was also of particular
strategic importance in guarding river crossings over the Trent. In addition to this, however, since de
Lacy had only reacquired the castle from the crown in the previous year, its destruction sent a message
to de Lacy about the fragility of his hold on his inheritance. Left in no doubt as to his untenable

position should he continue to maintain a rebellious stance, de Lacy sought to negotiate with the King

%% For Roger de Montbegon, see Liber Feodorum, I, pp. 222, 373. For Maurice de Gant, see Liber Feodorum, I,
pp. 84, 190.
*" Letter to Archbishop Langton from papal commissioners, Canterbury Cathedral Archives, CCA-DCc-
ChAnt/M/247; ¢ Annales Prioratus de Dunstaplia’, AM, iii, p. 43; Walteri de Coventria, ii, p. 224; Chronica
Majora, ii, pp. 642-4; F. M. Powicke, ‘The bull “miramur plurimum” and a letter to Archbishop Stephen
Langton, 5 September 1215 English Historical Review, 44 (1929), pp. 87-93; Selected letters of Pope Innocent
111 concerning England, 1198-1216, ed. C. R. Cheney (London: Thomas Nelson, 1953), pp. 221-3; Vincent,
Peter des Roches, pp. 124-5.
28 \Walteri de Coventria, ii, p. 228; Chronica Majora, ii, pp. 635-6; Church, King John, p. 242.
2 Chronica Majora, ii, pp. 636-7; Radulphi de Coggeshall, pp. 178-9.
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at the beginning of January 1216.*" News of the royalist capture of Donington, and the sight of the
king’s army on the doorsteps of Pontefract, may have gone some way toward determining de Lacy’s
strategy of surrender.

The terms placed upon John, however, were significant, although he was not treated as poorly
as D’ Albini, perhaps in recognition of his father Roger’s former loyal service.** Once again, John’s
younger brother, Roger, was surrendered as a hostage. De Lacy was also required to provide the king
with a charter, witnessed by Ranulf 111, the earl of Chester,* in which he offered his fealty; renounced
the terms of Magna Carta; and agreed to the disinheritance of his family, should he subsequently break

the agreement.

The involvement of de Lacy’s lord, Ranulf III, at this juncture is significant.
Although John’s relationship with Ranulf 111 up to this point may have been less close than that
maintained by his father, he was still his lord and John was reliant upon Ranulf I11’s support for much
of his family’s fortunes. His influence on de Lacy’s position at this stage should not be ignored. These
terms, harsh as they may seem, were enough to consolidate de Lacy’s return to the bosom of crown
governance. Approximately three weeks later on 26 January, when the king was at Durham, John de
Lacy witnessed a royal charter.® This serves to demonstrate John’s return to loyalty at this time.
Interestingly, de Lacy’s return to the royal fold came with other conditions, and it would appear that
he was used as an intermediary between the crown and the rebels in the early months of 1216. In
April, the king wrote to de Lacy, Gerard de Furneval and Geoffrey de Neville, in letters in which he
declared he would exact no money if Robert de Ros, Eustace de Vesci and Peter de Brus, came to

them to make peace with the crown.* More favourable terms than those de Lacy had secured were

now on offer to encourage rebels to surrender.

3! Foedera, I, part 1, p. 37; Rotuli Clausarum, i, p. 245.

%2 William d’ Albini’s ransom, following his capture at Rochester, was set at £3996. Gilbert fitz Reinfrey had to
surrender his castles; provide 10 hostages; agree to the threat of disinheritance for failing to maintain loyalty; and
make a payment of £7992. The Great Roll of the Pipe for the Third Year of the Reign of King Henry I1I:
Michaelmas 1219, ed., B. E. Harris (London: Pipe Roll Society, 1978), p. 126; ROF, pp. 570-1; Rotuli
Chartarum, p. 221; Holt, The Northerners, p. 137.

% The presence of Ranulf I1I, the earl of Chester, de Lacy’s principal lord, as a witness to the charter of fealty,
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2 January.
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John de Lacy’s return to royal favour also brought with it fresh rewards. He was given lands
within his fee, held by rebels, at the end of April 1216, and granted the wardship of Oliver d’ Aincourt
and the d’Aincourt fee in May.* The d’Aincourts were important barons in Lincolnshire. Their honour
of Blankney was valued at 35 knights’ fees.* The king needed to win over rebels as part of his
attempts to repel a threatened invasion by Prince Louis of France.* He spent April and the beginning
of May attempting to negotiate more reasonable terms to win support.”® Despite the king’s awards, and
de Lacy’s sworn oath of fealty, his loyalty was short-lived. The arrival of Prince Louise in Kent, in
May 1216, shifted the balance of power, and Louis’ initial victories saw a number of baronial
defections.” As support for King John eroded, John de Lacy, with many others, was no doubt
encouraged through existing factional ties to return to rebellion. He probably viewed his future
interests and security was best served by placing his loyalty elsewhere, and before the end of the
summer, John had returned to the rebel cause.*? The death of King John, in October 1216, saw a
council established to secure the young Henry III’s future, and he was subsequently crowned at
Gloucester later that month. This council was supported by two stalwart royalists, William Marshal,
earl of Pembroke, and Ranulf 111, earl of Chester.”® De Lacy himself did not formally return to the
royalist side until after the defeat of the rebel army at Lincoln, in May 1217, seven months later.
Whether he had attempted, once again, to negotiate surrender prior to this point is unclear. Letters of
safe conduct, however, were issued to him and his men on 23 May, to treat for peace.* He swore
fealty to the young king Henry I11; was formally pardoned by the minority government; and his lands
were returned to him on 9 August 1217.%*

Almost immediately, John de Lacy was employed in the service of the crown. On 23

September he was ordered to oversee the restoration of Carlisle castle by the king of Scotland,
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suggesting that John’s strong northern connections were of value to the English crown.*® On 6
November 1217, John was further entrusted with a commission to accompany the king of Scotland to
meet with Henry 111.*" By the end of the year, however, de Lacy’s thoughts had turned to crusade and,
in May 1218, he accompanied his lord, the earl of Chester, to Damietta.*® Embarking on crusade
enabled de Lacy not only to reposition himself as a loyal subject, but also to demonstrate trustworthy
service to Ranulf Il and thus re-establish a close personal relationship with his principal lord. It is
highly likely that John’s marriage to Ranulf III’s niece, Margaret, was negotiated either before or
during the crusade. Margaret was the daughter of Robert de Quincy, eldest son of the earl of
Winchester and Hawise, sister of Ranulf 111. The marriage provided John with a significant familial
link to the earl of Chester. Margaret’s position as the potential heiress of the earl of Winchester also
made her an attractive bridal prospect for John.* The changed relationship between the two men is
significant, as it is demonstrative of de Lacy’s turn in fortunes. It provided him with an elevated
position in English landholding society. In 1220, John returned from crusade in the company of the
earl of Chester.”® His fortunes from this point forward were closely tied to those of his earl. The closer
relationship between the two men was demonstrated by the appearance of John de Lacy as a witness to
Ranulf I11’s charters.” In 1221, the alliance between the two men was cemented with John de Lacy’s
marriage to Margaret.*

John de Lacy’s advancement in royal service, after his marriage to Margaret, stands in contrast
to the experiences of the other twenty-five barons. Nine had died by 1221: Eustace de Vesci, William
de Lanvallei, William Malet, Robert de Vere, Geoffrey de Mandeville, Saer de Quincy, Henry de
Bohun, and Roger and Hugh Bigod. Geoffrey de Say had made peace after the baronial defeat at
Lincoln, but was not active in the minority government and chose, instead, a pilgrimage to the Holy

Land.>® William D’ Albini and John fitz Robert were able to obtain minor appointments as royal
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officials.>* Of the remaining twenty-five, only William Marshal (1) could be described as a recipient
of royal favour with his betrothal to Henry III’s youngest daughter, Eleanor, and even his loyalty to
the crown was, on occasion, called into question.® William de Forz, count of Aumale, had entered
rebellion again in 1221.%° In February 1221, during the de Forz rebellion, John de Lacy was ordered to
assist in the siege of Skipton castle.>” When the count subsequently made peace with the king, in
conjunction with the earls of Chester, Gloucester, Pembroke, Surrey and Salisbury, John de Lacy
provided security for the count’s continued loyalty.*® John probably did this, in part, due to previous
factional ties with William, in addition to the ties of neighbourhood between the two northern
landholders. No doubt in partial reward for this service, de Lacy was appointed to judge forest
inquiries in Nottinghamshire and Yorkshire, in July 1222.% These serve both to demonstrate the view
of John as a loyal servant in the eyes of the crown, as one whose word could be taken as a surety; and
one who could also be relied upon to handle the significant responsibility associated with the judgment
of forest eyres. The following year saw dynamic political shifts within the minority government.
Ranulf Il was increasingly unhappy with the roles of William Marshal and Hubert de Burgh. When a
programme to secure the restoration of royal castles saw Ranulf Il ordered to hand over a number of
key fortresses, he rebelled.®® A number of events followed, including claims of a plot against the
young king and a feud between Hubert de Burgh and Peter des Roches.” The difficult political
situation was only improved through the intervention of Stephen Langton, the archbishop of
Canterbury, who was able to arrange a truce until 20 January.®

On 10 December 1223 the king gained control of his seal, and attested a letter himself in the

presence of Langton, de Burgh and the bishops of Salisbury and Bath.®® After this, all royal letters
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issued under the great seal were usually attested by the king rather than his justiciar. The king had not
yet formally come of age. However, control of the great seal and the addition of the bishops of
Salisbury and Bath to the king’s council by Langton, mitigated some of the power and influence of the
justiciar, Hubert de Burgh.® The political position in England at this time was still delicately poised in
favour of the crown, but there was increased concern regarding the influence of some of the king’s
advisors. The earl of Chester and his supporters were subsequently summoned to the king’s court
shortly after Christmas. On 30 December, outnumbered and under threat of excommunication from the
archbishop of Canterbury, the earl of Chester resigned the castles of Bridgnorth, Shrewsbury and
Lancaster, in conjunction with their sheriffdoms.®® The extent of John de Lacy’s involvement in events
is unclear. We know that he was in support of Ranulf 11, as he was named as one of those who
submitted to the king, with the earl of Chester. De Lacy was not, however, in possession of any royal
castles or sheriffdoms at the time. His support for the earl of Chester, therefore, was a direct result of
his position as a chief tenant and his close familial ties, as opposed to any personal affront at being
required to relinquish custody of castles or offices. De Lacy subsequently answered a military
summons in the following year, in response to the rebellion of Faulkes de Bréauté, and was with the
king at the siege of Bedford in 1224.%° These actions demonstrate that John’s political position at this
stage was in strong support of the crown.

In 1225, in order to raise funds for a campaign in Gascony, Henry 11l reissued Magna Carta
and the Charter of the Forest. John de Lacy was included just after the earls in the list of witnesses,
and ahead of the remaining barons and knights. His position on the charter witness list offers a
reflection, perhaps, of his rising status at court.®” As a further confirmation of John de Lacy’s return to
the bosom of royal government, he was also made responsible for assisting in the collection of the tax
in Yorkshire, in conjunction with Robert de Ros, another of the twenty-five enforcers.®® The Charter of

the Forest paved the way for enquiries into the extent of the royal forest. Following this, in June 1225,
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John de Lacy and other barons were issued with orders to deforest areas of land which had been
converted to forest by their ancestors.”® Interestingly, John wrote to Hubert de Burgh, seeking
protection from the king for his own forest of Bowland at around this time. The widow of Simon de
Kyme, Rose had launched a suit of novel disseisin against John on behalf of her son, Philip, arguing
that he had unfairly claimed Bowland. The suit was, however, ultimately dismissed in John’s favour.
John’s involvement in this case suggests that he was exercising his personal authority over his
estates.”

Between 1226 and 1230, John de Lacy continued to be secure in royal favour and began to
enjoy the fruits of royal patronage. In 1226, he was granted a reprieve of debts owed to the crown in
Yorkshire and Lancashire.” He also obtained the custody of the lands and heirs of one of the twenty-
five Magna Carta barons, Roger de Montbegon.” In June 1226, royal trust in him was demonstrated
further, when he was appointed to serve as justice in eyre in Lincolnshire and Lancashire.” In 1227,
de Lacy was again granted respite of debts due to the crown, this time for the scutages of Bytham and
Montgomery.™ Late in the same year, he served as a royal envoy to Antwerp in the Low Countries, for
negotiations regarding a potential marriage between Henry 11l and Agnes, daughter of Ottokar I, king
of Bohemia.” De Lacy’s place in Henry III’s close circle was cemented further when, in April 1230,
he was recorded in an entry on the fine rolls as the king’s ‘beloved and faithful” subject, and granted
peace from all debts owed to the crown whilst he was overseas on the king’s business.”® In the
company of Earl Ranulf 111 of Chester, John de Lacy accompanied, in person, the king’s unsuccessful
expedition to Brittany and Poitou in 1230. Il health and inadequate finances, however, caused the king

to return to England without achieving his objectives there.”” John’s attendance on this campaign
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shows that both he and the earl of Chester were counted as loyal servants to the crown. In recognition
of his service, the king awarded him the manors of Collingham in Yorkshire, and Bardsey in
Lincolnshire.” After August 1230, John de Lacy was also heavily involved in negotiations for an
Anglo-French truce.” This demonstrates the trusted position which John had now obtained with the
crown and royal government.

By 1231, the political dynamics within Henry III’s court had changed once again, with the
return of Peter des Roches from Rome. The position of the justiciar, Hubert de Burgh was increasingly
under threat, as a new power bloc had begun to establish itself. Hubert de Burgh, as a result, became
increasingly isolated as his allies at court diminished.®® The political manoeuvring came to a head at
Woodstock, in July 1232. The assembled nobles included Hubert de Burgh’s most significant political
enemies: Peter des Roches; Richard, earl of Cornwall; Richard Marshal, earl of Pembroke; and Ranulf
I11, earl of Chester. In the political crisis that followed, John de Lacy sided with Ranulf III’s party. The
new power bloc, perhaps, represented the best avenue for continued royal patronage. John’s
connections to Ranulf 111 may have significantly influenced his political allegiances. Plans made for
the future between John and Ranulf 111 also probably affected John’s position. Hubert de Burgh was
subsequently sentenced and imprisoned at Devizes castle in the custody of Richard, earl of Cornwall;
Richard Marshal, earl of Pembroke; William de Warenne, earl of Surrey; and John de Lacy. This
shows that John’s position within royal government was seen on a par with the earls of Cornwall,
Pembroke and Surrey. All the crown lands held by de Burgh were forfeited, and his remaining lands
were held as surety by his four custodians. ® Ranulf 111, however, did not live to see de Burgh’s trial.
He died before the end of October 1232,

John de Lacy’s allegiance to the regime headed by Peter des Roches was, no doubt, tied to
plans he had made with Ranulf 111, earl of Chester, regarding the earldom of Lincoln. Following the
death of Ranulf 111, he was able to benefit from an agreement made with the earl, whereby the earldom
of Lincoln passed to Ranulf I11’s sister Hawise. The unusual nature and importance of such an

agreement was matched by those who witnessed it. They included: Peter des Roches, bishop of
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Winchester; Alexander, bishop of Coventry and Lichfield; Richard Marshal, earl of Pembroke;
William 1l de Ferrers, earl of Derby; Stephen Seagrave, the justiciar; Simon de Montfort; and William
11 de Ferrers.® John de Lacy’s support to this power bloc during the political power play may,
therefore, have been critical to his own future plans. Such an agreement also required royal assent, and
this was received a day after Ranulf I11°s death, on 27 October.?* The entry in the Patent Rolls,
recording Henry 11I’s approval for these arrangements, was subsequently marked as cancelled, as it
was soon superseded by new arrangements, listed on 22 November. Thereby, Hawise passed the
earldom to John, who was granted the third penny of the Lincolnshire county farm and named earl.*®
The efficiency with which the earldom was passed to John, after Ranulf 11I’s death, reflected the
smooth enactment of the succession plans, and was a strong mark of royal favour.?® There appear to
have been no objections and it was finalised on 22 November, a day after John the Scot, Hawise’s
eldest son, had been named earl of Chester. This was also on the same day that the remaining Chester
inheritance was allocated to Hawise de Quincy and Ranulf 111’s other co-heirs.?” The reasons for
Ranulf 11I’s decision to ensure that the earldom passed to John de Lacy are, of course, unknown to us.
It is plausible, however, that Ranulf 111 and the king sought to ensure that Margaret and John were
compensated effectively, after Margaret’s failed succession to the earldom of Winchester.®® It is also
distinctly possible, as put forward by Wilkinson, that it reflected more the personal ambitions of John
de Lacy, than the aspiration of Hawise for her daughter’s inheritance. Hawise would have needed to be
a willing player in Ranulf 111I’s plan. Otherwise, it is doubtful that she would have been involved, and
certainly difficult to see how she could have been coerced. Hawise’ role in such a plan should
therefore not be disregarded, as the chances of a smooth succession may have been much more
precarious without her co-operation. This method of assigning the earldom to Hawise, rather than

straight to John, generated an “impression of continuity” and reduced the likelihood of disagreements
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arising in the future.* As a leading and loyal tenant of the earl of Chester, John de Lacy held the
baronies of Halton and Widnes and the honours of Clitheroe and Pontefract. At over 100 knights’ fees,
this was more than appropriate resources to maintain the title of earl. Loyal service to Earl Ranulf Ill,
increased familial ties through marriage, combined with dependable royal service, resulted in John
obtaining the earldom of Lincoln. John’s recent reliable service to the crown probably made the
acquisition of royal assent, necessary for Ranulf IIT’s plan, that much smoother. The attainment of the
earldom of Lincoln served to cement John’s position as one of the most significant and influential
nobles in England.

In the following year, John de Lacy demonstrated his continuing allegiance to the crown
through his assistance in the defence of the Welsh marches against the Marshal rebellion. John’s
support as a key landholder on the edge of the Welsh border meant that he was ideally place to act on
the king’s behalf there. As a result of John’s loyalty, in December 1233, John was given the custody of
the castle of Oswestry.*® Matthew Paris claims that he was subsequently bribed by des Roches to

remain loyal to the crown and not support the Marshal.”*

This allegation can perhaps be validated by
the award of the wardship of the lands and heir of Nigel de Mowbray, in February 1234. De Lacy did,
however, have to pay £666 to obtain them, which was a significant sum.* This was subsequently
changed from a repayment rate of £330 per annum, to £198 per annum in April 1234.%

Despite Peter des Roches' subsequent fall in 1234, John was able to retain his position at court
and emerged as one of Henry III’s leading royal counsellors.®* In 1235, he received royal confirmation
of the gift of Henry de Mungeden’s land in Tottington.” John de Lacy’s closeness to the court was
illustrated further, in 1236, with his involvement in the coronation of Queen Eleanor.*® In 1237, he

also assisted in negotiations with Scotland and Wales and witnessed a further reissue of Magna

Carta.”” On the death of John the Scot, earl of Chester in 1237, John de Lacy’s continued loyalty was
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rewarded with the custody of the earldom of Chester.*® He was also able to purchase the marriage of
Richard de Clare, heir to the earldom of Gloucester, to his daughter Maud, for the sum of £1998.%°
John was clearly well placed in royal favour to obtain material advantages for himself and his family.
The purchase of the Clare marriage was allegedly resented by Richard, earl of Cornwall, who was the
ward of Richard de Clare, and led to the threat of a rebellion.'® It should be noted, however, that the
award of the marriage was given with the consent of the king’s council, which included Richard, earl
of Cornwall.*® It was not until the marriage of Richard’s sister to Simon de Montfort, in January 1238,
that Richard entered into a short-lived rebellion, and de Lacy appeared to have played little part in
these events. John de Lacy was again present with the king’s council at Westminster, on 5 December
1237, when a payment of £666 was authorised from the wardrobe for the expedition of the king’s

affairs. %2

John de Lacy’s closeness to King Henry 11 during this last period of his life was
demonstrated by the fact that he witnessed more than one hundred royal charters between 1232 and his
death.’® After 1238, however, John de Lacy’s influence and appearances at court appear to have been
reduced, perhaps as a result of ill health. He died on 22 July 1240 and he was subsequently buried in
the family’s favoured abbey of Stanlaw.'*

Unlike his father, John’s career and relationship with the crown during his early years was one
of shifting and inconsistent loyalty, and rebellion. Ultimately, however, his demonstrable loyalty to
Henry 111 after the death of King John and the issue of Magna Carta in 1225, coupled with a

strengthened relationship with his lord, the earl of Chester, enabled him to increase his family’s status

and estates, so that at his death, he was counted amongst the wealthiest earls in the country.'®
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Chapter 3: Edmund de Lacy (c.1230-1258)

John de Lacy’s eldest son and heir was Edmund de Lacy. Edmund was raised in the royal household
from an early age and closely associated with the crown throughout his, albeit short, lifetime. His
service to the crown began at an early age in the capacity of a king’s valet, and then as a member of
the queen and Lord Edward’s party to Gascony. His marriage to Alice of Saluzzo, cousin to Queen
Eleanor, tied him closely to the Savoyard faction in England. Although his career may have been
shortened, it serves to shed light on the life on a young earl-in-waiting, embedded at the centre of
national politics, at the cusp of the period of baronial reform and rebellion.

When John de Lacy died in 1240, Edmund was approximately ten years of age and therefore a
minor. He was made a ward of the crown and his lands were taken into royal custody.’ Edmund’s
sisters, however, remained with their mother until 1243, when the king ordered that they be sent to
Windsor to be raised with his own children.? That Edmund’s sisters were seen as suitable companions
for the royal children is indicative of the high status which the de Lacys, and in particular, Edmund’s
mother Margaret, had attained.* Wardship occurred when a noble who held his land by military or
other free tenure died and his eldest child was under the age of majority. The custody of his lands,
along with his children, returned to his lord for the duration of the heir’s minority.* Children were
customarily removed from their family and raised elsewhere at the behest of the lord, who was within
his rights to grant or sell their custody on.” In Edmund’s case, as his father was a tenant-in-chief, the
tenurial lord was the king. The available records regarding Edmund’s time in royal wardship,
including how and where he spent his time, are unfortunately scarce, but we are able to establish a

number of facts. Edmund was in the custody of Richard le Norman and John de Barsham, who were
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both listed as his ‘master’ and no doubt responsible for his education. Evidence for this is shown by a
payment made to Richard of £3 2s 6d in October 1242, to buy a horse for Edmund in the king’s gift.®
A further payment was made to John de Barsham several weeks later, of £2 5s 4d, again to buy a horse
for Edmund.” The implication is that Edmund, as a royal ward, had a number of masters or teachers
responsible for his upbringing.® In August 1242, Edmund, and also John de Warenne, received a gift
from the king by way of a grant of two deer.® John de Warenne was heir to the earldom of Surrey and
Sussex, and had been placed in royal custody after the death of his father, William 1V de Warenne, in
the same year as Edmund.™ It was therefore indicative of their standing as heirs of two significant
earldoms that they were raised together within the royal household. The two heirs were evidently in
the king’s good favour and received a number of gifts as a result. In April 1243, payment was made to
John de Barsham of £2 5s 4d for the cost of eight saddles for rounceys and two for packhorses, for the
use of Edmund and John and their households.™ In October 1243, Edmund was awarded respite from
a debt of £16, while he remained under age, due from two wapentakes in Staincross and Osgoldcross,
as they were held in the king’s custody.* The arrangement for the wardships of these two young earls-
to-be continued in 1244, when the keepers of the bishopric of Winchester were issued orders to
provide Edmund and John with £6 5s in order to buy another two rounceys.™ In 1246, both young men
were named by Henry 111 as potential matches for the granddaughter of Amadeus, count of Savoy,
uncle of Eleanor of Provence. The marriage did not progress at this time: it would be another year
before Edmund married.

Edmund was subsequently married to Amadeus’ granddaughter, and cousin of Queen Eleanor,
Alice, the daughter of Marquis Manfred 111 of Saluzzo, in 1247." This marriage formed part of the
Anglo-Savoyard treaty (1246) and served to strengthen Henry III’s interests abroad. The Savoyard

territory in the western Alps, which controlled critical access routes on the border of Italy, provided
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them with influence in the papal and imperial courts. This was of strategic importance to Henry’s
attempt to defend against Louis IX’s southern territorial advances.'® The marriage also reinforced the
queen’s position at the helm of the Savoyard faction at court. It reduced the risk that Edmund’s
mother, Margaret de Lacy, would be drawn into a rival political faction as a result of a remarriage.
Both Wilkinson and Howell have argued that Margaret de Lacy’s position as a widow was a
favourable one, both for Margaret and the Queen."” The arrival of Henry III’s Poitevin half-brothers at
court had instigated a rivalry with the Savoyard faction over access to royal patronage and political
influence. Whilst it should not be discounted that Margaret had no personal interest in marrying again,
she may have simply preferred to remain single to protect her son’s interests. As dowager countess of
Lincoln, Margaret was a person of considerable influence among aristocratic circles. Her position as a
widow, not personally tied to a particular faction by a husband, may have also enabled her to foster
political contacts which might otherwise have been restricted. In supporting this position, and in turn,
securing a favourable association with Margaret, the queen would have enhanced her own private
network of political influence. The relationship between these two women was not only significantly
close, but was valued and judicially nurtured by the Queen. This association was duly extended to
include Margaret’s daughter-in-law and the queen’s cousin, Alice of Saluzzo.*®

Edmund’s marriage to Alice was one of a number of marriages which served Savoyard
interests at Henry I1I’s court. Young women related to the house of Savoy were brought to England to
marry the heirs to earldoms or other high-ranking domains.'® When Alice accompanied her uncle,
Peter of Savoy, to England for her marriage to Edmund, he brought with him another Alice, who
subsequently married Richard de Burgh, the heir to the lordship of Connacht.?’ The marriage of one of
Alice of Saluzzo’s sisters to William de Vescy, in 1253, consequently brought the influential northern

lordship of the Vescy family into the Savoyard sphere of influence.” In 1257, in a further coup for the
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Savoyards, Thomas of Savoy’s daughter, Margaret, married Baldwin, heir to the earldom of Devon.?
Eleanor was personally involved in the arrangements for these Anglo-Savoyard marriages.” She
subsequently kept a close watch on these alliances, and ensured that she nurtured her relationship with
the young women. The surviving royal messenger accounts for 1252 to 1253 record that she sent a
number of messages to Alice of Saluzzo and Alice de Burgh between June 1252 and June 1253. At
least three messengers were sent to Alice de Burgh, and at least one to Alice of Saluzzo, during this
period.?* She also sought to intervene and further their interests when possible. The value of this
relationship to Eleanor was demonstrated by her supply of gifts to Alice, following the birth of
Edmund’s first child, Henry, in 1251. The queen issued orders that Alice should have an appropriate
bed, and be provided with a robe of silk or scarlet cloth for the traditional churching ceremony.? The
favourable Savoyard marriages were not received well amongst the native aristocracy. Matthew Paris
wrote that the imposition of Savoyard girls on the heirs of some of the great English baronies was
deeply hated and resented. A clear xenophobic position was being adopted against the incursive
aliens.”® The marriages were also an attempt to bond these English nobles closer to the crown, and
thereby reduce the risk of them forming alliances unfavourable to the king.?” Such marriages also
served to frustrate the hopes of other noble English families and their own personal marriage
strategies. The resentment over the king’s policies in this regard was a significant factor in the
emergence of the baronial opposition to the crown in 1258. The Petition of the Barons in 1258 stated
that women whose marriages were in the king’s custody should not be disparaged by being married to
those who were not true born Englishmen: marriage to a foreigner was clearly regarded as demeaning
to their status.?® He also complained that the estates of native Englishmen would be forever lost to

foreigners. Paris’ thoughts on the men who married foreign women are much less eye-catching. He did
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claim that the marriages of Edmund and Richard de Burgh caused discontent and anger in the
kingdom, as they were made against their will. There is little evidence, however, to corroborate such
an assertion.”

The benefits for Edmund of a much closer relationship to the crown, however, bore fruit early.
In May 1247, shortly after his marriage, he was awarded the manor of Halton for his maintenance until
he came of age and, in August 1247, he was granted all the wards and escheats which arose from his
inheritance.® In May 1248, at the significantly young age of eighteen for a tenant-in-chief who held
the bulk of his lands by knight service, Edmund was allowed to inherit all of his estates for a relief of
£858.%" In August 1248, Edmund was granted the return of land in Lancashire, after an inquisition
demonstrated that the tenant had been made an outlaw.®? The value which Edmund and Alice, in turn,
placed on their relationship to the crown, was given demonstrative recognition by their decision to
name their firstborn son Henry: no doubt for the king. The decision to name him Henry may also have
indicated that the king acted as godfather to the couple’s firstborn son and heir.

In February 1249, Edmund was awarded seisin of rent and appurtenances in the manor of
Leek and the manor of Culverton, of which his father had been seised on the day of his death. Despite
Edmund being allowed to receive these lands, he was still counted as legally underage. In May 1249,
he was awarded respite from the demand of £100 from the Exchequer for one of his father’s debts.
Due to being underage and in the custody of the king, the debt was to be held over until he lawfully
came of age.* In July, Edmund obtained an exemption for the seneschal of Pontefract, Walter de
Ludham, from being placed on assizes, juries or recognitions, so long as he remained in his service.*
In November, Edmund was awarded the right of free warren in all the demesne lands of his manors.®
Although he was still a minor, Edmund was able to obtain considerable marks of royal favour and

these continued during the following year. He received a gift of one deer in April 1250, and then a
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further four deer in November from the forest of Rockingham.® In May, orders were issued to the
justice of Chester to ensure that Edmund should be able to exhibit full justice on any fugitives within
the bailiwick.*” It is unclear whether this was more in relation to Edmund’s position as king’s yeoman,
or stemmed from his hereditary duties as the constable of Chester. On 4 November 1250, Edmund was
awarded a grant for a weekly market to be moved from a Thursday to a Sunday, at his manor of
Bradford.* It is clear from these concessions that Edmund was already taking an interest in his lands
and their management. In addition to these, on 6 November, a pardon was issued to Edmund for
transgressions he had apparently made in the royal forest.*®

During his wardship, Edmund served the king in the capacity of king’s valet or yeoman, in
1251. Other noteworthy young nobles who were also listed as king’s yeoman included Richard de
Burgh and William 111 de Longespée.® The phrase “valettus regis’ appeared in charters issued in April
and June, which granted Edmund rights to hold markets in his manors of Bradford and Rochdale.*
The position of king’s yeoman gave him additional standing above that of a royal ward. These were
distinctive marks of royal favour. Grants to Edmund continued throughout the year. In July, he was
awarded the right to recover a shipwreck in Lancashire, and also confirmed with lands from his
inheritance in the manor of Snaith.”” In October, Edmund was provided with ten oak trees in the king’s
gift from Doiley wood in the forest of Chute.*® In January 1252, he received five deer from the forest
of Feckenham, in the king’s gift.** During the same month, Edmund made a pledge on behalf of
Richard Foliot, which enabled him to obtain a charter for a warren, in lieu of a payment of 26s 8d of
gold. Foliot was one of Edmund’s tenants in Yorkshire.* Edmund also received confirmation of legal
rights pertaining to returnable writs, which his father had held in the wapentake of Staincross and

Osgoldcross.*® In April, Edmund was able to obtain confirmation that foreign merchants would be quit
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of tolls in Pontefract, as they had been during the time of his father.”” These awards once again
demonstrate that Edmund was taking an active interest in the control of his estates. On 8 June,
Edmund received an additional gift of one stag and two roe deer from the forest of Bere. He was also
awarded a further six oak trees for timber from the forest of Rockingham.*® On 24 October, Henry
again issued a gift to Edmund: on this occasion, he was awarded an additional six deer from the forest
of Rockingham.*® Such grants also offer further evidence of his high standing with the king.

At the end of the year, on 27 December, Edmund was finally knighted.® It is unclear whether
Edmund received any additional gifts from the king specifically for his knighthood, although given the
general marks of favour bestowed upon him this would seem likely.** These signs of royal patronage
continued throughout 1253. In January, Edmund received ten oak trees for timber from the forest of
Sherwood.”” On 8 February, he was awarded with twenty bushes from the king’s park of Feckenham
to store for his own park.*® At the end of May, Edmund was provided with forty vessels of wine.>* On
5 June, he was awarded respite from relief in his honour of Tickhill.* This respite was granted as a
result of Edmund’s gift of lands and tenements in Tickhill to the Lord Edward.”® On 22 June, the king
awarded Edmund with the custody of the hundred of Staincliffe, in the West Riding of Yorkshire, for
the sum of £26 3s 6d a year.>’ In the following month, Edmund received additional assurance from the
king that, if the hundred of Staincliffe was leased at farm, Edmund would be the first to whom it was
offered.”® On 23 July, Edmund was awarded with another two deer from the forest of Sherwood, by
the king.”® These series of gifts for Edmund’s household and estates further demonstrate, perhaps,
Edmund’s increased interest in the management of his own estates and the royal patronage which he

enjoyed. In 1254, Edmund appears to have lost his personal seal which he used to ratify his personal
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charters and letters. We know this because, in a rather unusual move, a memorandum for this was
entered into the letters close.®® This was presumably because Edmund wished it known that his seal
had been lost and he did not want anyone issuing documents in his name.

In May 1254, Edmund was employed in royal service. He was listed as a member of the
queen’s party as she and the Lord Edward travelled to meet the king in Gascony.®* The queen took
with her £400 of the king’s treasure, as well as, approximately £100 from a tallage of the Jews and an
additional £71 of a debt which had been paid by Edmund.®® This presumably formed part of the money
which Eleanor had raised, to provide support toward Henry’s efforts to secure his hold on Gascony, in
the face of external and internal pressure.®® At Bordeaux, in August, Edmund was able to utilise his
good standing with the king to persuade him to grant a charter to Roger de Quincy, earl of Winchester,
which authorised him to hold an annual market at his manor of Ware in Hertford.** This intercession,
no doubt, served to reinforce the close diplomatic relationships between the Quincys and the de Lacys.
In 1254, Edmund completed an exchange with his mother, which traded the manor of Castle
Donington in Leicestershire for the manor of Kneesall in Nottinghamshire.® This facilitated an
exchange of the manors of Kneesall, EImsall in Yorkshire and Wadenhoe in Northamptonshire, with
Roger de Quincy, in return for the manors of Scholes and Kippax in Yorkshire.®® Roger was Edmund’s
mother’s uncle, and Edmund was styled by Roger as ‘consanguineo meo’ in the Kippax charter. Roger
was therefore closely tied to Edmund, and may even have fulfilled a quasi-paternal role in the absence
of Edmund’s father. He also served as a witness to Edmund’s quitclaim to John de Lungvilers (12
September 1251).°" This is the only instance where Roger de Quincy appeared as a witness in
Edmund’s extant acta. It is possible that he witnessed additional grants that have not survived. The

motives behind this particular set of transactions are a little unclear from the surviving records. It is
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plausible that this exchange served to consolidate the existing de Lacy estates in Pontefract. Scholes
and Kippax are situated on the northern boundary of Pontefract, on the edge of the main route north
between Leeds and York. Elmsall, Kneesall and Wadenhoe were situated further south and westward
of Lincoln, on the route to the north of England and, perhaps, of less economic or strategic value to
their northern counterparts. These transactions serve to demonstrate that Carpenter was correct in his
judgement regarding the continued vitality of the honour.?® They can be compared with actions taken
by the Ferrers, earls of Derby, in the honour of Tutbury. The Ferrers’ careful management of land
transactions ensured that significant honorial property remained within their control.®® In particular,
their acquisition of overlordship of land held from other lords within the honour consolidated and
strengthened their authority over it. The transactions also demonstrate the interest and consideration
which Edmund de Lacy likewise gave toward the composition of his honorial estates and the cohesion
of his honour.

In addition to obtaining the market grant for Roger de Quincy, Edmund’s favoured position
also allowed him to intercede on behalf of one of his household officers. He was able to obtain an
exemption for John de Hoderode, seneschal of Pontefract, from being put on assizes and juries.”
Following his return to England, Edmund continued to receive marks of royal favour and, on 13 Feb
1255, he was awarded additional land in Penwortham and Kirkby, Lancashire, situated between the de
Lacy lands of Halton and Clitheroe.”" Edmund’s movements through the remainder of the spring and
early summer 1255 are, unfortunately, unknown. It is possible that he returned to the baronial seat at
either Pontefract or Halton to manage his newly acquired estate lands.

Further evidence of Edmund’s ability to obtain favours from the crown was demonstrated in
August 1255. Edmund was able to secure a charter which pardoned Ranulph de Wednesleg and
prevented him being outlawed, after he had killed a man through misadventure. Ranulph paid 13s 4d
to obtain the charter.” It is unclear who Ranulph was to Edmund, but it is possible that he was either

one of his tenants or part of his household, or someone had drawn his plight to Edmund’s attention, for
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such efforts having been made to obtain the pardon. Edmund’s service to the king continued in
September, when along with the king’s brothers, Geoffrey de Lusignan and William of Valence;
Roger Bigod the earl of Norfolk; John de Warenne; and William de Fortibus, earl of Aumale, he was
tasked with conducting Alexander 111, the king of Scotland and his wife, the king’s daughter,

Margaret, to meet with Henry 111.”

Alexander 111 was still in his minority, and the contest for political
power between the factions in Scotland caused concern for Henry III’s court. Rumours that the young
royal couple were being treated poorly by their Scottish guardians, Robert Ross and John Baliol,
spurred Henry III to intercede. The safety of the young couple, and especially the king’s daughter, was
a critical concern.™ Placation of Scottish fears that Henry intended to invade, or to seize the royal
couple in order to exert his dominance over Scotland, required careful diplomacy. The mission to
conduct them to meet safely with Henry III was therefore of upmost importance. Edmund de Lacy’s
inclusion within the party demonstrated the level of faith and trust he had with the crown, and also
confirmed his position among the high-ranking members of the aristocracy. The notification, copied
onto the patent rolls, that the party had received the king of Scotland into safe conduct, is the first
instance of Edmund being styled earl of Lincoln.” There does not appear to be any other surviving
evidence which indicates that Edmund was belted as earl by Henry Il1. Since his mother Margaret, was
the dowager countess of Lincoln, the title of earl would not normally have passed to Edmund until her
death.

Edmund’s continued staunch service during this time was rewarded with the custody of the
manor of Melleburn in Derbyshire, for which he rendered £50 a year at the exchequer.” The manor
was near to Edmund’s lands in Donington, and provided additional influence west toward Halton and
Chester. In January 1256, the king provided Edmund with a further gift of five fallow deer at the
manor of Melleburn.” Edmund was not the only de Lacy in receipt of royal favour: his wife Alice, as

a kinswoman of the queen, was able to use her position and influence to secure an exemption, for
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Richard de la Basage, from being put on assizes or being made a bailiff of the king against his will.” It
is unclear who Richard was, but it is probable that he was a member of Alice’s household staff. In
June, the king gave Alice an additional gift of five deer from the forest of Bere.”® Alice would have, no
doubt, also been able to draw upon her relationship with the Queen to obtain influence at court. An
examination of Eleanor’s surviving household accounts for the period, however, do not reveal any
other additional gifts or communications than those already mentioned.®

In October 1256, Edmund travelled to Wales as part of Prince Edward’s military campaign.
Letters close were issued which quit him of service as a justice in Yorkshire during this period.®* The
letters close indicate he was in servicio to Edward. This was probably as a result of his position as a
significant landholder within the lordship of Chester on the borders of Wales.?? At the same time,
Edmund, his wife Alice and his mother, Margaret, sought to make suitable plans for the marriage of
their son and heir, Henry. A covenant was made, in December 1256, to arrange the marriage of Henry
to Margaret, daughter and heiress of William Longespée, earl of Salisbury. The terms of the agreement
appointed two sets of negotiators to arrange the marriage. The bishop of London, Fulk Basset; John of
Arundel; and Philip Basset were appointed to negotiate on behalf of William Longespée: Simon de
Montfort, Hugh Dispenser, Walter de Ludham and, significantly, Margaret de Lacy, were appointed to
assist Edmund.® The marriage would have been regarded as politically sensitive due to the substantial
repositioning of wealth and land involved. The negotiators included powerful nobles, political
connections and blood relations. The Longespée and de Lacy families were also affinally tied through
the Quincy lineage. Philip Basset was married to William Longespée’s aunt, while Hugh Despenser
was married to Philip Basset’s daughter.?* Hugh Despenser was subsequently a member of the
baronial panel of twelve, chosen to draw up reforms during the early stages of the period of baronial
reform and rebellion (1258). Hugh and Simon de Montfort were associated closely, and Hugh

subsequently served as chief justiciar, in 1260. Fulk Basset was chosen as a member of the king’s
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1.8% The motives of the various

panel of reformers, although he subsequently joined the baronial pane
affinal and political connections of those involved should, therefore, be taken into consideration in the
political context of the period. Edmund and Margaret would have sought to ensure the future stability
of their son’s inheritance, whilst another motivation would have been to ensure the Longespée lands
remained within the wider familial alliance. Although it was not unusual for mothers and
grandmothers to arrange marriages for children, Margaret de Lacy’s position amongst such prominent
and connected nobles was a demonstrative acknowledgment of her capabilities and influence.®® The
negotiations culminated in an agreement, in February 1257, which then required crown confirmation.
Edmund paid the king £6 5s for the grant and confirmation of the contract of marriage. The
authorisation noted that, if Henry died, then he would be replaced by his younger brother, John. It also
stipulated that, if the parents died prior to the children having reached marriageable age, then the
contract would remain valid.®” The marriage between Henry and Margaret would bring the de Lacys
the earldom of Salisbury.® This would be a significant gain for the family, with Henry holding both
the earldoms of Lincoln and Salisbury. This would place him as one of the most influential magnates
in the country.

Although the records do not provide an abundance of information, while these arrangements
were made and finalised, it is likely that Edmund moved to his Chester estates, during the necessary
winter break in Edward’s Welsh campaign. Edmund’s service to Edward in Wales continued in June
1257, at which point additional letters of protection were issued for Edmund, while with Edward in
Wales.® It is possible that he returned from the winter break before June, and then attended as part of
the general muster. There are, unfortunately, no surviving records which corroborate this avenue of
inquiry, though the latter would appear to be the more feasible. Edmund was not listed as a witness to

any of the Lord Edward’s surviving acta.”® On 18 August, Edmund appeared as a witness to letters
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patent at Chester, again notably recorded as the earl of Lincoln.” On the same day, Edmund was also
granted the right to hold a weekly market, and an annual fair, at Tanshelf in his manor of Pontefract.*
For the remainder of the year, Edmund’s movements remain frustratingly unclear. There is no mention
of him in the major chronicles and his appearances in the chancery rolls are non-existent. He does not
re-emerge until the following May and only then, in the closing moments of his life.

On 29 May 1258, Edmund received a grant from the king, that the testament he had made
would not be interfered with; that his executors would have free administration; and the king would
seek any debts due at the exchequer after his death from Edmund’s heirs. The confirmation of his
testament by the king, only days before his subsequent death, might suggest that he had some form of
long standing illness or injury. The letters patent, which confirmed this grant, were issued at the behest
of the queen.® The Queen’s influence indicates the probability that there was some form of prior
communication on the matter between Alice and the queen. Eleanor would have been concerned to act
in the interests of her close relative. Two days later, a grant was also issued by Edmund for one of his
tenants, Thomas of Dunnington. A pardon was obtained for him, following an inquisition which had
determined he had killed a man only in self-defence. It is possible that this was a last act of contrition
by Edmund.* Within days Edmund had died and was buried at Stanlaw abbey.* There are no
surviving records which make any comment regarding the potential cause of his death.

On 1 June 1258, Alice received a grant which confirmed that the king would sell the wardship
of Edmund’s lands to her before anyone else, on condition that this was agreed at the king’s council,
about to meet at Oxford.*® Alice was able to obtain the grant, and secure her rights as a widow, with
the instrumental assistance of Queen Eleanor. The condition set upon it was demonstrative of the tense

political position within England at the time, and the precarious nature of crown control in the lead up
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to the parliament at Oxford in 1258.%” On 19 June, at Oxford, an inquisition was ordered in Yorkshire
and Lancashire to determine the extent of the lands held by Edmund; how much they were worth; and
who was his heir.%® Letters close were issued on 26 June, to the executors of his testament, to
determine the full extent of Edmund’s lands, and what his debts were to the crown.* Two royal orders
were then issued the following month, dated 4 and 18 August 1258, which committed Edmund’s lands
to Alice, but also, to his mother Margaret. There was no doubt a concern within the ranks of the
baronial reformers that a significant body of lands should be placed solely in the control of a

Savoyard.*®

A later inquisition, which noted that Alice had seized the lands from a tenant in Saxton as
a result of his rebellion, demonstrated that the baronial faction was right to have proceeded with
caution regarding her potential political motivations.*®*

In August, Edmund’s mother Margaret, countess of Lincoln, and his wife Alice, received a
commitment from the king that they could hold Edmund’s lands until one month after Michaelmas, so
that they might make appropriate agricultural arrangements on the estates. This was no doubt to ensure
the smooth collection of crops at harvest. The letters patent mentioned a covenant which had been
proposed between the king, Margaret and Alice, which would allow them the issues of the land, along
with their potential wardship.'®® In November 1258, Alice was given additional letters patent, by
counsel of the council, to hold Edmund’s lands until one month after the Feast of the Purification (2
February). This letter confirmed that an agreement between Alice and the king, for her to hold the
wardship of the lands, was being arranged but was obviously not complete at that time.'” A week
later, on 12 November, Alice received a commitment of the service of approximately 21 knights’ fees,

accompanied by the advowsons of the churches of Bradford, Ribchester, Chipping, Warwick, Croston,

Clipston, Methly and Warton, which had been held by Edmund, to hold in tenancy until dower was
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assigned to her.'® Letters patent were issued to William de Chuavent concerning the church of
Bradford, on 1 December 1258, which was then in the king’s gift by reason of his keeping of the lands
of the late Edmund de Lacy. The church was subsequently surrendered, because the right of
presentation to it had been assigned to Alice for her dower.’® This does, however, serve to indicate
that the majority of Edmund’s lands were again held by the crown at this time. Records also appear to
show that the ordered inquisition into Edmund’s lands may have been problematic, as letters patent
were issued on 6 January 1259, which ordered the appointment of Hugh Dispenser, to make a better
extent of Edmund’s lands, as the previous inquiry had proved insufficient.'® The time taken to assign
Alice’s dower was considerable when compared with the 40-day limit set out in clause 7 of Magna
Carta.”’

It was not until February 1259, that Alice was finally confirmed in possession of the custody
of two parts of Edmund’s lands, in return for an annual payment of £362 3s 8d to be applied to the
works of Westminster abbey.'® Alice was also additionally granted the wardenship of the castle of
Pontefract, to hold during pleasure.'® The first payment for this was received from Alice by the sub-
prior of Westminster in May 1259.° Edmund’s remaining valuable lands were to be held in the
custody of the crown during Henry de Lacy’s minority. Alice subsequently made regular payments for
the wardship of the lands between 1260 and 1262. There was then an interruption of three years
between payments, probably due to the events of the period of reform and rebellion. These then
continued in 1265, with amounts recorded as being paid on 16 February and then again, on 12
November."! Alice’s continued royal support, no doubt, contributed to her ability to intercede with the
king on behalf of her steward, Robert de Riparis, in December 1265. It would appear that he had been
involved in the rebellion in some form or other. Fortunately for Robert, however, Alice was able to

obtain a remission of the king’s indignation against him."* This particular incident serves to raise the
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question of how far Alice was able to exert her influence over her tenants, during this period. The
behaviour of her steward, Robert, probably indicates that, to some extent, Alice and the de Lacys were
unable to enforce a particular stance one way or another among their tenants. It is interesting to note
that Alice de Lacy’s failure of control in this instance is in contrast to the argument put forward by
Coss in his reply to Carpenter and Crouch in the ‘bastard feudal’ debate. Coss maintained that tenants
generally followed their lords, often pressured by distraint to do s0.*** Edmund’s early death, in 1258,
means we are unable to know what form his involvement may have taken during these tumultuous
years. It is highly likely, given the previous years of continued royal favour which Edmund had
enjoyed, both as a result of loyal service to the crown and his Savoyard marriage that Edmund’s
sympathies rested with those of the king, in the months before his death.

Edmund de Lacy was able to use his connections and influence with the crown during his
lifetime both to consolidate and expand his family estates. His alignment with the crown began from
an early age: in part, a feature of his time spent as a royal ward. This also enabled him to develop close
political allies and associations, which served to reinforce his own place among the leading members
of the aristocracy. Given Edmund’s close associations with the crown, it is unlikely that he was an
unwilling pawn in the factional politics which resulted in his own marriage to Alice of Saluzzo, as was
claimed by Matthew Paris. There are certainly no other corroborating sources which support Paris’
argument. Edmund spent time in service to the crown, both to the king and the Lord Edward, in
military and diplomatic capacities, and did so faithfully. The successful marriage arrangements for his
son, Henry, built on long standing relationships between the Quincy, Longespée and de Lacy families,
helped ensure the security of his son’s inheritance. Edmund’s early death cut short an otherwise
promising political career, which had all the critera available for substantial success amongst the

aristocratic elite.
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Chapter 4: Henry de Lacy (c.1250-1311)

After a long period as royal ward, Henry de Lacy inherited his lands in 1272 and was confirmed as
earl of Lincoln. His career was characterised by royal service, both in military service in Edward I’s
campaigns against the Welsh and Scots, and in diplomacy, which included: the negotiation of the
marriage of the king’s daughter, Margaret; and negotiating with the Scots regarding the Scottish
succession, and the marriage of Margaret of Norway, and Edward of Caernarvon, Edward I’s son. By
the end of Edward I’s reign, Henry would be counted as his closest friend and advisor. In the latter
stages of Henry’s career, he continued this service to the crown and sought to mediate calm during the
political tensions of the opening years of Edward II’s reign. Henry’s death, in 1311, and the loss of

one of England’s elder statesmen, was a critical setback to political stability in England.

Henry’s Minority: 1258 to 1272

When his father died in 1258, Henry de Lacy was approximately eight years old. His grandmother,
Margaret de Lacy, was able to exploit her existing connections with the royal court to obtain
favourible terms for the security of her son’s lands and her grandson’s inheritance. The majority of the
de Lacy estates were subsequently placed in the custody of Henry’s mother, Alice and his
grandmother, Margaret, by royal command in August 1258." As was often the custom for young heirs
of tenants-in-chief of the crown, the young Henry had already been living with the royal household
from as early as 1253.2 Winter robes were also purchased for him while he was dwelling at Windsor in
November 1254.% In 1256, the agreement made between Edmund de Lacy and William Longespée, for
Henry’s marriage to his daughter Margaret, was confirmed by the king: Margaret was subsequently
sent to live in Edmund’s household after her father died.* The paucity of surviving records, related to
Margaret Longespée, and her marriage to Henry, make an analysis of her actions in support of his

political career difficult. We know, for example, that she sought assistance from the chancellor, for the

1 CPR 1247-1258, p. 649; CCIR 1256-1259, p. 258. See also, Wilkinson, Women in Thirteenth Century
Lincolnshire, pp. 55-6.
2 Henry’s nurse was awarded a brooch by the Queen in January 1253. Howell, Eleanor of Provence, p. 80.
*CLR, iv, pp. 183-4.
* CPR 1247-1258, p. 534. Wilkinson has demonstrated that Margaret de Lacy’s payment of £1066 in August
1256, by way of settlement of her debts to the crown, helped pave the way for a smooth royal confirmation of
her grandson’s marriage agreement. Wilkinson, Women in Thirteenth Century Lincolnshire, p. 55.
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nuns of Lacock, Wiltshire, and that she ensured that her merchant was able to supply wool to Henry
when he was in Brabant.> The lack of surviving account roll records which might indicate the scale, or
direction, of any messengers she may have sent out during her lifetime, in addition to these letters, is
frustrating. The extant records also do not provide further substantial information regarding Henry’s
minority. It is difficult, therefore, to ascertain how the period of baronial reform and rebellion (1258 to
1267) may have personally impacted him and his young wife. We can, at the very least, demonstrate
that he appeared to have been maintained in relative comfort during this period.

In 1266, after the death of Margaret de Lacy, the custody of her lands, and those which
belonged to Henry by inheritance was passed to the Queen, to hold during the remainder of his
minority.® It is interesting that the lands were placed in Eleanor of Provence’s custody, rather than his
mother’s. This was probably an effort to bolster depleted revenues in the Queen’s household,
following the period of reform and rebellion. During 1267, payments towards Henry’s upkeep were
made from the farm of Kirkstall abbey, the bailiffs of Grimsby and the mayor and bailiffs of Lincoln.”
In December 1267, letters patent were issued which recorded a £300 per annum grant for Henry’s
sustenance. This letter also indicated that payments had been lax since the death of his grandmother, as
an agreement to pay £600 in arrears was also noted.® Arrears such as these are demonstrative of the
crown’s difficult financial situation after the Second Barons’ War.? During 1268, the abbot of Kirkstall
abbey contributed £45, during the Michaelmas and Easter terms, toward Henry’s annual payment from
the farm of the manors of Collingham and Berdese; the bailiffs of Lincoln likewise provided £80." In
1269, records indicate that contributions were made of £45 from Kirkstall and £20 from Lincoln,
during the Easter term.™ Henry received additional payments during Michaelmas 1270 from the
bailiffs of Grimsby for £39; a further £80 from the bailiffs of Lincoln; while the abbot of Kirkstall

again contributed £45." In the Michaelmas term 1271, a final payment of £50 from the bailiffs of

> For the use of her merchant, see CCIR 1296-1302, p. 64; TNA, SC 8/220/10964. For her letters to the
chancellor, regarding the nuns of Lacock, see TNA, SC 1 /27/74; SC 1/27/75.

® CPR 1258-1266, p. 574.

" CLR, vi, nos. 440, 442, 443; CCIR 1264-1268, pp. 412-3.

® CPR 1266-1272, p. 172.

9 N. Barratt, ‘Crisis Management: Baronial Reform at the Exchequer’, in Baronial Reform and Revolution in
England, 1258-1267, ed. A. Jobson (Woodbridge: Boydell Press, 2016), pp. 56-70.

9 CLR, vi, nos. 679, 682, 858, 861.

' CLR, vi, nos. 1070, 1071.

2 CLR, vi, nos. 1335, 1338, 1372, 1498.
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Grimsby was made to Henry.*® In February 1272, Henry received formal quittance from himself and
his mother, Alice, for the payments due for having the wardship of Henry’s lands, after a final
payment of approximately £335 was made to the keeper of the works at Westminster.** We can
therefore demonstrate that Henry was in relative financial comfort throughout his minority. This was a
position which enabled him to provide a loan of £600 to John of Alton, sheriff of York."

Henry, like his father before him, was also a regular recipient of gifts of venison from the
king. In June 1262, Henry received four deer from the king’s park at Havering, as a gift."® This was an
early demonstration of the continued goodwill which the de Lacy family enjoyed with the crown.
Henry then received an additional gift from the king, of four deer from the forest of Kingswood, in
April 1271." Henry’s period of royal wardship also provided him with a favourable position from
which to develop a relationship with Henry III’s son, and heir, the Lord Edward.

Henry appeared as a witness to a charter issued by the Lord Edward, at Chester, on 5 January
1270."® The charter concerned a confirmation of awards made to the Cistercian abbey of Dieulacres,
founded by Ranulf 111, earl of Chester. The witness list contained a number of men who were active in
the Lord Edward’s service in Cheshire and the marches, including: James de Audley; Thomas
Boulton; Roger de Clifford; Hamo Lestrange; Urian de St Pierre; and Robert de Stockport."® The
appearance of a young Henry de Lacy, while still counted as a minor, among such prestigious barons
and knights, is of particular interest. This suggests that the Lord Edward expected to rely on Henry’s
position, as a key landholder in Cheshire, from an early stage in his career. Edward’s subsequent
departure for crusade in August 1270, however, certainly prevented him from using Henry any further
at this juncture. Later in the same year, in September, Henry also witnessed a charter issued by Simon

de Veer, to his uncle Roger de Veer.?’ Simon de Veer was a significant landholder in Lancashire and

¥ CLR, vi, no. 1722.
1 CPR 1266-1272, p. 629. This amount is rounded to the nearest pound at £335 from the exact amount of £335
10s 4d.
* CLR, vi., no. 1372.
1 CCIR 1261-1264, p. 63.
" CCIR 1268-1272, p. 334.
 TNA, C 53/78 m.8; CChrR 1257-1300, p. 418.
1 For more information on these men and the Lord Edward’s activities in Chester see, R. Billaud, The Lord
Edward and the County of Chester: Lordship and Community 1254-1272 (Unpublished PhD Thesis, Canterbury
Christ Church University, 2017).
0 CChR 1257-1300, p. 174.
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Lincolnshire.! Henry’s appearance as a witness demonstrates that he had already begun to establish
links amongst the landed nobility close to his own lands. In a further sign of royal favour, in April
1272, Henry was granted the custody of Knaresburgh castle, formerly held by the king’s brother,

Richard, earl of Cornwall.?

Henry’s minority officially came to an end when he was knighted and
confirmed as earl of Lincoln, by the king, in October 1272 at Westminster, on the occasion of the

wedding of Edmund, earl of Cornwall.?

Henry’s Majority, the Early Years: 1272 to 1282

With the end of his minority, Henry took full control of his lands. Almost immediately, however, he
began preparations to travel overseas in royal service. In the same month he was issued letters patent
providing protection while he was abroad.”* In April 1273, letters close stated that Henry had given
power to Adam and Robert le Vavasour to appoint attorneys for him, during his absence overseas. It is
unclear from the available evidence where Henry specifically travelled. Given that Edward was
returning from crusade at this time, however, it is not unreasonable to suggest that Henry journeyed to
meet the new king in France, ahead of his return to England for his coronation. Henry was certainly in
England in April 1274, when letters patent detailed his appointment to pursue malefactors in the
counties of Yorkshire and Nottinghamshire, and bring them to justice.?® Henry was present at court at
Northampton on 6 November 1274.2° He then returned to Westminster on 22 October 1275, where he
witnessed three separate royal charters.?” Henry was with the king at the Tower of London on 24
November, and again at Windsor on 5 December.?® Henry had begun the process to establish himself

among the crown’s key political advisors.

2! Liber Feodorum, ii, pp. 1016, 1074-5, 1086, 1096; Parliamentary Writs, pp. 333-5.

22 CChr 1257-1300, p. 641.

2% < Annales Monasterii de Wintonia’, AM, ii, p. 111; ‘Annales Monasterii de Waverleia’, AM, ii, p. 378:
‘Chronicon vulgo dictum Chronicon Thomae Wykes’, AM, iv, p. 251.

** CPR 1266-1272, p. 681.

% CPR 1272-1281, p. 67.

% The Royal Charter Witness Lists of Edward | (1272-1307), from the Charter Rolls in the Public Record Office,
ed. R. Huscroft (Kew: List and Index Society, 279, 2000), p. 2.

2 ‘Royal Charter Witness Lists of Edward I’, hereafter RCWE, p. 4.

%8 By this point Henry had stood as a witness to at least a further six royal charters, RCWE, p. 6.
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He was next at Westminster, on 13 May 1276, where he witnessed two royal charters.? He
was present at court, at Lewes, on 25 June, and then at Eastwood, on 13 July.3° Henry was then absent
for three months, before he returned to Westminster, on 30 October, and again on 7 November, where
he witnessed a further three royal charters.* In the same month, fulfilling his role as a patron, he was
able to use his continued favour with the crown, to intercede on behalf of the monks of Kirkstall
abbey. He was able to secure further royal protection for five years for the abbey, which had fallen
into debt, and Henry was also awarded custody of the abbey itself, during the king’s pleasure.*

Henry’s military career began, in 1277, as a member of Edward I’s campaign in Wales. Henry
was at court, on 13 December, at Windsor. This was, no doubt, as part of preparations for Edward’s
move against the rebellious Llewelyn ap Gruffudd.® At the same time, letters of safe conduct were
issued to Galvanus de Ferrariis, a merchant, who was coming to the realm with forty horses, for the
king and the earl of Lincoln.** Henry was with the king, at Worcester on 25 January 1277, amid
continued arrangements for the imminent campaign.® Letters of protection were also issued in the
same month for Henry de Lacy and members of his affinity, headed to Wales on the king’s service.
These included: William de Stopham; William le Vavasour; William de Roffa; Laurence de Moulton;
Richard de Boys; Thomas de Moulton;*® Peter de Brumpton; Henry de Penebrigg; Geoffrey de
Griselee; Ralph de Trehampton; Almaric de Brucourt; Hugh de Beumes; and Hugh de Moulton.*’
Henry served as a lieutenant of Roger Mortimer, at Montgomery, who had been tasked with leading
part of the initial campaign.®® This was probably Henry’s first experience of martial action, and he was
keen to prove himself successful and forge a reputation as a skilled military commander. At the end of

January, Henry arrived at Oswestry with a paid company which included: seven barons; twenty-five

2 |bid., pp. 6-7.
% Ipid., p. 7.
! Ibid., pp. 7-8.
%2 CPR 1272-1281, pp. 170-1.
% RCWE, p. 9.
% CPR 1272-1281, p. 186.
% RCWE, p. 9.
% This was most probably Thomas Il de Multon, of the Multons of Frampton. For more information on this
particular branch of the Multon family, also described as the Multons of Moulton, see P. Coss, The Foundations
of Gentry Life (The Multons of Frampton and their World 1270-1370) (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010).
% CPR 1272-1281, pp. 189-192; Chronica Johannis de Oxenedes, p. 250.
% Morris, Great and Terrible King, p. 145.
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knights; sixty-eight troopers; and a total of one hundred and one lances.* His force was able to obtain
early military success and recaptured Bauseley in Montgomeryshire.”’ By the end of March, Henry
had re-joined his company with that of Roger Mortimer: the combined force duly began a siege of
Dolforwyn castle.** Within two weeks the castle’s garrison had surrendered and been placed in the
custody of Gruffud ap Gwenwynwyn.*? In May, letters patent were issued which granted powers to de
Lacy to receive Ivorius Agriffy, and his men, into the king’s peace.** During the same month, Henry
also secured additional letters patent, which committed the custody of Kirkstall abbey to Hugh de
Kendale, one of the king’s clerks, because Henry was unable to attend to business, detained as he was
on the king’s urgent affairs.** Henry was clearly able to demonstrate both the role of diligent servant to
the crown and, at the same time, maintain his wider obligations as patron toward one of his family’s
favoured religious houses. By 1 July, the initial successful military manoeuvres in the campaign, had
seen Edward receive the homage of five Welsh rulers before the main expedition had begun in
earnest.” In July, letters of protection were issued to four more of Henry’s men, who sought to join
him on the campaign. These were Adam of Otterington, Robert de Scales, Hugh of Durham and
Robert of Kirkton. They were all tenants of Henry de Lacy in Lincolnshire and Yorkshire, who owed
him military service.*® By August, the royal camp had moved near Basingwerk abbey. During this
time, Henry arranged a pardon for Walter Everard, in the matter of the death of Walter de le Pole.*’ It
is possible that Walter was one of Henry’s tenants, or connected to him in an otherwise capacity,
although there is, admittedly, no extant evidence to corroborate this. It is equally plausible that this
was an early example of a method, later used extensively by the crown: bolstering military service by

offering pardons to criminals who served on the king’s campaigns.*®

% The barons were John de Vescy, Otto de Grandison, William de Leyburn, Robert fitz Roger, John de Vaux,
Geoffrey de Lucy and John de Bohun. Exchequer Accounts 3/12 listed in J. E. Morris, The Welsh Wars of
Edward I (New York: Haskell House, 1969), p. 121.

“0 prestwich, Edward I, p. 176.

*! Brut Y Tywysogion or The Chronicle of the Princes of Wales, pp. 365-7.

*2 Calendar of Ancient Correspondence Concerning Wales, ed. J. Goronwy Edwards (Cardiff: University Press
Board, 1935), pp. 30-1, 123-4; J. Beverley Smith, Llywelyn Ap Gruffudd: Prince of Wales (Cardiff: University of
Wales Press, 2014), pp. 415-6; Prestwich, Edward I, p.177; Morris, The Welsh Wars, p. 121.

*® CPR 1272-1281, p. 201.

* CPR 1272-1281, p. 208.

* prestwich, Edward I, p. 177; Morris, Great and Terrible King, pp. 146-7.

“¢ CPR 1272-1281, pp. 220-1.

*" CPR 1272-1281, p. 226.

*8 See below pp. 107, 111.
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In early September 1277, Edward’s forces moved to capture Anglesey. It was a bitter blow to
Llewelyn, because this gain allowed Edward to resupply his army and thus, denied the same ability to
his enemy. Llewelyn had no option but to pursue terms of surrender.*® While the majority of the king’s
force was stood down, Henry remained with the king. This strongly suggests that Henry was counted
among the king’s trusted circle of advisors. He was present at Rhuddlan, between 1 and 9 October, and
remained with the king throughout the next month.* He was at court on 7 November and, then a week
later, on 15 November.®" His presence at court was clearly of importance to the king, and he was
undoubtedly among those who provided the king with advice, during this critical period. Llewelyn
subsequently agreed terms with Edward on 9 November, and the following day, was escorted to
Rhuddlan by Henry de Lacy, to submit to the king. On 20 November, Edward left Wales and returned
to Westminster where, on 25 December, Llewelyn made formal homage to him.>* Henry de Lacy was
with Edward at Westminster, where he witnessed a royal charter on 28 December, indicating that he
was in attendance for Llewelyn’s homage.*® Henry’s success in the Welsh campaign probably served
to increase his reputation and reinforced his favourable position with the king. Henry remained at
court to the end of the year, and was at the king’s side throughout the opening months of 1278. He was
at the Tower of London on 9 January, and again at Westminster, on 18 January.> Henry then moved
with the court to Dover and remained there between 1 and 5 February 1278.%°

During the opening months of 1278, Henry entered into his first diplomatic service to the
crown. It was as this point that plans were made for Henry to undertake a mission to Brabant.
Authorised by Edward, on 25 January 1278, Henry was to negotiate the future marriage of his
daughter, Margaret, to John, the heir of the duke of Brabant.>® The king clearly placed significant faith
and trust in de Lacy’s political skills. Henry returned from one important ambassadorial mission to be

sent immediately on another. In March, in a further demonstration of his trusted position, Henry was

9 Morris, Great and Terrible King, pp. 156-7; Morris, Welsh Wars, pp. 134-5.
0 RCWE, p. 11.
1 RCWE, p. 11.
%2 *Chronicon vulgo dictum Chronicon Thomae Wykes, AM, iv, pp. 273-4; Morris, Great and Terrible King, p.
158.
¥ RCWE, p. 12; Foedera, I, ii, p. 548.
% RCWE, p. 12.
% Ibid. Henry witnessed 5 royal charters between 1 and 5 February 1278.
% Foedera, 1, ii, p. 551; The Sessional Papers, Vol. xxxviii, Appendix 11 to the Sixth Report (London: HMSO,
1845), p. 90; For more on the Brabant marriage see, Prestwich, Edward I, pp. 317-8.
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appointed one of the escorts to attend Alexander 111, king of Scotland, for his visit to England.*’ By 30
May, Henry was again with the royal court at Westminster.”® Henry’s movements for the remainder of
1278 are unclear from the surviving records. By the beginning of 1279, however, he was at the king’s
side at Westminster, on 22 January.>® Henry’s position as a trusted councillor was confirmed when the
king travelled to hold a conference with Philip, the king of France, in Easter 1279. Henry was
appointed as lieutenant ‘locum tenentibus’ of England. This was in the expectation that he would serve
as the king’s deputy, during his absence from England, in conjunction with Thomas de Cantilupe,
bishop of Hereford; Godfrey Giffard, bishop of Worcester; and the king’s cousin, Edmund, earl of
Cornwall.?° Henry’s place, as an important political confidante of Edward, saw him appointed with the
task, in April 1279, of conducting Hartmann, son of the king of the Romans, with his household, to
London.®* Negotiations were ongoing at this time for a marriage between Hartmann and Edward’s
daughter, Joan, although the match subsequently came to nought, due to Hartmann’s death during a
shipwreck, in 1281.%

Between 1279 and 1281, Henry was present often at court, in close service to the king. After
Edward’s return to England, in 1279, Henry was at his side at Westminster on 7 July.®® Following the
rapid events of the preceding years, the summer of 1279 was a relatively calm period politically, and it
is likely that Henry spent this time with his family at his estates, before he returned to Westminster, on
30 October.®* De Lacy then spent the Christmas period at Winchester in counsel to Edward. During
this time, he witnessed three royal charters on 20, 24, and 27 December, respectively and, then at least
ten other charters, on 28 December.®® Henry was not alone among the earls to have maintained such
close contact with the king, however, he can be placed within an upper tier, alongside the earls of
Lancaster, Hereford and Warenne, evidence in favour of the argument for a new form of conciliar

government which involved the peers of the realm.®® Spencer stated that there were on average three

> Prestwich, Edward 1, p. 357; CDS, ii, no. 120; Anglo-Scottish Relations 1174-1328, ed. E. L. G. Stones
(Oxford: Clarendon Press 1970), pp. 38-41.

8 RCWE, p. 13.

* RCWE, p. 15.

% CPR 1272-1281, p. 309; Foedera, I, ii, p. 568; Morris, Great and Terrible King, pp. 171-2.
®L CPR 1272-1281, p. 310, Foedera, |, ii, p. 568.

62 prestwich, Edward I, p. 317.

% RCWE, p. 16.

% RCWE, p. 16.

% RCWE, pp. 19-20.

% Spencer, Nobility and Kingship, pp. 35-64.
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earls in attendance at court with the king over Christmas. Of these, Henry’s attendance was the most
regular with twelve appearances from the available twenty.®’

Henry clearly retained his position as one of the king’s leading advisers and confidantes.
Henry’s loyal service to the crown continued throughout 1280. At the end of May, Henry was in
almost constant attendance at the royal court in Westminster. Between 20 May and 29 May, Henry
witnessed a total of eleven royal charters.® Henry was with the king for the beginning of June, at
Westminster, where he witnessed three royal charters between 5 June and 8 June.®® Henry was next at
Newstead, on 4 August, and York, by 30 August.” He travelled with the royal court throughout
September, to Carlisle on 11 September; Durham on 18 September; Stockton on 20 September; and
Scarborough on 27 September.” During October, Henry also witnessed several letters close: the first
concerned John de Vescy’s deed of surrender to the king for approximately £250 worth of land; the
second and third related to gifts of land by Robert de Tateshal to his son, for his marriage.” Henry was
in attendance at the royal court throughout November at Westminster and, between 3 and 14
November, he witnessed eleven royal charters.” He was present at the Tower of London on 7
December and, subsequently spent Christmas 1280, with the king’s court at Burgh.” Henry was at the
king’s side, on 6 January 1281, when the court had moved to Walsingham, after which he was absent
until the end of May. " He probably spent the intervening months concerned with the management of
his own estates, perhaps even, to oversee matters at Middleton.” Henry’s return to Westminster, and
the king’s court, was accompanied by a flurry of documentary activity. He witnessed nine royal
charters between 20 and 29 May, and two more the following week, on 5 June.”” Henry was at

Westminster between 3 and 7 July.” Henry also provided testimony to the crown, on 8 July, of the

%7 Spencer, Nobility and Kingship, pp. 50-51.
% RCWE, pp. 21-4.
% RCWE, pp. 23-4.
" RCWE, p. 25.
"L RCWE, pp. 25-6
"2 CCIR 1279-1288, pp. 67-8.
* RCWE, pp. 26-7.
"* RCWE, pp. 31-2. Henry witnessed 4 royal charters between 26 and 28 December.
> RCWE, p. 32.
’® Henry had been given a gift of venison by the king to stock his park at Middleton, see below, p. 94, fn. 87.
" RCWE, pp. 35-6, (Henry witnessed a further charter on 9 June).
® RCWE, pp. 37-8, (Henry witnessed four royal charters).
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surrender of Welsh rebel Ifor ap Gruffudd, which resulted in the admission of Ifor, and his men, to the
king’s peace.”

Henry remained with the royal court at Westminster until at least 13 July. It is likely, that
during August, Henry returned to his estates.®® At this point, Henry returned to Westminster and, was
present at court throughout the last three months of 1281. Between 24 and 28 October, he withessed
six royal charters for the king.®* Between 1 and 12 November, this number rose to a total of ten royal
charters.®” This serves to demonstrate Henry’s continued loyalty to the crown; his close relationship
with the king; and Edward’s continued reliability on Henry’s expertise and counsel. Henry witnessed
an additional royal charter on 1 December, before probably travelling to his home estates, to spend the
Christmas festivities with his family.83 He returned to the king’s side, at Cirencester, for the end of
January, and remained with him throughout February 1282.%¢

Such close service to the crown also brought with it a substantial number of grants, gifts and
general signs of royal favour from the king, of benefit to Henry, his tenants, and his estates. In July
1279, Henry was able to intercede on behalf of one of his tenants, Richard de Tany, for whom he
obtained a pardon, from an ammercement, for trespass of venison.®® In May 1280, the king pardoned
Henry himself, of an ammercement of £10, for a default of common summons.®® Henry received
additional quittance from summons for the common eyres in Nottinghamshire and Wiltshire, at York,
in August 1280.%" Henry also received gifts of venison and fish from the king. In January 1280, Henry
was awarded a gift of twenty bream and thirty pike, from the king’s pond at Brunswick, in order that
he might stock his own fish ponds.?® On 30 December 1280, Henry was granted fifteen live does from
the king’s park at Woodstock, and six from the forest of Wychwood, in order that he might stock his
own park at Middleton.* In addition to these, on 30 June 1280, Henry was granted an annual payment

of £20 from the Exchequer, in the name of earl, in the same manner that his father had received it.

¥ CPR 1272-1281, p. 448; Ifor was bailiff of Llywelyn ap Gruffudd in Elfael Is Mynydd, The Acts of the Welsh
Rulers, 1120-1283, ed. H. Pryce (Cardiff: University of Wales Press, 2005), no. 107.
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This was the grant of the ‘third penny’, the third of the profits of the royal borough and county
courts.*® Henry was also awarded the arrears for this sum, which had accumulated since the king had
accepted his homage and restored his inheritance: a total of approximately £200.%* The following
month, on 6 July, he also obtained letters patent which authorised his executors to have free
administration of his goods should anything happen to him.*? In addition to these, Henry was also able

to secure rights to hold a number of markets and fairs, within his estates.”

Wales and France: 1282 to 1290

The tentative peace within the realm was, however, short-lived. In 1282, tensions re-ignited within
Wales, and Henry was once again called to attend the king. In March 1282, the Welsh began another
uprising. Dafydd ap Gruffud, brother of Llyewelyn, attacked Hawarden castle on 21 March and, the
following day, a large raid was launched in Oswestry, and the castles of Flint and Rhuddlan were
attacked.®* A council was summoned by Edward to appear at Devizes on 5 April. A writ which
summoned the king’s “faithful’ Henry de Lacy was issued on 6 April.* Henry was at the king’s side at
Devizes within days. He immediately involved himself in the business of royal government between 8
and 10 April.®® Troops gathered at Worcester, in May, where upon Edward subsequently ordered a full

feudal muster to gather, at Rhuddlan, in August.”’

Henry was in counsel with the king, on 20 May,
when the muster was ordered and was, no doubt, among the king’s key advisors.”® He travelled with
the king’s court to Shrewsbury on 1 June: there he witnessed a grant of lands to Roger Mortimer.*

From Shrewsbury the court then headed to Chester and Henry was present between 8 and 11 June.’®

He was at the king’s side at Chester, on 5 July, and again, when Edward’s advance had reached
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L CCIR 1279-1288, p. 92.
%2 CPR 1272-1281, p. 448.
% For more information on markets and fairs, see below chapter on Estate Management, pp. 152-3.
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Writs of Military Summons, ed. F. Palgrave (London: Record Commission, 1831), p. 222.
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Rhuddlan, on 24 July.™ The relationship between de Lacy and the king had clearly become close and
the king was reliant on Henry’s counsel.

Edward had set his principal base at Rhuddlan, and ordered his forces to capture Anglesey and
Denbigh. This was completed during August and September, and by the beginning of October,
Edward had returned to Rhuddlan, whereupon he began to hand out portions of the conquered land to

his close friends.**

Henry was with the king at Rhuddlan and, on 7 October 1282, he witnessed a grant
of land to John de Warenne, earl of Surrey.'®® On 16 October 1282, Henry was himself richly
rewarded with the cantrefs of Ros and Rhufoniog, and the commote of Dinmael, for the service of 6
knights’ fees: these would form the lordship of Denbigh.'® Denbigh itself capitulated shortly
afterwards and, Edward was there, in person, on 23 October, with Henry de Lacy in close
attendance.'® On the same day, Henry witnessed the grant of Rhuddlan castle to Reginald de Grey,
justice of Chester, one of Edward’s principal commanders in the campaign.’® At this point in time, the
archbishop of Canterbury made an effort to negotiate a peace between Edward and Llywelyn. During
this attempt, however, an English force, led by Luke de Tany, set out to attack LIywelyn. This was,
perhaps, an effort to bring matters to a swift conclusion. Unfortunately they met with disaster. In
addition to a resounding defeat, the assault served to harden resistance from Llewelyn. In response,
Edward was determined to continue to fight on and sent for reinforcements.'” It is, unfortunately,
difficult to assess Henry de Lacy’s personal actions at this critical juncture: he does not appear to have
engaged in any military action. He was listed as witness to a charter on 24 November, at Chester,
during which time writs were issued from Rhuddlan. This was his last appearance as a witness to royal
charters, for that year.'® It is probable that he continued to offer advice to the king, but it is also
equally plausible, that he had moved to his lands in Cheshire during this time. The news of Llewelyn’s
death in December served as a catalyst for Edward to take his conquest plans to the next stage. At

Rhuddlan, on December 20, Henry de Lacy, Edmund, the king’s brother and Reginald de Grey,
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received pardons for their part in any deaths caused during the siege of the castle of Chartley.'® In

January 1283, Edward marched inland from Rhuddlan intent on Welsh domination.*® Henry de Lacy
was with the king at Rhuddlan in February, Aberystwyth and the Welsh castle of Dolwyddelan,
Llewelyn’s birthplace, having been captured, where was involved in the process of royal government

111

between 4 and 9 February.” He was again in close attendance and counsel to Edward once the king’s

camp had reached Conwy on 26 March.'*?

Henry’s involvement with royal government, and his personal service to the king, in Wales,
continued. Henry was recorded in royal administrative documents at Conwy, between the 1 and 15
June, and then at Rhuddlan, between 18 and 27 June.™ It was at Rhuddlan when news reached
Edward of the capture of Llewelyn’s brother, Dafydd."** Henry was with the king again, at Conwy,
between 4 and 9 July, before they moved to Caernarfon between 15 and 21 July.**®> On 15 July, Henry
received letters patent to deliver Llywelyn, son of Dafydd ap Gruffud, to Richard de Boys, to then be
taken where the king had ordered it."*® Llywelyn was obviously in Henry’s custody as a hostage at this
point. This served to demonstrate the absolute confidence that the king had in Henry. Edward finally
left Wales for England in August 1283.*” During August and September, Henry probably travelled to
to his own estates to oversee their management, after a long absence. He returned to court for the
beginning of October, and was present with the king at Acton Burnell, between 1 and 10 October.'*®

He was next in attendance at the end of the year, for a parliament at Shrewsbury, on 16 December.**®

There it was decided what punishment would befall Dafydd ap Gruffud. The records indicate that
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Morris, Great and Terrible King, p. 188; Smith, Llewelyn, pp. 576, 578; Prestwich, Edward I, p. 196.
118 RCWE, pp. 49-50. Henry witnessed six royal charters during this period.
19 RCWE, p. 51.

99



Edward was far from merciful in victory, and ordered that Dafydd be dragged by horses to a scaffold,
and then hanged, disembowelled, and his body quartered.*”® Edward then proceeded on a tour of
England and Wales during 1284, in order to consolidate his victory, and enforce his dominion. Henry
was with the king at Nettleham, on 6 February, and had travelled with him to Rhuddlan, where they
remained, between 18 and 21 March.'? By May, the king had reached Neuadarthlan and, in July,
rested at Caernarfon, to oversee the castle building work being undertaken there. During this break in
the tour, the business of royal government continued in earnest. Henry was clearly among the king’s
inner circle of counsellors: he witnessed seven royal charters for the king between 12 and 22 July.*?
In the midst of all this, however, Henry de Lacy still found time to attend to matters that
touched his own estates. On 3 July 1282, during the preparations for the Welsh campaign, Henry was
able to deal with his own affairs, and he reached an agreement for an exchange of lands, with Roger de
Mowbray.'?® This served to consolidate areas to the northern and south-eastern edges of Henry’s
Pontefract estates. Furthermore, Henry’s close service to the king continued to be accompanied by the
material rewards of royal favour. Henry was again the recipient of gifts of venison from the king. In

August 1283, he was awarded six bucks from the forest of Bernewood.'**

The following year, in
September 1284, when the king was at Overton, in a sign of the high royal favour which Henry
enjoyed, he was given forty bucks and does from the forest of La Mere, to stock his new park at
Denbigh. Henry was given license to sport without falcons, along the rivers in the counties of Dorset,
Somerset and Wiltshire, in the royal preserve, during the winter.® He also obtained several grants to
alienate in mortmain. At Caernarvon, on 18 October 1284, Henry was awarded licence to alienate land
and rent, at his manor of Denbigh, for seven chaplains celebrating divine service in its chapel. He was
also granted the same for his manor of Caneford, in Dorset, for one chaplain, and his manor of
Kingston in Dorset, for two chaplains.'?

Henry’s presence at Edward’s side continued throughout 1285 and 1286. At the end of 1285,

Henry was with the king at Bristol, where he remained until the New Year. Between 28 December and
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2 January 1285, Henry witnessed a total of fourteen royal charters."”” Henry’s position as one of
Edward’s most trusted advisors continued. He was certainly at the king’s court, in May 1285, and
between 7 May and 28 June, he witnessed an impressive number of royal charters: forty-one in total.
This was a clear demonstration of Edward’s reliance on Henry’s personal counsel, and support.*® For
the remainder of the year, it is unclear what Henry’s movements were. He next returned to the king’s
court in February 1286.

By this point, Edward had been informed of developments on the continent, including the
deaths of Charles of Anjou; Pope Martin IV; and King Philip Il of France, his army having been
struck by plague during the attempted invasion of Aragon. This was followed, some weeks later, by
the death of Peter of Aragon. An embassy from France arrived in February 1286, which urged Edward
to cross the Channel and broker a peace between Aragon and France.'?® Edward was also obliged, as
the duke of Gascony, to perform homage to the new young French king. Henry de Lacy was at
Westminster between 13 and 27 February.**® He remained at court, and may have helped to advise the
king with regard to his plans on the continent. A parliament was subsequently called for April.**! It
was clearly decided that Henry would accompany the king to France. Letters patent which granted
protection for Henry de Lacy and his companions, William de Stopham and John de Hodelston, during
their trip abroad with the king, were issued.*® Edward travelled to Dover, via Canterbury, in May
1286, with Henry de Lacy in his entourage.’® On 13 May, the royal household set sail for France from
Dover, accompanied by: Henry de Lacy; Edmund, the earl of Lancaster, the king’s brother; and the
earl of Gloucester. The entourage required eight ships to ferry the large contingent across the
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Channel.”™" Meetings between Edward and the new king of France went smoothly, and it was agreed

2 RCWE, pp. 57-8.
128 RCWE, pp. 60-74.
129 jJohannis de Oxenedes, p. 267; ‘Annales Monasterii de Waverleia’, AM, ii, p. 403; Morris, Great and Terrible
King, p. 203.
%0 RCWE, pp. 76-7.
131 RCWE, pp. 78-9; Morris, Great and Terrible King, p. 203.
132 CPR 1281-1292, pp. 233, 240; Extensions to this protection were issued in 1287 and 1288, CPR 1281-1292,
pp. 178, 268, 276, 278, 294, 302.
153 Henry witnessed ten of the king’s charters issued on 10 May at Canterbury. RCWE, pp. 79-80.
3% Morris, Great and Terrible King, p. 204.
101



that Edward would negotiate a treaty for peace between France and Aragon: a truce duly agreed in
July 1286.1*

Henry remained with the king throughout his three-year visit to Gascony from 1286 to 1289.
In 1287, Henry served as one of the commissioners who investigated the former seneschal of Gascony,
Jean de Grailly, for misconduct."* Further details of Henry’s personal involvement in Edward’s
endeavours in France are difficult to ascertain, from the surviving records. Henry returned to England
with the king’s entourage in 1289, and was subsequently in attendance at court in Leeds, between 18
and 21 August.™®” On 13 October 1289, as a continued sign of the trust and faith which the king had in
Henry, he was named as one of the commissioners charged with investigating abuses of royal officials,
during the king’s absence. ™ Henry was at court again, at Clarendon, on 5 November, before he
probably spent the Christmas period with his family.**® He returned to the king’s council, in January
1290, where he witnessed sixteen royal charters, at Westminster, between 7 January and 18
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February.”™ Henry was absent from the royal court during March and April, where he was likely to
have been occupied with personal estate management. He returned to Westminster, in May, for a
parliament, where he more than made up for his two-month absence.'** Between 5 May and 20 June,

Henry witnessed no less than fifty-four royal charters: this served to emphasise his position as one of

Edward’s closest and most trusted advisors.**?

Diplomacy with Scotland and France: 1290 to 1294

Henry’s standing with the king was solidified further when, in June 1290, he was once again tasked
with ambassadorial duties. Diplomatic missions for the crown ranged from the delivery of an oral

message, the transport of closed and sealed missives, up to the authorisation or credence to speak on
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behalf of the king.'** Although the majority of diplomatic correspondence was carried out by members
of the royal household’s administration, some missives were undertaken by men of much higher
standing. In England particularly, the level of significance or importance attached to the diplomacy

144 Missions where one was

was often directly linked to the standing of the bearer or representative.
given authorisation to speak for the king or negotiate on his behalf were therefore often limited to
those of much higher status, such as bishops or earls. In England, there was a tradition of using earls to
represent the king’s position.* Not all of the earls undertook such missions, however, and some were
called upon more often than others. That the crown entrusted Henry with such missions regularily was
indicative that his standing with the king was viewed by the wider political community as being of
high value and importance. On this occasion, Henry was tasked to treat with the guardians of Scotland,
with reference to the Scottish succession and the marriage of Margaret of Norway and Edward of
Caernarvon, Edward’s young son. In this role, Henry was present during negotiations which produced
the treaty of Birgham on 18 July.™* This was formalised in August at Northampton, between 25 and
28 August.*” Henry was with the king at Clipston where, between 14 October and 6 November, he

148

witnessed seven royal charters.”™ News of the death of Margaret of Norway, the last heir of the line of

Alexander, in October 1290, threw the matter of the Scottish succession into disarray: negotiations

over the succession would drag on until 1292.**

After the October gathering, it is unclear where
Henry de Lacy spent the remainder of the year. Letters patent providing protection were issued in
January 1291, at Ashridge, for Henry de Lacy, going beyond seas on the king’s affairs, accompanied
by Luke de Herfordingbury, William de Stopham, John de Castello, John Springe, James de Neville

and Roger Bosun.™ Henry was then absent from the royal court until the end of May 1291.
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Matters relating to the succession of the throne of Scotland were a prevalent issue between
1291 and 1292, with different parties asserting conflicting claims.™ In April 1291, writs were issued
to Henry de Lacy, and others, which called for them to be present, with horses and arms, at Norham,
where a delegation from Scotland met with the royal court, to discuss the Scottish succession.'* At
Norham, between 23 May and 17 June, Henry witnessed seventeen royal charters.' It was clearly
necessary for Henry to remain in Scotland. Letters patent for protection were issued for several of his
men, who remained with Henry during this time: Walter Bek; Giles de Trumpton; Robert de
Shirlonde; and John de Castello.** The court moved to Berwick on Tweed, at the end of June, to
consider the various claims to the Scottish throne. Between 23 June and 10 August, Henry stood
witness to seventeen royal charters.® The matter of the succession was subsequently adjourned until
June 1292."° From Berwick, the court travelled to Devizes in September, where Henry was present
between 16 and 20 September.™’ The trust which both the king, and queen, placed in Henry, also saw
him named as one of the co-executors of Queen Eleanor’s will, with the chancellor, the bishop of Bath

and Wells; and John of Berwick, the king’s clerk.'*®

Henry was at Westminster in December 1291 and
remained there until February 1292.*°

He was once more with the king, at Culford, at the beginning of May 1292.'* The court then
returned to Berwick on Tweed, in June 1292, when deliberations resumed regarding the succession of
the Scottish throne. Henry was part of the group appointed to decide on the claims of William de Ros

and John de Vaux, and also served in close counsel to the king, standing as a witness to twelve

charters between 5 June and 10 July.*® The issue of succession was narrowed to two candidates, John
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Balliol and Robert Brus, before the matter was once again adjourned until October 1292.'°* Henry
accompanied the king on a tour of northern England during the interim, and was at Craike, on 20 and

163

21 August, before they travelled to Pickering for 28 August.™ The court returned again to Berwick on
Tweed, where Henry acted in counsel to the king, between 14 and 25 October.*® The issue of the
Scottish crown was finally decided, in November 1292, in favour of John Balliol.*®® Henry was with
the king, at Newcastle upon Tyne, when Edward I received the formal homage of the new king of
Scotland, John Balliol, on 26 December 1292. This confirmed Edward I’s position as overlord of
Scotland.™ Henry’s movements between January and May 1293 are, unfortunately, unclear. It was
probable however, that he spent time at one of his estates: perhaps at Canford, to manage the stock of
his park there.'®’

As before, Henry’s loyal service secured him continued favours and gifts from the king. At
Devizes, in September 1291, Henry was able to use this position to obtain a pardon for one of his
bailiffs, William of Condover, for trespasses committed in Wales.*® In January 1292, Henry received
licence to alienate in mortmain, the manor of Halton by Killingholme, to the abbot and convent of

Thornton.*®®

He followed this on 6 February, by using his influence with the king to obtain a weekly
market and annual fair, at the town of Westhaddon, for the prior and convent of Daventry.'”® On the
same day, he received an additional licence to alienate seventy acres of land and 10s in rent in Saxton,
to a chaplain celebrating service in the chapel of St Mary, Saxton.'”* Henry also granted a charter to
Henry de Portibus, canon of the church of Wells, whereby Henry quitclaimed to him the chapel of
Wychurch.'? On 12 February, Henry obtained the custody, during pleasure, of the manor of

Kingsbury, with the rents of assize of Melburn and the hundred of La Horethorn, which rendered at

approximately £43 per year to the Exchequer.'” In August 1292, Henry was awarded a gift, from the
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king, of fifteen oaks fit for timber, from the forest of Sherwood.'"

At Roxborough, on 3 December
1292, Henry received a further substantial gift from the king, of ten live bucks and twenty live does,
from the forest of Gillingham, to stock his park at Canford.'” Later that month, on 28 December 1292,
Henry received the confirmation of the restoration of the castle, town and honour of Pontefract, which
he had earlier formally surrendered to the crown, as part of the arrangements for his daughter’s
marriage to Thomas, earl of Lancaster.'”

Henry de Lacy was again commissioned on ambassadorial service for the crown, in 1293. He
was at Westminster in May before, in the following month, he accompanied Edmund, earl of
Lancaster, on mission to arrange a truce with France. This followed hostilities which had erupted at
sea, between English and Norman sailors, over supremacy of the water and access to trade routes.'”’
Three suggestions were put forward to end the dispute. The first would have Edward administer justice
to any Frenchman who had suffered. If that was not acceptable, a commission which consisted of two
Englishmen and two Frenchman could be created to resolve the problem. The third option would place
the matter in the hands of the pope. Discussions ultimately broke down, and Philip IV ordered the
surrender of officials in Gascony, and summoned Edward to appear at a parliament in France. A
further agreement was reached, early in 1294, by which: a number of fortresses and towns would be
surrendered to the French; the summons would be revoked; the French king would meet with Edward
at Amiens; and Edward would also marry Philip’s sister, Margaret.'”® The agreement between the two
kings was a secret deal. In order to satisfy French opinion, it was to be announced publically that all of
Gascony would be surrendered: letters patent were issued accordingly. The private understanding was,
that these letters would not be formally activated, and surrendered castles in Gascony would swiftly be
returned. The duchy was accordingly surrendered in March. Philip 1V, however, then committed a
volte-face: he announced that the duchy would not be restored; and a summons for Edward to appear
at a parliament was renewed. Edward’s reaction was to reject the summons and the French
subsequently stripped him of the Gascon fiefdom. Edward responded with a mission of four friars to

renounce his homage to the French king and protest against the disregard of the agreed secret terms.

174 RCWE, pp. 110-1; CCIR 1288-1296, p. 241.

75 CCIR 1288-1296, p. 276.

176 CChR 1257-1300, p. 427; CPR 1292-1301, p. 3.

Y7 CPR 1292-1301, p. 15; RCWE, pp. 113-6; Prestwich, The Three Edwards, pp. 146-7.
78 Morris, Great and Terrible King, pp. 266-7.

106



The culmination of these events was war between France and England.'” De Lacy returned to England
and was at Bristol on 25 September 1293, where he no doubt attended the marriage of the king’s eldest

daughter, Eleanor, to Henry, count of Bar.*®

Henry de Lacy was then at Westminster between 4
November and 8 December 1293."*

During this time, Henry was able to use his continued influence at court to obtain more
favours from the crown. These included the presentation of John de Berchem to the church of
Newchurch in Canterbury; and the appointment of John Broyl of Turbervill, to the custody of the
bailiwick of the forestership of the cantred of Meronth.'® On 3 December 1293, in addition to further
grants of markets and fairs, Henry was also rewarded with rights to free warren in his demesne lands
of Knottingley, Ouston, Campsall, Thorner, Altofts, Seacroft, Shadwell and Roundhay in Yorkshire;
Penwortham, Tonnington and Clivager in Lanchashire; Cowley and Edgeware in Middlesex; Avington
in Berkshire; Wardington in Buckinghamshire; Charlton in Somerset; and Middleton in
Oxfordshire.'®® These awards were confirmed by charter during Henry’s attendance at Westminster in
June 1294, when he also stood witness to nine royal charters, between 14 and 16 June.'® At the same
time, Henry received a further award of respite, from payment of all debts which he owed to the king.
He also obtained a license to demise the manor of Wardington, in Buckinghamshire, to whomsoever
he wished.'® The level of these rewards was substantial. Few others received such benefits on this
scale. They demonstrate the strong and trusted position which Henry enjoyed with the king, and his

position at the heart of Edward I’s government.*®

Wales and Gascony: 1294 to 1299

The king remained intent on recovering Gascony and Henry accompanied him at Fareham on 4

August and then Portsmouth on 19 August, where preparations were made to set out for France to
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reclaim it.*®" Letters of pardon had been issued to William le VVavasour, who was to accompany Henry,
for receiving a felon, as well as the acquittal of £13 2s of arrears owed to the crown. Henry had also
made a loan of £2640 to Edmund, the king’s brother, with whom he would travel.®® While still in
Portsmouth, however, war broke out in Wales, and Henry and Edmund were both ordered to abort
their mission to Gascony, and divert their attention instead toward Wales."® The only aid for Gascony
would be the force under the command of John de St John and John of Brittany, which had already set
out.*®

Henry’s involvement in the Welsh campaign of 1294 began badly. On 11 November, when he
attempted to relieve Denbigh castle, he was attacked by his own tenants and forced to retreat.'** After
this, Henry appeared to remain with the king’s court throughout the campaign, although his personal
movements, after November, are unclear. Henry was at the king’s side at Conwy by the end of January
1295."% His next appearance was the following spring, at Llanfaes, after the successful suppression of

193 He was with

the rebellion. Henry witnessed five royal charters here between 16 April and 5 May.
the king again at Conwy, on 30 June and then Denbigh, on 13 July.'** Henry subsequently returned to
England, and was at Westminster for the summoned Parliament, between 4 and 24 August."® At this
point, preparations then continued for the mission to Gascony. Writs were issued in September 1295
for John de Warenne, earl of Surrey, and approximately eighty others, who were to set sail with
Edmund, earl of Lancaster and Henry de Lacy. These writs exempted them from the tenth taxation
granted in 1294.% Henry was next in London again, in October and November, during continued
preparations for a return to Gascony.**’

The trend which had seen Henry obtain grants and concessions from the crown, as rewards for

his service, also continued. First, he secured a promise from the king that, if Edmund, the king’s
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brother, died before making repayment of a loan Henry had made to him, then the sum would be

repaid from the issue of his lands.*®

Henry was then granted the return of all his castles and lands in
Lancashire; the manors of Sutton, Thoresby, Waithe, Ingoldmells, Wrangle, Steeping and Wainfleet in
Lincolnshire; the manor of Kingston in Dorset; the reversion of the manor of Slaidburn in Bowland,
with the forest and chace; the manor of Snaith with its soke in Yorkshire; and his mother’s dower
lands, which he had restored to the king following the marriage of his daughter Alice, to Thomas, the

earl of Lancaster in 1294.'%°

The agreement between Henry and Edward I, for his daughter’s marriage,
was that all of Henry’s lands would be entailed upon his daughter, Alice, and his son-in-law, Thomas,
with a reversion to the crown, should they fail to have any children. The lands were then granted back
to the custody of Henry, for the remainder of his life. Henry’s sons had both died young, leaving Alice
as his sole surviving heir.”® This marriage would, therefore, have been viewed by Henry as a very
attractive match for his daughter. It also served to strengthen his close relationship with Edward 1.
Henry was also able to utilise his strong influence with the king, during this time, on behalf of others.
At Conwy on 26 January 1295, he obtained a pardon for Richard le Brun of all trespasses alleged
against him in the king’s forest.”*At Towyn, on 17 May 1295, he was able to obtain a pardon for
Robert Le Ussher of Sunderland, for the death of Ralph, son of Elias de Talentir.?> On 16 July 1295,
Henry obtained a pardon for Adam de Hoyton, over the death of Richard de Crochurst.”®® Then on 16
November 1295, Henry obtained a further pardon for his steward, William de Stopham, who was to
accompany him to Gascony, for marrying without the king’s licence.”®* In December 1295, two more

of Henry’s men were given grants ahead of their journey to Gascony: Robert le Chamberlain was

awarded the right to enfeoff John Luterel of his manor of Drax in Yorkshire, while Andrew de

198 CPR 1292-1301, p. 102.
199 CChR 1257-1300, pp. 455-6. There is no exact date for the marriage, however, it can have occurred no later
the 28 October 1294, when Alice was listed as Thomas’ wife in the royal charter to Henry which confirmed his
lifetime rights to hold the land promised to Thomas and the crown as part of the marriage arrangements.
2% The births of Henry’s sons are recorded in Annales de Cestrienses: for Edmund (August 1271) see, Annales
Cestrienses, p. 100; for John (August 1278) see, Annales Cestrienses, p. 104. The chroniclers are, unfortunately,
silent as to details regarding how, and when, they died. The introduction for Two Compoti relates that Henry’s
eldest son, Edmund, drowned in a well at Denbigh, and his second son, John, died after falling through a window
in Pontefract castle, or possibily Ightenhill. There is, unfortunately, no indication as to where this information
came from, see Two Compoti, p. xi. They must have died prior to c. 1293, however, for Henry to have entailed
his estates on his daughter and son-in-law, in this manner. Unfortunately, no other information can be found to
shed additional light.
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109



Hengham received license to demise a moiety of his manor of Bathel, and the advowson of a
church.?® Not one to avoid the opportunity to obtain gifts of goodwill for himself, Henry also received
six live bucks and ten live does from the royal park of Woodstock; and six live bucks and ten live does

from the forest of Whychwood, to stock his park at Middleton.*®

Gascony and Scotland: 1296 to 1299

In January 1296, Henry de Lacy and Edmund, earl of Lancaster finally set sail for Gascony from
Plymouth. Henry was named as lieutenant in Aquitaine, the equivalent of seneschal or king’s
representative and served under contract for the sum of 2000 marks a year.?” They were accompanied
by a large entourage, which comprised: twenty-five barons, one thousand horses and ten thousand
infantry.?® They sailed up the Gironde to Bourg and Blaye. English attempts to take Bordeaux were
met without success. An attack on St Macaire came to nought, after the besieged garrison was relieved
by Robert, count of Artois.”® The English forces returned to Bayonne, where Edmund became ill and
subsequently died on 5 June 1296. Henry de Lacy took sole command of the English forces and was

210

reconfirmed as the king’s lieutenant.” He proceeded to defeat Robert, count of Artois, at Bourg-sur-

Mer, and then besieged Dax during July and August to no avail, and was subsequently forced to return

211

to Bayonne, for the remainder of the year.” In December, letters close were issued to the king’s

clerks and others appointed to take corn, in Wiltshire, Dorset and Devon, to ensure Henry’s men and
attorney were able to collect corn from those counties, and have it despatched to him in Gascony.*? In
January 1297, Henry set out to relieve the bastide at Bellegarde, which had been besieged by French

forces. The English army was split into three groups as it advanced: one group headed by Henry de

Lacy: the others by John of Brittany and John de St John. The vanguard, led by John de St John, was

205 CPR 1292-1301, pp. 169-170.

206 CCIR 1288-1296, p. 467.
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Thesis, University of London, 1974).
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ambushed by a significant force headed by Robert, count of Artois. Despite Henry’s attempts to rally
his forces, John de St John was taken prisoner, along with William de Mortimer, William of
Birmingham and a number of other knights. The English force sustained heavy infantry casualties,
however, Henry and John of Brittany, managed to escape but were forced to retreat to Bayonne.” In
the summer, Henry was able to launch a successful raid toward Toulouse, burning land and taking

plunder as he went.*

This action was the last active operation in the war for him. Events in Flanders
led to a negotiated truce between Edward and Philip 1V.

In September, Henry’s wife, Margaret Longespée, sent Hugh of Leicester, her merchant, with
forty-three sacks of wool to Brabant, to provide for cloth and other necessaries for her and her

household.?*®

Henry returned to Bayonne where he stayed until after Christmas. He returned to
England near Easter and, was at the king’s council, at St Albans, by 26 April 1298.2*° It was here that
the decision was made to muster an army and head to Scotland, to deal with the king’s enemies.?"’

Henry immediately set about his own preparations to journey to Scotland and received a writ
of aid (directed to the sheriffs of Chester; Norfolk; Cumberland; Westmoreland; Yorkshire;
Northumberland; Lincolnshire; and Wales), for the servants he sent to buy necessities for his trip.?® A
commission was issued to Reginald de Grey, justice of Chester and bailiff of Henry de Lacy, to gather
four hundred Welsh infantry to be sent to join the king’s forces.”® By May, Henry was with the king’s
court, at York.??® Writs were issued for the army to muster at Roxborough on 25 June.?*As the court
reached the border with Scotland, a disagreement occurred. Roger Bigod, earl of Norfolk and
Humphrey de Bohun, earl of Hereford were concerned that Edward would retract his Confirmation of
the Charters, given the previous year. Henry de Lacy, with the bishop of Durham and earls of

Gloucester and Surry, swore to them, on the king’s behalf, that Edward would reconfirm the charters

on his return from the Scottish campaign. Bigod and Bohun were appeased and the army continued its
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214 Rishanger, p. 177; Rdles Gascon, iii, clxiv-clxv; Prestwich, Edward 1, p. 385.
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advance.??

Henry was with the court at Kirkliston, when news reached the king on the morning of 21
July, that the Scots were based at Falkirk and prepared to attack as the English army moved. Edward
immediately ordered the army to meet the Scottish rebels. ?* On the morning of 22 July, the Battle of
Falkirk began. The outnumbered Scots, under William Wallace, had taken a defensive strategy and
staged their infantry formations on a small hill with a stream at its base, the archers protected by
pikemen and with their cavalry to the rear. Henry de Lacy led the first line of English cavalry with the
earls of Norfolk and Hereford. They charged toward the Scots but had to divert to the left to avoid an
unforeseen boggy marsh fed by the stream: the second line of cavalry subsequently veered to the right
to dodge the same obstacle. The result was that the marsh protected the rebels from a frontal assault. In
avoiding the obstacle, however, the two cavalry charges had created a pincer movement and attacked
the Scottish position from the flanks. The Scottish cavalry fled, their infantry broke ranks and the
English cavalry rode in to devastating effect. Scottish casualties were high, though many of their
nobles escaped when the cavalry fled: William Wallace also evaded capture.?* From Falkirk, Edward
moved rapidly to Fife, sacked Perth, and then travelled southwest toward Ayr. Henry was with the
king at Stirling, on 8 August, and Abercon, on 12 August, before the king’s court then headed to
Carlisle for 12 September.?”® The main campaign was over, although further action in Scotland would
be needed. From Carlisle, Edward marched to retake the castle of Jedburgh in October. It was here that
Henry had a grant ratified made while he was in France, to the king’s clerk, Bernard de Sancto
Crico.??® In November, the king was at Newcastle, where Henry was appointed as a commissioner, to
enquire into abuses made by Edward’s foresters.””” On 26 December, an appeal was brought by
Landus Bouacursi of Lucca, against two other merchants of Lucca, which alleged they had
counterfeited the king’s great and privy seal; the seal of Edward the king’s son; and also proposed to

poison the king, and his son. A commission was appointed to hear and determine the appeal, in the
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presence of Henry de Lacy, who was duly appointed to preside in the king’s place.?”® This was a
further demonstration of the trust and high regard in which the king continued to hold Henry, his
cousel and judgement. Henry returned to England in early 1299 and was at Westminster, on 10
February.?®® Henry remained at court between 18 March and 18 April, during which period he
witnessed seven royal charters.”® The subsequent parliament which met, in March 1299, was
contentious and involved considerable debate related to Edward’s promise to confirm the Charters.
When the parliament broke up, no resolution had been obtained and, Edward’s critics were

unpacified."

A further parliament was called for the next month and, when it reconvened, Henry was
again at the side of the king.?

He once again obtained a number of rewards, gifts and favours from the king, both for himself
and on behalf of others. In May 1298, Henry obtained a license to enclose a plot of land in his manor
of Adenham in Northamptonshire, within the bounds of Rockingham Forest, in order to create a park.
He also made a grant of thirteen oaks fit for timber in his wood at Penchyt, in the forest of Clarendon,
to the Friars Preachers of New Sarum.? Likewise, in May 1299, Henry was able to ensure a grant of
thirteen oaks for timber from his wood at Ashridge, within the bounds of the Forest of Windsor, for
the Carmelite Friars of London.”* He also provided personal testimony, which resulted in pardons
issued to men who had served him on campaign in Gascony. This was a further example of Edward I’s
method to secure additional infantry forces, whereby criminals would be offered a pardon in exchange
for military service.”® Between May and August 1298, Henry gave testimony in this manner for six
such men, namely: Nicholas Kynne of Sutton, John de Welton of Buckby, John Crok, Humphrey de

Turonis, William of Denton and Hugh de Playford.?*® In the following year, between March and May

1299, Henry again provided testimony for a further six men: Robert of Ledenham; Adam Trupenel of
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Siston; John Galiot; Richard Slagh of Colchester; John of Fenwik; and John de Bugulois.?*’ In addition
to these, Henry also obtained a commission of oyer and terminer, for Alice of Colevill of Asphale,
who complained that her houses at Asphale, Debenham and Brampton in Suffolk, had been robbed.**®
Henry also ensured that the citizens of Bayonne obtained issues of the customs pertaining to wools,
hides and wool-fells, until theirs debts accrued during the Gascon campaign, confirmed by letters
patent from Henry, were paid. A grant to Nicholas de Avorta, of the scrivernership of the mayor’s
court at Bayonne, was also awarded based on information provided by Henry to the king. > For his
own part in the Scottish campaign, in November 1298, Henry was rewarded with the position and
lands of James, steward of Scotland, which included the barony of Renfrew.**® For his service in
Gascony, in March 1299, Henry was granted respite from all debts to the crown.?** These grants all
demonstrated Henry’s continued ability to use his influence with the king to his own advantage, and
his part in the subsequent diplomatic mission to France shows the faith which the king firmly held in
him.

The court travelled to Canterbury and then Dover, where Henry was part of the ambassadorial
mission to the King of France, to finalise a truce between the two kings.?*? The diplomats returned at
the end of June 1299, having secured a treaty for peace with Philip 1V, which included the
confirmation of the return of Gascony to Edward; and would be cemented by the marriage of
Edward’s son, to Philip’s daughter, Isabella; Edward himself, would marry the king of France’s sister,
Margaret.”** Henry was present for the arrival of Margaret from France, in September, and then at the
king’s marriage at Canterbury, on 10 September 1299. When a debate arose over who should receive
the cloths which had been used over the heads of the married couple, Edward’s solution was to turn to

Henry de Lacy, in whose counsel he placed great trust, to resolve the matter.?** Shortly after the

27 CPR 1292-1301, pp. 401, 416, 420.

%8 CPR 1292-1301, p. 468.

2% CPR 1292-1301, pp. 414.

2O TNA, DL 10/198.

1 CCIR 1296-1302, p. 239. Prior to his departure to France in 1299, Henry obtained an additional commission
of oyer and terminer for William de Ross, king’s yeoman, whose house at Little Blakenham had been robbed
CPR 1292-1301, pp. 420, 469. The prior and monks of Pontefract were also awarded respite from fines that had
been ordered from all religious houses associated with the king of France, until Henry’s return, due to
information Henry had provided to the king; that all the monks were native to England. CCIR 1296-1302, p. 252.
2 Foedera, 1, ii, p. 904; RCWE, pp. 145-6.

3 Foedera, |, ii, pp. 906-7; Morris, Great and Terrible King, p.318.

244 The Historical Works of Gervase of Canterbury, ed. W. Stubbs (2 vols. London: Rolls Series, 1879-1880), ii,
pp. 317-8; Rishanger, p. 396; RCWE, p. 136; Prestwich, Edward I, p. 521.

114



wedding was concluded, writs of summons were issued which called for a gathering under arms at

York in November: Edward was intent on returning to Scotland.?*

On 22 September, Henry was at
Leeds castle in Kent, before he returned to Westminster in the last weeks of October 1299. He
witnessed three royal charters and obtained a grant for John de Peyton, of free warren in his demesne
lands in Suffolk.?*® At St Albans, on 3 November, Henry witnessed letters close for the enrolment of
the release of Amadeus, count of Savoy’s, lands to the king.**’ By the end of the year, he was with the
king at Berwick on Tweed, on 28 December.**® Edward’s attempt to initiate a campaign in Scotland
had come to naught. The numbers of infantry he had expected had not materialised and, he was left
with no option but to abort his plans. On 29 December, writs were issued which called for a parliament
to assemble in London, at the beginning of Lent, for the security of the crown: within days the king

had left Scotland.?*°

Scotland and France: 1300 to 1305

On 12 January 1300, Henry was with the king at Northallerton, before he returned to London in March

ahead of the summoned parliament.?°

The parliament was a contentious one. The king was
understandably furious that his summons in the winter had not produced the forces required and, in
need of securing finances for the Scottish campaign, Edward’s political opponents were determined to
press their demands for a confirmation of Magna Carta before acquiescing.®* After several weeks of
debate, the king conceded a new set of Articuli super Carta, and a procedure for their enforcement.?*
Despite this, the new Articles did not cover the thorny matter of the royal forest, and at the end of the

parliament, the king also appointed a commission to conduct a perambulation. However, he set

conditions that the rights of the crown must be protected.”® The response of the king’s opponents was
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to declare that they would provide support when they obtained possession of their woods. ** Henry
maintained his position of loyal support to the king during the fractious debate.?*®

On 12 April 1300, Henry was at St Albans, where preparations for the Scottish campaign were
in full swing. Letters of safe-conduct were issued for some of Henry de Lacy’s servants, who he sent
to Chester to obtain necessities for his personal maintenance and, those of his company who would
travel with him.”® Henry was with the king in Pontefract on 7 June, and then at Carlisle by the end of
the month for the feudal muster.”>’ The royal army that proceeded to Scotland in early July 1300,
while perhaps not as large as Edward desired, still totalled ten thousand infantry and nearly two
thousand cavalry.?®® Henry de Lacy was tasked with command of one of four cavalry units, with the
other three led by the earl of Warenne; the king’s son, Prince Edward — in practice his unit was under
the command of John de St John; and the final unit by the king himself. Edward’s first target was
Caerlaverock castle, which duly surrendered after a short siege.”® The army then moved westward
through Galloway but with few serious encounters with Scots and, faced with increasing infantry

desertions, Edward turned back.?®

On 22 August, Henry was with the king at Kirgunzeon and on 27
August the king had returned to Caerlaverock.?®! It was at this point that a papal bull written the
previous year arrived in the hands of the archbishop of Canterbury, Robert Winchelsey, which rebuked
Edward for his actions toward Scotland and left the king with no option but to withdraw and consider
his options.?*

Amid the earlier preparations, at the beginning of April 1300, Henry had once again been able
to make good use of his influence and obtained a number of grants and favours from the king. Letters
patent were issued for the benefit of two merchants of London, William de Honilan and his fellow,

Bartholomew, regarding the import of wine, at Henry’s instance.”®® Other letters of simple protection

were issued to George de Saluciis, precentor of St Mary’s church in Salisbury, and Boniface de
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Saluciis, archdeacon of Buckingham, following information presented by Henry to the king.?** On 13
April, Henry received a grant, that should he die, the executors of his testament would have free
administration of his goods.?®® On 1 July, prior to the army moving to Scotland, he received an award
of respite from any arraigned assizes of novel disseisin until Easter, unless the king and the army
returned to England beforehand.*®

By the end of September 1300, the king had retired to Rose Castle in Cumbria, where he took
counsel on how best to proceed. Henry formed part of this chosen circle and, was in close attendance

267

to the king, between 18 and 24 September.”" During these discussions it was decided to send Henry
de Lacy, accompanied by Hugh Despenser, on another ambassadorial mission: this time to the papal
curia. Henry was already due to represent the king in truce negotiations between England and France:
he was now additionally trusted with discussion of the Scottish problem.?®® Letters close were
dispensed on 13 October, which ordered the keepers of the port of Dover to allow Henry to depart
from the port, with all his household and equipment, without having to submit to a search.”® It is
unclear at what point Henry had crossed the Channel, however, it can be established he was certainly

270

not at court after 15 November and, had therefore, left England by this stage.””™ He probably returned

271
1.

to England, no later, than 1 February 130 Henry’s ambassadorial mission to the papal curia had

managed a degree of success and provided the king with some much needed good news.?’? His
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ambassadorial service once again reaped associated rewards.?”® On 1 February, no doubt, as a further
reward for his service at the papal curia, he was appointed to the custody of the castle of Corfe.”

In March 1301, letters of summons were issued which ordered Henry to be prepared with
horses and arms at Carlisle in June, ready to travel to Berwick on Tweed, to invade Scotland.?” It was
the king’s hope, written in a letter to Henry, that his son, Edward, would have the principal honour of
defeating the Scots.”® On 10 May, Henry was with the king at Kempsey in Worcestershire.”” By 23
June, they were at Tynemouth.””® In July 1301, the gathered army pushed into Scotland and had
reached Glasgow by the end of August: from there they prepared to attack Bothwell castle.?”® Tracing
Henry’s movements, during the Scottish campaign of 1301, are precarious at best. We know that
Henry was at Bothwell between 4 and 11 September.?® He was at Galloway on 21 September, and
then Annan, on 7 October, after the successful capture of Bothwell castle.?®

In October, the king received word that John Baliol had been released from custody and was
in France. At the same time, an ambassador from France had arrived to make attempts at another
truce.”®? In response, the king decided to send his own ambassadorial mission, led by his chief
minister, Walter Langton, bishop of Coventry and Lichfield, to negotiate with the French. Henry de
Lacy was also to form part of the ambassadorial party.”®* On 14 October, Henry was at Dunipace and
on 1 November, at Linlithgow, before the respective ambassadors, no doubt, set out immediately for

France.?® The assignment was, in large parts, successful. Under the terms of the treaty negotiated at

Asniéres, in France, Edward would agree to a nine month truce with Scotland: and any captured
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service of the king, who had admitted rebel members of his family to the king’s peace without warrant. Henry
also gave testimony, which resulted in the pardon from outlawry for Richard Luve of Clifton, for having taking
deer in the free chace of Edmund, earl of Cornwall. CPR 1292-1301, p. 535.

27 CPR 1292-1301, p. 564.

25 CCIR 1296-1302, p. 480; Prestwich, Edward I, p. 493.

276 CDS, ii, p. 305.

2" Henry witnessed four royal charters between 10 and 12 May. RCWE, pp. 145-6.

278 CPR 1292-1301, pp. 596, 629.

279 prestwich, Edward I, p. 493.

280 Henry witnessed the enrolment of surrender of lands by Henry of Pinkney. CCIR 1296-1302, p. 505.

281 Henry wrote to the king and informed him that he had sent a vessel of victuals to Innerkip, in advance of the
king’s intended mission there, after he had taken Bothwell. CDS, ii, p. 311. Henry wrote to the king again from
Galloway, on 2 October, where he rejoiced in the news of the successful capture of Bothwell castle. He wrote
again from Annan, on 7 October. CDS, ii, pp. 315-6.

%82 permanent peace had been declared unobtainable by Philip IV of France, who provided support to John
Balliol, unless Scotland was included. Morris, Great and Terrible King, pp. 334-5.

28 Foedera, 1, ii, p. 936.

284 He was provided with letters of protection in advance of this mission. CPR 1292-1301, pp. 608, 611, 616.
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territory in Scotland would be placed in the custody of French agents.?® On 25 December, letters
patent were received, from the king of France, which ratified the treaty and the truce was duly put into
force.?® Edward duly issued letters in January, which ratified his part of the treaty.?®” Further letters
were written from the diplomatic group to the king in January, which related proceedings, before the
treaty was formally confirmed on 26 January 1302.% Henry’s ability to secure favours from the crown
during this period continued, unabated.”® He had returned to England, at Devizes, between 24 and 30
April 1302.2%° At this point, he was tasked once more, to act as a king’s envoy, to treat with France and

291

obtain a permanent peace.”” Henry’s movements after Devizes are, unfortunately unclear: he probably

took time to oversee matters at his estates before his departure.”?

Henry would spend the better part of
the next year involved in the negotiations with France. It is clear that the king viewed Henry’s
diplomatic skills in high regard and, he placed great faith in his ability to accomplish Edward’s goals.
In July 1302, news reached England of dramatic changes on the continent. The citizens of
Bruge had rebelled and killed their French occupiers. In an attempt to quash the rebellion, Philip IV
had despatched a large contingent of armed forces. On 11 July 1302, it had met an opposing army of

Flemings, near Courtrai: the result was complete annihilation of the French army.?*® This coincided

with a disagreement between the king of France and pope Boniface VIII, which served to change the

%85 |n order for this to take place, Philip IV would have to deploy troops to Scotland, something which the
English believed he would not see through, see Prestwich, Edward I, pp. 495-7; Morris, Great and Terrible
King, pp. 334-5; Foedera, I, ii, pp. 924-5, 931, 937, 942.
286 CDS, ii ,p. 323.
287 Edward confirmed a date of 30 November, to bring the treaty to a conclusion, however, he specifically
refused to acknowledge John Baliol’s claim, whom he added, ‘styled” himself, king of Scotland. CDS, ii, p. 324.
288 CPR 1301-1307, p. 10; Foedera, 1, ii, pp. 937-8; Morris, Great and Terrible King, p. 336; Prestwich, Edward
I, pp. 495-6. In accordance with the terms of the treaty, on 16 February, French troops were to take control of
captured territory in Scotland: as predicted, they failed to materialise.
289 At Kenilworth, on 1 June, Henry secured a grant, letters of protection and safe conduct, for the merchants of
the society of the Mozi of Florence, who appear to have been employed by him in England. The grant saw them
free from tallage for the purpose of supplying aid to the king. CPR 1292-1301, p. 596. At Tynemouth, on 23
June, Henry secured a commission of oyer and terminer for Alice, wife of Hugh le Taillur and the executors of
his will. CPR 1292-1301, p. 629. On 11 September, at Bothwell, Henry also obtained a pardon from the king for
William le Keu, regarding the death of Robert the Fletcher. CPR 1292-1301, p. 606.
2% RCWE, pp. 150-1.
1 In conjunction with: Amadeus of Savoy; Aymer de Valence; Otto de Grandson; Hugh Despenser; Amaneuus
of Lebret, the dean of Chichester; William of Greenfeld; and John of Berwick, the dean of Wymburn, see CPR
1301-1307, p. 30; Foedera, I, ii, p. 940.
292 Henry was present at court, at Gravesend, at the beginning of June, see CPR 1301-1307, p. 38. Then at
Canterbury, two weeks later, on 15 June, see CPR 1301-1307, p. 41 Henry was in attendance at Westminster, for
a parliament, between 10 and 18 July, during which time he witnessed seven royal charters, see RCWE, pp. 151-
2.
2% Hundreds of French nobles were killed, including Philip’s chief minister, Pierre Flote, see Prestwich, Edward
I, p. 397; ‘Annales monasterii de Wintonia’, AM, iv, p. 552.
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tide in the favour of the English court: both sides sought English support.?** Henry de Lacy was again
appointed as plenipotentiary to treat for peace with the French, on 15 August, at Westminster.?®
Negotiations with the French for permanent peace how seemed more possible, and French support for

John Baliol’s position in Scotland evaporated.”*®

On 1 November, Henry was present in the king’s
chamber, with Amadeus of Savoy and John de Brittany, when William de Greenfeld, dean of
Chichester and chancellor of England, delivered the great seal to the king, prior to the party’s

departure to France.”’

Negotiations took place during November and were concluded, successfully, at
Asniéres, in France on 25 November: a peace with France was confirmed.?® Henry and the diplomatic
party returned to England, in January 1303. At Odiham, Edward ratified his part of the negotiations,

on 10 January.**

Henry remained at Odiham in January and February, during which time
arrangements were made for the diplomatic party to return to France and formally conclude the
treaty.*® The court reconvened at Huntingdon on 22 March.** Letters close were then issued with
orders to the constable of Dover castle, and warden of the Cingue Ports, to ensure a speedy and safe
passage for the king’s special envoys to France.*” The proctors duly returned to France and, on 20
May 1303, the treaty between the French and English was finally concluded and confirmed.** In June,

Henry travelled to Aquitaine, in the company of Otto de Grandson and Amadeus, count of Savay, to

take formal seisin of the duchy in the name of Edward, and proceed with reorganisation of the

2% Flores, iii, pp. 111-2, 307-8; Morris, Great and Terrible King, p. 337; Prestwich, Edward I, p. 397.

2% A small change in the diplomatic party saw John de Berwick replaced by Robert of Pickering, canon of York,
see CPR 1301-1307, p. 56; Foedera, I, ii, p. 942.

2% Henry was at Westminster, at the end of October, where he witnessed four royal charters between 20 and 24
October, see RCWE, pp. 152-3. Further confirmations of Henry’s role as plenipotentiary to treat with France
were issued on 29 October, see CPR 1301-1307, p. 67; Foedera, 1, ii, p. 944.

27 |n the lodgings of the archbishop of York, at Westminster, see CCIR 1296-1302, p. 610.

2% Foedera, 1, ii, p. 946.

29 Foedera, 1, ii, p. 947.

300 etters of credence were issued for the diplomatic party to engage in the ratification of the peace with the
king of France, on 10 January, see Foedera, I, ii, p. 947. Additional letters patent for protection were supplied to
Henry, on 5 February, who nominated John Huberd as his attorney until Michaelmas, during his absence.
Additional letters of protection were also distributed to Henry’s men who would accompany him: Giles de
Trumpton; James de Nevill; Edmund Talebot; Walter de Reindone; Thomas le clerk of Querindon; Nicholas of
Riding, parson of Waddington church; John Dautrive; and Alexander de Leeds, see CPR 1301-1307, p. 112.
%01 Further letters patent were supplied which granted power to Henry; Amadeus of Savoy; Otto de Grandson;
and John, bishop of Winchester, to conclude a treaty of confederacy with the envoys of Philip, king of France,
see CPR 1301-1307, p. 128; Foedera, |, ii, p. 950.

%02 Foedera, 1, ii, p. 951; CCIR 1302-1307, p. 81.

303 Foedera, 1, ii, pp. 952-4; Flores, iii, p. 114; ‘Annales monasterii de Wintonia’, AM, iv, p. 556; Prestwich,
Edward I, p. 397.
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%% Henry would remain in Gascony until at least December 1303.%* It is unclear

administration there.
as to whether Henry remained with the king during the winter at Dunfermline or returned to one of his
own estates,**

Henry was able to use his time with the king, in between ambassadorial missions to France, to
obtain further grants and favour.**” On 15 June, at Canterbury, his appointment of John Russel to the
custodies of two castles in Aquitaine was ratified: the seal having broken off the original. The next
day, 16 June, Henry himself received a pardon for any trespass in hunting in the king’s forests and
parks.®®® The king was obviously happy to overlook any errant hunting on de Lacy’s part. On his
return to Westminster in October 1302, Henry was awarded a license to alienate in mortmain a moiety
of Sutton, to the land in prior and convent of Castle Acre, for the purposes of building a chapel.**® The
following year, in February 1303, prior to his return to France in the summer, Henry received a
substantial licence to restore lands and plots of moor in Inclesmore, to a number of religious houses:
the abbot and convent of Thornton received a plot one hundred and seventy-three perches in length;
the abbot and convent of Wellow received forty-six perches; the abbot and convent of Newhouse,
obtained thirty perches; the prior and convent of Alvingham were given twenty-four perches; and the
prioress and nuns of Cotham, received ten perches of land.**® Henry was able to utilise his good
standing with the crown, not only for his own benefit, but also to support his favoured religious
houses.

With the Scots shorn of French support, Edward mounted an offensive in response to Scottish
aggression in 1303. The ensuing English campaign resulted in the Scottish nobles offering their
surrender early in 1304.3" John Comyn, the nominal leader of the Scottish nobles performed homage

to Edward in February, with almost one hundred and thirty Scottish landholders doing likewise at a

304 Foedera, 1, ii, p. 955. In October, letters of protection until the following Easter were released for Henry de
Lacy and Giles de Trumpton, who remained in Gascony on the king’s service, see CPR 1301-1307, pp. 157-8.
%05 Between 13 and 19 December 1303, at Dunfermline, Henry witnessed three royal charters RCWE, pp. 167-8.
%08 L etters of protection were issued for Giles de Trumpton, listed as ‘staying beyond the seas with Henry de
Lacy’ on 28 January 1204, so one is given to assume that Henry had by this point returned to France.
%7 On 4 June 1302, he obtained a pardon from the king’s suit, for William de Musters, parson of the church of
Tyreswell, regarding trespasses committed in Henry’s own park at Kneesall: Henry having already pardoned him
for any damage and trespass, see CPR 1301-1307, p. 38.
%08 CPR 1301-1307, p. 41.
%09 CPR 1301-1307, p. 66.
310 CPR 1301-1307, p. 113-4.
311 prestwich, Edward I, p. 500; Documents and Records Illustrating the History of Scotland, ed. F. Palgrave
(Palgrave (London: Record Commission, 1837), pp. 276-288.
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special parliament in St Andrews in March.®? In April 1304, Edward was determined to mount an
attack on Stirling castle and crush one of the last remaining strongholds of rebellion in Scotland. **3
Henry was with the king at Stirling, on 27 April 1304. ** It is unclear what part Henry took in any of
the military operation itself. The chronicle accounts of the siege, unfortunately, provide few details. It
is clear, however, that throughout the duration he was in close counsel to the king.**®> Henry probably
left Stirling at the same time as Edward, and was with the king at Wetwang, in the East Riding of
Yorkshire, on 14 October. They then travelled to the royal manor at Burstwick in November.*'® On 12
November, Edward issued a summons for a parliament to be held at Westminster the following
year.*™ The king remained at Burstwick until early December.**® Henry appeared to have spent the
Christmas and New Year in attendance with the king at Lincoln.**® Henry was next at Westminster in
March 1305.%° He remained in close counsel to the king during April.*** On 4 April, letters of
protection for Giles de Trumpton, who was travelling overseas, were given on the information
supplied by Henry de Lacy. It is unfortunately unclear on what business, and to where, Giles was to
travel.** Henry was with the king at Lewes, at the end of June 1305, before he probably returned to
own estates during the summer.*® In September 1305, Henry was at Westminster for the summoned
parliament. He was appointed as one of the English commissioners to the council responsible for the

arrangement of the affairs of Scotland. He was also selected as a receiver and trier of petitions from

Gascony.*** Henry’s place as the leading councillor to the King was firmly established.

312 £ J. Watson, Under the Hammer: Edward | and Scotland, 1286-1307 (Edinburgh: Tuckwell Press Ltd,
2008), pp. 185-189; G. W. S. Barrow, Robert Bruce and the Community of the Realm of Scotland (Edinburgh;
Edinburgh University Press, 2013), p. 187; Documents and Records, pp. 194-7, 299-301.

313 Watson, Edward | and Scotland, pp. 185-9; Morris, Great and Terrible King, p. 342; Prestwich, Edward I,
pp. 500-1.

3% He witnessed at least one royal charter here, see RCWE, p. 167.

315 Flores, pp. 118-120, 315-320. Between the start of the siege in April and the castles unconditional surrender,
on 20 July, Henry witnessed sixteen royal charters. RCWE, pp. 166-175. In the last ten days of July, following
the culmination of the siege, this number rose to a considerable twenty seven charters. RCWE, pp. 168-173.
316 RCWE, pp. 173-5.

317 CCIR 1302-1307, p. 225; Parliamentary Writs, p. 136.

318 Henry witnessed letters close on 21 November at Burstwick. CCIR 1302-1307, p. 307; RCWE, p. 175.

319 RCWE, p. 175. Henry witnessed three charters, 25 December, 30 December 1304 and 12 January 1305 at
Lincoln.

320 Between 5 and 30 March, Henry witnessed a total of eighteen royal charters. RCWE, pp. 177-180. On 22
March, Henry witnessed an inspeximus and confirmation of a chirograph. CPR 1301-1307, p. 320.

%21 Henry witnessed a further eight royal charters between 5 and 10 April. CPR 1301-1307, p. 323; RCWE, pp.
178-9. On 1 April 1305, letters of protection were dispensed for one of Henry’s yeoman, John de Alaynsheles,
who remained in Scotland on the service of the Henry and the king. CChR 1300-1326, p. 51.

%22 CPR 1301-1307, p. 327.

2 RCWE, p. 181.

%24 parliamentary Writs, pp. 160-1; Prestwich, Edward I, pp. 503-5; Morris, Great and Terrible King, p. 350.
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During 1304 and 1305, Henry continued as a recipient of royal favour. Henry obtained a
signficant number of pardons. Despite, perhaps, not being considered grants of largesse, that Henry’s
word was considered enough weight for these men to receive pardons, was indicative of the positive
position which he enjoyed with the king. ** On March 14, letters issued to the keeper of the honour of
Wallingford, detailed that Henry had performed homage to the king for all lands that he held in that
honour, and ordered the keeper to therefore release the distraint which had been made upon him. This
related to lands of the late Edmund, earl of Cornwall, the custody of which the king appears to have
granted to Henry de Lacy. It is unclear as the reason why the keeper had seized them from Henry,
which necessitated such a formal notification from the king. This may, perhaps, have simply been due
to miscommunication. It is equally plausible that Henry had attempted to take control of the property
without formal documentation.**® At the same time, Henry also stood as surety for Almaric de St
Amand, which subsequently secured his release from prison.*?’ Henry was also able to obtain two
commissions of oyer and terminer for Alice, wife of the late Peter Corbet, which related to
disagreements over land, goods and dower, between her and Peter’s son.**® At the end of September
1305, Henry secured a further grant of the marriage of a widow, for John Stapleton, one of his men.**®
Henry’s close friendship with Edward I allowed him to utilise his demonstrable influence with the

king and obtain tangible rewards for himself and on behalf of his associates.

The Papal Curia, Scotland and the Death of Edward I: 1305 to 1307

At the start of October 1305, plans were well underway for Henry to make another ambassadorial
mission: this time to the papal curia. On 1 October, letters of protection were issued for Henry and

seventeen of the earl’s men going with him on the king’s service, including John Stapleton and one of

325 |n June and July 1304, Henry obtained pardons for at least nine men. It is unclear from the records whether
this was in exchange for their military service in Scotland or related to an entirely separate matter; the former
would be most probable. CPR 1301-1307, p. 229. In June, Henry obtained pardons for Thomas of Derwent; Paul
of Caterhale; Alan of Caterhale; Richard of Haverbergh; John Banes; and Robert de Huton. In July, Henry
obtained further pardons for William Burghman of Buckby and Roger Hereward of Almanbury, CPR 1301-
1307, pp. 244, 246-7. At Perth, on 5 August, Henry obtained a further pardon, for Roger, son of Alexander Hare
of Thurgarton. RCWE, p. 173; CPR 1301-1307, p. 252.
%26 CCIR 1302-1307, p. 244.
%27 Henry stood as surety with John de Brittany; Hugh Despenser; Thomas of Berkley; Hugh de Veer; William de
Grandson; and Adam de Wells. CCIR 1302-1307, pp. 244-5.
%28 CPR 1301-1307, pp. 353-5.
329 This was for the marriage of Isabella, widow of John, son of Hugh, tenant in chief or any fine she might make
for marriage. CPR 1301-1307, p. 378.
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his clerks, Nicholas of Riding.** As with previous missions abroad, Henry nominated Thomas
Fishburn and Roger Cobeldick as his attorneys during his absence.**! The objectives of the diplomatic
mission were set out on 15 October, via letters patent, which gave power to Henry, to treat with John
de Bar and his brother, touching the assignment of lands or rents in Scotland and the visit to England
of Joan, daughter of the count of Bar, the king’s niece.**? Dispatches were also sent out to the papal
curia, which notified them of the appointment of envoys to treat with the new pope, Clement V,
regarding a crusade, peace with France and other matters in reference to the salvation of the king’s

soul **

The mission had a two-fold objective: to obtain a papal remittance of the concessions which
had diminished Edward’s royal authority and to gain a deposition of the archbishop of Canterbury,
Robert Winchelsea.®** On 15 October, additional letters of protection were issued, for Giles of
Trumpton and a further eleven other men, who were to travel with Henry. This brought Henry’s
personal entourage of familiares to twenty-nine men.** Finally, letters of credence for the papal
mission were issued on 27 October. Although it is unclear exactly when the ambassadorial mission
departed, it would have been after 7 November, as Henry was still listed as present at Westminster on
that date.**® Word from the papal envoys arrived in England in the New Year: the mission had been a
success. A papal bull was issued which absolved the king from his oath to all concessions of his royal
authority he had been forced to grant. Although word would not reach Edward for several more weeks,

337

the pope had also suspended Winchelsea from office.”" Henry had once again demonstrated his skills

as a keen negotiator and fulfilled the considerable faith which Edward placed in him.

330 The list of men travelling with Henry also included: Richard of Arundell; Robert de Shirlaunde, Alexander of
Leeds, Robert of Whitely, Peter Bascle, Willi