THE UNIVERSITY OF HULL

Anglo-Norman Defence Strategy
in Selected English Border and Maritime Counties,
1066 - 1087

being a Thesis submitted for the Degtree of

Doctor of Philosophy

in the University of Hull

Kay Richardson B.A. (Hons) M.A.

October 2001



Contents

Maps and Illustrations
Abbreviations

I: Introduction
II: Threats to Norman Rule
III: The Norman Conquest of South-East England

IV: The Norman Conquest of South-West England

V: The Norman Conquest of the Welsh March
VI: The Norman Conquest of the North

VII: Conclusion

Bibliography

24

41

85

129

179

219

225



Maps and Illustrations

Maps

1  Land of Eatls Edwin and Morcar in northern England before 1066

2  Land of the Godwineson family in south-western England before 1066
3  Land said to be ‘waste’ before 1086 in Herefordshire

4  Land of the Godwineson family in the south-east before 1066

5

N

10
11
12

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

34
35
36
37

Land explicitly said to be asseetated held by Earl William or his son
Roger before 1075 1n southern and western England

Land held by Earl William, Earl Roger, their ecclesiastical foundations
and their supposed followers 1066-1086

Land attributed to Odo of Bayeux between 1066 and 1086 in Kent,
Surrey and beyond

Land held by Herbert son of Ivo, his nephew Hugh, and Hetftid from
Odo of Bayeux between 1066 and 1086

Land of Osbern son of Ledhatd in the fief of Odo of Bayeux in 1086
Land of Hugh of Port in the fief of Odo of Bayeux in 1086

Land of Ralph of Courbépine in the fief of Odo of Bayeux in 1086
Tenancies of Ralph son of Thorold from the holding of the Bishop of

Bayeux in western Kent in 1086

Land of Richard son of Count Gilbert in south-east England 1n 1086
The land of Hugh de Montfort in south-eastern England in 1086

Rape of Arundel (Eatl Roger)

Rape of Bramber (William of Braose)

Rape of Lewes (William of Warenne)

Rape of Pevensey (Count of Mortain)

Rape of Hastings (Count of Eu)

Banlieu of Battle Abbey in Hastings

Subtenancy of Robert son of Theobald in the Rape of Arundel in 1086
Subtenancy of William of Halnaker in the Rape of Arundel in 1086
The distribution of royal land on the Isle of Wight in 1086

Land of William and Jocelyn sons of Azot on the Isle of Wight in 1086
Land of Willam son of Stur on the Isle of Wight in 1086

Land of Hugh of Port along the Hampshire coastline in 1086
Land of the wife of Hugh son of Gtip in Dorset in 1086
Land of William of Braose in Dorset in 1086

Fief of Judhael of Totnes in Devon in 1086

Land of Ralph of Pomeroy in Devon

Land “laid waste by Irishmen” in southern Devon before 1086
Land of Count of Mortain in southern Devon in 1086

Land of Reginald of Vautortes in the fief of the Count of Mortain in
1086 in Devon and Cornwall

Land of Count of Mortain in Corawall in 1086
Tenancy of Hamelin in Cornwall in 1086

Tenancy of Richard son of Thorold in Cornwall in 1086
Tenancy of Thurstan in Cornwall in 1086

26
27
29
45
47

49
51
54

54
54
53
56

57
60
65
635
66
06
66
66
70
70
77
78
78
79
90
92
94
96
97
99
101

103
104
105
106




38
39

40
41

42
43

44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53

54
53
56
57
S8
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66

67
68
69
70
71
72

73
74
75

76
17

78
79

Land of the Bishop of Coutances in Devon in 1086

Land held by Drogo son of Mauger of Carteret from the Bishop of
Coutances in 1086

The fief of Baldwin of Meulles in south-western England in 1086

Land held by Ralph of Pometoy in chief in northern Devon and
Somerset in 1086

Land held by William Cheever in chief in northern Devon in 1086
Fief of William of Mohun in Somerset in 1086

Land of Alfred d'Epaignes in Somerset in 1086

Land within the fief of Alfred d'Epaignes held by 'Alfwy' in 1066
Fief of Roger of Courseulles in Somerset in 1086

Tenancy of Ansketel within the fief of Roger of Courseulles in 1086

Tenancy of Geoffrey within the fief of Roger of Courseulles in 1086
Fief of Walter of Douai in Somerset in 1086

Fief of Bishop of Coutances in Somerset in 1086

Fief of Count of Mottain in Somerset in 1086

Royal land 1n south-western England in 1086

Land said to be ‘waste’ at some point between 1066 and 1086 in
Cheshire, Shropshire and Herefordshire

Land of Robert of Rhuddlan in Cheshire and Notth Wales in 1086
Tenancies of William within the fief of Robert of Rhuddlan in 1086
Fief of Robert son of Hugh, lord of Malpas, in Cheshire in 1086
Land of Hugh son of Osbern in Cheshire in 1086

Land of Hugh son of Norman in Cheshire in 1086

Land of William Malbank in Cheshire in 1086

Land of William son of Nigel in Cheshire in 1086

Patt of the Cheshire fief of Hamo of Mascy in 1086

Land of Richard of Vernon in Cheshire in 1086

Land of Richard and Walter of Vernon in Cheshire in 1086

Land of Gilbert of Venables in Cheshire in 1086

Demesne holdings of Earl Roger in Shropshire in 1086

Land of Reginald the sheriff in the Shropshire earldom of Roger of
Montgomery in 1086

Estate of Siward in Shropshire before 1066

Land gained by Reginald from the former estate of Siward by 1086
Land of Roger son of Corbet in Shropshire in 1086

Land of Robert son of Cotbet in Shropshire in 1086

Land of Picot of Sai in Shropshire under Earl Roger in 1086

Land of Ralph of Mortimer as tenant-in-chief and manorial lord in
Shropshite and Herefordshire in 1086

Land held by Richard under Ralph of Mortimer in Shropshire and
Herefordshire in 1086

Land of Osbern son of Richard in Shropshire, Herefordshire,
Worcestershire and Warwickshire in 1086

Land of William Pandolf within the fief of Earl Roger in 1086

Land of Gerard of Tournai-sur-Dive in the fief of Earl Roger in 1086
Land associated with Eatl William or his son Roger in circuit five before
1075, according to the Domesday evidence

Fief of Roger of Lacy along the Welsh March in 1086

Herbert's four tenancies in the vicinity of Stanton Lacy in 1086

109
110

111
114

114
115

117
117
118
118
118
119
121

123
124
130

134
135
137
138
140

141
142

143
144
144
144
147
148

149
149
150
150
152

154
155
156
157

158
159

161
163



80
81
82
83

84

85

86
87

88

89
90

91
92

93
94
95
96
97
98

99

100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107

108
109
110

111
112
113

114
115

Land of Ralph of Tosny in Gloucestershire, Herefordshire and
Worcestershire 1n 1086

Land of Alfred of Matlborough in Herefordshire and Worcestershire in
1086

Land of Ansfrid of Cormeilles in Herefordshire and Gloucestershire in
1086

Land of Hugh Donkey in Gloucestershire, Herefordshire, Shropshire
and Worcestershire in 1086

Land of William son of Baderon in Gloucestershire and Herefordshire
in 1086

Land held by Gilbert son of Thorold in Gloucestetshire, Herefordshire
and Worcestershire 1n 1086

Land of William of Ecouis in Herefordshire in 1086

Land held by William and/or Robert Malet between 1066 and 1086 and
land held by Asa or Havarthr before 1066

Land of Hugh fitz Baldric in northern England in 1086

‘Gamall’ as Hugh fitz Baldric's predecessor in Yorkshire

Tenancies of Gerard on the fief of Hugh fitz Baldric in 1086

Ormt son of Gamall as Hugh fitz Baldric's predecessor

The land of Osbern of Arques in Lincolnshire and Yorkshire in 1086

Land of William of Percy in northern England in 1086
Land of Bjornulft in Yorkshire in 1066

Land of Drogo of Beuvriére in Yorkshire and Lincolnshire in 1086
The land of Count Alan in Yotkshite in 1086
Land of Eatl Edwin in Yorkshire before 1066

Land acquired by Count Alan from the former estate of Earl Edwin by
1086

Land of Thorfinnr in northern England before 1066

Bodin’s subtenancies in Richmond in 1086

Gospatric's subtenancies in Richmond in 1086

The fief of Ilbert of Lacy in West Yorkshire in 1086

Land held by ‘Ralph’ from Ilbert in Yorkshire in 1086

Land of Roger of Bully 1n Yorkshire and the Midlands in 1086
Land of the Count of Mortain in Strafforth and the surrounding area
Land of William of Warenne around Conisbrough in Strafforth
Tenancy of Fulk of Lisors under Roger of Bully in 1086

Land held of Roger of Bully by Roger in 1086

Land of Alsige in South Yorkshite before 1066

Former land of Alsige within the fief of Roger of Bully in South
Yorkshire in 1086

Land held by Alfwy before 1066 and Roger of Bully by 1086
Land held by Roger of Poitou in Amounderness and Craven in 1086

Land associated with Roger of Poitou in northern England at some
point between 1066 and 1086

Land of the Count of Mottain in England in 1086
Land of the Lacy family in England in 1086

167
168
169
170

172

173

174
184

185
187
187
188
189
192
194
196
198
200
200

200
202
202
203
206
207
209
209
210
211
212
212

213
214

214

222
223



Tables

1  Land held by Richard of Tonbridge in Kent in 1086

2 Judhael of Totnes share of land in southern Devon Hundreds in 1086

3  Distribution of land in Braunton Hundred in North Devon in 1086

4  Distribution of land in Shirwell Hundred in North Devon in 1086

5  Godwineson family land in south-western England before 1086,
showing the percentage retained by the crown 1n 1086

6  Tenants-in-chief holding at least two carucates in Ainsty Wapentake 1n
1086

7  Tenants-in-chief in Strafforth in Yorkshire 1n 1086

8  Distribution of land 1n Craven 1n 1086

Figures

1 Distribution of secular land in Kent before and after the Conquest

2 Distribution of secular land in Sutrey before and after the Conquest

3  Duivision of secular land in Sussex before and after the Conquest

4  Distribution of land among tenants-in-chief on the Isle of Wight in
1086

5  Reference to Wareham [Cotfe] Castle in Domesday Book

6  Judhael of Totnes' predecessors in Devon

7  Distribution of the Count of Mortain's English fief 1n 1086

8  The Domesday reference to Trematon Castle

9  Reference to Okehampton Castle in Domesday Book

10  Baldwin the sheriff's pre-Conquest predecessors in Devon

11 Domesday Book's reference to destroyed houses in Dorchester

12 Reference to North Wales in the Cheshire folios of Domesday Book

13  Reference to the cantref of Arwystli in the Cheshire folios of Domesday
Book

14  The Domesday Book reference to Montgomery Castle

15 Reference to Oswestry Castle-in Domesday Book

16 Duivision of land 1n Rinlow Hundred 1n 1086

17  Division of land in Birdforth Wapentake in 1086

18 Division of land between tenants-in-chief in the wapentakes of
Batkston Ash, Osgoldcross, Skyrack and Staincross in 1086

19  The reference to 'Ilbert's castle' in the Yorkshire clamores

20

Reference to the castlery of Roger of Poitou in Domesday Book

58
94
109
110
126

189

208
216

64
65
67
77

90

95
100
102
111
112
127
136
137

146
149
152
186
204

205
215



ANS

BIHR

DB

EcHR

EHR

Exon.

TRHS

VCH

Abbreviations

Anglo-Norman Studies
Bulletin of the Institute of Historical Research

Domesday Book (Phillimore edition)

Economic History Review

English Historical Review

Liber Exoniensis

Transactions of the Royal Historical Society

Victoria County Histories



Introduction

During his reign, William I faced recurring threats to the security of his kingdom,
necessitating the development of an effective and comprehensive defensive strategy.
In coastal regions, there was the danger of enemy attack from Scandinavia, Ireland
and, to a lesser extent, the continent. In border counties, the Normans had to deal

with the hostile and at times blatantly aggtressive activities of the Scottish and Welsh.
In addition, there was the threat of internal opposition to the Conquerot’s rule in all

regions of England, especially in the late 1060s when Norman authority had only

recently been imposed and was thus at its least secure.

The Anglo-Norman lordships created in the wake of the Norman Conquest, and the
authority wielded by those in control of them, ha,gelong attracted the attention of
Domesday scholars. Prior to the publication of Stenton’s study of The First Century of
English Feudalism in 1932, the territorial blocks prevalent on the continent in the
eleventh century were seen to be a rare feature of Anglo-Norman England. For
some, the loose lordships established in England after 1066 allowed the Conqueror
greater control over his barons, reducing thetr ability to act independently of the
crown and hence enhancing the security of the kingdom.' For others, loose lordships
were a remnant of the Anglo-Saxon past rather than a deliberate post-Conquest
creation, resulting from the piecemeal redistribution of land after the Conquest, often
on an antecessorial basis. Although 1t was recognised that earldoms did undergo
changes under the Conqueror, becoming increasingly focused on a single county, and
that in some areas, most notably in Sussex, tenutial atrangements had distinctly
military overtones, the general consensus was that settlement patterns in England
represented a marked break from continental tradition.” Ella Armitage’s analysis of

eatly Norman castles in 1912 provides a clear espousal of this view, in particular her
statement that

in England the reasons for the erection of mottes seem to have been
manonal rather than military; that is, the Norman landholder desired a safe
residence for himself amidst a hostile peasantty, rather than a strong military
position which could hold out against skilful and well-armed foes.’

Stenton’s study gave fresh impetus to the debate, placing far greater emphasis on the
military characteristics of a number of key Anglo-Norman lordships, deliberately

' Sce for example, Ballard, who stated that the Conqueror “was most careful that none of his subjects should possess a compact
block of territory in which he could raise forces for a possible rebellion”. Ballard, Domesday Inguest (London, 1906), 96.
* The rapes of Sussex were clearly identified by Round and Salzmann as post-Conquest military creations as early as 1905. They

stated that “whatever was the ongin of the rapes as districts, as lordships they owed their existence to the Norman Conquest
alone”. Round and Salzmann, 'Introduction to the Sussex Domesday', VCH Swussex, 1, 354.

* Armitage, The Early Norman Castles of the British Isks (London, 1912), 85.



formed to aid the process of conquest and settlement. He wrote of castleries being “a
territory rather than a mere group of fees, as a well-defined district within which the
whole arrangement of tenancies was primarily designed for the maintenance of the
castle”.! By 1959 Reginald Lennard was able to declare that “histotians have indeed

long recognised that on the frontiers of the Conquerot’s tealm the feudal geography
was largely determined by strategic considerations”.” In Wightman’s account of the

Lacy family estates, the military role of the honours of Pontefract and Weobley was
cleatly demonstrated. Pontefract was said to form “an almost solid rectangle of over

five hundred square miles”, and was cleatly not a loose lordship formed irrespective
of the stringent military needs of the north.® Le Patourel, in The Norman Empire,
emphasised that compact blocks of land were formed in many parts of the kingdom,
perhaps representing “the fighting units in the Norman armies taking up positions
for further advance” with an immediate short term purpose “associated with the
period of conquest”.’ Fleming, in her study of Kings and Lords in Conguest England,
noted that the “metamorphosis of aristocratic landholding” was evident throughout
the kingdom, with territorial consolidation especially pronounced in areas such as
Kent, Sussex, Cornwall, Shropshire, Cheshire and southern Lancashire.’ Such
lordships, she claimed, had their precedent in Normandy rather than in the “great

landed conglomerations of the pre-Conquest era”, which is in stark contrast to the
pre-Stenton tradition.’

A number of English regions have been identified by historians as areas in which
defence considerations were of particular significance in the evolving tenurial
structure.'” Along the south coast, Odo of Bayeux’s lordship of Kent, the five Sussex

rapes and the Count of Mortain’s lordship of Cornwall have received considerable
attention from Domesday scholars keen to emphasise the measures taken by the

Conqueror to improve the security of the kingdom through the organisation of
settlement. Along the east coast, too, the compact coastal fiefs in Norfolk, Suffolk
and Essex are testimony to the importance of defence considerations in the
distribution of land. In the midlands, military lordships and castleries were formed in
a number of areas, among the most prominent of which were those focused on
Belvoir, Dudley, Nottingham, Peak, Stafford, Tickhill and Tutbury. The
establishment of the three marcher eatldoms of Chester, Shtewsbury and Hereford
in the early years of Norman rule, and the extensive authority possessed by those in
control of them, providef a clear indication of the importance of defending western
England from the Welsh and highlights Norman recognition of the potential for -
further expansion beyond established borders. The possibility of expanding Norman
control northwards was an important factor in the conquest and settlement of
Yorkshire and Lancashire, where the creation of a number of extensive castleries and
compact military lordships is testimony to the strategic importance of the region 1n
terms of defence against Scottish attack and the suppression of native unrest atising

4 Stenton, First Century of English Fewdalism 1066-1166 (Oxford, 1932), 192.

> Lennard, Rural Englund 1086-1135 (Oxford, 1959), 31.

® Wightman, The Lacy Family in England and Normandy 1066-119+4 (Oxford, 1966), 17.

T Such lordships, he claimed, were created for offensive rather than defensive purposes, associated with the process of conquest

and colonisation. Southem blocks were said to be formed at an early date, blocks in the midlands in the 1070s and northemn
blocks later. Le Patourel, The Norman Empire (Oxford, 1976), pp.310-12.

® Fleming, Kings and ords in Conguest Englund (Cambridge, 1991), 145fF.

* 1bid, 147-8.

' After a period of neglect, Anglo-Norman landholding patterns have been intensively studied in recent years, and the work of
Peter Sawyer, Robin Fleming, David Roffe, Peter Clarke, and most recently Judith Green and Ann Williams, have greatly

increased our understanding of the Norman settlement. Its military aspect has also been investigated for some areas, notably by
Paul Dalton, John Le Patourel, Christopher Lewis and David Walker.



from the hostility towards Norman rule and a sense of remoteness from the centre of
government to the south.

A detailed examination of the tenurial make-up of England in the post-Conquest
period reveals the existence of a large number of additional and more localised
lordships in areas of strategic significance. The level of historical scrutiny to which
such lordships have been subject varies, from lordships such as that of Judhael of
Totnes in Devon which have been analysed in considerable depth to more obscure

lordships such as that of William son of Stur on the Isle of Wight, which have been
subject to little more than fleeting reference.'’ Although it has long been recognised

that military considerations were significant in the otganisation of settlement in many
border and matitime counties, to what extent such considerations shaped the entire

settlement of England remains unclear. Fleming hazarded a guess that around 10%

of fiefs were of a compact and potentially military nature, but her calculations were
based on only a limited number of English regions. "

The intention of this study is to address this shortfall and provide a comprehensive

study of strategic settlement in a number of key areas, predominantly along the south
coast, the Welsh March and the northern border where considerations of defence
were espectally important, in an attempt to assess more exactly to what extent post-
Conquest England was a society organised for war." The evolution of fiefs in these
vulnerable areas will be analysed in depth in order to evaluate the role of the king, his

tenants-in-chief and their manorial tenants in the defence of the coast, border regions
and major lines of communication. The internal organisation of fiefs will be

scrutinised, examining levels of subinfeudation and the location of mesne-tenancies
in the context of threats to Norman security and the opportunities for expansion

open to them. The construction of castles and other fortifications will be considered,
based on an analysis of both known sites and potential sites brought to light by
contemporary and archaeological evidence. Comparisons with the tenurial situation
in 1066 will be made, subject to well-documented teservations regarding the
reliability of Domesday Book’s information on pre-Conquest landholding, in order to
establish whether the changes introduced by the Conqueror amounted to the kind of
‘tenunial revolution’ propositioned by Fleming. Ultimately, a conclusion will be
sought on whether the Conqueror adopted a clear and coherent defensive strategy
for settlement along the fringes of the kingdom, implemented from above with
military considerations being paramount in the distribution and internal construction
of fiefs, or whether the defensive strategies that evolved between 1066 and 1087

were the result of a variety of local measutes adopted by the Conquerot’s followets
in response to regional defence needs.

¥ Xk XK

The study is primarily based on an intensive analysis of the information provided in
Domesday Book, using a substantial relational database of Domesday statistics
amounting to some 200,000 records and the retrieval and mapping facilities of an
electronic version of the text of Great Domesday.'* Domesday Book and its satellite

'! See, for example, Williams, ‘Judhael of Totnes: the Life and times of a post-Conquest baron', AN, vol.16 (1993), pp.271-289.
'2 Her estimate 1s based on just six border and coastal shires (Cheshure, Comwall, Kent, southem Lancashire, Shropshire and
Sussex). Fleming, Kings and Lords in Conguest England, 147.

1 Time constraints make a study of the entire country impossible, but reference will be made to strategic settlement in other
regions where relevant.

** Palmer, Palmer and Slater, Domesday Explorer (2000).

10



texts are central to any study of strategic settlement in post-Conquest England and
the wealth of information that these documents contain is truly rematkable.”
Domesday Book provides a detailed and relatively clear account of England south of
the Tees in the late eleventh century, including information on lords and their

tenants, and the population, resources, tax assessments, values and renders of their
land. As landholding information and valuations ate often provided for both 1066

and 1086, it is a valuable source for the study of both Anglo-Saxon and Anglo-
Norman government and society. Darby’s comment that Domesday Book 1s

"probably the most remarkable statistical document in the history of Europe” is hard
to dispute.’

Domesday Book is, however, an historical source that has to be used with a great
deal of caution. It is inevitable, given the timescale of the creation of Domesday
Book and the complexity of the task, that clerks would have made mistakes when
copying information."” Scribal errors are evident throughout the text and often
become apparent when comparing Domesday Book with its satellite texts.” There is
inconsistency in the amount and type of information recorded between counties and
circuits, which can be partly attributed to variations in information given to

Domesday commissioners and differing methods used by the clerks involved in the
production of the survey. Comparisons are therefore not straightforward.

Domesday Book’s account of England is by no means all-inclusive. Notable
omissions include the counties of Durtham and Northumberland and boroughs such
as London and Winchestet. It does not provide an accurate recotd of every single vill
in England in the late eleventh century. This is especially the case with sokelands and

berewicks, which were often included, unnamed or unidentified, within the entry for
their parent manor. The Wealden dens attached to manors in Kent and the land
between the Ribble and the Mersey in the north-west provide relevant examples. The
fact that some place-names are mentioned in claims, disputes, satellite texts and other
contemporary soutces but not in the main body of the Exchequer text confirms this
deficiency.”” The scale of the problem was highlighted by Darby, who used almost
contempotary soutrces from Canterbury and Rochestet to demonstrate that although
there were only 347 settlements named in Domesday Kent, there were actually well
over 500 in existence.”’ Professor Hoskins, albeit more speculatively, estimated that
the places identified in Domesday Book’s account of Devon represented only around
a tenth of the total number of settlements in existence in the late eleventh century.”
The identification of place-names included in the text is not always straightforward,

making the mapping of Domesday Book’s information problematical and at times
impossible.”

13 ‘Domesday Book’ here refers to both Great and Little Domesday, although the latter is in essence a regional draft that was
not incorporated into the main volume. The Phillimore edition, and the name forms used therein, has been used throughout, 1n
spite of the deficiencies of the translation, because of its valuable reference system. The Alecto facsimile edition has been
referred to where the translation in the Phullimore edition is inadequate.

' Darby, Domesday England (Cambridge, 1986), 12. See also Campbell, Anglo-Saxon State (London, 2000), 1x-xxix; 1-30.

"7 It 1s traditionally assumed that Domesday Book was compiled between Christmas 1085 and the court at Salisbury in August
1086 prior to the Conqueror’s departure for the continent, although it is now recognised that certain parts of the text may have
been written or revised in the ensuing few years. For a more controversial view on the timescale of the creation of Domesday
Book, see Roffe, Domesday: The Inquest and the Book (Oxford, 2000), who claimed that Domesday Book was not rclated to the
1085 inquest, and was compiled from inquest records after 1089 as a response to the 1088 revolt.

'* For example, in the entry for Gronant and Golden Grove in Wales, the value is said to be x17 car rather than xi solid. DB

Cheshire (FT2,13).

1? See, for example, the identification of place-names associated with Tonbridge Castle in the Domesday Monachorum, Textus
Roffensis and White Book of St. Axgustine's, below, p.57.

 Darby, Domesday England, 24.
! Hoskins, Protinial England (London, 1965), 21.

2 The allowances for unidentificd places made by Darby in his Domesday Geography serics should be noted in this respect.

11



Hidage, ploughland and valuation statistics are all open to differing interpretation.
There is uncertainty over whether the values given in Domesday Book represent the
total income derived from a manor by its lord, the net income, ot the sums received

from the manorial peasantry in the form of annual rents.” Matters ate further
complicated by the fact that money rendets are described in four different ways: by
tale, by weight, in assayed or blanched coin and at 16d to the ora.** For comparative
purposes it is necessary to bring all values to one identical base. Renders 1n kind,
mainly confined to large royal manots, cannot often be given a numerical value and
thus create further problems in terms of analysis. It is also important to determine
whether values include the other renders and valuations that are sometimes
mentioned 1in the text. The entry for the Dorset manor of Gussage mentions a 25
shilling payment from a mill as well as the £15 valuation of the manor.” In such
cases 1t seems likely that the overall valuation includes the money received from the
mill, although it 1s impossible to be certain. Composite estates are especially

problematical, for it is not always clear whether the assessments and values given in

the main entry include those of the component holdings. The royal manot of
Wakefield in Yorkshire and its numerous outliers provides an example.” It seems

likely that the assessment given under the main Domesday entry includes the
subordinate holdings mentioned later in the survey, although it is important that each
composite manor is dealt with separately. There can be no one accurate method to

deal with all such cases because here, as elsewhere, Domesday is inconsistent
between circuits and even counties.

Determining the date at which valuations were relevant is complicated by the
ambiguous phrasing of the Domesday text. Use of the phrase guando recepit provides
no clue as to the actual timescale of the transfer of land, although histotians generally
agree that a date between 1066 and 1071 is likely.”” Where the sctibes have employed
the phrase va/uit et valet, it 1s uncertain whether this means 1066 and 1086, when
acquired and 1086, or ‘always’. Mistaken interpretation of the Domesday evidence
can have significant consequences, as Fleming’s flawed study of declining values as a
result of the reorganisation of estates in Dorset clearly revealed.® In some instances
where the term ‘always’ is used, it is possible that it may reflect the ignorance of the
Domesday commissioners about pre-survey valuations. There are instances where
only one value is given for 2 manor, but satellite texts reveal that two dates are

actually being referred to. Because of such variations and idiosyncrasies, each entry is
again best judged on its own merits.

Hidage statistics, too, have provoked rigorous debate since Round’s analysis in his
classic study of Feudal! England” Some hidage statistics provided in Domesday Book

 For a discussion of Domesday evidence, see Britnell and Campbell (eds.), A Commenialising Economy (Manchester, 1995);
McDonald and Snooks, The Domesday Economy: A New Approach to Anglo-Norman History (Oxford, 1986); Harvey, "Royal Revenue
& Domesday Terminology', EcHIR, second series, vol.20, no.2 (1967), pp.221-228; Lennard, Rura/ England, Ap.11, 394.

# Or 20d to the ora. See Ellis, A General Introduction to Dormesday Book (London, 1833), 166; Round, 'The Domesday Ora', EHR,

vol.23 (1908), pp.283-285; Welldon Finn, A#n Introduction to Domesday Book (London, 1963), 189, 226; Harvey, 'Royal Revenue

and Domesday Terminology', E<IR, second series, vol.20 (1967), pp.221-228.
% DB Dorset (26,44).

% DB Yorkshire (1Y15).

¥ Onando recepit valuations are not provided in Domesday Book with any degree of regularity. Omussions are especially common
in the north, yet in the south-west they were used regularly.

* Fleming, Kings and Lords in Conguest England, 124-5. See also John Palmer’s discussion of Fowler’s ‘inductive method’ to

establish guando recepit declines in value. Palmer, "The Conqueror's footprints in Domesday Book', The Medieral Military
Rerolution, ed. Ayton and Price (London, 1995), Appendix.

* Round, Fewdu! England (1895); McDonald and Snooks, The Domesday Economy (1986); Leaver, ‘Five hides in ten counties’,
EcHR, vol.41 (1988), pp.525-542.
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appear to bear little relation to the population and resources of a manor. The
Betkshire manor of Bucklebury contained 21 ploughteams and had a value of [11,
which suggests that its assessment of just two hides was not an accurate reflection of
its economic status.” Beneficial hidation plays an important part in these

discrepancies. Hidage figures sometimes appear to be in multiples, for example of
five in Cambridgeshire. Although this suggests a degree of artificiality, this does not

greatly affect their reliability as an indicator of the size and resources of a manor. Itis
possible that the county or each hundred within it was allocated a certain number of

hides, which were then allocated downwards in units of five. Rounded values may

also have been used, as the valuation of five royal Sometset manors in multiples of
£23 of white silver implies.

Domesday Book leaves uncertainty over the exact meaning of the term ploughland.™
Where the scribe associated ploughlands with ploughteams, for example when
highlighting that x more ploughs could be employed to reach the ploughland quota
or when showing approval where ploughlands equal ploughteams, it is possible that

ploughland data represented the arable capacity of a manor. This is primanly the case
in circuit three, but elsewhere the correlation between ploughlands and ploughteams

is less pronounced. In counties such as Derbyshire, Nottinghamshire and Yorkshire,
ploughland data is often related to hidage, suggesting that it was either an old fiscal

assessment or an indication of pre-Conquest arable capacity. In other counties,
ploughland data does not appeat to be related to hidage or teamland figures, leading
Sally Harvey to conclude that “the character of the ploughland, present or past, must
be recognised as variable”.> She suggested that it represented a new fiscal

assessment, adapted to suit regional conditions and bearing some relation to
agricultural and arable capacity.™

Of particular relevance to this study is information concerning the tenure of land,
which again must be treated with caution. The use of pre-Conquest data 1s
particularly fraught with difficulties. The inclusion of Anglo-Saxon lords who were
dead in 1066, such as Earl Godwin and Earl Aelfgar of Mercia, is an indication that
the data in the survey was not always up-to-date. In many counties, ptecing together
the tenurial map of 1066 1s extremely difficult because of missing or ambiguous data.
In several counties, ovetlords are rarely mentioned. In Cheshire, Nottinghamshire
and Rutland, in no Domesday entry are two levels of pre-Conquest tenure identified,
and in Yorkshire the only named overlord is the Atchbishop of York in a handful of
cases. In Cornwall, Detbyshire, Huntingdonshire, Leicestershire, Lincolnshire,
Staffordshire and Warwickshire, there ate again few examples of overlordship, in all

instances amounting to no more than seven named individuals.” In his influential

3 DB Berkshire (1,23).
N DB Somerset (1,13; 19; 20; 22; 25).

2 Some counties lack ploughland figures entirely, especially in circuits one and five. For a general discussion of Domesday
terminology, see Harvey, “Taxation and the ploughland in Domesday Book’, Domesday Book: a Reassessment, pp.86-103; Higham,
‘Settlement, land use and Domesday ploughlands’, Landscape History, vol.12 (1990), pp.33-44.

*3 Harvey, “Taxation and the ploughland in Domesday Book’, 90.

* Harvey argued that in circuit three ploughland data was based on teamlands, thus reflecting the extent of arable. In the south
east, she claimed it was based on the extent and quality of the arable, and in the south west non-arable sources were also taken
into consideration. In devastated regions like Yorkshire, where there were no resources to provide guidelines, ploughland data
was often based on the old fiscal assessment. The assessment of newly cultivated regions like Rhos and Rhufoniog in North
Wales in ploughlands tends to back up Harvey’s theory of a new feudal assessment based on the ploughland. For the south east,
see Baker, “The Kentish sugunr. its relationship to soils at Gillingham’, EHR, vol.81 (1966), pp.74-72.

f‘-" Fleming’s claim that there were no overlords named in Derbyshire, Huntingdonshire, Leicestershire, Somerset and Wiltshire
15 an erroneous one. See, for example, the Domesday entnes for Cotes de Val, Kimcote, Misterton, Poultney, Swinford and
Walcote in Leicestershire, where Godric is said to have held the land from Ralph before 1066. DB Ledeestershire (3,5-10). In
Somerset, King Edward, Queen Edith, Earl Harold, Alfward, Reinbald of Cirencester and Robert son of Wymarc are all named
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study of Domesday Book and the tenutial structure, Peter Sawyer emphasised that
Anglo-Saxon lordships were often concealed by the folios of Domesday Book, and
that if revealed, would heighten the importance of antecessorial succession in
determining the post-Conquest tenurial structure. This was in marked contrast to the
established view of historians such as Maitland, who stressed that there was a large
gulf between eatls and the rest of the pre-Conquest atistocracy, and a large number

of minor lordless thanes.” The deficiency in Anglo-Saxon ovetlordship details in
some circuits is of vital significance when undertaking any comparison of pre- and

post-Conquest landholding patterns, for the possible existence of an unnamed
ovetlord in 1066 makes 1t difficult to evaluate the magnitude of the changes

introduced by the Conqueror. Even where this information 1s provided, any attempt
to establish terms of tenure is inhibited by the vague terminology often used in the
survey. For 1066, the main formula used was based on whether land could be freely

granted or sold without the lord's permission. This gives some idea of the strength of
the bond of lordship, but not of the nature of lordship.

Analysing the 1086 tenurial data is also a laborious task. Manors which appear to be
held in demesne in 1086 may have been subinfeudated or farmed out to sub-tenants,

as satellite texts can reveal. For example, the archbishop's manor of Orpington in
Kent was held in demesne in Domesday Book, but the Domesday Monachorum
mentioned that half a sulung of the manor at Keston was held by Derman.” The
manor of Brook, identified in the Domesday Monachorum and said to be farmed by
Robett of Romney, was in Domesday Book listed under the demesne holdings of the
archbishop.™ As Lennatrd concluded, "the renting of manors must have been a good

deal more prevalent than we should gather from the specific references to it in the

Exchequer text".”

The 1dentification of individuals is an issue central to any analysis of post-Conquest
military organisation, and it is often beset with difficulties. Although the more
prominent tenants-in-chief appearing in Domesday Book under one or more name -
for example Richard of Tonbridge, the son of Count Gilbert - present few problems,
common names like Alwin or Robert could represent any number of individuals.
Unless further identifications are provided by other contemporaty sources, it is often
impossible to determine the exact extent of each tenant’s landed interests. Although
uncertainty is particulatly common with lesser landowners, the identification of
greater tenants-in-chief can even present problems, especially where they held
additional sub-tenancies whete they were only identified by their Christian name in
the Domesday text. The confusion between Edeva the Fair and Queen Edith is
testimony to the ambiguous nature of the Domesday evidence. Fortunately, the
identification of landholders has long attracted the attention of Domesday scholars,
and neatrly all introductions to Domesday Book in the Victoria County Histories deal
with the issue in considerable depth. Significant advances have also been made
recently, for example by Clarke in his study of the Anglo-Saxon nobility and Keats-

as overlords, and in Wiltshire secular overlords include King Edward, Earl Harold, Edric the shenff, Harding and Ralph of
Hauville. Flerning, Kings and Lords in Conguest England, 114.

% Sawyer, "1066-1086: a tenunial revolution?', Domesday Book: a Reassessment, pp.71-85; Maitland, Domesday Book and Beyond, 208.
*" DB Kent (3,1); Domesday Monachorum of Christ Church Canterbury, ed. Douglas, 94.

*® DB Kent, (3,21); Domesday Monachorum, ed. Douglas, 92.

* Lennard, Rura/ England, 123.
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Rohan in her prosopographical account of the individuals named in Domesday
Book.”

X Xk ¥k

This account of the problems faced by Domesday scholats 1s by no means
exhaustive, and highlights the need for vigilance when dealing with the Exchequer

text. A careful examination of sources associated with the compilation of Domesday

Book is essential to highlight some of its inaccuracies and provide information edited
out of the final version. The Liber Exoniensis provides a detailed account of parts of

circuit two and can be used in conjunction with Domesday Book to venfy its
information.” Probably stemming from the stage of the Domesday inquest when
information was put before hundredal sessions at the county coutt, it is of further
use in supplying information later excluded from the Exchequer text.* A number of
other manuscripts appear to stem from the eatly stages of the Domesday inquest,

and are of use in an analysis of the south coast, Welsh March and northern border
region. The three surviving Evesham texts contain additional information on
Gloucestershire and Worcestershire, including personal names, and a Bath Abbey

text is of some use in analysing the settlement of Somerset.’ The Yorkshire Summary
provides an outline of Yorkshire carucates atranged geographically, which is of
considerable use in clarifying ambiguities in the main Exchequer text, and claims and
disputes in circuits two and six can be studied using the ferrae occupatae and the
clamores.”* Pre-Domesday geld rolls for counties such as Kent, which are likely to have
been used by the Domesday commissioners, can also be used to compare tax
assessments and to verify Domesday Book’s information.®

Other documents appear to be closely connected with Domesday Book. It 1s
generally assumed that Domesday Book and the Domesday Monachorum wete closely
related via a common source, perhaps the returns made to the Domesday
commissioners during the Domesday Inquest.* The Domesday Monachorum provides a
survey of the lands of the Archbishop of Canterbury, the monks of Christ Church,
the Bishop of Rochester and vatious other Kentish landowners. This occasionally
reveals information not in Domesday Book, and is of particular use in identifying
individuals who are not named fully or ignored in Domesday Book. Were it not for
the Domesday Monachorum, we would not know that the Osbert who held
Marshborough in Kent was in fact Osbern Paisforiere, or that the pre-Conquest

¥ Clarke, The English Nobility under Edward the Confessor (Oxford, 1994); Keats-Rohan, Domesday Peaple (Woodbndge, 1999). See

also Lewis, ‘Joining the Dots: a methodology for identifying the English in Domesday Book’, Famsly Trees and the Roots of Politics,
ed. Keats-Rohan, pp.69-87; Williams, The English and the Norman Conguest (Woodbridge, 1995).

“ Discrepancies and additional information from the Liber Exonsensis are discussed in the notes to the Phillimore editions of
Domesday Book for circuit two. See also Welldon Finn, The Iiber Exontensis (London, 1964).

42 The Inquisitio Comitatus Cantabrigiensis provides a similar account of parts of circuit three, although this area of England 1s
beyond the scope of this study. Inquisitio Comitatus Cantabrigiensis, ed. 1lamilton (London, 1876). There are useful notes on the
source in the Phillimore edition of the Cambndgeshire section of Domesday Book.

 Discrepancies and additional information from the Evesham texts are printed in the Phillimore edition of Domesday Book
for Worcestershire, appendix IV. See also Sawyer, Etesham A: a Domesday text (Worcester, 1960); Clarke, “The Early Surveys of
Evesham Abbey: an investigation into the problem of continuity in Anglo-Norman England’ (PhD thesis, Birmingham
Unuversity, 1977). Barh A is pnnted in the Phillimore edition of the Somerset Domesday Book, pp.381-385. See Lennard, 'A
neglected Domesday satellite', EHR, vol.58 (1943), pp.32-41.

4 The ferrae ocvupatae are included in the Liber Exoniensis, and the clamores are included in the Phillimore editions of Domesday
Book for circuit six.

> See Hoyt, ‘A Pre-Domesday Kentish Assessment List’, A Medieral Miscellany for D.M. Stenton, ed. Bames and Slade, pp.189-
202,

‘6 Domesday Monachorum of Christ Church Canterbury, ed. Douglas (1944); Kreisler, Domesday Monachorum Reconsidered (PhD thesss,

1967). Kehisler’s criticism of Douglas’ edition because of inadequate textual criticism and the omission of a section on the
assessment of Canterbury and Rochester estates should be noted.
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holder of Sheppey in Kent was Osward.”” The White Book of St. Augustines (the
Excerptd) and the Textus Roffensis provide further additional information for Kent.*
Along with the Domesday Monachorum, they provide a great deal of information on
Saxon churches in the county, which is of value in identifying places not always
desctibed in Domesday Book and thus gaining a more reliable picture of the
boundaries of those fiefs with a potentially military focus.” The analysis of Richard

of Tonbridge’s estate in Kent and Surrey in particular has benefited from the
additional information provided by such sources.™

X Xk Xk

A number of additional contemporary and near-contemporary sources provide
information on Anglo-Norman defence strategy and tenurial settlement. While the
volume of information they provide is slight when compared to the vast amount of
highly detailed data in Domesday Book, they can occasionally be valuable in gaining a
broader impression of the threats to Norman rule and the post-Conquest military
settlement 1n light of these threats. In view of the fact that Domesday Book depicts
the situation at just two or three points in time, the additional information in such
sources 1s of considerable use in establishing the chronology of the Norman
settlement and putting ‘flesh on the bones’ of the raw Domesday data, for example in
establishing ties of kinship between Norman barons and in providing accounts of
specific military campaigns duting the Conqueror’s reign.

Wiits and charters occasionally provide useful information on aspects of defence
strategy and military tenure. According to David Bates, there are around 140 genuine
surviving English writs and charters from the Conqueror’s reign, and although the
majority of documents are concerned with the rights of ecclesiastical institutions,
they can sometimes throw light on the military aspect of tenurial organisation. For
example, the notification of the foundation and endowments of the church of St.
Clement 1n the castle of Pontefract by Ilbert of Lacy, Robert his son and their
tenants ¢.1090 enables the identification of a number of Ilbert’s key military tenants
involved in the settlement and defence of Yorkshire.”! Information included in abbey
cartulanies is of considerable use in confirming or supplementing the information
provided in Domesday Book, but needs to be treated with caution as many
documents are twelfth century copies of lost originals, making the issue of
authenticity and reliability of paramount importance. The information concerning
land tenure and special privileges naturally tended to be biased in favour of the
institution concerned, in an attempt to defend possessions and rights. A prime
example 1s Battle Abbey, which produced a succession of forgeries in the twelfth and

thirteenth centuries in an attempt to prove that the Conqueror granted charters of
exemption to the abbey during his reign.>

* %k %k

Y7 DB Kent (2,37; 5,213); Domesday Monachorum, ed. Douglas, 85; 101.

* Ballard, 'An eleventh century inquisition of St. Augustine's, Canterbury', The British Acadensy Records of the Soctal and Economic
History of Englund and Wales, iv (1920); Textus Roffensis: a facsimile edition, ed. Sawyer (1957).

¥ Ward, “The list of Saxon churches in the Textus Roffensis’, Anbacologia Cantiana, vol.44 (1932), pp-39-59; “The list of Saxon
churches in the Domesday Monachorum and White Book of St. Augustines’, Anbaeologia Cantiana, vol.45 (1933), pp.60-89. The

list of Saxon churches in the Domesday Monachorum is not complete, omitting over seventy churches mentioned elsewhere in the
text, as well as munsters such as Faversham and Sheppey.
% See below, p.57.

>! The notification was a confirmation by Ilbert of Lacy 11 ¢.1137-1139. Early Yorkshire Charters, vol.3, no. 1492.

** The forged charters are printed and discussed by Searle, ‘Battle Abbey and Exemption: the forged charters’, EHR, vol.83
(1968), pp.449-480.
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Chronicles and narratives form another important soutce for an evaluation of Anglo-
Notrman defence policy. The Norman Conquest in patt provoked a revival of
historiography, resulting in the survival of a number of sources that can throw
considerable light upon events in England under the Conqueror. Of the English
sources, the manuscripts that make up the Anglo Saxon Chronicle provide a useful
narrative soutce for most important events of the period.” The Winchester,
Worcester and Peterborough versions of the chronicle are especially useful, for they
cover the period to 1070, 1079 and 1154 respectively. They contain a considerable
amount of information of use in an analysis of threats to Anglo-Norman security, 1n
particular their accounts of the early rebellions against Notman rule in the north and
elsewhete and the rebellion of eatls Ralph, Roger and Waltheof in 1075.”* The
Wortcester version is especially well informed on Anglo-Scandinavian relations, and
contains a useful account of the Danish invasion of 1069.” Anglo-Scottish relations
are also discussed, for instance during the account of Queen Margaret of Scotland 1n
1067.”° The annals for the Conqueror's reign were probably based on neat-
contemporary accounts, which enhances their reliability, although the confused

description of the events of 1067-69 serves as a rteminder that the Anglo Saxon
Chronicle was not always chronologically accurate.

The Anglo Saxon Chronicle was employed by many later histotians as a source for their
account of the late Saxon petiod and the Conqueror’s teign. Among them was John
of Worcester, whose informative yet at times flawed chronicle was written in the first
half of the twelfth century.”’ Its main use is for the information that it provides that
diverges from ot is additional to the information in the surviving versions of the
Anglo Saxon Chronicle, and for the emphasis that it places on chronology. Of mote
limited use is Eadmer, whose somewhat oversimplified and at times unreliable
Historia Novorum in Anglia and Viita Anselmi wete written in the eatly twelfth century
at Christ Church, Canterbury.” Regarded primarily as a biography of Anselm, the
two sources are mainly concerned with events after his succession to the
archbishopric in 1093, but they do contain a limited amount of information
concerning the reign of William I, in patticular relating to dispute between Lanfranc

and Odo of Bayeux over encroachment on church land resulting in the Penenden
Trial.”

Another prominent English commentator was William of Malmesbury, whose Ges?a
Regum Anglorum discussed most of the key threats to Anglo-Norman security in the

late eleventh centuty, including the eatly rebellions in Exeter and York and unrest in
Northumbria in 1080, and the continental campaigns of the petiod.” Chapters in his

history were devoted to Edgar the Aetheling and eatls Edwin, Morcar, Waltheof and

53 The Anglo Saxcon Chronscle: a Collaborative Edition, ed. Dumville and Keynes (1983-2001).
 Anglo Saxcon Chronicle, MS D, ed. Cubbin, 81-6.

53 Ibid., 84. Cubbin claimed that the chronicle was written under the patronage of Aldred, bishop of York between 1061 and
1069, hence explaining the interest in northem affairs. Interest in Scandinavian affairs before 1066 can be attributed to the fact
that the chronicle seems to have been written at Worcester under Bishop Oswald, who was of Scandinavian descent. Ibid, Ixxix.
% 1bid., 82,

*1 The Chronicle of Jobn of Worcester, ed. Darlington, McGurk and Bray (3 vols, 1995-1998). McGurk descnibed the chronicle as a
confusing and poorly researched account, showing “a wild zest, an enthusiasm for newly-found sources without any discernubly

clear aim at coordination”. Darlington and McGurk, “The chronicon ex chronicis of ‘Florence’ of Worcester and its use of sources
for English history before 1066’, ANS, vol.5 (1982), 195.

8 Eadmer’s History of Recent Erents in England, ed. Bosanquet (London, 1964); Vita Sancti Anselmi, ed. Southem (London, 1962).

** For a discussion of the evidence, see Bates, "The land pleas of William I's reign: Penenden Heath revisited', BIHR, vol.51
(1978}, pp.1-19.

 William of Malmesbury, Gesta Regum Anglorum: The History of the English Kings, ed. Mynors, Thomson and Winterbottom (3 vols,
1998-9), i, 462; 498-500.
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Ralph, all of whom posed a threat to security at various stages during the
Conqueror’s reign.' His claim, however, that William was “successfully holding the
whole of England in his power, while he had all the Welsh as tributaties™ serves as 2
reminder that the source was not without bias.®? A similar bias is evident in Henry of

Huntingdon’s Historia Anglorum, whete he claimed that the Conqueror had succeeded
in subjecting Scotland and Wales to Norman rule.” Henry’s account should not be

dismissed as an historical source in supplement to the .Anglo Saxon Chronicl, for 1t
provides a considerable amount of information relating to unrest in the north, the

Danish and Scottish raids and the Ely Revolt.”* Howevet, it is a source that should be
treated with much caution, as there are very few dates in his work and his tendency
to write in themes leads to considerable confusion. Simeon of Dutham’s History of the
Kings of England and History of the Church of Durbam both contain some original matenal
concerning secular affairs in the north, and are of use in a study of the security of
northern England. His account of William’s harrying campaign of 1069-70, as a result
of which he claimed that land between Yotk and Durham was uncultivated for nine

years, has considerable bearing on military requirements in northern England.”

X %k X

One of the most controversial contemporary Norman soutces is the Carmen de
Hastingae Proelio, a detailed account of the Battle of Hastings and the events leading
up to William's coronation.”® The Carmen appears to be an eatly source written by a
man well acquainted with English affairs and the events of 1060, although the
thetorical passages should be highlighted and the reliability of the poem verified by

other soutces. Despite its flaws, some valuable information can be extracted from the
poem, in particular the evidence of early Anglo-Norman fortifications at Dover.”

Prominent among Norman contemporary chroniclers was William of Jumieges,
whose eatly account of Norman and English history to 1070 is especially useful for
Normandy in the tenth and eatly eleventh centuries, and in particular Anglo-Norman
relations.” Although William of Jumiéges is a valuable source for the pre-Conquest
petiod, the value of the Gesta Normannorum Ducum declines considerably after 1066,
when his narrative became brief and incomplete. However, the Gesta Normannorunt
Ducum does contain some information that warrants further investigation. Of
relevance to the issue of resistance to Norman rule is his information concerning
skirmishes in London in 1066, the camp at Wallingford and the rebellion of Eustace
of Boulogne, written before Eustace was reconciled with the king.” He also
commented upon the 1069 York campaign and the attack by Harold’s sons on the

1 Ibid,, 466-8; 464-6.

82 Ibid,, 416.

83 Henry Archdeacon of Huntingdon, Historia Anglorum, ed. Greenaway, pp.404-406.
¢4 Ibid, 22-24.

8 Simeon of Durbam, Historia Regum, ed. Amold (1885), 1, 188.

% The Carmen de Hastingae Proekio of Guy Bishap of Amiens, ed. Barlow (1999). It is widcly assumed to be a poem addressed to the
Conqueror and written shortly after 1066 by Guy of Amiens, and was probably the poem mentioned by Ordernic Vitalis in hus
Ewlesiastical History and used by William of Poitiers in his Gesta Guillelmi. The accepted view came under fire from R.H.C. Daws,
who claimed that it was an unreliable and unoriginal twelfth century account, but his views have been discredited by subsequent
studies by historians such as Engels, Van Houts and Barlow. Davis, “The Carmen de Hastingae Proclio’, EHR, vol.93 (1978),
pp-241-261; Davis, Engels, et al., “The Carmen de Hastingae Proclio: 2 discussion’, ANS, vol.2 (1979), 1-20; Van Houts, ‘Latin

Poetry and the Anglo-Norman Court 1066-1135: the Carmen de Hastingae Proelio’, Jourmal of Mediseral History, vol.15 (1989),
Pp.39-62.

® The Carmen de Hastingae Procko of Guy Bishop of Amiens, ed. Barlow, 36.

%8 Gesta Normannorum Ducurs of William of Jumiéges, Orderic Viitakis and Robert of Torigni, ed. Van Houts (2 vols, 1992). It must be
remembered that it was written at the Conqueror’s request and there is a lack of other sources to venfy its vahdity.

® 1bid, i, 170; 176-178. His account of Eustace's rebellion may have stemmed from the castellan Hugh I1I de Montfort, who
held land from Jumiéges.
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south-west, although his sources are unknown and his narrative is vague.” The Gesta
Normannorum Ducum provides illuminating evidence concerning the position of
Robert Curthose in Normandy during the Conqueror’s reign, which has some
bearing on the issue of Anglo-Norman defence against continental threats.

Of more use for the post-Conquest period is William of Poitiers, whose Gesza
Guillelmi was written in the early 1070s and covered the period to 1071." His history

provided information on the careers of the Conqueror’s main advisers, which is of
considerable use in determining the role of individuals in defence strategy. Especially
prominent were William fitz Osbern and Odo of Bayeux, whose role as governors of
England during the Conqueror's absence in 1067 was praised.” He highlighted the
Norman emphasis on fortifications as a means of defence, recording the
construction of castles in boroughs like Dover, London and Winchester.” His
detailed accounts of rebellions and the ensuing raids in the north are valuable in
understanding the scale of English resistance to Norman rule, and the response of
the Conqueror to such threats, and he provides a valuable commentary on the
distribution of “rich fiefs, for the sake of which [men] would willingly bear toil and
danger”.”* Although William of Poitiers is an important soutce, the Gesta Guillelmi 1s
plagued with bias as it was written essentially to exalt the Conqueror and to justify his
succession to the English throne. His claim that the Conqueror "subjugated all the

cities of the English in a single day, between the third hour and the evening, without
much outside help" is a clear example of this partiality.”

The strong pro-Norman bias evident in the work of William of Jumiéges and William

of Poitiers was toned down in the eatly twelfth century by Orderic Vitalis, both in his
version of the Gesta Normannorum Ducum and in his own Ecclesiastical History.” Otderic

Vitalis’ revision of William of Jumiéges, mainly written before 1109, included some
valuable additions and cotrections.” Of particular use in relation to defence against
Scandinavian attack was the new information concerning Tosti’s visit to the king of
Norway, perhaps based on an English source.” He stressed that the peace after the
fall of York was only temporary, and identified Edgar the aetheling as a possible
threat to William's power.” His revision highlighted that the Norman Conquest was
not as rapid, and the position of the Conqueror not as secure, as Willlam of Jumieges
had suggested. This theme was continued in his Ecclesiastical History, which provides
an insight into many aspects of Anglo-Norman history. The value of Orderic Vitalis’
work lies in the fact that he had first-hand experience of life in both England and

Normandy during the Conquetot’s reign. With a Norman father and English mothet,

™ Jbid, n, 178-182.

N Gesta Guillelmi of William of Postiers, ed. Davis and Chibnall (1998). William was from Préaux in Normandy, and had trained as a
knught and fought in secular warfare but tumed to the church, holding positions as a chaplain of Duke William and archdeacon
of Lisieux. He spent some time in England after the Conquest, and was probably the William of Poitou named in Domesday
Book as a canon receiving prebends of the church of St. Martin's in Dover. His possible connection with Odo of Bayeux may
have provided him with information about the Battle of Hastings and the organisation of settlement in south eastern England,

and he may have had access to information derived from Earl Morcar, who was in the care of the Beaumont famuly in
Normandy between 1071 and 1087.

2 Ibid,, 164.
B Ibid,, 144, 160-164.
™ Jbid,, 163-168, 182

™ Gesta Guillelmi, ed. Davis and Chibnall, 143. His claims concerning early Norman involvement in Maine should be viewed in 2
similar light. He stated that "for long before [the conquest] the region of Maine had been subject to the sway of the dukes of
Normandy". Ibrd, 61.

16 Gesta Normannorum Ducum, ed. Van Houts (é vols, Oxford, 1992) and Ecclesiastical History of Orderic Viitalis, ed. Chibnall (6 vols,
1969-80). :

T However, his version of the Gesia Normannorum Ducum does contain inaccuracies and falsehoods, for example concerning the

date of the battle of Stamford Bridge and the claim that Harold's men killed King Gruffydd of Wales. Ibid, 1, 168 and 160-162.
™8 Jbid, 1, 162.
™ Ibid, 1, 182, 180.
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Ordetic was brought up in Shropshire during William I's reign, which encouraged an
interest in English affairs.*® Although Orderic was only ten when he left England, he
cannot have failed to gain some impression of the impact of the Norman Conquest
on the English population. Awareness of dramatic events such as the hatrying
campaign of 1069-1070 would have enhanced his English sympathies. As Chibnall

commented, "the memories of his English boyhood were to be an important element
in the unique and remarkable book to which he devoted his life".”

Orderic’s Ecclesiastical History provides descriptions of many prominent Norman
barons, especially those connected with St. Evroul. Of particular value in analysing
the eatly distribution of English fiefs and the military activities of those in control of
them are his accounts of the families of Montgomery-Bélleme, Grandmesnil,
Watenne and Hugh of Avranches. Orderic’s list of men involved in the Battle of

Hastings and the account of the campaigns of 1068-69, probably based on the lost
conclusion of William of Poitiers’ Gesta Guillelmi, ate both extremely useful in

determining those barons involved in the initial process of conquest, settlement and
defence of England.”

Controvetsy surrounds Wace’s twelfth century Roman de Rou, which includes some
valuable information relating to Anglo Norman watfare, and the Norman Conquest

in particular.” Details concerning strategy, tactics and logistics are useful in an
analysts of William the Conqueror’s military organisation, and his emphasis on the
importance of castles is valuable in the study of fortifications as a means of defence.
Wace's narrative of the reign of the Conqueror was not extensive, but he provided a
considerable amount of information on individuals and their role in the Conquest,
which although not always accurate or free from bias, is of use when conftrmed by
other independent sources. Modern historiographical treatment of Wace has been
mixed.”* A particular focus of debate has been Wace’s list of those involved in the
1066 1nvasion campaign which, if valid, is of great use in relation to the post-
Conquest distribution of English tetritoty. Bennett claimed that the names in the list
were not those men crossing the Channel in 1066, but instead reflected men

supporting Henry against his father, Henry II, in 1173-4." However, Elisabeth Van
Houts has subsequently identified all but one of the 116 names in the list, using

charters, Domesday Book, and the wotk of Keats-Rohan and the Linacre Unit for
Prosopogtaphical Research.” As Van Houts concluded, the combination of “oral

and written family history is pethaps Wace’s most important contribution to the
historiography of the Norman Conquest of England”.”’

k Xk Xk

® However, it is important to remember that the Eatesiastical History was not written until the twelfth century, when Ordenic's
recollection of events may have been hazy or clouded by hindsight. For example, in his description of the distribution of land
after the Ely Revolt, Orderic noted that William of Warenne received Surrey, yet Domesday Book does not show him in

possession of any Surrey land, and he was not made ear! of the county until the late 1080s. Exksiastical History of Orderic Vitaiis,
ed. Chibnall, i1, 264.

8! Chubnall, The World of Orderic Viitalis, 3.
82 Eclesiastical History of Orderic Viitalis, ed. Chubnall, 1, 174;214-236.
> Wace, L2 Roman de Row, ed. Holden (Panis, 1970).

" Round, Fexdal England, pp.258-321; Douglas, ‘Companions of the Conqueror’, History, vol.28 (1943), pp.129-147; Bennett,
"Wace and warfare’, ANS, vol.11 (1988), pp.37-57. :

®3 Bennett, “Poetry as History?’ The Roman de Rou as a source for the Norman Conquest’, ANS, vol.5 (1982), 28; and ‘Wace
and warfare’, Anglo-Norman Studies, vol.11 (1988), pp.37-57.

% Van Houts, “Wace as historian’, Family Trees and the Roots of Politics, pp.103-132.
87 Ibid,, 116.
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Abbey chronicles can also provide some valuable information relating to Anglo-
Norman settlement and defence. The Abingdon Chronicle, although mainly local in
outlook, recotded the rebellions against the Conquetor in the early 1070s in which
the abbey and its tenants were involved.® The expedition to Scotland of 1080 was
mentioned because of the abbot’s involvement, and reference to the threats from
Scandinavia, Scotland and Wales are of use in determining the security of the Anglo-
Norman realm. The Abingdon Chronicle also provided information about its

founders and benefactors, which is of use in identifying individuals mentioned 1n
Domesday Book and in determining the history of individual estates that may have
possessed military responsibilities, both lay and ecclesiastical. It recorded castleguard

duties at Windsor, the abbey's initial reliance on stipendiary knights, and the
introduction of knight service to meet the feudal quota.

As Elisabeth Van Houts has shown, non-Norman continental sources can also be
used to gain an understanding of Anglo-Norman England from a different
petspective, in particular threats to English security from overseas.” Of the
Scandinavian sources, Adam of Bremen's History of the Archbishops of Bremen 1s worth
consulting, for he visited Swein of Denmark in 1068-69.” His history is weakened by
his rehiance on inaccurate information and hearsay, but a few comments are worth
pursuing, for example his claim that William’s wealth owed much to the confiscation
of 300 Danish ships and gold, information perhaps stemming from Swein.”’ The

biography of Cnut IV, written by the Anglo-Saxon exile Aelnoth of Canterbury at
Odense circa 1122, provides an interpretation of the motives for the 1085 Danish
invasion plan. Although it is a late account, Aelnoth's claim that the English sought
Danish aid to expel the tyrannous Norman invaders seems a valid interpretation
which can be backed up by other sources.” The portrayal of Cnut as the protector of
the English against the Conqueror, and the view that England was still part of the

Scandinavian kingdom, helps to explain why Scandinavia was still seen as a major
threat to Anglo-Norman security in the 1080s.

In an examination of the rebellious activities of Eatl Waltheof, King Haro/d's Saga

contains an intetesting poem written in England after 1076 by Thotkill Skallason, an
Icelandic poet in Waltheof’s retinue.” The source is obviously biased in favour of

Waltheof, whom it describes as being betrayed by the king, and therefore it needs to
be treated with caution.” The Wor/d Chronicle of the Irish recluse Marianus Scotus

+ contains a few interesting remarks in its coverage of wotld history to 1076. Written in
Mainz, the chronicle refers to famine and cannibalism in northern England in 1070

caused by the Scottish and French campaigns, which is also mentioned by Simeon of
Durham. Sources from the Holy Roman Empire occasionally provide information

concerning the Conqueror’s foreign policy. The annals of the monastery of
Niederalteich, written in 1075 by an anonymous author, provide information on
Norman fatalities at Hastings, supposedly based on eyewitness accounts. If such

information was gained from Englishmen who fought at Hastings, it would confirm
that some Englishmen fled their country soon after the Conquest.

% Chronicon Monasterii de Abingdon, ed. Stevenson (2 vols, London, 1858).
® Van Houts, “The Norman Conquest through LEuropean eyes’, EHR, vol.110 (1995), pp.832-853.
* Adam of Bremen, History of the Archbishap’s of Hamburg-Bremen, ed. Tschan (New York, 1959).

*' His comment that eight days scparated Harold usurping the throne and William invading England is testimony to hus
unrehabibity. Adum of Bremen, ed. Tschan, 159.

"> Van Houts, “The Norman Congquest through European eyes’, 837. .

** Harold's Saga forms part of Snorri Sturluson's FHeimskringla, a thirteenth century history of Norway from prchistoric imes to

1177. Details about English history are frequently erroneous, and the source needs to be treated with extreme caution. King
Harald's Saga, ed. Magnusson and Pilsson (Middlesex, 1971).

* Van Houts, “The Norman Conquest through European eyes’, pp.835-6.
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Welsh chronicles can also be used to analyse the Conquerot's defence policy along
the Welsh March, for they provide a background to Welsh history and some idea of
relations with Wales both before and after the Conquest. Although references to the
Normans prior to 1090 are few, they provide occasional glimpses of the natutre of
military settlement along the march. The most prominent soutce is Braty Tywysogyon,

ot The Chronicle of the Princes, compiled by 2 Welshman using both Norman and Welsh
sources. It was written in the late thirteenth century, which resulted 1n some

inaccuracies and an unclear chronology. However, accounts of English campaigns
into Wales, for example in 1073 when "the French ravaged Cetedigion and Dyfed"
and in the following year when "the French ravaged Ceredigion by itself” provide
some idea of the aggressive policies adopted by settlers in the marcher shires.”

X %k %k

A varniety of other sources exist which can be used to enhance our understanding of
Anglo-Norman defence strategy. In an examination of Anglo-Saxon defence policy

and its impact on the post-Conquest situation, the tenth century Burgha/ Hidage 1s a
valuable soutce listing 33 fortifications that formed part of a national system of

defence in the south.” The fiscal statistics relating to the forts provide some idea of
the scale of the fortifications, and those statistics relating to Warwick, Worcester and
Wessex as a whole can be compared with those in Domesday Book. A poem
concerning the Battle of Maldon is also worth examining for its information on the
tenth century Danish threat and Anglo-Saxon military tactics. Written by an
anonymous author probably soon after 991, it contains some useful information
which can be confirmed by sources like the Anglo Saxon Chronicle and John of
Worcester on many occasions. Howevet, as Scragg recognised in his edition of the

text, 1t was a rather heroic account laced with elaborate imagery and dramatic
account, and should thus be treated with caution.”

The Bayeux Tapestry provides a fascinating contemporary soutrce that should be
examined alongside the chronicles. It seems likely that it was commissioned by Odo

of Bayeux and made by an Englishmen who may have been an eye-witness to the
events of 1066, for he seems to be well-informed on cavalry techniques. Of particulat
use for the subject of Anglo-Norman defence is the depiction of the construction of
a castle at Hastings, although whether the motte and bailey castle depicted in the

scene was truly representative of the type of castle built by the Normans in the
immediate post-Conquest period has been a matter of some scholarly debate.”
Davison, in his article on the origins of English castles, claimed that most earthwork
castles in the 1060s were simple ring-work enclosures, constructed within a short
space of time in an often hostile environment, and that it was not until after 1068
that motte and bailey castles became the standard form of fortification.”

* Brut y Tywysogyon, or The Chronicle of the Princes, ed. Jones (1952).

% The Burghal Hidage survives in the form of later copies, which have been printed by David Hill and Alexander Rumble in their

edition of the text. The Defence of Wessexz the Burghal Hiduage and Anglo Saxcon Fortifications, ed. Hill and Rumble (Manchester, 1996).
71 The Battle of Maldon AD 991, ed. Scragg (Oxford, 1991).

? The Bayeu: Tapestry: A Comprebensire Surrey, ed. Stenton (London, 1965); The Bayeux: Tapestry: The Complete Tapestry in Colour, ed.
Wilson (London, 1985).

» Davison, “The origins of the castle in England: the Institute’s Research Project’, Anhacological Journal, vol.124 (1968), pp.202-
11. Barbara English suggested that the castles of the midlands and northern England, built between 1068 and 1070, may have

also been enclosure or ring-work castles. English, “Towns, Mottes and Ringworks of the Conqueror’, The Medieral Military
Rerolution, pp.45-61.
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Lanfranc's correspondence, although mainly concerned with papal and ecclesiastical
affairs, is of use in relation to the 1075 crisis.'® It provides some idea of the motives

of the rebels, although it was obviously somewhat coloured by Lanfranc's loyalty to
the king. A letter to the bishop of Durham in 1075 also highlighted an awareness of
the Breton and Danish threat.'” Twelfth century administrative documents are of

some use in the analysis of Domesday statistics and post-Conquest feudal tenure, and

Keefe’s study of such sources during the reign of Henry I1I is of particular value in
this respect.'” The 1166 Cartae Baronum is of especial use in an analysis of the

introduction of feudal tenure to Anglo-Norman England, and many of the knights
mentioned in the source can be traced back to their Domesday predeccessorts,
providing some indication of possible military obligations at an eatlier date.'”

X %k Xk

Not one of the available sources is thetefore without its problems: all confuse
elements of myth, hearsay, triumphalism or simple etror. Exposing their 'facts’
requires careful analysis in terms of origin, intent and purpose, combined with a
careful evaluation of any relationship between the sources. Only where credible
material is common to two or more distinct contemporary soutces, or where unique
information in a single reliable source is compelling, can the material be confidently

used to throw light upon the factors governing the tenurial settlement of England 1n

the context of threats to Anglo-Norman rule. Fortunately, the materials appear
sufficiently rich and varted for that purpose.

L EEEEE——— T ———,

%0 Letiers of Lanfranc, Archbishop of Canterbury, ed. Clover and Gibson (Oxford, 1979), nos. 31-35.
191 1bid.,, no. 36.

192 Keefe, Feudal Assessments and the Political Community under Henry 11 and bis Sons (Loondon, 1983)
103 Red Book of the Ex chgggg’i‘ﬁ. Hall (3 vols, London, 1896).
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The Threats to
Norman Rule

A study of Anglo-Norman defence strategy in border and maritime regions must take
into consideration the nature and magnitude of the threats to Norman rule that
influenced the subsequent tenurial settlement. The init1al priority for the Conqueror

and his followers must have been to guard against internal challenges to Notman
rule. This would have been an immense task — this was a conguest after all, and apart

from a handful of Norman settlers in England under Edward the Confessor, there
are no indications of any native support for the duke’s claim to the English throne.
The Norman conquerors must have felt a deep sense of insecurity in the hostile
environment of England in the late 1060s, and the rapid programme of castle

building 1s undoubtedly a reflection of this. The resistance to their rule that surfaced
dunng this period has no parallels in English history prior to the Civil War.

Norman insecurity was compounded by the danger of Scandinavian assault along the
southern and eastern coastline, especially in the early years of the Conqueror’s reign
when Scandinavian leaders were able to take advantage of his tenuous hold on the
native population and the outbreaks of hostility to Norman rule. Pre-Conquest
Scandinavian settlement in eastern England meant that Viking raiders were not
always unwelcome in such areas. There was also the possibility of Scandinavian
assault from bases in Ireland, which may have affected settlement in western
England. The aggressive activities of the Welsh proved a threat to the security of

marcher shires, and a strong Norman presence in the region was essential in order to
maintain the border and consolidate Norman authority prior to the expansion of

control westwards. Likewise, in both Yorkshire and Lancashire the Normans had to
defend the border with Scotland and prevent Scottish attack undermining Norman
authornty in the north. The resistance of Northumbria to Norman rule in the late
1060s 1s testimony to the volatility of the region. It would have been vital for the
Conqueror to analyse the strategic needs of the kingdom in terms of defence against
these dangers, on both a local and national level, and make provisions to effectively

guard against any undermining of his authority in England and elsewhere within the
Norman Empire.

¥ Xk X

Defence against native opposition had a major impact on Norman settlement
patterns in many parts of the kingdom. The threat of internal revolt was acute,
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especially in the early phases of the conquest.! As Morillo recognised, the threat of
internal rebellion “often constituted a greater danger than that posed by external
enemies”, exacerbated because the two were often linked.2 William of Poitiers

highlighted the problem when he wrote that the English could not be persuaded “to
prefer peace and quiet to changes and revolt”.

Edgar Aetheling formed an important focus of opposition in the initial phases of the
conquest. As the grandson of Edmund Ironside and half-brother of Edward the
Confessor, his claim to the English throne was stronger than that of both Harold and
William. Although in 1066 he was only a teenager with little experience or political
weight, his potential danger to Norman control of England could not be ignored,
even if he was only the “pawn in other people’s games” that Nicholas Hooper has
suggested.* The Wotcester version of the Angl Saxon Chronicle reported that in 1066
“Archbishop Aldred and the citizens of London wanted to have Edgar Aetheling as
king, as was his proper due; and Edwin and Morcar promised him that they would
fight on his side”.> The Peterborough version of the Chronicle reported that in 1066
Brand was elected abbot of Peterborough, and was sent to Edgar Aetheling “because
the local people expected that he would be king, and the Aetheling gladly gave his
assent to 1t”.° These accounts demonstrate the perceived strength of Edgar’s claim to
the throne throughout England, and the fact that he was one of the men whom the
Conqueror took to Normandy in 1067 “whose loyalty and power he particulatly
suspected” clearly demonstrates that the Conqueror was acutely aware of the danger

that he posed.” The Anglo Saxon Chronicle reported that in 1069 Edgar was among the

northern rebels who, in alliance with the Danes, “stormed and razed the castle [of
York] and captured an incalculable treasure in it, and killed many hundreds of
Frenchmen and took many with them to the ships”.8 This rebellion in York provides
a clear example of resistance to the attempts of the Norman conquerors to impose

their authority on the north, and the severity of the campaign to repress this

outburst of hostility, in Yorkshire and beyond, clearly demonstrates the perceived
magnitude of the threat.’

Earls Edwin and Morcat, who rallied around Edgar Aetheling as a potential claimant
to the throne, formed another important focus of opposition in the initial phase of
the Norman Conquest, as their removal to the Continent with Edgar in 1067
highlights. They were prominent landholders in notthern England before 1066, and
undoubtedly had a significant following. Their tenurial position was especially strong

! For an account of the English reaction to the Norman Conquest, see Williams, The Engfish and the Norman Conguest
(Woodbridge, 1995).

2 Morillo, Warfare under the Anglo-Norman Kings (Woodbridge, 1994), 39.
3 William of Poitiers, ed. Davis and Chibnall, 182.

4_ Hooper, ‘Edgar the Actheling: Anglo-Saxon Prince, Rebel and Crusader’, Anglo-Saxon England, vol.14 (1985), 212, For his
likely age, see the Gesta Normannorum Ducum of William of Jumiéges, where it is stated that the northern rebels “appointed as
their king a2 boy who descended of the same noble stock as King Edward”. Gesta Normannorum Ducum of William of Jumidges,
Orderic Viitalis and Robert of Tonigni, ed. Van Houts, i, 181. Edgar was born when his father was in exile, and spent most of his

youth in Sweden, Russia and Hungary, which limited the extent to which he could build up any independent following in

England. Furthermore, Domesday Book recorded that he had no territorial interests in England before 1066 from which to
draw support.

> Anglo Saxcon Chronicle MS D, ed. Cubbin, 80-1.
S Anglo Saxon Chronick, ed. Whitelock et al., 142-3 (MS E).

7 William of Poitiers suggested that they were taken to Normandy "so that during his absence no revolt instigated by them
mght break out, and the general populace, deprived of their leaders, would be less capable of rebellion®. William of Poitiers, ed.
Davis and Chibnall, 166. The Anglo Saxon Chronicle listed the hostages as Archbishop Stigand, Aethelnoth abbot of

Glastonbury, Edgar Aetheling, Earl Edwin, Earl Morcar, Earl Waltheof "and many other good men from England”. Anglo
Saxon Chronicle MS D, ed. Cubbin, 81

8 Anglo Saxon Chronicle, MS D, ed. Cubbin, 84.

9 L .
There were related outbreaks of rebellion in Cheshire, Dorset, Somerset and Staffordshire. For an analysis of the impact of
the harrying, see below, p.180.
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in Yorkshire, where Morcar had been appointed as earl of Northumbria after the
rebellion against the rule of Tosti in 1065, and along the Welsh March where Edwin
had been a dominant landholder. The threat that the men posed after 1066 1s clearly

evident in their involvement in the rebellion of 1068 1n support of Bleddyn of
Gwynedd.
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J ap - Land of Earls Edwin and Morcar in northern England before 1066"

FEarl Morcar continued to pose a threat to Norman rule in the aftermath of the
harrying campaign, participating in the Fenland rebellion of 1071." The Anglo Saxon
Chronicle reported that Morcar went to Ely by ship, and was joined by Bishop
Aethelwine and Siward Bearn “and many hundred men with them”.!> The reputation

and skill of Hereward, another prominent figure in this rebellion, attracted additional
supporters hostile to Norman rule, especially those who had been dispossessed after
1066. The Isle of Ely was taken over by rebels and used as a base for guerrilla raids
on the surrounding area. The significance of the threat to Norman security 1s
emphasised by William I’s personal involvement in the crushing of the rebellion.
Even after defeat, Hereward and his men continued their guerrilla warfare campaign
from the Bruneswald, posing a threat to Norman settlers in the surrounding region.!’

Counties with strong attachments to the Anglo-Saxon earls were especially
susceptible to rebellion against Norman rule in the immediate aftermath of the
Conquest. The Godwineson family had been prominent landholders in south-
western England before 1066. Earl Harold held a number of key manors in
prominent locations, and bore a considerable amount of responsibility for coastal
defence. Two of his former manors, Alphington and Topsham, were located 1n the
immediate vicinity of Exeter, and it is likely that the earl also occupied a prominent

— —

10 +ye e . . ) L
I'he map shows those lands explicitly said to be held by the earls before 1066 and further land by Edwin and Morcar where
they are not identified by their title.

"' For an account of the rebellion, see Wilhams, The English and the Norman Conguest, 49.
'> Anglo Saxon Chronicle, MS D, ed. Cubbin, 85.

" The Anglo Saxon Chronicle noted that all tilc rebels surrendered to the king "except Hereward alone and those who could
escape with him, and he led them out valigntly”. Anglo Saxon Chronicle MS D, ed. Cubbin, 85.
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position within the borough. His mother, Countess Gytha, held the nearby manor of
Woodbury, and Earl LLeofwin was the lord of the manor of Pinhoe to the north-east
of the city. The close association of the royal borough of Exeter with the
Godwineson family before 1066 was perhaps a contributory factor in the outbreak of
rebellion there in 1068, when the city refused to submit to the Conqueror and was
besieged for eighteen days. The Anglo Saxon Chronicle reported that a large part of the

king's army perished during this campaign.!* The scale of the threat was appreciated
by William I, who must have been aware of the implications of the presence of

Countess Gytha, the aunt of Swein of Denmark in addition to the mother of the
former king. Prestwich’s claim that she was involved in a plan to overthrow the
Normans in England, with the support of the Danes and Harold’s sons in Ireland,
seems plausible.’ The fact that William led a campaign into the south-west in person

and permitted a surprisingly lenient settlement is an indication of how seriously he
viewed the situation.

Map 2: Land of the Godwineson family in south-western Fngland before 1066

Harold's sons Edmund, Godwine and Magnus posed a threat to Norman security for
several years after 1066. Given the lack of real legitimacy in William's own claim, the
threat of any candidate with even the flimsiest connection to the pre-1066 kings must
have appeared very real, more especially since they could count on some native
support. Retusing to submit to the Conqueror, Harold's sons maintained hopes of a
restoration of their famuily to the English throne. They fled to Dublin after the
Conquest and gained the support of King Diarmid of Leinster in their campaign
against the Normans. By the summer of 1068 they had gathered a seemingly large
naval force in Dublin and were able to launch an attack on the west coast of
tingland. The Anglo Saxon Chronicle revealed that they ravaged around the mouth of
the Avon and then attempted to take Bristol by force, which suggests that they had

—— — ——

" Anglo Saxon Chronicle MS D, ed. Cubbin, pp.81-2.

1- ) L TN re q i . » » : r . . ’ - h
> Prestwich, "Military intelligence under the Norman and Angevin kings', Law and Government in Medieral Fingland, ed. Garnett
and Hudson, 4. It 1s uncertain whether Harold's sons were actually in Exeter during the 1068 siege.
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many men at their disposal.!é The Chronicle reported that they proceeded to land in
Somerset, whete they fought a force under Eadnoth the staller and caused many
casualties, including Eadnoth himself. John of Worcester added that they took booty
in Devon and Cornwall before returning to Ireland.!” Their subsequent attack on

England in 1069 involved a fleet of up to 66 ships from Dublin. The Anglo Saxor
Chronicle reported that

Harold's sons came from Ireland at midsummer with 64 ships into the mouth
of the Taw, and landed incautiously. And Count Brian came against them and
killed all the best men who were in that fleet; and the others escaped with a

small force to the ships. And Harold's sons went back to Ireland again.!®

Such raids could be damaging, as Domesday Book’s tecord of waste between the

Kingsbridge estuary and Bigbury Bay, and pethaps in the Lizard Peninsula, reveals.
Although these raids were ultimately unsuccessful, they represented a real threat to
English security, as Willlam's actions to suppress them reveal.!?

Even after their abortive 1069 campaign, Harold's sons continued to pose a threat to
the English ctown. The movement of the Godwineson family to Flanders in the late
1060s must have worried the Conquetort, especially when relations with Flanders
deteriorated under Robert le Frison and the security of the south coast was weakened
by the death of William fitz Osbern.?? In the eatly 1070s Godwine and Edmund
went to the court of their cousin Swein of Denmatk, pethaps with a view to securing
his suppott for their claim to the English throne. In view of the very real Danish
threat to England throughout the period, this would have heightened Anglo-Norman

fears of a joint invasion to wrestle the crown from William 1.2

Eustace II of Boulogne proved a hostile element in the south-east in the immediate
post-Conquest petiod, “wotking against the king” in the autumn of 1067 according
to Willlam of Poitiers.? William of Jumiéges explained that Eustace, “corrupted by
the wickedness of some Englishmen from Kent, dared to prepare an invaston of the
stronghold of Dover” from the Continent.2? According to Tanner, he was motivated
either by his disappointment at not receiving lands held by his former wife Goda, ot
by a desire to gain control of the port of Dover and thus the cross-Channel route
from England to Wissant.2* Of course, Eustace also possessed a better claim to the
English throne than the Conqueror through his marriage to Goda, the sister of
Edward the Confessor, which would have made the Conqueror feel especially
insecure. The occupation of Dover, aided by the men of Kent, posed a considerable
threat to Norman authority in the south-east, and to the Conquerot's position as a

whole. Fortunately for William, the trebels failed to seize the castle and the revolt was
soon crushed, but the incident would have placed an important port and line of

& Anglo Saxcon Chronicle MS D, ed. Cubbin, 83.

17 The Chronicle of Jobn of Worvester, ed. McGurk, iii, 6-9.
'8 Anglo Saxon Chronicle MS D, ed. Cubbin, 84.

” Their lack of success can be largely attributed to insufficient support in England, as many of Harold's supporters had
penshed at Hastings. They were also unable to secure sufficient mercenary forces after 1069, and were unsuccessful in attempts
to gain the support of their cousin Swein of Denmark.

* The Anglo Saxon Chronicle reported in 1067 [1068] that Gytha "and many distinguished men's wives with her" fled to
Flatholme and later to St Omer. Anglo Saxon Chronicle MS D, ed. Cubbin, 83.

*! Fortunately for the Conqueror, the threat did not materialise. Swein was not encouraging, especially after the failure of hus
Own mnvasion attempt.

21hid, 182.

3 Gesta Normannorum Ducurm of William of Jumiéges, Orderic Viitalis and Robert of Torigni, ed. Van Houts, 1, pp.176-7.

?B'g'anncr, “The expansion of the power and influence of the Counts of Boulogne under Eustace IT’, ANS 74 (1991), pp.251-
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communication between [London and the Continent under considerable threat. The ’
tact that Odo of Bayeux, the Conqueror’s half-brother, was placed in command of
the castle of Dover and the adjacent coastline of Kent during the same year 1s

perhaps no coincidence, and the creation of other compact coastal tenancies would
have further strengthened the security of this vital coastal region.

Edric the Wild proved a rebellious element in western England.® The son of Aelfric
and brother of Eadric Streona, Edric was a powerful Anglo Saxon thane with a

potentially large support base, as demonstrated when he incited rebellion against the |
Normans in Herefordshire in 1067 in alliance with the brothers Bleddyn ap Cynfyn |
of Gwynedd and Rhiwallon ap Cynfyn of Powys. The Anglo Saxon Chronicle stated |
that they “became hostile, and fought against the garrison of the castle at Hereford, |
and 1inflicted many injuries upon them”.2¢ John of Worcester elaborated, claiming $
that Edric refused to surrender his land, which was frequently laid waste by the
castleguards of Hereford and Richard son of Scrob.?’” He proceeded to raid |
Herefordshire in alliance with Bleddyn and Rhiwallon as far as the bridge over the ,3
Lugg, taking much booty. Although the rebels failed to seize control of the shire, |
Domesday Book suggests that considerable damage may have been caused by this |
assault, in view of the prevalence of vills said to be waste before 1086 along the |
Welsh border to the west of Hereford, ranging from Osbern son of Richard’s manor |
of Cascob 1n northern Herefordshire to Ilbert son of Thorold’s manor of Clehonger
just west of Hereford.*® The incident would have made it apparent to the Conqueror
that the region needed to be firmly placed under the control of a trusted and capable

Norman baron, and may have encouraged the appointment of William fitz Osbern to
the earldom of Hereford which is likely to have occurred at a similar time.
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Reynolds suggested that ‘wild’ may have stemmed from him living 1n the wild, which according to contemporary sources was

not uncommon among outlaws in ths period. Reynolds, ‘Eadrc silvaticus and the Fnghsh resistance’, BIHR, vol.54 (1981),
pp.103-4.

::’ Anglo Saxon Chronicle MS D, ed. Cubbin, 81.

i‘ The Chronicle of John of Worcester, ed. McGurk, iii, 4-5.

-5 Although the waste in Domesday Book may not have been specifically due to Ednc's activities. Domesday Book simply
stated that some manors “were waste”. which could represent manors that went out of cultivation etther buh}rc or after t‘ht:
conquest. In other instances. Domesday Book explicitly stated that the two values provided in the Herefordshire fohos were

before 1066 and 1086, which suggests that such manors were in a waste condition before the conquest, although this state
could have been accentuated by Ednc’s activities.
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There continued to be occasional outbreaks of local unrest throughout the

Conqueror’s reign, some of which tested the kingdom's defensive capabilities to the
full. The 1075 revolt of Ralph de Gael, Roger of Breteuil and Waltheof stands out as

a particulatly dangerous episode, representing an alliance of Breton and English
opposition to Norman rule. The Anglo Saxon Chronicle reported that Earl Roger and
Earl Ralph “lured the Bretons to their side and also sent east to Denmark for a naval

force to help them”.?? It recorded that both men had supporters in their eatldoms,
implying a level of discontentment with the Conquerot's rule. The extreme aims of
the tebels wete noted by the Chronicle, which stated that the eatls “plotted to expel

the king from the realm of England”, pethaps with a view to carving up the kingdom

between them.30

k Xk %k

The Scandinavian threat remained an important factor in Anglo-Norman defence
policy throughout the period. The Scandinavians, with their recent claims to the
English throne, were hostile to Norman control of England, and were also keen to
profit from the wealth of the country through plundering raids. A number of
contemporary sources provide confirmation that Scandinavian raids had been a
recurrent feature of life in many coastal regions of England throughout the previous

century, and with the Norman grip on power initially weak in many parts of the
country, the kingdom was especially vulnerable to attack.3! It would have been
essential for the Conqueror and his barons to make provision for the effective

defence of coastal regions through an organised pattern of settlement, with adequate
military back-up in terms of both manpower and physical resources. The

Scandinavian threat was especially pronounced because their forces were so mobile.
Whereas localised Anglo-Saxon rebellions could be quashed with relative ease,
Scandinavian fleets remained mobile even when repulsed from English shores and
could launch further attacks.>? Viking ships, with their shallow drafts, were able to
sail considerable distances inland. For example, from the Humber estuary Viking

ships were potentially able to penetrate into much of Yorkshire, Nottinghamshire
and Lincolnshire, which would have necessitated the effective defence of both the

estuary and its connecting river systems. Likewise, from the Thames estuary
Scandinavian forces had the potential to penetrate deep into the countryside of

counties such as Kent, Surrey and beyond, placing important boroughs like London
and Canterbury under threat. Morillo, in his study of Anglo-Norman watrfare, wrote

of the “extraordinary difficulty posed by Scandinavian invaders as against any other
type of attacket”33

The magnitude of the Scandinavian threat was evident immediately priot to the
Norman Conquest in 1066 when, as the Anglo Saxon Chronicle reported, Harold
Hardrada of Norway attacked the Tyne with a large naval force, allied with Eatl Tosti
and his forces “just as they had agreed beforehand, and they both went with all the

> Anglo Saxon Chronicl, ed. Whitelock et al.,, 157 (MS E).

* Ibid.. For a full discussion of the evidence, see Williams, The English and the Norman Conguest (Woodbridge, 1995); Lewis, “The
Early Earls of Norman England', AN, vol.13 (1990), 221.

*! Raids featured regularly in the Anglo Saxon Chronicle, and appeared in sources partly derived from the chronicle such John of
Worcester and Henry of Huntingdon.

32 'I'h1s problem had been evident in 992, when the king ordered that a fleet assembled at London should try to "entrap the
Danish army anywhere at sea". Anglo-Saxon Chronicle MS C, ed. O'Brien O'Keeffe, 86.
33 Morillo, Warfare under the Anglo-Norman Kings, 109.
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fleet up the Ouse towards York”.3* In the following year, when England was
particularly vulnerable with much of the country still in a state of turmoil as a result
of the process of conquest, the Scandinavian threat re-surfaced. William of Poitiers
suggested communication in 1067 between English rebels and the Danes under
Swein Estrithson. 35 Orderic Vitalis, using William of Poitiers, noted that in that year

rebels “sent to Swein, king of Denmark, and urged him to lay claim to the kingdom
of England which his ancestors Swein and Cnut had won by the sword”.3¢ The

Conqueror seems to have appreciated the threat posed by the Danes in 1067, and
appears to have been well informed about their activities. While he was in

Normandy, he was warned of the English and Danish plan to defeat the Normans.

The attempted 1nvasion by Swein in 1069 was a large scale venture, posing a major
threat to Norman security. The threat was intensified by the Danes’ communication
with English rebels including Edgar Aetheling, Earl Waltheof, Metlesveinn and
Gospatric. William of Jumieges wrote that in 1069 rebels in Durham were awaiting
the arnival of Swein, “to whom they had sent messengers to ask for his support”. He
claimed that they were preparing themselves for “a strong resistance”, and that they
favoured Edgar Aetheling as a rival claimant to the English throne.3? According to
the Anglo Saxon Chronicle, Swein’s sons Harold and Cnut and his brother Osbern led a
fotce of 240 ships into the Humber, and “went resolutely to York™.38 The alliance

had the potential to undermine Norman control of the whole kingdom. As Douglas
commented, “in the autumn of 1069 it must have seemed possible that a
Scandinavian kingdom might once more be established in northern England”.3? The

Conqueror’s harrying campaign should pethaps be viewed as an attempt to deprive
the Danish attackers of supplies to aid their campaign.40

William of Poitiers highlighted the threat posed by Anglo-Danish collaboration when
he spoke of “vile conspiracies in different regions™ associated with the Danes. He
referred to rebels who fled overseas in search of foreign aid to help them “return to
fight against [the Normans]”.#! Cooperation between English rebels and the Danish
was evident during the 1071 Fenland Rising. The Danish fleet, still located off the
English coast, sailed to the Isle of Ely where they joined English rebels, led by
Heteward, in revolt against Norman rule. The Anglo Saxon Chronicle revealed that “the
English people from all the Fenlands came to them and expected that they were
going to conquer all the country”.#2 Cooperation between Denmark and English
rebels was again evident in 1075, when Eatl Ralph revolted against Norman authority
in East Anglia. The security of the east coast was placed under threat, although the
200 or more Danish ships under Cnut son of Swein and Earl Hakon atrived after the
rebellion had collapsed and subsequently fled to Flanders.3 The Conqueror appeats

to have appreciated the scale of the threat when he ordered Archbishop Lanfranc to
ensure that the east coast was on the defensive. Lanfranc wrote to the Bishop of

% Anglo Saxon Chronicle MS C, ed. O'Brien O'Keeffe, 121.

3> William of Poitiers, ed. Davis and Chibnall, 182.

3 Eeclestastical History of Orderic Vitalis, ed. Chibnall, n, 202.

> Gesta Normannorum Ducum of William of Jumiéges, Orderic Vitalis and Robert of Torigni, ed. Van Houts, 178.
® Anglo Saxon Chronicle MS D, ed. Cubbin, 84.

* Douglas, William the Congueror, 219.

*0 Anglo Saxon Chronicle MS D, ed. Cubbin, 84. The Chronick reported that the Danish fleet remained in the FHumber all winter.
John of Worcester maintained that the king offered Earl Osbeorn money and permission to seize provisions, as long as he

promused to return to Denmark without fighting at the end of the winter, although this is not mentioned in the Anglo Saxon
Chronicle. Chronicle of Jobn of Worcester, ed. McGurk, uit, 10-11.

¥ William of Poitiers, ed. Davis and Chibnall, 182.

42 Anglo Saxon Chronicle, ed. Whitelock et al., 151 (MS E). The Danes were confronted by Abbot Turold of Peterborough and
160 Frenchmen, and Swein was forced to reach an agreement with the Conqueror before proceeding out of Ely.

\ !bid, 157-8. MS D reported that the Danes dare not fight the Conqueror "but went to York and broke into St Peters
Minster and captured a large amount of property”. Anglo Saxon Chronicle MS D, ed. Cubbin, 87.
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Durham that “the Danes are indeed coming, as the king has told us. So fortify your
castle with men, weapons and stotres: be ready”.** Castles along the east coast were

stocked with provisions and arms, and coastal areas were deprived of supplies to
prevent enemy foraging.

The Scandinavian threat persisted throughout the reign of William I, testing the
Norman ability to defend the kingdom effectively from foreign attack. As late as
1085, Cnut of Denmark planned to conquer England with the support of Count
Robert of Flanders. The Anglo Saxon Chronicle reported that “in this year people said
and declared for a fact that Cnut, king of Denmatk, son of King Swein, was setting
out in this direction and meant to conquer this country with the help of Robert,
count of Flanders, because Cnut was married to Robert's daughter”.#> The biography
of Cnut IV, written by Aelnoth of Canterbury as an exile in Odense in the 1120s,
claimed that the English had sought Danish aid to expel the tyrannous Norman

invaders.* The response of the Conqueror reflects the severity of the threat, for
according to the Chronicle,

King William went to England with a larger force of mounted men and
infantry from France and Brittany than had ever come to this country ... and
the king had all the army dispersed all over the country among his vassals,
and they provisioned the army each in propottion to his land ... the king had

the land near the sea laid waste, so that if his enemies landed, they should
have nothing to setze on so quickly./

It was not only to the eastern coast of England that Scandinavians posed a threat to
security. Norsemen from Ireland, the Isle of Man and the Western Isles of Scotland
placed the western coast of England under danger of attack. The Conqueror may
have been awate of this problem, for attacks had occurred from the Irish Sea 1n the
pre-Conquest era. The 980 ravaging of Cheshite was probably from the Irish Sea, as
were the 981 attacks on Devon and Cornwall. In 987 Welsh annals revealed an attack
on Anglesey by Godfrey son of Harold and the 'black host', who were probably
Vikings from either Denmark or Iteland.*8 In 988 this 'host' ravaged along the south

coast of Wales, and in 1058 a Notse fleet allied with Earl Aelfgar raided England via
the Irish Sea coast.* Viking raiders continued to pose a threat to the west coast, and
in particular Wales, throughout the eleventh century.

X Xk

Welsh princes were a menace to the border counties of Cheshire, Shropshire,
Herefordshire and Gloucestershire. The potential for Wales to create problems fot

Y The Letters of Lanfranc, Archbishap of Canterbury, ed. Clover and Gibson, no.36.
Y5 Anglo Saxon Chronicle, ed. Whitelock et al., 161 (MS E).

“ The biography claimed that "in their despair the English, whose dukes, counts, lords, noblemen and other people of high
rank had either been killed, or imprisoned, or deprived of their father’s honours, wealth, dignity or inheritance or expelled
abroad, or left behind and forced into public slavery, were not able to bear the tyranny of the Romans and the French and
decided to seek foreign help”. Van Houts, “The Norman Conquest through European eyes’, 837.

47 1bid; Roffe, Domesday Inquest, 69. The provisioning of foreign mercenaries in 1085 was perhaps one of the motivating factors
behind the decision to compile Domesday Book. Fortunately for the Conqueror, an uprising in Denmark led to the
abandonment of the invasion, and Cnut was murdered in the summer of 1086. It seems likely that the Conqueror had reliable
it{))tglr;zs in Denmark, for he was aware of the dispersion of the invasion fleet and was thus able to reduce forces in England in

*8 Brut y Tynysogyon recorded that “Godfrey, son of Harold, and with him the Black Host, ravaged all the island of Anglesey and
captured two thousand men”. Brut y Tywysogyon, ed. Jones, pp.9-10.

¥ Maund, 'The Welsh Alliances of Earl Aelfgar of Mercia and his family in the mid-eleventh century', ANS, vol.11 (1989),
pp-181-90.

0 See Charles, O/d Norse Relations with Wales (Cardiff, 1934); Davies, Wals in the Early Middle Ages (Leicester, 1982).
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the Norman conquerors was not readily dismissed, although 1t was probably

recognised that the threat was localised and not overwhelming. A united Wales may
have been able to threaten the whole of western England, but the Welsh political

system was characterised by disunity and decentralisation.® Rivalries between Welsh
princes were rampant, and distracted the Welsh from organising regular raids into
English territory. The death of Gruffydd ap Llywelyn in 1063 heightened this nivalry,
as it left no strong individual with the potential to unite Wales. Douglas argued that
the area was not a great defensive problem, and claimed that during the Conqueror's

reign “Wales added little to his difficulties in defending the Anglo-Norman
kingdom”.>2 However, on a localised level it was important for the Conqueror and
his followerts to defend the border and consolidate Norman control of vulnerable
regions on the fringes of the kingdom. In addition, the Conqueror maintained
English claims to overlordship of certain Welsh kingdoms, and it was not long
before the potential for expansion further west into Welsh territory was made a

practical reality by ambitious barons settled in the region keen for adventure, land
and power.

The tenth and eleventh centuries witnessed regular outbreaks of border warfare
along the Welsh March, which created an atmosphere of insecutity and could have a

damaging economic impact, as the prevalence of wasted vills along the Welsh March
in Domesday Book reveals. In Herefordshire, the fertile valleys between the Malvern

Hills and the range of the Black Mountains were patticularly tempting to the Welsh.
This was evident in 1052, when the Anglo Saxon Chronicle stated that “Griffith the
Welsh king was ravaging in Herefordshire so that he came quite close to

Leominster”.>3 In 1055 the king of Gwynedd, Gruffydd ap Llywelyn, turned on the
English and sacked Hereford. Domesday Book's Herefordshire folios show wasted
vills in 1066 all along the Welsh border and towards Hereford, which may be
explained by Gruffydd's activities. The Anglo-Welsh treaty of 1056 is testimony to
the volatility of the botder region. Domesday Book stated that as a result of the
agreement, ' King Edward gave to King Gruffydd all the land that lies beyond the
river called Dee", including all of the district of Maelor Cymraeg and Ati's Cross and
the most westerly manors in the hundred of Broxton. The 1065 raid by King
Caradoc had a similarly devastating impact on English manors and destroyed a
hunting lodge built by Harold Godwineson at Portskewett in southern Wales. The
Gloucestershire folios of Domesday Book are testimony to the devastation caused,
noting "four villages destroyed by King Caradoc".5*

Welsh raids continued to present a threat to Norman security after 1066. Orderic
Vitalis, who was brought up in Shropshite, wrote of "savage attacks on King William
and all his followers" by the Welsh.35 There was also a risk that Welsh princes would
ally with English rebels against Norman rule. As we have seen, this threat was
realised in 1067 when Edric the Wild and other English rebels allied with Bleddyn ap
Cynfyn of Gwynedd and Rhiwallon ap Cynfyn of Powys against the Normans.56 The
attack on Shrewsbury by Edric the Wild and the Welsh in 1069 again had a
devastating impact, most notably in the burning of the town. The prevalence of vills
said to have been waste when acquited throughout Domesday’s account of

> For a detailed discussion of Welsh political life and relations with England, see Maund, Ireland, Wales and England in the
Eleventh Century (Woodbridge, 1991).

>2 Douglas, William the Conqueror, 242.

>3 Anglo Saxon Chronicle MS D, ed. Cubbin, 71.
> DB Glowcestershire (W2).

5 Ecclestastical H wstory of Orderic Viitalis, ed. Chibnall, iv, 138,
% See above, p.29.
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Shropshire is perhaps testimony to the scale of devastation caused.’” Orderic Vitalis
explained that in 1069 Eatl Edwin turned to King Bleddyn of Gwynedd for support,
and “after large numbers of leading men of England and Wales had met together, a

general outcry arose against the injustice and tyranny which the Normans and their
comrades-in-arms had inflicted on the English”.38 The Mercian rebellion of 1069

heightened fears of an Anglo-Welsh attack on Norman rule, and must have surely

resulted in a tightening of the Norman gtip on the region in the wake of the harrying
campaign. It was probably during this period that many of the compact marcher fiefs
and castleries were formed. In 1081 Wales was still seen as a threat, compelling the

king to lead an army into the country where, according to the Anglo Saxon Chronicle,
he “there liberated many hundreds of men”.>?

* X XK

The hostile activities of the Scottish placed the northern border under considerable

threat.®? Unlike Wales, Scotland was a unitary kingdom under one rulet, Malcolm III,
whose territorial ambitions were evident in his regular raids across the border into

England. The defence of the Scottish kingdom and the acquisition of loot and slaves
were probably both major factors in the hostile activities of the Scotttsh. However,
Malcolm III’s ultimate aim was perhaps the re-establishment of the Scottish border
as far south as the Humber or at least the Tyne. The decades prior to the Norman
Conquest were witness to a number of Scottish raids, often taking advantage of

instability within Northumbria or English preoccupation with the Scandinavian
threat.6!

The English loss of Cumberland before 1066 made the problem of defence more
acute, for it left the invasion routes of Stainmore and the Tyne Gap open to Scottish
and Cumbrian forces.®? Scottish control of southern Cumbria from the Soloway to
Stainmore was accepted until 1091. As Kapelle recognised, “with Cumberland the
Scottish king gained the tactical advantage along the border, and he was destined to
keep it for thirty years”.9> It was from Cumberland that Malcolm launched his 1070
attack on Northumbria.% Further Scottish invasion attempts occurred throughout
the Conqueror’s reign, often taking advantage of the instability of Northumbria and
the frequent absence of William I on the continent. Henry of Huntingdon, although
a non-contemporary and at times unreliable soutrce, recorded that in 1076 the

Scottish king “pillaged in Northumbria as far as the Tyne and took back with him

>7 Although the Conqueror’s harrying campaign of 1069-70 is likely to have exacerbated the problem.
*8 Ecclesiastical History of Orderic Viitalis, ed. Chibnall, i, 217.

> Anglo Saxon Chronicle, ed. Whitelock et al., 160 (MS E).

% However, there were attempts to establish amicable relations, as the 1072 Abemethy agreement, renewed in 1080, reveals.
The Anglo Saxon Chronicle stated that in 1073 [1072) the king led a naval and land force to Scotland “and blockaded that country

from the sea with ships. And King Malcolm came and made peace with King William and was his vassal and gave him
hostages”. Anglo Saxon Chronicle MS D, ed. Cubbin, 85.

51 Northumbria was invaded in 1006, 1018, 1040 and 1061.

%2 Earl Siward had seized Cumberland in 1040. The date of the Scottish annexation of Cumberland is uncertain, but can be
narrowed down to the years between 1041 and 1064, on the basis of a charter of Gospatric, lord of Allerdale and Dalston,
granting nights and privileges in Allerdale, which referred to “lands that were Cumbrian”. Anglo-Saxon Whrits, ed. Harmer, 424;
231. Simeon of Durham revealed that Cumberland was held by Malcolm in 1070, when he attacked Yorkshire over Stainmore
from his base there. Simeon of Durham, Historia Ecclesiae Dunbelmensis, ed. Amold, i, 221-2. Kapelle argued that Cumberland
was recovered by the Scots in 1061, based on the evidence of Simeon of Durham and Domesday Book, which recorded waste
in parts of north Lancashire and southern Cumberland and Westmorland. Kapelle, The Norman Conguest of the North, 94. The

E?ssibi]ity that this waste could have been caused by pre-Conquest Norse raids or the harrying of 1069 should not be
smussed.

*Kapelle, The Norman Conguest of the North, 94.

& Kapelle argued that Malcolm’s intention, in attacking from the west, was to 1solate Northumbria further by harrying southern
Teesdale Cleveland, and the coastal area towards Wearmouth. I4id, 123.
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great amount of plunder and many men in chains”.®> The Angl Saxon Chronicle noted
that in the autumn of 1079 “King Malcolm came from Scotland into England ...

with a great army, and ravaged Northumbetland as far as the Tyne, and killed many

hundreds of people, and took home much money and treasure and people in
captivity’”.60

The threat from Scotland was intensified by Malcolm III’s alliance with northern
rebels. In 1066 Tosti, the former earl of Northumbria who had been forced to flee

after a revolt against his rule in 1065, was a suitor at Malcolm’s court. Perhaps
motivated by a desire to regain his land and earldom, he sought protection from
King Malcolm. The Anglo Saxon Chronicle stated that Malcolm “gave him protection
and helped him with provisions”.¢7 It is plausible that Malcolm was involved 1n, or at

least aware of, the 1066 invasion plan of Harold Hardrada of Norway in alliance with
Tosti. The aim of the invasion, launched from Otrkney in Scotland and involving

local forces, seems to have been the division of England south of the Tees between
Tosti and Harold, with Malcolm presumably gaining Northumbria north of the Tees.

The Scottish king also had connections with Edgar Aetheling. The Anglo Saxon
Chronicle tecorded that in the summer of 1068 “Edgar Aetheling went abroad with his

mother Agatha and his two sisters, Margaret and Christina, and Metleswein [shenff
of Lincoln] and many good men with them, and came to Scotland under the

protection of King Malcolm, and he received them all”.98 The marriage of Malcolm
to Edgar Aetheling’s sister Margaret, probably ¢.1070, added a new element to
Anglo-Scottish relations, although it does not appear to have been based on dynastic

ambitions.®? The Anglo Saxon Chronicle recorded that in 1075 [1074] “Edgar Aetheling
came from Flanders into Scotland ... and King Malcolm and Edgatr's sister,

Margaret, recetved him with great honour”.’ The association of the Scottish king
with a claimant to the English throne increased tension between England and

Scotland. As Lynch recognised, it “gave a fresh edge to Malcolm’s territorial
ambitions, both in Cumbna and Northumbria”.’!

Willtam I’s harrying of the north made Northumbria even more removed from
Norman power, and hence more vulnerable to Scottish invasion.” To defend
Northumbria was difficult, with much of Yotkshire wasted and thus unable to

provide reinforcements or supplies. The redevelopment of Yorkshire after the
harrying was a necessary prerequisite for the establishment of 2 Norman aristocracy
in Northumbria, and the creation of compact lordships and castleries in the north in

the early 1070s marked the beginning of this process.” The imposition of Norman
authority in the north was not an easy task. Northumbria was a temote and semi-

S5 Henry of Huntingdon, ed. D. Greenway, 300.

% Anglo Saxon Chronick, ed. D. Whitelock et al,, 159 (MS E). Malcolm I1I was in a strong position in Scotland in 1079, having
defeated the ruler of Moray in 1077 to leave no major rivals to his position.

87 Anglo Saxon Chronicle MS G, ed. K. O'Brien O'Keeffe, 121.

%8 Anglo Saxcon Chronicle MS D, ed. G.P. Cubbin, 82.

% The Scottish claim to the English throne through Margaret was remote while Edgar was still alive.
0 Anglo Saxon Chronicle MS D, ed. G.P.Cubbin, 86.

"L Lynch, Scotlund: A New History (London, 1992), 75.

" For an account of the harrying, see above p.180.

B For diverging views of the chronology of the Norman settlement of the north, see Dalton, Conguest, Anarchy and Lordship:
Yorkshire, 63ff. and Wightman, The Lacy Family in England and Normandy, 28£f. Odo of Bayeux’s harrying of Northumbria in
1080 severely weakened the native nobility and paved the way for the Norman infiltration of Northumbria. New Castle’, built
in 1080 as a frontier fortress around 80 miles south of the Tweed, was probably intended as a base for the establishment of
Norman authority in Northumbria. Normans were introduced into the area, including the two subsequent earls, Aubrey and
Robert of Mowbray. By 1087, Normans were established in southern Lancashire and along the east coast plain as far north as

Durh_am and southern Northumberland. Compact fees established in areas vital to defence, like the major breaks in the south
Pennines, helped to reduce the threat of attacks from outlaws and ptrates.
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autonomous region with distinct customs and a culture similar to that of the

Lowland Scots.” It was not really an integral part of England, as its absence from the
Domesday Survey reveals. Its eatls, according to Christopher Motris, “could choose
to ignore any but the most obvious show of power”.”> Thete was comparatively little
royal land notth of the Humber before 1066, which made the assertion of the

Conqueror’s authority a challenging task. Rivalries, political tension and bloody feuds
made Northumbria a particularly unstable society, as the account in De Oosesszone
Duneimi tevealed.”® The feud between the families of Uhtred and Thurbrand

simmered throughout several generations, and culminated in Eat]l Waltheof’s murder
of the sons of Carl in 1073 or 1074 in retaliation for the murder of his grandfather

Earl Ealdred several decades before. Northumbrian instability was accentuated by
the cultural split between the Anglo-Danes of Yorkshire and the natives of
Northumbria and Durham. There was what Kapelle described as a “free-zone”
running through the central region of the north, in which law and order was
extremely difficult to enforce.”’ The harrying of the north intensified the problem, as
bands of outlaws formed in the area 1n search of food and plunder. Although

perhaps prone to exaggeration, the foundation history of Selby Abbey reported that
Hugh son of Baldric, the sheriff of Yorkshire, had to travel with a small army to

protect him from Anglo-Saxon outlaws.’ The monks at Whitby were said to have
suffered similar attacks.’””

Most Norman attempts to govern Northumbria ended in failure, increasing hostility

and instability and thus encouraging Scottish attack. William I did little to ease the
pre-Conquest hostility between the northern nobility and the king. His appointments
to the eatldom of Northumbria and unpopular fiscal measures encouraged revolt in

1067, 1068 and 1069. Those men appointed by the Conqueror as eatls of the region
faced a high risk of being murdered by Northumbrtian rebels, especially if their
government was harsh and unpopular. The events in the immediate aftermath of the
Conquest provide an example of the treacherous nature of Northumbrian society.
Morecar, as earl of Northumbria before 1066, had granted Oswulf control in
Notthumberland as a concession to the House of Bamburgh. The Conqueror
subsequently replaced Oswulf with the Yorkshiteman Copsi, an unwise choice in
view of the antagonism between Yotkshire and Northumbtia before the Conquest.
The appointment resulted in the murder of Copsi by Oswulf and in turn the murder
of Oswulf in 1067. Among the subsequent victims of Northumbrian aggression were

Robert de Comines and Bishop Walchet. The Anglo Saxon Chronicle highlighted the

scale of the problem, noting that in 1068 [eatly 1069] the king “gave Eatl Robert the
aldormanry of Northumberland; but the local people surrounded him in the city of
Durham and killed him and 900 men with him”.80 The Chronicle reported that in 1080
“Bishop Walcher of Durham was killed at a meeting, and a hundred men with him,
French and Flemish”.8! As Christopher Motris noted, of the fourteen men who ruled
all or part of Northumbria between 993 and 1076, nine were killed, four suffered an
unknown fate and only one, Eatl Siward, seems to have died of natural causes.82

74 See Jdliffe, ‘Northumbrian Institutions’, EHR, vol.41 (1920), pp.1-42; Barrow, Northern English Society in the early Middle
Ages’, Northern History, vol.4 (1969), pp.1-28.

'> Morris, Marriage and Murder in Eleventh Century Northumbria: A Study of De Obsessione Dunelmi’, 19.
76 l?c Obsessione Dunelmi was an account of six vills associated with Earl Uhtred of Bamburgh and his family. The text was
believed by Morris to have been written in Durham in the early twelfth century, and despite containing a number of

chronological errors and inaccuracies, provides a telling account of Northumbrian society in the eleventh century.
T Kapelle, The Norman Conquest of the North, 1.

78 Coucher Book of § elyy, ed. Selby, xm, 258; 279.

1 Cartulurium Abbathiz de Whiteby, ed. Atkinson, 38.

80 Anolo Saxon Chronicle MS D, ed. Cubbin, 83.

U Anglo Saxcon Chronicle, ed. Whitelock et al., 160 (MS E).

% Morris, Marriage and Murder in Eleventh Century Northumbria, 25.
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The instability and violence of northern society and Northumbrian mistrust of
government from the south goes a long way towards explaining why the Normans
found the imposition of their rule in Northumbria such an arduous task. The tie with
Normandy further reinforced the tendency for the Conqueror and his suppotters to
focus on the southern part of the kingdom, increasing the vulnerability of northern
regions. The Scottish, aware that Northumbria was in turmoil and that the area was
distanced both physically and politically from the centre of Anglo-Norman
government, wetre able to take advantage of its weak defensive position. A twelfth
century historian of York, Hugh the Chantor, claimed that Archbishop Lanfranc
demanded that in 1070 the newly appointed Archbishop of York, Thomas, should
“make a profession of subjection to him” because “some one of the Danes,
Norwegians, or Scots, who used to sail up to York in their attacks on the realm,
might be made king by the Archbishop of Yotk and the fickle and treacherous
Yorkshire men, and the kingdom disturbed and divided”.83 Although this is likely to
be an exaggerated account, weakened further by the fact that it is not contempotrary,

it does provide some insight into the southern view of the state of northern society
in the Anglo-Norman period.

X X X

An examination of Anglo-Norman defence policy must not fail to take into

consideration the wider picture. England was only a part of the Norman empire, and
the defence of both England and Normandy was by necessity interrelated. As

Douglas noted, “it was only by means of a far-flung and integrated defence that the
Anglo-Norman kingdom was to survive under the rule of William the Conqueror”.84
The Conqueror faced constant threats to the secutity of his Norman duchy, and
there was a possibility that hostile powers in Anjou, Brittany, Flanders, France ot
Maine might attack England. Anjou, Flanders and Normandy were all consolidating
and seeking to extend the amount of territory under their control, making hostility
between continental powers all the mote likely. Furthermore, the amount of time

that the Conqueror had to spend in Normandy defending his duchy meant that it
was more difficult to coordinate an effective defence policy in England.

On the continent, one of the most consistently hostile powers was the French
monatchy, with whom the Normans were involved in a dispute over control of the
Vexin district between Normandy and the Ile de France.® The ultimate aim of the
French monarchy was perhaps the separation of Normandy from England. The
connection between the defence of Normandy and England against the French
monarchy was evident in 1074 when Philip I, recognising in Edgar Aetheling a
potential focus for opposition to the Norman empire, offered him the castle of

Montreuil-sur-Mer. Philip’s motives were made explicit in the Anglo Saxon Chronicl,
which claimed that Philip “sent a letter to him and ordered him to come to him,

saying he would give him the castle of Montreuil so that he could do daily harm to
those who were not his friends”.8 An anti-Norman base on the English Channel

®> Hugh the Chantor: The History of the Church of York 1066-1127, ed. Johnson, 3.
% Douglas, William the Conqueror, 223.
® Tension was particularly intense in 1076-7, when Philip occupied the Vexin. The Conqueror tried to regain the Vexin in

1087, in response to the French monarchy's pillaging of Normandy, and it was during this campaign that he died. For a

fiS?ussion of the situation, see Green, ‘Lords of the Norman Vexin®, War and Gorernment in the Middle Ages, ed. Gillingham and
olt, pp.47-61.

% Anglo Saxon Chronicle MS D, ed. Cubbin, 86. The port at Montreuil was the only Capetian outlet to the sea. Edgar accepted
the offer, but lost all his ships in a storm on the way to the continent. Thereafter, he appears to have sought a reconciliabon
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close to Flanders would have posed a major threat to both Norman and English

security.

The French monarchy sought to encourage a similar anti-Norman sentiment among
the rulers of Anjou and Flanders. Norman relations with Flanders were initially

amicable: the Conqueror was married to the daughter of Count Baldwin V of

Flanders and there had been Flemish suppott for the conquest of England.” After
Baldwin VI's death in 1070, his son Arnulf III received Flanders, which was

governed by his mother Richildis until he came of age. Opposition to her rule was
headed by Robert le Frison, brother of Baldwin VI and uncle of Arnulf. Richildis

sought the support of Philip I and the powerful Anglo-Norman magnate William fitz
Osbern, the latter of whom agreed to marry Richildis and become the warden of
Arnulf. However, at a battle in Cassel in February 1071 Richildis was overthrown
and both Arnulf and William fitz Osbern were killed, leaving Robert le Frison as the
count of Flanders and the Anglo-Flemish alliance in tatters.88 William fitz Osbern's
death deprived the Conqueror of his principal lieutenant and the man in charge of
large stretches of southern and western England, which no doubt weakened the
ability of the Anglo-Norman empire to defend itself against foreign attack. This
provides a clear example of the inter-relationship between English and continental
affairs. The marriage of Philip I to Robert le Frison's half-sister, Bertha of Hainault,
increased the possibility of an anti-Norman coalition on the continent.8? The fact
that Flanders often acted as a safe haven for those hostile to the Conquerot’s rule,
including Earl Harold’s mother Gytha, Edgar the Aetheling, Gospatric of

Northumbria and Robert Curthose, demonstrates the tenuous relationship between

the two countries. By 1085 Robert had forged links with Cnut IV of Denmark, the
bond strengthened by the marriage of Cnut to Robert’s daughter Adela. This Danish-

Flemish alliance was particularly threatening to the security of the Norman empire,

with a fleet of over a thousand ships from Denmatk, Norway and Flanders poised to
attack England in 1085.%

Norman relations with Anjou were particularly tense, largely due to a dispute over
the county of Maine. Duke William had seized Maine from Anjou in the 1050s, but

Norman authority there was weak. The hostile populace and the breakdown of
Norman control there left it vulnerable to the intervention of the increasingly strong

power of Anjou.”! This was the case in 1072, when the citizens of Le Mans sought
the aid of the Count of Anjou, Fulk le Rechin, in their revolt against Norman rule. In
the winter of 1076-7, the Count attacked John of Le Fléche, a supporter of the
Conqueror in Maine, and in 1081 he attacked Normandy through Maine and seized

La Fleche, supported by Count Hoel of Brittany. As well as undermining the power

of the Norman empire, such events drew the attention of the Conqueror away from
the defence of his English territory.92

with the Conqueror. The Chronick concluded that “King William received him with great honour and he stayed there at court
and received such dues as were appointed him”. Ihid

¥ See Renée Nip, “The political relations between England and Flanders (1066-1128)’, AN, vol.21 (1998), pp.145-167.

%8 A brief account of events is provided by the Anglo Saxon Chronicle MS D, ed. Cubbin, 85. Amulf appears to have been killed
by Gherbod, probably the Gherbod of Flanders who served as the first earl of Chester in the early years of Norman rule in

England. For a discussion, see Nip, “The political relations between England and Flanders (1066-1128)’, 155.

® Fortunately for the Conqueror, there was little unrest on the border between Normandy and Flanders as the Flemioh were
preoccupied with the German Empire.

%0 See above, p.32.

Z: The city of Le Mans revolted against Norman rule in 1069, supported by a powerful grouping in Maine.
“In 1073 the Conqueror entered Maine and attacked Fresnay and Sillé. Le Mans was captured and Norman control of Maine

was re-established. In 1076-7, the Conqueror came to relieve John, and Fulk was forced to withdraw. A truce led to a pact
between the Conqueror and both Philip and Fulk.
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Relations with Brittany, although less hostile, also created some problems for

Norman security both on the continent and in England. Many Bretons had close ties
with the Anglo-Norman government and had been involved in the conquest of

England. As Morillo commented, “Brittany accepted Norman suzerainty with only

occasional protest”.?> However, the revolt of the Breton Earl Ralph in England in
1075 introduced a new threat to the secutity of the empire. Ralph continued to

oppose the Conqueror after his flight to Brittany, which incteased the possibility of
either another Breton revolt against Norman rule in England, or an attack on
Normandy's western border from Brittany. The Norman sense of insecurity was

heightened in 1076-7, when Ralph joined the enemies of the Count of Brittany who

had established themselves at Dol castle near the Normandy frontier. French support
for this venture further weakened Norman power on the continent.”

Unrest in Normandy itself further undermined the security of the Norman empire.
The tension between the Conqueror and his son Robert Curthose, who had been left
in control of the Norman duchy, had an impact on both Norman and English
defence policy. Robert, demanding independent control of Normandy and Maine,
had considerable support from important Norman magnates like Robert of Belleme
and William of Breteuil, the sons of Roger of Montgomery and William fitz Osbern
respectively, and the sons of Hugh of Grandmesnil and Richard fitz Gilbert. There
was a possibility that Robert and his supporters would ally with continental powets
hostile to the Conqueror, as was the case in 1079 when, as the Angl Saxon Chronicle
reported, he “deserted from his father to his uncle Robert, in Flanders, because his
father would not let him rule his country in Normandy, which he himself and also
King Philip with his consent had given him”.% In 1083 Robert again gained the
support of Philip I of France in his rebellion against his father. There was a risk that
these events would create tension in Anglo-Norman aristocratic circles, and
encourage revolt against the Conqueror in England.

The situation on the continent would have had some bearing on the settlement of
southern England, making it important to ensure that coastal regions were secure
enough to withstand attack from any hostile and aggressive continental power.
Furthermore, the settlement of men from countries such as Brittany and Flanders in
England may have been used by the Conqueror as a tool to buy, establish or
strengthen continental alliances, hence indirectly enhancing the security of his
English kingdom. The establishment of Eustace of Boulogne in southern England

should perhaps be seen in this light. Relations between Eustace and the successive
Counts of Flanders were strained, especially after 1071 when Eustace refused to
recognise Robert le Frison as count of Flanders. His involvement in a revolt against
Robert 1n southern Flanders in the eatly 1080s provides a clear demonstration of his
hostility to the political situation in the country. In Eustace, the Conqueror would
have had a useful ally in Flanders should relations between the two powers become
increasingly strained. The settlement of Drogo of La Beuvriere, Gherbod the

Fleming and Gilbert of Ghent in England may have served a similar purpose in
building up support against Robert le Frison.

¥ %k X

? Morillo, Warfare under the Anglo-Norman Kings, 36.

** The French king relieved Dol, which was besieged by William the Conqueror and Count Hoel of Brttany in September
1076. The Conqueror was forced to retreat, and Ralph remained strong in Brittany.
% Anglo Saxon Chronicle MS D, ed. Cubbin, 88.
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It is clear that William I could not afford to be complacent about the defence of
England from both internal rebellion and enemy attack. There were large areas of
vulnerable English coastline where defence against foreign assault would have been
an issue of major concern. In the north and west, the Normans had to defend
English shires against the hostile activities of the rulers of Scotland and Wales, and 1n
the country as a whole it was essential to establish Norman control on a firm footing
and prevent or quash outbreaks of resistance. The sheer size of the Norman empire
presented particular difficulties in terms of defence, especially when simultaneous
threats emerged in geographically dispersed areas. The organisation of tenure in areas
deemed to be of particular significance in terms of these threats to Norman rule
would have been an essential part of a realistic and effective policy of local and
national defence, in otder to ensure that society — not just the government — was

organised for war. The remaining chapters will seek to analyse the tenurial settlement

and related military organisation in key strategic areas in the context of such threats
to Norman rule.
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The Norman Conquest of
south-eastern England

The secunity and internal stability of south-eastern counties was vital for the

protection of communication routes between London and the continent, which were
essential to the maintenance of the cross-Channel empire. This thrust the region into
the forefront of William I’s defensive strategy. Did strategic considerations have a

major, or indeed uniform, impact on the redistribution of land in circuit one after
1066? The compact lordships of Kent, the Sussex Rapes and the Isle of Wight have
recetved considerable attention from Domesday scholars keen to emphasise the
tenurial changes initiated by the Conquerot. As eatly as 1905, the distinctly muilitary
characteristics of the Sussex Rapes were recognised by Round and Salzmann, and
this theme was continued by both Mason and Seatle in their analyses of the Rapes
and the military role of Battle Abbey.! In 1959 Lennard wrote of the strategic
importance of the Bishop of Bayeux’s land in Kent and the royal manots of the Isle
of Wight, and David Bates’ subsequent biography of Bishop Odo is particulatly
tlluminating regarding the position of the king’s half-btother in south-eastern
England and beyond.? Tonbridge and Saltwood in Kent were recognised by Le
Patourel to be military lordships in his 1976 study, and the militaty role of the /fxga of

Tonbrndge was subsequently analysed by both Ward and Mortimer in their studies of
the Clare famuily.? Tanner’s discussion of Count Eustace of Boulogne is also of

considerable use in establishing the role of this important Anglo-Norman baron.4

Although there is clearly a growing awareness of the military significance of circuit
one, few historians have attempted a comprehensive study of the region from a
military perspective, looking beyond the familiar compact lordships to analyse
whether the settlement of the whole region was geared towards defence. Citcuit one
has been largely neglected in recent discussions of the impact of the Conquest on

landholding by Sawyer, Roffe and Fleming, despite the availabxility of a considerable
amount of data on pre-Conquest tenure in the folios of Domesday Book.> Therefore

* Round and Salzmann, 'Introduction to the Sussex Domesday', VCH Sussex I, ed. W. Page (1905), pp.351-385; Mason, Wilkam
the First and the Sussexc Rapes (1972); Searle, “The Abbey of the Conqueror’, AN, vol.2 (1979), pp.154-164.

2 Lennard, Rural England 1086-1135 (1959), p.31; Bates, Biography of Odo Bishap of Bayesxc 1049-1097 (1970).

3 Le Patourel, The Norman Empire (1976), 309n; Ward, ‘The Lowy of Tonbridge and the lands of the Clare Family in Kent,
1066-1217", Archaeologia Cantiana, vol.96 (1980), pp-119-131; Mortimer, "The beginnings of the honour of Clare', ANS, vol. 3
(1981), pp.119-41; and 'Land and service: the tenants of the honour of Clare', ANS, vol. 8 (1986), pp.177-97.

+ T;nsrlme;, ‘The expansion of the power and influence of the Counts of Boulogne under Eustace I1’, ANS, vol.14 (1991),
Pp-251-286.

> Robin Fleming briefly discussed territorial consolidation in parts of circuit one, in particular Sussex, in her study of post-
Conquest England, although the main thrust of her analysis concemned circuit three where Domesday data on Anglo-Saxon
overlordship was seen to be both more comprehensive and more detailed. FHowever, overlordship data in circuit one is not so
much lacking, but portraying a different situation than in circuit three. Many landholders are explicitly said to have held their
land directly from the king, suggesting that there were indeed large numbers of small independent landowners without the
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although post-Conquest military lordships ate well-known phenomena, it remains
uncertain just how widespread they were in south-eastern England, or how deep
theit roots penetrated into the tenurial arrangements of the king and his tenants-in-

chief. Of the numerous fiefs in circuit one, only a handful have been subject of more
than a cursory analysis. There 1s much left to explore.

* Xk Xk

As the Conqueror was aware, having passed through Sussex, Kent and Surrey during
the initial phase of conquest, the south-eastern coastline was especially vulnerable to
external attack.® The Scandinavian threat remained an important factor in the
defence of the region throughout the petiod, as the attacks of 1069 and 1070 and the
threatened invasion of 1085 demonstrate, and there was also a possibility that hostile
powers on the continent might attack. The Normans also had to guard against the
possibility of domestic instability in the south-east, as the occupation of Dover by

Count Eustace of Boulogne and the men of Kent in the autumn of 1067
demonstrated.

The coastline of northern Kent and the Thames estuary represented one of the most
vulnerable invasion points along the east coast, enabling direct access to the wealthy
city of London and beyond. Contemporary soutces reveal that London had been
subject to Danish attack several times in the late tenth and eatly eleventh centuries,
and the Thames estuary continued to be susceptible to foreign raids in the eatly
Anglo-Norman perniod, as the Anglo Saxon Chronicle’s account of the Danes sailing
into the Thames in 1070 revealed.’” The strategic importance of Kent in particular
stemmed from the fact that it offered the shortest sea passage from England to
Normandy, and it was essential that lines of communication between the county's
ports and London were kept fully operational in terms of both defence and the
effective government of the cross-Channel empire.8 A network of roads ran from

coastal regions to the north and west of the county, including Watling Street,
Pilgrims' Way and the North Downs Ridgeway.

The gradual closing of the Wantsum Channel in the Anglo-Saxon petiod led to the
emergence of the port of Sandwich as an important naval base.? The Encomium
Emmae Reginae, written ¢.1041, describes Sandwich as "the most famous of all the

potts of the English".10 The Angl Saxon Chronicle recorded that in 1044 a fleet was

assembled there to counter the threat from Magnus of Norway, and in 1048 both
Sandwich and Thanet were raided by a Viking fleet under Lothen and Ytling.!! Eatl
Tostt sailed from the Isle of Wight to Sandwich in 1066, raiding along the coast, and

likell_:jlhood of their lords being hidden from view. This is the tenurial situation depicted by Maitland and Stenton rather Sawyer
or Fleming.

® The passage of the army through Kent is noted by William of Poitiers, and finds possible confirmation in Domesday Book's
record of the declining value of vills along the route after 1066. Gesta Guillelmi of William of Poitiers, ed. Davies and Chibnall, 142-
4. For a discussion of the evidence, see Baring, 'On the Domesday values with special reference to William's march from
Hastings to London', Domesday Tables (1909); Turner, 'William the Conqueror's march to London in 1066', EHR, vol.17 (1912),
PP-209-225; Beeler, Warfare in England 1066-1189 (1966); Palmer, "The Conqueror's footprints in Domesday Book!, The Medieral
Military Revolution, ed. Ayton and Price (1995), pp.23-44; Bradbury, The Battle of Hastings (1998).

T Anglo Saxon Chronicle, MS C, ed. O'Brien O'Keefte, 94; Anglo Saxon Chronicle, MS D, ed. Cubbin, 85.

® Such a cross-Channel empire had not been seen since the Roman Empire, thus presenting a novel strategic problem.

? This channel was still open in the eleventh century, and the north mouth of the Stour is mentioned in the Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle for 1049 and 1052, but Williamson claims that it was "evidently too much silted and choked to accommodate a flcet”.
Anglo Saxon Chronicle, MS C, ed. O'Brien O'Keeffe, 110; Anglo Saxon Chronick, ed. Whitelock et al., 124 (MS E); Williamson, The
English Channel (1959), 71. See also Walker, “The lost Wantsum Channel: its importance to Richborough Castle’, Anhaeologia

Cantiana, vol.39 (1927), pp.91-11 and Hardman and Stebbing, ‘Stonar and the Wantsum Channel’, #bid, vol.53 (1940), pp.62-80.
‘9 Encomium Emmae Reginae, ed. Campbell (1998), 20.

" Anglo Saxon Chronicle, MS C, ed. O'Brien O'Keeffe, 108; Anglo Saxon Chronicle, MS D, ed. Cubbin, 67.
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in the same year King Harold summoned a fleet at the port.12 The Danish attack on
Sandwich in 1069 provided further confirmation of its vulnerability.1>

The port of Dover was also able to support large fleets and was thus vital in terms of
both military organisation and defence. William of Poitiers highlighted its importance
when he stated that it was a "strong site with its seaport”, and the speed with which 1t

was re-fortified by the Conqueror in 1066 highlights its perceived significance.!* Like
Sandwich, Dover was attacked by the Danes in 1069.1> The ports of Dungeness,

Folkestone, Hythe, Lydd and Romney had also developed in the mid-Saxon period,
and in 1052 Eatl Godwin took ships from Dungeness, Folkestone, Hythe and

Romney.!¢ According to Domesday Book, Romney, along with Dover and
Sandwich, owed military service at sea in 1086.17

Sussex, too, was vulnerable in view of its proximity to the continent, its ports and
routes to London.!8 Although not a major target of the Vikings in comparison with

Kent, Sussex still experienced a considerable number of plundering raids in the late
tenth and eleventh centuries.!? The factors which made Sussex less vulnerable to

Scandinavian attack also made it patticularly suitable for a different type of campaign,

aimed at a deeper and more permanent penetration of England. The very fact that
the Normans chose Sussex as theit point of invasion in 1066 is illuminating.?® The

port of Hastings was capable of receiving large fleets and, as Bachrach noted,
Pevensey contained a "complex of docks used by the fleets of the Saxon navy" where

2,000-3,000 mounted troops could land.?! The effective defence of both potts was
thus crucial in terms of security.

The measures taken by Willilam to defend the port of Hastings immediately after
landing in 1066, which according to a number of contemporary sources included the
construction of fortifications and patrolling of the coastline, emphasised its perceived

vulnerability.22 The Hastings peninsula was in the eleventh century an ideal base from
which to advance into the rest of England. The Brede estuary led inland to

Sedlescombe, and there was a tidal lagoon known as the Bulverhythe Lagoon
between Bexhill and Hastings. Williamson concluded that “these two lost

geographical features, the Bulverhythe Lagoon and the Brede estuary, make the
Hastings region a peninsula”.? The peninsula was difficult to access from the rest of

12 Anglo Saxon Chronicle, MS C, ed.O'Brien O'Keeffe, 120; Jobn of Worvester, ed. Darlington et al., u, 600.
13 Anglo Saxon Chronicle, MS D, ed. Cubbin, 84.

14 Gesta Guillelmi of William of Poitiers, ed. Davies and Chibnall, 182.

1S Anglo Saxon Chronicle, MS D, ed. Cubbin, 84.

16 Anglo Saxon Chronicle, ed. Whitelock et al., 124 (MS E).

'7 DB Kent (D2; 5,178).

'8 Three major Roman roads connected London and the ports of Brighton, Chichester and Lewes.

' In comparison with Kent, it had poorer river and road access to the interior through the Weald region and less prosperous

towns. However, the Anglo Saxon Chronicle reveals that raids occurred in 994 when the Danes sailed from the Thames to

Hampshire, “burning, ravaging, and slaying everywhere along the coast”. In 1001 the Danes caused much damage in Sussex,

Eeneltrating inland as far as Dean. Anglo Saxon Chronicle, MS C, ed. O'Brien O'Keeffe, 87; Anglo Saxon Chronicle, MS A, ed.
ately, 79.

* Sussex archaeologists are unsure whether Pevensey or Hastings was the exact landing place, although the general consensus

seems to be that it was somewhere in the Hastings peninsula. Davis and Chibnall conclude that "it is possible that the landings
of the very large number of boats were spread out over several beaches and harbours from Pevensey to Hastings”. Gesta

Guillelmi of William of Poitiers, ed. Dawies and Chibnall, 113, 3n.
21 Bachrach, 'Some observations on the mulitary admumistration of the Norman Conquest', ANS, vol.8 (1985), 21. The Anglo

Saxon Chronicle reveals that forty-two ships were present at Pevensey under Earl Godwin in 1049. Anglo Saxon Chronicle, MS C,
ed. O'Brien O'Keeffe, 109-111.

22 Wdham of Jumiéges noted the fortification of the site and confirmed that mrlifes were left there to guard the region, and
William of Poitiers referred to a pmpugnaculum and receptaculum for protecting ships and troops. Gesta Normannorum Ducum of

lg:f&am of Jumiéges, Orderéc Vitalis and Robert of Torigni, ed. Van Houts, 166; Gesta Guillelmi of William of Poitiers, ed. Davies and
bnall, 114,

3 Williamson, The English Channel, 78.
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England, being protected by the hostile territory of the Weald and the River Rother
to the north-east.2* The remoteness of the region in 1066 had enabled the Conqueror
time to gather supplies and organise his forces before moving into the rest of
England. William I, intent on ensuring that no enemy would be able to imitate his

successful invasion and on securing lines of communication, was predisposed to be
especially zealous in implementing defensive measures in Sussex.

The Isle of Wight provided an ideal base for raiding parties, as the Danes appear to

have recognised in the pre-Conquest period.® The frequency with which prominent
Englishmen visited the island in moments of crisis during Edward the Confessor's

reign highlights its vulnerability. The Angl Saxon Chronicle refets to the plundering of
the 1sland by Eatl Godwin in 1052, and reveals that Eatl Tosti landed there 1n May
1066, from where he collected provisions and raided the south coast.26 In the same

year King Harold, to deal with the threat from Normandy, based himself and his

tleet on the island throughout the summer and autumn in order to organise the
defence of the south coast.?’

On the Hampshire mainland, the Solent and Southampton Water were susceptible to
attack. The vulnerability of the port of Southampton is highlighted by the raids that
occurred there in the late tenth and eleventh centuries, and William of Jumieges and
William of Poitiers both record that Edward the Aetheling landed in Southampton
Water in 1036. % Portchester and Portsmouth were also potential points of access.
From the Hampshire coast, the wealthy city of Winchester could be reached with
relative ease via the River Itchen. William of Poitiers highlighted the vulnerability of

the city when he noted that its location "fourteen miles from the sea which separates

England from the Danes" meant that it could "quickly receive help from the
Danes".??

An examination of Norman settlement in and around the ports, along the coast and
near major lines of communication in circuit one is crucial for an understanding of

the Conqueror's military strategy in south-eastern England. By analysing the tenurial
structure tevealed by Domesday Book in such areas, it is possible to gain some

understanding of the approach to coastal defence adopted by the Conqueror, and to
determine whether the policy he pursued represented a significant new departure.3

% % %

The strategic, military and political settlement of south-eastern England is unlikely to

have been a consistent and ordetly process. On the whole, Domesday Book depicts
the tenurial situation in England at just two points in its history - 1066 and 1086 -

** The Roman road running from Hastings towards Kent was probably little more than a forest trackway in 1066, and the fact

that the Conqueror did not use it illustrates its poor state. The direct route north from Hastings was wooded and characterised
by sharp hills, thickets and swampy ground, making access difficult. Margary, Roman Ways in the Weald, 38-40.

% The Anglo Saxon Chronicle reveals that in 998 they established themselves on the island, from where they launched attacks on

Hampshire and Sussex to gain provisions. Similar Danish raids from the Isle of Wight into Hampshire occurred in 1001, 1006
and 1009. Anglo Saxon Chronicle, MS C, ed. O'Brien O'Keeffe, 88; 104.

5 Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, MS D, ed. Cubbin, 72; 79.
47 1bid,, 121.

“8 According to the Anglo Saxon Chronick, it was laid waste by the Danes in 980, and in 994 they spent the winter at
Southampton provisioned via a special tax on Wessex. Ibid, 94; Anglo Saxon Chronicle, MS D, ed. Cubbin, 47. Gesta

N ormannorum Ducum of William of Jumiéges, Orderic Viitalis and Robert of Torigni, ed. Van Houts, 104-5; Gesta Guillelmi of William of
Poitiers, ed. Davies and Chibnall, 2.

® Gesta Guillelmi of William of Paitiers, ed. Davies and Chibnall, 164,

30 Areas remote from the coast or major communication routes, or areas in which considerations of government and
adnnmstfrat:on were more sigmificant, will not be studied in any great depth as military considerations do not appear to have
been as important in the redistribution of land. Although an awareness of the tenurial organisation of these areas between 1066

and 1086 1s important in gaining a full appreciation of the impact of the Norman Conquest, a comprehensive and detailed
analysis of such areas is beyond the scope of this study.



and the settlement of England envisaged by the Conqueror immediately after the
Conquest may not necessarily be reflected in the tenurial distribution described in
1086. The limited source material makes it difficult to accurately determine the
timescale of the redistribution of land in the south-east immediately after the
conquest. The dispossession of English landholders is likely to have been a gradual

process, especially in view of the Conqueror's desire to appear as the legitimate
successor of Edward the Confessor and his need for English administrators and

officials to ensure continuity in government. However, a large number of royal and
comital estates would have been immediately available for redistribution, and a

considerable amount of other land would have been acquired from those who had
perished during the military campaigns of 1066 or had refused to submit to the

Conqueror, and a significant proportion of such land lay in the south-east.

Domesday Book reveals that the Godwineson family had been dominant in circuit
one before 1066, as Map 4 demonstrates. Members of the family held at least 2,000
hides of land directly and at least a further 450 hides as overlords of thanes or
freemen, representing a fifth of the entire assessment of the circuit.’! Of this land,
the majority would have been available for redistribution after 1066.32 Godwin, as
earl of Wessex, had been responsible for the defence of the south of England, and 1t
is possible that William fitz Osbern performed a similar role in Wessex after 1066.
Although Domesday Book does not record the full extent of his fief because of the
subsequent revolt and forfeiture of his son Roger in 1075, it has been persuasively

argued that his authority in the western part of circuit one and beyond was
extensive.”?

Map 4: Land of the Godwineson family in the south-east before 1066
(held directly and held of the family by thanes or freemen)

% 'l'huy tal assessment of circuit one was around 11,750 hides, including the lands of Queen Edith (308 hides), Earl Godwin
(920 h{dtﬁ). Farl Gyrth (79 hudes), Countess Gytha (169 hudes), Earl Harold (887 hides), Earl Leofwin (64 hides) and Earl Tost
E 1 FG hides). Lands attributed to Godwin, Harold, etc., may also be part of the Godwineson famuly cstate.
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