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Synopsis

The subject of this thesis is the social significance of knighthood in
tngland during the reign of Edward I. The introduction outlines the
process whereby knightly rank became associated with landed wealth.
kvidence discussed in the second chapter points to the existence of many
knights. The personal relationships between them indicate a defined social
group. Next it is argued that the failure from the late 13th. century of
many landholders to take knighthood was prompted by financial considerations
but the group retained its integrity. The tourth and fifth chapters
investigate the nature of the knights! lordship and reveal great variations
in their social and economic power. The following chapter shows that
inheritance underpinned the changing composition of the knightly group into
which freemen might prosper. It is then suggested that territorial and
family solidarities were more instrumental in determining alliances between
knights and greater landholders than feudal tenurial ties. It is next shown
that military and administrative service occasionally overlapped but those
aspects of service were crystallizing respectively around the retinues of
the magnates and the lesser knights active in the counties. The conclusion
suggests that the cult of knighthood legitimized the social position of
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CHAFTER I

INTRODUCTION

At the end of the 1lth. century the style of knight, the Latin miles,
had a technical implication., It was applied to warriors who fought
mounted on horseback and armed with helmet, hauberk, shield and sword.
The style itself carried no particular social distinction. It was derived
from the Old English cniht, a word which described the serving man or
retainer found in the households of the late Saxon lords. In the minds of
the conguered Anglo-Saxons, the miles of the early Norman period occupied
the same menial position as the cniht. Nevertheless although many knights
in the early Norman period were attached to the households and retinues
of the newly settled foreign magnates, the view was an oversimplification.
Soon after the Congquest there was a marked lack of homogeneity in the
standing of the knights l.

The knights constituted the backbone of the Conqueror's army. William
I's primary concefn was to ensure that such warriors were readily
available tor the defence of the realm. Accordingly he charged the land
which he granted his followers with the obligation of providing knight
service. As tenants in chief helding their land from the Crown they were
responsible for the discharge of their military obligation. While the
ecclesiastical tenants in chief early favoured the planting of military
men on their lands, the lay magnates continued to use household knights
or hired warriors into the 12th. century. The process of subinfeudation
in which the obligation of providing for the knight was associated with
the knight's fee, a piece of land transferred to a subw-tenant, was slow.
It was largely completed by the mid 12th. century although the Cartae
Baronum returns of 1166 reveal that part of the military obligation of

1 F.M.Stenton, The First Century of English Feudalism 1066-1166 (Oxford,
1961), 131-7, 142-3.




several tenants in chief was still chargeable on their demesne lands.
For the performance of that service they relied on either household
warriors or hired professionals 2.

At the beginning of the 12th. century the knights included a
miscellany of small landholders and household retainers. They were not

all distinguished members of society 5

o The dividing line between them
and the mercenaries, some of whom also held land on a small scale, was
not firmly drawn. The tenure of small estates was characteristic of
several knights whose holdings were extended in the Domesday inquest of
1086, The returns realised from such holdings, either through the
cultivation of the soil or through the exaction of rents, were minimal
and barely sufficed to cover the costs of cavalry service 4. The low
social position of the knights was not peculiar to England but was common
to large parts of north-west Burope, where they were dependent on the
territorial magnates and enjoyed only minute holdings and rents 5.
The rank of knight began to acquire social merit throughout
north-west Kurope in the course of the 12th. century and more
particularly in the period between 1180 and 1220. Men of higher social
standing, with more extensive property, wealth and power than the knights
of the late llth. century, assumed the rank and used the title of knight.
By the end of the 12th. century the most prominent members of society
took knighthood. The process, which represented not a rise of the knights
in social standing but a change in the attitude of higher social groups
towards knightly rank and service, was facilitated by the elaboration of
2 Ibid, 137-40; H.w.Chew, The English Ecclesiastical Tenants in Chief and
Knight Service (Oxford, 1932), 112-22,

3 Cf. E.King,'Large and Small Landowners in Thirteenth-Century England',
Past and Present, xlvii. 27~9; F.R.H. Du Boulay, The Lordship of
Canterbury (1966), 92-3.

4 S.Harvey,'The Knight and the Knights' Fee in England', Past and Present
x1ix, 19=30.

5 L.Génicot, L'économie rurale namuroise au bas moyen 8ge, ii. Les hommes
- la noblesse (Louvain, 1960), 63-77; cf. P.Van Luyn,'Les milites dans
la France du XIe sidcle!, Le Moyen Age, lxxvii.




ideal patterns of knightly life and conduct in the late 12th. and early
13th. centuries. The presentation of the knights' role as lying in deeds
of arms and in the defence of religion and justice, together with the
enhancement of the values of courage and loyalty, served as a catalyst
in the formulation of an aristocratic ethos which Centred on the figure
of the knight 6.

In England from the later 12th. century the rank of knight was
being urged on wealthier landholders as the result of factors which
brought about an identification of the rank with the possession of
landed wealth. The division of knights' fees led to a decline in the
number of landholders able to provide knight service. Such fragmentation
was a consequence of the rapid assimilation of feudal military tenure to
free tenure which rendered restraints on the alienability of military
tenures meaningless. The rights of the feudal lord over military tenures
were weakened by the acceptance of hereditary right. The tendency towards
assimilation with other forms of tenure was probably accelerated by the
petty assizes enacted in Henry II's reign, particularly that of novel
disseisin of 1175, by which seisin was protected. The interests of the
tenant by knight service as a landholder, the creation and maintenance
of viable economic units, the settlement of land on relatives and clients,
endowments to satisfy their religious aspirations and to secure influence
and favour, triumphed over the military committment which was the basis
of his tenurial obligation 7.

As a result of the division of knights' fees responsibility for
providing knights became fragmented. Tenants in chief experienced
6 Cf. G.Duby,'Situation de la noblesse en France au début du XIITe

giécle!,Tijdschrift voor Geschiedenis, lxxxii. 309-15; 'The Diffusion
of Cultural Patterns in Feudal Society', Past and Present, xxxix,
3-103 Géhicot, L'économie rurale namuroise au bas moyen 8ge, iie
TT=84«

7 E.King,'Large and Small Landowners', Past and Present, xlvii. 27=31,
45=73 cf. Du Boulay, The Lordship of Canterbury, 60-1, 105.




difficulties in exacting the full service owed by their tenants. In the

early l3th. century the servicium debitum demanded by the Crown of many

of its leading tenants was replaced by a new guota, often greatly
reduced in amount 8. It had become impossible to levy the feudal army
on the basis of the knights' fees as assessed in the 12th. century. The
increasing exaction of scutage in place of military service from the
mid l2th.century was partly in response to the early obsolescence of
the feudal tenurial system as a means of raising a force of cavalry 9.
By the later l3th. century the practice of referring to the quantity of
knight service attached to a piece of land was largely a conservative
gesture serving a fiscal purpose. The knight's fee retained its chief
importance as a unit in the exaction of feudal incidents 10.

From the later 12th. century the costs involved in performing the
military duties of a knight increased. The rise was in part the result
of a general inflation of the currency which led to a doubling of some
prices between 1180 and 1220 11. The costs also rose with the elaboration
of the defensive armour of both warrior and mount. Boiled leather was
superseded by chain-mail. The increased weight of armour required
sturdier horses which were the product of selective breeding. The mount
was the most expensive single item in the knight's equipment. In Edward
I's campaigns horses were valued at the outset and the Crown undertook
to replace those lost on service. In the l3th. century to chain-mail was
added plate~armour, initially of a primitive and rudimentary nature 12.
The provision of a complete set of equipment by a knight represented a

considerable capital outlay far beyond the means of many military

8 1I.J.Sanders, Feudal Service in England (Oxford, 1956), 59=67.

9 Cf. Stenton, The First Century of ¥nglish Feudalism 1066-1166,178-88,

10 See pp. 191-2,

11 P.D.A.Harvey, 'The English Inflation of 1180-1220', Past and Present,
1xi. 16-18.

12 Chew, The iknglish Ecclesiastical Tenants in Chief and Knight Service,
89-90l




tenants. As costs increased so did the amount of land needed to
support a knight. At the same time the knights! fees, which were
originally charged with fulfilling that need, were fragmenting into a
mass of small holdings.

Only those landholders with sizeable estates could sustain the
burdens of knightly rank. Although the assumption of knightly rank was
not solely determined by compliance with a monarch's intermittent
enforcement of the obligation to provide knightly service, the group
on which the obligation was deemed to fall has to be defined 13, The
group was not selected arbitrarily but within the overall framework of
society. The king relied on his right to exact military service directly
from his subjects. The type of service to be performed by the various
social groups and the weapons they were to hold were determined in
relation to the value of the property they possessed. Important steps
in that development were the promulgation of the Assize of Arms in 1181
and its subsequent re-enactments, particularly that of 1242, in which
the provisions were updated and gradually widened. The Assize was
reissued as part of the Statute of Winchester of 1285, The men liable
to provide knight service occupied the highest rung of the social ladder.

In the reign of Henry II the librate, the amount of land with an
annual value of one pound sterling, was used as a criterion in
determining the obligation to provide knight service., At various times
it was held to fall on men holding from ten to twenty librates. Under
Henry III and kdward I the obligation to take knighthood or to provide
knight service similarly fell on various groups. The fluctuation in the
level of landed wealth quoted was probably related directly to the
military requirements of the Crown. Nevertheless the level of wealth
cited rose during the two reigns. Save for 1256 when holders of fifteen

13 For most of what follows see M.Powicke, Military Obligation in
Medieval England (Oxford, 1962), passim.




librates, excepting tenants in socage tenure alone, were distrained

the minimum level for the provision of knight service after 1240 was
twenty librates. The writ issued on 10 December 1241 for a distraint

of holders of twenty librates or more to take knighthood was an
important step in associating the obligation to knight service with that
group. Nevertheless the continuing failure to increase the number of
knights led to further definitions of the obligation to take knighthood
and attempts at enforcement. The articles of the eyre formulated in the
1250s placed the obligation on the tenant of a whole knight's fee as
well as on the holder of twenty librates. By the later 13th. century the
value of the land had ousted the integral fee as the basis of distraint.
In 1265 the sheriff of Somerset and Dorset was ordered to distrain those
landholders with twenty librates or a whole fee worth £20 a year to take
knighthood 14.

In 1282 landholders with thirty librates were called upon to eguip
themselves with horses and arms. The terms used on that occasion were
generally employed when the provision of knight service was required.
From 1292 the amount of land considered adequate to sustain a knight
was settled at forty librates and it remained at that level with a few
exceptions for the rest of Edward I's reign. On 6 February 1292 writs
were sent to the sheriffs ordering them to distrain the forty librate
holders provided that the latter had held their lands in fee and
inheritance during the previous three years 15. Clearly not all forty
librate holders were knights. On 10 February 1295 the Treasurer was
ordered to hold an investigation into the number of knights and others
with forty librates or more of land 16. On 13 January 1296 the same
group, both knights and non-knights, was requested to be prepared to
14 Close R. 1264-8, 110; ct. Parl.Writs, i. 214,216,

15 Cal.Close, 1288=96, 257.
16 Parl.Writs, i. 267-8.




set out on service 17 and in 1300 they were ordered toc muster at

Carlisle by 24 June for an expedition against the Scots 18° In 1293

and 1312 the holders of forty librates were distrained to take

knighthood 19. Nevertheless in 1296 a distraint was ordered on those
holding thirty librates €0 while in 1297 the service of the twenty
librate holders was demanded for a proposed expedition to the Continent21°

In the later 13th. century the provision of knight service and the
assumption of knighthood was deemed to be the responsibility of free men
possessing landed wealth. Military tenure of itself did not provide the
basis for sustaining knightly rank. The tenant of several fractional
knights' fees, held from a multiplicity of lords and scattered through
the countryside, was liable if their total value, taken either by
themselves or with any other lands he held, reached or exceeded the level
at which the obligation was held to fall,

Socage and free serjeanty tenures, as well as tenure by barony or
by knight service, were included when holdings were valued for the purpose
of enforcing knight service. That was not true in the distraint of 1256
in which socage tenure was exempted. The sheriff of Somerset was ordered
to release his distraint upon John le Rous since the latter's property in
Lamyatt was held in socage 22. By 1285 the distinction between military
and socage tenures held by prominent freeholders was blurred. The survey
of knights' fees made that year included the Lamyatt property, then held

25

in socage by Roger le Rous for a rent of l3s.4d. . The survey also

2 X
recorded the land held in socage by Giles de Flury in Cloford 4. Certain

types of free tenure, however, did not carry the oblization to knighthood.

17 Parl.Writs, i. 278.

18 Ibid. 330.

1y Cf. E 198/3/5; C 41/1/1.
20 Parl.Writs, i. 280.

21 Ibid. 285,

22 € 55/2 m.2d.

23 Feud.Aids, ive. 295.

24 Ibid. 277.



The Statutum de militibus of 1278 which set down the extent of knightly

obligation exempted land held in burgage tenure and sokemen on ancient
Crown demesne were not liable provided they were tallageable. In the
case of lay fees held by clerics and socage tenures held from mesne
lords liability was determined by reference to precedent 25.

In the late 1%th. century military tenures continued to be subject
to feudal incidents, escheat and wardship, the payment of aids and
scutage. The obscuring of the distinction between military and other
free tenures led to the latter becoming liable for such payments. In the
Statute of Westminster of 1275 it was stipulated that holders of socage
tenures were to pay the aids generally exacted by a landholder from his
military tenants. The aid was to be assessed at the rate of 20s. for
every knight's fee or twenty librates 26.

As the performance of knight service and the assumption of knightly
rank came to be defined by the Crown as obligatory for wealthier
landholders, the rank itself became a mark of social distinction. The
assumption of knighthood was marked by a ceremony in which the sword,
the weapon particularly associated with the knight as warrior, and belt
were conferred on the candidate. The ceremony was a visible expression
of the ability of the recipient to afford the proper equipment and
accoutrements of a knight.

The subject of the following thesis is the social significance of
knightly rank in the England of rdward I, 1272-1307. It is based
primarily on an investigation of those knights who held lands in the
county of Somerset. Much preliminary work in identifying the knights
of the late 13th. century and in collecting material relating to them

was carried out by C. Moor, the results of whose labours were printed

25 M.Powicke, Military Obligation in Medieval England, 106.
26 ¥.Stubbs, Select Charters (Oxford, 1890), 450.




by the Harleian Society 27.

The area covered by the following study is that of the ancient
county, the boundaries of which remained unchanged until 1844. At the
latter date there were several minor alterations in the south and
south-east when a few parishes were transferred to Dorset and Wiltshire
respectively and boundary changes also affected the parishes next to
Bristol 28. Thirteenth-century Somerset lacked any geographical unity.

It incorporated a remarkable diversity of landscape and scenery, including
the fenland levels, the upland moors of Exmoor and the Mendips, which
underlay a varied agrarian economy and pattern of settlement. Nevertheless
the county and its institutions, notably the county court which provided
the mechanism through which the local communities were administered,
imposed a sense of corporate identity on the communities making up the
county. Furthermore the county court was the forum in which the knights,
as the most powerful members of the local communities, acted as the

political leaders of county society and as the agents of the royal

government.

27 C.iwoor, Knights of Edward I (Harl.Soc.lxxx—lxxxiv(l929-52)).
28 V.C.H.SOHI- iio 175"40
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CHAPTER II

THE KNIGHTS OF SOMERSET

In the 13th. century the term miles was increasingly employed in contexts
in which any interpretation of it in a military sense, as used in the
narratives and other records of campaigns, would be misplaced. Although the
social implications of knightly rank came to supersede the military, the style
miles was not applied without qualification to every landholder of a certain
social position. It was necessary to receive knighthcod in the ceremony of
dubbing before the title might be used. John of Clevedon was knighted on
6 January 1293 l. karlier in 1289 when he witnessed a deed he was not
numbered among the knights 2 but in 1294 he was one of the knights accompanying

3

John Giffard on campaign in Wales “. Walter of Romsey, who was dubbed at the
feast of the Swans on 22 May 1306 4, was styled as a knight in 1311 5, but
not in earlier documents ascribed to the reign of Hdward I 6o Another Swan
knight, John de Knoville, first appears bearing the style miles in a deed
dating from 1306 7=
The evidence for distinguishing the knights is provided by the use of the

style miles in charter witness lists. The charters have survived as either
original documents or transcripts in 1l4th. century cartularies. Some charters
were recorded in the Chancery enrollments of letters patent and of charters.
The latter are of little use for identifying knights since the documents, many
of which were submitted by religious houses in the l4th. century for royal
confirmation, were frequently enrolled in abstract with the dating and

£ 198/3/5.

K.B.27/120 rot.6b.

i
2
3 Cal.ChanceWts. i. 61-2,

4 h.Ashmole, The Institution, Laws and Ceremonies of the Most Noble Order of
2

6

T

the Garter (1672), 38=9.
Devon R.O., TD 51, ff. 128v.=129,
Montacute Cart. ESomaRec.Socoviii), pp.145=6, 151,
Som.Rec.Soc.xxxv), Bl.

Beauchamp Regs.
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attesting clauses omitted 8. The information gathered from witness lists
can be supplemented from lists of members of sworn juries and from documents
originating from the administration of military campaigns.

The practice of distinguishing knights by title in charter witness lists
began in the middle of the 13th. century. By Edward I's reign it was customary
but the word miles was not always applied where to do so would have been
appropriate. A deed of 1280 recorded the quit claim of rights in Edington
by Walter of Downhead and Walter the Fleming to John FitzGeoffrey. While
Wialter of Downhead and John were styled as knights no attempt was made to
distinguish those witnesses who had taken knighthood 9. John de Columbers,
matthew de Furneaux and Geoffrey of Stawell used the style miles before 1280
while robert of Brent, John de Cogan, Walter of Shapwick and William 'rivet
later appeared as knights 10. The omission of the style in such charters
surviving in transcript may have arisen from the neglect of the clerk making
the copy, but it might conceivably reflect the relative looseness in the
drawing up of private deeds, which were not issued from royal or ecclesiastical
chanceries, in the earlier part of the reign 11.

In the charters which knights witnessed, the act of attestation implied
free status. As witnesses the knights invariably took precedence over the
non-knights. The rank of knight was clearly the principal distinction among
free men. No other titles were employed to distinguish by wealth, lineage or
tenure some men from others. The style miles adequately expressed the social

distinction of the wealthier and more prominent landholders including many

tenants in chief per baroniam. A deed confirmed in 1287 dealing with land in

Sparkford in the scuth-east of the county was witnessed by three local knights.

8 Cf. Cal.Chart.R. 1327-41, 312-18.

9 Hylle Cart. (Som.Rec.Soc.lxviii), p. 54.

1G See Appel.

11 ¢f. Transcripts of Charters relating to Gilbertine Houses, ed. F.hi.Stenton
(Lincoln Rec.Soc.xviii), ppe xxxiii=xxxiv.
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They were all baronial tenants of the Crown but were distinguished solely

as milites 12. Hugh Lovel, who was overlord of the land concerned 13, held

the barony of Castle Cary to the north-east. Rozer de Woels had estates to

the east about North Cadbury where he held half the barony. Robert FitzPain

was lord of half of the Dorset barony of Powerstock 4 but his extensive

estates included land in Cary Fitzpaine and Bridgehampton, west of SparkfordlB.
The use of the style baro as a distinction was extremely limited. The

term, which had the general meaning of homo in a feudal sense as the man of

a lord, was on some occasions applied more particularly to Crown tenants

per baroniam. It appeared in a charter confirmed in 1291 recording the grant

by Gloucester Abbey to the Bishop of Bath and Wells of the advowson of

Burnham church 16. Among the witnesses Robert FitzPain, John Tregoz and John

de Vescy were described as barcnes. John Tregoz, lord of the Herefordshire

barony of kwyas Harold 17, was lord of Burnham manor 18. John de St. Lo and
19

Robert de Panes, landholders near Bath, were styled as knights o

In itself tenure per baroniam accorded a tenurial rather than a social

distinction to the landholders. They were subject to a different scazle of
penalties in the administration of justice 20. In the payment of relief,
exacted from military tenants on entering their holdings, the baronial tenant
owed £100. The amount was reduced in 1297 to 100 marks. The tenant by knight
service (per militiam) was assessed for relief at the rate of £5 a knight's

fee 21.

The baronial tenants of kdward I did not correspond to the ancestors of

12 Cal.Pat. 1279-88, 478,

13 Feud.Aids, iv. 306.

14 Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 28, 68, 72.

15 Feud.Aids, iv. 285 ; C 134/48 no.5.

16 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 404.

17 Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 43.

18 Feud.Aids, iv. 276.

19 See Below.

2C Cf. Somersetshire Pleas, 8 Edw.I (Som.Rec.Soc.x1liv), 252,
2l I.J.Sanders, Feudal Service in kngsland, 98-103.




the later medieval baronage. That group constituted an aristocracy of the
wealthiest and most distinguished members of society. It crystallized
initially around the receipt of an individual summons to attend parliamentary
assemblies 22. In the summonses issued under Edward I the divorce between
baronial tenure and possession of landed wealth and position was already
manifest. John de Columbers, who was probably the least wealthy barcnial
tenant in Somerset 25, was not summoned. William Russell (d.1311), who held
half of North Cadbury barony, was also not requested to attend. John de Moels,
the lord of the other half of that barony 24, was summoned in 1297 and 1299 2>
but his predecessors Nicholas and Roger had held prominent posts in the royal
household 26. In 1297 and 1299 writs of summons were addressed to Henry de
Lorty (d.1321) °T who held Stoke Trister (Cucklington) by barony 28 yut later
neither his nor his successor's presence was requested. Wealthy landholders
on the other hand were summoned regularly. Writs were frequently addressed to
John de Mohun and Simon de Montagu 29. John (d.1330) was lord of Dunster

30

which was probably held by barony “ . Simon was & prominent member of the

court circle and a wealthy landholder in Somerset where his main estates were

held by knight service °T,

The knights and leading landholders in local groupings.

The choice of witnesses, whose function was to safeguard by their

testimony the transaction of which the deed was the written record, was

22 K.B.McFarlane, 'The English Nobility in the later Hiddle Ages',
12th.Int.Cong.Hist.Sciences (Vienna, 1965), 338.

2% See p. 65.

24 Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 68,

25 Parl.Writs, i. T739.

26 See p. 218,

27 Parl.Writs, i. 87T7.

28 Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 84.

29 Parl.writs, i. 740, T42.

30 Sanders, bng.Baronies, 114.

31 See p. 64.
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dictated by several considerations. The factors operating either singly or
in various combinations included the nature of the transaction, the occasion
and place at which the deed was drafted and the standing of the parties
involved., It was customary to associate with a transaction those landholders
in the neighbourhood of the property it concerned. They had knowledge of
local matters, The maintenance of and changes in the pattern of land tenure
was dependant on the acquiescence of the knights who, as it will be shown,

32

effectively controlled the local communities » Their acquiescence was
implied in attestation. It was in that context that knights and other
prominent free men acted frequently as witnesses 33.

Local groupings of landholders were called upon to witness documents of
which they probably only knew the general terms. Witnesses were not necessarily
present when a grant was made or a deed compiled. In 1304 Robert martin
granted his son property in west Somerset, in Withycombe, Cutcombe and
Watchet. The deed was dated from Piddle Walterston in Dorset. The witnesses
included Simon de Raleigh, Andrew Luttrell, Simon Roges, Roger Perceval,

Adam le Bret, Geoffrey of Luccombe and John of Merriott 54. They were

prominent landholders in the area north-east of Exmoor 35.

Such groups figured prominently among witnesses to deeds issued on
behalf of the most prominent landholders of their neighbourhood particularly
in important matters. In 1295 Roger de Moels, whose estates lay in North
Cadbury and its neighbourhood, granted Elizabeth of Clevedon custody of the
lands of William Lisle in Wanstrow, Blackford and Wilkin Throop near
Horsington. Among the witnesses were Walter Pauncefot, John of Blackford

52 See chapters IV and V.
33 Cf. Transcripts of Charters relating to Gilbertine Houses, ed. F.M.Stenton,
PeXXXi e
34 H.C.Maxwell-Lyte, Some Somerset Manors, (Som.Rec.Soc.extra ser.1931), 52
35 See below ; for Geoffrey of Luccombe see Feud.Aids, iv.302 and for John
of Merriott see Maxwell-Lyte, op.cit., 35
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and Peter du Boys 36 who held land in the vicinity of North Cadbury near

Blackford and Wilkin Throop. They were the principal landholders in Compton,
Blackford and South Cadbury respectively 37.

Over a period of years there was a marked continuity in the knights and
other prominent free landholders witnessing deeds relating to a particular
locality. Between the various parts of the county the composition of the
groupings of such persons differed radically, reflecting the limited
disposition of the property of that social group from which most of the
knights were recruited.

At the beginning of Edward I's reign several landholders near Bath were
knights 38. They witnessed charters concerning property on the outskirts
of Bath, in Twerton, Sockerwick and Bathford 39. Adam of Charlcombve's
property presumably lay north of Bath in the presenteday suburb of Charlcombe
and that of John of Weston to the west of the city in the suburb of Weston.
Hubert Hoese came from a family with lands and interests in Tadwick to the

40

north-east "+ In 1280 Hubert was elected to a grand assize concerning

common rights in Norton St.Philip about six miles south of Bath 41.

The other knights in the group held property slightly further from the
city. Thomas of Bayeux held land in Twerton to the south-west. John de St.
Lo was a landholder in Newton and Publow, to the west. The property of
Ellis Cotel lay farther south-west including land in Camerton 42. He
presumably also held the land in White Ox Mead south of the city which his

son William later held. William succeeded his father in 1301 45. Ellis also

36 Hook Manor, Donhead St.Andrew, Arundell MSS. G/1883, no.346.
37 Cf. Pedes Finium, Ric.I - Edw.I (Som.Rec.Soc.vi), pp.327, 335; Just
1/1285 rot.6d.

38 See fig.l

39 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 219-20; Som.R.0., WHb 9/566-8, 371=2,3T74=T,
383-4; 11/551=~2.

40 Feud.Aids, iv.31l

41 Somersetshire Pleasy.8 Edw.I (Som.Rec.Soc.xliv), 312-13

42 Feud.Aids,iv.279; cf.31l

43 Glastonbury Feodary, (Som.Rec.Soc.xxvi),lOB; cf.ibid 11
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has interests in near-by Priston where he quitclaimed a pasture to Bath
Abbey 44. Robert Marmion evidently held land in his wife's right in Wick
and Hinton 45.

The last four knights mentioned were frequently named with others in
charters dealing with land south-west of Bath. Ellis Cotel attested a grant
of land in Midsomer Norton close to Camerton, together with the knights

Roger of Paulton and Alan of Wwalton 46

who were presumably substantial
landholders in Paulton and Walton. Thomas of Bayeux, who also had rights
in Farmborough 47, figured in a deed dealing with land in near-by Hunstrete
together with John de St.Lo 48. As late as 1305 Thomas was aszociated with
his neighbour Thomas de Gurney, also a knizht, in a deed relzting; to
property in Inglesbatch 49. That place is south-west of Englishcombe where
Thomas de Gurney held land ™ and close to Thomas of Bayeux's holding in
Twerton where the deed was drawn up. John de St.Lo and Hobert liarmion were
the principal witnesses to a series of deeds in which the knizht Alexander
de Auno disposed of property in Compton Dando early in the reign 51. Compton
lies between John's former holdings in Newton and Publow. John and Robert
also witnessed several transactions involving land south of Compton in
Chelwood, Masrksbury and Hunsirete. The other knizhts named in that series
of deeds, which are either undated or of the early 1l4th. century were
Alexander de Auno, Thomas of Bayeux, Edmund Basset, Laurence de Hamelden,

H2

John Tregoz and Thomas of Wellesley “ . They were all, with the possible

exception of the last named, local landholders.

44 Batn vartularies (Som.Rec.Soc.vii),(1) p.T71

45 Pedes Finium, Ric.l = Edw.I (Som.Rec.Soc.vi), p.376
46 B.L.Harl.¥S.316,f.59 and v.

47 Peud.Aids,iv. 311

48 Glastonbury Cart.ii (Som<Rec.Soc.lxiii),p.558

49 Som.R.0., WHb 10/474.

50 Feud.Aids,ive. 313

51 B.L.Harl.MS. 316, ff.66-8

52 Glaston.Cart.ii, pp.550-62
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The relationshipg between the knights in any particular part of the
county were consolidated by ties of a personal nature. John Tregoz held the
small manor of Chelwood and was lord of land at Belluton near Publow 53,
Although his principal estates lay in Herefordshire his influence was felt
in north-east Somerset. Laurence de Hamelden served under him during the
Scottish campaign of 1298 54. Laurence had presumably inherited the land
earlier acquired by Thomas de Hamelden from Alexander de Auno in Compton

25

Dando » After John Tregoz's death in 13500 his widow Joan married Laurence 56

57

who in her right held Chelwood manor “',

There are many examples of family ties between knightly landholders who
were neighbours. There was a high degree of intermarriage within the
knightly group. Edmund Basset and Thomas of Bayeux were related by blood. In
the middle of the 13th. century property in Catcott, Saltford and elsewhere
was inherited by two sisters, Mary and Isabel. Mary, who married Joyce of
Bayeux, was the mother of Thomas. Isabel's son and heir Anselm Basset 58,who
died in 1280 sggwas the father of Edmund 60. Kdmund was evidently a younger
son. He had a brother John Basset 61, a knight, who shared with Joyce and
Thomas of Bayeux property in Winford and Catcott in 1285 and in Saltford in

1303 62. At the latter date Edmund held land in Hinton and Littleton 63

later inherited the Saltford property 64.

and he

The network of family ties between the leading landholders of a

particular locality extended to persons equivalent in social standing to

53 C 133/94 no.9 ; Feud.Aids, iv. 311,

54 E 101/6/40.

55 B.L.Harl.MS.316, ff.66v.=7.

56 Cal.Fine R, 1272-1307, 432, 449.

57 Feud.Aids, iv. 31l.

58 Glaston.Feod. 79; Glaston.Cart. ii, pp.388-9; Close R. 1261-4, 286,
59 Somersetshire Pleas, 8 Edw.I, 226=T.

60 Cf. Feud.Aids, ive 297.

61 C.Noor, Knights of Edward I, i(Harl.Soc.lxxx), 51,
62 Feud.Aids, iv. 290-1, 311.

63 Toid. 309.

64 Cal.Ing.p.m. Vv, p.1l47.




the knights. Such persons were also leading free landholders in the local

communities. In west Somerset the knignts were, as elsewhere in the county,

drawn from the most substantial landholders 65

66

« William le Bret held

land in Sampford Brett and Torweston ~+ Simon Hoges's property included

Porlock msnor further west 67. Simon de Raleigh's main estate lay in

Nettlecombe but by 1298 he also held land in Cutcombe 68. The latter

property was probably held in the right of his wite Joan who may have

been the sister of Laurence le Tort 69. Laurence, who held lanc in

near-by Oule Knowle in Carhampton 10 was not a knizht but was a member of

a family with important landed interests in Cutcombe 71.

Simon de Raleigh, who was evidently the son of the knight Warin de
Raleigh 72, was also closely related by marriage to some of his neigzhbours.
warin's daughter Maud married Matthew de Furneaux s who succeeded to
an estate in Kilve after 1285 74. In about 1270 Warin's daughter
kElizabeth married Andrew Luttrell 13 who later held East ¢uantockshead76.
Warin evidently shared the confidence and trust of Andrew's father

Alexander Luttrell who, before setting out on crusade in 1270, nominated

[

him as his attorney "'
Between the knights and prominent landholders of the area north and -
north-east of Lxmoor there were many more ties by marriage. Ralph FitzUrse

of #illiton, who was not a knight, married Alexander Luttrell's daughter

78

Bleanor at the beginning of the reign '~, Matthew de Furneaux's sister

65 See Fig.II

66 Feud.Aids,ive 275

67 Ibid. 295

68 Ibid. 303; Collinson, A History of Somerset (Bath, 1791),iii. 58

69 Cal.Ing.p.m. iv, p.298; Maxwell-Lyte, Some Som.Mans. 368; cf.78-9

70 Maxwell-Lyte, Some Som.lkans. 77

71 Feud.Aids,iv. 303; Maxwell-Lyte, Some Som.iMans. 92-4

72 Kaxwell-Lyte, op.cit., 367

73 Ibid. 317

74 Feud.Aids,iv. 275, 303

75 Maxwell-Lyte, History of Dunster,i. 67-9; Som.R.0., L 22/1j:Somersetshire
Pleas, 1-7 idw.I(3om.Rec.Soc.x1i), 24=-6

76 Feud.Aids,iv. 275

77 Close R, 1268-70, 278; Som.R.0., L 22/1

78 Som.R.0., L 33/1
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Denise married John Peverel, another local landholder 79.

Not all knights were closely integrated in the local groupings.
Henry of Glastonbury acquired land in west Somerset in Bossington and
in Heathfield near Taunton by marriage with Alice, the daughter and
sole heir of Laurence Talbot 80. Henry witnessed a grant made possibly
in 1307 by John de Mohun to the Dunster burgesses 81. Henry was not
however a long-standing or established member of the local knightly
group. His father Robert had been a household knight of Henry III Bln
By 1297 Henry himself was a member of the retinue of Henry III's grandson
Thomas, earl of Lancaster}in whose service he remained. At the beginning
of the reign of Kdward III he was in the service of Thomas's brother
Henry 83.

The close personal ties between the knights were expressed on important
sccial occasions. The leading landholders customarily assembled for the
baptism of a son or daughter of one of their number 84. Gilbert de
Knoville who held land in Puckington = acted as godfather about 1276
to John, the son of John of Merriott, his neighbour in Lopen and Merriottaé.
In 131% John de Erlegh of North Petherton attended the funeral of
Nicholas de Langelond of South Brent 87.

The local groupings of knights and leading freeholders changed
composition over a relatively small distance. The interests and influence
of most knights followed their lands which usually were not widespread.

The knights who held land south of Bath were not those mentioned above

79 Just. 1/1550 Tot.7d.; cf. Maxwell=Lyte, Some Som.Mans. 5le

80 See pp. 172=3.

81 Som.R.0., L 8/1; Maxwell-Lyte, History of Dunster, i. 282~3.

82 Cal.Pat. 1266-72, 209.
8% J.R.Maddicott, Thomas of Lancaster 1307-1322 (0Oxford,1970), 62.
84 Cf. Cal.Ing.p.m. vi, pp. 52-3.

85 reud.Aids, iv. 291.

86 K.B.27/151 rot.4; cf. C 133/42 no.6.
87 Longleat MS,10655, rot.l8.




=20=

Wnose property lay south-west of the city 88. The knights named in

89

charters concerning Hemington included John of Laverton and his

son-in-law Robert de Panes. Through his marriage with John's daughter

Amabilia, Robert acquired the estate in near-by Laverton 90. Cliver de

Dinham held the neighbouring manor of Buckland 91. In the right of his

wife Isabel, widow of John de Courtenay, he was lord of Hemington 92.

Roger of Lockington held land in Holcombe south-west of Hemington 959
The Hemington witnesses include Henry and Alexander de Montfort,

Giles de Flury and Henry de Merland. They represented the chief

landholding interest in the neighbourhood of Frome, south-east of

Hemington, at the beginning of the reign. Giles de Flury held land in

Cloford 94. He was presumably the successor of the knight, John de Flury,

who witnessed grants of land near Frome in the middle of the century 95.

Henry de Merland was a proprietor in Orchardleigh 96 and like Giles was

evidently not a knight. The de Montforts had property in Nunney 97. As

well as appearing in the Hemington deeds, they headed, with members of

other local knightly families, the local landholders attesting charters

concerning land in Frome and its neighbourhood, including Mells and Marston

Bigot 98. The other important landholders near Frome included Walter of

Downhead, John of Laverton, Robert de Panes and Alan of Wwalton., william

Branch was lord of Frome hundred in the right of his wife Joan who was

succeeded in 1279 by their son Nicholas 99. Ellis de la hare presumzbly

88 See Fig.III.

69 Devon k.0., TD 51, ff.103-5.

90 Somersetshire Pleas, 1-7 Edw.l, 112-13%; Feud.Aids, iv. 277.

91 C 133/89 no.3.

92 Plac.de quo Warr. (Rec.Com.), 694=5.

G3 Feud.Aids, iv. 273.

94 Ibid. 277.

95 Longleat MSS. 4946, 4952.

96 Feud.ﬂ.ids, ive 2760

97 Ibid. 277.

98 Longleat MSS. 4946, 4962, 5003, 5005; Glastonbury Rentalia (Som.Rec.Soc.
v), 226-8; Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 330.

99 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1500, 1513 Rot.Hund.(Rec.Com.), ii. 1243 Cal.Ing.p.m.
ii, p. 195; Feud.Aids, iv. 276.
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held land in Nunney where his son Nicholas had an estate later 100.

A few knights belonged to several groupings since their property was
more widely spread. Walter of Downhead, who held land in Downhead and
Stoke St.Michael in the east of the county 101, also had property in the
west in Staunton near Dunster and in Almsworthy in Exford l02. About 1271
he witnessed Henry de Newburgh's quitclaim of three knizhts' fees in
Shurton, Broomfield and West Quantockshead to John de Mohun, lord of

Dunster 103.

The size of the knightly group.

Between 1272 and 1307 the knights of Somerset were drawn from about one

104

hundred and fifty families « The figure does not include a handful of

the most prominent families whose Somerset property was peripheral to their
main estates which lay elsewhere. Chief among such landholders where the

de Clare earls of Gloucester, Henry de lLacy, earl of Lincoln, and the
Mortimers of Wigmore. The earls of Gloucester were overlords of much land
in the north-east of the cuounty. Save from their manor of Easton in Gordano

the land was held from them by military tenants, many of whom were knights

105. Henry de Lacy had demesne estates in the south-east of the county in

Henstridge, Charlton Horethorme and Kingsbury. He was also overlord of

Stratton manor in Kilmersdon hundred 106. The Mortimers had property in

Bridgewater, Milverton and Odcombe, part of the inheritance of William

Briwer (d.1226). His land there was eventually divided between his

100 Close R. 1268-72, 379-80; Feud.Aids,ive 277

101 Feud.Aids,iv. 294; cf.Just. 1/1310 rot.8d.

102 Feud.Aids,iv. 296; The Honour of Dunster (Som.Rec.Soc.xxxiii), p.47

10> The Honour of Dunster, p.44

104 Cf.app.I

105 Ca.l.Ing. Eom.lil, pP0234! 248-9

106 Feud.Aids,ive 273, 289; D.L.29/1/1 rot.14 and d.; D.L.29/1/2 rot 19 and
d,
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great-grandaughters Maud and Eve. Maud, who died in 1303, was the wife of

Roger Mortimer of Wigmore. Eve married William de Cauntelo by whom she had

issue George who was succeeded in 1273 by his sisters Joan, wife of John

de Hastings, and Millicent de Montalt, wife of Eudes la Zouche 107. Since

their main estates lay in the VWelsh Marches and elsewhere they have not been

counted as belonging to the Somerset knightly group for the present study.
On the other hand Thomas de Berkeley and Hugh de Courtenay and their

successors have been included since they maintained an important position

in the life of the county. Thomas de Berkeley, whose main estates were

in Gloucestershire, held the hundreds of Portbury and Hartcliffe and

10

Bedminster south-west of Bristol 8. The Courtenays, who held Ckehampton

barony in Devon, were lords of the manor and hundred of Crewkerne in the
south of Somerset as well ag of Hemington manor in the north-east 109.

It is not easy to ascertain the number of knights in the county at
any one time. Over the reign as a whole the number of knights and of the
families from which they were drawn probably fluctuated considerably. The
problem is rendered more intractable by the lack of firm dates, especially
in the charters issued at the beginning of the reign. The first evidence
that an individual used the style miles gives no guide to the date on
which he took knighthood. Little is known about the occasions at which
Somerset men were dubbed.

Since it was comnon for an eldest son to take his fathner's forename
there are problems of identification when tracing the genealogzies of
knignhtly families. From the late 1l2th. century the head ¢f five successive
107 Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 133 and n.2; Bridgewater Borough Archives(Som.

Rec.Soc.xlviii), pp.xvii-xix

108 Elac.de Fuo Warr(Rec.Com), 697-8
109 C 133/6 no.l; C 133/62 no.7
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generations of the de Columbers family was called Philip. The line was
only broken in 1277 when Fhilip V was succeeded by his brother John.

Family tradition was restored in 1306 when he in turn was succeeded by his

11

son Philip 0. In the later 13th. century the head of the family of de

Gorges was for several generations called Ralph. Rather confusingly two

brothers called Ralph de Gorges were mentioned in 1254 and 1271 111. One

of them, who died about 1271, married Ellen, daughter and coheir of Ives

de Moreville 112. In her right he presumably held land in Wraxall in

north-east Somerset 113. Ellen was succeeded in 1292 by her son Ralph de

114 115

Gorges who was succeeded in turn in 1297 by his son Ralph « Matthew

de Furneaux, who inherited lands in Somerset and elsewhere from William

Avenal n 1253 PP s dead by 1285 whien his widow Auice was holding

land in dower in Kilve and Holford 117. His son Matthew inherited the

118 19

estates and died in the early summer of 1316 % . However the precise

relationship between succeeding landholders remains uncertain particularly

when they were lesser knights. At Newton John de St.Lo was succeeded,

apparently by 1295, by John de St.Lolzo who, it might be sceculated, was

his own son since the eldest son often took the name of the father. Ilhe

aegree of relationship is often unsolved even when different forenames

were involved. Peter de Fauconberge was succeeded at Milton by william e

and walter Pauncefot at Compton Fauncefoot by John 122.

110 Sanders, :ng. Baronies, 67

111 Close R. 1253-4, 254; 1268-72, 429

112 Ibid. 533«4; Cal.Ing.Misc.i, p.75; Roll of Arms Hen.III(Harl Soc.
cxiii-cxiv), 152

113 Cf. J.Collinson, A History of Somerset (Bath, 1791),iii. 156;

Feud.Aids,iv. 305

114 Cal.Fine R. 1272-1507, 306

115 Cal.Close, 1296-1302, 28, 103, 338

116 Cal.Inq-p.m. i, Pe {l

117 Feud.Aids, iv. 275,290

118 Just. 1/1333 rot.16; Feud.Aids, iv.303

119 Cal.Fine R. 1307-19, 289

120 Feud.Aids, ive. 279, 3133 Cal.Ing.p.m. iii, p.249

121 Feud.Aids, ive. 282; Pedes Finium, 1 Edw.II=20 Edw.III (Som.Rec.Soc.

xii j 3 pcll
122 Pedes Finium, Ric.l - Edw.l, pp. 314, 327; Feud.Aids, iv. 306
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In the procedure of the grand assizes summoned in the proceedings

held in Somerset before justices itinerant in 1280 fifty-eight men were

123

namned . They were all substantial landholders in the county. Participation

in the grand assize was theoretically limited to knights and of those
men at least fifty became knights. Forty had been dubbed by 1280. In the
same eyre at least six more knights sat as members of juries empanelled

124

in connexion with quo warranto inguests « The number of knights in

the county in 1280 was thus large, at least forty-six and perhars as many
as fifty-six. One of the complaints listed in the Barons' Petition of
1258 was that there was a shortage of knights for the membership of
grand assize juries. Such was not the case in Somerset in the early part
of ~dward I's reign 125. Since the wealthier landholders were not involved

in the court proceedings, the number of knights in the county in 1280 clearly
was in excess of fifty-six and possibly over seventy. With the inclusion

of those lesser knights who did not participate in the work of the eyre,

the number was probably nearer ninety. The number fell considerably

in the early l4th. century as the successers of knights neglected to take

knighthood but there was still a large body of men holding the rank 126.

Compulsory knighthood and the county landholders.

Compulsory knighthood was enforced against those landholders who
were expected to be able to sustain the costs of knightly rank and service.
Although the assumption of knightly rank depended on family tradition and
social aspirations, the obligaticn fell precisely on those landholders who
were most likely for those reasons to become knights.

At the close of the 13th. century the sheriff of Somerset and Dorset

123 Somersetshire Fleas, 8 Edw.I, 3, 18-19, 32-3, 74=5, 102-3, 105=6, 134=
5 135-6, 148-9, 226~7, 262, 312-3; see app.lIll for names.
124 See pe. 33 ' '
125 N.Denholm-Young, 'Feudal Society in the Thirteenth Oentury; the Knights',
i ubjects (Oxford, 1946), 61
126 See chapter III
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was twice required to submit & list of landholders in those counties in
connexion with proposed military expeditions. The first return was made
in 1297. On 5 May the sheriffs were ordered to instruct landholders with
twenty librates or more to serve in person in defence of the realm. The
muster was later fi;ed for early July in London. Ecclesiastics and women
were directed to send their quotas of feudal service 127. The return was
made in response to a writ dated 24 May by which twenty librate holders
were enjoined to muster in London during the preparations for the
forthcoming expedition to Flanders. The list comprises the names of reputed
twenty librate holders, including ecclesiastics and women l28. The

second return, arising out of the Scottish campaign planned for 1300, was
made in compliance with a writ dated 14 January of that year, requiring all
forty librate holders to muster in Carlisle at Midsummer 129. The latter
list is probably of more value in assessing the relationship between the
obligation to t«ke knighthood and the number of knights. The figure of
forty librates had since 1292 been the level of wealth at which the
obligation was incurred. The return should therefore include all those
landholders who were liable to compulsory knighthood.

A comparison of the lists shows that the earlier return is less reliable.
Paradoxically only 176 persons were named as against 223 in 1300 when twice
the level of landed wealth was involved. The methods employed in
summoning the cavalry for the 1297 campaign provoked much hostility from
prominent landholders and adversely aftected their relationship with the

130

Crown o« The omission of a few of the wealthiest men from the return,

but not from that of 1300 131, was probably the outcome of their opposition

127 Parl,.Writs, i. 281

128 Ibid. 292-3

129 Ibid. 335=7

130 F.M.Powicke, The Thirteenth Century (Oxford, 1962), 678-80

131 E.g. the Earls of Cornwall, Gloucester, Leicester and Lincoln, and
John de Mohun
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to royal policy rather than to any administrative problems encountered

in compiling it in a short time. Although several lesser men escaped

132

mention from the earlier but not the later return s the county
landholders were, as a group, less able to secure exemption in 1297,
Nevertheless few of those named in 1297 actually figure in documents
relating to the Flanders campaign. The sheriff's return in 1300 on the

other hand is remarkable for its length. In 1295 only twenty-five names
133

were included in a list of forty librate holders in Wiltshire .

The list of 1297 named 144 lay landholders while that of 1300 nzamed
166 14

« Included were those women who held land either in dower, such

as kleanor, widow of Hugh Lovel (d.1291) 135, Eleanor, widow of Hugh de

136, and Joan, widow of Alan Plugenet (d.1298) 157,

38

Courtenay (d.1292)

or in their own right, such as Hawise de Pyn 4 s and Joan de Vivonne and

Cecily de Beauchamp, two of the daughters of William de Forz (d.1259) 159.

John, the son of Cecily and John de Beauchamp (d.1285), Richard, the son

140

of Hugh Lovel,and Hugh, the son of Hugh de Courtenay , were also named.

They had inherited the bulk of their fathers' estates. Cecily de Muscegros,

returned in 1300, was the widow of John de Muscegros (d.1275) 141, whose

14

son and heir Robert de Muscegros . had died in 1280 leaving as his heir

143

his daughter Hawise o Hawise's second husband John de Ferrers, who was

: 1
also named in 1300, acquired Cecily's property after her death in 1301 44,

In 1297 134 male landholders were named. The number listed in

132 ~.g. Richard of Emborough, Ralph FitzUrse, Adam Ford, William of
Greenham, Henry le Waleys.

133 w.rowicke, military Obligations in Medieval England (Oxford,1962), 109

134 For the names see app.ll

135 Cal.Close,1288-96, 180

136 Cal.Fat. 1281-92, 497

137 Cal.line R. 1272-1307, 408; Cal.Close, 1296~1302, 230

138 See pp. 142-3

139 See pp. 157=8

140 ¢f. Sanders, kng.Baronies, 51, 28, 70

141 Cal.Close, 1272=79, 172
142 C 133/10 no.l

143 C 133/28 no.8

144 Complete Peerage, v. 307-8




i

1300 was 144. Only eighty names occur in both lists. Fifty-four persons
included in 1297 were not named in 1300. Some omissions from the later
list can be accounted for by death. In 1297 the names of Richard of Kenn,
Walter de Loveny and Stephen de la More were distinguished by a cross.
They were not returned inm 1300 although Richard had been distrained in
1293 as a forty lidbrate holder 145. Walter was apparently dead by 1298 146.
It seems probable that all three died while the earlier list was being
compiled or soon after. In 1300 the names of James de Multon, Nicholas de
Cheyney and Roger de Novaunt, a Devon knight, were similarly marked. As
James was alive in 1309 41 the significance of the distinction is not
clear. In some cases the successor of a person recorded in 1297 was
mentioned in 1300. By the latter date John of Clevedon and Oliver de
Dinham had been succeeded by their sons John and Joyce respectively 148.
It is possible that at least 34 of the landholders named only
in 1297 held property valued at between twenty and forty librates. Several
of them or their predecessors figure among the knights recorded in charter

149

witness lists « Peter de Fauconberge was possibly dead by 1300. In

1299 he was relieved of the coronership on the grounds of infirmity 150,

probably due to old age. He had been succeeded by William de Fauconberge
by 1309 151 but William was not included in the forty librate holders. The
family holding in Milton may not have been of sufficient value to merit
the inclusion of either Peter or William in 1300. Nevertheless Wwilliam was

distrained to take knighthood on account ot his holding forty librates of

152

land in 1312 . None of the wealthier landholders returned in 1297 were

145 E 198/3/5

146 Muchelney Cart. pp. 105=6

147 Proc.Som.Arch.Soc. xxviii(2), 174
148 App.11; C 133/89 no.3.

149 E.g. Walter Pauncefot; Wzlter of Romsey, Nicholas of Walton

150 Cal.Close, 1296-1302, 229

151 Cf.Pedes Finium,RiceI-Edw.I, p.277; ibid. 1 Edw.II-20 Edw.III, p.ll
152 ¢ 47/1/7




excluded from the 1300 return if they had survived until then.

Nevertneless it seems likely that the list of 1300 was compiled
not solely on the basis of a detailed inquest into the value of the
property of the county landholders. Social prestige apparently was an
imgortant factor in determining whose name was included. Men with less than
forty librates may have been included on account of their social
standing 153, Those named were landholders from established families whose
position had been secured for several generations. To be an established
knight or the head of a long-standing knightly family was an adequate
gualification for inclusion.

The landholders recorded in the two returns were all members of
knightly families. About 105 Somerset families, represented by some 115
individuals, were named. All of those families included at least one knight
during the reign. No distinction was made in the lists between those who
were knights and those who were not. Robert of Godmanstone and Walter of
Romsey were returned in 1297 together with Peter d'Evercy who was also
returned with Richard Lovel in 13%00. All four were not dubbed until
1306 154. Nicholas of Waltony returned in 1297, had still not taken
knightnood by 1312 155.

The exclusion of certain landholders points to a spirit of social
exclusiveness prevailing among the established knightly group. Those
omitted include a few men, some of whom were knights, who had recently
prospered into the knightly group from the free tenantry. Humphrey de
Kael, the son of a freeholder, was the first of his family to take

156

kniznthood . Humphrey's successor was distrained in 1312 as a forty

153 f£.2. Simon Roges; see p.6T

154 sshmole, The Institution, Laws and Ceremonies of the ifost Noble Oraer
of the Garter (1672), 38-9

¢ 47/1/1

See pe. 94
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librate holder 157. Nicholas de langelond, who became a knight by
1306 138, was not included. His predecessor, Hugh de Langelond, had been
a free tenant of Glastonbury Abbey. Nicholas had succeeded Hugh by 1297
but he cuilt up his holdings considerably in the first decade of the
l4tn. century J'59.
The same spirit of exclusiveness operated against landholders who
nad recent connexions with towns and urban wealth. One knizht absent from
the lists was Laurence de Hamelden whose predecessor Thomas de Hamelden
had accumulated property in Compton Dando and Ashton Dando. Thomas's
consolidation of property resulted from the injection of merchant capital
into the rural land market. Thomas was a leading member of the merchant
community of Bristol 160. The omission of Robert de Panes and his son and
heir Tnomas 161 possibly betrays the same hostile attitude on the part of
a landed county society to the urban merchantile group. A family of
Bristol merchants bore the name of de Panes l62. Robert, as it has been
shown, acquired property in north-east Somerset near Bath by marriage with
the daughter and heir of John of Laverton, a lesser knight. The social
position of those named in 1297 and 1300 was based on the ownership of
rural estates., Urban wealth was excluded. Nevertheless one Bristol
burgess was named. He was Stephen Beaumont but he held land in west
Bagborough in the right of his wife Joan, daughter of William de Reigny 165
The assumption of knightly rank was clearly not dictated solely
by expediency in the face of pressure from the Crown. It arose out of a
sense among the landholders of family tradition or out of an individual's
157 & 47/1/7
158 Hist.MS5.Com.12, Wells, ii, p. 582
159 See pp. 167-8
160 St.Mark's Cart. (Bristol Rec.Soc.xxi), p.284; Cal.Close, 1273-88, 122
161 Cf. Pedes Finium, Ric.I = kdw.I, p. 249

162 Cal.Pat, 1272-81, 20, 102
163 haxwell-Lyte, Some Som.Mans. 296-7




aspirations to assume that rank which appeared the most fitting mark of a
newly secured social position based on the acquisition of rural property

and wealth.
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CHAPTER III

KNIGHTS AND MEN~AT-ARMS

A study of the extent to which Somerset landholders became knights
and the manner in which they interpreted the knightly role at the end of
the 13th. century reveals two complementary developments. On the one hand
the number of landholders liable to compulsory knighthood who failed to
become knights rose considerably while on the other performance of military
service became the function ot the megnates and of those men who were in

their service,

The wide acceptance of knighthood early in kdward I's reign,

During the reign of Edward I and his successor landholders became
less prepared to be dubbed knight. Under Henry III and Edward respite for
compulsory knighthood could be purchased from the Crown but such favour
was granted rarely. Respites were usually awarded for a short period and
were often associated with the proceedings of a distraint. Matthew de
Furneaux, who was named in a distraint on the holders of fifteen librates
in 1296, purchased exemption for a period of three years beginning at
liichaelmas that year l. Only a handful of Somerset landholders were
similarly favoured. They included William Belet, Hugh de Neville, Richard
of Kenn and walter of Dinder 2. In 1280 Thomas of Timworth was presented
as being liable for compulsory knighthood but he fined for exemption and
was later pardoned half of the fine 5.

The recipient of a grant of exemption sometimes took knightnood.
Brian de Gouiz's exemption, awarded in 1252, was due to last until Villiam

7/1/1 ; Cal.Pat. 1247-58, 479

1C4
2 C 55/2 mm. 1-2d
3 Juste 1/759 rot.6d.; Cal.Close, 1279-88, 37
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4

Longespee, earl of Salisbury, became a knight

p)

o In fact Villiam died
early in 1257 © and Brian was knighted sometime during the civil
conflict of the following years 6. Anselm de Gurney was granted respite
for three years in 1256 7. In June 1277 he secured a further exemption
covering the period up tc Michaelmas but he may have been dubbed soon

after for by 1279 he was using the style miles B. His coat of arms

appeared in the Charles! or St.George's Roll of Arms believed to have

been compiled between 1279 and 1281 9. Anselm's assumption of knighthood
at a late stage in his life was by no means peculiar.

The small number of respites issued in the early years of hdward I's
reign reflected a situation in which knighthood was widely accepted by
those landholders gqualified and able to become knights. The rank enjoyed
wide currency in Somerset among the leading free landholders in the local
communities. They were the dominant element in rural society. Of the
fifty-eight men named in the proceedings of the grand assize held in the
county court in 1280 at least fifty became knights 10. Of the other eight
landholders, all but two were members of knightly families. Joyce of
bayeux, who held land in Twerton, was the father of the knight Thomas of
bayeux ll. Thomas of Boulogne was presumably related to the knight Richard
of Boulogne of Ash and William de Raleigh to Warin and Simon de Raleigh
of Nettlecombe 12. Thomas of Morton 15, William of Bickleigh, a landholder
in Holwell 14, and Humphrey of Whaddon, who held Timsbury manor 15, were
apparently gqualified to be knights. William of Bickleigh's father had been
a knight and Thomas of morton's son John was to be knighted at the feast

6

of the Swans in 1306 g . The two exceptions were William Payn and Henry

4 Ciose Re. 1251=3%, 434 10 See p. 24

5 Complete Peerage, xi. 384 11 See p. 17

6 Cal.Ing.Misc. i, Pe 266 12 cf. APPoIe

7 Cal.Pat. 1247=58, 523 13 Feud.Aids, ive. 297

8 Cal.Close, 1272=9, 397; 14 Cal.Inge.pem. ii, p. 340
cf. App.I 15 Ibid. iv, pe 346

9 Moor, Knights of Edw.I, ii. 162; 16 Moor, Knights of Edw.I, i. 943
N.Denholm-Young, History and iii. 221; v. 129

Heraldry 1254-1310 (Oxford,1965),
90-2
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Tne other twelve men named were lesser landholders. Fresentation
on the basis of tenure of <« whole knignt's fee led to the inclusion of
scme men who in terms of wealth ana sccial pusition did not match knizhts.

atl lezst five were members of families which in raward I's reign dié not

23

telons to tue knightly group “. Of the remeining seven only Jonn of

serriott of Hestercombe, known as John of Merriott le neveu, and Baudry

24

of Jonnington definitely became knights later + John, a memcer of the

25

Lancastrian retinue, had an zctive military career y but baudry, who

nad tegen knigrthood by 1280, was not strenuous. Of the cthers .illiam

of binshem neld lsnd in Sutton 26. Thomas of Timworth held land in the

county in pis .ife's right e and was distruined as late as 1293 ée.

wveurice of wembury was a substuntiel lendnolder by virtue of his merriage
To Jo&n la Botiler upon whom west bajberouzh menor had been settled by

f i WS : PR 3

willizm de Reigny . iaurice haa not become a kaijut by 1291

Zocert of Acton was the nusband of Joan, the illegitimate daughter of

31

nilliam de xeigny anc Joan la Eotiler 7, John le waleys of Hutton,

althsoush he paerticipated in tre ocottish campaijn of 1704 anu possessed

52

& coat of arms, did not tecome a knignt
sures given tentatively for the realm us a wacle suyjest taat in

tne ilaale of tne cenzury of wozme 3,000 lendholders gualified tc oecome

«nints, zocut 1,250 nad cone so. Of tnose, about 500 were militarily

strenuous. .ne trigures were computed from evidence grovided by documcnts

23 Juat. 1/75% rott. 6d.(Ficnoless le .aleys of atnerstone, Jozn son of
ihomas de Jauwey), 16(Valentine de slury), 26d.(Joan de &eigny of
_o2th r-trerton), 32d.{Jcin de Jeroeraeston).

Tbid, rott. 1, 32d.

Je..rate 1252-12C1, 159; Czl.Close, 1256-13C2, T

Juste 1/759 rote. 41; reudl.adds, iv. 287

Jacte 1759 rot. 6dj rroc.Som.arch.Soc.xxviii(2), 174

£ 198/3/5

Jurte 1/739 rots 16; szxwell-lyte, SOme 50Tai.ulSs 295=6

e rerontissara (Ca.te.sc York Socejy iie 400

Juste 1/759% rote 203 saxwell-Lyte, nome SOm..ens. 15

Juste 1/759 rot. 27d.; Czi.Doc.Scot. ea.duin, 1272-13CT7, £.4503
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that he was related to Roger d'Amory, whose arms were described in the
Charles’ and Dering rolls 38. Roger was a member of the rctinue of Gilbert
de Clare (4. 1314) and was later a knight of the royal household 9,
Richard thus was connected with chivalrous circles. Nicholas de Cheyney
held lands in Pointington 40 and was named in the sheriff's returns of
1297 and 1300. He also had property in Devon, Cambridgeshire and
Hertfordshire 4,

Cnly two of those distrained in 1292 did not become knights. Thomas
of Timworth held land in Somerset in his wife's right. His own estates
were in west Devon including Bratton St.Mary 42. Roger le Rous, who was
named smong the twenty librate holders of 1297, held land in Lamyatt by
socage tenure 43. The distraint on his father John in 1256 had been
relaxed because of the nature of the tenure 44. In 1316 another member of
the same family, John le Rous, was liable to compulscory knighthood since
his lands were valued at at least fifty pounds a year 45. Roger le Rous
and his relatives clearly did not consider it expedient to identify
themselves with the knightly group, despite the social kudos conferred
by knightly rank.

The later distraint on forty librate holders to become knights by
2 November 1312 reveals a considerable retreat from the assumption of
knightly rank 46. In his return the sheriff of Somerset and Lorset
submitted sixty-seven names,i.e. over seven times the number recorded
twenty years earlier. In comparison with the returns which are extant for
other counties, in many of which fewer than ten landholders were nzmed,
38 Parl.Writs, i. 4133 Koor, Knights of Edw.I, i. 10-11
39 J.,R.Maddicott, Thomas of Lencaster 1307-1322 (Oxford, 1970), 192-4
40 Feud.Aias, iv. 299
41 Cal.Ing.p.m. vi, pp. 475-6
42 Proc.Som.Arch.Soc. xxviii(2), 174
43 Feua.Aids, iv. 295
44 C 55/2 m.2a.

35 C 47/1/8
46 C 47/1/7




I
Toie rsi.rn Jor Somerset and _orset is remerksble fir its completeness 4?.
in womerset thirty-four men, inclucing ten iensnts in chief of the
Crcwn, Iailcu to take knighthood by the prescribed Gzve. They were mostly
tne _evs wealtny landholders, including bzronial tensnts in chief. It is
not anown if the issuing of the distraint led to any lanchclders taking
i jntnoCte Some of those named secured temgorary respites. Henry, the
stz of wolter de Lorty, Philip de Columbers and Richard of lodney were
sranteu exemption until sidsummer 1313 while Baldwin wslet wes exempted

for two years. .1lis Cotel was not named in the Lomerset return but in

i s SRt 5 : car 48
sovember e fined for respite for one year ' .

Lzter evidence confirms that many landholders failed to become
krisnts. In 1316 eighteen men, ten of whom had been distrained in 1312,
were named in a distraint of the nolders of fifty librates in the county49.
The zifierence in the numbers involved irn the two distrzints reflects the
preponderance of less wealthy landholders in tle xnightly group and their
sreater reluctance tc vecome knignts. In 1326 twenty-nine lsndholders, wao
heid eitrer furty librates or a whole knligut's fee, were recorded as

50

lizving failea to vecone knignts « They inciuded Thomas ce ranes who

nhad succeeded his father Robert in Laverton over twenty years earlier jl.
Many of those lesser knignts who were active at the beginning of

Fdward I's reizn were succeeded by men who did not become knignts. The

nezlect extended even tc some lesser landholders who were at the head of

caéet branches of leading county families for whom military activity was

important. walter de Lorty of Swell probably took part in the campaizn of

1258 against the Scots 52. Wialter, a knignt, was succeeded in 1306 by his

son denry, wno was distrazined in 1312 55. Henry was the cousin of Zenry

47 Cf. the returns for Cumb., Leics., Notts. & Derb., @orcs., and Warws.

48 Cal.Fine R. 1307-19, 156-T; E 370/1/13 m.7

49 T 47/1/8

50 Pzrl.srits, 1i(2), 751 . )

51 Cf. Pedes Finium, Ric.I - Edw.I(Som.Rec.50C.Vi),p.249; Cal.Ing.p.m. iv, 298

52 Pal"l-'i:;‘rits, i. 312
53 Czl.ing.p.m. iv, 2523 C 47/1/7
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de Lorty, lord of Curry Rivel and of Stoke Trister barony, who was a
strenuous knight 54.

There are many examples showing that the successors of knights who
were not strenuous on the field of battle failed to tske knightly rank.
Many of their knighted predecessors were active in the county court.
Among those distrained in 1312 were Roger of Bawdrip, presumably the
successor of Adam of Bawdrip, Roger,the son of William of Staunton, and
Nicholas, the son of Alan of Walton 55. Both Adam of Bawdrip and Alan of

Walton had held the post of coroner 26 and William of Staunton had had a

varied and full career in local government o1
The procedure of the distraint in Edward II's reign did not persuade
many landholders to become knights. John Pauncefot, who had succeeded the
knight Walter Pauncefot by 1304 58, was distrained in 1312 and again in
1316, yet he had not been dubbed by 1326 59. On the other hand Hugh
Fichet's son John, who was distrained on the same occasions, had taken

knighthood by 1324 60.

Nezlect due to financial rather than military considerations.

The neglect of knightly rank did not stem from a rejection of the
military role of the knight. Edward I made increasing demands upon that
role in the last decade of his reign. Not all of those who neglected to
take knighthood were unwilling to serve in the army. The careers of John
le Waleys 61 and the younger Ellis Cotel are evidence of that 62. William

Malherbe served in Wales in 1294 but was not then a knight 63. Adam le

54 See pp. 51, 152

55 C 41/1/1

56 Cal.Close, 1296-1302, 24; Rot.Hund.(Rec.Com.), ii. 1327

57 See pp. 234-5

58 Cf. Pedes Finium, Ric.I - Edw.Il, pp. 314, 327

59 C 47/1/7; € 47/1/8; Parl.irits, ii(2), 652

60 Hylle Cart.(Som.Rec.Soc.lxviii), p.xvi; Parl.Writs, ii(2), 652

61 Parl.Writs, i. 312; H.Gough, Scotland in 1296 (Paisley, 1888), p. 45;
Cal.Doc.Scot. ed.Bain. 1272-1307, p. 436

62 B 10173740; Liberquotidianus, pe. 323

63 C&l.Cthc.Wta. %s 61-2
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Bret who succeeded his father William, a knight, in Sampford Brett and
Torweston was not a knight in 1304 64. Two years later he apparently
fought in Scotland. A grant of free warren in Torweston and a market

and fair in Sampford issued then during a campaign was probably intended
as a favour to Adam who was presumably present in the army 65. Richard of
Wigborough succeeded his brother William in 1325 66¢ Although he had not
been knighted by 1326, Richard had accompanied his brother on service in
Scotland as early as 1298 67.

Landholders were probably deterred from becoming knights by the
increasing expense of maintaining knightly equipment. The finencial
difficulties in which some landholders found themselves dictated if and
when they were knighted. william of Fauconberge had evidently succeeded
Peter de Fauconberge 68 by 1305 when his property in Somerset was charged
with the repayment of his debts 69. William was distrained in 1312 but by
13524 he had become a knight TO. His delay in assuming the rank for several
years after entering his inheritance may have arisen from an inability to
meet the costs of knighthood.

The most expensive item in the knight's equipment was his destrier
or charger. Large sums were spent in the purchase and care of horses. lany
of the destriers and other horses used by Somerset knights in the csmpaigzns
in Flanders and Scotland in the late 1290s were valued from £20 and a
large proportion of them from £40 T, Such figures equalled and in many
cases exceeded the ammual value of the lands held by lesser members of the
knightly group 72. Armour was another costly item and its cost increased with

the introduction of plate-armour. Certain items of Robert FitzPain's armour

64 See p.60
65 Cal.Chart.R. 1300-26, T1
26 Cal.Ing.peme vi, pe 3753 76/
T Parl.Writs, ii(2), 751; E 101/6/40 : 5
4 §EGETKEEE_JiV.(2géE Peaes Finium, 1Edw.II-20Edw.ITI (SomeReceSocexii),p.ll
69 Cal.Close, 1302=7, 320; c(:f) i‘gid- 429, 450
70 C 47/1/7; Parl.irits, ii(2), 652
71 Cf. E 101/6/19; E 101/6/37; E 101/6/39; E 101/6/40; E 101/9/23; & 101/9/24
72 See pp. 66-7
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were nominally valued at 100 s. in 1256 T3, Such a sum would have
represented a considerable capital outlay for lesser men if they matched
Robert, a prominent military lesder, in the quality of their eguipment.
Armour and horses were amonz tne valuable cargo worth £510 lost by william
sazrtin, lord of Blagdon barony, in 1298 when his ship foundered off the
Kent coast during its return from Flanders 74. The expense of performing
knightly service probably led lesser knights and potential knights to
avoid service. They may have figured among the able-bodied men who in
1282 bribea the sheriff of Somerset not to include them in the force he
was assembling for vales ?5.

While lesser landholders were discouraged from becoming knights

by the financial buraen of knighthood, the same considersticn determined

the attitude of less wealthy tenants per baroniam of the Crown. Some of

ti.e latter were in financial straits. John ap Adam, a knight, was an
active warrior. He held Beverstone bérony (Glos.) and lands in Somerset

oy marriage to the heiress of the Gurneys and was succeeded in 1310 by

- b 6 . ; o
his son Thomas, a minor 7 « Thomas later disposed of mucn of his property,

cresumebly to cover devts, and consequently reduced his social standing.

1t wes his insecure financial position that prevented him from becoming

a £nizht 77. Lt tne end of wuwarda I's reign John de Columbers, lord of

Hetner Stowey barony, was a militarily strenuous knight. It was zrobtably

on zccount of his relative poverty amons the baronial tenants in chief

3
that in several campaigns John did not lesd his own troop but served

under ancther knignt 78. He fought in wvales in 1295 under uilliam de

19

Valence and in Scotland in 1298 under /illiem's son Aymer de Vzlence ~.

3 Cel.Cocslcot. ed. Bein, 1272-15C7, p. 153
T4 Cal.Pats 1252-13C1, 340
15 zarlearits, 1. 244
76 Sanaers, ang.Beronies, 15; V.C.H.Glos. x. 64
77 oteiwarik's Carte pexxiii; Farle.writs, 1i(2), 751
76 See p. 65
79 C 67/1C m.2; E 101/6/39
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John was succeeded in 1306 by his son Philip, who was then aged twenty-four
or more 80. Philip was one of the landholders who failed to be knighted
after the distraint of 1316 °°,

Even for leading county landholders family tradition did not, of
itself, provide sufficient motivation to become knights. Nicholas de
Moels who was distrained in 1312 82, was heir to a long tradition of
service to the Crown. His predecessor John (d.1310) was the grandson of
Nicholas de Moels, who served Henry III in the field. John's father Roger
(d.1295) was a close associate of Edward I and, at the end of his career,
acted as marshal of the army in Wales in 1294. Nicholas, born in 1289,
had only recently come of age in 1312 and evidently had not had time to

prepare himself for taking knighthood 83.

The emerging squirearchy.

The inability of many lesser knights to sustain the costs of knighthood
and military service led to the emergence of a group of men, drawn from
knightly families, who were styled men-at-arms. For the latter the necessary
military equipment was more rudimentary and therefore less costly than that
for the fully armed knight. In the early part of Edward I's reign men-at-arms
were styled servientes. The term was applied to active warriors qualified
for knighthood. Nicholas Branch served as a man-at-arms in Wales in 1277
on behalf of his mother Joan, lady of Frome 84. The service of two servientes
was considered equivalent to that of a single knight. In 1277 Henry of
Merland served in Wales as a man-at-arms thereby discharging the service
owed for his half knight's fee in Orchardleigh 85. Henry was one of the

landholders liable to provide knightly service at the end of the century 86.

80 Cal.Ing.p.m, iv, p. 256

81 C 47/1/8

82 C 47/1/1

83 Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 68; Complete Peerage, ix. 1-6
84 Parl.ﬁrits, 3 204, 210, 212,

85 Tbid. 206, 210, 212

86 Cf, app.Il
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In the latter part of the reign more members of xniintly families who

Vi

h

re not xnizhts themselves servsd on cempaign. They inc.udsd lesser

1

lencnolders, iike 21lis Cotel, Goofrfrey de Hauteville and John le

- BT 5 ; W s ,
waleys ?. Leading ccunty landholders went on campaizn before taking

T 88 .. . . -
knigktnocd . The latter, who were members of chivalrous families

belcnging to the court circle, were styled valettus in some documents

89

cefure they were dubbed ~.

In Somerset of the eignty men summoned for military service in

]

- . , . o 0
1%24 only cone in three was a knight. The remainder were men-at-arms 7 .

The twenty-six knisnts included a few of the most prominent landholders.

Some of them, including John de Beauchamp, Hichard Luvel, John de wmohun,
: S : § . 91 .

were active in the campaizns at the end of the 13th. century » John de

Lorty was the son anda heir of Henry de worty of Curry Rivel who had died

in 1321 92. The lesser knights named were also gtrenuocus. As well as John

of Lerriott le neveu, Henry of Glcstonbury wes in tae service of Thomas,

93

earl of Lancaster 7“. Geoffrey de Hauteville nad served in wales in 1294,

in Xlanders in 1297, and in Scotlund in 1301 and 1304, altzough he had nct

94

been knighted by tue latter date o hllis Cotel was & member of ~dward 1I's

95,

houzehold troop
Of the fifty-four men-at-zrms summoned in 1724, tnirty-tvic were

mercers of families which had earlier provided knights. Simon de rurneaux's

ch . s
7Y, Join de Cuoiumbers, tae

Tather watthew had bein a strenucus knigat
Zzthsr of :rilip who was enother of the men-at-arms, hzd z.cC been active

ia tne army. Thowm=zs de rfanes, & man-at-arms wnc was militariiy dct.ove, Was

a] = 1C1/6/4C; Cel.loc.3cot. ea. Bain, 1272-1307, Po &30

5c See pp. 48, 265-6

69 Lernolm-Young, History and ersldry, 21

9C Parl..rits, ii(2), 652

Gl See below

2 Cal.Inc.peme Vi, p.184

§3% naddicott, Thomas of Lancaster 13L7-132z, 46, 52

94 Czl.CharC..tS, 1. 61=23 £ 101/6/26; z 1&1/9/12; Cal.Doc.=cots €«e Sziny
1272-1307, p. 436

G5 = 1U1/6/40; Liter uoctidisnus, y. 323

96 Zedes Zinium, Ric.I - -cw.I, p. 311; = 101/€/19
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the son of Robert de Panes, a knight 97. The inclusion of the descendants
of prominent knights, such as George of Merriott and William de Montagu,
among the men-at-arms in 1324 is probably explained by their youth.
George of Merriott had only received livery of his inheritance, after
proving he was of age, in 1322, His father John 98 had been succeeded in
1308 by another son John, & minor, who evidently predeceased George, his
younger brother 99. William de Montagu, the son and heir of Simon de

Montagu, was succeeded in 1319 by his son William, a minor 100’ who was

not granted livery until 1323 101. The younger William therefore had only

recently come of age when he was summoned as & man-at-arms in the following

year.

The rank of knight was not held by the precursors of zll the

men-at-arms. Henry de Merland's father Henry (d. 5,1318)102 had served in

Wales in 1277 as a man-at-arms. Maurice of Membury, the father of John of
Membury, had not been knighted by 1291 105. A few of the men-at-arms were,
like Richard Pyk, the descendants of free men who had prospered during
Edward I's reign. Such free men did not always achieve knightly rank, the
bedge of social distinction, in a single generation. They did not all

assume knighthood readily. Richard of Rodney, who accumulated much

04

property in the early l4th. century : s was distrained in 1312. He secured

respite until Midsummer 1313 and was distrained again in 1316 105. Only
then did he take knighthood and was dubbed in July at Keymsham 106. Humphrey

de Keel's successor, Humphrey, was distrained in 1312 but he had not become

a knight by 1326 197,

97 Cal.Pat. 1321-4, 66
98 Cal.Close, 1318-23, 469
99 cdl.lng.e.mo 7’ pp- 27"‘8

100 Moor, Knights of Edw.I, iii. 166-9; Cal.Inq.p.ms vi, ppe 140-4
101 Cal.Close, 1318-23, 629

102 loor, Knights of Edw.I, iii. 150

103 Maxwell-Lyte, Some Som.hMans, 296-8; Heg.Pontissara, ii. 480

104 See ppe.166-9

105 C 47/1/7; Cal.Fine R. 1307-13, 156; C 47/1/8

106 J.R.S.Phillips, Aymer de Velence, Earl of Pembroke, 1307-1324 (Oxford,
1972), 261

107 € 47/1/7; Perl.Writs, ii(2), 652
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“he emerzence of tzz men-ztearms, she forbezrs of tne later
S:iuirearcay, meried an imccrt-nt develorment. “hey were gnizhtiy
landinciiers, Tne identification of the gnignts wita a uurviculer socizl

sTour led to the devising of -tyles to uenote those members of thu

ct

STCUL %wWne were not 4nijats. The function of the distinection wes no

to

ct

SepParate tne men-at-arms from the «ni_ctly group but to associate them
with the kni jiits as oprosed to other sccial groups.

th

Yy the zcrly lith. century those men-at-zrms who were militzrily
strenuous were like the xrights armigerous. 4 number of the men whcze

coats of wrms were described in the rarliamentary Holl of irms were not

kKnights a2t tne time it wus compiled about 13C8. Both knigat: und

g ox b 108 . X e S5 . B
roa=knishts were styled sire . Henry ae Lorty of 3well was diatr_ined

as late as 1316 109. 2llis Cotel wes e.empted from compulsory knighthcod

fer one year in 1312. John le waleys wes not = knigat when he fou:ht in

ccotland in 1304. Reynold de ifontfort, vao at the age of atout twelve
. T , 3 g - 11
had succeedea his father Henry, lord of .eliow,in 1304 O, was

, L . . i . .
distrained in 1.16 but by 1324 he had been kni hted « The possession
of & coet of arms &t the teginning of the loth. century devended not on
knightly rung but on memvership of a dominant soci.i group and the

perform.nce of millter, ssrvice. The rarliamentary -oli of arms

irclucded those of Ralph le Tort, who came Irom sn established family of
112

west somerset o althouzn he grotebly saw active military service,

1153

there is no evidence that he was a knight .

The feast of the Swans.

It hes been clzimed that the nuxter of znizghits in the country rose

108 H.Dennoim=-Young, 'The csonzg of Carlaverock ¢nd the rurliamentury mcll of
Arms,' kFroc.srit.ncac. xlvii. 251-62; carl.urits, i. 411

109 C 47/1/8

110 Cel.Inc.peme ivy, pe. 148

111 C 47/1/8; Parl.irits, ii(2), 652

112 The Honour of Dunster (Som.=ec.Soc.xxxiii),rp.6l-3; Feud.hids,iv. 302-3

113 Cal.rat. 1301-7, 67
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auring the reign of Edward I. The rise was seen as a response to that
monarch's moves to turn those landholders who could afford the equipment
into a competent cavalry, thereby adding to the number of warriors
available to implement his expansionist policies. The claim rests on the
mass knighting which took place in London on 22 May 1306 in which 259 men
were dubbed. The ceremony accompanied the knighting of Prince Edward, which
coincided with preparations for a renewal of campaigning against the Scots,
and was followed by the feast of the Swans ll4. In summoning all those men
who wished to become knights, the king was playing on the social pretensions
of leading landholders. It was customary for such important events in the
life of the monarch's immediate family to be celebrated in lavish spectacle
and many minstrels were rewarded for their services at the feast 1150

The identity of the Swan knights of Somerset shows that the impact of
the mass knighting on the county families was somewhat less than might have
been expected. The ceremony appears as one, though by far the most important,
in a series of knightings which took place in the royal court in the later
13th. century and beyond. Prominent landholders were dubbed on such occasionse
In 1272 George de Cauntelo, a prominent magnate whose estates i;cluded property
in Barwick and Bridgwater, was one of several important men knighted with
Edmund, the son of Richard, earl of Cornwall, on the occasion of Edmund's
marriage to Margaret, the sister of the earl of Gloucester 116-

In the list transcribed by Ashmole at least sixteen Somerset landholders
are mentioned. The figure includes John of Morton who held land in
morton and Compton Martin but whose main estates were in
114 N.Denholm-Young, 'Feudal Society in the Thirteenth Century: the Knights!,

Collected Papers on Medieval Subjects, 65-6; 'The Song of Carlaverock

and the Parliamentary Roll of Arms', Proc.Brit.Acad, xlvii, 25T;

Ashmole, The Institution, Laws and Ceremonies of the Most Noble Order
of the Garter, 38-9

115 T.H.Turner, Manners and Household msxpenses of kngland (Roxburghe Club,
1841), 140-5

116 Cal.Ing.pem. ii, pp.18-19; W.A.Shaw, The Knights of kngland (1906), ii. 5
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o Ine owan xnigsts were not regresentative of the xri_ntly
of <he county in wanicn lesser lancuclders precorminated for, besices
John eof lorton, oniy four more of them were lesser men. Aobert of
soumanstone was probebly conuected with Aichard Level, zlsc a2 Swan
118 DL : e - . .
« Qicherd, who succeeded nis father Eugh in 1291, wes &« ward
B e, Fomscion s T < _
61 tae Crown until he came of zge in 1257 y when he rem:ined a

memuer of

ct

§ 2 s ;
e royel household » fovert c¢f wudmanstone conseguently

~&s brousht into contact with the court circle. COf the otaer lesser

l: ncnolders knighted in 1306 John of Clevedon ceme from a iire of zctive
_ . 2 - - . . 122 e .
werriors sy rfeter d'ivercy held land in Erimrton end williem of

weyiand wes & lendholder in the county in the right ¢f his .ife rlizabeth,

123

the caushter nd heir of Osbert of Bath « Feter and William

subse ;uently fcllowed the army ncrthwaras, & fact wiiich promypted their
election as xnignts of the shire for the parliament summoned in Jdovember

to meet in Carlisle in Jeauary 1307 124

The other neophytes included members of leading county families.

; o P
Pnilip de Courtensy was a younger son of Hugh de Courtensy (d.1292) X 5.

Cthers were related to knignts serving in the royal household and were
members of the court circle and heirs to a tradition of militury service
under the Crown. Alan Plugenet's father Alan (d.1298) was by 1259 in the

service of Robert Walerznd, nis uncle and z leading counsellcr of

, ; 126
Benry III and his son. In that year he was granted a robe by thne king v

Ze entered Henry III's service shortly sfterwerds and vas kniznted by

117 soor, Xnignts of =dw,I, iii. 221

118 For the ties between the Lovels &né their neignbours in Discove see L. 212

119 Sznders, Eng.Baronies, 263 Cal.Close, 1296-13%3C2, 35

120 Cal,Chanc.uts. i, 913 see below

121 See p. 257

122 Feud.Aids, iv. 316

123 Cal.Fine R, 1272-1307, 374

124 Zarl..rits, iy p. xxviii

125 %.Juzdale, Nonssticon inzlicanum, v. 3cC

126 Clcse R. 1256-9, 432; ¥oor, anizats of “dw.I, iv, Bl=2; F.i..Fowicke,
Kinz denry III end the ilord _dward (Oxforz, 1947), ii. 426
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1
by 2 v 3 e e =L = . = . SSCHS - & i P 5
aim in 1250 7. Suring Zanry IZI's luter jyeer: he wss sssceiated with
+3 ol & B ) - =4 - S - 3 N : g gt y o o -~ = -
v .oras -~iuard, witn wnox he served auring tne uineavals of 1Zc3 and
1206 . 228

<o nis lcyalty he was granted Luslebury, munor in 12863 s —ne

elder 2lun also servec in .zles in 1277 ara 1202. lurin; the revolt of

ahys ap saredudd in 1287 he was constutle of Dryslwyn castle (Carms. ).

s 4 - b Kbl S . 129
42 late as 1296 he led a troop in the .unbar campzign &

‘he Swan knight wWilliam de .Jontzju wa: the gon of sinun de

. 120 .. s o " N i N ; ;
wontesu « 31mon served in adwarc I's cempaigns and was involved in

the administration of naval affairs during the later wars of that xing

-

131

ana his successor « Simon hac = close personel relationship witan _dwerd

II ana wnen S5imon was buriea on 26 September 131€ picces of ciuth, purchased
hey e st 4 : LI 132 Sk g . : -
oy the Jrown, were laid on thne casket o Hillism wes & menber of tre
A [ L

rcy=zl household in 13C3 53 and, shortly afver he was xkuijntec, vas

- ; ; = I - 124 < 2 T Y
adnitted on 26 kay 1306 as & zuvusehold knight e By 1314 .illicn wnas
captain of the household kniznts anc btetween 13516 and 1315 steward of the
; 1
household 55.

Robert Fitzrain, ancther Swan knight, was the con of otert Fitzeain,

a militry cagptain who was in the confidence of .Loweri L ond his successor

'—J
o~

4 R
“"« The eluer Robert was marshal of the army in scutlund in 1%C3. In the

salle yedr he vas one of the envoys cerutved by _duara to treat for peace

- ) .. 138
wizrn John Comyn 157. Prom 1506 to 1310 he was stewara of the huuseholc 5 .

The younger Robert maintsined an interest in military service znd in 1310

127 lomrlete Peerzze, X. 59533 Ulose Heo 1259-61, 111-12

128 Cal.Fete 1258-66, 467

129 xorris, welsh \ars of idw.I, 124, 163, 214, 273

130 soor, Knizhts of Liw.I, iii. 168

131 See pp. 202-3

132 T.Stapleton, 'Summary of .ardrcbe Accounts of 10, 11 ard 14 ccwardIl,’!

archaeclcozia, xxvi. 339

143 Cel.cate 1301-T, 125

134 = 101/369/11 £.106

135 Coxrlete Freeraze, ix. 6l; T.F.Tout, Chapters in toe adminisirsiive
Zistory of iedieval insisna (sanchester, 1933), vi. 42

aLory, Anigints of rawel, ii. 51

al.Chenc.R.Var. 120; Cal.-oc.Sco%s ed. 3ain, 1272-13%CT7; =i 355=C, 393

omrlete Feeraze, v. <5C

-

6
1
8

Sov A Aw

'..J
2]




-48-

1

o

Q
b

he servsd in scotland of behalf of his father » John la warre, a

swen knignt was the son of Roger la warre wno in July 1300 led a troop
N . : PO - 140
wnlcn stzyed with the household force for fif'ty-six days ~ .

The Swan knights were chiefly drawn from families among whom
military service was prized. Their own participation in campzigns did
not commence with the assumption of knightly rank. The younger ilan
- . . S . . ey A e
Flugenet fought in the househecld force in rlanders in 12%7 . Ricnard
Lovel served in the household force after he cume of zge in 1297.
shortly after he hud received livery of his inneritance, Hicherd swore

" B i 142 : _ 4 ¢ mE y s
to serve the kKing in Frence o« In 1298 he was a member ol the housenold
. i e 3 : - 143 .
force in the Scottish campaign where he also served later « John de
rknoville served with his father Gilbert amonz tre household troovs in

144

lenders in 1297 « #illiem de montagu was appointea to surervise the

S ] 4 — 2 s 2>
snivpins teing assembled for a campaign in Scotland in 1203 4’. In that

: : 3 ; 140 ,
campeiun he verformed service on beshalf of Lt. Alban's Atb y « Jchn ls

Garre served in the nousehcld troop in 1296 ?. with Alan Flusenst an

Zichurd Lovel he was present amcng the housencld forces in 1,00 and

1 146.

150

Zne court circle and militery service.

The Swan knigtts of Somerset represented that very small number of
tre county families whose activities centred on the roysl court. 1t was

+nose femilies, and their associates, thut acted cut the militery rcle

39 Farl.writs, ii (2), 406

140 Calelricezemes Vi, p» 1483 liber quotidiznus, wv. 202

141 » 101/8/37

142 3z l Close, 1250-1:02, 35; Cel.ioc.ccot, ed.

1.3 & 101/6/40; Cel.DoceScots ec. Bain, 1272-13C
feerg‘e, viide 209

101/6/3

Cel.zat. 1301-7,

Itide 125

2 101/6/4

Sines Quotidisnus, tz. 171, 187, 22l; & 131/9/24
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of the knight and participated in chivalric activities. Their attachment

to the court circle was a matter of family tradition. Ingram de Fienles,

wno was a knight in Henry III's household, was requested in 1253 to send

his son william to be maintained with Henry's son Edward during the

wascon expedition

149

« The close contact between William and the heir
50

to the throne was retained in the Crusade of 1270 1 o William, who was

lord of Martock, served in the army in Wales in 1282

lsl. In 1286 he was

152

a household knight .

Successive members of the Gorges family were members of the royal

1
household 53. Ralph de Gorges, the head of the family who died about

1272, served in the household as a knight 154. His brother, also called

Ralph, who was not a knight, was also a member of Henry II1's

entourage

the

155. Ralph (d. c.1272) was succeeded by his son Ralph who in

156

later 1280s was one of the household knights e In 1277 he had

served in Wales as a man-at-arms under Robert FitzPain 157. Ralph led a

158

troop in Gascony in 1294 in the expedition led by John de St.John s

In 1295 he was appointed marshal of the army in Gascony where his harsh

disciplinary measures provoked an infantry mutiny

and

159

« Ralph's own son

heir, Ralph, was a member of the royal household in April 1300 160.

By July he had taken knighthood and he entered the trovp of John de

oteJohn in the Scottish campaign 161. He served on later campaigns and

was

149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
15
158
159
160
161
162

present at the Dunstable tournament in 1309 162.

F.M.Powicke, The Thirteenth Century (Oxford, 1962), 545 n.l

Close R, 1268-72, 282

Feud.Aids, iv. 282; Parl.Writs, i. 229, 237
C 47/4/3 £.29

For the Gorges family see p. 23

Close R, 1259-61, 475

Ibid, 1254-6, 2363 1256-9, 42-3; 1261-4, 164
C 47/4/3 e 285 293 B 101/4/24 rot.2

Parl.Writs, i. 202, 211

C 47/2/10

M.Prestwich, War, Politics and Finance under mdward I (1372), LO7

Cal.Pat. 1292-1301, 548

Liber quotidianus, p.200; The roll of Caerlaverock, ed.T.Wright(1864), 30

Ah.Tomkisson, 'Retinues at the Tournament of Dunstable 1309',rn.H.R. 1lxxiv,
703 Collectanea Topographica et Genealogica, iv. 66
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a Temisy trzdition of service to the Crown waut uUzseld by young

Teratives. Hoger Ge ..oels, whcse father Nicholsas had teen = mumber of

v
il
I3
H
H
4
—t

s housenoid, was & c¢iose associcte of =dward I. Roger led

vI'COLs n wales in 1277 and 1232 and he was mersacl of she army in wales
153 le4

o 20ser's son ond ngir John was militirily sirenuous ’

wnile a youn,er sorn :doger fousnt in Scotlund in 13501 wien he wss & member

P 5 B 5 & ; . o ok
01 zIne household ’, Fobert de mohnun, a younjer brotaer of John de i.chun,

= 4 : Lo Lep 1E6
lord of Sunster, was & nousehold knignt in 1265 « e may heve entered
royal service after his brother's ceath in 1279 . In 1277 he hzd served
— " 167 . . , .
with John . Robert de 3Besuchamp, @ ycunger brother of John, lord of
o 168 ; G, RIE . 169
Zatch barcny y Was on service in 1301 as a2 member of the housechold .

170

His brotner had been in zthe household earlier =

ITne wealthy kni:nts end militury service,

It is not eusy tu wusess the extent tu which anightly landnolders
joinea the armies recruitec ror cewardc I. Receipt of & writ of summons is
no guarantee that military service was performed either in person or by
proxy. The writs were usuzlly issued to the leading county lancholders
who were men of wealth and power. They included John ap Adam, John de
Beauchamp, John de Columbers, Huzh de Courtensy, Oliver de Linnam, Robert
fitzrain, Henry de Lorty, John de Nohun and Hugh Pointz wro ncld land from

the Crown per baroniam and 21lis Daubeney, Simon de wontagu and Ioger la

warre who did not. Those summoned alsc included men who served in the

royzl nousehold. Simon ce iontasu, Robert Fitzlain and alarn rliugenet (d.12%8)

123 Complete Peersze, ix. 1-4; rarl.writs, i. 206, 213; iorris, .elsh .ars
of rdwely 124, 1594 161y 250~1s

184 Comrlete Ceerzgze, ix. 5-6

165 Just. 1/121C rot.6d.y Cal.Fst. 1292-13C1, 6303 £ 1l1/8/24 med
156 = 161/351/17 vot.1; C 47/4/3 f.28v.

187 Senders, rnz.Barcnies, 1143 Ferl..rits, i. 202, 211

1£8 Cai.Ing.pem. iv, op. 128-9

1€3 = 1C1/9/24 m.l

170 Cal.zat. 1292-1301, 152
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Flanders campzign of 1297 he was created a banneret l79. The rank of
benneret was in some cases held by several members of & family. Ralph

Daubeney, whose family had contacts with the royel household in the
early l3th. century’lao, led his troop as a banneret in both 1277 and
1282, His son Philip was & banneret by the mid 1280s when he was a

member of the household. In 1286 he was in court between 13 May and

5 August 181. In 1289 he was in attendance for 42 days accompanied by

a knight 162. Philip succeeded Ralph in 1292 and was succeeded in turn

by his brother Ellis in 1294 183. Although he was militerily strenucus
Ellis apparently was not a banneret but his son and.heir Ralph, who
came of age in 1326, was a banneret in the household in 1327 184.

Although several bannerets held land per baroniam, the rank was
not necessarily connected with that form of tenure. In 1277 the
bannerets included John de Beauchamp, Oliver de Dinham, Roger de Noels
and John de Mohun. They were baronial tenants, but Ralph Daubeney,

anotner banneret, held land by knight service, Une barcnial tenant

185

Hugh Pointz led his troop as & bachelor in 1277 « Henry de Lorty,

one of the less wealthy baronial tenants, served in Wales in 1277 before

he was knighted 186. In 1282 he led his troop as a knight bachelor. His

relative poverty apparently debarred him from becoming & banneret. Later
he was & member of Robert FitzPain's retinue 187. Tae lord of a barony

was not even obliged to take knighthood. In 1277 John de Cogan, lord

8
of Bampton barony in Levon, served &s a man-at-arms 10 .

179 N.B.Lewis,'The English Forces in Flanders,August-November 1297',
Studies presented to F.M.Powicke, ed. R.W.Hunt and others (Oxford,
1948), 318

180 F.M.Fowicke, King Henry III and the Lord kdward, i. 9; Complete

Peerage, iv. 93
181 C 47/4/3 £. 28; E 101/351/17 m.l.
182 E 101/4/24 rot.l

183 Cal.Fine R. 1272-1307, 303; Cal.Ing.p.m. iii, pp. 111-12
184 Complete Peerage, iv. 95-6

185 Cf. Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 39, 51, 68, 110, 114
186 Parl.Writs, i. 206, 211, 213

18? Juat' 1 7 4 Z’Ot.2; cf.C&l.DOC.SCOt. ed.. B&in, 1272-1507, Ppn 355-6
188 Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 5; FParl.lWrits, i. 207, 210, 213




More powerful lords could use the controls they wielded over
their dependants to make provision for the performance of militery
service. One of John de krlegh's tenants in North Petherton was required
to provide a horse and sack for transporting John's armour and
equipment to Wales. The tenant acknowledged the obligation in 1296 189.
It presumably applied for service in other areas. Such serjeanty tenures
meant that the costs of military service to the lord were reduced. (ne
of John de Beauchamp's tenants, who held a large holding of over 72 acres
in Shepton Beauchamp, was bound to carry John's banner before him in
battle either in person or by providing a substitute. John was to pay
the expenses for any service performed in excess of the customary forty
days. The tenant was quit of scutage but was liable to other payments
and services both in cash and labour 190.

Wealthier landholders had the resources in terms of man-power and
landed wealth from which they could secure the necessities of life.
Conseguently they could devote themselves to service under the Crown.

In 1282 Roger de Moel's men brought a ship from Bridgwater loaded with
provisions for him and his troop, then in Wales l91. In 1294 Ellis
Daubeney, who was lord of Landal in Brittany, sent his servants to

Brittany to fetch his horses and armour back to England for his use 192.

The lesser knights and military service.

Lesser landholders did not possess that degree of wealth and power
which formed the basis of the organisation upon which the activities of

troop leaders depended. Many lesser men who served on campaigns did so

189 Som.R.0., NP 8, rot.l.

150 Beauchemp Regs. S0
191 Cal.Chanc.R.Var. 221

192 Cal.Pats 1292-1301, 61; Complete Peerage, iv. 95
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in the troop or company of a greater landholder. They were probably
bound to the latter by contract. Ralph Saunzaver undertook by contract
to perform military service in Gascony in 1296 in the company of
%¥illiam de Breuse 193. The troop leader presumably shouldered all or
part of the costs, thereby reducing the financial burdens of military
service for lesser men. Aymer de Valence's retinue included John de
Columbers who evidently preferred, probebly for financial reasons, to
serve under another troop leader than to lead his own troop 194. John
was one of the least wealthy baronial tenants in chief.

While the most wealthy landholders were militarily strenuous, it
seems that only a minority of the lesser knightly landholders actually
participated in Edward I's campaigns. For the lesser knights who were
closely related to megnates attendance on the field of battle was a
matter of family tradition. Thomas de Gurney was the younger brother of
John, who inherited the bulk of the family estates from their father

Anselm de Gurney 195

wales in 1277 196. He was succeeded in 1291 by his daughter whose husband

197

« John went on the Crusade of 1270 and served in

John ap Adam was also an active warrior « Thomas de Gurney saw military

action as a member of Thomas de Berkeley's retinue in Edward I's later

i 198
campaigns .

The lesser knights are assumed to have been closely involved in
the military as well as the political events of the early 1260s. Although
many comerset knights espoused the cause of Simon de Montfort their
involvement in military activity was probably confined to the pillaging
193 Select Cases before the King's Council 1243-1483 (Selden Soc.xxxv),p.16

194 E 101 6 39; Cal.Doc.Scots ed. Bain, 1272-1307, P0257; Phllllpﬂ, MEEI‘
de Valence, Earl of Pembrokes1307-1324, 256, 296

195 Sanders, .Baronies, 14; Just. 1/1310 rot.8
196 Cel.Pat. 1226-72, 480, 587; Parl.Writs, i. 201

197 Sanders, .Barcnies, 15
198 E 101/6/28; E 101/6/39; E 101/9/23; Cal.Doc.Scot.ed. Bain, 1272-1307, p.43€
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of the estates of those landholders who were identified with the Crown
199

faction « The latter were Robert de Briwes, John de Burgh, John de

la Lynde, Nicholas de Moels and Robert Walerand. Lesser knights occupied
& prominent position in the raiding parties 200. Nevertheless some were
involved on a wider plane. One baronial partisan, Brian de Gouiz of
Kingsdon, was knighted by the earl of Leicester 201. Brian, as a member
of the household of Gilbert de Clare, earl of Gloucester, an intermittent
supporter of Simon de Montfort, was connected with the latter 202. William
of Godmanstone, who figured in the raid on Nicholas de licels's lands in

Blackford, Cadbury, Maperton and elsewhere o

204

s fought at Evesham as a

supporter of the Lord Edward

in that battle 20,

o Richard of Boulogne also participated

In Edward's reign the service of some lesser landholders of Somerset
was on several occasions requested by individual writs of summons. During
the Welsh campaign of 1282 writs were sent from Rhuddlan to thirty-nine
men, seventeen of whom were members of the Somerset knightly group,
ordering them to proceed to a muster at Carmarthen. The number included
tenants in chief, such as Hugh de Courtenay, Henry de Lorty and Simon de
liontegu, who usually received such writs as well as several lesser men.
The latter included Nicholas de Montfort, Brian de Gouiz, Walter de la
Lynde, Andrew Wake, John de Briwes, William Trivet, Robert Masrmion and
Philip of Wick 206,

In 1296 seven lesser men were summoned from the county to serve
against the Scots. Matthew de Furneaux, Simon de Raleigh and John le
199 E.F.Jacob, Studies in the Period of Baronial Reform and Rebellion,

1258-67 (Oxford, 1925), 224
200 Cf, K.B. 26/176 rot.12d.; K.B. 26/177 rott.ld., 6, 12; K.B. 26/178 rot.8
201 Cal.Ing.Misc. i, p. 266
202 Cal.Fat. 1266-72, 146
203 K.B. 267177 rot.6
204 Close R. 1264-8, 220

205 Ibid. 1268-72, 408-9
206 P&rl.writﬂ. i 244
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Waleys were active warriors 207. They fought in Scotland in 1298 208.
Matthew and John were among six men summoned in the latter year to

muster in York at Whitsuntide to provide reinforcements for the

army 209. It is not certain if the other four attended. Ralph Wake, a
knight, may have seen service., He was the brother-in-law of Alan Plugenet,
a leading member of the household military staff 210. John de Besuchamp of
Norton, who later was a knight, was, on the other hand, an active
administrator and was possibly not militarily strenucus 211. In any

case the six men by no means represented the group of lesser landholders
who were militarily strenuous or the group from which the Crown expected
knightly service to be performed.

In 1294 and 1301 the service of many more lesser landholders was
requested by individual writs. The number of writs issued was small in
comparison with the size of the knightly group. In 1294 twenty-eight men
from Somerset were summoned to muster in Cardiff for the campaign in
Wales 212. They were all marked as knights except for four. The exceptions
were members of knightly families. Richard of Kenn had in fact taken
knighthood early in 1293 and Adam of Bitton by 1273 217, Since the latter
had performed military service as early as 1263 he would have been well
advanced in years and past active militaery service by 1294 214. The other
two exceptions were Hugh Fichet and John le Sor. The list of Somerset
knights summoned in 1294 was headed by Robert FitzFain and Hugh Pointz
who were invariably summoned individually. The lesser knights summoned

were known to the Crown for various reasons. walter de la Lynde had been

a member of Henry III's household in which he had been knighted. His

207 Parl.Writs, i. 276

208 E 101/6/40; Gough, Scotland in 1298, p.45

209 Parl.VWrits, i. 312

210 Pedes Finium, Ric.I-Edw.I, p. 267; Just. 1/1315 rot.2ld.; Cal.Ing.p.m.iii,
. 417,

211 cf. Cal,Pat. 1292-1301, 613; 1301-7, 201, 456

212 rarl.Writs, %. 265

213 Cf.app.l

214 Longleat MS. 10590, f.80.
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father John had been active in that king's service 215. Other knights
held important office in the administration of the county, like John de
St.Lo and Thomas of Wellesley, or they were appointed to important
commissions, like Gilbert of Beer and William of Staunton 216. Only about
one third of the lesser knights summoned in 1294 can be shown to have had
actual military experience at any time. They included Richard Arthur,
Adam of Bitton, John of Clevedon, Giles de Fishburn, Matthew de Furneaux,
Thomas de Gurney and Simon Roges.

In 1301 forty-three lay landholders from Somerset and Dorset were
requested to muster in Berwick in June 217. Although knights and non-knights
were not distinguished, they were all members of lesser knightly families
and most were knights, Thirty-two held land in Somerset. They included men
such as John de Beauchamp of Norton, Hugh Fichet, Hugh of Popham, Geoffrey
of Stawell and John of Wick who were prominent in the affairs of the county.
Three knights, Thomas de Gurney, Walter de Lorty and James de Multon, were
related by blood to leading landholders. Those known to be militarily
active, besides Thomas de Gurney and possibly Welter de Lorty, were Richard
Arthur, Geoffrey of Aumale and John of Clevedon.

The 1301 list provides a clue as to the proportion of knightly
landholders in Somerset from which the Crown expected to secure military
service. In the previous year the sheriff had submitted a list of forty
librate holders in Somerset and Dorset and about one hundred male lay
landholders in Somerset were named. They included the thirty-two men
summoned in 130l. Since the most prominent landholders, whose names were
returned in 1300, were not included in the summonses, the thirty-two men
summoned represented between a third and & half of the lesser landholders
liable to become knights and to provide knight service. The proportion of
215 Close R. 1264-8, 410; Maxwell-Lyte, Some Som.Mans. 284

216 See chapter VIII
217 Parl.Writs, i. 350; the figure does not include Gregory of Wellington
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lesser landholders who were militarily strenucus was possibly smaller.
Tnose summoned in 1301 included men who were active in the county court
rather than on the field of battle but neither the list of 1300 nor that
of 1301 included those landholders, few in number, for whom knightly
rank and militery activity was an affirmation of their recently acquired

standing in society 218.

218 See pp.215-7



CHAPTER IV

THE KNIGHTS AND LORDSHIP : (i) The Distribution of Franchisal Powers.

Lordshig.

As the principal landholders in the local communities the knights
rossessed a degree of power. By the reign of Edward I their position of
social dominance was expressed in the lists of charter witnesses in which

the knight was commonly styled dominus Y of Z miles or dominus Y Z miles.

The style dominus signified in a general sense the possession of powers
of lordship, including those originating from the ownership of land and
those arising from the exercise of regalian powers. The varying levels
of power exercised by knights were not reflected by any differentiation
in style. The term dominus incorporated many gradations of power.

The degree of lordship exercised depended on both the economic and
non-economic controls the landholder possessed over men. The right to
command, punish and draw on the services and surplus product of dependants
released the lords from restraints imposed by menual work. Thus the
knightly group was sustained as a caste of warriors. There is no evidence
that Somerset knights were engaged in manual toil and agrarian labour in
the late l3th. century.

The use of the style dominus by knights without the corresponding
miles was very infrequent especially from the reign of Edward I. Such
usage in cartulary evidence mey be due to omissions by the clerk. At the
end of Henry III's reign John de la Lynde, who had teken knighthood by
1254 1, was styled solely as dominus in a charter recorded in a
cartulary compiled for the preceptory of Buckland 2. In the record of a

1 Cf. app.I
2 Buckland Cart., (Som.Rec.Soc.xxv), p. 174
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grant made in 1281 of lands in Holton and North Cheriton the witnesses
included the lords Simon de Wontagu, Walter Pauncefot and John of
Blackford 3. They were all knights and there is evidence that Walter and
John used the style miles before 1280 4,

In many parts of north-west Europe the holding of knightly rank had
become the chief distinction among freemen by about 1280 5. The style
dominus was increasingly applied only to those lords who were knights.
mventually knights alone were gualified by the style. It was not applied
to those men who, although of similar social standing and with identical
powers of lordship, had not taken knighthood. Some of them had inherited
their powers and estates from knights. The knight William le Bret was
eventually succeeded at Sampford Brett and Torweston by his son Adam 6.
Adam was not a knight. He attested several charters in the early l4th,
century. In one dated 1304 he was not styled dominus. That style was
reserved to those of his neighbours whe were knights, although not
specifically styled as such 7. Adam had not been knighted by 1309 8.

Lordship was transmitted by inheritance. Its basis was the possession
of land to which was attached a body of dependant tenants.The assimilation
of the concepts of lordship and knighthood was not a mere socisl form. The
knights of Somerset were lords in a real sense. Their tenure of the rank
of knight rested on a secure economic basis rooted in landholding. From
their rural estates and holdings they derived the bulk of their income.

In some cases a knight's power in & cocumunity wes clearly reflected

in his style as Y dominus de 4, Hugh Lovel, lord of Castle Cary, and John

3 Duchy of Cornw.0., Chartularius f. 22v.

4 Cf. app.l
5 Cf. L.G&nicot, L'économie namuroise au bas moyen gge (Louvain, 1960),ii.
121-4, 129

6 Feud.Aids, iv. 275, 304; Cal.Chart.R.1300-26, T1l; Maxwell-Lyte, Some
Som.Mans. 145-6

T Maxwell-Lyte, Some Som.lans. 52

8 Proc,.Som.Arch.Soc. xxviiii25, 174
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FitzGeoffry, lord of Edington, were so described 2. In the mid 13th.

century Henry of Stawell was in one deed styled domino Henrico milite

de Stawell 10. Many lesser knights such as John and Henry were descended
from men who from the mid 12th. century either consolidated or secured a
position of high social standing 11. They clearly emerged from the
military and free tenants among whom there was a degree of polarisation
and mobility as certain landholders prospered at the expense of others.
It is often impossible to trace the pedigrees of lesser knights as far

back as 1166,

Many lesser knights took as their patronym the name of the settlement
in which their chief interests lay. Geoffrey of Stawell, who held a knight's
fee in Stawell of Glastonbury Abbey in the late 13th. century 12, was
descended from the Geoffrey of Stawell who performed homage for the fee
in 1189 13, The fee presumably passed in the early 13th. century to the
elder Geoffrey's son Adam of Stawell 14. Adam also held land in Cothelstone
by military tenure from the bishop of Winchester. About 1211 he was styled
'of Cothelstone'! when he psid scutage to the bishop. The Cothelstone
holding was held in the mis 13th. century by Henry of Stawell 15. Geoffrey,
Henry's son, also held land in Evercreech. Nevertheless by the mid 13th.

century the family's principal interests had become associzted with

Stawell and Henry had teken the name of Henry of Stawell 16. It appears

that the femily's residence was in Stewell where Geoffrey maintained a

private chapel in his house 17.

9 Som.R.0., WHh 15/581; Hylle Carte, p.53
10 Longleat MS.10587, f.lOv.

11 ¢f. R.H.Hilton, A Medievael Society (1967), 49-50

12 Feud.Aids, iv. 269, 306

13 Glaston.Feod. (Som.Rec.Soc.xxvi), 80

14 Cf. Cur.Reg.R. 1207-9, 244, 305

15 N.R.Holt, The Pipe Roll of the Bishopric of Winchester 1210-11(Manchester,
1964), 167; Reg.Pontissara, ii. 595; Taunton Customs(Som.Rec.Soc.lxvi),
P. xvii

16 Glaston.Feod. 80; G.D.Stawell, A tock Femily(Taunton, 1910), 22-8

17 Glaston.Cart. i (Som.Rec.Soc.lix), p. 35
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The distribution of wealth.

The distinction between the knights with wide powers of lordship
and those whose powers were more limited closely paralleled the
distinction between the wealthy and less wealthy knights. Some powers
over men originated outside of the tenurial relationship between lord and
tenant. They were franchisal since the Crown controlled them as its
exclusive right. Other landholders enjoyed regalian liberties only by
royal grant.

Most of the Somerset knights who claimed and exercised franchisal
powers were the wealthiest lay landholders or magnates. Their lznds were
valued at between £100 and £200 a year. The latter figure, which was in
some cases exceeded 3'8, represented a handsome income in comparison with
that enjoyed by most knights, but it hardly matched the opulence of the
few greatest magnates of the realm whose annual income exceeded £2,000 190
bBven at the top of the scale the income of nearly all Somerset knights
fell short of that of most of the lesser religious houses in the county
at the Dissolution some 350 years later. The wealth of the knights was
minimal set aside that of the leading county landholder, Glastonbury
Abbey, whose possessions were valued at £3,642 in 1535 200

About twenty knightly landholders in Somerset had incomes over £100
a year. lost of them belonged to families which were established in the
county by the mid 12th. century. William de Fienles, whose land in WMartock
was valued at £145 in 1302 21, was the descendant of william de fienles
who held the estate in 1212. The elder William inherited it from his

mother Sibyl, who was presumably descended from Fgramus of Boulogne who

18 John de Mohun's lands in Somerset and Devon were valued after his death
in 1279 at £350; C 133/22 no.l

19 S.Painter, Studies in the History of the English Feudal Barony (Baltimore,
1943), 170-90

20 A.Savine, English Monasteries on the Eve of the Dissolution (0xford
Studies in Social and Legal History,1909), 281-2

21 C 133/105 no.3
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had been granted Martock by Earl William, the son of King Stephen 22.

The wealthy knights or magnates were tenants in chief of the Crown and
many held their lands by tenure per baroniam. Hugn Lovel and his son
Richard held the barony of Castle Cary which comprised lands in south-east
Somerset, near Castle Cary, Bruton and Wincanton. The barony was valued
at £150 in 1264 23. Some knights held lands by barony outside the county.
Hugh de Courtenzy (d.1292), lord of the manors of Crewkerne and Hemington,
was lord of the Devonshire barony of Okehampton 24. Oliver de Dinham, lord
of Cardinham barony (Cornw.), held Buckland manor in Somerset 25, Jonn de
Cogan, who held the Devon barony of Bampton, had a valuable estate in
Somerset at Huntspill 26. Anselm de Gurney and his successors, who had
extensive possessions in north-east Somerset, were lords of Beverstone
barony in neighbouring Gloucestershire 27.

Tenure per baroniem did not of itself confer any peculiar powers of

lordshipe. It was in the interests of the Crown to preserve baronial tenure
since such tenants paid a higher level of relief than tenznts by knight
service., It was a common abuse for Exchequer officials to exact the

baronial relief of £100 from prominent tenants by knight service. It was

attempted when John de Erlegh ceame of age in 1292 28. Such an abuse was

only possible because the social position, wealth and power of the
beronial tenants was shared by the leading tenants in chief by knight
service and that social position somehow became associated with baronial
tenure. John of Merriott, lord of Merriott, held property in Somerset

and Lincolnshire which was valued at over £146 at his death in 1285 29.

22 Book of Fees,i. 84-5; Rot.Litt.Claus.(Rec.Com.),is 68; Cal.Chart.R
1257-1300, 34

23 Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 27-8; C 132/31 no.6.

24 Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 70; C 133/62 no.T.

25 Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 1103 C 133/89 no.3.

26 Sanders, Eng,Baronies, 5; C 133/104 1no.20

27 Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 14-15; Feud.Aids, iv. 276, 279, 291, 297-8.

28 Select Cases before the King's Council 1243-1482 (Selden Soc.xxxv), 14

29 C 133/42 no.6.




—64-

His lands in Somerset were held by knight service yet in the 1285 survey of
knights! fees his widow Ela was recorded as holding in dower lands in
Stratton and Lopen belonging to the barony of Merriott 50. Simon de
ilontagu's lands in south-east and central Somerset were valued in 1278
at £195 31. There is no evidence that Simon held his lands by baronial
tenure but in 1285 his property at Donyatt was said to be held from the
Crown as a member of the barony of Shepton. Furthermore his lands at
Chedzoy were said to belong to his barony. Shepton itself was held from
the Crown by knight service and was assessed at a knight's fee 52.
The property of the wealthier knights was often spread over a wide
area and included lands outside the county. John de Nautravers (d.1297)
was lord of Hendford near Yeovil but his lands were located mainly in
Dorset 33. Hugh Fointz II, who was lord of half of Curry Mallet barony,
had estates as far afield as Kent and Cambridgeshire, as well as Dorset
and Gloucestershire 34. John Tregoz, lord of the Herefordshire barony of
Ewyas Harold, had property in wWiltshire, Shropshire and Northamptonshire,
as well as Somerset, where he held the manors of Burnham and Chelwood.
Those two manors were peripheral to his main interests but they were kept

in demesne, the corn being either sold or shipped through Burnham across

the Bristol Channel to his estates on the Welsh marches 5

The income of the wealthy knights was derived principally from
estates comprising several manors and other holdings. As in the cases of
Simon de Montagu and John de lohun they usually had at least four manors 36.
The property of John de Beauchamp (d.1283) lay in Hatch, Shepton Beauchamp,

Stoke sub Hamdon and Marston Magna 37. In the right of his wife, Cecily,

50 Feud.Aids, iv. 283

31 B.L.Add. Ch. 26,754

52 Feud.Aids, iv. 272, 278, 287

535 0 133;79 no.4; Cal.Fine R. 1272-1307, 383

54 Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 39; C 154/2 no.l1l9

35 Sanders, £ng.Baronies, 43; C 133/94 no.9

36 Feud.Aids, iv. 272, 278, 287, 294; C 133/22 no.l
37 Feud.hids, iv. 272, 283, 286, 268
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he held land in Dundon and Welton 38. Landed wealth was not invariably
the result of the possession of a2 number of holdings. The vzlue of
property depended on its size, the fertility of its land and the
relationship between landholder and tenants. William de Fienles had lands
in Surrey and Somerset. Those in the former county were leased out at the
end of the 13th. century 59. In Somerset he held only one estate. That was
at Martock which was farmed in demesne and was worth £145 in 1302 40.
Most knights held lands worth less than £100 a year. The property
of the majority was valued at less than half that figure. Between the mass
of lesser knights and the few wealthy knights there was a small but
important intermediate group. John de Columbers, lord of Nether Stowey
barony, had property in Somerset and Berkshire which was valued at £54 in
1306. His Somerset holdings were in Nether Stowey, ruriton, Woolavington

41

and Honibere « John's relative poverty in comparison with his tenurial

peers resulted in his exclusion from those summoned individually to

42

parliament « Nevertheless it will be shown that John and other members

of the knightly group with lands valued between £50 and £100 had extensive
powers of lordship such as the wealthiest knights enjoyed.

The intermediate group also included John de Lrlegh, Nicholas de
liontfort and Nicholas Branch who were all lords of hundreds. John de
Erlegh's lands were valued in 1324 at over £57. His mein interests were in
Somerset where he held land in North Petherton and Durston, on the edge of
the moors south of Bridwater, and in Somerton and Babcary in the south-east
of the county and in Beckington in the east 45. The lends held by Nicholas
de Montfort's son Henry in Wellow, Radstock, Pedlinch and Woodborough were
38 C 133/40 no.3.

39 Surrey Menorial Accounts (Surrey Rec.Soc.xv), pexxii
40 C 133/105 no.3; cf. E 372/146
41 C 133/123 no.9.

42 See p. 13
43 C 134/81 no.20.
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valued in 1304 at £54 44. licholas Branch inherited lands in Frome and
& couple of small holdings in Great Elm and Rodden from his mother Joan
in 1279, when they were valued at £50 42,

The intermediate group also included knightly landholders who did
not hold hundreds but who were more powerful than the lesser knights.
Robert de Briwes, who pursued a career as a royzl justice, died in 1276
when his lands were said to be worth over £54. They included Staple manor,
valued at £45 46. Robert was succeeded by his son John who in 1280 claimed
a number of regalian powers 47. Jlatthew de Furneaux and his son katthew
who had widespread landed interests in Somerset and Devon are probably
to be included in the same group 48.

The lands of most knights were valued at less than £40 although many
of them were included by the sheriff in his list of forty librate holders
drawn up in 1300. The large number of persons listed in the 1297 return
of twenty librate holders but omitted from the 1300 return adds weight to
the view that the less wealthy landholders predominated among the wealthy
group 49. Walter of Shapwick's property was said to be worth £15 in 1285
when it was sold to Glastonbury Abbey 50.

The main source for ascertaining the value of a knignt's estate is
the figures given in inquisitions post mortem in which there is a great
possibility of under valuation. Thomas de St.Vigore's manor in Stratton
was valued at only £6.1s.84d. at his death in 1295. He apparently had no
other lands in either Somerset and Dorset yet his son Thomas was returned
as holding twenty librates or more in those counties in 1297. The younger
Thomas had apparently not gained an accession of lands in the intervening
two years. The extent of Stratton in 1295 can only represent its minimum
44 C 133/113 no.7.

45 C 133/24 no.6
46 C 133/15 no.l; E.Foss, The Judges of ingland, ii (1848), 269-72 ¢
Robert de Briwes has been confused with Robert Bruce, lord of Annandale.
47 Cf. Just. 1/759 rot. 13d.
48 Cf, Feud.Aids, iv. 273-5, 278, 290-1, 293, 295-6 ; i. 329, 368.

49 See app.II
50 C 143/8 no.17.
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value. It was & medium sized estate with a demesne arsble of about

240 acres, lands devoted to meadow and pesture and land held by free and
unfree tenants. The low valuation in part reflected the infertility of
the soil in an area where there was much serubland 51. However such
factors apart, Thomas de St.Vigore was one of many knights with property
in Somerset worth less then £40. Another of the knights included in the
1300 return wes Simon Roges. His property in Somerset and Dorset probably
consisted solely of lands in Porlock which were valued at about £17 in
1306 22,

In the cases of Thomas de St.Vigore and Simon Roges, the lands they
held outside the twoc counties may have been considered when the sheriff
was compiling his lists., The elder Thomes de St.Vigore had held property
in Wiltshire and possibly in Oxfordshire, which may have raised the nominal
value of his lands to over £20 53. That might account for the inclusion of
his son in the 1297 list but since the younger Thomas did not appear in
the full list of forty librate holders it seems probable that his lands
were worth less than that value at which it became cbligatory to take
knighthood or to provide knight service. Simon Roges had holdings in
Devon and Cornwall which may have brought the value of his lands somewhere
near £40 54.

A comparison of the values given in inquisitions post mortem clearly
reveals that there was considerable variation in the wealth of individual
knights. Many lesser knights held estates which were considerably

2.5

fragmente and although nc valuations of such holdings survive, it

would not be suprising if they were worth considerably less than £40. The

variation in the value of the lands held by knizhts was reflected in the

51 ¢C 135/70 no.10.

52 € 133/121 no.27.

55 C 133/70 no.1l0.3 ef. Cal.Chart.r. 1257-1300, 100
54 C 133/121 no.27.
55 See pp. 94-9
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scale of personal wealth. The assessments made for the 1327 subsidy show
that the knights or their successors were generally the wealthiest members
of the community in which they had a residence. The few great landed
knights, such as Richard Lovel in Castle Cary, Hugh de Courtenay in
Crewkerne and Ralph Daubeney in South Petherton, were far richer in
personal terms than most knights 56. The latter included Thomas de Gurney
in Englishcombe, Ellis Cotel in Camerton, Henry of Glastonbury in
Heathfield and Alexander Luttrell in East Quantockshead 57. John de Flury,
a prominent freeholder, was barely distinguisheble in personal wealth from

other members of the community in Cloford D8.

The right of waif and stray.

The powers of the less wealthy knights were not buttressed by other
powers dependant on royal sanction. The only regelian right generally
claimed by the knights throughout the county in 1274 was the liberty of
waif and stray. The liberty was evidently enjoyed by most leading free-
holders who dominated the local communities. In Frome hundred twenty-two
landholders asserted their right to appropriate stray animals 59. Apart
from Cirencester Abbey, which had property in Lengley near Frome 60, and
Nedden Bradiey Pibory (WiGtes)s wiviedi Hotd Sand. S Sedkinghon oF; Abe
claimants were local knights or prominent freeholders, With the exceptions
of Alan Plugenet and Laurence de St.Maur, their names figure prominently
among witnesses to deeds concerning land in that part of the county 62.
Alan and Laurence were non-resident. Alan was a member of the royal
56 Exchequer Lay Subsidy, 1327 (Som.Rec.Soc.iii), 206, 155, 200

57 Toid. 8], 86, 145, 165

58 Ibid. 125; cf. Feud.Aids, iv. 277; appe.l

59 Rot.Hund. (Rec.Com.), iie 124, 137

60 Cirencester Cart. i, p.xxxiii.

61 Feud.Aids, iv. 310

62 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 3%0; Glaston.Rent. (Som.Rec.Soc.v), 226-8;
Longleat MSS. 4946, 5003.
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acusencld and Laurernce served in the retinue oI the earl of Lancaster 630

Tre liberty of waif eand sirsy was widespreac since the most promirent
laninolders were well placed, subject alweys tc local custom, to regulate
tne explcitation of the open fields and common rastures when used for
grazing. The vasturing livestock was pericdically checked and stray
enimels seized. In the fenlands livestock was rounded ur Jduring the drifts.
ochn ce nrlegh's ¢fficials helc one cr more drifts in the summer months in
tiorthmocr in Rortn retserton. The chief benefit was to John's table since
mary wildfowl were captured but & few extraneous beasts were taxen é4. The
impounding of livestock added to the lord's revenues since their redemption
was achieved through payment. Profits of the fold formed paurt of a manorial
lord's rights. John of Exeter, who leased half of Chedzoy manor from Simon
de wontagu, was entitled to half of the impounded livestock and of the
profits of the fold 65o

Not all knights claimed the liberty of weaif and stray. In Somerton
hundred both Humphrey de Kael and William of Staunton expressly denied any
rigat to the liberty 66. Nevertheless the confiscation of stray beasts
epitomized in a general way the powers exercised by the dominant landed
interest in the local communities. That group included maznates, lesser
knights and leading freeholders, In areas bordering the couzst, as in

67

Portbury hundred, the same grour claimed wreck of sea .

Hundrecal jurisdiction.

Claims to greater powers were restricted tc a socially exclusive
Zroup comprising tne wealtniest kniguts or magnates and several lanaholders

whose property was worth over £30. Tze knights with the widest powers were

€3 See op. 46-7, 209-10

64 Cf. Som.R.C., NP1, rott. 1, 3=5d.; zxeter City R.C., 1260
65 X.B.27/108 rot. 10d.

€6 Just. 1/759 rot. 21d.

67T Ibids rots 19:
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those who were the lords of a aundred, Their lordsnip of the hundred was
generally associated with possession of the chief manor of the hundred,

as in North Petherton, South Petherton and Chewton, and consequently

formed part of their inheritance 68, The hundredal lords enjoyed extra
power over men by virtue of the view of frankpledge which involved the
policing of the hundred. The view was held during the two principal sessions
of the hundred court each year when the sheriff or his official was present.
The tithings were then inspected, their membership mainteined and

misdemeancurs presented.

In 1274 sixteen hundreds in Somerset were held by members of knightly

families 69. Thirteen of them were owned by twelve landholders whose

property was worth over £100. The adjacent hundreds of Hartcliffe and

Bedminster and of Portbury were held by Maurice de Berkeley. Kilmersdon
70

hundred was claimed in 1280 by Amaury de Rochechouart and his wife Maud 5
but was recovered by Philip Daubeney in a suit he brought against Robert

de Boyton and his wife Mary. They cleimed the hundred by the grunt of

71

Geoffrey de Suleny in the early 1260s '~. Philip Daubeney inherited

e

south Petherton hundred from his father Ralph in 1292 '~. Other wealthy

knights holding hundreds in 1274 included John de Mandeville of Coker and

13

Hugh de Courtenay of Crewkerne « The remaining three hundreds in private

lay lordship were later held by men whose lands were worth less than £100

but who were wealthier than most knights. John de Hrlegh, Nicholas Branch

68 Feud.Aids, ive 277, 2973 C 133/61 no.23; C 133/68 no.5

69 H.Cam, The Hundred and the Hundred Rolls (1930), 277=9: the hundreds and
their holders were Carhampton (John de wmohun), Crewkerne (Hugh de
Courtenay), Abdick and Bulston (Henry de Lorty), South Petherton (Ralph
Daubeney ), Hartcliffe and Bedminster, Portbury (Meurice de Berkeley),
Huntspill (John de Cogan), Coker (John de wandeville), Cannington
(Robert Walerand), Chewton (the heirs of Hugh de Vivonne), Kilmersdon
(Amaury de Rochechouart), Milverton (the heirs of George de Cauntelo),
Norton (John de Muscegros), North Petherton (Philip de Erlegh), Frome
(Joan Branch), Wellow (Henry de Montfort from the karl of Gloucester).

70 Plac.de Yuo Warre. (Rec.Com.), 695, 698, 700

71 Cal.Close, 1279-88, 304; Cal.Ing.p.m. i, p. 198

72 C 133/61 no.23%; C 13%/68 no.5

73 Cf. C 133/12 no.l; C 133/62 no.7
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and Nichelas de Montfort were the lords of the hundreds of North
Fetherton, Frome and Wellow respectively.
The hundreds were held from the Crown by fee farm. John de Erlegh

owed 1058. to the Exchequer each year for the manor and hundred of North

T4

Petherton "', Wellow hundred was exceptional for it was held from the

earls of Gloucester. Nevertheless Nicholas de Montfort was answerable to
the Crown for his exercise of hundredal jurisdiction. In 1280 when
landholders were called upon to justify their clasims to exercise regalian
rights Nicholas carried a rod, the symbol of his authority, before the
Justices in the county court and his bailiff tock an oath to execute
decisions of the Crown 75.

The Crown did not through the quo warrante proceedings recover
permanent lordship over any Somerset hundreds. South Petherton hundred
was seized for the Crown in 1280 because the hundred had not been
specifically mentioned as an appurtenance of the manor in an earlier

76

grant « The hundred however was immediately restored to Ralph Daubeney

to hold as custodian during royal pleasure m and in 1290 he was granted
the hunared TB. The joint hundreds of Abdick and Bulston were taken from
Henry de Lorty since his claim to hold them by virtue of a grant by
Richard I to Richard Revel, his ancestor, was considered insufficient 79.
Henry subsequently recovered the hundreds. In 1281 the sheriff was
directed to let Henry hold them until the question of his right had been
settled in parliament 80. The matter had not been settled by 1304 when
Henry was allowed all the profits which he had derived from the hundreds
since the Crown had resumed nominal lordship 81. Henry's possession of
74 Som.R.0., NP1, rott. 3, 8, 9; cf. Feud.Aids, iv. 277

75 € 133/113 no.T.

76 Elac.de quo Warr. (Rec.Com.), 701-2.

78 Ibid. 1281-92, 376

79 Plac.de Quo Warr. (Rec.Com.), 694

80 Cel.Fine R, 1272-1307, 149
8l Cal.Pats 1301-7, 243
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the hundreds wzs confirmed in 13C9 by Edward II on account of nis long
tenure and service to the Crown 82.

The authority of the hundrecdal lords varieda., In Carnampton hunared
Jein de wohun (d.1273) enjoyea tne liberty of return of writs 85. By that
privilege tae sheriff and nis officials were excluded. The suthority of
Thomas and Maurice de Berkeley, lords of bedminster hundred, over the
Bristol suburb of Redcliffe was challenged by the Bristol burgesses. The
latter sought to free the suburb and its inhabitants from the jurisdiction
of the Berkeleys and to bring them under their own jurisdiction. The
Berkeleys vere not defeated until 1331 84.

Hundredal jurisdiction was a source of revenue as well as of
authority. Financiazl advantage arose not only from the administrztion of
Justice but also from customary payments owed by suitors to the hundred
courts. In fobert de Muscegros's hundred of Norton a rent of 5s. was gpaid
to the lord on Hockday 85. The value of Cunnington hundred to its lord
John vwalerand was assessed in 1301 at £4. Of that sum about half was
derived through the administration of justice. The remainder comprised
rents of assize p:id on 2 February and Hockday and a rent at lMichaelmas 86.

Sucn payments were partly offset by the expenses entailed by
hundredal lcrdship. North Petnerton hundred court was usually held six or
more times 2 year. In the accounts of the intrinsic hunadred the profits
from the hunared and manor courts were not always distinguisned rrotabdly
since the hundred court occasionally cealt with matiers more rroperly
belonging to the lord's manor court. The courts were held by tre lord's
steward wno with his staff, which included a clerk, hzd 10 be entertzined
iuring nis visit T. L.ore ex.ense was incurred in trne guarding of priscrers
8z Cal.Chart.R. 1%0C-26, 133-4
83 “ot.Sund. (Rec.Com.), ii. 125
&4 Eilton, & ledieval Scciety, &4=3, 222-3
: 13%/28 nc.8,

142/8 rot.b.
S8%eZeOvy MPI,r0tte 1-123 cxeter City Zeivey 1220

[ (4 AR 0 A
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and their removal, under the charge of local officials, to the county
geol in Somerton 88. Maintenance of instruments of punishment was probebly
& minor item of expenditure. Local materials were used in the upkeep of
the pillory and tumbril at North Fetherton 89. A more costly project there
was the complete rebuilding of the manorial hall, in which the courts were
held, at the end of Edward I's reign 2°.

In some cases the lords reduced their costs by making certain duties
part of the tenuriasl obligation of their dependant tenants. One duty so
delegated was the guarding of prisoners as at Crewkerne, where Hugh de
Courtenay was lord of the hundred 91. On the manor of Stoke it was
recorded in 1251 that the tenant who had the stocks in his house was not
required to perform his lzbour services while the stocks were in use 92.

A rudimentary form of imprisonment enabled the sharing of the duty to
guard prisoners.

Those knights who were lords of hundreds had jurisdiction in a
number of spheres over both neighbouring landholders and their tenants.
The administration of the view of frankpledge and the assizes of bread and
ale gave the hundredel lord controls over communities or parts of
communities under the immediate lordship of other knights and landholders.
The latter owed suit to the hundred court. In 1251 William Branch and his
wife Joan exacted suit to their hundred of Frome from several of their

93

neighbours, including Henry de kontfort of Nunney ““. Nicholas de

Langelond owed suit to the abbot of Glastonbury's hundred of Erent 94.
Wealthy landholders incurred the same obligation. John de Beauchamp

owed suit to Abdick hundred for his holding in Merryfield as well as to

86 SomeReOey NPI, rotte 2, 5, 6, Ty G, 12,
89 Ibid. rot. 7; Exeter City R.0., 1280
90 SOE.R-O., NPI, rott. 9-12.

91 B.L.Add.MS. 49359, f. T4v.

92 Beauchamp Regs. 10

93 K.B.237145 rot.2d.

94 B.L.Egerton MS. 3321/F, £.197v.



the courts of the various lords from whom his lands there were held 95- In
1297 the lord of Bulston hundred, Henry de Lorty, was ordered to cease
demanding suit of court from John de Mohun, lord of Dunster, who held land
in Isle Brewers and who was then under royal protection while on service in
Gascony 96. The obligation of suit of court could be acguitted by proxy
but many prominent suitors probably made no provision for atiendance. About
1312 amercements were levied in the Glastonbury Abbey hundred of Whitley
upon Cecily de Beauchamp, Philip de Columbers and Matthew de Furneaux 97;
The reason was possibly their non-attendance in the court.

The jurisdictional interests of hundredal lords and prominent
landholders often conflicted. The latter might secure concessions from the
former. In a number of ceses the lord of & hundred relinquished amercements
levied on the men of influentizsl landholders during the view of frankpledge
and the administration of the assizes of bread and sle., Glastonbury Abbey
granted Cecily de Beauchamp the amercements imposed on her men of Compton
and Dundon in the administration of the assizes 98. Such concessions were
accorded to prominent landholders and not to lesser knights. In 1286 the
abbot of Keynsham, lord of Keynshem hundred, claimed the amercements from
the tithing of Seltford, over which the knights Thomas of Bayeux and John
Basset were lords, and from half of the tithing of Farmborough where land
was held from Thomas 99.

Concessions were made to religious houses. Lay lords of hundreds
thereby diminished their own powers and revenues. In 1275 Philip de Erlegh
undertook not to distrain the preceptory of Buckland, its men and tenants
in North Petherton manor against their will in the administration of the
assizes of bread, ale and victuals 100. There was a long and close
95 C 133/40 no.3.

96 Cal.Close, 1296-1302, 22; cf. Feud.Aids, iv. 291
97 Longleat MS. 11216, rot.T8
98 Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 525

99 Cal.Pat. 1281-92, 253; Feud.Aids, iv. 311
100 Bueckland Cart. p. 31




reistionsnip between trne lords or Lorta Petherton, rzili:'s ancestors,
and the Hosiitallers'! creceptory ana essociated nunnery in neighbouring
Jurston. sbout 1186 tne Croun nz2 endowed the Hospitallers with croperty
there seized after the su:igression of the Augustinian ncuse founced in
the mid 12th. century by .illiem de nrlegh 101. agreements might limit or
Tix the amcunt tc be tuken by way of amercement. Henry de Lorty agreed to
amerce men of kuchelney =tbey froa Fivenead, isle Abbot ana _rayton at
only 4d. in his hundreds of abdick and Bulston 102.

oimilar arranjements were made by knigrnts with wide powers over a
settlement rather than & hundred. Joan ue zrlegh held the view of
franxvledge for Beckington where he helcd zn estate. In 1298 he came to &n
azreement with the prior of iiziden Bradley, the other rrincipal landholder
there. The prior's men were to attend John's view but any amercements
levied on them were to be released to the prior, provided John was paid
se a year for the pecuniary rights. The amount to be paid by the prior
was tc be reduced if he was crrevented by the Crown from receiving the
amercements 103. At the end of the reign John de Beauchnzmp relincuished
the demsznds ne made of the men of Polsloe Friory, zxeter, by his risht to
hola the assizes of bread and ale and to exact a toll on brewing in Marston
kzzna where he was lord 104.

The hundredal lord exercised jurisdiction in more important pleas
wnich were denied to most knignts. by an ajireement of 1263 John of Aller's
right to hold his court in Stathe in lcrth Curry hundred was grotected out
cases arising from the raising of tne hue and tze spilling of blood were
expressly reserved to the dean and chagpter of uwells, lord of tne rundread.

Jonn, who was z substantizl lzndholcer, was to receive the smercements

levied on his men. To secure trose amercemernts and those arising from the

101 V.C.E.Som. ii. 148; cf. T.Hugo, Yedieval Nunneries of Zomerset (1867).
1C2 Yucrelney Cart. (Som.Rec.Soce Xiv), p. 73

iC3 Longleat S, 364,
104 Zezuchamp lezs, 62-4,




s

105

assizes of bread and ale, 12d. was to be paid on the lawday « John

of Aller's successors later claimed that by virtue of the payment they
were entitled to hold assizes of bread and ale by the grant of the dean

and chapter 106.

Lords of hundreds reguired a full attendance at the biannual courts
leet and other important sessions of the court. The men of iontacute
Friory in Closworth were obliged to attend uyeoffrey de Mandeville's
hundred of Coker when royal writs were being pleaded and judgement was

being passed on robbers captured anywhere in the hundred, Closworth
107

excepted « The priory presumably had the right to pass judgement on

thieves taken in its manor.
For the holding of a court leet it was essential for those over
whom the view of frankpledge was exercised to attend in person or through

their tithingmen. Lands in Twerton purchased by William Snel carried the

obligation of suit twice a year to Wellow hundred 108. By the agreement

of 1263 the tithingman for Stathe was to attend North Curry hundred court
109

for the biannual view . In making grants of freeholdings in North

Fetherton, Henry de Krlegh generally reserved the biannual suit to his
nundred there 110. In the case of the men of Athelney Abbey in Ham, Henry
remitted his claim to suit of court but, although those men were to be

justiciable in the abbot's court, their tithingman was to attend the

hundred lll. In 1286 Nicholas de Montfort reimposed the obligation of

attendance at wellow hundred upon several tithings including Newton and
Camerton, over which John de St.Lo and Ellis Cotel were the respective

lords. Nicholas's action followed a period during which the obligation

105 Pedes Finium, Ric.l =~ Edw.I, pp. 189-91

106 Plac.de quo wWarr. (Rec.Com.), 694

107 Montacute Cart. (Som.Rec.Soc.viii), pp. 138-9; cf. H.Cam, The Hundred
and the Hundred Rolls, 176

108 Som.R.0., WHb 11/535, 549

109 Fedes Finium, Ric.l - Edw.I, p. 191

110 Buckland Cart. pp. 20-1, 22

111 ithelney Reg. (Som.Rec.Socexiv), ppe 148-9
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hzad been commuted. From 1286 the tithingman was to appear with the tithing
on the two lawdays of Michaelmas and EBaster 112.

The powers of the lesser knights were considerably more limited than
those of their more wealthy ngighboura. The former, unlike the latter,
rarely withdrew their men from the jurisdiction of the hundred court
thereby enhancing their power. Walter de la Lynde was witholding the suit
due from Broomfield to the king's hundred of Andersfield in 1280 but it
had been subtracted earlier in the century when Margery de Newburgh held
the estate 115. The magnates subtracted their men from suit of hundred
court more readily. Nicholas Pointz (d.1273) withdrew the suit due from

114

Curry Mallet to Abdick hundred and William de Montagu (d.1270) the

suit due from Shepton to Norton hundred 3

o The witholding of suit was
important for the men of the communities involved. It placed them under
Sreater pressure since they became egnswerable for matters of hundredal
Jurisdiction in the locel court and not in the more distant hundred court
where authority might be less strong.

The greatest witholder of hundred suit in Somerset was the earl of
Gloucester. In the early 1260s Richzrd de Clare had withdrawn from severel
hundreds in the north-east of the county the suit due from many tithings,
which were held from him by other landholders. Richard appropriated the
customary payment of sheriff's aid and for those tithings the view of
frankpledge was supervised by his steward 116. In the bishop of Bath and
Well's hundred of Winterstoke the tenants of several knightly landholders
became answerable to the earl, the overlord. The landholders were Anselm

of Gurney of East Harptree, iAdam le Waleys of Hutton, William Arthur of

ieston Super Mare and Thomas of Bayeux snd Henry de hontfort of Stoke

112 Som.R.0., H/348, £.213 and v.

113 Plac.de Warr.(Rec.Com.), 692

114 Just. 17759 rot.1l3; Sanders, .Baronies, 39

115 Plac.de Quo Warr._{Rec.Com.g, %95; B.L.4dd.Ch. 26754

116 Plac.de guo Warr. (Rec.Com.), 774-5; Justs 1/759 rott. 19, 254.
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aiffard 117.

rrivate views of frankpledge,

The holding of private views of frankpledge outside the hundred

court was restricted to a few wealthy landholders. In 1280 John de Columbers

and John de Cogan were called upon to justify their claims to the view and
other liberties of a hundredal nzture on their neighbouring manors of
ruriton and Huntspill respectively. The men from Puriton apparently
attended the tourn held in either whitley hundred or Bemstone hunared but
the sheriff may have held a tourn at Huntspill itself which was assigned
the status of a hundred in 1280 118 and again in 1303. There was some
uncertainty over the attribution of hundredal status to Puriton in the

119

latter year s

Another wealthy knight John of Merriott claimed a private view at
Merriott in Crewkerne hundred in 1280. Although John's claim to hold the
view was denied he apparently continued to exercise it 120. After his
death in 1285 part of his menor there was assigned in dower to his widow
Ela who later married Roger Basset 121. Roger and kla subseguently were

found to have appropriated the view thereby separating it from the

lordship of the manor, then held by the Crown since John's heir was a

minor. The Crown claimed that a licence was necessary for such a div1910n122

Some hundredal lords held a private view for those of their estates
which were subject to the hundredal jurisdiction of another landholder.
John de wrlegh, lord of North Petherton hundred, held a private view at
Beckington in Frome nundred. All men of the vill, including the aependants
of the other principal landholder, the prior of Maiden Bradley, were
117 Plac.de uo Warr. (Rec.Com.), 774; Rot.Hund. (Rec.Com.), ii. 130
118 Plac.de Quo Warr. (Rec.Com.), 690-1
11§ reud.Aids, ive. 310

120 Just. 1/759 rot.17d.
121

Cal.Close, 1279=88, 321
122 K.B.27?121 rot.1l7
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Justiciable for the view in John's court. In 1298 John acknowledged
certain concessions to the prior. The prior's tenants, both free and
customary, were to attend tne court leet to be judzed with John's men

as one tithing. They were to bte summoned by John's steward or bailiff
arpearing in the prior's hzlmote there. The tithingman was to be recruited
in alternate years from John's men and the vprior's men., The yrior was to
receive any amercements levied on his men and he was to share with John
any payments exacted from the tithing in the course of the view, for such
trespasses as concealment. While John's juriscictional powers were not
impaired, the financial benefit of the view to him wes reduced. Further
concessions to the prior reduced John's revenues from the administration
of tre assizes of bread and ale. The prior's men were not to undergo the
judgment of the pillory or tumbril, instruments for enforcing the assizes,
gince treir use would have meant denying the prior the amercements exacted.
The prior, furthermore, was to enjoy the liberty of waif and stray free

23

. G T I
from the claims of John and his heirs -

Rexzelian liberties anc thne wealthy knirsnts.

The knizhts who held hundreds or claimed the view of frankpledge
invariably claimed the whole zamut of regalian. riguts thereby entertaining
the most extensive claims to lor.snipe. In 1280 Reynoléd ritzFeter clzimed
the view of frankpledse in Chewton menor together with the important pless

dealing with the siilling of blood end the raising of the &ue znu cry. In

tne meror ne also neld the assizes of bread and cle, anc wita his wife
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were claimed within the hundred at iidsomer Norton by Amasury de
Rochechouart in the right of his wife Maud, the widow of William de

126
Forz o Apart from the earl of Gloucester no other landholders in 1280

claimed regalian liberties in the hundred where several lesser knights
held land.

Possession of gallows, a visible symbol of power, was restricted to
a narrow social group of wealthy landholders. Knights who were lords of
a hundred by necessity had gallows as part of their equipment 127. They
were used in implementing the liberty of infangthief, the right to execute
thieves caught red-handed. On the manors of Huntspill and Puriton the
ancestors of John de Cogan and John de Columbers, who exercised powers
associated with hundredal jurisdiction, had possessed gallows from time
immemorial 128. A prominent landholder might secure a share in the gallows
of the hundred lord. In Portbury hundred Maurice de Berkeley apperently
shared his gallows there with the earl of Gloucester. The gallows were
situeted on the boundary of the lands 129. The gallows possessed by
Reynold FitzPeter and his wife Joan in Chewton in 1280 130 were presumably
those on the lMendips shared in 1296 by Joan and the bishop of Bath and
Viells. They were set up where their lands met 151.

The erection of gallows was controlled by the Crown. A lesser knight
might be granted them as a mark of favour, In 1270 Thomas de St.Vigore
purchased a licence to have gallows on his manor of Stratton 152. As a
royal justice Thomas was presumably well versed in using the power over life
and death 133. John de Briwes, lord of Staple, possessed gallows and a
pillory together with the liberty of infangthief and the assizes of bread

126 Just. 1/759 rot. 25 and d.; Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 39
127 Cf. Juste 1/759 rott. 8d., 9d., 10d., 17d.

128 Plac.de Quo Warr.(Rec.Com.), 630-1
129 Just. 1 759 rot. 191'1.

130 Ibid. rot. 25d.

131 Hist.MSS.Com., 12, Wells, i, p. 158

132 Close R,1268-T72, 185-6; Plac.de Quo Warr.(Rec.Com.), 657-8
133 Foss, Judges of England, iii (1851), 148-9




=81=

and ale 134. He presumsbly had inherited those rights from his father
Hobert, another royal justice 155.

As with the view of frenkpledge, some hundredal lords extended
their right to gallows to their property in other hundreds. John de
Courtenay, lord of Crewkerne hundred, erected & set on his land in
Hernington for which the gallows of the lord of Kilmersdon hundred had
been used previously 136. John de Erlegh possessed gallows in Beckington
in Frome hundred. A few wealthy knights, who did not hold hundreds, were
the possessors of gallows. Anselm de Gurney maintained sets on his estates
in Harptree, Farrington, Englishcombe, Weare and Corton 137.

The exercise of regalian rights did not result from any particular
form of tenure. The wide power claimed by those knignts who were tenants
per baroniam were alsc cleimed by knights who held their lands by knight
service. The knights enjoyed wide powers as the heirs to large estates
which had been consolidated probably by the mid 12th. century. Lesser
men came to enjoy high regalian rights through the division of such
estates., In 1280 the right to gallows in Wanstrow was advanced by John
of Acton, his wife Margaret and her sister Elizabeth of Clevedon 138.
The two sisters had inherited Wanstrow from their mother Aznes, the
daugnter of Otes of Wanstrow, who had been a prominent county landholder
in the early l3th. century 139.

While the liberty of infangthief was exercised by & few wealthy
knights a couple of lesser knights were entitled to have thieves caught
red-handed executed by decapitation, The right of hevedschop was held by

Adam of Bawdrip, together with the assizes of bread and ale in Bawdrip 140,

134 Just. 1/759 rot. 13d.

135 Foss, Judges of England, ii, 269-72; cf. C 133/15 no.l.
136 Flac.de Quo Warr. (Rec.Com.), 695.

137 1bid. 700

138 Ibid. 694

139 See pp. 139-40

140 Just. 1/759 rot. &d.
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and by William of Staunton, together with the assize of ale znd a

tumbril in Staunton ~4%

Through the exercise of hundredal jurisdiction wealthy knights had
powers over communities where other landholders exercised seignorial
powers or manorial jurisdiction. In 1280 Nicholas Branch claimed to hold
the assizes of bread and ale in Frome hundred by virtue of his lordship
of that hundred. Nicholas accordingly came into dispute with some of his
neighbours, including Henry de Montfort who claimed the assizes in
Hunney 142. As has been shown, wealthy and prominent landholders sometimes
secured from the hundredal lord a pecuniary advantage from the latter's
exercise of hundredal powers. John of Merriott's rights to the liberty of
infangthief and the assizes of bread and ale in Merriott were acknowledged
in 1280. His powers however were limited for although he could pass
sentence on thieves caught red-handed they were to be executed on the
gallows of the lord of the hundred, Hugh de Courtenay. John was to receive
any amercements levied on his men in the administration of the assizes
but their enforcement was apparently the responsibility and right of
Hugh as hundredal lord 143.

In the majority of cases it is probable that the lord of the hundred
enjoyed the proceeds arising from the holding of the assizes of bread and
ale. An exception was Wellow hundred where the amercements apparently did
not pass to the lord, Nicholas de Montfort. According to the sheriff in
1283 the recipient was Gilbert de Clare, earl of Gloucester 144. Consequently
the enforcing of the assizes in the tithings of Englishcombe, Newton and
Twerton, did not benefit those knights, namely Anselm de Gurney, John de
St.Lo and Thomas of Bayeux, who were the respective lords, tut the earl
from whom they held their lands. Nicholas de Montfort exercised power in

141 Just. 1/759 rot.10d.
142

Somersetshire Pleas, 8 Edw.I, 321-2; Plac.de Quo Warr.(Rec.Gom.), 688
143 Just. 17759, rot. 17d.

144 Cal.Pat. 1281-92, 101
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the hundred but the earl continued to reap considersble financial benefit

from his overlordship of the hundred 145.

The peculiar case of west Somerset.

The examples used to illustrate the thesis that higher powers of
Jurisdiction were restricted to a few wealthy landholders and knights are
drawn chiefly from the east and south of the county. The situation was
different in west Somerset where the higher justiciary powers were shared
by a wider social group. The probable explaination possibly lies in the
tenuous nature of hundredal lordship in that area. Settlements there

tended to be small and dispersed 146

« In the extensive hundred of Williton
the problems of administration were enhanced since the hundredal lord,
the Crown, was non-resident.

In Williton hundred several landholders exercised hundredal
Jurisdicticon on their individual menors. The menors were called free manors,
presumably since they were outside the hundredal jurisdiction of the

147

Crown o In Dulverton Hawise de Pyn held courts which were called

hundreds 148. These courts probably dealt with such matters as the view of
frankpledge. In 1260 Dulverton was one of several townships in the hundred
which made separazte presentments before the justices in eyre 149.

Several landholders in the hundred claimed the liberties of
infangthief and gallows. Private views of frankpledge were less frequently
claimed but were still held by a wider cross-section of landcholders than
elsewhere in the county. Richard de Flessis, a knight and the eldest
coheir of Richard of Vrotham, held with the other coheirs a private view
in Exton where they zlso enforced tne assizes of bread and zle, and

145 Cfo Feud..&ids, ive 279
146 B.M.Swainson, 'Dispersion and agglomeration of rural settlements in

Somerset,' Geogra xxix. 1-8
147 cf. Rot.Hund, ZRec.Com.i, ii, 119
149 Just. 1/759 rot. 5d.
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possessed gzllows and a tumbril 150. Alexander Luttrell possibly had a
view at East Quantockshead. When he quit-claimed to certsin tenants on
his manors of Hewish and Bagborough suit of court at quantockshead, he
reserved the suits performed just after Easter and Michaelmas 151. Those
were the sessions when the view was most usually held.

In the neighbouring hundred of Carhampton several lesser landholders
also had wide powers., Matthew de Bezilles, an Oxfordshire knight 152, held
a private view of frankpledge for the manor of Bromland in Brompton Regis.
He also claimed the liberties of infangthief, gallows and tumbril, and
the assizes of bread and ale 153. Edmund Everard, the son of the knizght
#illiam Everard 154, had a private view at Blackford 155. The existence of
such liberties in the hundred were the outcome of the difficulty of
enforcing firm hundredal jurisdiction over an area of scatiered settlement.
Like Williton, Carhampton hundred covered a large area and a terrain in
which travel was difficult. Hundredal powers were consequently appropriated
by the leading landholders. The relative weakness of the hundred lord
explains why John de Mohun (d.1279), although he enjoyed the liberty of
return of writs in Carhampton hundred, was compelled on at least one
occasion to call for the sheriff's assistance in collecting the king's
debts in the free manor of Winford 156.

The wider distribution of franchisal powers in west Somerset shows
that the lordship of knights was not differentiated from that of other
prominent freeholders who happened not to be knights. In Williton hundred
gallows and the assizes of bread and ale were claimed by severzl landholders.
They included knights, such as Simon de Raleigh, who also was entitled

150 Juste. 1/759 rot. T
151 Som«R«0., L 22/1.

152 Moor, ts of Edw.I,X. 91.

153 Just. 15759 rot. 6d.

154 cf. Cal.@.g.m- ii, De 168; &pPoI
155 Just. 1 759 rots 2.

156 Rot.Hund. (Rec.Com.), ii. 125
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to pass judgement by the ordeal by water in Nettlecombe, and free
landholders. The latter were Roger of Arundel in Clatworthy, Reynold
Inweux in Brushford, Nicholas le Wzleys in Hewish Champflower and Isabel
FitzUrse in Brompton Ralph 157. Nicholas was liable to compulsory knight-
hood in 1280 but neither Roger nor Reyncld was apparently qualified to
become a knight 158. Their claims in 1280 were recorded by the hundred
Jury but in the enguiries of 1274 and 1276 the presentments from many of
the settlements were made as free manors 159. Those for Nettlecombe and
Clatworthy were made with the hundred in 1276 but their status as free
manors was recognised 160. The jurisdiction of the hundred lord was
nominally acknowledged. Roger of Arundel, although he had a private view

of frankpledge and other liberties in Clatworthy, was bound to be one of

the four men from the vill accompanying the reeve to the hundred court

for the biannual tounnlsl.

Markets and fairs.

The pillory and tumbril used in the punishment of offenders against
the assizes of bread and ale were regalian rights. A tumbril constructed

by Simon de iontagu's men in Chedzoy without due authority was quickly
dismantled 162. The assizes were enforced in markets and fairs among
other places. Indeed Anselm de Gurney claimed the assizes together with a

pillory and tumbril as the general liberties belonging to the free market

in Weare granted to his father Robert by Henry III 165.

By the mid 13th. century the Crown maintained that markets and fairs

could only be held upon royal authority as they involved regalian rights 164.

157 Just. 1/759 rot. 4.

158 Ibid. rot. 6d.

159 Rot.Hund. (Rec.Com,), ii. 119, 138
160 Ibid. 125

161 Flac.de Warr. (Rec.Com,), 691

162 Just. 17759 rot. 8d.

163 Plac.de Quo Warr. (Rec.Com.), 700

164 T.F.Salzman, 'The Legal Status of Markets,' Camb.Hist.Jnl. ii(3), 205-12.
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A royal grant conferred sufficient authority. When questioned in 1280

as to the grounds on which they held markets and fairs, Henry de Montfort,
Nicholas de Montfort and Thomas de St.Vigore displayed charters of

Henry III concerning Nunney, Wellow and Stratton respectively 165. Tenure
from time immemorial was not considered adequate. Hugh de Courtenay and
Isabel de Forz had jointly held a market and fair in Crewkerne on the
grounds of long tenure 166. John of Merriott failed to put in a clazim in

1280 for a fair in Lopen and it was confiscated. He thereupon claimed to

hold the fair by royal grent but his assertion was not corroborated by
167

the Jjurors .

Royal grants did not establish new centres for exchange and trade
but conferred upon certain landholders the right to control rural trading
assemblies. The grant of a charter was an acknowledgement of the de facto
lordship of the landholder over the trading life of the local community.
Such economic activity usually centred on a weekly market and annual fair,

The feirs had probably been established for a long time. They took place

168. By the grant the

on the feast days of the local patron saints
landholder's right to take the tolls and to augment his revenues. through
the administration of the assizes of bread and ale was recognised.

The royal sanction provided by a charter was used by lords to
guash neighbouring assemblies which jeopardized their own interests. An
unchartered market or fair was at a distinct disadvantage. At
Whitelackington peasants and pilgrims were accustomed to make offerings
on the feastday of St. Petroc at a chapel dedicated to that saint. Merchants
and traders were attracted there and over a period the lords of
Whitelackington came to exercise a degree of control over the trade that
sprang upe. In 1268 Ralph de Montsorell, the lord, challenged the right of

165 Plac.de Quo Warr. (Rec.Com.), 688, 696-T
166 Ibid. 693.

167 Just. 1/759 rot.10d.
168 E.g. the feast of St.Bartholomew at Crewkerne (24 AugJ): C 133/62 no.T.
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John de Beasuchamp to hold a fair in near-by Shepton on the morrow of
St.Petroc. Ralph presumably brought the action after his revenues had been
depleted through the operations of a rival fair. John claimed that the
Whitelackington assembly could not be considered a fair while his own

had been duly authorized by royal charter. Ralph's challenge came to
nothing and the interests of his more powerful neighbour, backed by royal

authority, were upheld 363

s« John's predecessor Robert had been granted two
fairs a year in Shepton in 1260 e

The protection of duly established markets and fairs was considered
before others were authorized. Nevertheless in 1280 Nicholas Branch
cleimed that his Saturday market in Frome was harmed by the Thursday

market held in Nunney by Henry de Montfort vi

« The harm was presumsbly a
diminution of revenue as scmetime trade was diverted to Nunney.

Royal charters were abused cr misinterpreted by landholders. In 1270
Ela la Sor was granted a market and fair in Backwell 172. However as the
result of an earlier division between coheirs, Backwell was shared by twe
lords. In the 1280s they were John le Sor, son &nd heir of kla, and Thomas
of Bayeux 175. John peid half of the profits of the maerket and fair to
Thomas. At some point before 1288 John defaulted but his ergument that, by
virtue of the 1270 grant, he was entitled to all the profits was not
allowed 174.

Between 1260 and 1307 at least twenty-eight fairs were the subject
of awards to lay landholders in Somerset 175. The awards chiefly benefitted
those landholders who possessed wealth or influence. liost of the fairs were
in the eastern part of the county but that was as much an indication of the
influence of the landholders in that area as of commercisl development

169 Somersetshire Pleas, 41-57 Hen.III (Som.Rec.Soc.xxxvi), 88-90
170 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 22

171 Somersetshire Pleas, 8 Edw.I, 97-8

172 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 151

173 Feud.Aids, iv. 291 ; see p.

174 Just. 1/1280 rot.1ld. ; Just. 1/1284 rot. 4.

175 Most of the grants are mentioned in N.F.Hulbert,'s Survey of the

Somerset Fairs,' Proc.Som.Arch.Soc, lxxxii, 83-159
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there. Coupled with many of the awards were grants of markets and free
warren, the privilege of hunting smaller animsls on demesne land.

Most of the grantees were wealthy landholders who were knights from
established county families. Henry de Lacy, earl of Lincoln,in 1294 was
8ranted a market and fair in Charlton Horethorne 1?6. He held land there
in the right of his wife, the daughter of William Longespee 177, who had
been awarded a market and fair there in 1252 178. William Branch and his
wife Joan were granted a fair in Frome in 1270 1?9. Joan was the daughter
of Ralph FitzBernard who acquired the Frome estate by his marriage to
Eleanor. Eleanor's father, Wandregisilius de Courcellis, held the estate
in the mid 12th. century 180. Of the lesser recipients some were connected

with the court circle or had a career of service to the Crown. Henry de

Montfort who received a grant for Nunney in 1260 161 was probably related

to Henry de Montfort of Wellow and Farleigh, a royal justice 182. Thomas
de St.Vigore was granted a fair and Friday market in Stratton in 1267. In

the following year he received a grant of a fair and free warren in Shipton

183

(Oxon. ) o Thomas was to serve as sheriff of Oxfordshire and Berkshire

in 1268 and of Somerset and Dorset in 1269, Under Edward I he was a royal

justice 184.

In the later 13th. century Crown grants of fairs were limited. In

1290 Edward I awarded a market and fair in Wraxall to Ellen de Gorges 165.

She was the widow of Ralph de Gorges who had been a member of Henry IIl's

household 186. Laurence de St.Maur probably secured his grant for Rode in

176 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 436

177 Complete Peeragze, vii, 682; cf. ibid, xi. 384

178 Cal.Chart.R.,1226=57, 413

179 Ibid. 1257-1300, 151

180 PrOCGSMCﬁmhnsoca mviii' 15-16

181 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-13C0, 39

182 Foss, Judges of England, iii, 133-4; V.C.H.Wilts, v. 12; see p.

183 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 75, 100

184 P.R.0.List of Sheriffs (List and Index, ix), 107, 122; Foss, Judges of
England, iii. 148-9

185 Cal.Chart.R. 1341-1417, 173

186 Close R. 1268=72, 533-4; see p.49
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1283 through his connection with the king's brother, Edmund 187, Gomnection
was also an important factor behind grants of free warren which were
ordinarily restricted to prominent landholders. In 1285 John Tregoz was
granted free warren on his demesne in Burnham and Chelwood 186. One lesser
knight who received a grant was Ralph Wake. The award made in 1290 applied
to his lands in East and West Dowlish and Compton Martin 127, Ralph was
the brother-in-law of Alan Plugenet 190. Alan, a long-standing member of
Ldward's entourege presumably provided the channel through which Ralph
secured the favour.

At the end of kdward I's reign a number of grants were issued in
Tfevour of men active in the Scottish campaigns. The grant of a fair in
ieare to John ap Adam in 1298 was made while he was on service in

191

Scotland « Recipients of grants of fairs in the early l4th. century

included John de Beauchamp, John de Columbers and Henry de Lorty who were

gll active warriors 192. Adam le Bret and William of Loughborough, both

lesser landholders, received grants. The award of a market, fair and free

warren in Torweston to Adam, who was not & knight, was made in October

13C6. The grant was issued at Lanercost, the winter quarters of the

army 193. Two days later Williem was granted a merket and fair in Tulverton

during the lifetime of his wife Hawise 194. Their marriage had been

permitted by the Crown in 1300 on account of William's service to the

Crown in Gascony, Wales and Scotland, all scenes of military activity in

the 1290s 195. The two grants of 1306 were evidently rewards to lesser men

for military service. Similarly the grant to Matthew de Furneaux of a

187 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 269; see pp. 209-10

165 Cal.Chart.R. 1257"'1300, 324.

189 Ibid. 349.

190 Cf. Pedes Finium, Ric.I - Edw.I, p. 267; Just. 1/1315 rot. 21d. 3
CaleIng.pems iii, p. 417.

191 Czl.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 471.

192 Ibidl 1500-26, 22, 31’ 45’ 47, 440

193 Ibid. T1l.

194 Ibid. 68.
195 Cal.Pat. 1292-1501, 485.
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market and two fairs in 1296 was probsbly the monarch's reward to &
strenuous knight. It was issued in August at Berwick 196 and Matthew had
earlier been summoned to the muster at Newcastle on 1 March 197.

The great store set upon the exercise of lordship over the trading
life of local communities frequently engendered conflict between land-
holders. In 1296 Matthew de Furneaux was favoured with a grant of a
market and a feir in Kilve and a fair in Perry 198. In 1300 his fair at
Perry was disrupted and the tolls seized by men sent by John de Erlegh,
lord of the hundred 199. The attack probably signifies the jealous
reaction of John who saw his position and influence as hundredal lord

being undermined by a favoured neighbour. John was not authorized to hold

a fair in North Petherton until 1318 200.

Towns and trade.

The fairs granted were held in rural settlements. Many of the more
important trading centres, such as Crewkerne, under lay controls retained
essentially rural characteristics 201. They were dominated by the
wealthier knights. The longest fair awarded, that at Langport Westover
on 8 February and the following eight days, was granted to Henry de Lorty
202. Henry's borough of Langport occupied an important position in the
commercial life of the county. Situated by the river Parrett on the edge
of the moors, the borough served a wide hinterland. There was much traffic
along the river between Langport and the port of Bridgwater 203. Goods
purchased at Bridgwater for John de Erlegh were sent to Langport and from
there were transported by land to his estate at Beckington. Produce and
196 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 465
197 Parl.Writs, i. 276
198 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 465
199 K.B, 27/163 rot. 46d.

200 Cal.Chart.R. 1300-26, 395
201 B.L.Add.MS. 49359, ff. T4-T8v.

202 Cal.Chart.R. 1300-26, 44.
203 Cf. Somersetshire Pleas, 6 Edw.Il, 119-20
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stock from his manor of North Fetherton sent to Beckington and Somerton
presumably passed through Langport 204. Langport was one of the
destinations specified in the carrying services of the tenants on the
bishop of Winchester's estate at Taunton, twelve miles away 205, and of

the tenants or Cecily de Beauchamp's manor of Dundon, four miles

distant 206,

Wealthy landholders were well placed to tap the flow of trade for -
their own benefit. They were not averse to overlooking the privileges
exempting local religious houses from the payment of toll. In 12885 the
abbot of Glastonbury claimed that Henry de Lorty was harrassing the
abbey's men from Zoy, Othery and Ham in Langport. The abbot made the
same allegation against Hugh Lovel in respect of the abbey's men from

Ditcheat, Doulting and Pilton L

« It is clear that the latter traded in
near-by Castle Cary which was another important centre for local trade.
The tenants of the bishop of Winchester in Rimpton were obliged to carry

goods there 208.

The wealthy knights benefitted financially by encouraging trade
since increased tolls would provide a great return. Their interests also
led them to interfere in the life of the trading communities under their
lordship. In Dunster, Langport and Nether Stowey the lords' officials
intervened actively. The lords in question were John de lohun, Henry de
Lorty 297 and John de Columbers 20, all powerful and wealthy landholders.

In itself the presence of the residence of a prominent lord with
a large household acted as a stimulus on trade. The trading life of
Dunster was in large part geared to meet the requirements of Dunster
204 Som.R.0., NP 1, rott. 5, 6, 8.

205 Taunton Customs, 32
206 Beauchamp Regzs. 34
208 Taunton Customs, 80

209 Cf. Just. 1 765 rott. 4d. - 5.
210 Cf. Rot.Hund. (Rec.Com.), ii. 127




castle, the residence of Reynold de Mohun (d.1258) and his successors.
The sohuns retained a privileged position in the local market and fair.
Reynold granted his burgesses preference in their dealings over the men
of the countryside but his own men were allowed to make the first
transactions., He also conceded that the burgesses need not farm the port
and borough tolls against their will but they were to pay toll on their
dealings involving more than 12d. Traders in fish and corn were exempted
altogether 211. It was necessary to encourage traders in essential
foodstuffs which were required in large guantities for the men staffing
the castle.

Prominent landholders were sometimes accorded favoured status in
a neighbour's market or fair. In 1275 Hugh de Courtenay secured the right
for his men from Faulkland in Hemington to trade free of toll in the
fairs held in Norton St.Philip and Hemington by the prior of Hintone. The
concession applied only to dealings undertaken to supply the needs of
Hugh, his housenold and tenants and did not cover wider commercial
transactions. Hugh's tenants who were not from Hemington were to pay
toll at the customary rate 212.

Trade was also promoted by conferring burghal status on settlements
and by creating new towns. As far as the knights were conccirned
experimentation in such matters in Somerset in the 15th. century was
confined to the most wealthy 215. The few settlements created did not
prosper as commercial centres. The settlement at Lower Weare which may
have been granted burghal liberties by Anselm de Gurney (d. 1286) al4
sent representatives to the last three parliaments of Edward I 215 but

216
its eventual failure is suggested by the taxation return of 1327 s

211 Som.R.0., L8/1

212 Devon R.0., TD 51, ff. 104=5

213 li.Beresford, New Towns of the Middle Ages (1967), 483-6
214 M.Bateson, 'The Laws of Breteuil!, kE.H.R. xv. 308

215 Farl.srits, i, p. xci

216 gxchequer Lay Subsidy, 1%27, 281




Lesser knights did not control imgortant centres of trade but

many of them had property in the towns and principul centres of the
cocunty. Such aoldings usually provided the knighte with interests in

the towrn nearest their estetes. They reflectecd the localized interests

f most knights. #illizm de Fauconberge,z landholder in kilton, derived

" " , swiev ELT ¢

rent from vreperty in Ilchester to the esst in 1304 » Richard of
tmborcuch, presumebly lord of Zmborough at the eastern end of the Mendips,
— ” 218 ... , S )
held & tenement in wells » Xnights ana ctkher landrcluers in north-east
vomerset, inclucing Ricnard Aarthur, Jonn de tt.Lo, Jcan le Sor, Jchn la
warre and Jonn le waleys, had progerty in 3ristol cr its suburb of

15
Tedoliffe 7

. The function of the burgage property was prcbably to
rrevide tovin houses from wnich landnolders and their officials could
transact business. The property also prcvided revenue when it was rented
out. In Sridgwater, the most prosperous borough in the cocunty in the
220 .. . o X ‘ . _

early ldth. century , Huzn of Fopnam, whose estates lay in Huntworth
tc tie south, held no less than five burgaze tenements in the third part

o i < : 221 .. ; : —— _
¢f tne borough nelid by ieud Mortimer « Clearly he was derivirg scme
income Irom purguge property. Nevertheless the greatest part of the
aniznts!' incoumes was cerived from rurzl estetes, wahicn provided tze tasis
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of all xnights. srancnisal powers were enjoyed vy & mirority
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CHAPTER V
THE KNIGHTS AND LORDSHIP : (ii) The Knights and Their Lands.

Powers derived from regelian rights enhenced a landholder's
authority but lordship itself was ultimately based on the holding of
land to which &ependant tenants were attached. The powers of the knights

necessarily reflected the nature and composition of their estates.

Manorial and frazmented estates.

Manorial estates were held by many knights, both magnates and lesser
landholders, The term manerium was applied to established estates and it
incorporated the rights of the landholder over his land, his tenants and
the economic resources 1. Such estates were characterised by an area of
land held by the lord in demesne and an area held by the tenantry. The
tenants held their land under & variety of tenures and their rent varied
accordingly. Cash payments, labour services and payments in kind could all
form part of a tenant's rent. Many lesser knights however held estates
which were fragmentary and comprised meny holdings, often small, which
clearly were not manorial in type.

The estates of knights who had recently emerged from the free tenantry
were characterised by & miscellany of small holdings. Humphrey de Kael was
the first of his family to become a knighte He inherited land in Compton
Durville near South Petherton from his father Thomas, whc had been granted
it by Robert le Beth 2. Bumphrey's property also included a holding of
6 acres in near-by Whitelackington 3. Moreover he was Jjointly enfeoffed
1 cf, F.Pollock and ¥.M.Maitland, The History of English Law (2nd. edn.

Cambridge, 1968), i. 594-605,

2 Somersetshire Pleas, 8 Edw.I, 184=5
3 Ibid. 27.
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with a certain Amy in a single acre of meadow in Hinton, possibly

Hinton St.George in the south of the county 4. In 1285 he had lands in
Charlton Adam and Charlton Mackrell. In Charlton Adam his land, held from
John de Mandeville, was assessed at a quarter of a fee. In Charlton
Mackrell he held a tenth of a fee from Robert FitzPein who with John of
Horsey shared the only mancrial estate there 5. By 1303 Humphrey, or his
successor, had acquired land in Knowle S£t.Giles and Cudworth near Hinton
S5t.George 6. Humphrey's powers were not butressed by any regalian powers.
He did not even lay claim tc the liberty of waif and stray 7.

The tenurial status of the lands which made up the estates of lesser
knights was often varied. VWalter of Shapwick held a yardland in Shapwick
from Glastonbury Abbey by military tenure. Another three ysrdlands he
purchesed there were held in socage tenure. In addition to those relatively
small holdings he held in neighbouring Withies from the abbey a plough-land
by knight service and a rent of 24s. 8.

Some knights with manorial holdings acquired small holdings in a
piecemeal fashicn. Walter de Lorty inherited Swell manor and in 1294 he
acquired North Perrot manor from his brother John 9. With his wife Maud he
purchased several tenements including in 1304 a yardland and 32 acres of
arable and 4 of meadow in North Perrot. In East and West Earnshill they
bought & large holding which comprised 3 messuages, 170 acres of arable
and 10 of meadows. They conceivably made their purchases in North rerrot
to round off their estate there 10. Walter moreover held a free tenement
in Barrington manor of which Ellis Daubeney was lord. Walter's holding,
which comprised 10 acres of meadow, was clearly too small to be worked as

Somersetshire Pleas, 8 Edw.I, 264-5
Feud.Aids, iv. 286; cf. K.B. 27/49 rot. 38 and d.

Feud.Aids, ive 315
Just.1;759 rot. 21d.
Glaston.Feod. (Som.Rec.Soc.xxvi), 73; Glaston.Rent. 229
See p. 152
0 C 133/123n0.5; cf. Pedes Finium, Ric.I - Edw.I, p. 328

D @ =~ O\
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a self-contained unit. It lacked an accompanying body of tenants 11.
Many lesser knights occupied freeholds on the large manors of
magnates and prominent ecclesiastical lords. William of Weyland held in
his wife's right a small freehold in Hassockmoor from Ellis Daubeney's
manor of South Petherton 12. Magnates also held lands from cother manors.
John de Beauchamp's holding at Merryfield was composed of several
tenements belonging to different manors 13. Some freeholds formed
manorial units in themselves, Herbert Marsh held & tenement described._as
a2 plough-land from John de Cogan's manor of Huntspill in 1302 14.
According to an earlier extent the holding was a small manor with demesne
land, comprising 99 acres of arable and 20 of meadow, and land held by

15

dependant tenants ", The free tenants on South Petherton manor included

william of Wigborough, a knight, who held a plough-land in South Petherton
and a yardland in Stratton 16. The former tenement was in fect his manor
of Wigborough which, together with the yardland and 2 acres of meadow,

was settled on him and his heirs in 1305 17.

Some knights had small holdings spread over a wide area. The lands
of John of Wick, who in 1303 held land in Milton, Wick,Kingston Seymour
and Clewer by military tenure, were widely distributed in the region
north-west of Wellsla. His property, which in 1285 was seid to comprise
3 messuages, 6 plough=lands, 58 acres of meadow, 50 of pasture, 29 of
wood and rents valued at over £17, was located in Clewer, Turnok in
Badgworth, Biddisham, Alfrington, Axbridge, Easton, Polsham, Wells,
Wookey Hole, Backwell, Wick, Milton, Wizlcombe and Ebbor 19. His estate

was thus made up of .a lerge number of holdings, some probably very small.

11 € 133/123 no.5; cf. C 133/120 no.2

12 € 133/120 no.2

13 C 133/40 no.3

14 C 133/104 1no.20

15 € 133/39 no.7

16 C 133/120 no.2

17 Pedes Finium, Ric.I = Zdw.I, p. 346

18 Feud.Aids, iv. 307=8, 312

19 Pedes Finium, Ric.I = Edw.I, D. 263 ;| goq [7‘3"\"\'{"
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The high level of rents suggests that much of John's scattered property
was not kept in demesne but was exploited by farmers, who may have been
the tenants. John's powers of lordship were relatively limited. His
father Philip did not in 1280 lay claim to the wider jurisdictional
powers exercised by wealthier knights. He held a court at Milton every
three weeks for his tenants. Separate courts were evidently not held for
each individual holding for the kilton court dealt with cases concerning

lands John held elsewhere 20.

Eetween lesser knights and leading free tenants there was no rigid
dividing line. Prosperous free men could and did take knighthood. Some
lesser knights did not exercise menoriasl powers of lordship. Those powers,
although important, were not an essential qualification for knighthood.
Such knights however had some powers insofar as their tenants were
Justiciable to them for their tenures. In a few cases nothing is known
about the lands held by a knight. Philip of Greenham, one of the knights
chosen in 1279 to perambulate the Somerset forests 21, was apparently
a freeholder near Frome. At the beginning of Edward I's reign he claimed
the liberty of waif and stray °. The location of Philip's property is
not known. He was not named among the holders of militery tenures in 1285.
He sat on juries holding ingquisitions near Frome in 1279 and 1284 23 and
he was elected to grand assizes concerning lorton St.Philip and Orchardleigh
in 1280 24. In 1288 his son Walter witnessed & guit~-claim of rents in Frome
to Cirencester Abbey 25.

For their smsall freeholdingh lesser knights owed rents of a
customary nature., Nicholas de Langelond, the successor of Hugh de Langelond,

a free tenant in South Brent of Glastonbury Abbey 26, inherited lands near

20 Pedes Finium, Ric.l - Edw.I, p. 155

21 C 47/12/2

22 Rot.Hund. (Rec.Com.), ii. 124

23 C 133/24 no.6; C 143/6 no.17

24 Somersetshire Pleas, 8Edw.I, 226, 312-13
25 Longleat WSS. 4962, 4963.

26 Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 540
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Burnham and East and South Brent 27. Nicholas waes cne of twenty-nine
free tenants owing cash rents recorded on John Tregcz's manor of Burnham
in 1300 28. In 1313 Nicholas's holding there was said to comprise a
plough-land and a half-yardland. In Brent he held three plough-lands from
the abbey 29.

More detailed information about his holdings in Brent is provided
in a survey made c.1308 of the abbey's manors of Zast and South Brent.
liicholas's property was made up of several small holdings. In South Brent
he had acquired three gquarter-yardlands, for which his rent was 5s.6d.
with 13d. larder payment et lartinmas. Another quarter-yardland was held
for 15d. rent, 63d. larder payment and payment, called Honyselver, of
15d. at EZaster or two gallons of honey on 1 August. For another holding
his rent was 2s, and 3lbs. of cummin at Michaelmas. For those lands he
owed homage and suit to the hundred court of Brent. From the same manor
he held for life a half-yardland for 2s.6d. rent, 13d. larder payment
and 15d. at Laster or two gallons of honey on 1 August. For ancther
holding of 5 acres he owed 2s. rent at Michaelmas 30.

In East Brent Nicholas held a yardland, which he had purchased in
1299, for a rent of Ts. For 5 acres of meadow he owed four gallons of
honeye. On Brent Knoll he held a half-yardland which was cultivated every
other year when the rent was increased from 3s. to 3s.4d. For that
tenement he also owed 18d. larder payment and suit twice a year to the
abbot's hundred court for delivery of the gaol and execution of royal
31

writs “~. There is no evidence that Nicholas leased any of his property

to tenants and it is possible that the land was exploited to meet his own

needs. He lived in Brent 52.

27 Cf. Pedes Finium, Ric.I - Edw.I, pp. 299, 300
28 C 133/94 no.9

29 C 134/31 no.12

30 B.L.Egerton MS.3321/F, f£.177

31 Tbid. f£.197v.; Glaston.Feod. 104

32 Longleat MS. 11216, rot. 20d.
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There is no evidence that the position of such knights as Nicholas
de Langelond and Humphrey de Kael, whose fragmented holdings were
probably built up in the later 15th. century, was differentiated from
that of other free landholders by the exercise of any special social
controls., Many knights however held manorial estates to which a body of
dependant tenants was attached. Such estates had probably been created
by the period from 1180 to 1220 when the status of the majority of the
peasantry had been depressed to the advantage of the lords 33. The wealthy
knights usually had several manors and their powers were strengthened by
the exercise of franchisal rights. The interests of the lesser knights
were more localized. Although their powers were not buttressed by wider

regalian powers they possibly bore more directly upon their dependants.

The economic regime on manorial estates.

From inquisitions post mortem held during the reign of Edward I and
the first decade of his successor, it appears that demesne land was the
most important item on the manorial estates of Somerset knights. The land

was given over to arable husbandry and was exploited for the lord >4

o On
the large estates surplus crops were probably sold. On John Tregoz's manor
of Burnham, the customary tenants were obliged to carry corn to the market
when it was for sale 35.

The leasing of demesne lands was not a general practice. It was adopted
in particular circumstances, notably for raising loans. About 1270 Ralph
Pipard pledged West Chinnock manor as security for a debt of 29 marks to
Ralph Bakepuze 56. Such leases were in fact mortgages and the mortgagor

retained control of the demesne and its exploitation. In the

33 R.H.Hilton, The Decline of Serfdom in Medieval land (1969), 16

34 Cfe C 133/2 no.7; C 153/6 no.13 C 153/11 no.11; C 133/15 no.l; C 133/28
nos8; C 133/39 no.2; C 133/61 no.23; C 133/70 n0.10; C 133/113 no.T;
C 134/2 no.19; C 134/16 no.3; C 134/36 no.6

35 C 133/94 no.9

36 K.B. 27/20A rot.l2
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late 1260s Osbert Giffard mortgaged a free tenement in Hardington menor
for a term of three years to Ralph Wynemen, a Bristol citizen from whom
he had borrowed £32 37. The sum mentioned probably represented both
principal and interest. In 1285 Simon de Montagu acquired land worth £20
in Wonford near Exeter (Devon) from John of Lkxeter. In exchange Simon
leased to John half of Chedzoy manor for ten years 38. It seems that
Simon continued to exploit the manor, from which half the profits were
paid to John. When John was imprisoned Simon witheld payment 59.

While the exploitation of demesne was important the greatest part of
the value of the knights! estate was derived from the rents and other
payments and services of the tenantry. The level and nature of the tenant
rent varied considerably. It was determined both by the requirements of the
estate and by the controls exercised by the knights over the tenants. The
tenantry usually fell into three categories : the free tenants, the customary
tenants and the cottars.

Free tenants generally met their obligations in cash. The rent bore
no obvious relationship to the size of the tenement 40. Unfixed by custom
the level of rent was more likely to be determined by market conditions. On
a few manors, held by maznates or wealthier knights, some free tenants were
required to perform specialist services. The duty of one tenant in Stoke was
sezid in 1287 to comprise making distraints and enforcing summonses in the
levying of scutage from fees in Lorset forming part of Cecily de Beauchamp's
41

dower '~ . Such services were excepiticnsl as was any obligation on the part

of freemen to perform labour services. The lord of a manor with a large
demesne in supplementing his labour force at critical pocints in the agrarian
celender might require free tenants to work. On Joyce de Dinham's large

37 Just. 1/1295 rot.8

38 Cal.Fat. 1281-92, 169; K.B. 27/108 rot.10d.
39 K.B. 277103 rot.6

40 Cf. C 133/94 no.9; Beauchamp Regs. 12-15, 31-3.
41 Beauchamp Regs, 12
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demesne manor of Buckland two free tenants owed light ploughing and

reaping services. Their holdings were life tenancies and it is possible
that the labour services were the vestiges of burdens once attached to
servile lands. The works exacted from the customary tenants there were

much hersher 42.

Customary tenants and cottars were unfree. The cottars paid rent
mainly in cash. Demands for their labour were usuzlly confined to harvest
boon-works for which they often received allowances of food 43. The
heaviest burdens fell on the customary tenants. They paid rent in the form
of cash and works. The rent of assize, a customary cash payment, was fixed
in proportion to the size of the tenement. On large manors comprising over
50C acres the basic unit was the half-yaraland, which probably represented
between 12 and 15 acres. That unit was found in Cecily de Beauchamp's manors
in 1287 44, Buckland in 1301 43 and Crewkerne in 1318 46. On John Tregoz's
menor of Burnhem in 1300 there were six tenants holding half-yardlands, but
most customary tenants occupied smaller holdingse. Thirty-seven held quartier-
yardlands and fifteen had tenements half that size 4?.

The large mesnoriel estates with over 500 acres in lay hands were
held by meznates and wealthy knights. John de iohun had a large estate at
Carhampton. The estate, which included over 540 acres of demesne land in

48

1279, was a member of Dunster manor ° . Hugh de Courtenay's extensive manor

at Crewkerne was extended in 1318 49, while Cecily de Beauchamp's large

manors of Stoke, Dundon, Wielton and Withycombe were surveyed in 1287 50.

The cash rents of unfree tenants were importent and sometimes

42 C 133/102 no.2

43 C 133/94ne.93 C 133/102 no.2; C 133/121 no.27.

44 Beauchamp Regs. 10-56

45 C 133/102 no.2.

46 B.L. Add.MS. 49359, ff. T4v.-T8v.

47 C 133/94 no.9.

48 C 153722 no.l : the estate was incorrectly called Cutcombe.
49 B.Lo Add.lﬁ. 49559’ ff. 74 TBV.

50 Beauchamp Regs. 10-56
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exceeded in value their works. Nevertheless the economic regime on large
estates, especially those with extensive demesnes, was characterised by

the tenants' obligation to perform labour services. The customary tenants
generally owed week-work for all or part of the year. The Christmas, Laster
and Whitsun weeks were excepted. Extra services were required at busy
periods, notably for ploughing, haymaking and harvesting. In Burnham the
tenants owed three week-works throughout the year in addition to extra
services at haymaking and harvesting. For the additional work they received
allowances of hay and corn 51.

To meet the extra demand for labour in the summer months between
baster and 29 September the incidence of week-work rose. The customary
tenants of Buckland manor owed three week-works between 24 June and 1
August. During the harvest they were obliged to work when required by the
lord until 29 September. If the harvest had been completed by that date
the lord could not expect services from them on Saturdays or feast days.
The tenants alsoc had to work at the winter and spring ploughings and at
haymaking 52. Cecily de Beauchamp's customary tenants had to be prepared
to work six days a week from 24 June to 29 September, feast days
excluded 53. Hugh de Courtenay's customary tenants holding helf=-yardlands
in Crevkerne owed five week-works in August and September. They had an
additional obligation to reap half an acre durinz the harvest 54.

Lesser landholders also required labour services from their tenants
at busy periods. They might even exact such services from free tenants.
Ralph FitzUrse reserved to himself autunn works and services during
heymaking when he granted laud, the widow of Richard the smith, three
houses in Withycombe. For them she owed a rent of 4 s. and suit of court

51 C 133/94 noe9.
52 C 133/102 no.2.

53 Beauchamp Regs. 16, 36, 47.
54 BOL. Add.mc 49559’ ff. 77?."‘78
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twice a year 55. In the exploitation of their demesnes some lesser knightly
landholders increased and exacted more diligently their tenants' labour
services. In the mid 14th. century the customary tenants of Bradford manor
near Taunton recalled that Thomas of Timworth had demanded from them
ploughing and fallowing services for which they claimed they should have
been paid. Thomas had evidently expected them to perform compulsory unpaid
work in place of paid labour. He also demasnded extra carting services for
which they received payment 56.

When week-work coincided with religious feasts, the tenants were often
exempted from work on every other feast day as on John Walerand's estate in
Radway 57. On John's Stogursey estate they were freed from work every feast
day 58. On some estates however such allowances were not made. The regime
on Cecily de Beauchamp's estates was harsher than on those of John Walerand.
In Welton the customary tenants owed week-work on Mondays, Wednesdays and
Fridays between 29 September and 24 June. If a feast fell on any of those
days, the work was to be performed at another time 59. It was customary not
to exact labour services during the three principal religious feasts but
her villein tenants in Dundon owed services, albeit at a reduced level, during
Christmas and Easters Betweén 6 January and 25 March the same tenants were
to provide two week=works on days chosen by the lady or her officials 60.

Some allowance was made to tenants during sickness. Hugh de Courtenay's
customary tenants in Crewkerne were allowed forty days sick leave 61.
According to the customs of Stoke menor recorded in 1251 sick tenants were
allowed four weeks sick leave, If they were still ill after that time it
was at the lord's discretion whether they worked or not 62.

55 Som.R.0., L 32/1

56 Taunton Customs, 87
57 E 142/8 rot.9

58 Ibid. rot.7

59 Beauchamp Regs. 47
60 Ibide 34=5

61 B.L. Add.MS. 49359, f. TTv.
62 Beauchamp Regs. 9
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In extents of manorial estates labour services were ascribed a
nominal value, sometimes for the purpose of commutztion. ¥When manors
were overprovided with labour surplus works could be sold back to the
tenants. That occurred at Stogursey and Martock when the lands were being
administered by custodians appointed by the Crown 63. There is no firm
evidence that it was general practice for estates kept in demesne by
knights.

On some estates services were commuted. In Stoke the process of
commutation advanced between 1251 and 1287. In the custumsl of the earlier
date it was noted that if the unfree tenants did not perform works they
were to pey T s. a year if they held a half-yardland, 4 s. if & ferling
or quarter-yardlend and 2 s. if a half-ferling 64. In 1287 those sums
were recorded as the cash rents for some holdings. Clearly services of
a general nature had been commuted although services at important periods
were retained., The tenants still owed five or six week-works in the autumn,
as well as ploughing and haymaking boon=-works 65. Services may have been
commuted on Reynold FitzPeter's manor of Chewton by 1286 when the villeins
owed rents worth over £9. No labour services for working the moderately
sized demesne of 289 acres of arable and 36 of meadow were detailed 66. A
knight might commute services at will. On Walter de Lorty's manor of Swell
six tenants holding half-yardlands performed generzl works or gave 3 s. 4 d.
in compensation gt his discretion 67.

A more flexible approach to demesne exploitation was provided by the
hiring of labour in place of using forced labour service. There are signs
that on some large estates labour services were commuted and the work
performed by hired labourers but the evidence relatea to property being
63 S. C. 6/1090/4; E 372/146
64 Beauchamp Rezs, 8.

65 Ibid. 15, 18, 20.

66 C 133/45 nos2.
67 C 133/123 no.5.
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farmed by royal custodians. At Crewkerne and listerton in the mid 1290s
the works owed by the customary tenants were remitted and hired labour
was used for ploughing, fallowing, harrowing, harvesting and storing
grain 68. Wage labour might be used at peak seasons. In 1266 the labourers
who performed the reaping, threshing and winnowing in Dunster were paid by
riece work 69. Customary tenants performing extra services were sometimes
paid, as during haymaking at Radway 70.

The nature of labour services exacted depended on the economy of
the estate. Arable farming generally provided the basis of economiec
activity. When ploughing services were demanded the tenant was expected
to provide the necessary equipment and livestock. On Buckland manor the
ploughing service of those tenants who did not possess oxen was commutedTI.
On estates where pastoral farming was important, the services owed by
tenants were more varied. The customary tenants at Crewkerne, where large
flocks of sheep were kept, were reguired to assist in the Midsummer
washing and shearing and in the moving of the sheepfold 72.

On the estates of magnates and lesser knights week-work was usually
of a general character. Carrying services, which were sometimes exacted
separately from week-work, were accorded a prominent place. They included
carrying both within the mznor end without. Cecily de Eeauchamp's tenants
in Stoke had to collect wocd from the Beauchamp properties in liarston
Mazna, Hatch or Merryfield provided that she sent her carts. Seed and
corn were to be obtained from Sherton and Marston Magna and the tenants
were also required to take corn to merkets within three leagues of Stoke.
Once & year they were expected to travel to Lyme Regis, on the southern

13

coast, for fish and salt '“. At Radway John Walerand required his tenants

68 B 372/146.

69 Som.R.0., L 17/2

70 E 142/8 rot.9.

71 € 133/102 no.2.

72 B.L. Add.MS. 49359, ff. T4v.-T5.
73 Beauchamp Regs. 15-16.
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to carry corn to Stogursey and Bridgwater, or to places of a similar
distance from Stogursey, where they were to find victuals for him when he
was resident at Radway 74. The tenants of Simon Roges had to travel from
Porlock to kxeter to collect salt 75.

Customary tenants occasionelly received allowances or payments as
revards and incentives for their work. In 1251 the half-yardland tenants
at Stoke were said to be quit of their customary payment at Christmas if
they had performed their labour services in full 76. At Buckland most of

the customary tenants were apparently paid 6 d. if they performed all
17

their works ''., Allowances were often in keeping with the work performed

and were made in kind. The customary tenants at Crewkerne who were obliged
to assist in making cider received twenty apples 78. At haymzking tenants
were often granted gquantities of hay, assessed by customary measures ?9.
At harvesting they might take a sheaf of corn BO. Boon-works and extra
services were generally rewarded. The lord often provided food for the
workers, According to the 1251 customal the tenants mowing in Stoke
received allowances of both grass and food. The latter comprised half a
quarter of wheat, two sheep and two cheeses 81. At Junster tenants were
permitted to graze a beast in the lord's meadow while they took part in

. 82
mowing .

The greater importance of cash payments on smaller estates,

Cash rents and other payments by free and unfree tenants were an

important constituent of the seignorial income. The revenues of the

74 E 142/8 rot.9.

75 C 133/121 no.27.

76 Beauchamp Regs. 3.

77 C 155/102 no.z2.

78 B.L. Add.MS. 49359, £f. T4v., 76.

79 C 133/102 no.2; B.L. Add.MS. 49359, f. 78; K.B. 27/44 rot.3.
80 C 133/94 1n0.9.

8l Beauchamp Regs. 3=4

82 B.L. Egerton MS. 3724, P.Gl.
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megnates and wealthier knights who were lords of borouzhs were swelled by
burgage rent. John de iiochun's property in Dunster in 1279 was valued at
nearly £18. The largest single item was the rent of the free burgesses
which was worth £8.8s.5d. 83. Assessed at the customary rate of 12d. that
figure represents 1686% burgaze holdings. In 1266 the borough contained
1765 burgages 84. On John de Columbers's principal manor of Stogursey the
rent of sixteen tenants holding 26 burgages was worth 26s. in 1306. Six
customary tenants paid a total of 208.,10d. for all their service. The borough
court was similarly worth more than that held for the customary tenants.
The manor had a small demesne and consequently did not depend on a large
unfree labour force. John also had burgage tenants in Puriton where a
borough had been planted earlier, Eight burgesses, each with two holdings,
owed 16s. rent. There was also one free tenant, as well as ten customary
tenants, who paid aid, and two cottars 85.

The proportion of rent paid in cash or labour varied between larger
and smaller manorial estates held by knights. The customary tenants of
estates comprising over 500 acres had overall a heavier rent obligation.
The estates were held by those knights who had a wide range of powers with
which to apply pressure on tenants. The estates were usually compact
units over which lordship had been exercised continuously for several
generations. Stoke manor had been in the possession of John de Beauchamp's
ancestors since the mid 12th. century 86. The estates held in demesne by
John de kohun in the late 13th. century had been held by his family since

87

the Conquest when they had been granted to William de mohun '+ Carhampton

manor was valued at about £55 in 1279. It was a large manor. The demesne

arable alone comprised over 480 acres. The works and customs of the villeins

83 C 133/22 no.1

84 B.L.Egerton MS. 3724, pp. 56-8

85 C 133/123 no.9; Beresford, New Towns of the Middle Ages, 483=4
86 Red Bk.Exch, (Rolls Ser.), i. 233; Beauchamp Regs. 2-24

87 The Honour of Dunster, pp. i-ii
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were worth £11.11s.5%d., slightly more than their rents of assize, valued
at £11.6s.92d. The former sum included payments of & customary nature
80 it is possible that the villeins' cash payments were worth more than

their works 88.

On many estates held by wealthier knights the high level of cash '
rents from tenants was coupled with the cobligation to perform labour
services upon which the management of large demesnes depended. In addition
to labour services the tenants owed a variety of customery peyments which
also symbelised their dependence. William de Fienles's manor at Martock
was large. The demesne arable alone covered 447 acres and there were many
tenants., In 1302 76 customary tenants were recorded. Forty-two held half=
yardlands and owed a cash rent of 5s. each and general week-work between
Easter and 29 September. The burden of service was increased in August
and September, Extra services were reguired for threshing and for
ploughing. The manor also included 41 cottars whose rents totalled 92s,
The cash rents of the customary tenants amounted to £18.19s.3d., slightly
more than the value of their works, The importance of cash payments was
even greater since they farmed meadow and pestureland for £9.158.7d. They
also owed £6.,108, by wey of aid or tallage, a mark of their personal
subjection, and 48s. for churchscote A further mark of their servility was

89

the payment of 67 lambs at Midsummer “. In the accounts rendered in the
late 12908 by the royal keeper these were styled as graslombes and were

evidently a customary payment made wnen sheep were sheared and washed at
Midsummer 90.

On smaller manorial estates, under 500 acres in total area, the
provision of labour services was a relatively less important part of the
tenants' obligations. Although a smaller demesne did not reguire as much
88 C 133/22 no.l.

89 C 133/105 no.3.
90 E 372/146.
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labour to work it, the reserves on which the lord of a manor with a few
customary tenants could draw for forced labour were limited. Cash payments
accordingly essumed a greater value in proportion to the total tenant
rent. Small manors were held by wealthy and by lesser knights. John
Tregoz's manor of Chelwood included only 70 acres of demesne arable in
1300 when only two villeins and two cottars were listed. To supplement
their labour services, one of the three free tenants and his wife were
required to provide some reaping and hoeing services 91.

On some small estates labour services were evidently non—existﬁnt. e,
Small demesnes could provide at the most only a small surplus for marketing
and the lords' interests were consequently not served by an intensification
of labour services. John de Bretasch held three small estates in Carhampton,
Butcombe and Thrubwell, The tenants paid cash rents. In Carhampton his
demesne comprised 202 acres while seven free tenants held 91 acres for
1l4s. rent and seven villeins held 78 acres. The latter paid 34s. for all
services and works., Their labour services had presumably been commuted and
the demesne worﬁed by hired labour. Similarly John's estates in Butcombe
and Thrubwell comprised much smaller demesnes of 140 acres and 125 acres
respectively and a handful of villein tenants, the value of whose rent
included payments for services, presumably commuted 92.

The property held by Baudry of Nonnington was fragmented in nature.
He had a quarter-yardland in Manworth and 20 acres of pasture in Horygse.
He also had small estates in Lillsdon, where he had inherited half of the
manor, and Nonnington Upcote, which were organised on a manorial basis
with a demesne and tenants for whom courts were held. The demesnes vere
small and the tenants apparently did not perform labour services. At
Lillsdon 92 acres were in demesne. In addition to three free tenants,
8ix customary half-yardlanders and seven quarter-yardlanders, whose rents

91 C 133/94 mo.9.
92 C 133/47 no.10.
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were worth 27s.6d., were listed in 1310, The demesne at Nonnington
comprised 149 acres. The tenantry recorded included one free tenant who
owed 4s, and two customary tenants whose rents were valued at 4s.1d. 95.

The figures quoted zbove have been taken from inguisitions post
mortem. It cannot be claimed thet they are zccurate. Nevertheless in
the inguisitions on small manorial holdings, mostly held by lesser
knights, labour services were valued as part of the general cash rent
obligation but on large estates they were detailed separately, That suggests
they had been commuted on the former. The lesser knights did not possess
wide powers of lordship which may have been instrumental for wealthier
knights in placing pressure on their tenents to perform forced service.

In some cases tensnts on a small estate were required by their lords
to perform services elsewhere. Cecily de Beauchamp's holding in Withycombe,
a hzmlet of Welton, did not include any demesne land. Boon-works demanded
from her customary tenants there were used in her adjoining estate in
Welton to supplement the heavy labour obligation of the Welton customary
tenants during the winter ploughing and the harvest. The Withycombe
tenants owed light labour services but their rents were of'ten more than

94

double those in welton for holdings of a similar size .

The importaence of free tenures and cash payments in fenland estates.

A prominent festure on fenland estates, including both lerge and
small menors, was the high level of cash rents. During the 1l3th. century
95

arable cultivation was undertzken in the fens « A large proportion of
the free tenants paying rents were probably former customary tenants who
had secured for themselves some allevietion of their personal status when
they had brought land into cultivation. The lord banefitifd from his

93 C 134/16 no.5

94 Beauchemp Regs. 53-4; cf. ibid. 46-51.
95 M.williams, The Draining of the Somerset Levels (Cambridge,1970), 38-40
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increased rent roll. At Martock in 1302 76 free tenants owing rents worth
£29.15s.10%d. were recorded. They held their tenements for the term of
their lives 96. That form of tenure was characteristic of areas recently
reclaimed from waste and common land. It was advantageous to the lord for
conditions of tenure could be renegotiated when the holding changed hands.

Other large fenland manors where free tenant rent was important were
Huntspill and Burnham. John de Cogan's manor at Huntspill had a demesne
which included 531 acres and a pasture held in severalty. The chief item
in an extent of the manor compiled in 1302 was tenant rent. About 47
customary tenants owed just over £20 and 40 free tenants just under £20.
No labour services were recorded 97. The free tenants on John Tregoz's
manor in near-by Burnham owed about £ll in rent. The manor itself was
valued at £46 of which £12 was accounted for by the demesne 96.

Free tenant rent was also important on small fenland estates.
According to an extent in 1284 William Marsh's small manor in Huntspill
had a demesne, comprising 99 acres of arable and 20 of meadow, and land held
by tenants. The unfree tenants owed cash rents valued at 65s.8d. and services
and works assessed at 66s.4d. The rent of the free tenants yielded over
4 99. The free tenants may have originated from customary and servile
tenants who were emancipated during the earlier extension of cultivation.
In 1313 free tenants for life were recorded on the fenland estates of John
of Acton in Stathe and Aller. Their rent was the most valuable individual

item on both estates 100.

The personal subjecticn of the unfree tenantry.

The controls exercised by manorial lords cover the unfree tenants were

96 C 133/105 no.3.
97 € 133/104 no.20.
98 C 133/94 no.9.
99 C 133/39 no.T.
100 € 134/30 no.ll.
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derived both from the tenurial relationship and from the personal
subjection of the tenants. Customary tenants were normally obliged to
fill a number of offices on the menorial estate. Tenure of any of the
offices constituted a proof of servile status.

The large manors were served by a large number of officials with
specialized duties. The customery tenante at Crewkerne were expected to
serve as reeve, beadle, tithingmen, hayward, ploughman and berebritter.
The latter official was responsible for the grain after the harvest.

Some tenants were expected to serve as shepherd. That officisl had to
wattle the fold at the lord's expense and for that he received a bushel of
corn. Besides guarding the sheep and caring for sick animals, he was to
sleep in the fold for which he was allowed one fleece. The lord provided
barley for his dog 101. In Dunster the beadle, carpenter, ploughman, reeve
and hayward were elected from the customary tenants. Fart of the heyward's
duties was to reside with the beadle in a lodge by the haystack to ensure
that no hay was stolen. The hayward was to take the staddle of the

stack 102. In the fenlands the duties of the hayward were complemented by
those of the moorward. In North Petherton that official supervised the
drift, looked after the folds and superintended the harvesting and

103

threshing of corn o In heavily wooded areas, such as Withycombe near

welton, complementary duties were underteken by the woodward 104.

It seems unlikely that tenants on smzller manors were reguired to
fill as many varied and specialist posts. According to a mid l4th.century
custumel, the only office for which the customary tenants of Bradford
were liasble to be chosen was that of reeve. There was & manorial bailiff
but he presumably was the lord's nominee, The compiler of the customs
alleged their antiquity and references to Thomas of Timworth suggest that
101 Bu.L. Add.NS. 49359, ff. T4ve=TDs
102 Ibid. Egerton MS. 3724, p.6l.

103 Som.R.0., NP1, rott. 3, 12; Zxeter City R.0., 1280.
104 Beauchamp Regs. 54
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105

the customs were applicable early in Edward I's reign
Manorial officials were often exempt from the whole or part of
their rents, At Radway the reeve and hayward were quit of rent but not of
the annual tallage. In Stogursey the reeve and hayward were acquitted from
lsbour services apart from ploughing and carrying works 106. In some cases
the officials received allowances of food. The reeve of Dunster was to
receive food in the castle whenever the lord and lady were in reaidenceloT.
Food was often provided when the officer's duties were most burdensome. On
Cecily de Beauchamp's manocrs the reeves were provided with meals during
the harvest and when the steward was present to hold courts. The berebritter
at Stoke was to have his food provided when he was working for her ocutside
the manor 108. Some allowances were intended to aid the officer in his
work. The keeper of the Dunster water-leet was zllowed iron for repairs

109

to his spade « Concessions favoured the tenants. The customary tenant

who was chosen in Burnham to be ploughman was permitted to use the lord's

plough and oxen on his own land 110. On other estates officers, such as the

reeves on the Beauchamp manors, were allowed to put some of their livestock

with the lord's beasts or in his pastures 111.

Both payments by and concessions to tenants were directly related to
their subjection. Apparent concessions directly benefitted the lord.
According to the Stoke custumal of 1251 the quarter-yardlanders were

required when the lord demanded to put their cattle in his fold between

Hockday and 1 August. Their sheep were similarly to go with the lord's

flocks in his pasture or fold throughout the year 112. Furthermore the

livestock of all the villeins, apart from their pigs, were to graze in the

105 Taunton Customs, 86-T.

106 E 142/8 rott. T, 9d.

107 B.L. Egerton MS. 3724, p.6l.
108 Beauchamp Regs. 23, 41, 15.
109 B.L. Egerton MS. 3724, p.6l.
110 C 133/94 no.9.

111 Beauchemp Regse 23, 41, 52-3.
112 Tbid. 9.




-] 14-

lord's meadows and pastures over the Easter period 115. 4 consequence of
such concessions was that the benefit of the manure, an important fertilizer,
accrued to the lord. Privately owned folds represented a diminution in the
amount of fertilizer which the lord could secure for his own use. Their
existence was probebly countenanced rarely and then only upon payment. At
Stoke where sheep farming was important the lord was entitled to take 12d.
from each of his tenants who possessed a fold in the mid 13th. century 114.

As suit of fold directed veluable supplies of manure away from tenant
holdings, suit of mill syphoned part of the tenants! grsin, taken by way of
toll, into the lord's granary. Simon de Montagu granted the lessee of his
manor in Chedzoy permission to build a new mill to which all the men of the
menor, both free and unfree, were to owe suit. If they took their corn
elsewhere they were to pay double toll in Chedzoy 115.

In the eastern part of the county there were several fulling-mills
which served the important rural cloth industry. Many of those in lay hands
were situated near the Mendips upon which there were extensive sheep runs.
Many of the mills were owmed by wealthy knights. By the early l3th. century
there were fulling-mills on the Gurney estates in East and VWest Hurptreells.
£llis Daubeney owned two such mills in Kilmersdon at his death in 1305.
They were held from him by free tenants for life 117. If those mills
operated for long periods, their existence suggests thaf the local cloth
industry was of some magnitude. Not all lay owners of fulling-mills were
wealthy knights. In the mid 13th. century Edmund Hoese, lord ¢f Swainswick,
had two mills in Langridge near Bath 118. The cost of establishing
fulling=-mills would be compensated for by a seignorial moncpoly.

113 Beauchamp Rezs. 6.

114 Ibid. 8.

115 K.B. 27/108 rot. 10d.

116 Cf. Pedes Finium, Ric.I = Edw.I, p.77

117 C 135/120 no.2.
118 SORI.R.O., *IHh 10/495'
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Attempts were made in the 13th. century to foster the native textile
industry. In 1271 Flemish weavers were encouraged to settle in England, a
policy which bore greater results under Edward III 119. Hugh Lovel of
Castle Cary (d.1291) evidently promoted the cloth industry. He granted John
of Ghent, of Bruton, a small holding in near-by Cole on the north bank of
the river Brue. John was to develop the holding by inclosing it and
constructing a bridge, possibly a weir or dam. By the time John granted the
holding to his brother Walter he had erected both a water-mill and a
fulling-mill 120.

A number of payments owed by tenants on both large and small manorial
estates symbolized their dependence on the lord. Such payments, often fixed
by local custom, depended on the economic and social controls exercised by
the lord. No evidence has been found of those knights whose estates
comprised small fragmented holdings receiving such payments. Their property
did not constitute a solid and established base for the extension of
controls over any tenants,

On some estates scutage was attached to tenant holdings as were the
customary feudal aids for the knighting of the lord's son or for the

marriage of his daughter 121. Tallage or aid, a clear sign of loss of

personal freedom, was exacted from tenants on many knights' estates 122.

On Bradford manor it took the form of hundred penny, a poll tax levied on

adult males, as on the bishop of Winchester's neighbouring manor of

123

Taunton o Tallage however was a fixed payment assessed as a lump sum.

Entry fines owed by customary tenants for their holdings were paid on the

estates of landholders as widely differing in standing as John de

119 E.Lipson, The Economic History of England (1937), i. 449

120 Som.R.0., WHh 13/581, 582

121 See pp. 183=4

122 Cf. C 133/62 no.7; C 133/68 no.5; € 133/91 no.1l; C 133/123 no.9
123 Taunton Customs, 90; cf. ibid. ppe xXxxix-xl
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Erlegh of North Fetherton 324 and John de Pavely of Bickenhall 125.

Chevage, paid by tenants living outside a manor, was recorded on many
estates 126. A wide cross section of knightly landholders who were manorial
lords benefitted from the payment of larder silver. The payment, the

remnant of an ancient food rent, was mede on 11 November 1 or, less
8

frequently, 29 September 12 o Some knights with small holdings, such as
Nicholas de Langelond, were obliged to pay it themselves.

The actions, movements and choices of unfree tenants were restricted.
At Stoke, and probably in many other places, & tenant had to obtzin the
lord's permission before his son or daughter could marry and before he
could sell a foal or ox 129. Payments were made in kind or cash for the
right to keep livestock. In Martock the tenants psid greslombes for the

130

right to keep sheep « In Burnham a payment called edichfranny was owed

by the cottars if they possessed oxen 131. Lords entering their inheritance
customarily exacted from their tenants a payment by way of recognition of
their lordship. Amebilia, the daughter and heir of the knight John of

Laverton, took a lamb from her tenants 152.

On the estates of the more powerful knights, monopoly rights weighed
heavily on the tenants. They might be compelled to mske purchases from
their lord. The Stoke tenants were liable to pay scotale, a forced payment
for the compulsory consumption of ale. In 1251 they were also said to be
obliged to buy straw from the lord at a price above that current in the
local markets. If they made no purchase they still had to pay the price 133.

At Crewkerne some of the tenants' labour services were used in the making

124 Som.R.0., NP8,

125 C 133/26 no.5.

126 C 133/28 no.5; C 133/40 no.3.
127 € 133/42 no.6;3 C 133/35 no.2.
128 C 133/102 no.2.

129 Bezuchamp Regs. 17

130 See zbove

131 € 133/94 no.9.

132 Somersetshire Pleas, 1-7 Edw.I, 112-13,
133 Beauchamp Regs. 6-7.
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of cider which was then sold beck to the tenants. The amount to be purchased

was determined by the size of their holdings 134

The payment of gifts was another sign of the tenants' dependence. In
or before 1278 Isabel, the wife of John of Laverton, a lesser knight, took
two cocks from her tenants in Laverton as a New Year's gift 155. Tenants

provided or fetched wood at Christmas both for magnates like John de Mohun

of Dunster 136 and lesser knights like 3imon Roges of Porlock 157. Joyce de

Dinham's tenants at Buckland rendered nuts on Ash \iednesday 138.

The extension by knights of their estates.

At the beginning of the period of the cultivation of demesne land from
the late 12th. century, the area under cultivation expanded. By the reizn of
bdward I the extension of the cultivated area had slowed down considerably.
In the Somerset fenlands, where the initiative both of the great ecclesizs-
tical landholders and the small peasant farmers had been paramount, the
main advance had occurred by the mid l3th. century 139.

Knights had encouraged the inclosing of moorland and its cultivation
before 1272, Henry de Erlegh, lord of KNorth Petherton, made several

encroachments on the fenlend pastures. Ee appropriated more than 100 acres

140

in neighbouring Northmoor o There he also inclosed 15 acres of demesne

land lying north of Last Lyng 141. Expension tziled off in the later 1l3th.

century although some knights promoted moorland inclosures. In the early

14th. century Aller moor was inclosed by iatthew of Clevedon and John of

142

Acton « A list submitted in 1302 of encroachments in Sedgemoor mentions

134 B.L. Add.MS. 49359, ff. T4v.-TTv.

135 Somersetshire Pleas, 1-7 Edw.I, 156

136 B.L. Egerton MS. 3724, p.59.

137 C 133/121 no.27.

138 € 133/102 no.2.

139 Williams, The Draining of the Somerset Levels, 38-40.
140 Rot.Hund. (Rec.Com.), ii. 126

141 C&l-&h_&rt.&. 1527'41’ 515-14.

142 Glaston.Cart. ii, p.522.
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that John of Aller (d.1272) had appropriated 20 acres of meadow and
pesture. More recently a similar area had been taken by Henry de Lorty,
lord of Langport. Other encroachments had been made by lesser knights in
the later 13th. century. Adam Ford had taken 30 acres in South Mark.
Gilbert of Beer had appropriated only 3 acres 145. Assarting in the late
13th. century was probably largely a matter of peasant enterprise on a
small scale. In North Petherton John de Erlegh apparently took no
initiative in expanding cultivation. He exacted payments from tenants who
had or were about to bring small areas of land into cultivation 144.

Land had been reclaimed from waste and woodland. In Porlock, which
lies between the coast and the northern fringes of Exmoor, Simon Roges held
many small inclosures as well as strips in the open fields 145 The small
fields were probably encroachments on the previously uncultivated margin
of the moor. They were a characteristic feature of the field system in
west Somerset and the neighbouring part of Devon 146.

There was some expension of cultivation in parts of the county covered
by forest law. That law theoretically provided a break on expansion in large
parts of the county but during Edward I's reign at least two knightly
landholders secured permission to assart and bring land into cultivation.

In 1263 Giles de Flury was permitted to inclose 30 acres in Cloford, which

147

was part of Selwood forest « By a grant of 1294 Henry de Lorty was

allowed to assart and inclose 60 acres in Broadway in Neroche forest. The

rights of the commoners there were not jecopardized since his weodland in

the manor comprised about 2,000 acres 148.

Many knights added to their possessions although the process vas not

necessarily comnected with the extension of cultivation. liagnetes and lesser

145 Glaﬂtonocartq i, P'230.

144 SomeR.0, )y NP]., rott. 4, 7, 9.

145 C 133/121 no.27.

146 Cf. H.C.Darby,'The Economic Geography of kngland, 1100-1250.' An
Historical Geography of &ngzland before 1800 (Canbridge,1569), 124

147 C 143/6 no.17.

1486 C 143/21 no.10,
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knights may have enlarged their demesne by buyinz out free-nolders. The
evidence of cartularies suggests that some magnates consolidated their
holdings by purchasing other lands. John de Courtenay and his son Hugh
acquired more property in Hemington and Crewkerne 149. Roger de Moels
accumulated land in North Cheriton, Holton and Maperton close to his
estate at North Cadbury 150. The purchase he made in 1281 from Thomas of
Lattiford in Holton and North Cheriton was apperently of a holding which
was manorial in type. It included several dependant tenants and the
advowson of Holton church 151. John de Beauchamp increased his property
in 1278 by acquiring Stocklinch manor from Adam of Lisieux who, with his
wife, retained a life-interest in a part of the property 152. John's son
John purchased lands in West Capland in 1304 153.

Many lesser knights added to their estates in 2 piecemesl fashion.
They dispossessed or bouzght out local small freeholders., Ralph FitzUrse,
a knightly landholder, consolidated his property in williton at the end of
the century by purchasing three small holdings, all under 3 acres, from
Richard, the son of Relph Perpasey. Later in 1297 Richard sold him rents
totalling 3d. in Withycombe manor near Dunster 154. #Walter Pauncefot
acqguired property in Compton Pauncefoot in 130l. It comprised about 33
acres of arable and 2 of meadow, and & rent of 2s, 155, m 1289 Peter de
Fauconberge, lord of Milton in Martock, purchased a small holding in

156

near-by Ash « John Basset in 1295 acquired three-guarters of a yardland

in Winford and in 1297 he bought 48 acres in Timsbury and Vick 157.

It was in the interests of knights whose holdings were Ifragmented

149 Devon R.0., TD 51, ff. 92v., 103, 104v.-=105.

150 DuChy' of Cornw.0O. ,Chﬂrtul&riua, £f. 22?-, 25, 2670
151 Thids £s 27v.

152 Pedes Finium, Ric.I=-Edw.I, p. 244

153 Tbid. p.332.

154 Som.R.0., L 32/1, 33/1.

155 Pedes Finium, Ric.I-Edw.I, p. 314.

156 Ibid. p. 277.

157 Ibid. pp. 294, 307-8.
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to round off their estates to form more viable economic units. By an
agreement dated 29 August 1312 Nicholas de Langelond was granted permssion
by the abbot of Glastonbury to consolidate his scattered holdings in South
Brent by exchanging them for others held there by servile tenants of the
avbey. The exchange involved forty-two peasant holdings comprising 92 acres.
In most cases holdings of equal size were exchanged. The largest was 12%
acres but most were 2 acres or less 158. Nicholas, as the abbey's steward,

was well placed to secure the acquiescence of the abbey in his scheme 159.

Lordship over economic resources.

Another aspect of lordship was the control of manorisl lords over
economic rescurces on or near their property. The common lends and pastures
occupied an important position in the agrarian economy. They were essential
for the support of livestock. The expansion of arable cultivation in the
13th. century wes in lerge part at the expense of the commons. The use of
the common lands was regulated by the Statute of Merton in 1326, Lords were
empowered to bring waste land into cultivation provided that the common
rights of freeholders were not impaired 160. Many knights mede use of the
provisions of the statute. In 1292 Philip Daubeney, lord c¢f Kilmersdon,
claimed that Thomas de St.Vigore, lord of Stratton, had unjustly deprived
him of common right in among other places 100 acres of pasture in Stra{ton
end Wullecumb. Thomas, z royal justice, asserted in his defence that
elthough he had brought 20 acres into cultivation sufficient pastureland
remained there for the commoners 161. In 1278 Laurence Talbot claimed that
as a free man he was entitled to inclose heath and moorland in Hesthfield

by the custom of the countryside. The custom was presumably based on the

158 Glaston.Cart. ii, pp. 541-4.

159 See p. 241

160 T.F.T.Flucknett, Legislation of Zdwerd I (Oxford, 1949), 84=5
161 Juﬁt. 1/1296 rot.s-
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Statute of Merton 162.

The increased pressure on common lands led many knightly landholders
to exclude their tenants and commoners. In several instances such exclusion
followed from inclosure. At the end of Henry III's reign Robert de Brives
inclosed a park in Staple from which he had removed the beasts of one of
his tenants 163. At the end of Edward I's reign John ap Adam excluded the
commoners from 6 acres in kast Harptree 164. Many leseer knights, including
Thomas de Fyn, Hugh of Luccombe, Walter de la Lynde and Simon Roges were
accused of preventing commoners from exercising their commoning rights 165.
As well as harrassing commoners knights also abused their rights by
overstocking common land. In 1280 Hugh Sanzaver was impleaded for
overburdening the common pasture in Spargrove 166.

In conflicts over common rights it of'ten happened that both porties

to a dispute were kmights 167

« Such tension resulted from competition for
limited econcmic resources and did not betray any fundamental social conflict
within the knightly group. Many knights saw their interests jeopardized by
the assertion of lordship by neighbouring landholders. Hugh Lovel of Castle
Cary and williem of Godmanstone of Discove were often in dispute over

common rignts. In 1286 Willism claimed that Hugh had deprived him of
pastuage in Pitcombe and Honeywick while Hugh asserted that #illiam had
unjustly disseised him of pasturage in 15 acres of arable and 2 of meadow

in Discove. William maintained that sufficient pasturage remained. He had
inclosed the 2 acres to enlarge his home farm as he was entitled by the

Statute of Winchester 11 of 1285 168. Despite the tension between the two

162 Somersetshire Pleas, 1-7 idw.l, 135

163 Ibid. B7.

164 Just. 1/1330 rot. 40d. ,

165 Somersetshire Fleas, 1-7 Zdw.I, 50-23 Just. 1/1249 rot.8; Just. 1/1284
rot. 4d; Just. 1’1292 rot. Td.

166 Somersetshire Pleas, 8 Edw.I, 283.

167 Cf. ibid. 1-7 Edw.I, 53-4.

168 Just. 1/1273 rott. 20d., 23.
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men close personal relationships between members of their families

persisted for the rest of the reign 165

Knights and leading landholders suffered when intercommoning
arrangements broke down, After the men of Maud de Multon had inclosed
200 acres of wood in Ashill, Nicholas Pointz, lord of Curry Mallet, was
unable to pasture his beasts there 170. At the beginning of the reign
Henry de Montfort prevented Giles de Flury of Cloford from exercising
common rights in Nunney 1?1. Oliver de Dinham likewise prevented Simon de
Torny, a landholder in Hardington, from exercising commoning rights in
neighbouring Buckland 172. In some cases knights took direct action to
protect their rights. Thomas of Bayeux, who held land in Catcott, breached
a dyke at Andredsye the existence of which he asserted was preventing him
and other free tenants from the exercise of their rights as commoners 173.

When vague intercommoning rights were replaced by more precise
arrangements, it was the more prominent landholders who gained greater
advantage. In the fens lesser knights were induced to renounce their
claims in return for narrower but more precise rights. In 1295 Robert of
Brent relinquished his claim to commoning rights in Glastonbury Abbey's
manors of Street, Walton, Shapwick and Ashcott in return for a grant of
4 acres of meadow-land by the abbot 174.

Knights, who were manorial lords, derived revenue from their controls
over pastureland and other resources, The exploitation of the fenland
turbaries was controlled to a degree by the leading members of the
communities. The main turbaries were located in the valleys of the Brue,
notably in Edington and Chilton, and of the Axe. At Edington the use of the
peat beds by the free tenants was regulated by customary arrangements and
169 See p. 212
170 Just. 1/1273 rot.20.

171 Somersetshire Pleas, 1-7 Edw.I, 168-9
172 Ibid. 36-T.

173 Ibid. 78-80.
174 Glaston.Cart. ii, pp. 294-5.
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nct by the lord, the knight John FitzGeoffrey. The free tenants could
sell peat in commercial dealings 175. John Fitzieofirey's power was more
evident in respect of the cutting of peat by those who were not subject
to custom. About 1280 John granted Geoffrey of Stewell and his wife a
limited right to dig turves. Five men could dig on two days only each
year. The concession that the men could decide the place and time was
important since the return of a turbary varies both with the conditions
of drainage and the weather 176. John permitted Gilbert le Waleys of
Woolavington to take eight waggon-loads there annually. The azount was
increased lzter and Gilbert was granted land in zdington with common of
turbary to cut enough turves to sustain his household and to sell up to
the value of 68.6d. Gilbert's tenants were each allowed to sell a
similar amount 177. The cutting of peat by outsiders was also controlled
at Tickenham in the Axe valley. In the middle of the century Nicholas
FitzRoger allowed St. Mark's Hospital, Bristol, to have three men each
day digging peat and collecting sedgzes 178.

The controls implicit in menorial lordship extended to the woodlands.
from their tenants knights exacted pannage. John de Pavely's revenues in
Bickenhall were increzsed by pannage payments 179. Pannage was paid for
the right to turn pigs loose in woodland at certain times., In Nerth
Petherton the term 'pannege' was applied to payments for grazing sheep
in the fens 180. The emount of pannage owed by a tenant depended on the
number of pigs he possessed. On Bradford mencr in the mid 14th. century
by paying pannaze on each pig owned between 29 September and 1l November
tenants were entitled during thet period to turn them out into the woods,

fields and demesne lands. Fannege was nct owed for piglets 181.

175 Hylle Cart. (SomsRec.Soc. lxviii), p.58.

176 Ibid. pe 53.

17-{ Ibid. TPhe 57-8.

178 St.Merk's Cert. (Bristol Rec.Soce xxi), p. 263.
179 C 133/28 no.5e

180 SOE-R.OQ’ NPI, rotcllo

181 Taunton Customs, 85=6.
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The amount of pannage uepended on the vig's age, at velton and
Witnycombe the payments were ld. for yearlings and £d. for younger
pigs 182. The same rates applied on Chelwood manor but the customary
tenants were allowed to have one sow free of payment 185. Pannage might
be paid in kind. Some of the customary tenants at Crewkerne owed one
piglet for each sow that farrowed, provided that her litter was at least
two 184. Some lesser knightly landholders exempted prominent landholders
from paying pannage. The prior of Taunton, who re-eived several grants
of land on the fringes of Exmoor, was in some cases exempted from pannage
on a specified number of pigs. Geoffrey of Luccombe allowed him to have
thirty pigs free in his woods in Luccombe and Reynould le Tort permitted

him to have ten pigs quit of the payment in his lands in Wynemeresham 185.

The controls of the manorial lords over woodland included the use
made of timber. Such controls were to their financial benefit. In Pitney
Alan Plugenet's customary tenants paid on Hockday a rent called wodeschop
for the right to cut timber 186. Concessions and favours to religious
houses by knights reflected their control over the prime source of fuel
and building material. John de la iynde allowed Glastonbury Abbey's men
of lionkton access to the southern part of his woods in Broomfield every
year to take an oak for the abbot's use at Christmas 187. Henry de krlegh
granted Athelney Abbey 40 acres of moorland near Lyng to provide them with
much needed fuel 188. Henry allowed the Hospitallers of the Buckland
preceptory to take under the supervision of his bailiff thirty cart-loads of
brushwood each year in the fenlands near North Petherton, thus giving them

access to a source of fuel 169.

182 Beauchamp Regs. 48, 54

183 € 133/94 no.9

164 B.u.sadd.M3. 49359, ff. 77v.=T8
185 Cal.Chart.R. 1327-41, 315

186 C 133/91 no.l

187 Longleat MS. 10592, ff. 25v.-26
188 Athelney Reg. p. 158

189 Buckland Cart. p. 23
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Tae rowers of magnates znd lesser knig.ts were linited by the
crer-tion of custom. Their tenznis were cusiomsrily sllowed to take smell
wood for the rerair and maintenence of buildings and hedses. The right,
Known as husbote znd heytote, was evidently claimed by Zimon Roges's
190

tenants in rorlock « Customary rights were suaranteed oy payments to

tue lerds. Payments for husbote and heybote in iorthmoor are reccrded on
151

cohn de -rlegh's menor in North fetherton o The men tnere presumably

used the wood they took for the uvkeer of tae weirs controlling the flow
of water ir tne fenlunds for the rignt of werebote was mentioned in the

ridale of tae century 192.

Certzin types of timber notably sarlinzys ard younser trees were

193

more rigorously protected as at Junster « In Bradford the customary
ternants could use ozk and ash from their own hoicings for nusbote and
neybote but for other uses the permission or tne lord or his beiliff naad
tc ©e obtzined 194. In 1260 in & dispute with the znight Hush of Luccombe
over Ler rignt of husbote arnd neybote in Luccombe, Margery of Eolt wes
obtliged to zive up her claim to four cart-loads of oak a ycar. She was
compensated by beiny allowed two extra carteloads of alder in addition te
she four she claimed l95.

In lurge areas of the county the controle of knigntly lsndnolders
over vwaste ana woodland were limited by forest law. At Dulverton in Exmcor

Nieanclzs ce ponville was nct allowed to maxke profits from the pesture and
196

2.

weounlsn

« The arplication cof forest law could interfere with 2
linznoider's management of £is luncs. Tae oulverton estate vas temzorearily

Y

confiscated about 1291 ©y tne Crown when it wus found trnat no woocdward had

250 Just. 1/1296 rot. Tde

351 SoEReley Ty TOY. §ybs

152 Tucklend Cert. rpe 20=1s

195 Beie LZBPHON 85e 37245 Te 59

134 Tsunton Cuctcoms, 86

125 oomercet rlees, 6 _dw.l, 2023 :edes Ziaium, ZiCel = .iwely Zive 257=Ce
225 T 133/ 13 nes 15,
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been appointed to supervise the exploitation of the woodland there 197.
Landholders attempted to remove restraints imposed by forest law,
In 1290 the officials of Selwood forest complained that certain unnamed
men were claiming liberties in their manors there to the prejudice of
1986

the Crown's rights « The main landholders in Selwood were ecclesiastics

but there were many lesser proprietors, including lesser knights, who mey
have been referred to in the official's petition. As a result of the
perambulations held in 1298 of the forests of EZxmoor, Mendip, Neroche,
North Petherton and Selwood, large areas of the county were declared to
be disafforested. lfuch of the land was held by knights 199. For the
extensive disafforestations granted by Edward I in 1301 the holders of
released land were obliged to forego common rights within the forest and
in 1305 Edward I ordered his foresters to remove extraneous livestock
commoning on forest land 200. The order was made to reduce the benefits
accruing to landhcolders from disafforestations to which the Crown had
reluctaently consented. In Somerset John ap Adam, lord of Farrington, was
consequently affected 201.

Another area in which the leading landholders exercised contrcl was
in the guarrying of stone., In Newton near Durston Richard of Newton, who
was not a knight, regulated activity in a quarry at Cheryngburgh. His
grant of common right there to the Buckland preceptory indicates that his
tenants mey have had limited access thereto 202.

The holders of established manorial estates dominated the economic
life of the rursl communities belonging to those estates. llany of the
nolders were knights. When several lords possessed manorial rights over a
settlement it was often necessary for them to reach some agreement over
197 Cal.Close, 1288-96, 181
198 Rot.Parl. i. 46
199 J.Collinson, 4 History of Somerset (Bath, 1791), iii. 56-60.

200 M.Prestwich, Wer, Politics and Finance under Edward I (1972), 266~T;
P.M.Powicke, The Thirteenth Century (Oxford, 1962), T03.

201 Just. 1/1330 rot. 40.
202 Buckland Cart. pe 79.
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tne control and use of economic resources for their mutual benefit. As

the result of a division between coheirs Winford manor was held by two

203

knightly families « In the middle of the century Isabel Basset granted

204

Joyce of Bayeux access to her marlpit there o In 1316 seven lords were

recorded at Wembdon in North Petherton. They included Matthew de Furneaux
and John Fichet who held land in Perry 205. Perry was a small settlement
with its own open fields which had developed apart from the parent
settlement 206. Matthew's importance and lordship was recognised by the
grant of a fair in 1296 but the economic life of the settlement was

presumably directed according to the interests of both of its lords 207.

Lordship and the Church.

Many knights who were manorial lords were entitled to further powers
and payments by virtue of their holding the patronage of the local church,
Patronage was an adjunct of the wider manorial lordship. The living had
often, but not always, been endowed by an earlier lord of the manor who

thereby had become entitled to the patronage which passed with the manor

208. The lords jealously protected their rights as patrons. In 1273 Ellis

Cotel, a landholder in Camerton, brought an action against the bishop to

allow him to present to the vacant church of Camerton which was in Ellis's

209

gift o In 1294 Eudes of Acton impleaded Roger de Moels concerning the

church of Wanstrow where Eudes held land from Roger. The dispute arose
out of the earlier division of Wanstrow between the heirs of Agnes Avenel.
Roger claimed the advowsons as the guardian of Idony, the daughter of

William Lisle who was the great-grandson of Agnes. Eudes was the son of

Margaret, a daughter of Agnes 210.

203 See po 17

204 Glos.R.0., D 340A/T 203/1.

205 Feud.Aids, iv. 332.

206 Cf. Hylle Cart. pp. 24-5

207 Cal.Chart.R. 1257=1300, 465.

208 Pollock and Maitland, The History of English Law, ii. 136
209 C.P. 40/1A rot. 4d.
210 C.P. 40/106 rott. 79, 269; Feud.Aids, ive. 3093 See pp.
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The lord who was patron of a living was entitled to exact churchscot
for the use of the church from his tenants. Churchscot swelled the revenues
of Thomas de St.Vigore at Stratton and of Osbert of Bath at Loxton and
Radwell 211. Peter's Pence, sometimes called Herthpenny, a payment for
the Church at large, was paid to the lords. Robert de Muscegros received
Peter's Pence and churchscot at Stawell and Norton Ferris. At Charlton
Musgrove churchscot was paid in kind 212. At Spargrove Hugh Sanzaver was
entitled to Peter's Pence and churchscot, the latter taking the form of a
rendering of eggs at Easter 213.

The knights often used their right of patronage to prefer relatives.
In the late 1l3%th. century, Robert Russell, the rector of Horsington, was

214

clearly related to the lords of Horsington . In 1265 William de Cheyney

presented a clerk also called William de Cheyney to Pointington rectory215n
The advowson could be granted away but alienation from a manor was

rare. The divisiocn of an estate often led to dividion of the patronage.

In such cases the rignt of presentation was exercised alternately. Nhen

in 1286 Brice le Denneys settled half of Sock Dennis manor on Grimbald

Pauncefot the advowson was to be shared, with Brice having the presentation

at the first vacancy 216. Such arrangements inevitably led to disputes. In

1279 Robert FitzPain, a magnate, and John of Horsey, a lesser knight, were

in dispute over the advowson of the church of Charlton Mackrell where they

each held half of the manor. As the result of a lawsuit it was decided

that John was to present at the first vacancy since he had lost his right

of presentation at every other vacancy through Robert's action 217.
Patronage of religious houses was not widely distributed. Among

211 C 133/70 n0.10; C 133/75 no.17.

212 C 133/28 no.8.

213 C 133/39 no.2. ‘
214 Cal.Pat. 1292-1%01, 263%; Just. 1/1295 rot. 8d.; Sanders, Eng.Baronies,

68; Feud.Aids, iv. 289; 298.
215 Reg.Giffard (Som.Rec.Soc.xiii), 2.
216 Pedes Finium, Ric.I - Edw.Il, p. 268.
217 K,B. 27/49 rot. 38 and d.
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knights it was mainly reserved to a small and socially exclusive group
represented by the magnates. One exception was John FitzGeoffrey, lord

of Edington. He was patron of the small priory of Sprawlesmede in

Moorlinch. In 1199 John's ancestor William had endowed a cell occupied
by a hermit called Walter. A small foundation, including Walter and his

successors with two brethren, who were described as Sancte Trinitatis

cultores, was established. The patron had the right to present the head
of the house., Later John FitzGeoffrey allowed the canons, who had adopted
the Augustinian Rule, a measure of freedom in the election of a prior
and the admission of new members 218. The freedom was shortlived for in
1286 John granted the patronage to Master Anthony of Bradney, who

subsequently conveyed it to Glastonbury Abbey 28

« The knight Matthew
de Bezilles, who held Bromland manor in Brompton Regis in his wife's
right, was patron of Barlinch Priory there. Matthew did not hold the
patronage of the church of Brompton Regis which had been appropriated by
the priory 220.

The leading religious houses in the county, the Benedictine abbeys
of central Somerset, were not under the patronage of knights. Nevertheless
some magnates were patrons of important houses outside the county. The
Courtenays were patrons of Forde Abbey in Devon 221. Disputes between a
religious foundation and its patron were not infrequent. The Gurneys held
the patronage of St.Mark's Hospital in Bristol. The hospital held lands
in Somerset at Pawlett and elsewhere. Robert de Gurney, to whom the
hospital owed its existence as an independent foundation 222, renounced
his right of custody during vacancies and limited his rights at elections
of the prior to granting the licence and assenting to the election. The

218 Hylle Cart. pp. 55-T.
219 W.Dugdale, Monasticon Anglicanum, i. 35; Glaston.Cart. i, pp. 119-20.

220 V.C.H.Som. ii, 132; cf. K.B. 27/18 rot. 20d.
221 i.Dugdale, Monasticon Anglicanum, v. 376
222 St.Mark's Cart. pp. xii-xiii.
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hospital was to entertain the patron and his household during his visits.

From Robert (d.1269) the patronage eventually passed through his great-

223%

granddaughter Elizabeth to John ap Adam who about 1291 came into

conflict with the brethren. John and Elizabeth claimed Pawlett manor and
property in Weare on the grounds that the hospital was not discharging
the charitable services by which that property was held. In 1299 on the
resignation of the master John claimed that the brethren had no right to
elect their own master against his wishes and he took possession of the
hospital's estates. John apparently also expelled the brethren, entered
the hospital, and despoiled their manors. The rights of election and

custody were eventually acknowledged to belong to the hospital but not

before il had suffered financial loss through the patron's action 224.

The ties between a religious house and its patron were strong. The
links were consolidated by patrons installing relatives or friends as the

heads of houses. Several prioresses of Minchin Barrow were related to

225

the patrons, the Gurneys o The head of a religious house might be

expected to uphold the patron's interest both inside and outside the
house., Bruton Priory was under the patronage of the Mohuns of Dunster 2260

In 1274 the house presented its newly elected prior to John de Mohun for

2217

his approval and consent . John (d.1279) appointed the prior as one

of his executors, thereby signifying the trust he placed in his

i 228
nominee P

A number of magnates and their close relatives were buried in

establishments under their patronage. The body of John de Mohun who died
229

Ceo 1254 was interred at Bruton o His heart was buried in Newenham

223 Cf. Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 14-15.

224 St.Mark's Cart. pp. xx-xxii.

225 V.C.H.Som.ii. 107-9; Hugo, Medieval Nunneries of Somerset, 4-10.
226 Bruton Cart. (Som.Rec.Soc.viii), p.xviiie

227 Som.R.0., L 37/3.

228 Somersetshire Pleas, 8Edw.l, 322,

229 Salisbury Charters (Rolls Ser.), ed. W.D.Macray, pp. 225-6.
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atbey near Axminster where his father, uncle and brother were interred.

The Mohuns attached greater importance to that house, a Cistercian

30

foundation, which had been established by John's father Reynold 2
The Courtenays were usually buried in Forde Abbey. John de Courtenay was
laid to rest alongside his father Robert. John's son and heir Hugh became
embroiled in several bitter disputes with the monks. After his death in
1292 the abbot apparently did not want the abbey to be Hugh's final
resting place for the latter was buried in Cowick priory near kxeter 251.
Leading county landholders had close ties with local religious houses.
Simon de Montagu, the most prominent landholder near Bruton, was buried
in the priory there in 1316 232.

The late foundation of Newennam Abbey waes untypical. The main period
for monastic endowments had passed by the beginning of Henry I111's reign.
In Somerset later grants to religiocus houses by knights were small in

233

scale and few in number . Lay piety increasingly was expressed in
the endowment of chantry-chapels for the provision of private masses.
The necessary endowment was small., Such grants were made in the 13th.
century but at the end of Edward I's reign several lesser knights were
permitted to set aside land to m:intain chaplains,

The chaplains served either in the local parish church or in a
chapel of ease. Peter d'kvercy had leave in 1306 to endow a chaplain
officiating in the church of St.Andrew in Brimpton 254. About 1273 a zgrant
by mMabel establishing a chaplain in Swell church was confirmed by her

235

srandson walter de Lorty who added to the endowment « Frivate masses

in chapels of ease were provided for magnates and lesser knights. William

230 Dugdale, Monasticon Anglicanum, v. 690, 693

231 Ibid. 379-860

232 T.Stapleton, 'Summary of wardrobe Accounts 10, 1l and 14 Edward I1',
Archaeologia, xxvi. 339

233 C 143/4 no.14; C 143/6 no.9

234 Cal.Pat. 1301-7, 431

235 Reg.Shrewsbury (Som.Rec.Soc.ix), i, pp. 383-5
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de Fienles had a chapel at Martock 256. At Kingston near Yeovil Roger
Mortimer of Richard's Castle had a chapel in his courtyara 2>/. In 1306
Adam Ford was granted permission to endow a chaplain to celebrate daily
in a chapel at la Forde near Stawell 238.

When chapels of ease were established the rights of the mother
church to tithes and other offerings were safeguarded. Thomas of Perham
was granted a chapel in his home farm at Wick in 1250. Parochial rights
over Wick were apparently enjoyed by both the rector of Curry Rivel and
Muachelney Abbey, which had appropriated Drayton rectory. In 1271 it was
agreed between them that Thomas, his family and household, and any other
freemen in Wick and the priest of the chapel, were to pay their tithes
to the abbey but the rector of Curry Rivel was to have parochial rights
over most of the unfree men  The abbot was to pay him and his successor

239

half a mark each year o When in 1262 William Everard was allowed to

have a chapel at Stawley for his household the rights of the parish church

240

of Isle Abbots were protected o Geoffrey of Stawell who had a chapel in

his house at Stawell in Moorlinch parish, had to secure the permission of

the rector, Glastonbury Abbey, in order to have his grandson christened

in the chapel in 1270 241.

Magnates and wealthier knights were able to endow more illustrious
and prestigious establishments. John la Warre of Brislington endowed
St.Bartholomew's Hospital, Bristol, with property near Frome bridge and

lands in Clifton, Rowberrow and Brislington. He also devised a legacy of

100 marks for the right to present two chaplains to the house 242.

In 1303 John de Beauchamp had leave to convert his free chapel of

236 E 372/146.

237 C 133/49 no.2.

238 Cal.Pat. 1301-7, 413,

239 Muchelney Cart. pp. 58-9.
240 Ibide ppe 57-8.

241 Glaston.Cart. i, p. 35

242 Glos.R.0sy D 3404/7 143/2.
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St.Nicholas in the parish church of Stoke sub Hamdon into a collegiate
chapel of five secular canons, one of whom was to be warden. The
endowment specifically included, besides a messuage and four yardlands

in Stoke, the advowson of Stoke church and half the demesne tithes of

243

Shepton Beauchamp s The conversion signified the importance that John

and his mother Cecily attached to Stoke, their principal manor. In 1304

the first warden of the college and four priests were admitted by the

244

bishop who granted Cecily power to induct them o Another prominent
knight, Gilbert de Knoville, was in 1301 given permission to endow a

chantry-chapel of four priests in Puckington with land in Puckington and

245

Barrington and the advowson of Puckington church « A collegiate

foundation was evidently intended. Later only two priests served the

246

chapel but one was styled archpresbyter o The endowment and patronage

of chantry-chapels and parish churches were symbolic of the knights?

leading position in rural society and their powers of lordshipe.

Conclusion : the varying powers of knights.

The powers of lordship exercised by individual knights varied. The
widest and most extensive powers were exercised by the wealthiest
landholders. They came from established county families which had
consolidated their controls over their extensive estates and dependent
tenants by the reign of Edward I. They had also inherited regalian powers
which their ancestors had exercised in the late 12th. century. Such
powers and controls were not enjoyed by the far more numerous lesser
knights. Most of the latter had powers of manorial lordship but for a
few, whose estates were fragmented and of recent creation, their powers
were ill defined.

243 Cal.Pate 1301-7, 161; V.C.H.Somei.161l.
244 Beauchamp Regs. 68-9.

245 Cal.Pat. 1301-7, 3.
246 Cf, T.Gerard, Description of Somerset (Som«Rece.Soc.xv), 142,
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The powers of a knight might be sharply contrasted between his
various holdings. Alan Plugenet held a small manor in Mudford. The
customary tenants owed cash rents and light labour services. Their cash
rents were relatively more important than their works, Their servile
condition was apparent in the obligation to pay aid and larder silver,
The cottars there owed cash rents. On Alan's larger estates in Haslebury
and Pitney the customary tenants! labour services were proportionally of
greater value than at Mudford. At Haslebury the cottars owed light mowing

247

and reaping services in addition to cash rents o Alan's power to
impose burdens on his tenants in Pitney was strengthened since the land
formed part of the ancient Crown demesne. The holders of such land were
entitled to tallage their tenants when the Crown demesne was tallaged.

248

Alan's son Alan claimed that right in Pitney and Wearne o In 1304

he was discharged from the duty of paying the proceeds of a tallage in
those places to the Crown 249.

The exercise of manorial lordship distinguished a minority of
landholders among free men. It enhanced their social standing. By the
late 1%3th. century knightly rank was the badge of that position. Very
few landholders held the rank on the basis of landed wealth alone. They
had accumulated holdings without securing controls over a subject
population and economic resources. It was those controls, rather than

the exercise of regalian liberties, which were the basis of the lordship

implied in the style dominus as used by the knights.

247 C 133/90 no.l,
248 Memoranda de Parliamento (Rolls Ser.), pe 30
249 Cal.Close, 1302-7, 203a
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CHarT2R VI

o w3o3cHIP OF THe KNIGHTLY GROUP

Durinz the reign of ndward I the composition of the zroup comrrising
the snignts changed markedly. Thne change in personel was determined
principally by inheritance as a younger generation succeeded to the.
family estates ana property. However changes in the pattern of landholding

led to the cdisappearance of some families from the knightly group and the

entry of new lendholders.

Inheritance

The extinction of a knightly line through the failure of a landhclder
t. leave heirs was not common. The xnight .elter of Jownhead died without
issue., In default of any heirs his land in Ucwnhead and Stoke escheated by
1296 to Jchn ap Adam ano nis wife wlizabeth from whom it was held by
military tenure 1.
The estates of most knignts in fact passed to heirs. whenever
possible the line of succession fcllowed the rule of primogeniture. The
petrimony was thereby kept intact and the social standing of the family
mzintained. In the case of feudal tenures primogeniture had been accepted
by the mid.le of the twelfth century 2, but even in the late 13th.century it
wes not automatic. Lands often passed to younger sons. In a few cases the
rignt of the <lcest son to inherit was protected during nis father's
lifetime by settlement. Giles de rlury, a substantial landhoulder in
cloford, went to the extent of awarding his property, which he neld there in
socage tenure, about six months before his death to his son John. The grant
which had been made by 1289 was probably intended to ensure the son's

1 Just.l1/1310 rot. 8d. )
2 R.B.C.Davis, 'What happened in Stephen's reign', History, xlix, 11
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succession 5.

The age at which a male heir could technically enter into full
possession of land held by military tenure was twenty-one 4. John de
Beauchamp aied in 1283 leaving as his heir his son John, a minor, who
accordingly became a ward of the Crown. The younger John was not granted
livery of his inheritance until 1295 after his mother had testified that he

had come of age and after he had performed homege to the king >

« Since
knizhtly rank was closely bound up with the holding of land, minors were not
liable to compulsory knighthood. The criteria adopted in the Statutum de
militibus for determining who ought to be a knight did not apply to those
under agze 6.

Some knightly landholders were in possession of their estates before
they came of age but their tenure was not considered to be full until they
attainec their majority. John de Erlegh held his laznds by lease for a couple
of years before coming of age. At the death of his father Philip, lord of
North Petherton, in 1275 John was an infant T. In 1277 the Crown granted the
wardshiv of John and his linds to the bishop of Hereford 8. Nortn Petherton
manor was leased from the bisnop by the preceptory of Buckland which had been
sranted custody of it in 1275 9. The master of the preceptory released the
manor at sMiasummer in 1290 to John 10 wno subsequently leased it together
with the other lands of his inheritance from William de kontfort. william
hzd been assigned the wardship by the bishop 11. John apparently came of age

early in 1292, From 13 Januery, when he performed homage to the king, he was

; 2 12
answerable at the Exchequer for the fee farm of North Petherton hundred =~ .

Just. 1/1284 rot. 6.

Tractatus de legibus et consuetudinibus regni iAnglie gui Glanvilla vocatur,
ede G.D.Hall (Nelson's Medieval Texts, 1965), p. 82

Sanders, kngz.Baronies, 51; Cal.Ing.p.m. ii, p. 326; Cal.Close, 1286=96, 432

%i.Powicke, Military Obligation in Medaieval England,(Cxford, 1962), 106

Ccf. Cel.Pat, 1272-81, 100

Reg.Cantilupe (Cant.% York Soc.), 166

Cal.Pat. 1272-81, 100; Cal.Close, 1272-9, 462

10 Bucxland Cart. (Som.Rec.Soc.xxVv), pe24

11 E 198/3/5

12 Cal.Close, 1288-96, 353

W m =3 O R
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The division of estates

in tne event of fzilure to procuce a male heir, tne inheritance passed
to any caughters among whom the rule of partible inheritance was observed.

I aaughters were lacking the line of descent passed to collaterals. The
division of an estate between coheirs anda their descendants and the consequent
transfer of property had a2 compiex effect on the membership of the knightly
gTrouge.

The hclidinizs created on the break up of large estates could sustain
landholders in knightly rank. In 1216 after the death of James of
Neufmarchné the varony of North Cadbury was divided between his two daughters,
Isebel anc Hawise. Isabel married Ralph Russell and Huawise's seccnd husband
was Nicholas de Moels. At tne beginning of wmdward I's reign the tarony was
sharea by tneir descendants, Ralph Russell znd xoger de wmoels, both of whom
voor krigntnood 15.

The aivision of large estates did not enhance the standing of lesser
county lzndholders. ilarriage ties within the knightly group reflected the
vwide disparity in sociel position between individual knights and few
alliances were cuntracted between xnightly families differing widely in
standing. nilliam de Forz died in 1259 leaving nis four daughters as his
coheirs. In oomerset william had inherited from his mother Mabel, daugnter
of wiiliam wmalet, half of the barony of Curry sallet, the honor of Lundon

14. ‘William was also lord of the manor and

«nd lznd in Shepton mallet
nunired of Chewton wnich had been zranted his father Hugh de Vivenne in

1235 15. William's Somerset property passed to his dszushters, Joan and Cecily.
Tarough their marriages the land consolidated the position of two men, who
were already substantial landholders. Joan received Chewton manor which was

13 Sanders, bng.3aronies, 68

14 Ibid. 36-9
15 Cal.Chart.R. 1226-57, 211
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held in her right by her husband Reynold FitzPeter. Reynold, who died in
1286, was a prominent landholder with estates in several parts of England and
Wiales 16. Cecily married John de Beauchamp, lord of the barony of Hatch. John
was already one of the wealthiest lay landholders in Somerset where his
family had been established since at least the mid 12th. century 17. His
property included lznd in Hatch, Marston Magna, Merryfield, Shepton Beauchamp
and Stoke. It was considerably augmented by Cecily's share of her father's
inheritance, comprising Welton manor, which was a member of Chewton, with
Withycombe hamlet and the honor of Dundon 18°

At a lower social level the division of the estates of modest country
landholders benefited lesser knights and their peers. William de Reigny who

held lands in Aisholt, Aley and Donniford in the west of the county died in

19

1275. He also had property in Newton in Cumberlandshire which was granted

in dower to his widow Akina 20. William, who had inherited those lands from

6 21

his grandfather John de Reigny about 124 y left as his heirs his paternal

aunts, their husbands and decendants. The heirs were Joan, widow of Robert
Crubbe, William le Pruz and his wife Alice, Hugh of Luccombe and his wife Joan,
William le Border and his wife Elizabeth, also known as Elizabeth of Horsey,
and Nicholas of walton 22. The property in Aisholt and Aley was divided between

them 23. Part of william's land consequently passed to members of county

families. Hugh of Luccombe, one of William's neighbours, was a knight 24.

Nicholas of Walton was the son of John de Reigny's daughter Juliana, by the

25

knight Alan of walton ~“. Elizabeth's husband VWilliam was evidently william of

16 Cal.Ing.p.m. ii, pp. 364=6

17 Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 51

18 Ccf, Feud.Aids, iv. 272, 283, 286, 288; Cal.Ing.p.m. ii, pp. 326-7;
Cal.Chart.R. 1226=57, 308

19 Cal.Ing.p.m. ii, pp. 94-5

20 Tbid. pp. 141-2

21 Waxwell-Lyte, Some Som.iians, 308

22 Cal.Ing.p.m. ii, pp. 94=5; Cal.Fine R. 1272-1307, 64; W.Farrer, Honors
and Knights' Fees (1923), i, 133

23 Somersetshire Fleas, 8 kdw.l, 266-T

24 Feud.Aids, iv. 295

25 Cal.Cluse, 1272-9, 58l; Farrer, Honors and Knigats' Fees, i. 133
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Horsey wno presumably held land not far from Aisholt in Horsey near
Bridgwater. William's son John, a knight, was a landholder there in
1285 26. John's son and heir William held land in Aisholt and YWest

, i ; —— : . 27
Postridge with the other heirs of Villiam de Reigny in 1303 .

The division of estates occasioned much litigation over proprietary
rights in which knignts and lzndholders became enmeshed. One complicated

set of disputes concerned the inheritance of the knight John of Aller and

his wife Agnes. John inherited land in Aller from his predecessor Ralph 28.

while Agnes inherited progerty in Blackfora, Wanstrow, Wilkin Throop and
Stathe from her father Otes of Wanstrow. After Agnes's death Jonhn held ner
lenas by courtesy and was succeeced about 1272 by his duughters by Agnes,

Elizubeth and Margaret. They were married respectively to the xnignts

29

Raymond of Clevedon and John of Acton 7. Raymond held 1 nd in Clevedon in

30

ncrth-east Somerset and in Wiiton near Bruton “ . John of Acton's estates lay

31

orincipally in Gloucestershire and Herefordshire “ .

The division of John of Aller's own lands led to a dizpute between the
coheirs. Soon after nis aeath, mlizabeth and Haymond petitioned the Crown
because Jonn of Acton, the nusband of tne elder coneir,was preventing a

%
paertition from being made ’2. Aller was eventually divided but tne details
33

were still in dispute in 1280 77,

The relationship between John of Aller's cuheirs was coloured by their
claims tc a thare in the inheritance of their mother. The uivision of Agnes's
croperty was more comglicated since there were other descendants of hers

with claims tc be considered. Before she married Jokn, Agnes had been wife to

26 K.3. 27/49 rot. 38 anu. d.; Feud.aids, iv. 278

27 Cel.ingepems iii, p. 142; Feua.iids, iv. 308

28 Adam of Jomerham, Historia de recvus gestis Glastoniensitus, ed. T.hearne
(oxford, 1727), 486

29 Glaston.Rent.(Som.Rec.Soc.v),lTB; Glaston.Feod.(Som.Rec.Soc.xxvi), 533
Cal.Pat. 1266=72, 693

3C Proc.Som.arch.Socs x1i(2), 5-6; cf.Rot.Hund.(Rec.Com.),ii. 130-1, 133

31 boor, Kniznts of ndw.l, i.4

%22 Cal.Pat. 1266-72, 693

33 Somersetshire Pleas, 8 Edw.I, 1(8-9, 296




=140~

Jiiver Avenmel, a lencholcer in Lillsdon and Chaffcombe. By Cliver Agnes
had two daughters, mme, the wife of Jordan Lisle, and Marzsry, who was
married in turn to the knigats warin of Nonnington and Philip de Cauntelo

- " s 34 o . g : g
of West zuantockshead o Early in Edward I's reisgn -mme's grancson, William
iizle, and Margery's son, Baudry of lionnington, lay claims to a2 share in

35

Agnes's inheritance ““. william and Baudry had no cleim to John of Aller's

lands out a great deal of argument arose since it was not always clear which
lands in Stathe and North Curry had belonged to Aznes and wnich to John 36.

Jonn had acquired lands in the moors near Lurth Curry from the dean and

37

« The situation was sven more confused since (liver

38

Avenel had held land in the same area in Lillsdon .

chapter of Wells

In the record of the division of the lands Agnes had neld in
Kentlesworth (Dors.) it was stated that her daushters by Uliver Avenel and
their heirs were excluded 59. Nevertheless both #William Lisle and Bauary
of lonnington were not completely denied a share in her inheritance. William
held lends in Wilkin Throop, Blackford and vanstrow, the wardship of which
was granted in 1294 after his death to wmlizabeth of Clevedon 4O. By 1285
Baudry hac¢ secured lands in Stethe apparently of Agnes's inheritance 41.

He still hela property there in 1303 4z but it was not recorded in the

inguisition post mortem of his property made in 1310 45.

The role of females in the transfer of property

The vattern ¢f landholding in mesaieval England was constantly changing.

in the formation of new estates femszles had en imgortant function for

34 Close Re 1251-3, 118 ; Maxwell-Lyte, Some Som.Mans. 125-6
35 CfoJustsl/1269 rot. 1; Just. 1/12754 rot. 6.

3¢ Just. 1/1273 rot. 21d.

37 Yeces Finium, Ric.I-Edw.Il, pp. 78, 189-91

38 Close R. 1251-3, 118

49 Glaston.Rent. 178

40 Hook Manor, Donhead St.andrew, Arundell NSS.G/1883 no.346; cf.C 133/67 no.l6

41 Just. 1/1269 rot. 3
42 Feud.Aids, iv. 313
4% G 134;16 NoeHe
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througn them progerty was transferred between families. ..ost xnights at
tne end of the thirteenth century held some land inherited through the
female line. Henry ue Lorty, who died in 1321, succeeded to the manors of
Curry Rivel and Langrport on the death of his grandmother Sabina in 1254.
she was the caughter of Zichard Revel 44 who hac helda the menors in
1212 45.

tarriage alliances provided an important wey Ior cuilding up estates.
The lznds of the knight John de Bretasch in Carhampton, Butcombe and
Inrubwell passed to Roger rerceval, the husband of Jonn's daugnter and heir

46

Jean « Tne lands of a female heir were neld during her lifetime by her

ausbande. The latter enjoyed a life-interest in them only if there was
common issue. The lanas of Laurence Talbot in Bossington and Heathfield 41
passed to Henry of Glastonbury, the husband of Laurence's only child Alice.
Henry was lord of Bossington and Heathfield for life. He survived both

; . . 48
Alice and treir only son " .

Landholders, when facea with the probability of succession by a daughter,
took steps to ensure that her right of inheritance was secure. In 1286
Osbert of Bath came to an azreement with tae bisnop of sath and vells, his
tenurial lord, wnereby Osbert's deughter wnlizabeth was granted a reversionary
rizht in the manor of Radwell anc in lands in Comgton Durville and
hessockmoor 49. Osbert's groperty in Loxton was evidently subject to a

: : 0
similar reversion > .

Lends held in the right of a wife passed to her descendants and not to
taose of ner anusband if thnere was no common issue. John de Gurney was
succeeded in 1291 in Z.rytree, rarrington, Barrow and elsewhere in
44 Saniers, cn<.Buronies, 84; Xot.Eund.(Rec.Com.), ii. 120, 122-3
45 Bock of Fees, i. 78
46 C 133/47 no.10; Cal.Close, 1279-88, 448
47 Cf.7eud.aids, iv. 284, 296 ; )

48 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 473; liaxwell-Lyte, Some Som.lens. 256-7

49 Fedes Finium, Ric.Il - Edwe.l, F.266
50 Cal.Ingepem. iii, p.49
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nortn-east Somerset by nis dzughter rlizabeth, the wife of Joan ap Adem 51.
Jozn, wac vas a landholder in Beachley in Tidenham (Glos.), held her
estztes until his death in 1310 when they passed tc their son Thomas 52-
Until the inheritance of husband and wife were united on the succession of a
mutual heir, the separate identity of each was preserved. zSettlements vere
zzu2 to protect the rights of a wife's neirs against any “uture claims
advanced by her husband's heirs. In 1296 John ap .adam ana clizabeth obtained
permission from tne Crown to entail Elizabeth's lands on her own heirs 55.
It was common for ycounger sons to inherit their mother's property since
the eiaest son wes provided for ty the father's inheritance 54.

Lzndholders were able to enhance their standing or that of their
successors by an advantageous match. Nevertheless thes nLish level of
intermarriage witnin the kni:htly group meant that redistribution of land
was largely confined within that group. Through marriage established

lzndnolders in otner parts of the country entered the knigitly sroup of
somerset. The xnight Gilbert de fnoville, a prominent landholder in Devon 55,
are to rold an estate in Somerset at Puckin;ton tarough his marriage by
1277 with Huwi.e, the deuzhter and heir of william Lisle, &z landholder

there 56. The estates passed in 1314 to Gilbert's son John 5?. Tsbert of
Bath's lands in Compton Durville, Radwell and Loxton passed to his daugnter
E£lizabeth who in 1296 was jrented livery wita her husband +illiam of

seyiand 58. willizm apparently inherited property in Suffolk in 1313 from
tne knight Nicholas of .eylana b9.

s«zrriage with an heiress ¢éid nut alweys lead to the entry of a family
inio tae knightly group. The landholaer Robert of shute was succeeded by nis
51 Cal.Fine R. 1272-1307, 288
52 V.C.H.Glos. X.64; Cf. Glaston.Feod. 23
53 Cel.rat., 1292-1301, 187
54 See below
55 Cal.Ing.p.Mms Vy, Pe 246
56 Somersetshire Pleas, 1-7 Edw.,I, 122-4
57 Cal.Ing.peMe V, Pe 246

59 ¥oor, Knigats of Edw.I, V. 186=7
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caugnter Hawise who during EZdward I's reizn held progperty in Somerset at

€ o s . - & P 60
Lydiard runchardon and Zulverton and in Devon at Shute and Combe .

. . g _ g, = . 61
Hawise's first husbanrd Thomas de rFyn, a Devon xnight, wzs dead by 1291
and apparently left no issue by her. Hawise was sventually succeeaed in
= i . , : ; 62

1231 by hkicnolas de Bonville, her scn by her second marriage .

Lesser landholders aid not benefit from the division of large estates
but they coulc through marriage add to their possessions. Through his
marriage with Hawise, the dauzhter of kobert of Shute, KNicholas de
Zonville laid the foundations for the importance of the Bonvilles of Shute
in the affairs of the South-vest in the later Widdle Ages. At his death in
1294 KNicholas's principal progperty was the small manor of .ock _ennis near
Ilchester wnich he haa zcyuired from srice le Uenneys between the years

= ; . . ik b = o S 63
1292 ana 1294 in a series of transactions in both nalves ol the wanor .

The accumulation of lend through marriage in sume cases brousht a few
men into the knightly group. bizurice of iembury was probably a freeholder
in Stogumber where williem de Reigny, lord of Aley, had carlier granted

64

william of membury land ~'. Waurice added to his property by nis marriage

with Joan la Botiler, upon whom William de Reigny (d.1279) had settied
. . 65 . . T , - .

+est Zagborough manor 5. Maurice also acquired thirty acres of land in

Somerset from Henry de Erlegh (d.g,l272)66. In 128C saurice was pre.ented

from Taunton hundred as being lisble to compulsory knintrhocd cn account

of tne «night's fee he held in wWest Bagborough 67. faurice apgpsrently did

not vecome a kKnight although many lesser lanzhclders of equal stznuing

neld the rank. After Joan's death Maurice's rignt tc hold .est Bagborcugh

was cnallenged by her daushter Joan de Reizny. Joan clearly cleimed the

€0 Maxwell-Lyte, Some Som.filans. 269

61 Cal.Close, 1288-96, 188

62 Cal.Iny.peme vii, p. 209; cf. ibid. iii, pp. 165-6

63 V.C.E.J0m. iii. 232

64 Somersetshire rleas, 8 -dw.l, 260-1

05 Maxwell-Lyte, Some Som,sans. 295-6

xr

Aot.7und. (Rec.uom'j} ii. 1405 ef. hovry, Leisorvs of =6warl Iy 1. 311
67 Juste 1/759 rot. 16
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reversionary right on rer mother's death grantea to ner by william de

meigny in 1268. Hevertheless Kaurice's right to continue in ccssession
was ugheld, apparently by virtue of an undated settlement made by Villiam
upon Joan la Botiler and the heirs of her body 68.

harriage wlso provided a means by which wesalthy townspecgle could
secure rural estates and thereby establish knightly dynasties. The property
of the xnight Jonn of Laverton in north-east Somerset passed thrcugh nis
deughter Amabilia by 1278 to Robert de Faines 69. Robert, the first of his
family to use the style miles, may have sprung from a merchant family of
near-by Zristol 70. The Laverton estate eventuzlly passed to Thomas, his
son by smabilia T1.

The widows of Somerset knights frequently remarried. Tacir second
husvands were usually, but not invariably, equal in :tanding tc the first.
wicows brought to their later husbands a temporary interest in tnose lands,
forming part of the inheritance of their rirst husband, which axd Tteen
settled on them in jointure or in dower. The portion to be hela in ower
was assigned after the death of the husband but it was more usuwl for a
jointure to te settled at the time of marriage. John ritzUrse settled
property in williton on Eleanor, the daughter of Alexander wuttirell, who
married his son Ralgh 72. In 1304 John of kerriott le neveu settled his
manors of hestercombe znd weigh Flory on his second wife zlizabeth, the
wiaow of rhilip Paynel 75. An even more lavish jointure vwas assigned by
the magnate William Martin on kleanor, the widow of John de aochun, in 1282,
It comprised West Lydforc manor as well as three of his Devon Manor574.

The prospects offerei to landholders through marriage with e widow
68 Naxwell-Lyte, Some Som.Mens. 297; cf. Just. 1/1335 rot. 11
69 Cf. Somersetshire Pleas, 1-7 :zdw.l, 112-3, 155-7
70 ¢f. Cal.Pat. 1272-81, 102
71 Cal.Ing.p.m. iv, p. 298; Pedes Finium, Ric.I-idw.I, p. 249
72 Som.R.0., L 33/1
7% Pedes finium, Ric.I = Edw.I, p. 345; Moor, Knigrts of =dv.i, iii. 148-9

Cal.Chanc.R.Var. 140
T4 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 264
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were readily seizea. Such marriages comsolidatecd the family relationships
between the leadings landholders of particular areas. Rose, the widow of
Philip de Erlezh who had aied in 1275, was zssigned dower in 1276 75. By
1282 she haa married the xnight Geoffrey of wraxall 76. Geoffrey held land

by the grant of Richard of aston in Steart 77, less than & mile north of

78

Babcary, where Fhilip's son John later helc land .

The marriages of widews of tenants in chief, as well as those of their
daugnters, were regulated by the Crown. The control amounted to a fiscal
device : «nignts were amerced if they neglected to purchuse the licence

necessary for such a marriazge. Geoffrey of araxall was .:lmost penalized for

trat reason ?9. Isabel, the widow of John ce Courtenzy (d.l274) 80, had

by 1277 married Oliver de Dinham 81. As late as 1280 tze Crown was demeznding

the wum of £100 from Cliver for the marriage 82. The Crovn also attempted

83

to amerce uiles de Fishburn, a Jevon knight s who married Mzr_ery, tne

widow oI Alexander Luttrell, without licence. Giles was liable because,
altaough nlexander had not been a tenant of the Crown, the lutter's tenurial
- . 2 i s . - : P, MR
lora, Robert wuttrell, hsc been a minor in the xing's wardship . ulles
N . , . . 85 . , e
was parccned tne amercement in 1200 7, After the ueath of Hichulas de
ponville in 1294, nis nidow Hawise, a supstantial landnolder in ner own

rizht, hzé to sweer tnet she would not remerry witheut tne Cruwn's permission
esllly Al E

56. Ellis Daubeney's widow Joen pasid £100 in 1506 for tne right to merry

87

whom she chose . The Xing often awarded the marrizge of widows to lezding

75 Czl.Close, 1272-9, 165, 410

76 Cale.rfine R. 1272-1307, 160

77 Bruton Cart. (Som.Rec.Scc.viii), pi. 5C-1
78 Feud.Alas, iv. 305

79 Szl.rfine R. 1272-13C7, 160

50 Ibiae 23, 24

8l Cal.Close, 1272-9, 368

2 Cal.Fine R. 1272-13C7, l1lz3

63 woor, Kniznts of mdw.l, ii. 2c=-7

84 not.Parl. i. 53 Sarnders, knz.Barcnies, 5D.
85 Cal,Fat. 1272-81, 384

86 Cal.Inu.pems iii,y p.166

87 Cal.Pat. 1301-T7, 429
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landnclders and members of tne household. In 1302 Robert de Bezuchamp, a
y-unger brother of John ce Beauchamp of Hatch and & memver of tne royal
aousenold, was granteu the msrriage of Joyce de Dinham's widow

, 88
warzaret .

Intermarriaze

The prime fectior in the selection of & marriaze partner was eguivalence
in social standing. Such a consideration servea to reinforce the social
hierarchy within the knizhtly group. & grant of the marriage of a minor
was not expected to be used to the disparzgement of the child 89. The local
grou.ings of .esser knights and landholders of equal stetus were consolidated
by a close network of family ties. It has wlreacy been _nown thnat lesser
knigats and prominent freehclders vere cften related. Maud de Wengham, who
held property in ningston Seymour and ileston in Gordano, had several
duughters. Their husbznds inciuded a locsl knisht, Richzrd of Kenn, and
Philip of Wick who was possibly related to the knight John of “ick. John of
Bouden and Richard Tilly, the husbands of two cther dasughters, were probably
local freen.lders 9O.

Wealthier and more poweriul knigats similarly allied themselves with
femilies of esuzl ztanding. John de St.Lo, lord of Newton and rublow, was
the son-in-law of alexander Cheverell 91, a knight of Dorset anu uilt:hir992.
The magnates took to wife the close relatives of their peers. John de
Gurney, loré of Beverstone barony, married Clive, the dzugnter of Henry
93

Lovel, lord uf Castle Cury barony ““. Wealthier landholders were «ucre likely

to be allied with families holding property some distance from lomerset

86 Cal. Pat. 1301-7, 4€

89 Cal.Ing.pems iv, pe 37

90 Juste 1/1336 rot.6; Just. 1/1330 rot. 40
91 Cal.Fine R. 1307-19, 79

92 Mocr, Kniznts of odw.Il, i. 203-4

95 Cf. Somersetshire rflcas, & caw.l, 283=4
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unlike lesser knights. The marriage ties of prominent tenants in chief

who were minors were moreover intluenced by Crown control over wardships
and marriages. Hugh Lovel's son Richard married Muriel, the daughter of
John de Soules, a prominent landholder in the Scottish border lands, to

whom Edward I had initially granted the wardship of Richard's lands and
94

person “ .

In the context of intermarriage social position did not rest solely
on wealth. It also depended on lineage and power. Philip de Columbers V
was one of the least wealthy of the tenants by barony but he came from a
family which had held Nether Stowey for about a century. Philip (d.1277)

was the son of Philip IV (d.1262) by kgelina, the daughter of Robert de

95

Courtenay . The lords Columbers exercised powers of lordship, especially

in Puriton, which were typical of those held by the wealthiest lay county

96

landholders and which matched those of the Courtenays + Robert de

Courtenay (d.1242) was a prominent landholder in Devon where he held the

97

barony of Okehampton “'. His descendants rose to national prominence after

1293 when his great grandson Hugh succeeded Isabel de Forz in the earldom

98

of Devon 7,

‘I'he few examples of marriages contracted between parties differing
widely in social position concern matches in which widows were involved,
They may have been affairs of the heart similar to the famous case of Eaward
I's daughter Joan, who, after the death of her husband Gilbert de Clare,

earl of Gloucester, married Ralph de Monthermer, one of Gilbert's nousehold

29

knights « A similar glliance was made between Joan, widow of John Tregoz,

and the knight Laurence de Hamelden. Laurence presumably held land in

Compton Dando where property had earlier been acquired by Thomas de

94 Complete Peerage, viii, 205-6; cf. Memoranda de Parliamento (Rolls Ser.),
pp. 179-80

95 Farrer, Honors and Knights'! Fees, i. 139

96 See pp. 78, 80-2

97 Sanders, i&ng.Baronies, 70

S8 Complete Peerage, ive. 323

99 Ibid. v. 710
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. 3 130 . ;
Hamelaen o Ccmgton was close to Chelwood where Jcenn, a grominent

paronial tenant in chief, neld a small manor at his death in 1300 1"'1..

&
5
M
in]
Q
(L

¢ was altracted tu Jonn's service and was a member of nis troop

02

in Scotland in 1298 * + By marrying Joan, Lzurence greatly enhanced his

103

standing anc extended his interests « He held land in Chelwood which

104

formed pzrt of her dower « After the death of Ellis [aubeney in 1305

1C5

his widow Joan married Roland de Combar « Roland was the retainer of
Ellis who nominated him in 1304 as his attorney 106. Such examples however
are limited and do not invalidate the rule that most marriszges, inciuding

tnose tc which widows were a party, were between social equals.

The establishment of youn:zer relatives as members of tne snightly sroupe.

The networx of family ties between knightly lencholders effectively
limited the group within which their property changed hands through
marriage zna inheritance. Nevertheless certein aspirations anz: obligations
of landholders were a potential threat to the integrity of patrimonies. By
the later 13th. century pious endowments were not an important factor in

the brezk-up of knignts' estates. Grants to religious ncuses were few in

107

number and many were small in sczle + The absorption of a number of

estates by ecclesiastical loras vwes the result not of benefuctions but of
dealings in lands encumberea with debts. The religious aspirztions of

knigats and others were exrressed in tae founcation and endcwment of

: : 35 JOB
private chantry-chapels for which settlements were relutively small .

A more imucrtant consideration for tne future of & knig:nt's estate

1CC See below

101 C 135/94 nc. §

102 = 1C1/6/40

1C3 Cal.Fine R, 1272-13C7, 4.9

1C4 Feud.ails, iv. 511

105 Cal.rat. 1301-7, 516

106 Ibid. 2903 cf. Juste. 1/76> rote 3 s ollis acrarently cied in captivity
unaer ioland.

iC7 Cf. C 143/6 no.93 C 143/13 no.3; C 143/16 no.5; C 143/33 no.12

108 See pp. 131-2



=149~

was the extent to which provision was made out of it for relatives other
than the heir. The assignment of dower resulted only in temporary
alienation of part of the patrimony. The inconvenience was naturally
increased when two or more widows entitled to dower from the same estate
were living simultaneously. After Hugh Lovel's death in 1291 his widow

Eleanor did not receive her dower until 1296 103

110

two years after the

death of Eve s the widow of Henry Lovel (d.1263). Eve had received

her dower in 1264, Henry's son and heir Richard died in 1264 leaving as

111 12

his widow Cecily who was holding land in dower as late as 1287 1 "

The possibility of alienation to relatives prompted some landholders
to protect the future unity of their estate by means of the entail. In
1250 Simon de Montagu surrendered his lands to the Crown and they were
settled, subject to his life-interest, on his son and heir apparent,

William and his heirs with remainder to Simon, another son, and his

113

heirs « Many knights conveyed or settled their freehold estates by

means of the fine. The fine or final concord was an agreement made by leave
of a court of law between the parties to & suit and was intended to lead to
a transference of property. The passage of land to an heir apparent and

after him to his heirs or tc any specified line of descent was guaranteed

114

through a fine by a grant of a reversionary right « The landholder

15

retained a life-interest - « Some settlements made by landholders on

their heirs apparent involved the latter granting the former a life-interest.
The knight Roger la Warre ensured that his son John would succeed him in
Brislington manor by conveying the property to John in 1304. John immediately

granted his father a life-interest therein 116.

109 Cal.Close, 1288-96, 487
110 Cf. Cal.Pat. 1292-1301, 102

111 Complete Peerage, viii. 204: Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 27-8
112 Just. 1/1249 rot. 4; Just.1/1273 rot. 20

113 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 346

114 See above

115 Cf. Pedes Finium, Ric.I -~ Edw.I, p. 266
116 Glos.R.0., D 340A/T144/5] CalIng.pe.m. vi, p. 148
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Some landholders alienated part of their petrimony during their
lifetime to the heir apparent. Large awards were confined to the wealthier
knights whose estates could withstand temporary alienations on such a
scale. Such grants were sometimes connected with the establishment of a
separate household by the heir apparent, a step which probably coincided
with marriage. Anselm de Gurney had granted land in Barrow Gurney to his scn
John by 1277 when John and his wife were entitled to common rights therellT.
The grant may have been made about 1274 on John's marriage 118. The award may
have enabled John to sustain himself in the rank of knight before his father
died in 1286 119. Among lesser knights the holding of knightly rank was
often confined to the head of the family. Its assumption was delayed until
after the full inheritance had been secured. Baudry of Nonnington may
have taken knighthood only after he had succeeded his father warin in about
1280 120. For a lesser knight the awarding of a sizeable part of his estate
to his heir apparent would have jeopardised his own standing.

The size of portions granted to or settled on younger relatives not in
the direct line of descent varied considerably between the wealthier and
the lesser knightly families. The property allotted to younger sons of
lesser knights was not sufficient to confer knightly status on the recipient.
The latter was often barely distinguishable from the free tenantry. In 1305
Robert de St.Clare of Stapleton in Martock settled a messuage, two
yardlands, seventeen acres of land and six of pasture in Long Sutton and
Wearne on Reynold de St.Clare ana the heirs of his body 121. Reynold mey
have been a younger son or grandson of Robert. Robert was succeeded in
1308 by his grandson Robert, the son of his son Robert who was dead
117 Somersetshire Pleas, 1-7 Edw,I, 90-1; cf. Feud.Aids, iv. 291
118 Somersetshire Pleas, 8 Edw.Il, 283-4
119 App.l; Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 14

120 App.1
121 Fedes Finium, Ric.I - Edw.I, pp. 336=7
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by then « The youngest Hobert was presumably t.2 clcest son of the
eldest son.
Some lesser knisnts granted relatives a life-interest only in part

o
i
i

the family estates. In 1297 Jeoffrey of Stawell anc his iz settled a
messuage andé three acres of land in :stavell on sicholas of Siawell and
his wife for their lLives. in return Nicholas acknowledged Geoffrey's
ri,nt to nole tue same messuage ana four bovates there -Zrom the coief
. 123 ; B . ;
iord « Nicholas was apparently a younger son of ueofirey with whom he
was associated in sever«l ui:putes over property in Stawell and Moorlincn.
. A olr .5 - 124
vecfirey's elaest son matthew succeeded him about 1303 .

The younger sons of wealthier lancholders were better able toc become
Knights since the cettliements they received often comprised substzntial
holaings incluaing whole manors. The senivr branch of the family retained

rignts of reudal lordship in the case of military tenures. :in 1275 a

knizht's fee in neinton Mandeville was neld from John ae Manaeville, lorc

125

of Coker huncred, by his brother william . aeorje de Cauntelo, a

prominent fiarcrner l.ndénolder, was lora of property in Chniltun luntelo
which at nis death in 1273 was held from him by Richard de Cauntelo,
evidently a relative 126. Richard was a «nignt zut there is no evidence
tnat .illizz e .undeville took the rank.

Hugn de Courtenay, the lora of Okehempton barony who died in 1292,
had a ycunger son rhilip. rnilip, who held l4nd in moretonhumstead in

1 ” . iz o e 128
27 and nootton in west comerset, wes knignted in 1306 . Ghe

129 who

Devon
kniznt Thomas ae uurrey w=s a younger son of Anselm de uurney

settled some of his oomer.et estates on Tnomas. In 1285 Taomas was rolaing

122 Cal.Ing.p.Me V. p.66
123 redes rinium, Hic.l = =cw.l, pp. 204=>
124 Just 1/1313 rot.12; Just.1l/1330 rott, 94, 40d; G.D.Stawell, 4 quantock

Family (Taunton, 1510), 28
125 € 133/12 no.l

126 C 133/2 no.T7

127 V.Dugaale, Nonasticon Anglicanum, v. 380
128 Feua.Aids, iv. 302; see pp. 45-6

129 Just. 1/1310 rot. 8
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130

half c¢f west darptree from ris fetuner wno granted zZim Farrington manor

131

in 1285 ana =nglishcomoe maror in 1286 o Thomes later extenaed his

rtussessions. In 1308 he vurchased Stratton manor from Thomas de

St.Vizore 152.

Lznis inh:rited through t:ie female line freguently vassed to younzer
sons. fcunjer sons of wealthy knights were ccnsequently able to take
£nighthood. Sabina, the wife of Henry de Lorty, was succeeded in the lands

gne innerited Zrom ner father dichaerd Revel by her grandson Henry, the son

= ) . aeg 1 . N - :
of dichard ae worty, in 1254 55. Szbina also inncrited proyerty in swell

ana horth Perrot from her motiner Mzbel who was the sister and neir of wazlter

134

of ashley, lora of Stoke Trister barony in the early l3tn.century « The

latter property passed eventually to Sabina's younger sons wulter and Junhn

135

. walter, who inherited Swell manor l56,later beceme a kniznt

137

ani in 1294 he accguired North Perrot manor from John .

de Lorty

In some families severzl sons became knizsnts on the basis of such
settlements. Joan ce Vivonne, the coneir of william de Yorz, had & nuiber
of scns by Reynold Fitzreter. The eldest was presumably John vho succeeded

F 3
Reynola in 1286 le. Joan's own lands passed «t her uveath in 1314 to
159

140

several of her ctner cons « Peter, upon wnom Chewton menor znd hundred

had been settled in 1302 s became a knight. Reynold, uron whom Joan had

settled her share of Shepton xzllet manor in 130% and l:nds in Lidsomer

141

dorton in 1204 s also beczme & kniznt. Similar settlements were made

at a l.wer social level., Zlizabeth of Clevedon, the coheir of John of

130 Feuu.sics, ive 297

131 J.Collinson, A& History of somer.et (satn, 1791), ii. 138

132 Pedes Ffinium, 1 zdw.ll = 20 Edw.III, p.5

133 Sanders, zng.Baronies, 843 Rot.Hund. (iec.Com.); ii., 12C;122-3;
Cal.Inc.pem. i, p. 84

134 C 132/13 no.l2; sanders, sing.Beronies, 84

135 Proc.Somearch.Soce. x1ii(2), 34=5

136 Feud.Aids, iv. 292; cf.Pedes Finium, Ric.I - Edw.I, ppe. 151-2

137 Pedes Finium, Ric.I-Edw.I, p.29% ; Feud.Aids, iv. 288

138 Cal.Ing.p.m. ii, p. 364

139 Ibid. v, pp. 274-5

140 Pedes Finium, Ric.I-Edw.I, pp. 318-19

141 Tvid. pp. 322-3, 394




Aller, eviadently settled her lands in Aller on her younger son Matthew 142

who was a knight in the early l4th. century. In 1288 Elizabeth's sister

wargaret of Acton settled her land there on her younger son John to whom

143

she had already conveyed property in wanstrow and Blackford « By 1294

John had been succeeded in wWanstrow by his elder brother rudes 144.

Those landholders whose main estates lay some distance from Somerset
used their lands in the county to provide for younger children. ilaud de
Multon inherited Irthington (Gilsland) barony in Cumberland from her fsther
Hubert de Vaux. She was succeeded in 129% by her grandson Thomas 145. Her

detached Somerset estates in Seavington and Ashill passed to her younger

146

son James, upon whom she had settled tuem in 1283 + Themas disputed

the two estates with James but eventually agreed to James's continuing in

4

possession 147. Jzmes had become a knight by 1309 * 8. The Luttrells of

East «uantockshead were a cadet branch of the Luttrell family which held

149

half of the Yorkshire barony of Hooton Pagnell « Andrew Luttrell

inherited land in East Quantockshead and Huish in Nettlecombe from

Maurice of Ghent in 1230 together with Stockland Bristol manor 190

y 491, g

. Andrew

granted Stockland manor in 123%2 to St.Mark's Hospital, Bristo e

later settled wrast Juantockshead on his younger son Alexander and the
arranzgement was confirmed by his eldest son and heir Geoffrey Luttrell.
Alexander was succeeded about 1273 by his son Andrew who later became
a knight 152.

The generous settlements made by wealthy landholders on younger

relatives enabled the latter not only to be knights but also to pursue

142 Proc.Som.Arch.Soc. x1i(2), 8

14% Pedes rFinium, Ric.l = Edw.I, pp. 273-4; cf. ibid. p. 265
144 Cf. C.F. 40/106 rot. 269; Feud.iids, iv. 3C9

145 Sanders, kng.Baronies, 124; cf. ibid. 24

146 Pedes Finium, Ric.l = sdw.l, pp. 259-60; cf. C 133/64 no. 20
147 Rot.Parl. i. 100

148 Proc.Som.Arch.Soc. xxviii(2), 174

149 Sanders, kng.Baronies, 55-6

150 Close R. 1227=31, 437

151 St.sMark's Cart. (Bristol Rec.Soc. xxi), p.xxviii

152 Som.R.0., L 22/1; Cal.Fine R, 1272-1307, 5
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active military careers. The performance of military service was an
important aspect of the lives of prominent landholders. The continuation
of such service was natural for their offsyring and relatives, reared in
a milieu in which deeds of arms were commonplace. Philip de Courtenay and
Thomas ae Gurney, both younger sons, were militarily strenuous 155.
Alexander Luttrell apparently met his deata during the Crusade of the
early 1270s 154. In the first two Welsh wars of Edward I's reign John
Tregoz,lord of Ewyas Harold barony (Herefs.), was accompanied on service
555

by his relative John Tregoz, a knight . The latter was possibly that

John Tregoz who in 1285 held land from him in Brean, north of Burnham
156

where he was lord °

Cadet branches of prominent county families did not always provide
knights, especially when the family was not among the most wealthy. In the
later 1l3th. century two branches of the Montfort family of Somerset belonged
to the knightly group. The emergence of the two lines probably dates from
the middle of the century. Then Alexander te Montfort, who held Wellow in
1253, was the head of the family 157. Alexander may have been the
predecessor of later landholders in Nunney. The senior line at wellow was
represented later by his successor Henry. Henry was succeeded in 1276 by
his brother Nicholas Aoe whose property passed to his son Henry who was

159

succeeded in 1304 by his son Reynold « The head of the junior branch at

Hunney in 1285 was Henry de Montfort 160 who witnessed charters at that
time‘16l. His successor was possibly Alexander de Montfort who was among

the landholders listed by the sheriff in 1297 and 1300. The Nunney estate

153 See pp. 54, 259

154 Cal.Pat. 1266=72, 440, 447; cf. Cal.Fine R. 1272-1307, 5

155 Parl.writs, i. 203, 229, 241.

156 Feud.Aids, iv. 276

157 Cal.Pat, 1247-58, 362

158 FPlac.de Quo Warr.(Rec.Com.), 696=T; Somersetshire Pleas, 1-7 kdw.I, 753
ibide 8 Edw.I, 85-4; reuan.Aids, ive. 279

159 C 133/113 no.7

160 Feud.Aids, iv. 277

161 Longleat NMS. 5004
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was neid in 1303 by ueofrrey ce .ontiort . None oI tie isontforts of
sunney in tue iave l;3n. century apparently took snigntnood.

In exceptionzl cases lzncnolders provided not only for their

legitimate offspring. .illiam de Reigny died in 1275. His paternal innheritance
sssec i *o 4] ' ‘ L their a 163 1111 :

Tsssel To nle teather's sisters and their descendants o william aowever

Lald a caugnter Joan by nis mistress Joan la Botiler. Ee provided Zor both

of them out of the lands in west Bagborcugn wiaich 2e zad inherited from

his mcther. The manor thnere was scttled on the two Joans in 1268, snother

settlement, wnich was not wuted, preferred Joan la Zotiler's lawful iszue

: W
Over ine caughter Joan ana ner heirs 4.

Tre ccmucsition of tae group from which knights were drawn was not
solely vetermined by inneritance or family settlement. it .z¢ possitle for

free tenants to prosper intc the guightly group through the accumulation

C

f yroperty. ‘he assumgtion of knigntly rank was postporec until the family
was established among tne ieacers of county society. On the other hand some
femilies cezsed to belong to the groupr as their estates disinte rated under
the pressure of uebt and im,cverishment., In the reign of Lkdwaru 1 toe
reziztribution of land brought about by zuch fucturs wus oi imgortance in

determining the comgesition of the knigatly sroug.

Iniebtedness

Indebtedness was common amons knights and lsndholders. The d:bts
recorded sprang from a variety of obligstions. Zome arose through default
in .eyment of teudal dues anc cther rents to the Cruwn, Ieuaal lords and

otners. In 1266 John ce Columbers acknowledgea a debt of filiy merks to

65

S % 3 ; ; 1 > A e
Jonn vwalerand, from wnom he aela lzna in Honibere « LXChequer orficiais

162 Feud.iids, iv. 309

163 Cal.Ing-E.LTl. ii’ FPe 94-5

164 waxwell-Lyte, -ome Som.izns. 295

165 Cal.llose, 1273-88, 538; Farrer, zZonors and snights' Fees, i. 139
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s.oand A% Zmeros dl oy <03T1agls S0 ocllect ste scuisye owed oy tenznts
T - . . O .
in czief » come deots accumuiztea over a reriod. Hicau..s de sontfort

cuilt up a aebt of x2C as arrears of an annuity of 1CO s. which his

167

« ihe sum of
168

brother Henry haa acknowledged owing Alexancer of Combe

£10 owed by hugh of ropham to the bishop of Hereford in 1280 possibly

derived -“rom some obligation on Huzh's part in respect of Norin retzerton

ranor which was then in the tishop's custody. Juzh held land in near-by

169

Zuntvworth .
Knigi.ts also incurred financial liabilities through the exercise of
auministrative duties. Holders of office were personally respunsible for

sucn cebts., Sheriffs were chzrged with any arrears on their accounts long

170

after they left office « Robert of Raadin_ton, who zcted as subescheator

in Somerset at the beginning of adward I's reign, still owed over £56 to

the zxchequer in zbout 1305 171.

A lznihclder's finsncial liabilities passed to his executors and
heirs. The executors of Henry de sontfort (d. 1276) were temporarily

reprieved from a distraint whicn had bteen orderca on account of Henry's

172

outstanding debts to the Crown . Hugh Lovel succeeded his brother

Ricnard in 1264 113 and was obliged to acquit the latter's executors of
174

the debts outstanding to many creditors « At the enc of cdward I's

reign and long after his ceath in 1291 Hugh's own cebts were still being

175

recorded .
Some knights built up debts through dealings with merchants and

traders. In 1280 Hugh Lovel acknowledged owing nearly £38 to Richard of

166 E 372/118 rot. Som.& Dors.; E 372/134 rot. Som.& Dors.

167 Somersetshire Pleas, 8 kdw.I, 162

168 Ibid. 358

169 Feud.Aids, iv. 278; see p.

170 Cf. E 372/118 rot. Som.& Dors.

171 Cal.Fine R. 1272-1307, 120, 209; E 372/150 rot.Som.& Dors.
172 Cal.Close, 1272-9, 365-6

173 Sanders, kngz.Baronies, 28

174 K.B.26/194 rott. 8d., 15d.

175 cf. E 372/150 rot. Som.& Dors. resid.
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-erewell, woo 1lved in .incueazer r“'.;.u._;h w180 vwea £3 1o william Sgicer,

.y e 1 : 2 § 2y 2
& citizen of Winchester TT. rerlier in 1271 he uweé rfoger .&r-hal, a

" fdia n— it 178 ; —_—— -
London citizen, the largze sum of £32 ! » Brizn de wouiz of xingzdon was

; : . " , 178
a .ebtor of she .increster merchant Alexendsr of ilerewell 77. The nature

anc occesion of these debts &re not xnown but tzey prubebly arcse from the
orovisicn of soods anc services rather than from loans.

Foreign merchunts, notably rflemings and Italians, provieed crecit for -
Kniznts closely as.ociated with the royal acu:enold. Croun rincnce deiended
neavily on sne facilities offered by the iizlizn tanwers. Their ciients
included leauin; members of _dwarc's military estubli_nment wi. grociutly

ran into aebt while on royal service, particularly on campsi n. .illics ce
- : .- 120 Y X :
rienies, a member of the househcld in 12co y Owed some Florentine

: N g (- | N m ) .
merchants just uncer %60 marks in 1294 o In 1501 dobirt .itzrain and

= ; s 5 ; 182 =
Ingelram Beringer ovied z merch nt of Lucca £40 « Rotert wusz an .cilve

niiitary leader like Simon de .conteju wao zlso contracted debic with

34 13 . ; % ;
merchznts oI Lucca 3. Another magnate whe wes uilitarily strenucus was

I . = % , . : 164
willicd waesine In 1290 he owed ol marks to .ovme ilorentine moerchants -

Je.ish wmunsy-lenders proviced credit but itheir role was aiminishing
in the tvwo deczdes before their expulcion in 12%0. Their zctivities were

increasinsly regulated. In 1275 they were forbidden to lend money at

185

interest . John de surney who nhad taken ocut tonds for £3C, <.0 end

£50 between 1274 and 1276 later clsimed that nc interest wug reyzbvle

from 1275 186.

There .ere Jews living in sucrs pleces zs Bridgwater, ..artocs snd

176 somersetshire rleas, & waw.i, 35-6

17 Icids 59

178 Close.R. 1268-72, 48

179 X.5.27/112 rot.12

180 C 47/4/3 £. 29

161 Cal.Close, 1268-Y6, 3862

182 Toid, 1296-1302, 477

183 K.B.27/188 rot.ll; Czl.Close, 1302-7, 348, 426
184 Cal.Close, 1268-96, 120

165 F.M.rowicke, fhe Thirteenth Century (Oxford, 1562), 322
186 Cal,Plea Rolls Exch.of Jews, iii. 167-8
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Ilchester 187 but it is impossible to gauge the extent to which they

provided credit to local knights and landholders at the beginning of the
reign. Lists compiled of the bonds found in the archives of the Jews of
Bristol, Exeter and Devizes after the expulsion show that some Somerset

landholders borrowed at those centres. They included few knights J58

Other records however suggest that many Somerset knights had borrowed
from Jews in the middle of the century. Nicholas Fointz, Philip de
Columbers V and his mother Egelina availed themselves of the facilities

offered by London Jews 189. Other prominent knights who bvorrovwed from

Jews were Roger de loels 190, John de Mohun and his brother Hobert 131

and members of the Lovel family 192. Among the lesser knights Simon of
Greenham 193 and John de Bretasch were indebted to Jews. The latter
acknowledged the huge debt of €80 in 1275 194,

The wealthier knights apparently had more numerous debts. Nevertheless
the consequences of their debts to the Crown might be somewhat mitigated
by favoured treatment in repayment. In 1306 Simon de Montagu was pardoned
over £120 which both he and his father William had owed the Crown 195.
Simon's own debts, both to the Crown and to other creditors, were

considerable. At his request their repayment was suspended in 1305 while

g 196

the details were checke « Such knights as Simon probably secured

preferential treatment as part of the price for supporting the monarch in
his military campaigns. In 1303 Alan Plugenet was temporarily reprieved

from the payment of his debts just as he was about to depart for Scotland
197

on service .

187 Cal.Plea Rolls Exch.of Jews, i. 197; ii. 56
188 E 101/250/2; E 101/250/4; E 101/250/11.
189 Cal.Pat. 1266-72, 488-9

150 Cal.Plea Rolls Exch.of Jews, ii. 190

191 Ibid. iii. 59, 124.

192 Ibid. 258, 314.

193 Ibid. ii. 137, 227; iii. 177

194 Ibid. 64.

195 Cal.Pat. 1302-7, 437

196 Rot.Parl. i. 166; Cal.Close, 1302-T, 248
19? Cal.Chanc.R.Var. 950
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Influential debtors of the Crown were allowed to pay off their
debts over a period. Henry de Lorty was to repsy his at the rate of 10
marks a year from 1298 198. John of Merriott failed to observe the terms
assigned to him but they were renewed in 1284 when he was ordered to pay
off his debts at £20 a year 199. Since the Crown controlled the Jews'
dealings the monarch could favour leading landholders and members of the
royal entourage in the repayment of Jewish debts. In 1271 John de
kandeville was reprieved for two years &0 while in 1275 Relph de Gorges,
a member of the household, was pardoned 40 marks he had borrowed from

Jews 201.

The disintegration of estates under the pressure of debt.

Debts provided a mechanism for the transfer of land. In some cases a
third party undertook to repay a debt in return for a grant of property

from the debtor. In 1303 Richard Lovel secured land held by the knight

08 in a transaction connected

with his assumption of responsibility for a debt of John to the Crown 205.

John of Blackford in Blackford and Wheathill

In 1280 Roger de Moels undertook to pay the vicar of Wincanton £11.6s.11d.

owed by Thomes of Lattiford 204. Shortly afterwards Thomas dropped his
205

claim to a tenement in Holton and in 1281 he guitclaimed property in

Cheriton and Holton to Roger 206.

In the two cases cited above prominent landholders took advantage of
the financizl difficulties of their lesser neighbours. In other cases
however the break-up of an estate under the pressure of debt benefited

lesser men, merchants and estate officials., Alexander de Auno inherited

198 Cal.Close, 1296-1302, 235

199 Cal.Fine R. 1272-1307, 206

200 Close R, 1268-72, 358

201 Cal.Close, 1272-9, 187

202 Pedes Finium, Ric.I - Edw.I, p. 335

203 See p. 211

204 Somersetshire FPleas, 8 Edw.l, 247-8

205 Ibid. 254

206 Duchy of Cornw.0., Chartularius, f. 27d.
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lands in Compton Dando and Ashton Dando in 1259 207. Later ne was heavily

in deot. Eis creditors included Je.ish money-lencers, one of whom was

s 5 i 208 .
named in 1270 as wuombard, son of Solomon YS, In the zame year Alexander

was permitted to pay off a debt of 180 marks to Solomon of iarlborough
209

in instalments s the terms of which repayment were later spread over a

period of more than eight years 210. y 1277 £80 was still unpaid 211.

In that year Alexander challenged the record made by the sheriff of

Wiiltshire that he owed Jopin son of Solomon over £25 R

By 1277 Alexander had disposed of much of his property in Somerset

and uloucestershire. Since the land had been alienated without the

el3 In

permission of the Crown, from whom it was held, it was seized .
warch 1278 the sheriff of -omerset was ordered to replevy the property to
Alexander who was to hold it until the matter was considered in the next

parliament. The order was amended in lizy so that the property would be
214

restored to those who held it by Alexander's grant « According to an

order of 1281 the chief beneficiaries of Alexander's sales in Compton

215

were Thomas de Hamelden and Nicholas of Apperlegh . A list compiled

in 1285 of Alexander's alienations in Ashton details no fewer than
twenty-eight holdings. They were mostly small parcels. All but two were

a half-yardlend or less and most were under half that size azain. The
grantees included two religious foundations in Bristol, St.Mark's Hospital
and the house of Blessed Katherine. The principal beneficiary of

Alexander's sales in Ashton however was Nicholas of Apperlegh. He

held 50 acres and had becn assigned two rents totalling 22 shillings 216.

207 Cal.Ing.p.m. i, p. 117

208 Cal.Flea Rolls Exch.of Jews, i. 261
209 Close R,_1268-T2, 314

210 Cal.Pat. 1266-72, 505

211 Cal.Plea Rolls Exch.of Jews, iii. 316
212 CBl.C_lLa_nlg-th. i. 20

213 Cal.Fine R, 1272-1307, 83

214 Cal.Close, 1272-9, 450, 456.

215 Ibid. 1279-88, 105

216 Feud.Aids, iv. 290-1
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Jewish rorigages provided a means whereby prozerty passed from

lesser to greater landholders. «illiem of iilton was & subsicntizl

landholcder at tne beginning of the reign. Ze held lunds in Fodimore

¥ilton, Cthery anc Pedwell. He wu: urotavly cuzlified to bs z knizht
but among the xnigntly grour he was one of the les.er men, In 1272

william scid hzlf nis lanc in Podimore iiltun to Jonn of zitton, an

. = : . LT . ; o
office holeer in iells Cethearal 7. Tne dlastonvury chounicler

18

5

. o e R . ; ; ; o 2
described Williem as beins zenerous to the extent of bein_ imirovident
As a conseguence he became impoverished axnd his lz=nds were encumnbered

with debts. He pledzed hslf of hiec linds cs security for a losn of £18C

tc Aaron son of Vives of London. In 1276 the sheriff was order=d to

2139

deliver the lind to Aaron . Such & step was rresumacly unnecessary

since si.liam reacrned an agreement with the abbot of Glustonbury. The
i eminis s sl z . i i s PRG

acpct assumed william's debts and undertook tc maintein aim « In
return in 1277 William conveyea to the <bbtot ais remuining land in

221

tiilton together with his progerty in Uthery and Fedwell As the holcer

of wi_liam's lends, the azbbot later acknowledzged several Je.is: -btg

111}

includirg sums of 100 marks to Aaron son of EBenedict ancd £4C to swetemen

s o W Bom B 222
son of Davia of axeter .

Igretius of Ciifton, a lesser knight, was also heavily in debt to

Jewivh money-lenaers. tums of £10 and 16 waich he uncertook to pay

: : ; L bt g s BED s ; 5
Cresse of wilton in 1262 remained ungaid in 1268 “°7. So &lsu did the

principal and interest on six bonds he had contrzcted tetueen g.l257 and

1259 with an zxeter Jew .nd on one contracted in 1263% with a Gloucester

224 ; v ; o BB -
Fam =%, Ignztius's estates lay in zaston in sorczno and Aaastock 1n

217 3laston.Curt. 1i, rp. £30-2

218 Adam of _omerhszm, Fistoria de rebus Zestis siastoniensitus, 568
219 Czl.Ciose, 1272=9, 306, 346-T

220 Lomerham, Eistoria, 568

221 iaston.Feod. 82-3; Glastcn.Cert. ii, »pe 478-9

222 Cal.Plea Rolls axch.of Jeis, iii.273; cf.Glaston.Cart. 1i, .232
223 Cul.Plea Zclls axchl.of Jews, i. 177

224 1bid,. 182
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bomsrset and Cliftun in Gloucsstershire. They were helid Tros tne earl

225

of Gloucester for three .misnts' fees in 1262 Ign=tius later

divested himself of some of his groperty, a step probably forcesz uion

him by his embarrassing finencial position. 35y 1270 he nad released to

Henry de iontfort land in Radstock Gak where later Henry's successors

227

were tenants of the earl . The transaction was evidently associated

with a transfer of the oturaen of debt and Henry brousgnt an action of

account against several Jews in 1270 228. “hat Ignatius's debts were

cherised on his lands is eglso shown in the reguest made to woger of

Clifton in 1270 to pay £6 owed in respect of land which Ignstius had
E“ig

earlier pledged, as security for a loan of 12 marks, to Whe bishop of

[bnc&_ol'\ 229

werelard + Ignatius's release of Zaston manor tc Gilbert de Clare in

1278 may have been made under the pressure of debt 230.

Lesser landholders alsoc purchased land burdened with Jewish debts.

The Fichet family property in the middle of the thirteenth century

comprised land in Spaxton, Harnham anc rerry 251. Lenc at Littleton in

Compton Lando was purchesed from rhilip de Cclumbers, the son of

William de Columbers of Stockland. Philip was indebted to sxeter Jews

3 252

to whom he owed £340 in 125 « To raise capital he leased all his

land in Littleton in 1262 to Hugh Fichet for a term of fifteen yearsz35.

Philip eventually quit~claimed his rights there to Hugh's son Robert254,

who consequently became liable for rhilip's Jewish debts. In 1266 Robert

disputed with Fhilip a debt of 100 shillimgs to Aaron of Caerleon 235.

225 Cal.Ing.p.ms i, p. 157

226 Cal.Plea Rolls Exch.of Jews, i. 219

227 Cf. C 133/113 no.T

228 Cal.Plea Rolls Exch.of Jews, i. 219

229 Ibid. 221

230 B.L. Add. MS. 6041, f. 84

231 Hylle Cart. (Som.Rec,Soc.lxviii), pp. xv -xvi

232 Select Pleas, Starrs and other records of the Excheguer of the Jews
(Selden Soc.xv), 15-16; cf. E 101/250/2

233 Hylle Cart. p. 18

234 Ibid. p. 19

235 Cal.Flea Rolls kxch.of Jews, i. 134
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Robert was still defaulting in repayment of the debt shortly before his
death in 1272 256. Robert's son Hugh was also unwilling to accept respon-
sibility for Fhilip's debts. In 1274 he claimed that the document
recording his father's acknowledgement in 1272 of a debt of £80 had been

forged by the officials in charge of the rxeter Jewry 237.

Mercantile involvement in the land merket

The injection of merchant capital into the land msrket had limited
repercussions on the composition of the knightly grcup. Few merchants or
their immediste descendants established themselves among the leading
members of rural society. The knight Usbert Giffard acknowledged many
aebts in the 1280s and early 1290s 238. As early &s 1270 he hac pleaged

239

tvo zold spoons to Jewish money-lenders + Concern over his debts and

the mort;ezing of his lands probably underlay the prezsure exerted con
him in 1290 not to slienate his lands which would have meant
disinheriting his heirs 20, Nevertheless in 1291 Csbert rledged a
freehold in his mancr of Herdington in north-east Someruet tc Halrph

41

Z ; i g 2
wyneman for a lcan of £32 » Ralpn, a merchant active in the wine and

cloth trades, was of some consecuence in pristol where ne neld the orffice
of bailiff at the ens of Henry III's reign 242. ince tke loan remained
unpaid at the expiry of the stated three-year term, Ralph was jrantea tne
lend in fee simrle. The transfer of the holding however did nct lead to
the estatclishment of : new knightly family in tke county.

There is evidence that certzin mercnents «ni townspeorle were tuying

up small amounts of prorerty in a piecemeal fashion frem imgoverished

236 Cal.FPlea Rolls mxch.cf Jews, i. 277

237 Ibia. ii. 139-40

238 Cal.Close, 1279-88, 1865, 481; 1268-%6, 14T, 315.

239 Cal.rlea Rolls =xch.of Jews, i. 256

240 Rot.rerl. i. 30

241 Just. 171295 rot. 8

242 Trans.B.3.4.3.xxii, 175-6;St.iark's Caerte(Bristol Hec.Soc.xxi), t.102
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knights and landnolders. With tne exception of Thomas de Hamelden they
did not found knightly dynasties. william Snel, a prominent citizen of
Bath, where he held the office of mayor for at least three separate
periods between 1294 and 1305 245, bought up property in neighbouring
Twerton. In 1298 he acquired a small property there from Thomas Swain of
Bath 244 but more interesting are the purchases he made from the knight
Thomas of Bayeux, the lord of Twerton. The property bought was small in

scale. It included in 1289 a yardland over which Thomas retained lordship

245

« Thomas later renounced his rights over that holding and over a

246

half-yardland which William had purchased in 1292 24?. In 1501

248

William bought holdings of thirteen and eight acres in Twerton s By

selling that land Thomas raised considerable swus which were probably

needed to cover his debts. In 1297 he was granted respite during royal

249

pleasure for his debts owed at the kxchequer » 1t was probably under

the continuing pressure of debt that Thomas later sold his estates
including Twertone The dismemberment of his patrimony however did not

benefit merchants or townspeople but a prospering freeholder and

250

administrator, Richard of Rodney .
Thomas de Hamelden was one merchant who did establish a knightly

dynasty. He was a prominent citizen of Bristol where he was mayor in 1274

and 1275 251. In 1281 he was one of the leading burgesses who witnessed

the agreement between the city and merchants from Amiens, Corbie and

252

other continental cities . He owned property in the city where in

243 hncient Deeds belonging to tne Corporation of Bath (Bath Rec.50C.y1921),
pp. 9, 9, 10, 25, 28, 31, 42, 55, 87, 102, 117, 152

244 SomeR.0., WHb 11/540

245 Ibide 535, 544

246 Ibide 545

247 Ibid. 536

248 Ibids 5424 543

249 Cal.Close, 1296«1302, 127

250 See below

251 St.Mark's Cart. p. 284

252 Cal.Close, 1279-88, 122
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1255 he was said to be witholuins rents due to the Crown 233 Eis wife

L]
: o 2 - =
wirgaret also owned several tenements there 54. Sne playeu on important

pzrt in Thomas's accumulztion ¢f lend in north-east Somerset. In 1276

william of veurich granted her a reversicnary rizzt in « y.rdiznd in

e 25 Ko v =
sidsomer Norton 35. In Compton Zanco & sm:ll holaing of two acres

which sne 2l neld for iife by tne zrant of Alexander ae auno wes

cettled on her and her Leirs 255. She may well neve teen a daughter of

: 5 s ; ; 2 ;
Alexender, wno alsc zeld property in bristol 5?. Alexunder, wao was an

2

poverisned knight, sold soie of nis rural property in Comiztun and

. ; e . 256 . : y
.cnton Uando to Thomes de Hamelden 7. Liw piecemeel szsles show that

Alex:néer turned to a leading burgess to allevizte zi:. ucute financizl

vosition. Thomes's purchases in Compton incluaec 2 iur e number of small

i 2 . ; g ; i S &
holéings 59. Otrer purchases made by Thomes and his .ife fron _lexander

were in ashton. They inciuasd a tenement formerly held by adam _iickrol

. : 53 15 . . 260 L o ;
end holuings in Asht.n moss :nd eluewnere « In 1285 Thozec was sl

(21

~

y - S . 26l . N
tc have purchased a yurdlané in acoton from Alexanzer . 1Tnomus aiso
acyuired groperty in tae same iurt of Somerset from other lanuiwclders.
In 1269 he bougnt two ploush-leénds and o mill in kidscmer Lorten Zrom

. . 202
wiliiam de Gouiz .

The accumulation of land by administrators

Several freeholders who proi:pered into the xrigntly sroup
avparently accumulated projerty as & result of the opportunities offered
oy edminist.oative service in the county ccurt or in the entourage of a

sreat 1.rde Nicholas of Apperlesh to whom Alexander ce suno conveyed

253 sreat zed bk.of Bristol, i (Bristol ReceSoc.iv), p. 106
254 Tbid. ppe 19 63

255 redes Finium, Ric.I = cdw.I, p. 240

256 3.L.Herl.¥S. 316, f. 66 ani v.

257 Great Red Bke.of Bristol, i, p. 1C0

258 Cal.Close, 1272-9, 456 3 1279-86, 105

259 B.L.Harl.MS. 316, ff. 66v = 67

260 Ivid. ff. 65 - 66

261 Feud.Aids, iv. 290

262 Tedes Finium, RiC.I - &dw.I, pp. 225 = 6
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part ¢ nis crumbling wstute was v, gleel of severcl sucn mesn who purchased

~2nd in the county curing tns reign. de sas cctive in e coundy ccurt

froz at least 1269 when ze oiferea essoins and acted or tzaelf of

263

sevsral people « He was evidently e luwyer conversant witn l=-gzel

procecures In 1279 and 1286 ne was nominated to act as -~tvoras; for

& : . 2 264 . pd .
silbert ce Clare whe was zsoing abroad 4. In 1l2c¢7 Nicnolzs acted s &

pledge vefore the royal justices in EBristol for the suitors to Thomas de
- " ’ Ty — . 255
Berkeley's court of nedeliffe, & suturb ol tae vitvy “e Iwu years later

-~

el g g S a1 b 3 _zor 265
Licke.&as helc the impurtant oifice of steward of Gizuionvury ittey .

ne was subseguently ariointea by tne Crown t. comrissiuvns of oyer and

Fi%
R, 287 . i 1au ; " 2 Rl gl 9
tsrminer in IJevon end in 12%3 John of Havering, sSteward of dascony,
- il % s ; ~ . 268
nominated him to act as his =ttorney for two jeurs .

ancther prospering freeholder ani acminictrator was wicrnerd ol -tiney.

Ze was & free tenant of the dean and chepter of Wells in faork und

. 69 . T flo s ¢ .8
Rodney 9. Richard maoe hkis first acquisitions of lend in the
neishbouracod. In 1297 he evidently rurchzsed a holidin; in Congresbury

27C

vwinich was settlea on als neirs e In 1501 hiv r.gat to o messuaze ana
. _ g n Bk A : 2 : . 5
two plousgh-lenas tnere was recognised « wdcnerd's subseyuent rise from

freenolcer to im.crtant loncnolder was clearly related to his service to

o'
e
{n

hoys of Bath ana wells. In 13Cl he was ueseribes us the bisnop's beiliff
end he rem:zined in the service of the new vishon, «ulter of Huselshaw,

e In 1304 the siinor nominated Riciiurd so act as his

Sl A ; 7 T4 s g &
attorrney while he went on pilgrinzge t and saortly sfier.ards he

26% .omersetszire rl.as, 41-57 Henl III, &3-4, 15C
264 Cal.rate 1272 = 81, 3333 lZol=92, 247.

265 TranseB.d.d.ue xxii, 170

2c6 Juste 1/1284 rot.5; Slagton.lurt, ii, p. 426-T
26? Cel.Fat. 1251-32’ 406' nr.DCt

268 Ibid. 1292-13%01, 27.

259 Fist.1iS5.Com. 12’ 'rl'-E:.ls, i’ p-160

27C Pedles Finium, Ric.I - Edi.I, p. 302

271 Ibid. pp. 315-16

272 E 372/146 rot. Soms & Sors.

273 tzndbook of British Chrconology, ed. Z...rowicke ani =-.B.Fryde(1361), 2Cé.
274 Cal.Fat. 1301=7, 217




i 1ty A

securec permission to grint Rickerd anc nis wire wroiert, in Cheddar 275.

Ire grant was evidently intended by tne tishop as & reward for ais
official., 4bout 12C8 Richard became bziliff of ainterstoke nuncred by

the btishop's award. The cifice was the bishcop's reward o zicharc for his

276

services « Hichzri was at thet veriod vprotably in con:tant attendance

on tne tishop when tre lutter was in the neighvourhood of .ells. In 1306

a cherter recoruing Hichard's grant cf a terement in wells was dzted at

277

Priday, an episcopzl estate .

Lay ofricers of tne sreat ecclesiastical l:ndaclders of trhe cuunty
were prominent among those lanuholders who extended trneir vossescions.
Nicnolas de Langelond was the successfr of Hugh, a free tonart of

glastonbury Abbey in South Erent 2?8. Nicnolas had succeeded iugn ty 12497

and ne inherited lands in Dunviear and Slzpe near Bridgwater 279. The

extension of his propverty througk grant and vurchazes was rapid. Nany of
his acquisitions were near Axbridge, weamore and *rent. Yhe princivel
lunaholcers in that area were Glactonoury Abbey, the tisncy of buth and
«wells and the aqean znd chapter of wells, witn all of whom Nicholas had

ties of service., In 1303 the Lishop granted him anc zis «ife lana in

[a b

Compton Zichur and Cheazar, together with moorianc nexr Comgton zné

: 28 ) o . e i
Axbridse C. In the following year the biszup nomineted Licholus as one

-~

" 28 oo - s ; o f e
cf nis avtorneys » Nicrhules wus ar areptly aciing for tie rickor in

5 . 282 . o . :
courts of law zs late as 13CT « ficngoles luter neiu the cf:iice of

*

e ; i b 5 <& 5.5 :
briliff in tne cezn eni chspter's hunarea of Semstone « wiclioles enzed

ais cocreer as steward betscern 1311 anc 13513 of sisstoncur) atoey, & LO0ST

] ’ i . 204
ne mey heve helda in 1:09 4.

275 Cal.tat. 13C1=T, <24

275 Hist.ibS.Com. 12, wells, i, p. 120

277 .ells City Couriers (SomeRec.Soc.xlvi), pe 26

276 3lzston.Szrte iiy pe 5405 reces Firium, Ric.Il - _v.1, . 255

27% zedes Firnium, zZic.I = Edw.l, 2. 2350

Eig
2ol Cal.ist. 1301-7, 217 262 Just.1/1330 rot.é0; 4.B. 27/153 rot. 454
283 Hist.:8S.Com. 12, 1Cth Rer.IlIi,.ells, p. 135

284 Longleat #SS. 1121€,rot.75; 1G5595,rot.14; cf.ala ton.Cart.ii, pr.33C-1
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Nicholes's initicl purchases were maae neer toe yrogsrty ne inherited
K ceril B TR T bl 7 b 4 2 e85 ..
in soutn Zrent. In 1289 he seguirsu & yarelsnd in —ust Brent . He

rrospered at the ex.ense of znis nei_ hciurs, come of whnom, including

memuers of once-prominent femilies, had _rotably I.ile:

¥
3

on rurd sices. In

-

1297 he accuired a mes:uzge ani <4 ccres of lend in _liorcu_h near Hutton

e 4 i .. 2bb g >
from .illiem szrsh and nis wife o In 1305 a mescueje, 55 acres of 1 nd and

1C of meadow in Burnaam, 3rean and 2errow w2r: coid v .icnoilzs oy Juan ce

. é8 . s 4 e o v e 258
F0ouiz 7. John vas tne grandson of ksnly Je soulz IIT of singsoon « In

R i P o s ’ ; 20
13086 Jubn wersh sold richolas a messuage anzi & yarclend iz :urnbcm 9. an

imgortunt frecnolaer from whom Hicnoles acyuired properzy wase oillium de
Contewille, who, in 1504, sold him land in Compton Z2ichop und axbridge as

well as the bailiwick of Bemstone hundred 230.

liicholas's acguisitions included sizesble holdin s wnd e continued
to mske purchases later. In 13210 he oou nt a messuaze, 40 acres of land,

. . ’ : y s 2 . ) 291
12 of meadow ané § s.rent in Ashten and Allerton in Zemstone hundred 7

zne in 1512 he waded to nis .rogerty in Compton Ziithop & mesiu. 2s, 58 acres
) _ o el oo BHE des . & )
¢f lena, 20 of meavow anu a rent of Z =hillings « Eis later purcnzses
invelvea lana over a wider wrea and in some <calings tnere was an
element of .peculation. In 17206 he purchasea a ploujh-lurz .nu 18 acres of
larné in Street and Butlei h from Juhlin of sere odut in the fclloving year he
sold it to the £beot of Glastondbury. The latter fearst thet the iruierty
. - e - 293 :
mizht be solc to a wmore powerful lun.hoider « wicholas also acguired
land in zoy, over wnici the cvbbtet was lord, in 1,0% when he was possitly
2
d 94.

ine Ltoey stewar

Throusn the gracual accu..l:tion of rro.erty such administrasors

255 sléston.revd. 104
2.5 redes rinium, Ric.Il - zaw.I, ppe. 3C2=3
87 Taide Tw 335

288 Proc.Som.Archn.Soc. ciii. 41 = 2,
285 reies Finium, Ric.I = Edv.I, p. 2-0
29C Toid, 3e 327

281 Ibid. 1 EdweII = 20 Z&ui.L1IZ, =z 16

252 Ibid. o

293 Longlezt »S. 10591, 5. 8 = 9v ; Gleston.Feod. 64 - 3
234 Giaston.Cert. ii, pp. 506-7

-z

- o




created the basis on ..:ich tuey entered the «ni atly grousc. =I'zer his
tize in the service ol sue tisnu.s of bath ancé wells Richard ¢f _ocney
purchased a number of estates toersby vecoming qualified to take
xni_zthood. Ee acquired severzl estates Trom Thomas of Hsyeux. lnomes
sold him a reversionary ri_ ht in Twerton manor in 1306 295. dicnard had

succeeded to tne estate by 1314 when he also neld Thomes's former lznds

in Saltford and Buckvell 296. wWith land in Rodney ltoke, the progperty

in Sultfora and Backwell had been irherited by Thomas from nis muther

297

weTy « Richard of Hodney acyuired the Rodney Stoke uro;crty in 1300

from william of Bourne, a canon of wells 2?8, who frequently acted us

299

an intermediary in the conveyance of land « Richuard purchased Thomas's

half of Saltford in 1306 500 and made further acquisitions there in

301 2

1309 2%, Thomss sold his half of Backwell manor to Richard in 1309 °°2,
Earlier in 1306 Richzrd had purchssed a reversionary risht in the other
helf of the menor, as well as in part of Claverham menor and fifteen

303,

knights! fees all held in dower by Ismannia, the widow of John le Sor
Hicherd was in possession of the whole of Backwell manor ty 1316 when

504

he was _ranted permission to hold a market and fair there

The sale of property and the disappearance of knigntly lines,

Landholders at all levels of society expanded their holdings. That
rrocess often toock place at the expense cf knigrts. Glastonoury Abbey,
which had extended its demesne lands in the middle of the 13th. century,
continued to buy up property early in Edward I's reign. Two knights,

Richard of Chilton and Walter of Shapwick, sold out to t..e abbey tanen.

295 Fedes Finium, Ric.l - £dw.I, p. 344
296 Cal.Close, 1313 - 18, 136

297 Cf. Cal.Ing.p.ms i, p. 158

298 Pedes Finium, Ric.I - Edw.I, p. 312.
299 Cf. Ibid. p. 310

300 Ibid. pe. 345

301 Ibid. I Edw.II - 20 Edw.III, p.9

302 Ibid. p. 11

303 Ibid. Rice.I - Edw.I, pp. 341 = 2

304 Cal.Chart.R. 1300 - 26, 384
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Their descenaants subsequently disappeared from the knigatly gzroup.

Richard held land in Chilton and Ashcott. Accoriin: to the abbey
chronicler he lacked good counsel. It was presumably on account of his
vrodigality that he was compelled to promise the abbot half of his land
together with the capital messuage in Chilton. Ths abbot took advantage
of the promise ani tae luna was eventually transferred to the abbey 505.
In Asncott Richard's tenant, Geoifrey Langley, granted part of the
holding to reter Fayrdeyn and nis wife, from whom it eventually rassed
to the abbey. Richard recovered the rest of the land on Geofirey's
death and in 1291 it was incorporated in the abbey demesne 506.

vwalter of Shapwick sold most of his land in Shupwick and Withies to
tre abbey in 1285. The property there had teen zcquired by his father
iteynold and was held by the family for only & short time. In _hupwick
Reynold le Gentil had granted one yardland to Reynold. walter purchased

307

another three yardlaends tnere « Later in 1295 Welter divested himself
of the mesne lordship of a messuege and yaraland in Chilton by conveying

his rizhts to Richard Pyk 508.

liemberzhip of the knizhtly zroup anda royal patronage

Qutright grants of l.nd by the Crown had a limited influence on the
overall composition of the knijntly zroup. They were usually made to
prominent ana favoured knignts. In 1265 the estate in Haslebury,
forfeited by (illiem .arshal, an opponent of tre Crown, vas granted to

Alen Flugenet in recognition of :nis service to Eenry III anc the Lord

309

Edward o #william Marsnel's son John triea to rede<em the ectate

under t.e terms of tze Jictum of Xenilworth, but Alan's right of

305 Adam of Domernam, Historia de rebus gestis 3lastoniensibus, 371

306 Glaston.Feod. 70 = 1

307 Domerhum, Eirtoria, 568; Glaston.Cart.ii, po. 376, 360; uleston.Feod.
72 =3, 75 =6

208 3lzston.Cart. ii, pe 380 ; Glaston.reod. 76

309 Cal.zet. 1258-66, 467
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: s . 31.0 . o~
rossession was confirmed in 1262 77, Alun increased nic ties with
Somerset by exchanzing in 127C his menor of Lyndhurst and tie office of
steward in the New Forest (Zants.) for tze manors of Fitney and .ezrne
B B i A gn . A2 I ’ i .
with Lleanor, wife of the Lord =iward « 4lan further consolidszted his

512

rosition in the county by marryinz Joan, the dcushter of -ndrew .ake .
andrew was a prominent lesser knight who was sheriff of tae county in
sz SAD s : i et T pepiii it
1257 o ii: estutes ley in zast Dowlisa (row _owlish -.uxe) and west
U e ) . . B 514 ;
~owlish wnere ne was succeeaed by uils son kelph e Alon rlugenet's
m=in estute: however lay cuiside Somerset. 3y the srunt of uis uncle
Hocert .alerand in 1273 he accuired important holdings in .iltinire and
. ; 2 - o i 4 . 515
zereforashire, including the lordship of Kilveck 5 4
The success of the royuzlist forces in 1264 wié nut lezad to the

wholeszle dispossession of tuuse knihts wihc hac espcused the zaronisl
cause. After the initiazl dislocation dqusz to the redistritution of tne
i.nas of a few baronisl partisans there was no general reallocation of
tae preperty of tas men; lesser xnights who nad ogposed the Crown. after
the battle of Zveshum Alsn rlugenet was zlsc grentee the lancs of Jonn la

316 . .

warre in Brislington, They were subseguently restored te Jonn Rotert

s2lerand, a trusted associzte of the Lord cuverd, wes jrunted ihe nonor

of Stogursey, forfeited by dugh de Neville. Avier Hujh wae r.c.lvec zack
into roysl favour in 1265 the honor was divised. Robert reteindd the Dunor
znc castle of Stogursey, the mznors of Hadway and .est :‘iranuum, the
sundred of Cunnington and several knignts! fees for waicn he cwes & tairc
317

.

Sf t..¢ crijinal service

The Cro.n usuwlly ewerded wurdshiy oI lanus ena nelrs and tre narrigges

210 Celerate 1272-8l, 3743 Celelharters 1257-1300, 2862-3

21l Caleut.1268=72, 4c4 ; Cul.unart.re. 1237-13C0, 15C

sle 3:.».l.inq.c.m. 111, Fe 417-

313 r.R.C.List of Sheriffs (liet anc Index ix), 122

314 Feudl.Aids, iv. 284, <392; Just. 1/1315 robs 2ldes Se3s 2?f121 rots 48
215 Cal.lrnc.p.m. iiy 2T

216 Cf. Socer.essiive siezs, 1 = 7 zdwel, 26 = T

317 Farrs=r, w.n.rz andé £ni: ts! rees, i. iti = 10
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of minors to well-established landholders. The latter included magnates,

such as Simon de Montagu, John de Beauchamp (d.1283) and Ralph Daubeney

318 o : oS 319
y and men connected with the housenold, such as rhilip Laubeney o

The grants were made good use of by the recipients. Roger hortimer of

wigmore purchased the marriage of Hawise, the daughter and heir of Robert

de Muscegros, in 1281 320. The marriage was used for Roger's younger son

William who died in 1297 20, Humphrey de Beauchamp used the marriage of

Idony, the daughter and heir of William Lisle, which he purchased in 1299

322, for his son Hugh. Hugh and Idony were married by 1308 and in 1316

323

Hugh held land in North Curry hundred s certainly in Lillsdon where

William's great-grandfather Oliver Avenel had held property 524.

One lesser knignht who owed his membership of the Somerset knightly
group to a royal grant was Henry of Glastonbury. Henry's father Robert

was one of Henry III's household knignts. On account of Robert's service,

Henry III granted the son an annuity of £20 in 1268 5250 The grant was

later cancelled when Henry was promised the first marriage of an heiress

326

with lands worth £30 a year falling to the Crown « The marriage used

by the Crown was probably that of Alice Talbot in whose right Henry later

32T

held land in Heathfield and Bossington o Alice'!s father Laurence was

apparently alive in 1285 e but if he had died betore 1290 control over
Alice's marriage would have passed to the Crown since John de iwchun,

from whom Heathfield was held, was himself a ward of the Crown until

329

then « Edward would consequently have been entitled to use to his

own advantage rights of feudal lordship falling to John de Mohun to

318 Cal.Pat. 1281-92, 78, 88, 107, 181, 485
319 Ibid. 181

320 Ibid. 1272-81, 441

321 Complete Peerage, v. 308

322 Cal.Pat. 1292-1301, 413

323 Cal.Close, 1307-13, 73; Feud.Aids, iv. 325

324 Close Re. 1251-3%, 118 327 See p. 141
325 Cal.Pat. 1266-72, 209 328 Feud.Aids, iv. 284, 296

326 Ibid. 1272-81, 273 329 Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 114
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fuifill his promise to Henry. Henry and Alice were married by 1298 at

F 4
the latest ’30.

Frospering freeholders and knizntly rank.

The attitude displeyed by new members of thz xnightly grougp towards
knightly rank varied. Yicholas de Langelond became a knigzht by 1306 o1,
Nicholas, who was then extending his lands, was the first of hais family
to hold the rank. It was his echievement that provided the basis of the
election of his son and heir Hugh as knight of tze shire in 1326 532.
Some prospering freehclaers delayed taking knighthood. Ricnard of Rodney
was one of several fifty librate holders who had not been knignted by
1316 353. Soon after in July that year Ricnurd, or possitly his son of
ti:e szme neme, was knighted at Keynshem, close to daltford where tze
elder Hichnard had acguired land 334.

The willingness of some freeholders to become knights was not shared
by their successors. Humphrey de Kael, an zctive administr:tor, whose
croperty comprised an assoriment of small holdinzs, hac¢ tuken knisntnood

335

early in sdward I's reign « His successor Humphrey was among the

z
Torty librate holders distrained in 1312 5’6. Scciazl prejucice may have

prevented prosperous townspecpie like Tnonas de Hamelden from vecoming
knignts. It was easier for their successors to overcome trat prejudice.
The fzilure of some xnizhts to establish dynasties was probztly cdue to
the lack of m=le heirs. That wazs probatly the czse for licholas of
Arrerlezh, reccrded as a knijnt in the early 12%0s.

where families comtined the materizl resources to sustzin the raxk
330 Cel.Chart.X, 1256-1300, 473
%31 Eist.ioS.Comel2, wells, ii, p. 5c2
332 Parl..rits, ii(l), p. cxii.
333 C 47/1/8
- - oy . A - - ey - - . ~ o e
334 J.R.S.Phillips, Aymer de Val.nce,-arl Of rembroxe,l 07-13¢4

(Oxford, 1972), 261 ; see woove

235 See pps 94-5 ; apr.l
336 C 47/1/7
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of knight with a will to join the knightly group, they succeeded in one

or two generations. Joan de Ferham, althougn temporarily reprieved from
compulsory knighthood in 1260 357, was not dubbed until 1272 558. John,

who was the first of his family to beccme a knizht, owed nis standing in
society to the work of his predecessor Tnomas de Perham. Thomas, who

held land at Wick in Curry Rivel, built up an estate in Charlton Adam.

By 1249 he had purchased several holdings there from %illiam son of

Adam, the principal landholder, and his sons %“illiam and Adsm. The property
comprised 135 acres 359. In 1254 Thomas exchanged a rlough-lznd in
Charlton Adam for a plough-land in Cnarlton kackrell with Pnuomas, son

of John de Perham. possibly his nephew 340. The latter Thomzs had been
succeeded by 1285 by John ge Ferham 541, the xnight, who was returned as
a twenty librate holder in 1297.

Many more lesser knights were probably descendsd from free tenznts
but it is not often possible to trace tae pedigrees of such krnijhte.
They emerge as xni:hts among charter witnesses. ldam Foru, who in 13CC
neld forty librates in Someruet and Uorset, wus witnessing chariers

concerning lands on tine nortnern edle of the -olden hills at the end

342

of the reign . He hela lznd there in Stawell, Bawdrip and sutton,

where in 1307 he acquired iwo messuzges anc two plough-lande from

343

salawin wmalet « One of the ezrliest reiferences to0 Aaam is his receirt

4 544,

of the wardship of ihe iands of his neighbour John of Horsey in 129
adam's use of tne style miles signified his :ztanding as & lezding member
of a rurzl community. Such a position was reflected in the permission

he secured in 1%06 to endow with land in stawell 2 chaplain serving

%337 Close R. 1259-61, 217

338 Close Re. 1266=-72, 529

339 Devon R.Jey 123 W/TB 119-123

340 V.C.H.Som. iii. 85

%341 Feud.aids, iv. 286

2,2 Cf. 3laston.Cart. ii, pp. 361, 538
34% Pedes Finium, Ric.Il ~ rdw.Il, p. 359
344 Cal.Close, 1296-1302, 360
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z
daily in zis new cnapel azt la Forde ’45. ~dem's pLosition was similzr to

that neld by Humphrey de xsel whe held the advowscrn of & chentry near
the Cherlton adam mencr-house 346.

Thz concept of gentility vas probebly forrul-tec in direct response
o the rise of certein free tenunts. Uentilit, serves to justify and
grotect tne steraing of longer-estsbliszhed linezges. ihe jezlous resard
of county landholdéers for treir social position was revealed by the
rezction of Richord Revel in zhe county court in 1204 fc¢ =n outsider 54?.
Jewer members of the kni:nhtly group felt a need to zive & visivle

exvression of their new scciul position. rlor sume tre acsun; tion of

«ni;ztiy rank was sufiicient but Jor otners a ..ore conecrete aflirms

of trnoir stunding was needed. o number of grosgering frienoliers not

only bsuvome knights but vwere «lso active warriors. ilumpnrey e nuel served

: 5 ; . 548 = $ ; "

in .ules in 1202 54 « Laurence de Hamelcen, wiocte mewmboruinip of tue

knigntly srour rezreseated an incursion of mcrcnent wealthj,consciously

aaopted those forms of tehaviour associ:ted with the chivalrous kni;nts.

349
-

Ye attached himself to Jchr Tregoz's tro.p in 1293 fle ulso nossessed

g cozt of arms which in tae rerlivmentary Koll of isrms was clscrivea

= 0 . i S g " : o1
uncer Suffolk 55 wnere he w.s overlora in silden in nis wife's rig:t 2

-
Coxzts of arms were owned by men who were militarily strenucus urc .20

g - o . T, . -
were connectea with the chivalrous lundncicders atiendant on Tne hing .
Lzurence's need to secure socizl acceptence is uncerlined oy t:ie omission

of nis ncme from the lists of leading count; isndno-cers ccupilec in 1297

and 130C. Xovert de Fznes, vwho vwuas also rrocuctly related to Zristol

o

burgesses, =nd his son Thomss were both unrumed 22,

445 Cal.rat. 1301=T, 413

346 V.Cedeboms iiie 85

3;7 Introduction to the Curis He is nclls (seldsn Soc.lxii), 72-3
348 Ferl..riis, i, 228, 234.

149 = 01;6;40.

35C rarl.orits, i. 414

351 ioors Knignts of cdwl.I, ii. 175

352 See pp. 296-60

253 See p. 29
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Conc.usion.

In the relatively short period encompassed oy the reic of -avward I
there was a considersb.e turnover in the identity of tac =snizhts. Tne
cninge was detoermired muinly by irheritance as tze petrimony charsea
nande within the family. deslthy lendholders were zble t2 irovide for

younger relatives out of their lands thereby ectiblishing new knihtly

in

lines. Changes of identity of knightly families zcccunted to = lesser
extent for chenges in the membership of tre kai:ihtly zruur. Such changes
r flect the redistribution of ir.jerty either throujsh inneritsnce or
throush sule ond purciese. fvidence surviving in cartul.oricc sus.jests
that during the 13th. cenzury lanu w.s _redually passing inic tne hands
of tewer enu srezter mene It shows lesser men, inci.ding knights,
relinquishing proverty to more wealthy and powerful neijhtuurse. .hile

tne srour of knightly f:milies wus repicnished by tie rize of itrospering
frecaoldiers, a juxtarosition of declining anu rising lenuholders does
not however rrovide a satisfzctory soluticn to zccount fvr c.an.es in
the comrosition of the sroup. rreperty did not zlways move up tne cocizl
.cale. Indeed tne disintegration of & Loluing mignt and did in meny czses

venelit lesser men.
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CHAPTER VII

THE KNIGHTS AND THwx TERRITORIAL MAGNATES

The various ties between members of the knightly group resulted
principally from regional and family relationships. Tenurial bonds were
much less important. The same three forms of solidarity also tied lesser
knights to the lay and ecclesiastical magnates, the more prominent
landholders. The lay magnates corresponded tc that small group of wealthy
knights with wide powers of lordship. The main ecclesiastical landholders
in the county were Glastonbury Abbey, the bishopric of Bath and Wells
and the dean and chapter of Wells. They had great influence on the social
and economic life of large areas of the county, particularly in the
central fenlands. Further west the bishops of Winchester held the

extensive manor and hundred of Taunton.

The feudal tenurial bond.

By the reign of Edward I knighthood was not synonymous with
vassalage. The knights were not simply intermediaries between the tenants
in chief of the Crown and the rural communities. Many lesser tenants by
military service did not become knights. The military tenants of Hugh
of Luccombe were all smallholders, none of whom were dubbed l. The lay
magnates of Somerset,who were tenants in chief and lords of military
tenants,were invariably knights 2.

The fragmentation of knights!' fees and the multiplication of feudal
lordship reduced the importance of the feudal tenurial bond in cementing
1 Feud.Aids, iv. 295; Cal.Ing.p.m. vi, pp. 397-8.

2 E.gs John de Beauchamp, Robert FitzPain, Hugh Lovel, Roger de koels,
John de Mohun and Simon de Montague.
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ties between knights and territorial magnates. Neverthneless the rites
and formulae associated with the bond of vassalage remained. The bond
was originally enshrined in the act of homage by the tenant to his lord.
In the later 13th. century homage was proferred by many grades of tenant
for land held under various forms of tenure. when Nicholas Fitzhartin
pertormed homage to the abbot of ulastonbury in 1261, the form of words

used (ego devenio homo vester de feodis et tenementis que de vobis tenere

debeo )3 presumably also applied to other lands held from the abbey besides
4

those assessed at five knights! fees "o Tenurial ties between the knights
and the magnates were not restricted to military tenures and homage was
performed for other tenures., Walter of Shapwick performed homage to the
abbot for a yardland held by military tenure he inherited in Shapwick but
5

not for three yardlands in socage tenure he purchased tnere “. Un the other
hand Nicholas de Langelond performed homage to the abbot in 1299 for a
yardland in socage tenure that he had acquired in kast Brent 6.

Incoming tenants received livery of their inheritance only after
homage had beeu .endered. Ralph Daubeney, who neld South Petherton from
the Crown by knight service, was succeeded by his son Philip. The writ
authorizing the holding of an inquisition post mortem of Halph's lands
was issued on 25 January 1292, After the inquisition had been held at

South Petherton. |

y Philip perfcrmed homage to the king on j rebruary
and two days later he was granted livery 8. Homage was zlso owed on the
entry of a new lord. John de ioels, lord of tne barony of Nortn Cadbury,
was succeeded in 1310 by his son Nicholas 9. Karly in 1311 John
Pauncefot performed homage to Nicholas for his tenements in Compton
Glaston.Rent. 234
Ibid. 230

3

4

5 Ibid. 229; Glaston.feod. 72-3
6 Glaston.Feod. 104
i}
&
9

C 133/61 no. 23
Cal.Close, 1288-96, 217
Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 68
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Pauncefoct and South Cadbury assessed at one and a half knight's fees 10.

It has been stated that in the l4th. century the recording of the
performances of homage to the archbishops of Canterbury was replaced by
the noting of contracts, grants of fees and pensions, around which the
relationships between the archbishop and his followers were consolidatedll.
Nevertheless prominent landholders preserved their rights of feudal
lordship for the benefits they conferred. The exaction of reliefs and
to a lesser extent feudal aids, and the rights of wardship added to a
feudal lord's revenues. ithen feudal rights were in danger of becoming
obsoclete, lists of knights!'! fees were compiled or copies made of earlier
lists. A late 14th. century register compiled for the Courtenay earls of
Devon includes a list of fees dating from the later 13th. century. Maud
de Multon, the principal military tenant named in it, died about 1293 12.

In the reign of Edward I the protection of the rights of feudal

lords was the motivation for the enactment of the statute Quia emptores

in 1290. Through the statute it was intended to safe-guard feudal

incidents by restraining tenant right in the alienation of land held by

13

military tenure ““. An earlier restraint on such alienations had been
included in the re-issuing of the Great Charter in 1217 14. Tenants were
often obliged to guarantee the full performance of the services owed.
Robert of Brent, a knight who held lands in Mells and Doulting from
Glastonbury Abbey in the middle of the century, bound himself to pay the
abbot 20 marks for any alienation 15.

Tenants in chief jealously guarded their rights of feudal lordship
against encroachments by the Crown. In the early l4th. century part of

the honor of Stogursey was held by John Walerand. John was an imbecile

10 Duchy of Cornw.0., Chartularius, f. 28v,

11 Du Boulay, The Lordship of Canterbury, 112.

12 B,L., Add.MS. 49359, f. 79; Cal.Ing.p.m. iii, p. 64.

13 F.M.Powicke, The Thirteenth Century (Oxford, 1962), 379.
14 W.Stubbs, Select Charters (Oxford, 1890), 346.

15 Glaston.Cart. ii, p.456.
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and his property passed to the custody of Edward I for whom a survey
was made in 130l. Among the tenants of the honor was the knight
William Trivet, who held Chilton Trivet and Idson for three knights!
fees 16. Those fees were in fact held in mesne by John Walerand not
from the Crown but from Hugh Pointz lT. Since John was also a tenant
in chief the fees had been taken into royal custody thereby curtailing
Hugh's feudal rights. Accordingly in 1307 Hugh petitioned for the
recovery of the three fees and also for the payment of scutage from the

fees to him and not to the Crown 18.

Tenants by military service.

Tenants by military service in Somerset represented a far larger
group than the knights. Since some knight's fees were divided into
minute fractions and since some knights held more than a single fee, the
number of knights bore no relationship to the number of fees. While there
was in the region of ninety landholders in the county qualified to become
knights at any one time during the reign there were many more fees., On
the basis of the scutage levied for the first Welsh war of 1277 it has
been calculated that there were about 320 fees in Somerset. The figure

19

may include fees in other counties belonging to Somerset honours ~“. For

the feudal aid levied by the Crown in 1303 the surviving returns for the
county include holdings assessed at about 277 fees 20. Not all of the
returns made by the hundred juries are extant but the addition of the

13 fees recorded in 1285 in three of the missing hundreds brings the

: 21
total to about 290, which is close to the suggested figure of 320 .

The holders of the fees were a diverse body of men drawn from a

16 Farrer, Honors and Knights' Fees, i. 110; E 142/8 rot.7.

17 Cf. FeudeAids, ive. 281; Cal.Ing.p.m. Vv, p. 196.

18 Rot.Parl. i. 196.

19 Morris, Welsh Wars of Edw.I, 3%6.

20 Feud.Aids, iv. 298-317.

21 Ibid. 284, 286-7; the hundreds were Taunton, Tintinhull and Norton Ferris.
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wider social group than that represented by the knights. Even between
the military tenants of an individual feudal lord there were wide
differences in wealth, power and social position. Such variations
distinguished the military tenants of the honor of Dunster 22. John de
Beauchamp, who held two fees in Stocklinch and Street, was one of the
wealthier knights of the county where he was lord of the barony of Hatche.
Most of John de Mohun's military tenants were lesser men and included

some who were neither knights nor qualified to be knights. The lesser
knights included William le Bret who held half a fee in Torweston. William
also held land in neighbouring Sampford Brett from Roger of Kingston 23,
The military tenants of the honor of Dundon were a varied collection of
landholders. A few were prominent knights. John de Columbers, lord of
Nether Stowey barony, held a knight's fee in North Petherton, Stogursey
and Littleton. Matthew de Furneaux, who was said in 1287 to hold T%-fees
from the honor, had other property both in Somerset and elsewhere,held
from other lords. Walter de Lorty, a lesser knight, was a tenant of the
honor for land in Earnshill 24.

The military tenants of Glastonbury Abbey in Somerset were a
distinguished body of men. Most of them were knights. In 1303 twenty=four
and a half fees were recorded as being held from the abbey in the county
25& The tenants included several eminent landholders whose position in
society did not originate from the property they held from the abbey.
William Martin, who held in mesne three fees in Pylle, Hornblotton, Ham
and Monkton, was lord of Blagdon barony and had extensive estates in
Devon and South Wales 26. John de Moels, who inherited the barony of
North Cadbury, was the abbey's tenant for one fee which comprised land in

22 Cf., The Honour of Dunster (Som.Rec.Soc.xxxiii), pp. 47-51, 52-5, 59=-63.
23 Feud.Aids, iv. 275.

24 Beauchamp Regs. 28-31,

25 Glaston.Carte i, pp. 154-5.

26 Sanders, kng.Baronies, 15; cf. Cal.Ing.p.m. vi, pp. 446=53.
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Blackford and Holton as well as property in Lattiford. The Lattiford
lands had been acquired about 1271 by his predecessor Roger without any
apparent increase in his feudal obligzation 27. Apart from John ap Adam
and John de Columbers, the abbey's other military tenants were lesser
landholders, including John Basset, Geoffrey of Stawell and Robert of
Brent, who were knights. An exception was William Cotel who held a fee
in Croscombe and elsewhere. William was however both the son and the

father of a knight 20,

The rights of feudal lordship.

By the late 13th. century the bond of feudal tenure retained its
significance chiefly for the cash payments owed by the tenants to the
lord. Rents, aids and scutage payments were owed botn by knights and
non=knights. While tenants in chief defaulted in the payment of scutage
to the Crown, they probably exerted pressure on their own tenants for
payment 29.

Scutage was levied at the rate of 40s. a fee. John de Erlegh paid
at that rate in 1295 or 1296 for the quarter-fee he held in Michaelschurch
from the earl of Lincoln. The scutage was exacted for the Welsh war of
1282 50.

Scutage was also an incident of non-military tenures, both free and
unfree., Military tenants passed on the burden to their own tenants. Free
tenants on Cecily de Beauchamp's manors of Stoke and Dundon owed scutage
as part of their tenurial obligation 31. The scutage collected in Williton
in 1306 for the Scottish campaigns of 1300 and 1303 for John de Hastings

2
was paid both by his tenant, Ralph FitzUrse, and by Ralph's men > .

27 Glaston,Feods 58-9.

28 See p.l5 and app.l.

29 Cf. The Honour of Dunster, p.30.
30 DoL. 29/1/1 rot.l4.

31 Beauchamp Regs. 12-14, 31-=3.

32 Proc.Som.Arch.Soc. vi(2), 48.
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A large number of tenants of Muchelney Abbey was assessed for the
scutages levied for the same two campaigns. Although the abbey owed the
service of one knight the amount, assessed at the customary rate,
represented over six fees. It was exacted from many tenements, including
free tenures in Ilminster, Isle Abbots, Drayton, west Camel and iuchelney.
Most of the tenants liable were smallholders. In Ilminster several
half-yardland holdings were assessed. Only two of the tenants named,

John de Lorty and Philip de Courtenay, were members of knightly families,
John de Lorty was assessed for two-fifths of a fee for land in Downhead
near West Camel 33. At the beginning of the 13th. century the obligation
of providing the service due from that holding had been settled on
Richard Revel 34. Richard was the predecessor of Sabina, wife of Henry de
Lorty and mother of John 35. The other three-fifths of the fee had been
settled on Christine of Wick but a century later the obligation did not
fall on a knight but on several tenants in Wick in Curry Rivel, who were
assessed for a half fee. The scutage levied on Philip de Courtenay's
tenants in Illegh in Ilminster covered more land than the land he held

by military tenure from the abbey in Sea and South Illegzh. In those places
in 1303 Philip was one of seven persons returned as holding together an
eighth of a fee 36.

Lords were also entitled to exact aids from their military tenants
on the occasions of the knighting of the lord's eldest son and the marriage
of his eldest daughter. They were intended to help the lord defray his
costs. Ecclesiastical lords had no cause to exact such aids which
originally were an expression of the deference of military tenant to lord.
Nevertheless the exaction of aids was extended to land held by other

forms of tenure. In 1275 the aid was fixed at 20s. for each fee or for

33 Muchelney Memoranda (Som.Rec.Soc.xlii), pp. 92-6.

34 A.L.Poole, Obligations of Society in the 12th. and 13th. Centuries
(oxford, 1946), 43=5.

35 See p. 152

36 Feud.Aids, iv. 314.
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each twenty librates of land held in socage Z)—'i'. On some estates the
levying of an aid became the occasion for further impositions on
customary tenants. In Stoke Cecily de Beauchamp's villein tenants
were liable to be tallaged at will when she wished to have her son
knighted or her daughter married 38.

By the late 13th. century feudal institutions were no longer
sufficient to ensure the payment of aids from military tenants. Tenants
in chief were obliged to turn to an additional source of authority, that
of the Crown embodied in the royal writ, in order to expedite the
exploitation of the rights of feudal lordship. John de Mohun resorted to

that expedient 59.

On entry to lands held by military tenure, relief was paid at the

rate of £5 a knight's fee. In 1292 Hugh de Neville paid 50s. to John de

40

Mohun as relief for a half fee in Holford o Thomas de St.Vigore was

granted livery of his inheritance by the Crown in 1295 41. Shortly
afterwards he paid relief to Henry de Lacy, earl of Lincoln, for the fee
he held in Stratton from the earl's honor of Trowbridge. At the same time

John de krlegh paid relief for the quarter fee he held in Michaelschurch

42. Military tenants of the bishop of Winchester also paid relief at the

same rate. Valentine de Flury, the descendant of Ralph who held three
fees in Combe Flory, Ninehead and Withiel Flory, was succeeded by his

two daughters. Joan, the elder, paid £7.10s. relief for her share of the

inheritance in 1291 43.

When the heir of a military tenant was under age the wardchip of

the land passed to the tenurial lord. In 1303 the custody of the half

%7 Stubbs, Select Charters, 450.

38 Beauchamp Regs. 15.

39 The Honour of Junster, p. 30.

40 Ibid. p. 67,

41 Cal.Fine R. 1272-13%07, 3%6l.

42 D.L. 297171 rot. 14; Cal.Ing.p.ms iii, p. 148.

43 Reg.Pontissara (Cant. & York Soc.), ii. 595; Taunton Customs (Somskec.
Socelxvi), pp. XV, XX
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fee which had been held in Milton from the Lovels by John of Clevedon
formed part of the dower of Eleanor, the widow of Hugh Lovel 44. Where
there was no heir the land escheated to the lord. John ap Adam and his
wife Elizabeth resumed property in Downhead and Stoke St.Michael after
the death of Walter of Downhead without issue 45.

Since relief was a fixed payment its value gradually decreased. To
offset its declining value feudal lords exploited to the full their
rights of wardship which might be sold to the highest bidder. The wardship
and marriage of Valentine de Flury's younger daughter and coheir
Petronilla was sold by the bishop of winchester in 1291 to %illiam of
Wellington. Knights profited from sales of such valuable perquisites of
feudal lordship. In 1273 Simon of Greenham, who held land in Greenham and
Kittisford near Ninehead, purchased from the bishop the wardship of the

heir of his neighbour, Ralph de Flury 46

. In 1295 Roger de Moels granted
the wardship of land held from him in Wanstrow, Wilkin Throop and
Blackford by William Lisle to Elizabeth of Clevedon, who had once
contested with William the land which had formed part of the inheritance
of Agnel Avenel 47.

The heriot to which a lord was entitled on the death of a military
tenant took the form of military equipment or its cash equivalent. In
the same year as Oliver Michel paid relief for a fifth of a fee in
Charlton to the earl of Lincoln, a heriot of a rouncey with its gear,
worth £7, due at the death of his predecessor, Robert, was exacted 48.
The heriot of the military tenants of Glastonbury Abbey comprised a horse
and shield 49. According to an extent of the abbey's manor of Mells,
compiled in 1308 or 1309, the knight Alan Plugenet, who held a fee in
44 Feud.Aids, iv. 30l1.

45 Just. 1/1310 rot. 8d.
46 Reg.Pontissara, ii. 480: Taunton Customs, p. Xx.
47 Hook Manor, Donhead St.Andrew, Arundel MS. G/1883%, no.346; see. pe

48 D.L. 29/1/2 rot. 20.
49 Glaston.Rent. 7.
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Whatley, owed a heriot of a horse with its harness and armour 50.
Military tenants whose holdings were attached to an honor owed

suit to the honor court as was the case for the tenants of Stogursey

5

honor « The jurisdiction of the honorial lords over their military

tenants was probably only a matter of form by the late 13th century.
Suit of court was principally the occasion for exacting rents and other
payments from military tenants., The main value to Cecily de Beauchamp of

the court of her honor of Dundon came from the rents owed by the suitors 52°

Complexity of feudal tenures.

Although most knights were military tenants of magnates and the
latter were leading tenants in chief of the Crown, the feudal ladder was
not a gradation of men according to social rank. That had been destroyed
by the multiplication of homage. Several prominent knights were military

tenants of their peers., Simon de Montagu held land in Shepton, Yarlington
23

and Chedzoy from the Crown 77, and was the overlord of a knight's fee in

Broomfield which he held from the lords Mohun of Dunster 54. Simon was
also the tenant of Henry de Lorty, lord of Stoke Trister barony, from
whom he held Knowle in Norton Ferris hundred 55. Anselm de Gurney, lord

of Beverstone barony, was the military tenant of the earl of Gloucester in

the north-east of the county where he held land in Farrington, Barrow and

56

Harptree “ . He also held a knight's fee in Sandford and Corton in

Horethorne hundred from Oliver de Dinham, lord of Cardinham barony

y 5,

(Cornw.

Many lesser landholders also held land from several lords. Adam of

50 B.L. Egerton MS. 3321/F, f. 128,

51 E 142/8 rot.7.

52 Beauchamp Regs. 28-31.

53 Feud.Aids, iv. 278, 287, 294.

54 Ibid. 301; see below.

55 Feud.Aids, iv. 287; Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 84,

56 Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 14; Feud.Aids, iv. 291, 297-8.
57 Feud.,Aids, iv., 288«9; Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 110,
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Bawdrip, a lesser knight, was the military tenant of Hugh Lovel, lord of
Castle Cary barony, for a half fee in Bawdrip 58. By 1278 Adam had acquired
property in Brompton Ralph which was held from the barony of Dunster. As
the result of an earlier division between three ccheirs there was much
litigation concerning Brompton Ralph at the beginning of Edward I's reign
and Adam evidently obtained the land claimed by Christina of Washford in
order to pursue her claims against Thomas of Timworth. Thomas in the right
of his wife, Lucy of Merriott, held a third of Brompton Ralph manor and

had feudal rights over the other two thirds 59

o Adam of Bawdrip moreover
held land in North Petherton from John de Erlegh. Such complexity
occasionally led to confusion in the exploitation of feudal rights. After
Adam's death about 1297 the wardship of his heir, a minor, passed to the
Crown since Hugh Lovel's heir, a tenant in chief, was also a minor.
Although the Crown was only entitled to the custody of Adam's lands held
from Lovel, the escheator seized Adam's other lands. In 1299 John de Erlegh
complained and later received the custody of the lands held from him 60.
The complexity of feudal tenurial relationships was increased by the
proliferation of mesne tenancies, Some were created on the division of
estates between coheirs. The younger heirs held their portions from the
eldest who assumed responsibility for the whole holding to the feudal lord.
Such elaboration in the pattern of tenure sometimes went unrecorded. Eve,
the widow of John de Pavely, lord of Bickenhall, was the eldest coheir of
Philip de Cauntelo 61. In the 1285 inquest of knights'! fees she was
returned as holding Philip's land in West Quantockshead from Dunster
honor 62. However in a list of the fees held from the honor compiled in
1285 it was recorded that two thirds of the knight's fee there were held
58 Feud.Aids, iv. 278; Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 27-8.
59 Maxwell-Lyte, Some Som.Mans. 191-3 ; The Honour of Dunster, pp. 53, 59;
Pedes Finium, Ric.I - Edw.I, pp. 244=5.
60 Cal.Close, 1296-1302, 24, 353; Cal.Ing.p.me. iii, p.434.

61 Maxwell-Lyte, Some Som.Mans. 126=T.
62 Feud.Aids, iv. 275
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from her by William de Pavely and William de Ramesy, who were possibly the

63

other coheirs of Philip ~~,

The growth of mesne tenancies led to an intermixing of interests in
the exploitation of feudal lordship. In most cases feudal custom dictated
that custody of a minor's lands should pass to the tenurial lord and the
wardship of his person to the senior lord. Robert du Boys, a member of a
knightly family, held land in South Cadbury by military tenure from Ralph
Russell 64, lord of half of North Cadbury barony. The other half of the
barony was held by the lords licels 65. Robert evidently had succeeded Peter
du Boys 66 and also occupied land ultimately held from the lords Moels.
Robert died leaving as his heir his son John, a minor. The custody of some
of his lands was the subject of an agreement in 1298 between John de Mocels
and Walter Pauncefot. Walter had a mesne tenancy in the land Robert held
from John de Moels. In acknowledging Walter's right to the custody and to
the marriage, which had apparently been enjoyed by Walter's predecessors,
John de Moels was accepting the established rights of a mesne lord 67.
John may have attempted to override Walter's rights in order to secure the
custody for himself. It is possible that Robert du Boys held land directly
from John de Moels since John du Boys later held two plough-lands in
Hatherleigh by knight service from John de Moels 68.

The chain of feudal tenure was occasionally shortened when mesne lords
renounced their rights. In 1271 Henry de Newburgh renounced his right to
three fees he held in mesne in Shurton, Broomfield and West wuantockshead
to his lord, John de Mohun. For the Broomfield fee Henry instructed the
heirs of William Belet, his tenants, to be answerable to John de Mohun but
by another deed Simon de Montagu was ordered to answer for the same

63 The Honour of Dunster, p. 61 ; Maxwell-Lyte, Some Som,Mans. 126
64 Cal.Close, 1296-1302, 83=4,

65 Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 68.

66 Cf. Just. 151285 rot. 6d.

67 Duchy of Cornw.0O., Chartularius, f. 27v.
68 Cal.Ing.p.me Vv, pe. 109,
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fee 69. The Broomfield estate had come to the Belet family in the late

12th. century through the marriage of Margery, daughter of Robert de
Newburgh, to William Belet. It passed to Margery's son Robert Belet,

whose son William conveyed it to John de la Lynde and his heirs about
1256. It was at that time that William de Montagu, the father of Simon,
secured from William Belet the mesne lordship under Henry de Newburgh.
John de la Lynde ackncwledged holding Broomfield manor for one fee from
William de Montagu and his wife Bertha. By Henry de Newburgh's renunciation
of his mesne rights the feudal ladder was curtailed. The mesne lordship of
Simon de Montagu, recorded in the inquisition post mortem of John de la
Lynde's lands in 1272, was omitted in a record of 1280 when Walter de la
Lynde was said to hold the fee from John de Mohun but it was included in

the list of fees held from John compiled in 1285 'C,

Feudal assessments.

It was to the advantage of tenants in chief to ensure that the
assessments of military service owed by their tenants were maintained at
the highest possible level. It was also in the interests of all military
tenants, including tenants in chief, to have their assessments reduced.
Such a conflict of interest accounts for discrepancies in the amount of
knight service attached to particular holdings. Tenants in chief were
better placed than the Crown to maintain the full assessment from their
military tenants. According to a list of fees compiled for Hugh de
Courtenay (d.1292), Maud de Multon held from him ten fees in Ashill and

71

Seavington and their members o In an earlier inquisition made for the

Crown in 1274 after the death of John de Courtenay, she was said to hold
T2

seven fees in those places '~, The assessment was reduced considerably in

69 The Honour of Dunster, pp. 42-4; Som.R.0., L 35/1.
70 Maxwell-Lyte, Scome Som.Mans. 281=5.

71 B.L. Add.MS. 49359, f.79.

72 Cal.Ing.p.ms iis p«52.
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the 1285 survey, compiled as an Exchequer record. Ashill was szid to be

15

held for one small fee « No assessment was given for Seavington but

according to the inquisition of 1303, drawn up in connection with the
collection of a feudal aid by the Crown, Maud's son James held a half
fee there, The assessment for Ashill had been further reduced to a half
fee ?4.

One landholder who pressed for a reduction in her feudal assessment
was Cecily de Beauchamp, daughter of William de Forz. The amount of knight
service attached to the honor of Dundon had long been disputed with
Glastonbury Abbey from whom it was held. The honor had formed part of the
inheritance of William Briwer who had held twelve fees in Shepton and

15

Dundon

76

» William's successors did not accept liability for two of the

fees o In 1255 William de Forz offered to perform homage to the abbot

in respect of ten fees while the abbot claimed that homage was owed for
twelve fees ?7. The dispute was settled in 1286 when the abbot accepted
the lower figure. Cecily was to hold Dundon honor for eight fees and the
lands in Shepton were charged with the service of two knights. In return
the half fee held in Ashcott by the knight Richard of Chilton from the
honor was transferred to the abbot 78, The agreement apparently accorded
with conditions of tenure in force since at least 1283, Then it was

recorded that Cecily's husband, John de Beauchamp, had held Dundon for

19

eight and a half fees o In 1303 Dundon and its members was assessed

at eight fees and Shepton Mallet at two 80.

73 Feud.Aids, iv. 272

74 Tbide 314=15.

T5 Glaston.Rent. 228

76 Ibid. 2.

77 1bid. 233-4.

78 Glaston.Feod. 59-61.

79 Cal.Ing.p.ms 1ii, pe 327,

80 Feud.Aids, iv. 306 ; Slaston.Cart. i, p. 154.
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The significance of the feudal tenurial bond.

The feudal tenurial link was by the reign of Zdward I prized solely
by feudal lords for the rights of lordship it cenferred. For some lords
the rights were considerable. In 1279 it was recorded that over 55 knights!
fees were held from the honor of Dunster. Not all of the fees were in

8
Somerset 1. The original servicium debitum of the honor had apparently

been 40 fees but in about 1168 41 fees created before 1135 were recorded
as well as 55 created since that date B2, In the mid 13th. century the

barony was generally assessed for feudal aids at 41 fees o

o From his
numerous military tenants John de Mohun (d.1279) was entitled to relief,
suit of court, scutage and wardship of minors, their marriages and

holdings. The officers in Dunster included a ballivus de feodo whose

duties presumably comprised supervising the exploitation of the lord's
rights over his military tenants 84.

The financial importance of feudal lordship meant that great care
was taken in the division of estates or in the assizning of dower. The
fees were an integral part of the estate. The honor of Stogursey was
divided in 1266 after Hugh de Neville, a baronial partisan, had been
received back into royal favour. The honor had been assigned to Robert
Walerand who after 1266 retained Stogursey manor and castle, Radway manor,
Cannington and several fees including those held by Philip de Columbers
and Simon of Greenham. Robert was charged with a third of the original
feudal service. The other two thirds were assigned to Hugh de Neville who
was awarded several fees including those held by Philip Basset and William

85

de Reigny “. An unsatisfactory assignment might be followed by a

re~allocation of fees. John de Mohun's widow Eleanor was allotted as part

61 Cal.Ing.p.me ii, pp. 174-9.

82 The Honour of Dunster, pp. viii-ix.

83 Ibid. pps xvi, 30-l.

84 C 133/22 no.l.

85 Farrer, Honowrs and Knights' Fees, i. 109-110.
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of her dower 27; fees in Somerset, Dorset and Devon in 1279 86. It was
later considered that she had been assigned too many fees and a new
award to her was made in 128587.

By the late 13th. century feudal tenurial obligation had become
almost exclusively financial. Social and other relationships between
knights and magnates developed on the basis of familiy and territorial
solidarities. In the latter tenurial bonds, both feudal and non-feudal,

might be present but were not essential.

Provision of feudal military service by tenants in chief.

In Edward I's reign the Somerset tenants in chief did not depend to
any great extent on their knightly tenants for the performance of military
service or castle-guard. One of the tenurial obligations of the knight
Ralph FitzNicholas for his land in Tickenham was the performance for his
lord, Roger Bigod, of castle-guard at Chepstow for forty days during
hostilities 88. There is however no evidence that Somerset knights performed
service of that sort. The military tenants of Stogursey honor were
responsible for providing and maintaining at their own expense a small
force, a horseman, a balistarius and six armed footsoldiers, to guard the
castle during hostilities. As the castle was in an advanced state of
decay by 1301 it seems probable that the tenants' obligation was commuted
in the late 13th. century 89.

The military tenants of the Mohuns were apparently not required to
perform castle-guard service at Dunster. The castle had been enlarged by
Reynold de Mohun (d.1258) who extended the lower ward. To finance the work
he commuted the service owed by several of his military tenants of
86 Cal.Ing.p.m. ii, pp. 177-8.

87 Ibid. pp. 351=4.

88 C 143/54 no. 13.
89 E 142/8 rot. 7.
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maintaining the castle walls 90. Castle-guard was presumably performed
by hired warriors for whom accommodation was provided in the castle. A
chamber for knights in the upper ward was recorded in 1266 H and after
the death of John de Mohun in 1279 repairs affected a couple of rooms
set aside for knights. An armoury was attached to one of the rooms 92.
The accommodation may have housed local knights who attended the lord
when he was in residence but it is more likely to have been the guarters
of the warriors hired to defend the castle. For them the lord maintained
a store of arms and armour which, during the minority of John de Mohun's

son and heir John, was deposited for safe keeping in both Dunster Priory

and Cleeve Abbey 93.

By the mid 13th. century the exaction of military service on the
basis of the knight's fee was impossible. Consequently the quota of
service owed by some tenants in chief was reduced. The reductions favoured
those whose original assessments were the largest. Glastonbury Abbey and

the bishopric of Bath and Wells, whose servicia debita had been forty

and twenty knights respectively, were held responsible for three and

94

two knights o For military purposes the service owed by the Mohuns for

Dunster was reduced from forty-one to three knights 95.

The method by which the ecclesiastical tenants in chief, who also
included Muchelney Abbey, discharged their obligation to provide military
service varied from campaign to campaign. On some occasions they did not
send their service but fined with the Crown by way of composition. The

abbot of Glastonbury fined for his service of three knights in the first

90 B.L. Egerton MS. 3724, p. 94; The Honour of Dunster, pp. 37-8;
T. Gerard, Description of Somerset (Som.Rec.Soc. xv), 27-8.

91 B.L. Egerton MS. 3724, p. 58.

92 C 47/3/21

93 Cal.Pat. 1281-92, 24,

94 Chew, The English Ecclesiastical Tenants in Chief and Knight Service,
32=3

95 The Honour of Dunster, p. xvii,
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two Welsh wars of the reign and many of the later Scottish campaigns 96

The abbot of Muchelney fined for his service of one knight in 1306 97.
When military service was performed, the ecclesiastical magnates

depended to a large extent on relatives, members of their household

staff and hired warriors. They also relied on men-at-arms rather than

knights. The service of two men-at-arms was considered equivalent to that

provided by one knight 98, Such warriors were supported by ecclesiastical

tenants in chief. The household of the abbot of Glastonbury included
armigeri for whom robes were provided 99¢ Archbishop Pecham had the same
group in mind when he advised the abbot for the sake of economy to

distribute cloth for robes to the scutiferi in the household only once a

year 100. The scutiferi included among their number sons of local

landholders. Philip of Wellesley who was in the abbot's household in

1299 SR was the son of Thomas of Wellesley. Thomas, a knight, held land

10

from the bishop of Bath and Wells 2. He had presumably sent his son to

receive some form of training in the abbot's entourage. Under Edward I
the abbot did not require military service from either such members of his
entourage or from his military tenants. Nevertheless in 1263 the abbot
had made use of the services of a strenuous military tenant. The knight

Geoffrey Foliot, who led four men-at-arms on behalf of the abbey in that

year 105, held land in mesne from the abbey in Ashbury (Berks.) 104¢

The bishop of Bath and Wells sent four men-at-arms in 1263. The

names of Reynold Marshal and John Cook suggest that they were household

105

retainers or servants o The other two William and Adam of Bitton were

96 Glaston.Cart. i, pp. 163-5; Longleat MS. 10593, ff. 1ll=-12.
97 E 370/1/13 me 4.

98 Cf. Feud.Aids, iv. 290, 295.

99 Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 279

100 Reg. Peckham (Rolls Ser.), i. 26le

101 Glaston.Rent. 230~1,

102 Cf. Cal.Pat. 1307-13%, 338; Cal.Ing.p.m. ii, p. 436,

103 Longleat MS. 10590, ff. 76-80.

104 Glaston.Fecd. 3.

105 Longleat MS. 10590, ff. 76-80,
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probably related to the former bishop, William Bitton I 106. Adam, who
later became a knight, held land in Chilcompton, where he was succeeded

by John of Bitton, also a knight 107. Neither Adam nor John served for

the bishop in Edward's reign. In the Welsh war of 1282 the bishop's service
was performed by William Burnell, a relative of the bishop, Robert Burnell,
and H. de Tyeys. They were not members of county families and apparently
neither were Richard of Aston and William Chabenor who served for the
bishop in Scotland in 1300 1©8,

The arrangement made in the early 13th. century by Muchelney Abbey
for the provision of the service of one knight no longer applied by the
reign of idward I. The abbot acquitted his service in various ways. In
1300 he sent two men-at-arms, apparently recruited locally 109. The
provision of equipment for such warriors evidently fell on the abbey's
tenants. William, the son and heir of the knight Walter de Loveny, was
obliged to provide a horse to carry one man-at-arms in the king's armyllon

The arrangements made by ecclesiastical tenants in chief for
discharging their feudal obligations were of an ad hoc nature. Some
religious houses occasionally contracted with strenuous knights for the

performance of military service 4l

o In 1264 the abbot of Glastonbury,
when on reports of an invasion he was requested to send his service, came
to an agreement with William of Yeovilton, a local knight. william was to
serve in person with four men-at-arms for the customary 40 days. He was to
receive a palfrgy,worth 5 marks, and 50 marks, of which 35 were to be paid
at the outset. Of the rest, half was to be paid on the day that the abbot's

service was proferred, and the remainder halfway through the period of

service., The abbot was to pay travelling expenses 112. A similar contract

106 Handbook of British Chronology, ed. F.M.Powicke and E.B.Fryde(1961),205.
107 Feud.Aids, iv. 298, 309.

108 Drokensford's Reg. (Som.Rec.Soc. i), p. 62.

109 C 47/5/6 me 1o

110 Muchelney Cart. (Som.Rec.Soc. xiv), p. 105.

111 Li..Prestwich, War, Politics and Finance under Edward I (1972), B8l.

112 Longleat #S. 10590, ff. 80v. - 8l.
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possibly provided the basis for Humphrey de Kael's performance of military
service for Muchelney Abbey in 1282 115. Humphrey was not a military
tenant of the abbey and apparently did not hold any land from the abbey.
As a landholder in Compton Durville and Whitelackington llﬁ,close to
Ilminster, he was a neighbour of the abbey. The abbot took advantage of
service offered by Humphrey for one campaign only.

Relationships between the lesser knights and the territorial magnates
in the performance of military service were principally determined by
regional and personal ties. In the few instances when a tenurial link was
present the relationship can be explained by other factors. For the
Scottish campaign of 1298 John ap Adam secured letters of protection for
John le Waleys 115, who was his tenant for two fees in Hu ton and Elborough
in north Somerset 116. The association of the two men probably depended as
much on geographical as on tenurial ties. In 1304 John le Waleys was a
member of the troop led in Scotland by Maurice de Berkeley who, like John
ap Adam, was a prominent landholder in north-east Somerset. It is possible
however that John le Waleys was present in the Berkeley retinue as one of

117

the men-at-arms accompanying the knight Thomas de Gurney

held land in Langridge by military tenure 118.

y from whom he

Lay tenants in chief when discharging feudal service to the Crown
relied on relatives and also on neighbours. The service of three knights

proferred in 1277 by John de Mohun was performed by himself, his brother

119

Robert and Thomas de Pyn « Thomas, as lord of Dulverton in his wife's

right, was a neighbour of John 120. For the same campaign Nicholas

113 Parl.Writs, i. 228, 235.

114 See p.9%4

115 Gough, Scotland in 1298, p. 45.

116 Feud.Aids, iv. 312.

117 Cal.Doc.Scot. ed. Bain, 1272-1307, p. 436.
118 Feud,Aids, iv. 31l.

120 Rot.Hund. faec.Com.), it. 119,
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FitzMartin, lord of Blagdon barony 121, proferred the service of three
knights performed by himself, Robert FitzMartin, probably his brother, and
John Peverel 122n John, the son of Hugh Peverel, was probably Nicholas's
stepson. After Hugh's death in 1259 his widow Isabel married Nicholas 123.
In 1277 and 1282 John Tregoz was accompanied by his blood relative John
Tregoz, a knight, in performing feudal military service 124. In 1277 John
Cogan was assisted by his brother William in discharging the service of
one knight for Bampton barony 125.

The service owed by aged or female tenants in chief was often
acquitted by relatives. In 1277 James Russell acted for his father Ralph
Russell whom he succeeded in the following year as lord of North Cadbury
barony 126. Again in 1277 Nicholas Branch served on behalf of his mother
Joan 127. In some cases a tenant in chief relied on a relative to discharge
his feudal obligation in order to free himself for other duties. In 1277
William Daubeney performed feudal service for his father Ralphlzewho in the

same campaign led a troop of warriors, presumably raised by contract 129°

Troop leaders recruit from local landholders,

The troop leaders in the Edwardian army, who were established
landholders in Somerset, recruited some of their lesser neighbours who
were knights to serve under them. The knights probably contracted to serve
with a couple of men-at-arms or troopers. The troop led in Scotland in
1298 by Simon de Montagu included three knights, John of Blackford, Robert

of Brent and Geoffrey of Aumale 130. They all held land in Somerset and

121 Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 15.

122 Parl.Writal ie 20?’ 213.

123 Maxwell-Lyte, Some Som.Mans. 51, 62.

124 Parl.Writs, i. 203, 229, 24l.

125 Tbid, 207, 210.

126 Ibid. 204, 212; Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 68.

127 Parl.Writs, i. 212,

128 Ibide 207; cf. Cal.Fine R. 1272-1307, 217, 303.
129 Morris, Welsh iiars of Edw.I, 124,

130 E 101/6/39.
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were neighbours, but net military tenants, of Simon. John's lands in

Blackford were close to Simon's property in Shepton Montagu and Yarlington

in the south-east of the county 131. Robert's holdings in South Brent and

Cossingion, where he was a tenant of Glastonbury Abbey, lay next to

132

Chedzoy where Simon's most valuable estate was located o Although

Geoffrey of Aumele held land in Middle Chinnock 155, his service under

Simon reflected a territorial solidarity in Devon. Geoffrey was lord of

134

Woodbury and Lympstone, south-east of Exeter « Simon, as lord of the

manor and hundred of Wonford on the outskirts of Exeter, about four miles

135

from Woodbury, was the principal landholder in that area o Simon may

have recruited John and Robert in the county while preparing for the

campaign. They were granted letters of protection for the forthcoming

136

campaign as members of Simon's troop « Geoffrey, on the other hand, was

a member of the royal household when he received letters of protection in

137

August » It seems that he attached himself to Simon's trouop, which was

not among the household forces, when it appeared in the army.
Troops led by some other prominent Somerset landholders in 1297 and
1298 included local knights. In the latter campaign Laurence de Hamelden,

who probably held land in Compton Dando, served under his neighbour John

138

Tregoz, lord of Chelwood manor « The troops led by Robert FitzPain both

in ¥landers in 1297 and Scotland in 1298 included knights from Somerset and
Dorset where his main estates lay. Those serving under him in 1297
included Alexander Cheverell, Simon de Raleigh, Matthew de Furneaux and

Simon Roges 139. Alexander Cheverell held land in Dorset in Maiden Newton

131 Cf. Pedes Finium, Ric.I - Edw.I, p. 335; Feud.Aids, iv. 287, 294.
132 Feud.Aids, iv. 289, 306; B.L. Add.Ch. 26, 754.

133 Feud.Aids, iv. 288, 317.

134 Ibid. i. 364.

135 Ibid. 311, 315.

136 Gough, Scotland in 1298, p. 40.

137 Ibide pe 247

138 E 101/6/40; see p.17.

139 E 101/6/19.
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close to Powerstock where Robert neld half of the barony ¥4
The other three knights were landholders in west Somerset where

Robert held several mesne tenancies. Their membership of the same local

grouping probably added to the cohesion of the troop. That cohesion was

reinforced since Simon de Raleigh and Matthew de Furneaux were related

141

by marriage o Moreover Simon Roges, lord of Porlock, held land from

Matthew at Meshaw in Devon 142. Robert FitzPain had interests in Kittisford

) 143

and Stawley (Som, close to Holcombe (Devon) which was held by a senior

144

branch of the Roges family « Robert also had interests in Skilgate and

Quarm in Winford and in Timberscombe 145 which were near both Porlock and

146

Nettlecombe where Simon de Raleigh held land « Matthew de Furneaux was

overlord of Ludhuish in Nettlecombe. He also held land in Kilve and Holford

147

and in near-by Fiddington he held a half fee from Robert + katthew was

also a neighbour of Robert in south-east Somerset where his land in
148

Ashington was near Robert's estates in Bridgehampton and Speckington .

In the same part of the county Simon de Raleigh held land in Alford near

Robert's property in Charlton Mackrell and interests in Cary Fitzpaine 149.

Although the bulk of his estates lay in Gloucestershire, Thomas de

Berkeley as lord of the hundreds of Bedminster and Portbury and Hartcliffe

150

was an influential landholder in north—east Somerset . Thomas is reputed

151

to have maintained a household of over two hundred persons + Thomas and

his son Maurice attracted several lesser landholders, including the knight

Thomas de Gurney, into their service. The men-at-arms in Maurice's retinue

140 Feud.Aids, ii. 35; Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 72.
141 See p. 18.

142 Cal.Ing.pem. iv, pp. 238-9.

143 Feud.Aidsy iv. 28.

144 Canonsleigh Cart. (Devon & Cornw. Rec.Soce. N.S.viii), p. xxi.
145 Feud.Aids, iv. 275, 296, 302.

146 Ibid. 303.

147 Cf. ibid. 275, 290, 308.

148 Ibid. 274, 285; Cal.Ing.p.mo Vy Ps 389.

149 Feud.Aids, iv. 306, 285.

150 Plac.de w@uo Warr. (Rec.Com.), 697-8.

151 Berkeley MSS. i. 166.
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in 1304 included in addition to John le Waleys, Geoffrey de Hauteville,
another local landholder 152. Geoffrey held land in Norton Hauteville

from the bishop of Bath and Wells 153. VWhile his predecessor Thomas
performed military service for the bishop in the Welsh campaign of 1245154,
Geoffrey was attached to the troop of a prominent neighbour.

In the Welsh campaign of 1294 several landholders from north-east
Somerset served with John Giffard of Brimpsfield (Glos.) who held several
mesne tenancies in that part of the county. The landholders were military
tenants of Gilbert de Clare with whom John was closely associated. They
included the knights Richard of Emborough, John of Clevedon and John and
Edmund Basset. John of Clevedon's brother Matthew served as a man-at-arms
as did William of Ashton and William Malherbe 155.

While territorial solidarities were important in determining the
composition of retinues they were not the only factor. Personal contacts
were important. Simon of Ashton held land near Bristol in Weston in

156

Gordano o« In the campaigns of 1297 and 1298 he served under John de

Beauchamp of Hatch 157, Simon was attached to John's retinue in 1%03 when
158

he witnessed one of John's deeds « Simon and John may have beeome
acquainted in the royal household. John was a ward of the Crown until
1295 199 and Simon was recorded as a member of the household in the

following year 160°

Change and continuity in the composition of troops.

The composition of troops and retinues was far from statice It varied

considerably from campaign to campaign. Of the four knights serving under

152 Cal.Doc.Scots ed. Bain, 1272=1307, p. 436.

153 Feud.Aids, iv. 307.

154 Drokensford's Reg. p. 62.

155 Cal.Chanc.Wtse i. 61=2; Feud.Aids, iv. 304-5, 309-12.

156 Feud.Aids, iv. 305.

157 E 101/6/19; E 101/6/40 158 Beauchamp Regs. 64=5.
159 Cal.Close, 1288-96, 432, 160 Ibide. 487.
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Robert FitzPain in 1297 only Simon de Raleigh was in his troop in Scotland

in 1298, The other knight in the later troop was William of Wigborough 161»

William was a neighbour of Robert for his land near South Petherton was

16

close to Robert's property in Allowenshay 2. Many lesser knights and

landholders did not perform service regularly under any particular lord.
John of Blackford, who served under Simon de Montagu in 1298, had seen
service in Flanders the previous year under William de Munchensy 163. John

le Waleys, who saw active service in Scotland, attended John ap Adam in

164

1298 and John de Broke in 1300 « In 1304 he was present in Maurice de

165

Berkeley's retinue, in which he possibly accompanied Thomas de Gurney o
Humphrey de Beauchamp, a member of a chivalrous family, served under
or on behalf of several lords. During the 1297 Flanders campaign he was in

the troop of his relative John de Beauchamp under whom he served in Scotland

in 1298 166. In the summer of 1300 he was serving in the troop of Simon de

Montagu for the Scottish campaign 167. Humphrey held land in Knowle St.

Giles about two miles from Donyatt where Simon was lord of the manor 168.

Later in 1303 Humphrey performed feudal military service on behalf of

69 170

Ellis Daubeney L y lord of near-by South Petherton °

Some lesser knights belonged to the retinue of a local magnate over
a period of years. Matthew de Furneaux served with Robert FitzPain's troop

in 1297 but not in 1298 1?1. In March 1300 Matthew appeared in the royal
172

household to receive Robert's winter fee « Matthew was further named

161 E 101/6/40.

162 Feud.Aids, iv. 284; cf. Hook Manor, Donhead St.Andrew, Arundell MS.
G/589 no. 324; Cal.Ing.p.m. V, p. 388,

163 E 101/6/28.

164 Gough, Scotland in 1298, p. 45; Liber Quotidianus, p. 178.

165 Cal.Doc.Scot. ed. Bain, 1272-1307, p. 436

166 E 101/6/19; E 101/6/40.

167 Liber Quotidianus, p. 199.

168

Feud.Aids, iv. 313, 315,
169 C 4??576

170 Feud.Aids, ive 315.
171 E 101/6/19; cf. E 101/6/40.
172 Liber Quotidianus, p. 189
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as a member of Robert's household in 1305 when he was involved in the
ejection of Maurice of Membury from West Bagborough 1?5. Geoffrey of
Aumale besides fighting in Simon de Montagu's troop in 1298 served in that

74

lord's retinue in Gascony in 1303 1 « Geofrrey de Hauteville was a member

of the Berkeley retinue in the campaigns in Flanders in 1297 175

and in
Scotland in 1301 and 1304 176. Richard of Emborough was a member of John
Giffard's household during the civil disturbances of the early 1260s 177.
He served under John in Wales as late as 1294, Continuity in allegiance
might span several generations. John and Edmund Basset in serving with
John Giffard in 1294 L7 were continuing a family tradition. Their father
Anselm had performed service on behalf of Giffard in Wales in 1277 117, In
1280 he had been pardoned for an offence committed while hunting in John's

180
entourage .

The strenuous knights and the military captains.

The troop leaders whose troops included those lesser knights and
landholders who were military strenuous were the heads of established and
prominent county families. A few of them were important military captainse.
Both Simon de Montagu and Robert FitzPain were promoted to important posts.

The military career of Simon had begun by 1277 when he served in Wales as a

8
man-at-arms 181. Five years later he led a troop there as a knight . 2. He

served on many later campaigns and came to occupy an important position in
the organisation of naval affairs. The latter by their nature did not

preclude him from participating in military activity. In 1296 he broke the

173 Just. 1/764 rot. 2.

174 Cal.Pat. 1301=7, 109.

175 E 101/6/28.

176 E 101/9/12; Cal.Doc.Scots ed. Bain, 1272-1307, p. 436.
177 Cal.Close, 1272=9, 315.

178 Cal.Chanc.Wtse i. 61-2.

179 Parl.Writs, i. 206.

180 Cal.Pat. 1272-8l, 362-3.

181 Parl.Writs, i. 208.

182 Morris, Welsh Wars of Edw.I, 163.
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183

naval blockade of Bourg-sur-Mer « In 1299 he was appointed constable of

Corfe castle, which commanded a strategic position in the defence of the

184

south coast o In 1300 a number of his own vessels left Bridgwater, close

to his manor of Chedzoy, to join the ships which were supplying the army
moving along the west coast against the Scots. In July two of his galleys

with an auxiliary boat and a complement of almost one hundred men were

185

retained at the king's wages at Caerlaverock o Simon took part in the

siege of Caerlaverock castle where his troop brouzht up the rear of the

third division 186. In 1307 he was appointed captain and governor of the

fleet against the Scots 187. In 1309 Edward II made him constable of

Beaumaris castle 188 °

189

Robert FitzPain fought in Wales in both 1277 and 1282 » He took

part in many later campaigns. In the Scottish expedition of 1296 he led a
190

« He served in Scotland

92

troop which included one knight and six troopers

191 and was marshal of the army in 1303 :

93

on later campaigns o He wintered

with the king in Dunfermline Abbey in 1304 3 o« Robert participated in such

chivalrous activities as the tournament and his retinue provided a fitting

194

milieu for those of his neighbours who were active warriors .

Not all Somerset magnates went into battle with troops recruited from
among local landholders., Richard Lovel participated in Edward I's later
Scottish campaigns. He did not surround himself with men drawn from the

county. His companions were presumably drawn from the royal household of

183 Complete Peerage, ix. 78

184 Cal.Pate. 1292-1301, 436.

185 Liber Quotidianus, pp. 272=3; V.C.H.Som. ii. 247.
186 The Roll of Caerlaverock, ed. T. Wright (1864), 17.
18T Cal.Pat. 1301-=T7, 490.

188 Ibid. 1307-13, 102.

189 Parl.Writs, i. 202, 229.

190 Morris, Welsh Wars of Edw.I, 273.

191 Complete Peerage, V. 449.

192 Cal.Doc.Scote ed. Bain, 1272=1307, pp. 355-6.
195 Cfa Ibid. P 3930

194 Ibid. pp. 362-3 ; see pp. 261-3.
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195

which he was a member 196.

« Richard was not knighted until 1306
Similarly prominent household knights,such as the younger Alan Plugenet,
did not recruit troops from among landholders but probably from among
members of the household staff 197. Unlike Simon de biontagu and Robert
FitzPain, the influence of Alan in Somerset was not backed by extensive
powers of lordship, widespread estates and a long association with the

county.

Personal and family ties.

Personal relationships were important in structuring ties between
magnates and lesser knights and landholders. Since marriage alliances
within the knightly group were determined by social considerations,
alliances between families of widely differing standing were exceptional.
Some lesser knights and landholders were however related to wealthier
landholders as the descendants or heads of cadet branches of prominent
families. Such a connection was significant. Many of those lesser knights
who were militarily strenuous were junior members of prominent chivalrous
families for whom military service was a central activity l98°

Several knights and other landholders of north-east Somerset were
related to the Berkeleys. Nicholas FitzRalph, lord of Tickenham (d.1312),
was a descendant of Robert FitzHarding (d.1170), the father of Maurice I
de Berkeley (d.1189). Maurice's nephew Roger (d.1230) was the great-

199

grandfather of Nicholas « In 1289 Nicholas was one of several local

landholders who witnessed the settlement made by Thomas I1 de Berkeley on

the marriage of his son Maurice III of the manor and humdred of Bedminster

200. Nicholas later witnessed a grant by iaurice to Kingswood Abbey (Wilts.).

195 E 101/6/40; E 101/9/24.

196 See p. 46.

197 E 101/6/24; E 101/6/37; E 101/6/40,
198 See pr. 54, 259.

199 Berkeley MSS. is 45=T.

200 K.B, 27/120 rot. 6.
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Nicholas evidently was periodically associated with the Berkeley retinue.

One of the witnesses, William of Walton 201, a Gloucestershire knight,

served in the Berkeley retinue in several Scottish campaigns 202.
Thomas II de Berkeley was also related to the Bassets. His aunt Margaret
had married the knight Anselm Basset (d.1280) and they had issue John and

Edmund &GP

« Both sons were strenuous knights as was their more illustrious
cousin Thomas II and his son.

The Gurneys, lords of Beverstone barony (Glos.), were also related
to the Berkeleys. Robert FitzHarding's third son, Robert of Ghent, was
succeeded in 1194 by his son Maurice. On the latters death in 1230 part
of his land passed to Robert de Gurney, the son of his sister Eve 204.
Robert's grandson Thomas de Gurney was a member of the Berkeley retinue
in the later campaigns of Edward I's reign. Thomas de Gurney, who held

land in Englishcombe and Farrington G

s was already connected with Thomas
IT by 1286 when the latter named him as his attorney 206. The tie between
Thomas de Gurney and the Berkeleys continued well into the following

reign 207.

Territorial ties as a basis for service.

Territorial solidarities between lesser landholders and magnates
were present in spheres other than military service. The leading landholders
were increasingly dependent on the expertise of knights and local
landholders for the administration of their estates and the helding of
their courts. Many lesser men worked for more powerful neighbours. At the
beginning of Edward I's reign the knight Walter de Loveny was holding
201 Trans.B.G.A.S. xxii. 224=5.

202 E 101/6/28; E 101/6/39; E 101/9/23; Moor, Knights of Edw.I, v. 151=2.
203 Berkeley MSS. iii. 184.

204 Ibid. i. 50=2.

205 J.Collinson, A History of Somerset (Bath, 1791), ii. 138.

206 Cal.Close, 1279-88, 416,

207 Cf. E 10176/28; E 101/6/39; E 101/9/23; Cal.Doc.Scot. ed. Bain, 1272-

1307, p.436; Phillips, Aymer de Valence,Barl of Pembroke, 1307-1324,
256 ’ 265"'6 °
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courts for Ralph Daubeney 208. Walter's relative Richard de Loveny was

nominated by Ralph's son Ellis as his attorney in 1304 209. Earlier in

1294 Richard had essoined in the county court on behalf of Simon de

Montagu 210 and in 1307 he was in the service of Muchelney Abbey 211.

Such ties had a basis in the proximity of Richard's lands to property

owned by those magnates.

Lesser men entered the entourage of their greater neighbours. Gilbert

of Beer held lands in North Curry hundred of which the dean and chapter of

Wells held the lordship 212, In 1290 Gilbert was said to be a member of the

213

dean's household . Henry de Montfort was bailiff to Henry de Lacy, earl

of Lincoln, early in the reign. He was active in the earl's honor of

Trowbridge, about twelve miles from Nunney., The earl's property in south-

214

east Somerset was apparently administered from Trowbridge . Henry de

Montfort's tie with the earl was facilitated since his relative Nicholas

de Montfort had interests in Lullington, between Nunney and Trowbridge,
215

where he held a mesne tenancy from the earl °

Religious houses, especially Glastonbury Abbey and Muchelney Abbey,

recruited many of their officials from local landholders 216. On the

bishop of Winchester's estate at Taunton the leading administrative officer
was the constable of Taunton castle. The constable's chief duty did not
entail garrisoning the fortress but rather supervising the bishop's estate

and liberty in Taunton 217. In the bishop's hundred of Taunton the

218
constable performed the duties of the coroners, who were excluded « In

208 Just. 1/759 rot. 10.

209 Cal.Pat. 1301=T7, 290.

210 Juste. 1715023 rot. 29.

211 Muchelney Memo. ppe 78-9.

212 Cf. Juste. 1/1273 rote 23; Pedes Finium, 1 Edw.II=20 Edw.III, p. 42.

213 Cal.Close, 1288-96, 87,

214 Somersetshire Pleas, 1-] Edw.I, 9; Just. 1/759 rot. 47; Juste 1/1295
rot. Td., K.B. 27/64 rote ,7)5do

215 Feud.Aids, ive. 277.

216 See pp. 239-43.

217 Taunton Customs, p. xxiii.

218 Just. 1/759 rot. 14 and de; C 145/45 no. 19.
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the late 13th. century the constable was recruited not from the bishop's
military tenants but from a group which included local landholders and

members of knightly families., Nicholas de Bonville, who held land in

219

Dulverton, was apparently constable in 1294 « Thomas of Timworth,

constable between 1270 and 1285, was a landholder in west Devon. In his

wife's right he held in Somerset the manor of Bradford immediately west of

Taunton and other lands in the west of the county 220. He probably came to

the notice of the bishop after his marriage. William Mortimer, who became

constable in 1285, was related to the Mortimers of Wigmore, who were lords

of part of near-by Bridgwater 221.

Thomas de Cauntelo, bishop of Hereford, relied on a local landholder,
Maurice of Membury, to safeguard his interests in North Petherton. The
manor there, which lay some distance from his own property, was acquired

by the bishop in July 1277 when he was granted wardship of the lands

formerly of Philip de Erlegh 222. Maurice, who held land in West Bagborough

48 about eight miles west of North Petherton, was apparently retained by

the bishop in May 1279. The bishop, who was at Tottenham (Essex), entrusted

Maurice, who was about to leave for Somerset, with the letters patent

224

announcing the grant of the wardship . Maurice presumably was responsible

thereafter for looking after the estate and in September he was instructed

225

to comply with directives from the bishop's auditor o At the end of

December the bishop appointed Maurice as his steward in which capacity he

was to receive the farm of the manor which was leased by the preceptory of

Buckland 226. In June 1280 the bishop nominated Maurice as his attorney 2270

219 W.G.Willis Watson, A Chronological History of Somerset (Som.Folk Series,
xxi(1), 46; see p.

220 Taunton Customs, pexx; Proc.Som.Arch.Soce.xxviii(2), 174; Maxwell-Lyte,
Some Som.Mans. 191-3.

221 Reg.Pontissara, ii. 458; Complete Peerage, v. 308.

222 Reg.Cantilupe (Cant.& York Soc.), 166.

223 Maxwell-Lyte, Some Som.Mans, 296.

224 Reg.Cantilupe, 205. 225 Ibid. 261,

226 Ibid. 228. 227 Cal.Pat., 1272-81, 383.
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Maurice was later sued for dower by a tenant in Babcary, one of the
Erlegh estates which presumably was in the custody of the bishop 228.
Maurice's services were evidently retained by John de Erlegh who entered
his inheritance in 1290. As late as 1299 Maurice was holding hundred

courts at North Petherton 229.

Fees and annuities,

Membership of a lord's retinue was not without benefits for
landholders. Their service as administrators was secured by the payment
of fees or annuities. Richard of Rodney on his appointment as steward of
Glastonbury Abbey in 1315 was awarded a pension of £20 and two robes a

year while in office. The pension was to be reduced if he was unable to

230

perform his duties through infirmity + Members of a lord's retinue were

expected to wear his livery and robes were frequently included in allowances

to retainers. Lay magnates also granted their knightly retainers annuities

231. Henry of Glastonbury received fees in the early l4th. century as a

2352

member of the retinue of Thomas, earl of Lancaster, and his successor o

By 1280 Richard of Heydon had been awarded a pension of 100s. by Simon de

233

Montagu . Richard was probably serving Simon in an administrative

capacity. In 1285 he headed the list of witnesses to a lease by Simon of
half of Chedzoy manor 254. Unlike the other witnesses Richard did not hold

land near Chedzoy. Richard had previously been the steward of Gilbert de

Clare, earl of Gloucester235. Later he held the same post for John de

236

Warenne .

228 Somersetshire Pleas, 8 Edw.I, 336; Feud.Aids, ive. 305,
229 Som.R.0., NP1, rott. 3-4.

230 Longleat MS. 10593, f. 21l.

231 Cf. C 134/48 no. 1.

232 Maddicott, Thomas of Lancaster 1307-1322, 46, 62,

233 Somersetshire Pleas, 8 Edw.I, 120-1.

234 K.B, 27/108 rot. 10d.

235 Cal.Pat. 1272-81, 298; Just. 1/759 rott. 19., 25d.

236 E 372/146 rot. Som.& Dors.




~209=

Grants of land cemented ties tetween magnates and retainers.
Laurence de St.Maur was granted lands in Sussex and rents in Northumberland
by Edmund, earl of Lancaster, of whose retinue he was a member 23?. As has
been suggested elsewhere service to a lord provided an opportunity for
prospering into the knightly group. Richard of Rodney was nominated by
Walter, bishop of Bath and Wells, as his attorney in 1304 258. To attract
Richard into his service Walter secured a dispensation to grant Richard

land in Cheddar and the office of bailiff in Winterstoke hundred 259,

The benefits of patronage.

Men in close contact with the source of royal patronage were expected
to secure favours for their dependants. Many favours were awarded to

relatives of members of the courtly circle. In 1304 Robert FitzPain secured
240

a grant of free warren for his relative Roger FitzPain

to Ralph Wake in 1290 2 was probably secured through the intluence of

Alan Plugenet, his brother-in-law and a member of the royal household 242.

243

o A similar grant

Alan was granted free warren later that year o Such grants of free

warren, a privilege more usually accorded to men of higher social standing,
signified the obligation felt by the Crown to loyal servants and military
captains such as Alan Flugenet and Robert FitzPain.

As the member of the retinue of a prominent magnate, a knight had in
his lord an influential patron. One such retinue was that of Edmund, earl of
Lancaster and brother of Edward I. Laurence de St.Maur served under Edmund

from the end of Henry III's reign. In 1270 he attested a deed of the earl
244

whom he attended constantly « A close bond developed between them.

257 Cal.Ing.hisc. i, p. 546; Cal.Close, 1288-96, 488.

238 Cal,Pat, 1301-7, 217.

239 Ibid. 224.

240 Cal.Chart.R. 1300-26, 41.

241 Ibid. 1257-1300, %49.

242 Cf. Pedes Finium, Ric.I - Edw.I, p.267; Juste 1/1315 rots 2lds3
Cal.Ing.p.m. iii, g« 417,

243 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 373,

244 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 162, 227-8, 245, 264; Cal.Pat. 1272-81, 156,
436, 440, 441; ibid. 1281-92, 325.
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Laurence served as steward for the earl, after whose death in 1296 he

245

acted as executor « Bdmund secured royal favours for his retainer, In

1281 Laurence was granted limited hunting rights in Selwood forest 246.

247

A similar grant in 1283 was specifically issued at Hamund's request °

Later in the same year much wider privileges which concerned hunting in

248

Selwood and Exmoor were granted to Laurence « A few days earlier

Laurence had been granted permission to hold a market and fair in Rode 2490

Other Lancastrian retainers included John of Merriott le neveu and
Henry of Glastonbury. John of merriott was in the service of kdmund and of

his son Thomas for nearly three decades. In 1295 Edmund secured for John

50

custody of Ash manor, valued at over £14 ¢ e In 1319 Thomas used his

influence to obtain for John a grant of free warren in Hestercombe, Combe
Flory, Leigh Flory, HEast Capland and Ashton near Bristol 851. As a member
of Thomas's retinue John was arrested in 1322 and his property seized.

However he was later released and his property restored since he had not

252

supported Thomas during his rebellion « The grant of free warren in

Heathfield to Henry of Glastonbury in 1298 may have been secured through
253

. Henry was in karl kdmund's retinue in 1286 and

255

the offices of Thomas

54

1294 & and he served under Thomas in 1297 and 1298 « In all he served

successive earls of Lancaster for thirty-four years, twenty-five of which

256

were spent in Thomas's retinue .

Knights also used the influence of powerful neighbours to secure

245 I R Maddicott,'Thomas of Lancaster and Sir Robert Holland; E.HoR,
lxxxvi. 458,

246 Cal.Pat. 1272-81, 428,

247 Ibid. 1281-92, 59.

248 Ibid. 80.

249 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 269.

250 Cal.Pat. 1292-1501, 169.

251 Cal.Chart.R. 1300-26, 412,

252 Cal.Close, 1318-23, 448.

253 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 473,

254 Cal,Pat. 1281-92, 239; 1292-1301, 62.

255 E 101/6/19; E 101/6/40.

256 Maddicott, Thomas of Lancaster 1307-1322, 62.
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favours. A magnate's good offices were only purchased at a price. John
of Blackford and William of Staunton were appointed in 1294 to collect a
;257

tax in Somerse « They fell under royal displeasure when they were
found to have concealed part of the money collected 258. John secured a
royal pardon in 1302 with the help of Richard Lovel 259, his neighbour at
Castle Cary, about four miles from Blackford. Richard had become the ward
of the Crown in 1291 and nad remained a member of the royal household
after he came of age in 1297 260. He was thus in close personal contact
with the monarch. Richard agreed to assume liability for John's outstanding
debts to the Crown in return for land in Blackford and Wheathill which
John conveyed to him. Edward I pardoned Richard the debts on account of

261

his service to the Crown .

Knighted retainers as a symbol of prestige.

The inclusion of knights and landholders either in the retinue or
among the associates of a magnate added to that lord's prestige and
influence. A lord's interests were extended and promoted through his
associates. In 1301 Gilbert de Knoville was appointed to a commission of
oyer and terminer concerning an attack on a park in Chipstead (Surrey)
belonging to his neighbour and colleague in arms John de Beauchamp 262.
Gilbert was likely to safeguard John's interests during the latter's
absence in Scotland. In 1291 Thomas de St.Vigore, a royal justice, was
appointed to a commission of oyer and terminer dealing with a trespass in
the chace belonging to Henry de Lacy, earl of Lincoln, in Trowbridge
(Wilts) 263. Thomas was closely associated with the earl from whose honor
257 Cal.Pat. 1292-1301, 104.

258 Select Cases in the Exchequer of Pleas (Selden Soc. xlviii), p. lxxxiiie

259 Cal.Close, 1296-1302, 531.

260 Ibid. 35; Cal.Chanc.Wts. i. 91; E 101/6/40; Cal.Doc.Scot. ed. Bain,
1272=1%307, pps 304-5.

261 Cal.Close, 1302-7, 138; Pedes Finium, Ric.I = Edw.I, p. 335.

262 Cal.Pat. 1301-T, 79.

263 Ibid. 1281-92, 458.
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of Trowbridge he held land in Stratton (Som.) 224, In 1292 Thomas
witnessed a charter of the earl concerning Henstridge church 265.

The presence of knights among their followers enhanced the military
and political power of the chivalrous lay magnates. It also increased the
impact of the retinue as an instrument of social advertisement. Where
appropriate lords encouraged members of their entourages to become knights.
Between the Lovels of Castle Cary and the principal landholders in
neighbouring Discove near Bruton, there was a close association. In Edward's
reign Discove was held by William of Godmanstone by military tenure from

Hugh Lovel (d.1291) 266. Although in 1230 another William of Godmanstone

267

performed military service on behalf of Richard Lovel (d.1254) there

is no evidence that his successor served for Hugh. The younger William had
close ties with Cecily, the widow of Richard Lovel (d.1264), William was

her steward and appeared in a lawsuit on her behalf against her brother-

6

in-law Hugh in 1280 2 B. After Cecily's death William's relative Robert of

269. Robert

Godmanstone acted with Stephen of Godmanstone as her executor
was associated later with Hugh's son Richard Lovel. Both Richard and Robert
were knighted in 1306 at the feast of Swans. Since most of the neophytes
belonged to chivalrous families, it seems likely that Robert was present

in the company of Richard 270. As an active warrior Richard Lovel's

attitude towards knightly rank may have prompted him to ensure that Robert

of Godmanstone became a knight, thereby adding to his prestige.

264 Feud.Aids, iv. 273; Cal.Ing.p.m. iii, p. 148.
265 Cal.Pat. 1281-92, 481.

266 Cal,Inqepemes ii, p. 489; Feud.Aids, iv. 30l.
267 Close R. 1227-31, 448.

268 Just. 1/1249 rote. 43 cf. Just. 1/1273 rot. 20d.
269 C.P. 40/105 rot. 144.

270 See p. 46.
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CHAPTER VIII
THE KNIGHTS IN SxRVICE

The service originally provided by the miles had largely been a
matter of activity on the field of battle or in the military retinue of
a lord. By the late l3th. century the assumption of knightly rank was a
socially aefined obligation. When taking knighthood the candidates received
those arms which distinguished the knight as a warrior. Many xknishts did
not use those arms but the military aspects of the knight's roie as
ensihrined in the cult of knighthood provided a set of values for integrating
the wide social group which comprised the knights. The cult also achieved
a synthesis of the knight as a lord and as the dependant of a lord to
whom the knight lent support both in word and deed. The duzlity of lordship
and service was one which impinged directly on the lives of the county
knights.

Many Somerset knights served magnates either as warriors or

administrators. As the mainstay of local government and as the backbone
of the rdwardian cavalry, xnights served the Crown. There was no firm
distinction between military and administrative service but the careers
of Somerset knights reveal that the two aspects of service were becoming
mutually exclusive. Nevertheless the simple juxtaposition of warrior and
administrative types does not provide a wholly satisfactory framework in

which to analyse the knights' careers.

The combination of military and zdministrative service.

During his active life a knisht might encompass military and
administrative service. John la Warre, who died zbout 1277, was lord of
Brislington east of Bristol. In 1261 he was steward to the earl of
Warenne. Between 12¢8 and 1274 he neld tne same post for Isabel de Forz
for whom he acted as chief auditor and exercised overall financial

control. While Isabel was resident on the Isle of wisnt, John rerresented

her in the king's court. After he left her service, he became saeriff of
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fereford. John was also militarily strenuous. In 1265 he held Bristol
castle for the baronial faction and he also supported Simon de kontfort's
wife in Dover castle. After taking part in the battle of ifvesham, he
neld Kenilworth castle against the victorious royalist forces l.

Jonn la warre's career covered the conflicts of the early 1260s
when many knights participated in military and political events. Later,
during kdward's reign, most of the knights who were busy in administration
were not militarily strenuous. Such administrator-knights were lesser
men than John. In the later 13th. century the wealthier landholders moved
away from participation in administration and routine matters of
government as they became involved in the monarch's military ventures,
John la Warre's son Roger 2 was not involved in administrative service.

He received individual summonses to perform military service from 1297.

3

His career centred on military expeditions as did that of his son John

4

who was a member of the royal household "o

The field of public and private administration remained open to
lesser men. Nevertheless some lesser landholders combined military
activity with an involvement in matters of government and administration.
The knight John of Blackford fought in Klanders in 1297 and in Scotland

5

in the following year “. He had been active in the county court as early

as 1280 when he was elected to four grand assize Jjuries 6. At the same
time he was chosen to adjudicate on the claims of the borough community

7

of Ilchester to common rights 'e In 1294 John was appointed to collect

a tax in the county 8. Another active warrior was the knight Thomas

1 N.Denholm-Young, Seignorial Administration in ingland (1937), 75-6
2 Cal.Close, 1272-9, 58

3 Parl.virits, i. 893; cf. E 101/6/19

4 Cal.Ing.p.m. vi, p. 149; E 101/6/40; E 101/9/24

5 & 101/6/28; E 101/6/39

6 See app. III

7 Plac.de Quo Warr. (Rec.Com.), 701

8 Cal.Pat. 1292-1%01, 104
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de Gurney “+ He was chosen to collect taxes early in mdward II's reign 10.
The cumbination of military campaigning and tenure of

administrative office was rare but among lesser landholders it was not

restricted to those who were knights. Ralph le Tort was a member of an

established landed family with extensive interests in west Somerset 11.

In 1303 Ralph held property in Timberscombe and in Langham in Luxborough 12.
Ralph was not named in the sheriffs' returns of 1297 and 1300 and apparently
wzs not a knight. Nevertheless he tcok part in the campaign in Gascony

in 1296 15 and in 1302 he was granted letters of protection before setting
out for the duchy 14. Earlier, in 1280, he had held the post of bailiff

of Carhampton hundred 15. He may have discharged his duties through a

deputy. Ralph was not active in the county court probably on account of the

distance of his estates from the county town.

Military service as an affirmation of social position.

The most striking example of the warrior-administrator knishts is
provided by the career of Humphrey de Kael. In the Welsh campaign of
1282 Humgphrey discharged the service of one knight owed by Muchelney
Abbey, his neighbour 16. His administrative career was full and varied.
His ability to attend the county court regularly depended on the proximity
of his property in Charlton Adam W to the county town of Ilchester and
later near-by Somerton. During the eyre of 1280 he rarticipated in the
proceedings of the srand zssize and in one case he was one of the electors
of the jury 18. In 1285 Humphrey was one of four knights ncminated to

carry the record of the county ccurt in a disguted case to the central

court 19. Through his presence in county court he exercised influence and

9 Cal.Doc.Scot. edoBain’ 1272-1307’ p.456

10 Cal.Pat. 1307-13, 23, 185 15 Plac.de Quo Warr. (Rec.Com. ) ,695
11 ¢f. The Honour of Dunster, pp.6l-3 16 Parl.¥rits, i. 228, 235

12 Feud.Aids, iv. 302-3 17 V.C.H.Som. iii. 84=5

13 Cal.Chanc.Wts. i. 67 18 See app.Iil

14 Cal.Pat. 1301-7, 67 19 K.B. 27/90 rot.13; K.B.

27/92 rot.l4d.
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secured his appointment to important commissions. In 1283 he was chosen
to collect a tax in the county 20. About 1279 he sat as a justice of
gaol delivery in Ilchester and he later delivered the gaols at Somerton

and Sherborne (Dorset), the principal castle under the charge of the

21

sheriff ", In 1286 Humphrey was associated with the sheriff in holding

an inquest at Bridgwater into the death of a suicide 22. Among the
varied commissions to which he was aprpointed was an investigation in

1285 of the claims of a merchant that he had been defrauded by the
23

importer of his wines from France “.
Concurrent with service to the Crown, Humphrey was active on

behalf of the heads of several local religious houses, In 1280 the prior

4

of Montacute nominated him to act as his attorney until Christmas % but

as late as 1283 Humphrey was representing the same prior in courts of
25

law « By 1282 in addition to being associated with Muchelney Abbey and

Montacute Priory, Humphrey had connexions with tlastonbury Abbey. In

1281 he witnessed an agreement between the abbey and Gilbert de Clare,

earl of Gloucester, over the use of woodland in Damerham (%ilts) 26.

Since Humphrey had no landed interest in that area, it is possible that
his inclusion among the witnesses arose from an attachment to the abbot's

household. In 1286 he was one of the abbot's justices who determined

27

cases falling to the abbey liberty of the Twelve Hides « Humphrey ended

his career in public service. His election to represent the county in

parliament in 1290 a8 was a mark of the infiuence he exercised in the

20 Parl.Writs, i. 13 ] :
21 Cal.Pat, 1272-81, 325; 1281-92, 303, 309, 317, 365, 399, 454.
22 C 145/45 no.19

23 Cal.Pat. 1281-92, 201

24 Toid. 1272-81, 372

25 Just. 1/1262 rot. 6

26 B.L.Harl.Ms.1240, £.90

27 K.B.27/106 rot. 24; Glaston.Cart. ii, p.357

28 Parl.wWrits, i, p. xxviii
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county court. In the following year he acted as sheriff of Cornwall under
Edmund, earl of Cornwall 29. The earl, as lord of the borough of

Ilchester 30

s the former county town, which was about three miles from
Charlton Adam, was certainly aware of Humphrey's administrative
capabilities,

Humphrey's involvement in the Welsh war of 1282 set his career
apart from those of the other lesser knights active in the county court
and the affairs of local religious houses. His career is also interesting
since he was the head of a family which had only recently entered the

knigntly group 51

« Several other lesser landholders with a similar
background participated in military ventures. The undertaking of that
activity, which seemed to them to be the hall-mark of xnightly rank, was
undoubtedly their response to the social milieu in which they sought to
establish themselves, Laurence de Hamelden, who fcuzght in Scotland in
1298 52, was also the first member of his family to become & knight. His
position as a county landholder rested on the acquisitions of his

33

predecessor Thomas, & prominent Bristol burgess « The eagerness of
the new members of the knightly group was not shared by their successors
who, like the other lesser landholders in the early l4th. century, showed
a reluctance to become knights. Humphrey de Kael's successor Humphrey

was distrained in 1312 54.

The limited involvement of warrior-knights in public administration.

In the late 13th. century the magnates were fully absorbed in the
military expeditions srzanised by Edward I against the Scots and others.

Their contacts with the monarch and his immediate circle were close. rarly

29 P.R.0., List of Sheriffs,2l; cf, B 5?2/146 rot. Som.& Dcrs.

30 Plac.de quo warr. (Rec.Com.), 690

31 See p. 94

32 E 101/6/40

33 St.Mark's Carte. (Bristol Rec.Soc.xxi), p.284; Cal.Close, 1279-88, 122
34 C 47/1/7
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in February 1304, while the king was at the army's winter guarters in
Dunfermline, John de Mohun and Hugh de Courtenay, as well as Robtert
FitzPain, dined with Prince Ekdward in Perth 35. The wealthiest xniznts
received individual summonses to perform service 36. Many of them were
troop leaders and a few held the rank of knight banneret., Some, including
Rotert FitzPain ana Simon de Montagu, were promoted to important positions

37

in the army command structure « For the campaign in South '‘wales in
1294 Roger de kovels was appointed marshel of the army in place of Roger
Bigod, the hereditary marshal. Bigod was commanaing the army. The fees
customarily paid to the marshal went to the Crown for that campaisn until
Bigod protested 38. Roger de Moels, who was a banneret, had fouznt in
Wales in 1277 and 1282 39. He had close contact with the royal household.
His fatner Nicholas de Moels had been active on the field cf batile and in
diplomacy under both John and Henry III 4O. One of the most spectacular
events of Henry III's Welsh wars, tne march in 1246 of a fcrce from South
Wales to Deganwy in the north, was performed uncer the command of
Nicholas 41.

Important commissions dealing with the government of the realm
were entrusted to magnates rather than the lesser knights, Such commissions
often covered a wide area for which the lesser knights, with their
relatively limited influence, were unsuited. In 1289 Ralph Daubeney and
Roger de Moels were chosen to investigete trespasses of venison in the

42

south-west ', Roger de ifoels was appointed to deal with offences against

the forest laws in the western counties in 1292 and to enguire into

35 Cal.Doc.Scot. ed.Bain, 1272-1307, p.393

36 John Ap Adam, John de Bezuchamp, William martin, Hugn rointzs Parl,
Writs. i, 421, 458, 729, 786-9

37 See pp. 202-3

38 Morris, welsh Wars of Edw.I, 250-1 ; M.Prestwich, iar, Politics and
Finence under Edw.l E19725, 249

39 Parl.Writs, i. 206, 213; Morris, Welsh Wars of kdw.I, 124, 159, 161

40 Complete Peerage, ix, l-4

41 Prestwich, War, Politics and Finance, 17

42 Cal.Pat, 1281-92, 333
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vagabonds in 1293 43. The justices of trailbaston appointed for 1305 for
the south-western counties included William Martin, lord of Blagdon
barony, and Gilbert de Knoville, a prominent landholder in Devon and

44

Somerset .

Many lesser knights who participated in the later campaigns did
not pursue careers in administration. The career of Wiiliam of Wigborough
focussed on the performance of military service. He served in the welsh
campaign of 1277 45 and in that of 1282 460 In 1288 he was a member of
the garrison under Alan Plugenet in Dryslwyn castle (Carms.) 47. Later

48

in 1298 he fought in Scotland "+ Simon Roges, who was granted respite

from pleas late in 1292 before setting out for Wales 49, fought in
Flanders in 1297 50. Simon was not involved in the business of the county
court and in 1277 he had been removed from the post of coroner on the

51

ground of insufficient qualification « Since he was named in the

sheriff's lists of prominent landholders compiled in 1297 and 1%C0, it
is likely that the reason given for his disqualification was merely a
fiction devised to enable him to escape the burdens of an unpopular post
to which he had been elected.

The warrior-knights who did become involved in administration either
held the more important and prestigious offices or were appointed to
commissions concerned with military matters. Several filled the office
of sheriff. Matthew de Furneaux, who fought in Flsnders in 129

sherift of Somerset and Dorset in 1304 ana of DJevon in 1311 55. In

43 Cal.Fat. 1281-92, 522; 1292-1301, 108

44 Tbide 1301-T, 352; Sanders, Eng.Baronies, 15; Cal.Ing.peme V, P« 246
45 Parl.Writs, i. 206

46 Cal.Chanc.R.Var. 372

47 Cal.Pat. 1281-92, 293

48 E 101;6;40

49 Cal.Chanc.R.Var. 351

50 & 101/6/19

51 Cal.Close, 1272-9, 434

52 E 101/6/19

5% P.R.D, List of Sheriffs, 122, 34
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those counties he was nominated to important commissicns. In 1306 he
was directed to oversee the activity of tane sheriff in purveying supplies
in Somerset for the Scottish war 54. Gilbert de Knoville, who served in
the household troop in 1297 55, was sheriff of Devon, where he held
lands, between 1294 and 1300 56. Alexander Cheverell, who served
alongside Matthew de Furneaux in 1297 57, was sheriff of wiltshire between
1308 and 1310 58. Less typical was Thomas de Pyn of Dulverton,a Devonshire
landholder, who was sheriff there in 1273, 1278 and 1280 59. In the early
1270s he acted as subescheator in Somerset 60 and saw active service in
Wales in 1277 61.

In sdward I's reizn the sheriff of Somerset and Dorset was rarely
a militarily active knight of the county. Although many of the sheriff's
tasks were being superseded by a variety of commissions, the duties of
the office still reguired the expertise of skilled administrators. The
knight Nicholas de Langelond, elected sheriff in 1306 62, had already
Zained some administrative experience in the service of walter de

63

Haselshaw . There was a growing professional element among the sheriffs

which in Somerset and Dorset was represented by such men as John Gerberd
and John Lee., The latter, sheriff in 1301, had previously been sheriff

of kssex and Hertfordshire and was to hold the same post in Hampshire in

1302 64. The sheriff was however at the head of a staff and bureaucracy.

It is probable that those warrior-knights who were sheriffs were relieved

of some of their duties by subordinate officials. Luring Gilbert de

54 Cal.Pat. 1301-7, 419

55 E 101/6/37; C 67/12 m.8

56 P.R.0.List of Sheriffs, 34

57 E 101/6/19

58 P,R.0.List of Sheriffs, 152

59 Ibid. 34

60 B.L.Add.Ch. 26,754 ; Rot.Hund. (Rec.Com.), ii, 128
61 Parl.Writs, i. 202, 211

62 P,R.0.List of Sheriffs, 123

63 See below

64 P.R.0.List of Sheriffs, 122, 43, 54
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Knoville's long tenure of the sheriffdom of Devon tne znnual account was
frequently rendered by his unaer-sheriffs 65.

#hen warrior-knights were apgointed to commissions concerned with
military and other matters they were often associated with knights who
were active in the county court. The latter presumably possessed a
certain professionalism which the warriors lacked. In 1297 John of
Merriott and Hugh of Popham were chosen to array a force from Somerset
and Dorset 66. The Joan of Merriott concerned was more likely to have
been the lord of Hestercombe, a member of the Lancastrian retinue who
served in Gascony in 1296 67, than his more prominent relative and
namesake, the lord of Merriott, who received livery of nis inheritance in
1297 68. Hugh of ropham was one of that small number of lesser knights
who monopolized administrative work in the county. He held land in

Huntworth near Horth Petherton 69
T0

. In 1296 he was one of the supervisors

of the forest perambulations « John of Merriott was chosen in 1303 to

purvey corn in Somerset and Dorset for the army stores in Berwick. His

71

associate was the knight John de Beauchamp who inherited lands in

Worle, Norton and fdingworth from his father Thomas de Beauchamp 12, The last

John was appointed to a variety of commissions including the collection of

13

taxes in Somerset at the end of the reigm « Militarily strenuous xnignts

had an important role to play in the administrative machinery ugon which
the recruitment and maintenance of the army depended. Robert Fitzrain
was orcered in 1295 to select a force of archers in Hampshire, Dorset
and Wiltshire for a projected campaign on the cocntinent 74. Commissions

of array were also entrusted to knignts with a purely administrative

65 P.R.0.List of Sneriffs, 34
66 Cal.Pate. 1292-1301, 309 )
67 Froc.som.Arcn.5oc. xxviii(2), 179-85; Cal.Close, 1296-1302, T1; see p.2id
68 Cal.Fine R. 1272-1307, 387-8
69 Feud.Aids, iv. 278
70 J.Collinson, A History of Somerset(Bath, 1791), iii. 56-9
71 Cal.Pat. 1301-7, 201
72 Rot.Hund.(Rec.Com. ),ii. 130; Glaston.Feod. 98-100; Pedes Finium,
1 Edw.II - 20 Edw.III, pp. 31, 45=6
73 Cal.Pat. 1292-1301, 613; 1301-7, 456
74 Ibid. 1292-1301, 151
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background. Nicholas de Langelond and John de Beauchamp were apvointed

to supervise a commission in Somerset and Dorset in 1311 together with

two strenuous knights, Ralph de Gorges and Nicholas Foyntz 75.
Warrior-knights were among those men returned to represent the county

in the parliaments of wdward I. All fourteen men known to have been

elected were knights or the heirs of knights. The writs issued to authorize

the payment of their expenses show that most of them attended the

76

parliaments » With one exception they were lesser landholders who were not

tenants of the Crown. John de Erlegh, the exception, was a leading county
landholder. Nevertheless in wealth he did not rank with the county magnates
and he did not receive the individual writs of summons usually directed to
the latter. Consequently he was led to secure nis election by the county
in 1302,

Of those elected about half were warriors. It is not certain if
John de Erlegh was a regular warrior. He apparently served in Wales in
1294 1T but in 1297 he sent a substitute knight to perform service in
Gascony T8. In 1300 and 1303 he provided his feudal service in Scotland

19

but did not serve in person '~. Some of the warriors elected had seen
service earlier. Humphrey de Kael, elected in 1290, had fought in Wales in
1282, His election came towards the end of an active and varied administrative
career, presumably at a time when his days as a warrior were over. kdmund
kverard, elected in 1306, had received letters of protection preparatory
to setting out for Gascony in 1294 80. A few of the knights elected to
parliaments between 1307 and 1327 & had also served on campaignse.

8 Y ;
Laurence de Hamelden who fought in Scotland in 1298 < attenced tne first
75 Parl.Writs, ii(2,i), 409
76 Ibide i, pexxviii : Edmund Everard and John of Wick were not knights.
77 € 67/10 m.1d.
78 Cal.Close, 1296-1302, 32

79 Ibid., 1302-7, 360 ; Cal.Chanc.R.Var. 380
80 C.P. 40/106 rot. 26

8l Cf. Parl.Writs, ii (1), pp. cix=-cxii
82 E 10176;40
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parliament of the new reign. Henry of Glastonbury was active in the field
as a member of the Lancastrian retinue from Edward I's reigm 85 long
before he represented the county in 1318. Simon de Montagu (d.1316) was
elected in 1314. Earlier he had been an important military captain and

had been summoned individually to parliaments and to military campaigns 84.
By 1314 he had probably relinquished his duties in the royal household

and had possibly retired to Yarlington where in 1313 he was awarded a
licence to fortify his house 85.

For the lesser knights administrative service came to assume greater
importance after they had passed the summit of their physical powers. Both
Matthew de Furneaux and Alexander Cheverell were sheriffs some time after
they had been active in the army. For most warriors there were not many
chances for promotion within the military hierarchy. Key posts of command
were entrusted to older warriors from prominent established families like
Robert FitzFain, Simon de Montagu and Roger de Moels. Nevertheless there
was no clear-cut path whereby lesser knignts moved from military to
administrative service. Some of the knights representing the county under
Bdward I went on campaign later. Simon de Raleigh, elected in 1295, served
in Flanders in 1297 and in Scotland in 1298 86. One of the knights taking
part in the latter campaign was Robert of Brent &7 who hacd been returned
from the county to the parliament which immediately preceded the expedition.

Knights who were longstanding members of baronial retinues took no
part in local government. A lord's retinue provided a source on which he
drew for his troops, officials and advisers. Laurence de St.laur,who held
land in Rode, and his son Nicholas were memvers of the retinue of Edmund,
earl of Lancaster. They took no rart in the affairs of the county. Their
83 Maddicott, Thomas of Lancaster, 62
84 See p. 202 ; Parl.writs, i. 742.

85 Cal.Fat. 1313%3-17, 31

86 E 1C1/6/19 ; E 101/6/40
87 E 101/6/39
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main landed interests lay elsewhere. Under Earl kdmund, Laurence
corbined both a military and an administrative role for, besides being
a companion in arms of the earl, Laurence was also his steward. after
cdmund's death in 1296, Laurence was one of his executors 88, a task
which implied a firm bond of mutual trust between the two men. Henry of
Glastonbury served with Thomas, earl of Lancaster, in campaigns at the
ena of the reign 89. He saw service in 3Scotland in 1304 90. denry was not
involved in the routine of locazl government. His election as knignt of the
snire in 1318 may have been secured by pressure appliec on tne county
court by marl Thomas.

wembership of a housenold or retinue was on several occas/ions used
as a justification for excusing men from the ungopular office of coroner.
A person with other ccmmitiments would have bg unable to supervise the
Crown's rights, a duty which involved much woék and travel., John of Domer
was exempted in 1289 since he was in the househcld of John de St.John,a

91

« Gilbert of Reer was excused in

92

military captain attendent on the king

1290 since he was in the housenold of the deun of wells and Hugh of

Popham was relieved of the office in 1231 because he was z member of

the household of the abbot of Hyde (Hants.) 93, A branch of Hugh's family
) 94

held land in Popham (Hants. and a later abbot of Hyde, R.of Fopnam

(1282-92) 32 was certainly related to Hugh. The later careers of Giltert
and Hugh suggest however that membership of a househcld was an excuse to
secure exemption from the coronership alone. They both occupied important

administrative posts.

63 J.R.iaddicott, 'Thomas of Lancaster and Sir Robert Holland: a study in
noble patronage', .H.R.lxxxvi. 458; Feud.Aids, iv. 276

89 Cf.E 101/6/40

90 Cal.Chanc.Wts. 229

91 Cal.Close, 1286-96, 25

92 Ibid. 87

93 Ibids 177

94 Moor, Knizhts of Edw.I,iv. 95

95 V.C.H.Hants, ii. 121
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Tre lesser landholder zs the administrator-kniznt.

The lesser knights were active on the fringes of central government
and had no direct contact wits the royal household. w#hile their individual
powers were not great, collectively they dominzted tne life of the county.
They provided the mainstay of local government. As the controllers of the
local rural communities they were the obvious choice as agents for the
maintenance of royal justice. They attended the county court as suitors
and judges where they received and deliberated royal orders and made
elections to offices and juries. They were also appointed to commissions
dealing with matters general and particular and provided a link between
local and central government 96. Among the Somerset knignts there was a
marked division between a small number, drawn from about twenty families,
upon whose shoulders rested the heavy burden of the administration of the
county and a much larser number of knights whose interests were highly
localized. The latter sat on juries which dealt with matters in the
immediate vicinity of their property. Such juries were dominated in terms
of numbers by freemen who were not knig:ts 97-

Most of the knizhts who dominated the business of the county court
were placed at an advantage by the proximity of their lands to the county
town. At the beginning of Edward I's reign the administrative centre of
the county was Ilchester in the south-east but in 1278 the county court
was transferred to Somerton 98, four miles to the north-west. Justices
appointed to deliver Ilchester gaol held a session as late as 1282 99 but
in 1283 the fabric of the prison was being used as building material by

18
the Dominican frisrs 100. The county gaol was then at Somerton » Nany

96 R.F.Treharne, 'The knights in the period of Reform and Rebellion 1258-6T71,
Bulletin of the Institute of Historical Research, xxi. 2-4
97 Cf. C 143/6 no. 9; C 143/8 no. 17; C 143/12 no. 2; C 143/32 no. 18;
C 143/33 no. 19.
98 Cal.Close,1272-9, 460
99 Cal.Pat. 1281-92, 9
100 C 143/6 no. 16
101 Cal.Pat. 1281-92, 53=4
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knignts with lands in ‘he south-ezst of the county were prominent in
local government. They included John of Blackford, Feter du Boys, Richard
de Cauntelo, Peter de Fauconberge, Roger FitzPain, Humphrey de Kael,
Baudry of Nonnington, Walter Fauncefot, Robert de St.Clare and ¥William

of Staunton. The landholders most active in the county court in 1280

were Richard of Boulogne and Peter de Fauconberge 102, wno both hela

lands in Milton next to the countytown 103.

Knights whose lands lay in the west of the county were precluded
by distance ana difficulty of communication from attenaing all but the
most important sessions of the county court. Some were active in tne
neignbouring county of Devon. Simon of Greenham, who held lana in

Kittisford near the county boundary 104, was sheriff of Devon in 1270105.

He fizured in the proceedings of the Somerset county court in 1280 106

as did Robert of Raddington 207 whose lands zlso lay near the boundzry with
Devon 108. Robert was appointed as « justice to deliver Exeter gaol in
about 1286 ana 1287 109 and in 1290 and 1291 to commissions of oyer and

terminer in Devon 110.

The knignts who monopolized the business of the county court
were able to secure their election as the county's representatives in
parliaments. Their sctivity and exverience made them the obviocus choice.
Thomas of .ellesley,elected in 1297, held a prominent and influential
position in the court. As bailifi east of the Parrett he we: the
executive officer of the sneriff in that part of the county lll. zlection

for some came as the climax of a career in lccal sovernment ws in the case

102 see App.llI

103 reud.Aids, iv. 282

104 Ibid. 280

185 r.R.C.List of bneriffs, 34

106 See App.III

107 huchelney Cart.(Som.Rec.Soc.xiv), pp. 93-4
108 Feud.Aids, iv. 275

109 Cal.rat. 1281-92, 254, 285

110 Ibid. 406, 445.

111 See Below
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of Humphrey de Kael. Several of those elected performed important

duties, including gaol delivery and tax collecting. Nevertheless they
112

did not become sheriffs. John de St.Lo, sheriff in the mid 1280s ’

was the predecessor of the knight of the same name elected in 1297.
Humphrey de Kael elected in 1290, who became sheriff of Cornwall under
the earl of Cornwall in the following year, was an exception.

Those knights who were the more active members of the county
court secured their election on several occasions. Gilbert de Beer and
Hugh of Popham were elected twice before 1307 and william of Staunton
and John of Wick thrice. John de Beauchamp of Gordano, elected in 1307,
was the lord of Norton who was chosen to collect taxes in 1301 and 1306 115.
He was later returned in 1313 and 1314. Gilbert of Beer was elected three
times between 1300 and 1311, In 1295 he was appointed to collect a tax

114

in the county and in 1304 was nominated to investigate the sea defences

and drains where the fenlands bordered the Bristol Channel 115.

Such lesser knights served as non-professional justices. By the
reign of Bdward I they had been cast in that role for over a century. For
the duties undertaken by knights on commissions of gaol delivery and
oyer and terminer a professional training was apparently not essentiale.
They were probably assisted by legal experts and were themselves
experienced in administration. At the beginning ol the reign the kniguts
appointed to deliver gaols included men who served as coroners. Richard
de Cauntelo, who in 1279 was a member of a panel delivering Ilchester
gzol 116, was one of the coroners answerable to the justices itinerant in

the county court in 1280 117.

112 P.R.0.List of Sheriffs, 122; Cal.Pat. 1281-92, 57, 186
115 Cal,Pat, 1292-1301, 613; 1301-7, 456

114 Tbid, 1292=1301, 171

115 Ibide 1301-7, 279

116 Cal,.Pat, 1272-81, 325

117 Just. 1/759 rot. 1
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At the beginning of the reign a few lesser knights who participated

in local government were professional justices. Thomas de St. Vigore was

118 119

a justice of assize in 1281 . He was sheriff in 1269 and in 1279

he was selected to investigate another sheriff of Somerset and Dorset's

distraint of knighthood on twenty librate holders 120. In the latter year

he had returned from Rome where he had been the king's envoy 121. Thomas

was appointed toc ccamissions of oyer and terminer and of gacl celivery

mainly between 1279 and 1284 122. Thomas Trivet, the putative father of the

cnronicler Nicholas Trivet 123’w35 a justice of assize under Henry III 124.

parlier his career had included periods as steward for the abbeys of

25

Athelney znd ulastonbury ¥ « Henry de Montfort of Wellow, having served

as eschneator south of the Trent, was appointed to the judicial bench in
1266. At the beginning of rdward I's reign he served as a justice of

assize. Such men were trained jurists. Henry de Montford was evidently

126

in minor clerical orders since he was styled 'clerk!' +« Thomas de St.

Vigore was styled 'master' in 1281 127.

It was more common for lesser knights to sit on juries empanelled .
to declare facts in given matters. Membership of the grand assizes was

theoretically confined to knights. In the eyre of 1280 the procedure was

invoked in eleven actions, mostly for land 128. In each case the sheriff

nominated four knights who elected a jury to decide the guestion of
right. The four knizhts were important landholders near the land in
dispute. The frequent inclusion among their number of Peter de Fauconberge

reflected his influence and activity in the county court. The jurors

118 E,Foss, The Judzes of itniland, iii (1851), 148-9

11 F.R.U.uist of Sheriffs, 122

120 Cal.Pat. 1272-81, 342.

121 Ibid. 303,

122 Ibid. 308, 342, 406; 1281-92, 9, 53-4, 61, 91, 100, 102, 142, 458.

123 Dictionary of Nationai Biogra

124 z.Foss, Judges of snsland, ii 51848), 485-6

125 See below

126 Foss, Judges of England, iii. 133-4

127 Cal.Pat. 1272-8l, 4753

128 Somersetshire Pleas, 8 Edw.I,3, 18-19, 32-3, 74-5, 102-3, 105-6, 134-5,

135-6, 148-9, 226-7, 262, 312-13,
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elected were also landholders in the part of the county concerned. Thomas
of Morton, who held land in Morton in Chewton hundred 129, was elected

to juries concerned with property in Norton Malreward and Ston Easton in
Chew and Chewtcn hundreds respectively 150. Thomas de Pyn, lord of

¢ 5 g :
Dulvertion 51, was elected to the jury for & case concerning property in

132

Lexworthy in Ander:zfield hundred. With him was Hugh of Luccoumbe who

held lznd in near-by Aisholt 155. Not all those elected served. In
three actions their services were not required since the disputes were
settled by agreement. In the case concerning right of estovers in
Luccombe and Holt agreement was reached before the jury had been
selected 134. In one case concerning Ilchester a second jury was elected
to supersede another jury with a slightly different composition 155.

The number of men concerned in the grand assizes reveals the
extent to which the business of the county court had become the preserve
of the lesser knights. In 1258 the baronial reformers had complained

that the holding of the grand assize was hampered by a shortage of knights.
36

No knignts attended the Kent county court in 1274 * but it was a very

different matter in Somerset in 1280. Then fifty-eight men were named,

137

as either elector or juror, in the grand assizes « They were not

necessarily present in court. In the case of one juror, Anselm Basset,

the fact of his death was noted against his name in the record of the

138

court proceedings « The thirty men nominated to mzke the elections

may have been in court. Save for Thomas of Boulogne and Thomas ce

Beauchamp they were all elected to the juries together with another

129 Feud.Aics, iv. 297

120 Somersetshire rleas, 8 kaw.I, 18-19, 102-3

131 Rot.Bund.iRec.Com.s, ii. 119

132 Somersetshire Pieas, 8 Edw.I, 105-6

133 Feud.Aids, iv. 26l.

134 Somersetchire Pleas, B Edw.I, 262

135 Ibid. 3, 74=5.

136 N.Denholm=Young, 'Feudal Society in tne Thirteenth Century: the Xnights',
Collected Papers on sedieval Subjecis (Cxford, 1946), 61-2

137 See App.I1II for their names.

138 Somersetshire Fleas, 8 mdw.l, 226-7
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tventy-eight personms.

The fifty-eight men were all landholders of substance. With two
possible exceptions they were drawn from lesser knightly families. The
two exceptions, William Payn and Henry le Waleys, who held land in Sandford
Orcas and Felton respectively 139, were evidently prominent free landholders.
Henry was named in the sheriff's list of forty librate holders compiled in

140
1300 » Thomas of Huntley, a knight, held land near Yeovil in Kingston

141 s
and Yeovil Marsh 4 « The knight Thomas de Beauchamp had property in

Worle and Edingworth 142. Two families were represented by more than one
member., Joyce of Bayeux and his son Thomas were successive lords of
Twerton 145. Thomas of Boulogne was presumably related to Richard of
Boulogne who had property in Ash, Witcombe and Milton near Somerton 144.
The magnates were noticeable by their absence. Nicholas de Montfort, lord
of Wellow, was the most prominent knight named. While he did not rank in
wealth with the greatest lay landholders, his power and wealth placed him
above the other knights named. He participated in the Welsh war of

1282 145 but neither he nor his son Henry apparently toock part in the
later campaigns. Nicholas was clearly associated with the business of the
county court like the lesser knights.

The fifty-eight included relatives of magnates. As the heads of
cadet branches of leading county families they were landholders in their
own right. Their participation in the affairs of the county court arose
from their interests as landholders. John Tregoz the younger was
presumably the landholder of that name in Brean who was & tenant of his

146 ;
relative, another John Tregoz, lord of Burnham manor » Roger FitzPain

140 See App.II

141 Feud.iids’ ive 274
142 Rot.Hund. (Rec.Com.), ii. 130; Glaston.Feod. 98-100
143 See pp. 16-1T7

144 Feud.Aids, iv. 282

145 Morris, Welsh Wars of Edw.I, 163

146 Feud.Aids, iv. 2763 Parl.Writs, i. 229
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was clearly related to Robert FitzPzin of whom he was a subtenant for

land in Cary FitzPaine near Somerton 147. Roger was particularly active

in 1280 for he was elected to eight of the grand assize juries. Roger
also held land in Alhampton for which he performed homaze to Robert of
Petherton, abbot of Glastonbury between 1261 and 1274 148. Roger's career
was typical of those lesser knights with lands near the county town. In
1279 he was chosen to perambulate the Somerset forests 149.

Besides the fifty-eight men named irn the grand assizes, several
otnher lendholders figured in the business of the court. Osbert of Batn,
Richard de Csuntelo, William of Godmanstone, Richard of Heydon, John of
Horsey, Robert of Raddington, Giles de Flury, Nicholas de la hizre and

Henry de Merland sat on various juries empanelled during the

150

proceedings + Thney were 1l members of the kni htly group and the first

six became knights 131. Another substantial landnolder John de ravely of

Bic«enhall, who apparently was not a knight, lodged in Somerton during the

152

eyre . Richard de Cauntelo was related to Gecrge de Cauntelo (d.1273)

from whom he had held land in Chilton (Chilton Cantelo) near Ilchesterls3.

Richard was active in local government both as coroner and us justice of
gacl aelivery.
The minimum number of lunuholders from xnightly families connected

with tne proceeaings of 1280 was sixty-six. At least fifty-six of ikem

o 154

became krignts and forty-six hed been dubbea by 128 « As in the case

of Nicanulas de hiontfort there is no evidence to sugjest that military
service occupied such a prominent place in their careers as it dia in the

careers of magnates. Richard Arthur, Adam of Bitton, Joan of Blackford,

147 Feud.Aids, iv. 285

148 Glaston.Feod. 112<3

149 C 47/12/2 -

150 Muchelney Cart. pr. 93-4; Glaston.Cart.i, p.226; rPlec. de Quo farr,
(Rec.Com. ), 703

152 C 133/103 no.l1l

153 C 133/2 no.7

154 See p. 24
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Richard of Boulogne, William of Godmanstone, Humphrey de Kacl, Henry de
Merland, Thomas de Pyn and John Tregoz all saw military service 155 but
it does not seem thet military activity was ever a continuous feature of
their lives.

The proceedings of 1280 attracted to the cuunty court most of the
knignts who were involved in county affairs and in private aaministration.
Several had held or were to nold the post of sheriff of Somerset and
Dorset. Andrew Wake had been sheriff in 1267 and Thomas de St.Vigore in
1269. John de St.Lo was appointed to the office in 1283 and continued to
exercise the duties of sheriff after 1285, when the post was granted to
Jueen Eleanor, until 1289, iwalter de Loveny became sheriff in 1291 156.
Simon of Greenham had been in 1270 sheriff of Devon which office Thomas
de Pyn had held on three occasions by 1280 1579 Of the knigntis involved
in private administration John FitzGeoffrey and Humphrey de Kael were
appointed as justices by the abbot of Glastonbury in 1286 158.

Other knights named in 1280 held less distinguished but no less
important posts. Adam of Bawdrip, William le Bret, Richard de Cauntelo,
Peter de Fauconberge and Robert Malherbe were all coroners at some time,
The coroner, who was responsible for maintaining and protecting the pleas
of the Crown, was elected in the county court. The qualifications for the

159. I

office were kni-htly rank and residence in the county concerned n

Somerset the holding of knightly rank was not a necessary prereguisite
for election but all the coroners in the later 13th century were free men

of substance. William de Oville held land in Knowle near Bristol and was
160

the son=-in-law of Jordan la ivarre of Brislington « The work of the

155 See above and pp.4l, 55, 194-5, 197, 253

156 P.R.0.List of Sheriffs, 122; for John de St.Lo cf. Cal.Pat.1281-92, 186
157 P,R.Q.List of sheriffs, 34

158 Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 357

159 R.F.Hunnisett, The Medieval Coroner, 172-5

160 Cal.Ingepsmes iv, pe. 1G2




coroner, who was expected to travel widely in the ccurse of his duties,
drew heavily on his time and erergy. In Somerset, which covered a large
area and a difficult terrain, there were several corocners in office
simultaneously 161. The sphere of thelr activity was probably defined

territorially.
The post was not popular. The removal of several coroners on the

ground of lack of qualification was probably a fiction used to release

certain landholders from the office. Hugh Fichet was removed in 1291 162

yet in 1297 and 1300 he was listed among the wealthier landholders of the

county. His grandfather, Hugh, had been coroner in 1253 and his son, John,

163

was to be elected knight of the shire in 1320 « Simon #Acges was

aisqualified in 1277 164 yet he was named as cone of the twenty liorate

nolcers of Somerset ana Dorset in 1297 and cne of the forty iibrate houlders

in 1500. The senior branch of his family held iand in Holcombe in Leven

165

where Simon was living in 1280 « That may have been a factor for nis

disqualification. As has already been sujg;jested dismissal cn the ground of
lack of gualification may have been employed by the Crown to ensure that

warriors were not troubled by burdensome committments. Richarcd Arthur was
removed from office in 130l. In that year he haa veen summoned to perform

military service against the Scots and the letters noting his dismissal

166.

were issued &t Dunfermline, as were those concerninggobert ce Panes
lailitarily active men vere clearly unasble t0o serve as COTOnRErS.
For the Crown it was undesirable that sick and infirm men shouicd

continue in office. Richard of Chilton and Robert Malherbe were dismissed

187

as corcners in 1283 and 1291 rescectively on the ground of infirmity 3

161 Just. 1/759 rot.l

162 Cal.Close, 1288-96, 209

163 Hylle Cart.(Som.Rec.Soc.lxviii) pexvi; Cal.Ing.Misc. i, p.58; Parl.urits,
ii 1 ’ Pncxio

164 Cal.Close, 1272-9, 434

165 Canonsleizh Cart.(Devon & Cornw.Rec.50C.N.S.viii), p.xxi; Juste 1/759
rot.6

166 Cal.Close, 1302-7, 112; Parl.¥rits, i. 351

167 Cal.Close, 1288-96, 21, 160
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For lesser knizhts, the coronership was the climax of a career in public

office. They were not promoted to other posts. Adam of Bawdrip died in

office about 1297 168 and reter de Fauconberge probably died shortly after

being dismissed in 1295 because of infirmity 169.
The social standing of the coroners was not particularly high.They

were recruited from the lesser knights and prominent free men. The same

170

group provided the forest verderers named in 1298 + Nicholas de la

Mare alone of the four verderers in Selwood forest came from a knishtly
family and the verderers in Neroche and Exmoor were drawn from the
freecholders. Philip le Yreys, who held land in Badgworth 171, was a

verderer in kendip forest. Like his fellow vercerer there in 1300, John de

Beauchamp of Norton, Philip became a xnight 172.

The lesser knights who held the office of subescheator often neld
more important posts later. John of Aller was promoted from subescheator
to sheriff of Somerset and Uorset in 1255. He was replaced as subescheator
by Geoffrey of Laverton 115 who held the post about 1260 with Robert de
St.Clare 174. Their duties were probably divided territorially within the

county. Robert of Keudington was cctive as subescheator in the west of the

175

county early in hdward I's reign « Thomas de Pyn, sheriff of Jevon in

176

1273, acted as subescineator in Somerset about 1274 « He was sheriff of

sevon for further periods in 1278 and 1280. The knignt William of Staunton
who, as subescheator, held an inguisition post mortem at South retherton

3 1
in 1293 subsequently had a varied career in lccai government 77.

168 Cal.Close, 1296-1302, 24

169 Tbid. 229; cf. ibid. 1302-7, 320

170 Collinson, A History of Somerset, iii, 56=9

171 Peud.iids, iv, 323

172 Mendip Mining Laws and Forest Bounds, (Som.Rec.Soc. x1lv), 190

173 Close Re. 1254-6, 110

174 Glaston.Cart. i, p. 234

175 Rot.Hund.(Rec.Com.), ii. 126, 128; Cal.Close, 1272-9, 410; Cal.Fine R.
1272-1307, 120, 209 - -

176 Rot.Hund.(Rec.Com.), ii. 125-8

177 See below
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Two Case Histories,

It is probably in crder to illustrate the variety of duties a
knight might undertake by reference to the careers of two knights, William
of Stauntion and Robert de S5t.Clare, in some detail. William of Staunton

held lands in North Bradon and Wwick near Langport and also in Charlton

178

Mackrell close to Somerton « In his involvement in local zdministraticn

¥William was continuing a family tradition. His predecessor #William was
one of the four knishts elected in 1258,after the enactment of the
Provisions of Oxford,to investigate trespasses in Somerset and was sheriff

in 1264 179. In 1280 the younger William was elected to four juries

empanelled for the grand assize o0 and to the juries convened to

adjudicate in the claims of Muchelney Abbey to extensive liberties and to

hold certain land in free alms 181. In 1285 he was one of four knights

deputed to bring the record of a case held in the county court before the

central court 182. In the following year he served on the jury elected to

183

settle a dispute over Tintinhull manor « In the 1290s William performed

84

several important duties. He held the post of subescheator in 1293 X and

185

in the next yecar he was appointed to collect a tax in the county In

the early 1l4th. century he was ap:ointed as a justice of gaol delivery for

g B . . Y . " :
Somertcn on several occasions e His election as knight of the shire in

187

1290, 1295 and 13%304-5 represented culminating points in his career. .
Robert de St.Clare, the lord of Stapleton in kartock who died in

1308 188, or his predecessor of the same name was subescheator in the early

178 Feud.Aids, iv. 314-15; Cal.Inq.p.m. iv, p. 164
179 Cal.Pat, 1247-58, 648; P.R.0.List of Sheriffs, 122
180 See Appl.III

181 Kuchelney Cart. op. 93-4

162 K.B. 27/90 rot. 13

183 K.B. 27/98 rot. 24

184 C 133/64 no. 20

185 Cal.Pat. 1292-1301, 104

186 Ibid. 583%; 1301-7, 158, 231.

167 Farl.hrits, i, p. xxviii

188 Cal.InqepsMe Vy ps 66
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1260s 189. There is no evidence that Robert was militarily strenuous. He

190

participated in the business of the county court in 1280 and was on

many occasions a justice of gaol delivery in Ilchester and Somerton 191.
In 1288 and 1291 he was zprointed to deliver Sherborne gaol 192. In 1304
he was a member of the first known commission of sewers in the countylgs.

Several times Robert was chosen t¢ collect taxes both in Somerset 154

195

and

Essex where he also held lands « In 1297 Robert and Baudry of Nonnington

were the two Somerset knights appointed to collect in Dorset the tax which

had been granted to the xing in rsturn for his confirmation of the

196

Charters™  + In 1302 Robert, together with the sheriff, was appointed to

assess and collect in Somerset the feudal aid granted to Edward I for the

197

marriage of his daughter +» The assessment c¢f the fees held in Somerset

was made in a session of the county court presided over by Robert and the
sherifs 98,

Lesser knights occasionally performed duties which brought them

onto the stage of national zffairs. Under the Articuli super cartas of

1300 three knights were elected in each county to note any trespasses
against the Charters and to ensure that the statute of Winchester of 1285
was cbserved 199. The prominent place occupied by Hobert de St.Clare in
local government led to his being appointed in Somerset and, as the senior
member of the panel, he was authorized to take the oaths of the other

members 200. They were Ricnard of Heydon, & knight, and Richard Pyk, a

189 Glaston.Cart. i, p.234; C 132/27 no. 27

190 See App.III

191 Cal.Pat. 1272-81, 325; 1281-92, 345, 365; Cal.Close, 1288-96, 25
192 Cal.Pat. 1281-92, 299, 454

193 Ibid. 1301-7, 276

194 Ibid. 1292-1301, 613; 1301-T, 16, 457

195 Ibid. 1292-1301, 104

196 Ibid. 298

197 Ibid. 1301-7, 76

198 Cf. Zlaston.Cart. i, pp. 154-5

199 F.M.Fowicke, The Thirteenth Century (0Oxford, 1962), 657-701
200 Parl.Writs, i. 399-400; Cal.Pat. 1292-1301, 516
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free tenant, both of whom had con&iderable administrative exrerience which

had in part been gained in the service of grivate landnclders 201.

Hereditary Cffice

Severzl lesser knigntis occuiied administrative vosts through
inheritance. One office that was frequently helc by inheritance was that
of hundred bailiff., In Somerset that post was in severzl cases attached
to the tenure of certain lancs 202. Some other offices were neld in fee and
thereby inherited. The royal forests of the county were in the charge of

a forester in fee who at the bezinning of the reign was the kni ht Richard

de Flessis 203. He inherited the office witn lands in Zxton and Newton
3

from his father William, the senior coneir of Ricnurd of wrotham ‘04.
205

Richard de Plessis was succeeded about 1282 by his three sisters . The

eldest, Sabina, wife of Nicholas Pecche, was awaraed the ofiice of forester

6

in 1289 a0 « In the perambulations of 1300 she was represented by her son

207

y Who apparently aid not become a knight although ne was a

substantial landholder 208.

Nicholas

The offices of bailiff east and west of the river Parrett were held
in fee. The two bailiwicks were held from the Crown anc Iormed part of the

inheritance of two knightly families. Although held in fee the posts did

209

not form part of any obligations belonging to their lands +« The iine of

the river divided the county into two parts in each of which a bailiff acted
as tne executive officer of the sheriff, enforcing judagements of the courts
and making distraints and sttachments on the authcrity of tne sheriff. Tne

bailiff in the western part of the county aiso zpjointed bailiffs for those

201 See below.

202 H.Cam, The Hundred and the Hundred Rolls (1930), 145

203 Plac.de Quo Varr.(Rec.Com.), 702

204 Cal.lnq-p.m. i’ Pe 54; ibido ii’ De 61

206 Cal.Fine R. 1272-1307, 262 .

207 Mendip Mining Laws and Forest Bounds, 190; cf. Just. 1/1330 rot. 40
208 Moor, Knignts of rdw.I, iv. 27

209 Cf. Cal.Inge.p.mes ii, p. 436
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hundreds held by tre Crown, namely villiton anc Andersfield 210, and

possibly had a say in the appointment of the other hundred bailiffs. The

eastern bailiff, who was styled ballivus itinerans de feodo 211, was in

de facto possession of the liberty of return of writs. The sheriff
delivered writs to him for execution and in aealing with liberties in his
part of the county the bailiff, in his turn, handed over the urits to the
officials of the particular liberty 212.

In the reign of adward I the two bailiffs, Thomas of .ellesley
(and, after him, his son Tromas) and .alter de la Lynde, msde markedly
aifferent use of their official position. The western bailiwick had been
sranted to Wzlter's fatner, John de la Lynde of Eroomfield, in 1267 213.
Jonn, a loyal servant of the Crown, was & xking's knizht in 1260 and until
nis death in 1272 was active in administrative, judicial and diplonmatic
work for the Crown 214. wWalter however did nct have widespread interests.
Unlize Thomas of wellesley ne did not act as bailiff in person. His zuties
were performed by deputies. In 1276 Wiliizm of Rumborough, the acting
official, was described as head veiliff west of the rurreti 215. In the
same year it was recorded that the post had been occupied by #illizm le
Bret, the son of the «nigrt W¥illiam le Bret 216. The family of le Bret
was closely involved in the office ana by 1286 Acam le bret, the scn of
the eider William, had been granted a life-intersst in it by .zlter de la
Lynde 217. Acam had presumably purchased his interest in tne potentially
lucrative office for, in itne sume year, he was named as a debtor of

helter 218. The post was later awarded to simon ce .wontegu from wnom

210 Just. 1/759 rot. 3d

211 Select Cases in the Zxchequer of Pleas(Selden Soc. xlviii), pp;lé3-4
212 K.B. 27/66 rot. 2d.

213 Cal.Pat. 1266-72, 111

214 Maxwell-Lyte, Some Som.Mzns. 284

215 Somersetshire Pleas, 1-7 Edw.I, 48

216 Rot.Hund. (Rec.Com.), ii. 128

217 Cal.Fat. 1251-92, 223

218 Czl.Close, 1279-88, 426
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Walter held Broomfield Manor 219.

Thomas of Wellesley acted in person as bailiff in the eastern part
of the county 220. He was succeeded in the office in 1289 by his son
Thomas 221, who retained the post until 1311 when he was granted permission
to transfer the bailiwick to his son Philip 222. By then Thomas was
advanced in years and the grant opened up the way for him to pass the

burden of office to a younger and more active man,

The knights in the service of the great landholders.

Those landholders with extensive estates and wide powers of lordship
depended for their administration on the expertise of lesser knights and
other skilled officials 223. The importance of the county court in
regulating the life of the local communities was diminiahéd by the
existence of the extensive judicial liberty of Glastonbury Abbey. Besides
holding wide tracts of land in the county, the abbot was lord of the

hundreds of Whitley, Whitstone and Brent with Wrington 224

« By the abbot's
privilege of return of writs Crown officials were excluded but the dispensing
of royal justice remained in the king's hands. In the immediate neighbourhood
of Glastonbury, known as the liberty of Twelve Hides, the abbey had a wide
franchise. There it could hear pleas of the Crown by its own justices.

The abbot's nominees were styled justices itinerant in imitation of the
practice in royal courts but they presided in Glastonbury 225. Local
landholders, both knights and free men, were appointed to the abbatial

219 Cal.Pat. 1313=17, 627; Mexwell-Lyte, Some Som.Mens. 284-5

220 See below

221 Cal.Ing.p.ms ii, p. 436

222 Cal.Pat., 1307-13, 338

223 See pp. 205-8

224 Plac.de Quo Warr.(Rec.Com.), 700; Rot.Hund.(Rec.Com), ii. 130-2

225 M.D.Lobel, 'The Ecclesiastical Banleuca in England,' Oxford Essays in
Medieval History presented to H.E.Salter (Oxford, 1934), 137-6
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bench which usually comprised four members 226. The abbot also appointed
Justices to deliver Glastonbury gaol. Two justices were selected in

1321 227. They were recruited from the same group as the justices
itinerant and stewards.

The steward was responsible for ensuring that the abbey's liberty
was respected and its powers of jurisdiction enforced. He appeared in
royal courts to claim cases belonging to the abbey's liberty 228. He
attended sessions of the gaol delivery justices in Somerton and
229

Dorchester for the same purpose o With the external cellarer, the

steward perambulated the abbey estates in Somerset, Dorset, Wiltshire
and Berkshire to dispense justice, audit accounts and collect rents. The
courts in which he participated were generally the biannual courts leet,

particularly those held at Michaelmas 30

o Other duties of the steward
included supervising sales and purchases on behzlf of the abbey for which
he attended such important fairs as those held at Winchester and
Salisbury. He also supervised the disposal of the abbey's valuable wool
crop 251.

The stewards, even those who were knights, did not undertake
duties connected with the performance of the military service owed by
the abbey. The steward's duties were primarily administrative and judicial.
He was at the head of a complex but flexible machine which included
bailiffs in charge of groups of manors, and manorial reeves. The abbey
chronicler's tribute to the four abbots from Michael of Amesbury to John
of Taunton, between 1235 and 1291, who increased revenues and reduced debts,
reflects the abilities and achievements of the abbey's officers at all
226 Glaston.Cart. ii, pp. 354=61
227 Longleat MSS. 10562; 10593,f.22v.
228 Just. 1/1280 rot. 11d.;Just. 1/1284 rot. 5; K.B. 27/106 rot.24

229 Longleat MSS. 11273, rot. 63 11216, rot. 69
230 For the administration of the Glastonbury Abbey estates see

I.J.E.Keil, The Estates of Glastonb Abbey in the Later liiddle
Ages (unpublished Bristol Ph.D.thesis, 19645

231 Longleat MSS. 11216, rot. 31; 11272, rot. 74
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levels of the administration, but particularly those of its stewards %52

The position of the abbey in the economic and social life of the
county was a factor in attracting prominent men into its service. The
abbey also occupied an important position in the cult of knignthood. Since
1191, when the remaingreputedly of Arthur and Guinevere were unearthed,
the abbey had been established as a centre of the Arthurian court 233.
Several knights held the post of steward but they were neither chivalrous
nor involved in military ventures. They were local men with solid careers
as administrators. Nicholas de Langelond, when he was steward between
1311 and 1313, resided on his land in South Brent and was ferried to
Glastonbury at the abbey's expense for business 234. The knight Geoffrey
Foliot who proffered military service for the abbey in 1263 222 and who

2 236

vwas styled steward in June 127 was an exception. Geoffrey continued

to administer the aifairs of the abbey after the death of Robert of
Fetherton for he was appointed custodian by the Crown in April 1274 257.

Geoffrey, who held land from the abbey in Ashbury (Berks.), presumably

had a residence in Glastonbury where his heirs later held a messuag9238 .

The abbot of Glastonbury apparently made his chief appointments
from a small group of men who were well versed in legal matters. They
acted as the abbey's legal officers in controversies in which it was

involved. About 1301 they attended a dies amoris convened to settle a

239

dispute with the Dorset abbey of Milton « Several of them were promoted

within the abbey's service. The knight Nicholas of Apperlegh had been

active as a lawyer in the county court at the end of Henry III's

232 D.Knowles, M&MIM%&&% i (Cambridge, 1962), 44=6
233 R.F.Treharne, The Glastonb Lezends (1967), 93-8

234 Longleat MSS.11216,rctt.l0d.,13, 20d., 75,78; 10655, rott.6,14.

235 Ibid. 10590, ff. 76-80

236 Glaston.Cart. iii, p.688

237 Cal.Fine R. 1272-1307, 20

238 Glaston.Feod. 3; Glaston.Rent. 232

239 Longleat MS. 11272, rot.80
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240. He was appointed by the abbot as a justice in 1286 4 and

he became the abbey's steward by 1289 22, Richard Pyk, another of the

243

reign

justices appointed in 1286 s had been granted ten acres of land in

Zoy by the abbey in 1281 44, Richard was probably the Richard Pyk who

was described in 1278 as custodian of the abbot's liberties 243 and in

246

1279 as the abbot's bailiff » The latter post was evidently that of the

bailiff in charge of the Twelve Hides liberty 247. Richard appeared as

abbey steward several times in the period 1297-1304 =48 during which time
249

he served as an abbey Jjustice « The precise details of Richard's career

are somewhat uncertain because there was another Richard Pyk in the abbey's

service. The latter was steward in 1278 250 and in the same year the abbot

nominated him as his attorney 251.

The notion that there was an informal panel from which the abbot
drew his officers is reinforced by the appointments made in 1286-7 during
a dispute between the abbot and the Crown over the delivery of a prisoner
from Glastonbury gacl. Edward I established a commission but the abbot
defied him and nominated tiree knights, Nicholas of Apperlegh, Geoffrey of
Stawell and Humphrey de Kael, and Richard Pyk. They all had close ties with
the abbey. Nicholas, Humphrey and Richard served as justices and Richard
and Nicholas later became stewards. In the 1286-7 dispute the Crown had

selected Humphrey and Richard but had also appointed Nicholas de Montfort

and John de St.Lo 252 who were directed to ensure that the abbot's officials

correctly discharged their duties 255.

240 Somersetshire Pleas, 41-57 Hen.III, 83-4, 150
241 Glaston.Cart. ii, p.357

242 Tbid. pp. 426-T

243 Tbid. pe 357

244 Tbid. p. 503

245 Ibid. i, pp. 110-11

246 Somersetshire Pleas, 1-7 Edw.I, 217
247 Cf. C 143/54 no.15

248 Glaston.Cart., ii, pp.277-8; ibid. iii, pp.632-3; Glaston.Rent.231, 233
249 Longleat MS.11272, rot.28

250 Glaston.Cart. i, p.élo

251 Cal.Pat. 1272-81, 265

252 K.B. 27;106 rot. 24

253 Cal,Pat., 1281-92, 255
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The lesser knights and the professional administrators,

Administrative posts were open to skilled men irrespective of
rank. Knights and free tenants were on an egual footing with professional
administrators. The factor common to all groups on which the great
landholders depended vas expertise in legal matters. One professional
administrator, John Gerberd, was the Glastonbury Abbey steward in 1302 and
1303 254. He was then also sheriff of Somerset and Dorset. He hzad earlier
been sheriff in 1297 and in the interval he had held the same post in
Hampshire in 1301. Between 1305 and 1307 he was sheriff of Wiltshire 297,
He was appointed to the first known commission of sewers in Somerset in
1304 2%6,

The same relationship between landholders and professionals is
found among the men appointed to the stewardship of Muchelney Abbey in
the early l4th. century. The abbey enjoyed considerable judieial liberties
in the island of Muchelney, from which the sheriff, royal justices and

5 957

other officers were exclude

25

o« The steward in 1307 was Richard de Loveny
8. Richard was probably a younger brother of the knight Walter de Loveny.

Walter was succeeded about 1298 in Hillcombe near Ilminster by his son

William 259 but by 1312 the land was held by Richard 260. While Richard

was steward the abbot's household included John of Fosse, who was to be

steward in 1318 261. John, a clerk, was active in south-east Somerset

where about 1305 he acted as narrator in the drawing up of the accounts of

tha satl of Idseuln's BAUGES: 202, In 1305 Jolm was setutued to perlianent

263

as burgess for Wells « Early in the following reign he was summoned by

254 Longleat MSS. 11246, rot.9d.; 11271, rot.5d.; 11215, rot.6
255 P.R.Q.List of Sheriffs, 122, 54, 152

256 Cal.Pat. 1301-7, 273

257 Muchelney Carts p.93

258 Muchelney Memoranda (Som.Rec.Soce x1ii), pp. 78-9

259 Muchelney Cart, 105-6
260 Pedes Finium, 1 Edw.II - 20 Edw,III, p.29

261 Muchelney Memoranda, pp. 18-9, 64
262. D, s 2951;2 m.19d.

263 Parl,Writs, i. p. xc.
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John de Erlegh to a dies amoris held to settle a dispute concerning
Babcary in which John de Erlegh was involved 264. John of Fosse was later

in the service of the abbot of Glastonbury. He received a corrody in the

265

abbey and in 1321 was twice appointed by the abbot to deliver

Glastonbury gaol 266.

It is with the activities of men such as John of Fosse that those
of the lesser knights should be compared. The knights were not merely
honorary officers retained to enhance the prestige of a religious house
or lord but were experts in their own right. The bishop of Winchester did

not confine himself to selecting knights for the post of constable of
267

Taunton + The constable accounted for the revenues of the extensive

manor in which the castle was situated 268. According to a l4th. century
document his duties comprised safeguarding the bishop's estates, and

judicial rights and franchises in Taunton where the bishop was lord of

269

the hundred « The constable collected rents and held courts. Within

the hundred he performed the duties of the coroner who was excluded from

270

the liberty « No military duties pertained to the office. The services

of administrators and not warriors were required.

Hundred bailiffs

Lords of private hundreds recruited their bailiffs from the same group
as their estate officials. Several hundred bailiffs were substantial
landholders in accordance with the wishes of the baronial reformers.

The bailiff's duties included preparing information before the courts leet

264 SOE.R.O., NP 1’ I'Otol}

265 Collectanea, i (Som.Rec.Soc. xxxix), 24-5

266 Longleat MSS. 10562; 10593, f. 22v.

267 See pp. 206-7

268 Cf, The Pipe Roll of the Bishop of Winchester, 1210-11 ed.N.R.Holt
(1964), p. xxxviii; the accounts are deposited in the Hants R.O.

269 Taunton Customs (Som.Rec.Soce 1xvi), pexxiii

270 Just. 17759 rot. 14 and d.
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held by the sheriff or the lord's officials, making attachments and
distraints and levying debts owed to the king. In many hundreds the
office was attached to the tenure of a certain piece of land. Thomas of

Wellesley was bailiff of the bishop of Bath and Wells's hundred of Wells

1

by virtue of his tenure of property in Wellesley . l. Nicholas de Langelond

became bailiff of Bemstone hundred, held by the dean and chapter of Wells,
by the grant of William de Conteville 272.

The duties of the hundred bailitr piuvided valuable experience.
Nicholas de Langelond later held the important Glastonbury stewardship
as did Richard of Rodney 2?3, who became bailiff of Winterstoke hundred by
the award of Walter de Haselshaw, bishop of Bath and Wells, made-sometime
between 1304 and 1308 274. The role of both knights was probably
supervisory. The terms of the bishop's grant to Richard suggest that
executive duties were to be undertaken by subordinate officials. Tenure
of a post did not oblige the occupant to discharge his duties in person.
The knight John de Briwes was not an active administrator but he was
bailiff of Abdick hundred 275. He delegated the task of levying the king's
debts to one of his tenants in Broadway. Broadway was however in Bulston
hundred. John held land there from Henry de Lorty 276 who was lord of
Abdick hundred which was held jointly with Bulston hundred 277. It is
likely that John's office covered both hundreds.

Other lay lords recruited their hundred bailiffs from local landholders.
Reynold de Mohun (d.1258) granted the office in Carhampton hundred to
Ralph le Tort of Cutcombe, Ralph's grandson Ralph held the same post in
271 Cal.Ing.p.ms ii, pe 436; cf. ibide i, pe 67
272 Hist.MSS.Com.12, 10th Rep.III, Wells, p.135
273 See below
274 Cal.Pat, 1301-7, 224; Hist.MSS.Com.12, Wells, i, p.160
275 Plac.de Quo Warr. (Rec.Com.), 695

276 Feud.Aids, iv. 292
277 Rot.Hund. (Rec.Com.), ii. 128; Plac.de Quo Warr. (Rec.Com.), 694




-246~

1280 ¢1e but it was later granted by John de Mohun to John Arundel for
life. The award was made during the lifetime of Roger Arundel 213 who

in 1303 held land in Clatworthy 2C to which John succeeded 2°L, Ralph
Daubeney, lord of South Petherton hundred, also relied on the services of
his lesser neighbours. The knight Walter de Loveny who held land in
Hillcombe near Ilminster e presided in Ralph's courts early in Edward

283

I's reign o In 1291 Ralph of Pleybury,presumably a local freeholder,was

Ralph's hundred bailiff 2°%4,

The variety of service,

The duration of a knight's service to particular lords varied
considerably. In some cases the tie of service lasted a long time. The
asscciation between Laurence de St.Mar and Edmund, earl of Lancaster,
extended over more than two decades and included both military and
administrative work by the former for the latter. Laurence's son Nicholas

was zlso a member of Edmund's retinue and later served Edmund's successor

285

Thomas o A family tradition of service underlay several other associations

which probably had a greater impact in the county. Whereas Walter de
Loveny was in the service of his neighbour Ralph Daubeney at the beginning

of the reign his relative Richard de Loveny was nominated as an attorney

by Ralph's son Ellis in 1304 286. Two men called Richard Pyk were in the

service of Glastonbury Abbey during the reign. Hugh de Langelond a free

278 Flac.de Warr, (Rec.Com, ), 698

279 Som.R.0., L 26/1

280 Feud.Aids, iv. 304

261 Maxwell-Lyte, Some Som.Mans. 207

282 Cf. Much.Cart. p.l105

284 K.B. 27/126 rot.15; cf. Bruton Cart. (Som.Rec.Soc.viii), pp.45,51,52

285 Maddicott, 'Thomas of Lancaster and Sir Robert Holland', E.H.R.
1xxxvi, 458

286 Cal.Pat. 1301-7, 290
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287

tenant of the abbey in Brent was about 1282 the bailiff in charge of

the abbey's Wiltshire manors 288. Hugh was succeeded at Brent by Nicholas
de Langelond who later held a more important post as steward of the

abbey 289.

Most knights who were administrators served several lords in the
course of their careers., Even knights with a tradition of service to a
particular lord to uphold found time to hold office under other lords.
There was much movement between local government and private service and
within the sphere of private service. The careers of John la Warre and
Humphrey de Kael are good illustrations. Most knights served individual
lords for only short periods. The Glastonbury Abbey stewards did not hold
the office for any great length of time. In many cases however private
service provided knights with their first opportunity to acquire
administrative experience which was then used by the Crown.

Richard of Heydon vwho held lands in Henstridge 22° probably
started his career sometime before he was in the service of the earl of
Gloucester as steward in 1279 291. Richard may have held office under
Simon de Montagu in the early 1280s 292. Later he was in the service of
John, earl of Warenne, whom he accompanied to Scotland in 1295 293. About
1294 Richard was amerced for a trespass he committed in Yorkshire a&s that
earl's steward 294. In the 1290s Richard was constable of St.Briavells
castle, the administrative centre of the Forest of Lean 295. He was

296

appointed to numerous commissions of oyer and terminer during his career ~ .

287 Glaston.Cart. ii, p.540

288 Longleat MS. 11273, rott. 34, 35, 37

289 Pedes Finium, Ric.I - Edw.I, 299 ; See below

290 Somersetshire Pleas, 41 = 57 HenlII, 50-1; Just. 1/1295 rot. 7d.
291 Cal.Pat. 1272-81, 306

292 Somersetshire Pleas, 8 Edw.I, 120-1; K.B. 27/108 rot. 10d.

293 Cal.Pat. 1292-1301, 156

294 E 312/146 rot. Som. & Dors.

295 E 101/6/4; cf. Cal.Pat. 1292-1301, 621

296 Cal.Pat. 1281-92, 104, 139,142, 200, 201, 203; 1292-1301, 621.
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In 1300 he was chosen to enquire in Somerset into trespasses against

the Charters 297.

The religious houses provided the knights scope for developing
their talents which might then be put at the disposal of the Crowne.
Thomas Trivet (d.128l) was active as the steward of Glastonbury Abbey
in the 1250s. In 1252 he supervised the leasing of a mill 298. On several
occasions in 1259 he attended the royal court as steward on legal

299

affairs « His period as steward probably followed his stewardship for

the neighbouring but less important Benedictine abbey of Athelney 300. His
tenure of the Glastonbury stewardship, which he had vacated by 1265 301,
was by way of promotion. Thomas was engaged in the service of the Crown
by 1255 when he was chosen to sell wood for the relief of the king's
debts. He was appointed to many commissions in the 1260s and was
involved in levying tallages on Crown property. As a royal Jjustice he

visited many parts of the realm 2

« At the beginning of the new reign he
sat on a variety of commissions. In 1276 he was a justice of gaol delivery
in Ilchester 505 and in the same year he was appointed to hold an enguiry
intc the circumstances surrounding the burial of persons executed ther3304.

He ceased to hold office soon afterwards.

Service and prospering freeholders.

Some free landholders accumulated property and prospered into the

knightly group through service 305. Nicholas de Langelond and Richard of

297 Cal.Fat. 1292-13%01, 516

298 Glaston.Rent. 130-1

299 Longleat MS. 10762, rot. 2.

300 Athelney Reg. (Som.Rec.Soc.xiv), p. 137
301 Cf. Longleat MS. 10590, f. B82v.

302 Foss, Judges of England, ii (1848), 485-6
303 Cal.Pat. 1276-81, 160; cf. ibid. 120, 123, 181, 267, 294.
305 See pp.173-5
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Rodney served a number of lords and moved between private and public

duties. Nicholas began his service under walter de Haselshaw, dean of

Wiells between 1295 and 1302 306. In 1299 Nicholas, through his connection

with the dean, came into conflict with the abbot of Glastonbury, his

tenurial lord. The dean's men,including Nicholas, had raided the abbot's

property at Mere 507. Nicholas remained in Walter's service after the

latter was elevated to the bishopric of Bath and Wells in 1302 308. He
was rewarded by the bishop with a grant of lands in Compton Bishop and

Cheddar 0%, Nicholas was nominated by the bishop as his attorney in 1304

510

and appeared on his behalf in courts of law » The first evidence that

Nicholas became a knight is his use of the style miles when attesting a

deed of the bishop dated 21 March 1306 311.

From the end of wdward I's reign Nicholas applied his skill in local
government. He became sheriff in 1306 >+ and in 1306 and 1309 he was
chosen to collect taxes in the county 315. In the latter year he was
appcinted to investigate the process by which prises had been taken in
Dorset 514. Nicholas managed to combine service under the Crown with
service to other landholders. By about 1301 Nicholas had been reconciled

to the abbot of Glastonbury and belonged to the circle of administrators

315

upon whom the abbot depended « Although he later served the bishop,

Nicholas held high office under the abbot, Geoffrey Fromond. He may have

been steward in 1309 when with the external cellarer he presided at the
316

proof of age of an abbey tenant e« In the following year Nicholas acted

as an arbiter in a dispute over tithes between the abbot and dean and

306 C¢f. V.C.H.Som. ii. 165

307 Cal.Pats. 1292-1301, 472

308 Handbook of British Chronology, ed.F.M.Powicke and E.B.Fryde(1961),206
309 Hist.MSS Com. 2, 3rd Rep., Axbridge, p. 301
310 Cal.Pat. 1301-7, 217; Juste. 1/1330 rot. 40
311 Hist.MSS Com. 12, Wells, ii, p. 582

312 P,R.0.List of Sheriffs, 123

313 Cal.Pat. 1301-7, 452; 1307-13, 185

314 Tbid. 1307-13, 250

315 Longleat MS. 11272, rot. 80.

316 Glaston.Cart. ii, pp. 350-1
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317

chapter e In 1311 he was the abbey's steward, a post he held until his

death in 1313 518.

Richard of Rodney was in the service of the bishop of Bath and Wells
by about 1300 when he was named as bailiff of the bishop's liberty 519. In
1304 Richard was to be found in the service of the next bishop, Walter de
Haselshaw, who appointed him as his attorney 320. Richard was later active
in local government. In 1307 he was appointed to collect a tax in
Somerset L and in 1309 he was chosen to enquire into the taking of

322

prises in Somerset o In 1515 he became steward of Glastonbury Abbey 323,

an office he probably held in 1316 when he was a member of the abbot's
Judicial bench 524. In 1321 the abbot appointed him to deliver Glastonbury
gaol 325. Both Nicholas de Langelond and Richard of Rodney acquired much
property in the early l4th. century in the period in which they were most

326

actively engaged in administrative work « While there is little

evidence of a direct relationship it seems probable that through service

they acquired the means and influence to accumulate land.

Power and corruption

In addition to the scope it offered for the amassing of property,
service and tenure of office augmented the powers of a landholder. Such
increased powers might be brought to bear on tenants and neighbours. In
the mid 14th. century the men of Bradford manor near Taunton remembered that

Thomas of Timworth, their lord at the beginning of Edward I's reign, had

317 Glaston- Ca.rto ii’ pp. 337-8

318 Longleat MSS. 11216, rot. 75; 10655, rott. 6, 18.
319 E 372/146 rot. Som. & Dors.

320 Cal.Pat. 1301-7, 217

321 Tbid. 1307-13, 23

322 Tbid. 249

323 Longleat MS. 10593, f.2l.

324 Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 361

325 Longleat MS. 10562,

326 See pp. 166-9
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made increased demands on them for labour services 527. It was probably
no mere consequence that Thomas was then constable of Taunton castle 328.
At his instigation the men of the bishop of Winchester's liberty of
Taunton trespassed in the bishop of Bath and Wells's park in Lydiard before
Easter 1274 529.

Abuse of office and official position was an accusation frequently

levelled at office-holders, including knights. In view of the earl of

Gloucester's wide-ranging claims to enjoy regalian rights 350, it is not
surprising that his officers were called to account for their activities,
In 1280 his steward Richard of Heydon was required to answer for holding
the view of frank pledge without royal licance and also for determining,
in Bristol, pleas of distraint which should have been held in Somerset531.
As the steward of John, earl of Warenne, Richard was amerced for & trespass
about 1294 532. On another occasion it was Richard himself who felt he had
cause for complaint. The officer concerned was Henry de Montfort, the
bailiff of the earl of Lincoln. In 1270 de Montfort apparently raided
Richard's house near Henstridge and seized three of his men whom he
incarcerated in Trowbridge. When the sheriff of Wiltshire was ordered to
deliver them from the earl's gaol, de kontfort transferred them to Lincoln
from where they were released only at great expense to Richard 535.

Abuse of position in local government was common. Corruption was
in part due to lack of remuneration. Officials, compelled to cover their
expenses and to make office pay by relying on their own means, were
frequently led to peculation and bribery. Part of the proceeds of a royal
tax invariably found its way into the pockets of the collectors. John of
327 Taunton Customs, 87
5328 See p. 207
329 K.B. 27/9 rot. 3d.
330 Rot.Hund.(Rec.Com.), ii. 122, 133, 136, 141
331 Just. 1/759 rott. 19, 25d.

332 E 372/146 rot. Som. & Dors.
333 Just. 1/759 rot. 47



-252-

Blackford and William of Staunton turned their appointments as tax
collectors in Somerset in 1294 to their financial advantage 334. Given
the onerous nature of the duties of the coroner, a post which was
unpopular and unpaid, it is not surprising that coroners were noted for
their rapacity. They often exacted fees before they would perform their
duties., William le Bret and Alan of Walton were guilty of that offence 555.
Forest officials were also renowned for using their position for their
own ends. In 1279 the men of Somerset laid a long list of complaints
against them 336.

Officers were answerably for malpractices even if they were marginal.
In March 1285 John de St.Lo, the sheriff of Somerset, was arrested for
failing to pay into the Exchequer two marks for which Maiden Bradley Priory

had been amerced. The sum had not been paid since the prior claimed the

liberty of amerciamenta propria,the right to receive all amercements laid

upon the house. The liberty was abolished in Spring 1285 just before
John's arrest. The Barons of the mxchequer were ordered to allow him the
two marks in his account if the amercement had been imposed before Easter

337

The officers most frequently impleaded for abusing their official
position were Thomas of Wellesley and his son Thomas, a knight, hereditary
bailiffs east of the Parrett. For their work they were unpaid and in 1253
it was recorded that 4s. a year was paid for the office 533. The elder
Thomas was sometimes appealed for implementing decisions arising out of
contentious matters. In 1286 he was impleaded with the sheriff by one of

parties to the disputed property of Agnes Avenel 359. More seriously the

334 Select Cases in the Exchequer of Pleas (Selden Soc. xlviii), pelxxxiii

335 Rot.Hund. (Rec.Com.), ii. 127

336 Select rleas of the Forest (Selden Soc. xiii), 125-8

337 D.W.Sutherland, Quo Varranto Proceedings in the reign of Edw.I 1278~
1294 (Oxford, 1963), 208

338 Cal.lnq.p.m. i’ Pe 78

339 Just. 1/1273 rot. 24
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the nature of his duties provided him with many openings for unscrupulous
behaviour. In 1279 he was amerced for contempt 340. On one occasion at
least he apparently exceeded his brief. In 1281 Henry de Montfort of
Nunney impleaded the sheriff and his under-sheriff for levying twice the
amount of damages that had been assessed against him in his dispute with
Richard of Heydon. Thomas, as the sheriff's bailiff, was responsible for
levying the damages 541. The younger Thomas was accused in 1304 of failing
to implement decisions of the county court 342. On other occasions he was
accused of using force in making distraints 343 and of seizing property
without authority and on his own initiative, relying on the prestige of

344

his office o Another claim against the elder Thomss was that he

entered liberties to make attachments and distraints 545. The bishop of
Bath and Wells brought an action against him and the bailiff of Keynsham

hundred for entering the liberty of Bath where the bishop's own bailiffs
346

were accustomed to execute any writs
Holders of public office were lizble for debts incurred in the
carrying out of official duties. Robert of Raddington was pursued for the

debts he had made in performing his duties as subescheator after he had

347

relinquished the post » While some posts were distinctly unpopular,

some knights were nevertheless more than willing to shoulder the

responsibilities of office. Nicholas de Cheyney, who between 1294 and

348

1298 was custodian of the Channel Islands , was appointed sheriff of

Somerset and Dorset in 1298. He became sheriff again in 1307 and, although

after his second term he was liable for a debt of ten marks in 1308, he

340 Somersetshire FPleas, 1-7 Edw.I, 212

341 K.B. 27/64 rot. 35d.

342 K.B. 27/177 rot. 41d.

343 K.B. 27/92 rot. 9.

344 Select Cuses in the Exchegquer of FPleas (Selden Soc.xlviii),pp. 163-4
345 K.B. 27/66 rot. 2d.; K.B. 27/94 Tot. 28d.

346 K.B. 27/33 rot. 13d.

347 Cal.Fine R, 1272-1307, 209

348 Moor, Knights of Edw.I, i. 205
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was appointed sheriff again in 1318 549. Despite the lizbilities and
hazards, office was clearly an attractive proposition.

There are few signs that knights avoided prestigious posts like
that of sheriff or knight of the shire. Tenure of public office was
theoretically obligatory upon appointment. Under Henry III several lesser
knights were exempted from office and from membership of juries. The favour
was granted for specific periods, including life. lost of those so exempted
continued to hold office. John de la Lynde, exempted in 1254 °°°, was an
active member of the royal household until his death in 1272, Humphrey de
Kael, Robert de St.Clare and Walter de Loveny received grants of exemption
551, but later were among the most active knights involved in the
administration of the county under Edward I. Such awards were probably made
to ensure that active knights were not overburdened by official duties.

The grants did not preclude recipients from holding posts and sitting on
juries if they chose. On some occasions the grant of exemption was used.
In May 1280 at the beginning of the proceedings of the county court, Walter

352

de Lorty produced his grant of exemption « It had originally been

awarded to him in 1268 but in April 1280 he took the precaution of

355

securing another writ « He apparently took no further part in the work

of the county court.
Conclusion

While the distinction between military and administrative service
was not rigidly drawn, within the knightly group of Somerset there was,

by the end of the 13th. century, a basic division in emphasis. On the one

349 P.R.0.List Of Sheriffs, 122-3 ; Cal.Close, 1307-13, 27
350 Cal.Pat. 1247-58, 387

351 Ibid. 1266-T72, 226, 500, 216

352 Somersetshire Pleas, 8 Edw.I, 2

353 Cal,Pat. 1266-72, 302 ; 1272-81, 368.
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hand military service was performed by magnates and the lesser knights in
their service. They were not active in the routine local government
although they might occupy certain important public offices. Those lesser
knights who were militarily active might perform administrative duties
for their lords. On the other hand the county court was the forum of the
lesser knights, the most active of whom monopolized the more important
administrative posts. Such duties enhanced their influence and could be
used for their enrichment. They also entered the service of local

religious houses as administrators.
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CHAPTER IX
CONCLUSION : THE KNIGHTS AND CHIVALRY

The paraphernalia of chivalry was indulged in only by a minority
of landholders. They were the men who were most active in the field of
battle. Behind the display of coats of arms and banners lay a strong sense
of family pride. The meaintenance of a family tradition of participation in
military and chivalric events was important both for the magnates and the

few lesser knights concerned.

Heraldry.

Heraldry was an integral part of the climate of chivalry in which
militarily strenuous landholders lived. Their coats of arms were recorded
in rolls of arms, several of which were compiled to commemorate particular

military events 1. The Falkirk Roll of Arms and the Song of Caerlaverock

celebrate engagements in Scotland in 1298 and 1300 respectively 2. Such
rolls are principally records of the Edwardian aristocracy at play. The
coats of arms described belonged to the magnates and the few lesser
landholders who were militarily strenuous., For the warrior his coat of arms
was a symbol of the military tradition to which he was heir., At Caerlaverock
the sense of lineage led to a dispute between Hugh Pointz, lord of Curry

3

Mallet barony, and Brian FitzAlan who carried similar devices “. An

armorial device could be changed. John de Mohun (d.1350) took that step 4o
Of the Somerset landholders whose arms were recorded most were

magnates and members of the royal household. The Heralds' Roll of Arms was

1 Denholm=Young, History and Heraldry, 3.

2 Cf. Gough, Scotland in 1298, pp. 139=57; The Roll of Caerlaverock,
ed. T.Wright (1864), 1=35.

3 The Roll of Caerlaverock, 9, 15-16,

4 Dugdale, Monasticon Anglicanum, v. 692.
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probably compiled during the Crusade of 1270-4 5. It includes the armorial
devices of John de Gurney and John of Aller, both prominent county
landholders. William de Fienles had been brought up in the royal household
in which he served later 6. In the same roll several lesser landholders who
were related to magnates are mentioned. Anselm Basset was by marriage the

uncle of Thomas II de Berkeley T

o Other lesser men whose arms are described
in the roll were Thomas de Pyn, who was militarily strenuous 8, and
Alexander Cheyney. They were evidently connected with chivalric circles.
The roll also includes a few coats of arms which were attributed to
characters from chivalric literature.

The lesser landholders whose coats of arms are listed in the
rolls of arms came from established county families with a tradition of
military service. Anselm Basset served in Wales in 1277 9.His sons Edmund

and John were among the warriors present at the siege of Caerlaverock whose

armorial bearings were described in the Song of Caerlaverock 10. Raymond of

Clevedon's ancester William held land in Somerset at Milton and Clevedon in

1166 11. Raymond's arms were described in the Charles' Roll of Arms compiled
2

between 1579 and 1261 *
)

« His son John served in Wales in 1294 and in

Flanders in 1297 A . John's son John attended the Dunstable tournament in

1309 14.

At the beginning of Edward 1's reign the Arthurian cult, an

5 Denholm-Young, History and Heraldry, 45-52; the roll is printed in
The Genealogist (New Ser.), iii. 148=55, 240-44; iv. 17=22, 197-203;
Ve 173=9,
Powicke, The Thirteenth Century, 545 n.l ; C 47/4/3 f. 29.
Berkeley MSS, iii. 184.
Parl.Writs, i. 202, 211.
Ibid.206.
10 The Roll of Caerlaverock, 33.
11 Proc.Som.Arch.Soc. x1i(2), 2.
12 Charles Roll, ed. G.J.Armytage (1869); Denholm-Young, History and
Heraldry, 91-2.

13 Cal.Chanc.Wts. i. 61-2 ; C 67/12 m.7.

14 A.Tomkisson, 'Retinues at the Tournament of Dunstable 1309', E.H.R.
lxxiv. 70; Collectanea Topographica et Genealogica, iv. 72

O @ ~J O
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integral part of the cult of knighthood, enjoyed considerable popularity,
miscellanies of events held in imitation of Arthurian practice were called
'Round Tables! 15. Glastonbury Abbey was closely identified with the
legendary Avalon but the association did not have any special significance
for the knights and landholders of central Somerset 16. The knights who
entered the administrative service of the abbey were not involved in the
profession of arms,

Edward 1 promoted the Arthurian cult. As monarch he associated
his role with that accorded by tradition to Arthur. In 1278 he visited
Glastonbury for the translation of the supposed remains of Arthur. The
ceremony was attended by many people, some of whom belonged to the royal
entourage 17. It seems likely that many local landholders were present,
attracted by the presence of the monarch., Local landholders, especially
those in the service of the abbot, would have had an awareness of the

Arthurian cult in which they participated as spectators.

In the Parliamentary Roll of Arms which was compiled ¢.1308,

twenty-one coats of arms are described under the entry from Somerset and
Dorset 18. At least thirteen of their owners were Somerset landholders.
The armorial devices carried by other county landholders figure elsewhere
in the roll. The arms of the magnates and leading warriors are listed at
the head of the roll with those of the bannerets 19. The entries for other

counties include coats of Somerset men. Thomas de Hamelden and William of

20

Weyland appear under Suffolk where they held land "+ John of Merriott,

John of Merriott le neveu and John de Mandeville are named in the list for

Wiltshire and Hampshire 21.

15 R.S.Loomis, 'Arthurian Influence on Sport and Spectacle', Arthurian
Literature in the Middle Ages, ed.R.S.Loomis (Oxford,1959), 553=5.

16 Cf. R.F.Treh arne, The Glastonbury Legends(1967), 93-101.

17 Glaston.Cart. i. ppel109-1l; R.S.Loomis,'Edward I, Arthurian Enthusiast!',
Speculum, xxviii, 114-27.

18 Parl.Writs, i. 411 19 Ibid. 410-11,

20 Ibid. 414 21 Ibid. 411,
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The men listed under the counties were principally lesser
landholders. They took part in military activity. John of Bitton was a
knight who held land in Chilcompton 22. In 1301 he was summoned to serve
against the Scots 23. Not all of those named were knights 24. The roll
makes no mention of the majority of knights. Such landholders as Hugh of
Popham, William of Staunton and Thomas of Wellesley were not militarily
strenuous.

In connection with the performance of military service and the
participation in chivalric pursuits by lesser landholders, a study of the
Somerset men mentioned in the roll adds weight to the view that such activity
was confined to those men who attached themselves to a magnate's retinue or
who were related by blood to magnates. Henry of Glastonbury and John of
Merriott le neveu were members of the retinue of Thomas, earl of Lancaster.
John le Waleys, who had served in Scotland in 1298 with John ap Adam, served
there in 1304 with Maurice de Berkeley 25. Robert of Brent, Geoffrey of
Aumale and Thomas de Hamelden served in troops led by local magnates in the
1298 campaign 26. Ellis Cotel, a member of the royal household in 1295 27,
served with the household forces in 1298 28, In 1300 he was one of the
men-at-arms attached to the household 29. Two of the men named in the roll,
Thomas de Gurney and Humphrey de Beauchamp,had long military careers and
came from families with a tradition of service in the field 3O. Philip de
Courtenay, a younger brother of Hugh de Courtenay, lord of Okehampton
barony, was fatally wounded at Stirling in 1314 31. William de Montagu, like
his father Simon, was a member of the royal household and military staff in
22 FeudoAids, iv. 309,

23 Parl.Writs, i. 350.

24 See p. 44

25 See pp. 201, 210

26 See pp. 197-8

27 Cal.Chanc,.Wts. i. 51.

28 E 101/6/40.

29 Liber Quotidianus, p. 323.

30 See pp. 54, 201
31 Dugdale, Monasticon Anglicanum, v. 380,
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the early 14th. century 32.

Chivalry and the brotherhood of arms.

By the late 13th. century the trappings of chivalry were reserved
to that small circle of magnates and military captains and their followers
which was associated with the royal court. A brotherhood of arms between

these men was projected in the cult of knighthood. The esprit de corps it

fostered underlay the speech credited to Ralph Basset during the battle of
Falkirk by the chronicler Hemingburgh 35. According to the Augustinian cancon
Ralph admonished Anthony Bek, bishop of Durham, who had been urging forward
the line of battle in which his troop was deployed, and reminded him that
the duty of a priest lay in the celebration of the Mass while deeds of
chivalry were the preserve of knights. The distinction between the priestly
and the knightly roles and the implied exclusiveness of each was presumably
shared by the lay aristocracy.

The brotherhood of arms between militarily strenuous knights was
consolidated in a close network of personal relationships including
intermarriage between their families., Simon de Raleigh and Matthew de
Furneaux who served together in Flanders in 1297 were brothers-in-law 54.
There was a close personal bond between Simon de Montagu and Humphrey de
Beauchamp. In 1287 Humphrey appeaied as a witness to one of Simon's
charters 55. Much later in the summer of 1300 Humphrey campaigned in

36

Simon's troop and in 1301 he accompanied Simon to a feast held by

Robert FitzPain, another chivalrous landholder, at his residence in Okeford

Fitzpaine (Dors.) >ls In 1304 Humphrey was a member of the band led by

" 8
Simon in an attack on property of Glastonbury Abbey in Zoy 5 s

32 Complete Peerage, ix. 76-82.

33 Gough, Scotland in 1298, p.xxix.

34 See pp. 18, 198

35 Cal.Chart.R.1300=26, 228-9,

36 Liber Quotidianus, p.199.

37 Longleat MS. 11272, rot. 77; Feud.Aids, ii. 37.
38 Juste. 1/764 rot. 9de
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Close ties were forged between chivalrous knights who were

neighbours. Gilbert de Knoville, who was an active warrior in the court

39

circle “7, held land in Puckington. His neighbour in Shepton Beauchamp

was the banneret John de Beauchamp 49

41

« In 1282 they both attested a deed

of William Martin, a magnate ', Gilbert maintained close ties with John's

widow Cecily and son John. In 1303 he witnessed their quitclaim of common

rights in the near-by manor of Ilton to Athelney Abbey 42. He also attested

45

an agreement between the younger John and Polsloe Priory '“, Earlier in

1301 Gilbert had been appointed to a commission of oyer and terminer in
connection with an attack on John's park in Chipstead (Surrey) 44. In 1306

Cecily's grant of Knapp manor in North Curry was witnessed by Gilbert, his

45

son John, and John of Merriott “, John of Merriott, a neighbour of both

Gilbert and the Beauchamps, was Gilbert's godson 46.

Chivalric entertainment.

The wealthiest knights could afford to provide chivalric
entertainment. They retained minstrels who, by reciting chivalric legends
and romances, acted as the mouthpiece for the propagation and elaboration
of chivalric ideals. The minstrel found a ready audience including warriors

in the households of the militarily strenuous magnates. The formulation of

47

the knightly ideal was borne out of his response to that milieu "',
Robert FitzPain had in his service in 1306 a minstrel and a
trumpeter who both performed before the king at Wimborme (Dors.) on the

feast of Epiphany 48. The trumpeter was in Robert's service when he played

39 E 101/6/37.

40 Feud.Aids, ive 314-15.

41 Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 264.

42 Beauchamp Regs. 65.

43 Tbid. 62-4.

44 Cal.Pate. 1301=T, T9.

45 Beauchamp Regs. 80=-l,

46 K.B, 27/151 rote.4.

47 G.Duby,'The Diffusion of Cultural Patterns in Feudal Society', Past and
Present, xxxix. 3-10.

48 E 101/369/11 £.99.
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at the feast of the Swans the following Whitsuntide. Many of the minstrels
playing at ﬁhe feast were attached to baronial retinues 49. Among minstrels
the harpist was accorded greatest esteem. He was the chief agent for the
narration of chivalric stories. John Mautravers retained a harpist who
played before the king at Wimborne early in 1306, His performance was
evidently appreciated by the monarch for he was rewarded with a gift of
40s. 50. He may have been the instrumentalist who a few years earlier while
in John's service had entertained the king while he was being bled 51. John
Tregoz, a landholder in the Welsh Marches, retained a harpist who played
before Richard of Swinfield, bishop of Hereford, in his palace at Sugwas

in 1288 52. Many of the lesser knights from Somerset who were active
campaigners were associated with magnates such as Robert FitzPain and John
Tregoz. Those warriors presumably listened to the recitals of their leaders!

minstrels,

Tournaments,

The art of the minstrel was closely associated with the science of
the herald 53. They came together in the tournament in which the roles of
minstrel and herald might be combined. The tournament was an important event,
both politically and socially as well as militarily, for the aristocracy and

their followers. Thomas de Berkeley attended many in the course of his
54

career “'. Robert FitzPain evidently participated in them frequently. In
November 1303 he contracted to attend Aymer de Valence at a tournament
scheduled for the following Christmas and at others to be held during the

period until Easter 1305. Aymer undertook to provide for Robert's retinue

49 T.H.Turner, Manners and Households Expenses of England (Roxburghe Club,
1841), 140-5.

50 E 101/369/11 £.99.

51 T.Wright, History of Domestic Manners and Sentiments (1862), 182.

52 Household Roll of Bp.Swinfield (Camd.Soc.[lst ser.], lix), 154,

53 N.Denholm=Young,'The Song of Carlaverock and the Parliamentary Roll of
Arms', Proc.Brit.Acad. xlvii, 256.

54 Berkeley MSS. i. 188.
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which might be enlarged to include four instead of two knights during a
tournament 55.
Several warriors with lands in Somerset were present at the

Dunstable tournament held in March 1309 56. Richard Lovel, John Mautravers,
William de Montagu, John la Warre and Ralph de Gorges were all members of
the court circle. Nicholas Pointz was lord of the barony of Curry Mallet.
Henry of Glastonbury was a Lancastrian retainer. Other lesser county
landholders present included Laurence de Hamelden, who had seen action in
Scotland in 1298, Both John le Waleys and Thomas de Gurney had fought earlier
in Scotland in the Berkeley retinue. John of Clevedon was the son of John
of Clevedon, a knight who had campaigned in the mid 1290s.

Tournaments offered landholders an opportunity not only to display
their skills in jousting but also to advertise their social worth. The
tourney was in fact often little more than a 1 &e although certain controls

were introduced by the Statuta armorum of 1267 57. Thomas de Berkeley's

elder brother Maurice died from injuries sustained at the Round Table held
at Kenilworth in 1279 58. Nevertheless tournaments had a lustre which was
lacking in the campaigns on the inhospitable northern border where the
spoils of war were probably not lucrative. Some knights consequently
preferred the excitement of the tournament to actual warfare., In 1306 after
the feast of the Swans, twenty-two knights, members of the court circle

associated with Prince Edward, left the army without leave to attend
59

tournaments on the Continent ““. Among them was John la Warre, a Swan knight,

who by his action forfeited his lands in Somerset 60«

55 Cal.Doc.Scot. ed.Bain, 1272=1307, ppe 362-3

56 Tomkisson, 'Retinues at the Tournament of Dunstable 1309', E.H.R. lxxiv.
70; Collectanea Topographica et Genealogica, iv. 63=72

57 N.Denholm-Young, 'The Tournament in the Thirteenth Century', Studies
presented to F.M.Powicke, 240-68

58 Berkeley MSS. i. 147-8

59 H.Johnstone, Edward of Carnarvon (1946), 115=17

60 Cal.Fine R, 1272-1307, 544




-264-

The training of the knight,

While the military art of the knight was in the final analysis
learnt on the field of battle, prospective knights served an apprenticeship
to gain experience and become proficient in the use of arms. Some sons of
prominent landholders and Crown servants were trained in the royal
household., William de Fienles was brought up in the household of Henry III
in which his father Ingram was a knight 61. Edward I encouraged young men
from leading families to develop their military skills. At his expense
equestrian equipment was provided for John de Mohun, a ward of the Crown
between 1279 and 1290. John's training was entrusted to a tutor, John
Launcelewe 62 who, although not a knight, saw action in Scotland in 1300

under Richard de Borhunte 63

« During his period of tutorship John
Launcelewe was evidently maintained from land held from his tutee in Leigh
in Milverton hundred 64.
Trainee knights, who came from chivalrous and armigerous families,
were as members of the royal household styled in some documents valetti.
The term, which replaced that of scutiferi, might be translated as
men-at-arms. The style, which was also applied to menial servants within
the royal household, was merited since it implied subservience to a lord 65.
While the royal household provided the setting for the initiation
of some landholders in the arts of knightly service, some men acquired their
skills in the households of magnates. Nicholas de St.Maur was presumably
brought up in the household of Thomas, earl of Lancaster, in which his

father Laurence served. Nicholas remained in the service of Thomas and his

successor 66. Responsibility for cultivating the aggressive and warlike

61 Powicke, The Thirteenth Century, 545 n.l.

62 H.C.Maxwell-Lyte, A History of Dunster (1909), i. 37.

63 Liber Quotidianus, p. 187.

64 Feudo.&idsl iv. 280.

65 Denholm-Young, History and Heraldry, 21; cf. E 101/351/17 rot.2.

66 Maddicott,'Thomas of Lancaster and Sir Robert Holland'!, E.H.R.lxxxvi.458.
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spirit of the future warrior fell principally on his father or an elder
relative or guardian, especially in the earliest stages. William de Montagu
assigned a rent of 100s. to provide his son Simon with harness for his

67

horse '+ Simon can have been at the most fifteen years old when the
arrangement was made. William died in 1270 and Simon came of age about
1276 68. Thomas II de Berkeley gave his third son, John, a horse. John and
his elder brothers, Maurice and Thomas, apparently lived on the family
estates and were not sent to serve other magnates. Maurice and Thomas both
indulged in equestrian pursuits and spear play at a tender age. They also
attended tournaments. Their skills were put to the test on hunting
expeditions 69. |

Some sons of strenuous knights served with their fathers on
campaign when they were fully fledged as warriors but had not yet taken
knighthood. Gilbert de Knoville was accompanied by his son John in Flanders
in 1297 70. In that campaign and in Scotland in the following year Hugh
Pointz's troop included his son Nicholas 71. It seems clear that many lesser
landholders often learnt their military skills from elder relatives. During
the Falkirk campaign of 1298 the knight Robert of Brent was attended by his
son Robert and the knight William of Wigborough by his younger brother

Richard. Both younger men were men-at-arms ?2.

The dubbing of the knighte

Although landholders were liable to compulsory knighthood after
they had attained the age of majority, the rank of knighthood was not
automatically assumed by landholders when they came of age or by their heirs

when they entered their inheritance. Several leading county landholders who

67 Somersetshire Pleas, 8 Edwol, 21=2.
68 B.L. Add.Ch. 26354.

69 Berkeley MSS. i. 208, 215, 225.

70 B 101/6/37.

71 E 101/6/19; E 101/6/39.

72 E 101/6/39; E 101/6/40.
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served in Wales in 1277 as men-at-arms were in their mid twenties. They
included John de Columbers who had taken knighthood by 1279 73. On the

other hand some prominent men had taken knighthood in their early twenties.

74

Hugh Pointz was a knight by 1277 when he was twenty-five and Hugh de

75. The younger John

6
de Beauchamp became a banneret at the age of twenty-three 7 o

Courtenay by 1300 when he was at the most twenty-four

For members of chivalrous families, the taking of knighthood
depended on the conjunction of a suitable occasion for being dubbed with
the preparedness of the candidate. They postponed becoming knights until an
appropriate chivalric event, in which knighthood was conferred, took place.
The relatively advanced age of most of the Somerset Swan knights was probably
due to a delay in being knighted in anticipation of the eventual knighting
of the monarch's eldest son. On the evidence provided in inquisitions post
mortem and in records of their coming of age, it seems that several of the
candidates were about thirty years old, well past the first flower of youth.
They included Richard Lovel, Alan Plugenet, John la Warre and John of
Merriott as well as Peter d'Evercy and William of Weyland 77. Philip de
Courtenay was twenty-nine at the most 78. A few Swan knights were not so
old. Robert FitzPain was about twenty-one and possibly slightly younger 79.
John Mautravers was only sixteen. His father John, who was created a
banneret, was about forty 80.

Some warriors were dubbed while on campaign. It was customary for
knighthood to be conferred by military captains at the outset of an

75 P&rlo]l'l’ritsl i. 209; cf. Cal.Ing:E.m- ii, po 1330
?4 Parl.writst it 204, 212; ef. Ca.l.Ing- Pelle ii, PPe 21"2.

?5 Cf.cal.@.e-m- iii’ pt 25; App.I.

76 N.B.Lewis, 'The English Forces in Flanders', Studies presented to
F.M.Powicke, 318; Cal.Close, 1288-96, 432,

77 Cf. Cal.Close, 1296-1302, 35; Cal.Ing.p.m. iii, p. 4163 ibid. vi, p.l48;
K.B. 27/151 rot.4; Parl.Writs, i. 292 (cf.App.II); Cal.Fine R. 1272=
1307, 374.

78 Cf. Cal.Ing.p.me iii, p. 23; Dugdale, Monasticon Anglicanum, v. 380,

79 Complete Peerage, v. 451,
80 Ibid, viii, 579-81.
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engagement. Ralph de Gorges had not been knighted by April 1300 81. A

t
the siege of Caerlaverock three months later he was described by the

herald-poet of the Song of Caerlaverock as having been dubbed recently.

His actions there were coloured by that enthusiasm and impetuosity associated
with the youthful warrior 82. Ralph had evidently been knighted in the early
stages of the campaign. Against that example may be set that of John de
Beauchamp who was created a banneret in Flanders on 1 November 1297 after

hostilities had ceased 85. He had presumably shown his worth as a warrior.

The social ethic of the cult of knighthood 84.

By the end of the reign of Edward I up to about a third of the
Somerset knights were militarily strenuous in so far as they took part in

85

campaigns at some point of their careers o They included the wealthiest
and most powerful landhclders and those lesser men who were connected to
them by blood and service, Most lesser knights devoted their time to the
business of the county court and the administrative affairs of the greatest
landholders, Somerset was not an area in which warfare or the threat of
hostilities was part of the everyday life of its inhabitants. For most
Somerset knights and landholders the concept of knighthood as a brotherhood
of arms was not related directly to their own experience. Nevertheless the
cult of knighthood,presented in military terms,represented a social ethic.
By portraying the knights as belonging to an order set apart from the rest
of society, the cult legitimised their position of social dominance and
served to integrate the knightly group with its great variation in wealth
81 Cal.Pat. 1292-1301, 548.

82 The Roll of Caerlavercck, 30.

83 Lewis, 'The English Forces in Flanders', Studies presented to F.M.
Powicke, 318.

84 The following section is developed from ideas in A.Borst, 'Knighthood
in the High Middle Ages: Ideal and Reality', Lordship and Community
in Medieval Burope, ed. F.L.Cheyette (New York, 1968), 180-91,

85 See pp. 57-8
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and power. The glorification of the knight in arms provided an ideal
which might have satisfied the aspirations of landholders.

The cult of knighthood was applicable to the social experience
of most knights. In chivalry were reconciled lordship and service, two
poles around which the lives of the Somerset knights revolved. As landholders
they were lords over men to varying degrees and as administrators and to a
lesser extent as warriors they were the servants of more powerful men.
Service was construed as something natural for leading members of society
for whom it assumed an ennobling function.

The cult and its propagation was also directly related to the
need of élite groups to foster a community to lend to their internal social
cohesion. There were ties of blood and many personal contacts between
knightly landholders. Their power, which bore directly on the local
communities, depended rather on fhoae relationships than on prowess in war,
Relationships within local groupings of knightly landholders were coloured
by conflict. The interests of knights and others, which lay in the
maintenance and extension of their controls over economic resources, clashed
in areas where those controls were uncertai£ or undefined 86. By underlining
the shared social basis of knightly status, such tension served as a factor
for integration within the group.

Disputes between knightly landholders were usually settled by
lawsuits or by compromises but conflicts frequently resulted in and were
resolved in open violence. The cult of knighthood provided a mental
discipline in which the knights devoted their energies to more altruistic
ends than mere self interest. The portrayal of the knight as the defender
of the poor and weak removed from scrutiny the knight as the defender of
his own interests. Lesser knights in their relationships with the greater

landholders did not merely fulfill a subordinate role but actively sought

86 See pp. 121-2
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87

to secure their own advantage .

The county landholders through whom the law and order of the
Crown was enforced showed an overbearing attitude in their administration
of that law., Pressure was applied on juries to pervert the course of
Justice. The compiler of a Glastonbury Abbey cartulary was moved on one
occasion to complain of the activity of Hugh of Popham and others in bribing
the justices of trailbaston 88. In 1280 several lesser knights, including
Richard of Chilton, Humphrey de Kael, Walter de Loveny and Robert de Panes,
were suspected of conspiracy in the administration of justice 89. The
enforcement of law was occasionally entrusted to men who were foremost
among the transgressors against that law. In 1289 Ralph Dsubeney was chosen
to hold pleas concerning trespasses of venison in the south-western

90. Earlier in 1280 he was pardoned for trespasses he had committed

91

counties

in the Hampshire forests '+ In the same year Simon de Montagu and Henry

de Lorty were imprisoned for similar offences 92.

Members of chivalrous county families belonging to the court
circle maintained and supported those bands against whom the trailbaston
writs were directed at the beginning of the 1l4th. century. In 1305 Robert
FitzPain and members of his household were indicted on several accounts.
They were responsible for ejecting Maurice of Membury from West Bagborough
in favour of his rival Stephen Beaumont who had bribed Robert. Among those
indicted were Henry de Lorty and Matthew de Furneaux, both strenuous
knights 95. At the same time Simon de Montagu was indicted for harbouring
malefactors who had been active for many years., In 1298 a commission was
87 See the relationship between Jonn of Blackford and Richard Lovel on pe 211
88 Longleat MS, 10591, f. Tve.

89 Just. 1/759 rot. 4d.
90 Cal.Pat. 1281=92, 333
91 Ibid. 1272-81, 362=3,

92 Cal.Close, 1279-88, 9.
93 Just. 1/764 rott. 1, 2, 3de
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set up to investigate the activities of his dependants 94. The indictments
brought against Simon and his men in 1305 included disruption in various
places, including Chard market. Simon had pursued a vendetta against
Humphrey de Kael and Matthew of Ash who had incurred his displeasure as

95

jurors in an assize which went against him ““, Simon was also responsible
for a forcible entry in Philip Maubank's park at Clifton Maybank (Dors.)gé.
In June 1304 Simon led a raid on Glastonbury Abbey's property in Zoy and
his accomplices included another chivalrous knight, Humphrey de Beauchamp97.
Adherence to chivalric ideals was evidently in everyday terms
nominal. Knights belonging to the court ecircle and heavily involved in
military activity did not conduct their affairs according to a set of
values different from those directing the knights who monopolized the
administration of the county. The ideals illustrated in tales of knightly
deeds encompassed that social framework of which the diverse group of

landholders to which the knights belonged was part. The portrayal of the

knight's role in ideal terms legitimised the knights' social position.

94 Cal.Pat. 1292-1301, 383,
95 Just. 1/764 rott. l=d.
96 Cal.Pat., 1301-7, 438.
97 Just. 1/764 rott. 2, 9d.
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Appendix I

A list of Somerset landholders during the reign of Edward I who
were knights. The dates given refer to selected documents in which the

style miles was applied to them 1.

Acton,
John of Acton, 1279 (d. by 1285)
(c 47/12/2)

Ap Adam,
See Gurney

Apperlegh,
Nicholas ot Apperlegh, 1289=c.95
(K.B. 27/118 rot. 25d.; Glaston Cart. ii, p. 392)

Arthur,
Roger Arthur, 1289
(K.B. 27/120 rot. 6)

Richard Arthur, 1294-8% 2
(Parl.Writs, i. 265; Longleat MS. 5577)

Ashton,
Simon of Ashton, 1298=-c.1302
(E 101/6/40; Beauchamp Regse 65)

7Aston,
Richard of Aston, c.l276%
(Bruton Cart. pp. 50-1)

Audeham,
Thomas de Audeham, 1265 (d.1275)
(RegoGiffard, 8)

Aumale,
Geoffrey of Aumale, 1298-1312%
(E 101/6/39; Devon R.0., TD 51, fo 131ve)

Auno,
Alexander de Auno, c.1265/75 (d.1292)
(BoLo H&rloM.So 316, 1fo 67-8)

Bayeux,
Thomas of Bayeux, 1273=-1505%
(Bath Cartss(2), pe T7; Som«R.0., WHb 10/474)

1 For further details see Moor, Knights of Edward I
2 Names in this appendix marked * are to be found in appendix Il
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Basset,
Anselm Basset, 12657 (d.1280)
(cal.Inq.MiSCo i, P 213)

Sons of Anselm,
John, 1294-8%
(Cal.Chanc.Wts. i, 62; Longleat MS. 5577)

Edmund, 1294 (d. c.1311)

(Cal.Chanc.Wts. i. 62)

Bath g
Weyland
Osbert of Bath, 1280 (d.1296)
(Muchelney Cart. p. 93)

Son=in=law of Osbert,
William of Weyland, knighted 22 May, 1306.

Bawdrip,
Adam of Bawdrip, 1279 (d. ¢.1297)
(Athelney Reg. p. 178)

Beauchamp, of Hatch,
John de Beauchamp, 1270 (d.1283)
(Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 228)

Son of John,
John, created a knight banneret in 1297%*
(see p. 267)

Humphrey de Beauchamp, 1287=1305%
(Cal.Chart.R. 1300-26, 229; Montacute Cart. p. 141)

Beauchamp, of Norton,
Thomas de Beauchamp, 1270
(Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 535)

Son of Thomas,
John, no date *
(B.L. Harl,MS. 316, f. 29v.)

Beer,
William of Beer, 1280
(Muchelney Cart. p. 93)

Son of William,
Gilbert, 1290=~1314%
(K.B. 27/182 rot. 46; Hist.MSS.Com.12, Wells, i, p. 184)

Berkeley,

Thomas de Berkeley, 1297 (d.1321)*
(E 101/6/28)

Son of Thomas,
Maurice, 1297 (d.1326)*
(E 101/6/28)
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Bitton,
Adam of Bitton, 1272-3
(Longleat MS. 5571; Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 482)

John of Bitton, 1309*
(Ancient Deeds belonging to the Corporation of Bath, p. 111)

Blackford,
John of Blackford, 1280=95%
(Muchelney Cart. p. 93; Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 394)

?Bluet,
Ralph Bluet, 12657 = 767
(Cal.Ing.Misc. i, p. 265; Cal.Fine R. 1272-1307, 66)

John Bluet, 1293
(Som.R.0., H/348, f. 11)

Botreaus, 3
William de Botreaus, 1324%*

(Parl.Writs, ii(2), 655)

Boulogne,
Richard of Boulogne, c.1272
(Cal.ChartsR. 1257=1300, 404)

Boys,
Peter du Boys, ¢.1270-c.93
(Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 402; ibide p. 392)

Branch,
Nicholas Branch, 1310 (d. c.1327)*
(Hist.MSS.Com.12, Wells, i, p. 416)

Brent,
Robert of Brent, 1301%
(Glaston.Cart. i, p. 204)

Bret,
William le Bret, ?1254/8 = T5.
(SomeR.0., L8/1; Glaston.Cart. i, p. 219)

Bretasch,
John de Bretasch, c.1245? (d. c.1287)
(Beauchamp Regs. 61)

Briwes,
John de Briwes, 1276
(Cal.Ing.pem. ii, p. 119)

Burnell,
Philip Burnell, 1279 (d. ¢.1294)

(Cal.Close, 1272-9, 581)

3 A Cornish knight with an estate in Somerset at Babington: Feud.Aids, iv.310
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Caunteloy of Chilton,
Richard de Cauntelo, 1264
(Longleat MS. 10590’ . 8070"‘81)

Cauntelo, of West Quantockshead,
Philip de Cauntelo, 1275
(Glaston.Cart. i, p. 219)

Charlcombe,
Adam of Charlcombe, 1279
(Cal.Chart.R. 1257=1300, 219)

Cheyney,
Nicholas de Cheyney, 1295/1307 (d. c.1326)*

(Beauchamp Regs. 64)

Chilton,
Richard of Chilton, ¢.1280~-c.1300

(Hylle Cart. pe. 54; Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 394)

Clevedon,
John of Clevedon, knighted 1293 (d. by 1300)*

(E 198/3/5)
Brother of John,

Matthew, 1312
(Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 508)

Son of John,
John, knighted 22 May, 1306*

Clifton’
Ignatius of Clifton, no date
(Som.R.0., H/348, f. 287)

Cogan,
John de Cogan, 1281 (d.1302)*
(Canonsleigh Cart. p. 97)

Columbers,
John de Columbers, 1279 (d.1306)*

(Cal.Close, 1272-9, 580)

Cotel,
Ellis Cotel, 1269-81 (d. by 1297)
(Glaston.Cart. ii, pe 448; ibide p. 435)

Grandson of Ellis,
Ellis, 1313
(Canonsleigh Cart. p. 104)

Courtenay,
Hugh de Courtenay, 1280 (d.1292)

(Cal.Pat. 1292-1301, 53)

Sons of Hugh,
Hugh, 1298 (d.1340)%
(E 101/6/39)

Philip, knighted 22 May, 1306



=275=

Daubeney,
Ralph Daubeney, 1279 (d.1292)
(Somersetshire Pleas, S8Edw.I, 118)

Sons of Ralph,
Philip, 1284 (d.1294)
(E 101/351/17 m.1)

Ellis, c.1289 (d.1305)*
(Bruton Cart. p. 38)

Dinham,
Oliver de Dinham, 1275 (d.1299)%
(Devon R.0., TD 51, f. 104 and v.)

Domer,
John of Domer, c.1270-=1305%
(Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 402; Montacute Cart. p. 141)

Downhead,
Walter of Downhead, 1271 (d. c.1296)
(The Honour of Dunster, p. 44)

Emborough,
Richard of Emborough, c.1286*
(Som.R.0., H/348, f. 288)

Erlegh, '
John de Erlegh, 1301 (d.1324)%
(K.B. 27/182 rot. 46)

Everard,
William Everard, 1262 (d.1279)
(Muchelney Cart. p. 57)

Evercy,
Thomas d'Evercy, 1280 (d. c.1293)

(Cal.Pat. 1292-1301, 53)

Peter d'Evercy, knighted 22 May, 1306 (d. c.1324)*

Fauconberge,
Peter de Fauconberge, c.1270-98%
(Glaston.Cart. ii, pe 402; Duchy of Cornw.0.,Chartularius, f. 27v.)

Fienles,
William de Fienles, 1294 (d.1302)*

(Cal.Close, 1288-96, 382)

Son of William,
John, 1306

(Cal.Close, 1302-T, 427)

FitzGeoffrey,
John FitzGeoffrey, 1272-c.88
(Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 501; ibid. p. 407)
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FitzMartin (Martin),
Nicholas FitzMartin, 1269 (d.1282)
(Close R. 1268~72, 135)

Grandson of Nicholas,
William Martin, 1290 (d.1324)%*

(Cal.Close, 1288-96, 120)

FitzPain,
Robert FitzPain, 1287 (d.1315)%

(cal.Close, 1279-88, 478)

Son of Robert,
Robert, knighted 22 May, 1306

Roger FitzPain, 1269-98%
(Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 448; Longleat MS. 5577)

FitzPeter,
Reynold FitzPeter, 1277 (d.1286)

(Parl.Writs, i. 202)

FitzRalph,
Nicholas FitzRalph, 1291/1312? (d.1312)*

(St.Mark's Cart. p. 263)

Ford,
Adam Ford, c.1300-1312%
(Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 506; ibid. p. 508)

Furneaux,
Matthew de Furneaux, c.1270 (d. by 1285)
(Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 402)

Son of Matthew,
Matthew, 12877 (d.1316)%
(Beauchamp Regs. 28)

Glastonbury,
Henry of Glastonbury, 71307*
(SomsR.0sy L B/l)

Godmanstone,
Robert of Godmanstone, knighted 22 May, 1306*

Gorges,
Ralph de Gorges, 1261 (d. c.1272)

(Close R. 1259-61, 475)

Son of Ralph,
Ralph, ? no date (d. c.1296)
(Hook Manor, Donhead St.Andrew, Arundell MS. G/835, no. 96)

Son of Ralph, the younger,
Ralph, 1300 (d.1323)*
(The Roll of Caerlaverock, 30)

Gouiz,
Brian de Gouiz, c.1262 (d.1283)
(Cal.Ing.Misc. i, p. 266)
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Greenham,
Philip of Greenham, 1279-83
(C 133/24 no. 63 C 143/6 no. 17)

Greenham,
Simon of Greenham, 1264 - c.76
(Canonsleigh Carte p. 46; ibid. p. 36)

Grenville,
William de Grenville, 1286
(Som.R.0., H/348, f. 213)

Gurney
Ap Adam
Anselm de Gurney, 1279 (d.1286)
E.H.R. xv. 308)

Son of Anselm,
Thomas, 1298=1310%
(Collinson, A History of Somerset, iii. 58; Glaston.Cart.ii, p.555)

Son-in-law of John de Gurney(d.1291), son and heir of Anselm,
John ap Adam, 1305 (d.1310)*

(Cal.Pat. 1301-7, 382)

Hamelden,
Laurence de Hamelden, 1298-1310
(E 101/6/40; Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 555)

?Hauteville,
Thomas de Hauteville, no date
(Som.R.0., H/348, f. 287)

Heydon,
Richard of Heydon, 1280-92
(Muchelney Cart. p. 93; Cal.Pat, 1281-92, 481)

Hoese,
Alexander Hoese, 1279
(Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 219)

Hubert Hoese, 1279
(Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 219)

Horsey,
John of Horsey, no date (d.1294)
(Devon R.0., 123 M/TB 133)

Huntley,
Thomas of Huntley, no date (d.1302)

(Cal.Close, 1296-1302, 599)

Kael,
Humphrey de Kael, c¢1270 = €095
(Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 402; ibid. p. 392)

Kelly,
John de Kelly, 12907*
(Glaston.Cart. ii, pe. 524)
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Kenn,
Richard of Kenn, knighted 1293%
(E 198/3/5)

Knoville,
Gilbert de Knoville, ¢.1277 (d. cl314)*
(Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 525)

Son of Gilbert,
John, knighted 22 May, 1306.

Langelond,
Nicholas de Langelond, 1306 (d.l313%
(Hist.MSS.Com.12, Wells, ii, p. 582

Laverton
Panes
John of Laverton, 1271

(Close R. 1268-72, 539)

Son-in-law of John,
Robert de Panes, 1291~1301
(Cal.Chart.R. 1257=-1300, 404; K.B. 27/182 rot. 46)

Leigh,
Martin of Leigh, 1275

(Glaﬂtcn.CaI‘t. i, Pe 219)

Lockington,
Roger of Lockington, c.1285
(Glastonocarto lll’ Pe 647)

Lorty,
Henry de Lorty, 1282 (d.1321)*
(E 101/4/1)

Uncle of Henry,
Walter de Lorty, 1289 (d.1305)*
(Bruton Cart. p. 35)

Lovel,
Hugh Lovel, ¢.1276 (d.1291)
(Bruton Cart. p. 51)

Son of Hugh,
Richard, knighted 22 May, 1306%

Robert Lovel, knighted 22 May, 1306*
Loveny,

Walter de Loveny, 1280-98%
(Cal.Pat. 1292-1301, 53; Collinson, A History of Somerset,iii. 57)

Luccombe,
Hugh of Luccombe, 1282

(Cal.Close, 1279-88, 156)
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Luttrell,
Alexander Luttrell, no date (d. c.1273)
(Som.R.0., L 37/1)

Son of Alexander,
Andrew, 1298=1314
(SomeR.0., L 32/1; Hist.MSS.Com.12, Wells, i, p. 184)

Lynde,
John de la Lynde, 1254 (d.1272)

Son of John,
Walter, 1272%

(cal.Ing.p.m. ii, p. 1)

Malherbe,
Robert Malherbe, 1280-6*
(Muchelney Cart. p. 93; Som.R.0., H/348, f. 213)

Mandeville,
John de Mandeville, 1305 (d.1313)*
(Montacute Cart. p. 141)

?7 de la Mare,
Ellis de la Mare, ante. 1272

(Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 413)

Marmion,
Robert Marmion, 1265/75 = 79
(B.L. Harl.MS. 316, ff. 66-T; Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 219)

Martin,
see FitzMartin.

Mautravers,
John Mautravers, 1270 (d.1297)
(Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 228)

Son of John,
John, created a knight banneret 22 May, 1306%

Son of John, the younger,
John, knighted 22 May, 1306

Merriott,
John of Merriott, 1280 (d.1285)

(Cal.Pat. 1292-1301, 53)

Son of John,
John, knighted 22 May, 1306

John of Merriott le neveu, 1314%
(Hist.MSS.Com.12, Wells, i, p. 184)

Moels,
Roger de Moels, 1271 (d.1295g
(Cal.Chart.R. 1257=1300, 174
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Mohun,
John de Mohun, 1277 (d.1279)

(Parl.Writs, i. 202)

Brother of John,
Robert, 1277 (d.1288)

(Parl.Writs, i. 202)

Son of John,
John, 1314%
(Hist.MsS.Com.12, Wells, i, p. 184)

Montagu,
Simon de Montagu, 1282 (d.l1316)*

(E 101/4/1)

Son of Simon,
William, knighted 22 May, 1306

Montfort, of Wellow,
Henry de Montfort, 1273 (d4.1276)

(Bath Carts. (2), p. 77)
Brother of Henry,
Nicholas, 1273-85
(Hist.MSS.Com.55, Money-Kyrle, p.102; Cal.Chart.R. 1257-1300, 330)

kulton,
James de Multon, 1309%

(Proc.Som.Arch.Soc, xxviii(2), 174)

Muscegros,
John de Muscegros, 1261 (d.1275)

(Close R. 1259-61, 475)

Son of John,
Robert, 12767 (d.1280)

(cal.Fine R. 1272-1307, 66)

Newburgh,
John de Newburgh, knighted 22 May. 1306

Nonnington,
?Warin of Nonnington, c.1273/4
(Canonsleigh Cart. pp. 35-6)

Son of Warin,
Baudry, c.1280 (d.1310)*

(cal.Close, 1279-88, 350)

Paulton,
Roger of Paulton, 1263 = ¢.65/75
(¢Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 4543 B.L. Harl.,MS.316, f. 59 and v.)

William of Paulton, 1280
(Muchelney Cart. p. 93)

Panes,
see Laverton.
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Pauncefot,
Walter Pauncefot, 1274-87%
(Canonsleigh Cart. p. 723 Duchy of Cornw.O., Chartularius, fe25ve)

Perham,
John de Perham, 1272*%

(Close R. 1268-72, 529)

Peytevin, 4
Bartholomew le Peytevin, ?1266=1301%
(Cal.Chart.R. 1300-26, 89; K.B. 27/182 rot. 46)

Plessis,
Richard de Plessis, 12682 (d.1289)
(Longleat MS. 10586, p. 117)

Plugenet,
Alan Plugenet, 1260 (d.1298)*

(Close Re 1259-61, 111-12)

Son of Alan,
Alan, knighted 22 May, 1306%

Pointz,
Nicholas Pointz, 1269 (d.1273)

(Close R. 1268-72, 135)

Son of Nicholas,
Hugh, 1277 (d. c.1308)*
(E 101/3/13)

Popham,
Hugh of Popham, 1298-1314%*
(Qollinggzi A History of Somerset, iii. 56; Hist.MSS.Com.12, Wells,
1, P.

Pyn,
Thomas de Pyn, 1285

(Cal.Close, 1279-88, 408)

Raddington, 5
Robert of Raddington, 1280 = c.91

(Muchelney Cart. p. 933 Canonsleigh Cart. pe. 11)

Raleigh,
Warin de Raleigh, 1262-71
(Glaston.Cart. ii, pp. 429, 467; The Honour of Dunster, p. 44)

Son of Warin,
Simon, c.1293-8%
(Som.R.0., L 33/1; E 101/6/40)

Roges,
Simon Roges, 1293 (d.1306)*
(Canonsleigh Cart. p. 98)

4 Several members of the family may have been called Bartholomew.
5 Cf.Longleat MS.10586, p. 117 in which Robert wes not styled miles in 1282,
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Romsey,
Walter of Romsey, knighted 22 May, 1306%

Russell,
Ralph Russell, 71253 (d.1278)

(St.Mark's Cart. p. 157)

Son of Ralph,
James, 1277 (d. ¢.1280)

(Parl.Writs, i. 204)

St.Cl&I‘e,
Robert de St.Clare, 1280 (d. c.1308)*
(Muchelney Carte. p. 93)

St.Lo,
John de St.Lo, 1272-90
(Close R. 1268-72, 562; K.B. 27/182 rot. 46)

John de St.Lo, £.1300 = c.1304%
(Glaston.Carte ii, p. 5583 ibid. p. 559)

St.Maur,
Laurence de St.Maur, 1270 (d. c¢.1297)

(Close R. 1268-T2, 265)

Son of Laurence,
Nicholas, 1297*

(E 101/6/19)

St.Vigore,
Thomas de St.Vigore, ?1265 (d.1296)
(Som.R.0., H/348, f. 287)

Sanzaver,
Ralph Sanzaver, 1297 (d.1314)%
(Cal.Close, 1296-1302, 107)

Shapwick,
Walter of Shapwick, 1281

(Hylle Cart. p.53)

Staunton,
William of Staunton, 1280-1310%*
(Muchelney Cart. p.93; Canonsleigh Cart. pp.45-6)

Stawell,
Geoffrey of Stawell, 1270 (d. c.1303)*
(Glaston.Cart. i, p. 35)

Torny,
Simon de Torny, c.1277 - c.96%
(Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 525; ibid. iii, p. 679)

Tregoz,
John Tregoz, 1277 (d.1300)*

(Parl.Writs, i. 203)

John Tregoz, of Brean, 1277-82

(Parl.Writs, i. 203; ibid. 229)
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Trivet,
Thomas Trivet, 1255 (d.1281)

(Cal.Pat.1247=58, 433)

Son of Thomas,
William, 1285 (d.1315)*
(K.B. 27/108 rot. 10d.)

Veel,
Robert le Veel, 1295%
(Cal.Pat. 1292-1301, 140)

Wake,
Andrew Wake, 1262-80
(Glasﬁgg,Cart. ii, p. 430; Muchelney Carte, p. 93)

Son of Andrew,
Ralph, 1294%

(Parl.Writs, i. 265)

Walton,
Alan of Walton, 1262 - c.72
(Glaston.Carte ii, pe 430; ibid. p. 413)

Warre,
John la Warre, ? c.1265 (d. c. 1277)
(Cal.Ing.Misc. i, p. 263)

Son of John,
Roger, 1296 (d.1321)*

(Parl.WritsI i. 275)

Son of Roger,
John, knighted 22 May, 1306

Wellesley,
Thomas of Wellesley, 1296-1306
(Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 294; Hist.MSS.Com.12, Wells, ii, p. 582)

Weston,
John of Weston, 1266=84
(Som.R.0., WHb 9/366; Cal.Close, 1279-88, 304)

Weyland,
see Bath

Wick,
Philip of Wick, 1263-80
(Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 4163 Muchelney Cart. p. 93)

Wigborough,
William of Wigborough, 1289 (d.1325)*
(Bruton Cart. pp. 35-6)

Wiootton,
Robert of Woottan, ¢.1270-935%
(Glaston.Cart. ii, p. 402; Canonsleigh Cart. p. 98)
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Wiraxall,
Geoffrey of Wraxall, c.1276-98*
(Bruton Cart. p. 51; Collinson, A History of Somerset, iii. 56)

Yeovilton,
William of Yeovilton, 1275
(Glaston.Cart. i, p. 219)

Yreys,
Philip le Yreys, 1301%
(B.L. Harl.Ch. 58 D. 35)
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Appendix II

Names of those lay landholders l, arranged alphabetically, returned
by the sheriff of Somerset and Dorset as holding (a) twenty librates or

more of land in 1297 2 aud (b) forty librates or more in 1300 3,

(a) (b)
The earl of Cornwall B 1+ 4
The earl of Gloucester - 1+
The earl of Leicester - 1+
The earl of Lincoln - 1+
John of Acton > 1 1 |
Richard d'Amory - 1+
John ap Adam* 6 1
Richard Arthur* 1
John of Ashby T - 1+
Richard of Aston* 1 -
Geoffrey of Aumale* : 1
John de Auno - 8
Thomas of Bayeux* 1 1
Luke of Barry 2 1 -
John of Basing Tg - 1
John Basset* I -
Roger Basset 1 L
Cecily de Beauchamp 1 1+
Humphrey de Beauchamp* 1 i |
John de Beauchamp* 1 1+
John, son of Thomas de Beauchamp¥* -
Stephen Beaumont - 1
Gilbert of Beer* 1 -

1 For biographical details see Moor, Knights of Edward I.

2 Return made in response to writ issued 24 May,1297: Parl.Writs, i. 292-3
3 Return made in response to writ issued 14 January,1300: Parl.Writs, i.
4
,

335=T
Those landholders marked + in this appendix were listed as tenants in
chief of the Crown
A landholder in Gloucestershire, Hampshire and Herefordshire
6 Names marked * in this appendix are to be found in appendix I
T A landholder in Berkshire
8 He held land in Lufton near Yeovil in 1303: Feud.Aids, iv. 316
9 The mark | in this appendix signifies a landholder in Dorset., John of
Basing also had land in Somerset.
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(a) (b)
Maurice de Berkeley* i 1+
Thomas de Berkeley* 1 1+
William of Bingham -
John of Bitton* -
John of Blackford* 1 -
Henry of Blunsdon & - 1+
Henry de Bohun i 1 1
John le Botiller T 1 14
William de Botreaus* -
Richard du Boys' -
Robert du Boys 1 -
Nicholas Branch¥* 1 1+
Robert of Brent* 1 -
Giles de Brewes T 1 1
Robert de Briwes 1 -
Henry of Brook t o 1 -
Thomas of Brompton &= 1 -
John le Brun 15 1 1
William le Brun T = 1+
Maud Burnell - 1
Robert Burnell 1) 1
Gerard de Camville 3 - 1
Alexander Cheverell? 1 1
Nicholas de Cheyney* 1 1
John of Clanville 13 - 1
Elizabeth of Clevedon 1 =
John of Clevedon* 1 -
John, son of John of Clevedon* - 1
John de Cogan* 1 1+
Egelina de Columbers 1 -
John de Columbers¥* 1| 1+

10 Archdeacon of Dorset.

11 He also held land in Montacute.

12 A landholder in Herefordshire.

13 He held land in Hill Farence and Stowey in Taunton hundred.
14 A landholder in Warwickshire,.

15 A landholder in Devonshire,
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(a) (b)
Joan of Compton Haweye -
William Cotel 1
Eleanor de Courtenay 1 1+
Hugh de Courtenay™ 1 1+
Thomas Danvers 14 - 1
Ellis Daubeney* 4 1+
John Daundelyn 17 - 1
Joyce de Dinham - 1+
Oliver de Dinham* 1 -
John of Domer* 1 -
William de Eohingham 12 i 1+
Richard of Emborough* -
Henry of Erdington T 1
John de Erlegh* 1 1+
Reynold of Easton 1 1
Edmund Everard 1 1+
Peter d'Evercy* 1 1 19
Peter de Fauconberge 1 -
John de Ferrers - 1+
Hugh Fichet 1 1
William de Fienles* - 1+
Robert FitzPain* 1 1+
Roger FitzPain* é 5 5
Nicholas FitzRalph* 1 1+
Ralph FitzUrse -
Adam Ford* -
Matthew de Furneaux* 1 1+
John Giffard ' - 1
Osbert Giffard A 1+
Henry of Glastonbury® - b ¢
Robert of Godmanstone* 1 -

16 A landholder in Berkshire.
17 A landholder in Hampshire.
18 He also held land in Sussex.

19 Tecesscoe de Evercy.
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(a) (®)
Ralph de Gorges* - 1+
William de Gouiz 1 e
John de Grenville =0 1 : 8
William of Greenham - 1
Thomas de Gurney* X 1
Sibyl de Gurney - 1
Eustace of Hatch - - 1+
John de Hastings 1 1+
Geoffrey de Hauteville } -
Richard of Havering | 1 1
Edmund Hyde 1 -
Hawise de Keynes ¥ - L
Robert de Keynes T 1 1+
John de Kelly* 22 1 1
Richard of Kenn* 1 -
Gilbert de Knoville¥* 1 1
Maud de Kyme 1 "
Roger of Langford ) 23 - 1
Roger of Langford - 1
John le Latimer T - 1
Thomas Lisle - 1
William Lisle 1 1
William de Lorkeburgh - 1
Henry de Lorty* 1 1+
Walter de Lorty* 1 1
Eleanor Lovel 1
Richard Lovel* - 1+
Robert Lovel¥* 1 -
Walter de Loveny* 1 -
Alexander de la Lynde : 1
Walter de la Lynde* 1 1+

20 He held land in Farmborough and Clutton: Just. 1/13254 rot.3l.

21 A landholder in Wiltshire.

22 A landholder in Devon and Somerset.

23 Name entered twice. He held land in Hampshire, Devon and Wiltshire.
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(a) (b)
Robert Malherbe* 1 1
Peter Malore T - 1+
John de Mandeville* - 1+
Richard of Manston 2 1 -
Reynold of Mangerton 25 1 -
Nicholas de la Mare 1 -
Ralph Marshal 1 -
Hebert Marsh - 1+
Robert Martin 1 1
William Martin¥* 1 1+
Philip Maubank T 1 -
John Mautravers* 1 X
John of Melplash T 1 -
Henry of Merland 1 1+
John of Merriott* - 1+
Lucy of Merriott 1 1
John de Moels 1 1+
John de Mohun* - 1+
Agnes de Monceaux - 1
Simon de Montagu* 1 26 1
Alexander de Montfort : | 1
Henry de Montfort 1 1
Stephen de la More & 1 -
Agatha Mortimer - 1+
Maud Mortimer - 1+
Henry le Moyne | 1 1
James de Multon* - 1
Cecily de Muscegros - I
Baudry of Nonnington* 1 1
James of Norton T - 1
Roger Novant T28 - 1

24 He held land in Wiltshire and probably in Dorset.
25 Probably a landholder in Dorset.

26 ?Simon de Montalt.
27 A landholder in Gloucestershire,
28 His main estates were in Devon.
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(a) (») |

Walter Pauncefot* 1 -
Philip Paynel T 1 -
Roger Perceval 1 -
John de Percy 127 1 1
John de Perham* 1 -
John Peverel T - T
Thomas Peverel i - 1
Bartholomew le Peytevin¥* 1 -
Relph Pipard - 1+
Robert de Plessis T - 1|
Alan Plugenet* 1 -
Alan Plugenet* - 1
Joan Plugenet - 1+
Hugh Pointz* 3 1+
Hugh of Popham* ¥ 1
Hawise de Pyn - 1]
Henry de Raleigh 50 - 1
Simon de Raleigh* 1 5 i §
Richard de Rivers - 1
Simon Roges* 3 l31
Walter of Romsey* 3 -
Roger le Rous 1 -
Eleanor Russell - 1+
William Russell 1 1
Thomas of Rushall - 1+
Robert de St. Clare* 1 1+
Hugh de St. John L

John de St. Lo¥* 1 1
Reynold de St. Martin T 1 1+
Nicholas de St. Maur* &

Herbert de St. Quintin T 1 1

29 He also had property in Shapwick until 1284.
30 A landholder in Devon.
31 Simon son of Hugh of Porlock.
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Thomas de St. Vigore
Thomas de Sallegh a8
Hawise of Sandford
Ralph Sanzaver*
Walter Scamel
Ismannia la Sor
Audona of Stanford
William of Staunton*
Geoffrey of Stawell*
Roger de Stotescumbe
Robert of Strode
John Syfrewast 1
Henry Tonere t
Simon de Torny*

John Tregoz¥*

James de Trewe |
William Trivet
Oliver of Tuddenham 53
Brian de Turberville T
Roger Tyrel 54

John de Ulsefeld
Aymer de Valence
Gunnore de Valognes
Hugh de Vautort 55
John de Vautort T56
Hawise de Veel
Robert le Veel*

The widow of John Vescy the younger
Joan de Vivonne
Joan Wake

Ralph Wake*

= I

=

L I = = I s

e

e e =

i

1+

1+
1+

32 Possibly a landholder in Lincolnshire and Yorkshire.
33 He held land in Limington : Feud.Aids, iv. 316.

34 He also held lands in Herefordshire and Shropshire.
35 A landholder in Devon.

36 He also held land in Devon.
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(a) (b)
Henry le Waleys -
Ingram le Waleys T 1 1
John le Waleys 1 ol
Nicholas of Walton 1 -
Roger la Warre* - 1
William Wason 1 -
William of Wellington - 1
Michael of Whaddon 1 -
John of Wick 1 1
William of Wigborough* 1 1+
Robert of Wootton* T37 1 -
Geoffrey of Wraxall* 158 -
Philip le Yreys* 1 -
?John de eeeee <
?Peter de secee =
Totals 144 166

37 He held land in Somerset in Keinton Mandeville and Tatworth

cf., Pedes Finium, Ric.I - Edw.I, p. 393.
38 ?G’a..- de ocohaleo
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Appendix III

Participants in the grand assizes invoked during the eyre of 1280.

Elector Elected

John of Acton the elder -
Richard Arthur -
Joyce of Bayeux
Thomas of Bayeux
Anselm Basset

Adam of Bawdrip
Thomas de Beauchamp
William of Bickleigh
Adam of Bitton

John of Blackford
Richard of Boulogne
Thomas of Boulogne

H = 1 ¥ N
I W W o NN -

o B oW

Peter du Boys
William le Bret
Ellis Cotel
John of Domer y
Walter of Downhead 1
Richard of Emborough e

S e N T
i

Thomas d'Evercy 3
Peter de Fauconberge 6
John FitzGeoffrey L
Roger FitzPain - =
Brian de Gouiz =
Philip of Greenham o
Simon of Greenham 2
Hubert Hoese =
Thomas of Huntley =
Humphrey de Kael

Roger of Lockington

[

Walter de Loveny

H NP w s H OO DR W NN oY NN W

Hugh of Luccombe 2 -

1 A ninth panel included a juror called Reynold FitzPain.
2 Recorded as Hugh de Buckumbe (Somersetshire Pleas, 8Edw.I, 106)
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Elector Elected

Walter de la Lynde - 2
Robert Malherbe 4 7
Robert Marmion 1 2
Nicholas de Montfort - 2
Thomas of Morton - 2
William of Paulton - 3
Walter Pauncefot | 3 - 6
Walter Launval 2 -
William Payn - 1
Richard de Plessis - 1
Thomas de Pyn 4 - 3
William de Raleigh - 1
Walter of Romsey - 4
Robert de St.Clare 1 4
John de St.Lo 3 6
Thomas de St.Vigore - 4
Walter of Shapwick - 2
William of Staunton 1 4
Geoffrey of Stawell - 2
Simon de Torny 2 3
John Tregoz the younger - 1
William Trivet 1 1
John de Vautort x | i
Andrew Wake - 2
Henry le Waleys - 5
Humphrey of Whaddon - 1
Philip of Wick - 2
Robert of Wootton 1 3

3 Probably the same person.
4 Recorded as Thomas de Piri (Somersetshire Pleas, 8Edw.I, 106)
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