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PREFACE

TaE institutions of the duchy of Normandy occupy a unique
place in the history of Europe. They have their local interest,
giving character and distinctness to an important region of
France; they furnished models of orderly and centralized ad-
ministration to the French kings after the conquest of the duchy
by Philip Augustus; and they exerted an influence of the first
importance upon the constitutional and legal development of Eng-
land and the countries of English law. Normandy was thus the
channel through which the stream of Frankish and feudal custom
flowed to England; it was the training ground where the first
Anglo-Norman king gained his experience as a ruler, and the
source whence his followers drew their ideas of law and govern-
ment; and during nearly a century and a half of personal union
with England it afforded a constant example of parallel develop-
ment. In the larger view the effects of Norman institutions upon
English lands are the most significant, and these naturally possess
the principal interest for English and American students of his-
tory. The following studies were undertaken in the first instance
for the purpose of seeking light on the constitutional develop-
ment of England, and while they necessarily include many mat-
ters which bear on this but indirectly, their original purpose has
determined their scope and character. They begin with the earli-
est trustworthy information respecting the government of Nor-
mandy; they end with the loss of the duchy’s originality and
independence.

A constitutional history of Normandy in this period is, in any
full or adequate sense, an impossibility for lack of sufficient in-
formation. Normandy can offer no parallel to the abundance and
continuity of the English public records; however great their
original volume and importance, the documentary sources of
Norman history have suffered sadly from war and revolution and
neglect, until only fragments remain from which to spell out some
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viii PREFACE

chapters of the story, It will be necessary more than once to
revert to this fundamental fact;! it is emphasized here as condi-
tioning the nature of this volume. We cannot trace a full develop-
ment, but must confine ourselves to such periods and topics as
have left materials for their treatment, and some of these must
await the results of more minute and special study.

The continuity of Norman constitutional development has,
nevertheless, been kept steadily in view, and however frag-
mentary and inadequate the result, it is believed that light has
been thrown upon some of the dark corners of Norman history.
There is here given for the first time a comprehensive description
of the government of Normandy under William the Conqueror,
with special reference to conditions on the eve of the Conquest
of England, and certain new conclusions are suggested respecting
the military, fiscal, and judicial organization of the duchy. The
weakness of the rule of Robert Curthose is made more evident
by a systematic study of his charters. What is said of the govern-
ment of Henry I rests for the most part upon new evidence and
points to new conclusions. The persistence of Norman institu-
tions under Angevin rule is shown, and the parallel development
of England and Normandy under Henry II is examined. New
facts are brought out respecting the establishment of the jury
under Geoffrey Plantagenet and Henry II, and other points will
be apparent to the special investigator. No attempt has been
made to restate matters already well established, notably by the
masterly researches of Stapleton, Brunner, and Delisle, but care-
ful attention has been paid to their writings as well as to more
recent works, such as those of Valin and Powicke. That the re-
sults of the parallel labors of students of English history, notably
Maitland and Round, have been freely used will be seen from
the frequent recurrence of their names in the notes and the index.
Certain chapters, as indicated in each case, have already appeared
in the American Historical Review and the English Historical Re-
view,’ by whose permission they are here utilized; but these have

1 See especially Appendix A.

? A summary of these articles has been prepared by M. Jean Lesquier for early
publication in the Bulletin de la Société des Antiquaires de Normandie. See also my
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been carefully revised from the sources and considerably expanded
by the use of new matter. Unpublished documents and special
discussions will be found in the appendices, which are supple-
mented by facsimiles of certain charters of special interest. The
documentary publications of the past ten years have relieved the
volume of many texts which had been gathered for its purposes,
while the appendices have been further reduced by reason of the
difficulties of collation under present circumstances.

So far as this book contains new results, it rests primarily upon
a systematic exploration of the documentary sources of Norman
history, which in its early stages was made possible by a grant
from the Carnegie Institution of Washington and in its later
months was aided by the Woodbury Lowery Fellowship of Har-
vard University. Begun in 1go2, these researches have been
prosecuted under certain inevitable disadvantages of distance
and interruption, and it has been possible to conduct them only
because of the generous and unfailing helpfulness of French
archivists and librarians and the patience and good will of their
assistants. Space forbids a full list of those who have given such
aid, but I must express my special indebtedness to MM. Georges
Besnier, archivist of the Calvados, R.-N. Sauvage, librarian of
Caen, L. Dolbet, late archivist of the Manche, and J.-J. Vernier,
archivist of the Seine-Inférieure. For access to material in pri-
vate hands my thanks are due to the Marquis de Mathan, at
Saint-Pierre-de-Semilly, to the proprietors of the Bénédictine
de Fécamp, and, in the days before the Separation Law, to the
abbé L. Deslandes, of Bayeux cathedral, and the episcopal au-
thorities of Séez and Coutances. At Paris I must acknowledge
my constant obligation to the learning and friendship of a dis-
tinguished Norman scholar, M. Henri Omont, of the Bibliothéque
Nationale, and to those who administer under his direction its
great collections of manuscripts. I owe much to the advice and
encouragement of the late Léopold Delisle, and in continuing his
work M. Elie Berger has generously placed at my disposal the
paper, Quelques problémes de Uhistoire des institutions anglo-normandes, read before

the Congreés du Millénaire normand (Rouen, 1911); and my Normans in European
History (Boston, 1915).
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proofs of the second volume of the Recueil des actes de Henri I1.
My thanks are also due to MM. Maurice Prou and Ferdinand
Lot of Paris, to Mr. H. W. C. Davis, of Balliol College, Oxford,
to my colleagues Professors Edwin F. Gay and Charles H. Mc-
Ilwain, and particularly to Professor George B. Adams of Yale
University. The Harvard Library has been generous in provid-
ing books of a sort not ordinarily accessible in the United States;
and Mr. George W. Robinson, Secretary of the Graduate School
of Arts and Sciences of Harvard University, has rendered valu-
able assistance in the correction of the proof sheets.

If the book has been over-long in the making, this has not been
without compensations for the author. He has had time to linger
over the great Norman chroniclers with his students and to try
his conclusions in the give and take of seminary discussion. He
has made the personal acquaintance of a number of workers in
the field of Norman history, and has enjoyed several summers of
study and research in some of the pleasant places of the earth.
And as the work comes to a close, the memories which it recalls
are not so much of dusty fornds d’archives or weary journeys on
the Ouest-Etat, as of quiet days of study in provincial collections,
long evenings of reflection by the Orne or the Vire or in the
garden of some cathedral city, and rare afternoons at Chantilly
with Léopold Delisle, now gone the way of the Norman histcrians
and chancellors on whom he lavished so much labor and learning.
Requiescant a laboribus suis, opera enim illorum sequuntur illos!
To these historians of an elder day must now be added friends and
students whose end has come recently and all too soon, French
and English scholars of promise and already of fulfillment, Ameri-
can scholars in the making, martyrs to a common cause which is
higher than scholarship and dearer than life itself. May their
works likewise follow them!

CaMBRIDGE, December, 1917.
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NORMAN INSTITUTIONS

CHAPTER 1

NORMANDY UNDER WILLIAM THE CONQUEROR!

THE Anglo-Norman state of the twelfth century is one of the most
interesting phenomena in the history of European institutions.
Whether in the extent and cohesion of its territory, in the central-
ized authority of its rulers, or in the precocity and vigor of its
administrative system, whose many-sided activity can still be
traced in writ and roll and exchequer record, the Anglo-Norman
kingdom finds no parallel in the western Europe of its time. More-
over, on its institutional side at least, it was no local or temporary
affair. Themselves the product of a variety of elements — Anglo-
Saxon, Danish, Frankish, not to mention the more immediate
Norman and Angevin — the contemporary influence of Anglo-
Norman institutions extended from Scotland to Sicily, while their
later outgrowths are to be seen in the imitation of Norman prac-
tices by the kings of France, as well as in the whole fabric of
English government.

Of the two sets of institutions which were suddenly brought
into contact in 1066 and continued side by side under the same
rulers for a century and a half, those of Normandy are much the
more obscure. It is not, of course, implied that investigation of
the Anglo-Saxon period has reached its limits: within twenty
years the labors of Maitland and Liebermann, of Round and Vino-
gradoff — to mention no others — have shown what can be done,
and what remains to be done, by a more scientific study of the
Domesday survey and the legal sources and by a wider view of the
relations of England to the Continent, and we are likely to see
further additions to our knowledge in these directiors. Still the

! Revised and expanded from 4. H. P, xiv. 453-476 (190g), incorporating also
the special study of knight service in E. H. R., xxii. 636—649 (1907). A summary

was read before the International Congress of the Historical Sciences at Berlin in

August 1908, and before the American Historical Association at Richmond in
December 1go8.
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4 NORMAN INSTITUTIONS

mere mention of these scholars and the sources which are at their
disposal shows the great advantage of England aver Normand)j_,
both before and after the Conquest. It is only natural that the
history of Normandy should generally have been approached, as
in the classic researches of Léopold Delisle, from the point of view
of France rather than of England, and although it is forty years
since Brunner first showed the way to a broader study of Anglo-
Norman legal history, little has been done to apply his method to
new materials and other problems. The paucity of sources is, of
course, the great obstacle. Normandy has no Domesday and no
dooms. Its earliest law book, the older part of the Trés Ancien
Coutumier, dates from the very end of the twelfth century, and
while there are indications of the existence of a distinctly Norman
body of custom before 1066,? the only formulation of the law of
the Conqueror’s day is a brief statement of certain of the ducal
rights drawn up four years after his death by order of his sons.?
There is almost no contemporary evidence for the tenth century,
when even grants of land were made orally without any written
record,* and although Dudo of Saint-Quentin is useful so far as he
reflects the conditions of his own age, about the year 1000, for the
greater part of the eleventh century we have only narratives put
together two or three generations later. Our main reliance must
be upon the charters, and even here, such has been the destruction
of Norman records, the body of materials is less than for contem-
porary England or for such adjacent regions as Anjou and Flan-
ders, and is notably small for the earlier part of the Conqueror’s

2 ‘Donavi apud Argentias leuvam iuxta morem patriae nostrae’: charter of
Robert I for Fécamp, Appendix B, no. 10. ¢ Consuetudines quoque et servicia
omnia que de terra exeunt secundum morem Normannie ’: Delisle, S.-Sauveur-le-
Vicomie, piéces, no. 24. In 1074 Roger, earl of Hereford, is tried ¢ secundum leges
Normannorum ’: Ordericus Vitalis, ed. Le Prévost, ii. 264.

3 The so-called Consuetudines et iusticie, Appendix D. On the sources of early
Norman law see now E.-J. Tardif, Etude sur les sources de Uancien droit normand, i
(Rouen, 1911), who emphasizes the canons of councils as a source of secular law.

¢ L. Valin, Le duc de Normandie, p. 145; Lot, S.-Wandrille, p. Ixi. The criticism
of Dudo has at last been made by H. Prentout, Etude critigue sur Dudon de
S.-Quentin et son hisioire des premiers ducs normands (Paris, 1916); cf. A. H. R.,
xxil. 432 f. The two principal historians of the later eleventh century, William of
Poitiers and William of Jumiéges, are of slight use for the study of institutions.
On the evidence for the reign of Robert I see Appendix C.
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reign.® A large part of this documentary material is still un-
printed and unsifted, and we cannot use it in full security until it
has been collected and tested monastery by monastery, after the
admirable example set by Lot in the case of Saint-Wandrille.
For the present any treatment of early Norman history must be
provisional, and we can never hope to understand the interaction
of Frankish and Scandinavian elements in the tenth century or
the government of the first dukes.® For lack of sufficient earlier
evidence, the study of Norman institutions must begin about half
a century before the Conquest of England, with the chronicle of
Dudo and the charters of the later years of Richard II. Even for
this period we shall find the material too fragmentary to yield
conclusions on many points, and we shall need to supplement it
from the more abundant, but still meager, records of the latter
part of William the Conqueror’s reign. Ideally what we should
most wish is a picture of Normandy at the moment of the invasion
of England; but as a practical problem we shall find it hard
enough to piece out some account of the government of Nor-
mandy if we use all the sources of the Conqueror’s reign, defining
wherever possible the points that can be established as prior to
1066, and those also which are anterior to his accession as duke.

First of all, it is plain that Norman society in 1066 was a
feudal society, and one of the most fully developed feudal soci-
eties in Europe.” Feudalism, however, may mean many different

5 See in general Appendix A. H. W. C. Davis, Regesta Regum Anglo-Normanno-
rum, begins with 1066 and includes only a portion of the Norman charters of the
Conqueror; cf. 4. H. R., xix. 504~506. The Bibliothéque Nationale possesses (MS.
Lat. n. a. 1243) a collection of copies of William I's charters made by Achille
Deville, which, though far from condplete, is of considerable convenience.

¢ See, however, for this period Tardif, Etude sur les sources, pp. 7 f., 19-21;
Prentout, Etude sur Dudon, pp. 415-424. Prentout’s Etude treats in detail the nar-
rative history of the early dukes, which is also sketched in his Essai sur les origines
et la fondation du duché de Normandie (Paris, 1911).

T See J. Flach, Les origines de Pancienne France, iii. 88, who singles out Nor-
mandy, Flanders, and the county of Barcelona as the earliest feudal states in
France, and assigns the preéminence to Normandy as ‘ berceau 4 1'état féodal en
France’ The question of the feudal relation of the Norman dukes to the French
crown lies outside the limits of the present volume. Consult F. Lot, Fidéles ou
vassaux ?, ch. 6; Flach, in Comptes-rendus de I’ Académie des Sciences Morales et
Politigyes, clxxx, 138-165 (1914); Prentout, Etude sur Dudon, p. 207 fI.
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things,® and we must seek to determine what specifically feudal
institutions then existed, keeping in mind always those which are
significant with reference to subsequent English developments.
Vassalage and dependent tenure meet us on every hand, and
while there are holdings for life ® and the word allod occurs,
though not always with a very exact technical meaning,!® the
greater part of the land seems to be held by hereditary tenure.of
some lord. There are degrees of such tenure, and in some instances
subinfeudation is well advanced,’* but it is impossible to say
whether all land was supposed to be held ultimately of the duke.
Some measure of the extent to which feudal ideas had gone in
early Normandy may be got from the indications of their disin-
tegrating influence upon the Church. Before 1046 a provincial
council prohibits bishops from granting the lands and revenues of
the clergy as benefices to laymen,!? and the need of such legisla-
tion appears from the case of Bishop Robert of Coutances, who
gave cathedral prebends as fiefs to his relatives.® The feudal
relation might be created out of other ecclesiastical rights besides
land, as when the bishop of Bayeux and the bishop of Séez
granted in fee the episcopal consuetudines of several parishes,

8 Cf. Pollock and Maitland, Hisiory of English Law, i. 67; G. B. Adams, Anglo-
Saxon Feudalism,in A.H. R.,vii. 11-35. Pollock and Maitland’s chapter on Nor-
man law, though brief, contains the best account of conditions before the Conquest,
and it is not necessary to repeat what is there said of feudal tenure. M. Rabasse,
Du régime des fiefs en Normandie au moyen ge (Paris, 190s), is of no value for the
early period and is confused for the later.

9 E. g., Collection Moreau, xxi. 8, 9, 25, 30.

10 See William’s grant to Saint-Julien de Tours (1063) of the allod of Roncheville
as his vassal Adam had held it: Delisle-Berger, Henri II,no. 137; L.-J. Denis,
Les chartes de S.-Julien de Tours, no. 29. Various instances of alodium in this period
will be found in Lot, S.-Wandrille.

1t I'nfra, pp. 16, 21.

12 Council of Rouen (1037~1046), ¢. 10: Mansi, Concilia, xix. 753; Bessin, Con-
cilia Rotomagensis Provincige, 1. 42.

18 Before 1048, Gallia Christiana, xi. instr. 218. Cf. also in the cartulary of the
chapter of Rouen (MS. Rouen 1193, ff. 31, 54v) the account ¢ quomodo villa de
Duverent de dominicatu archiepiscopatus exiit ': Archaeological Journal, iii. 6;
Valin, pigces, no. 1.

1 Gallis Christiana, xi. instr. 63, 335; Denis, Chartes de S.-Julien de Tours,
no. 24 (ro053). Cf. also Ordericus, ii. 26, iii. 473, v. 183; Imbart de la Tour,in Revue
historique, lxviii. 49.
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or the archbishop of Rouen turned an archdeaconry into an
hereditary fief.1s

That the Norman barons before the Conquest held their lands
from the duke by military service has been clearly shown by
Brunner ! and the authors of the History of English Law," but it

15 QOrdericus, ii. 132; infra, note 17.

18 Dje Enistehung der Schwurgerichte, p. 131, note 3. Waitz had declared (Gét-
tingen Nachrichien, 1866, p. 95 f.) that we knew nothing of Norman feudal law
before 1066.

17 Pollock and Maitland, i. 69—72. Ci. H. Lagouélle, La conception juridique de
la propriéié fonciére dans le trés-ancien droit normand (Paris, 1902), p. 114 ff. The
following instances may be added to those cited by these authors: A vassal of
Richard the Good makes the following grant to Saint-Pére de Chartres: °tres
milites concedo cum beneficiis suis qui sic vocantur, Rollo et Angoht et Unbeina,
ut inde persolvant liberum servitium ’ (Cartulaire, i. 108; cf. pp. 109, 40, 146, 152).
Robert I confirms to Saint-Wandrille land purchased ¢ ab Hugone archidiacono qui
eam ex me tenebat in beneficio,’ and ¢ terram Durandi militis quam prefato abbati
cum servicio filiorum ipsius dedi’: Lot, S.-Wandrille, piéces, no. r4. He grants
to Fécamp, giving their names, ¢ quidam homines mei scilicet milites cum omnibus
sibi pertinentibus . . . etiam alios milites’: Appendix B, no. 10. Robert also gave
La Croix  in beneficium cuidam militum suorum nomine Adelelmo’ (Round, Cal-
endar, no. 709), and granted to Mont-Saint-Michel half of Guernsey ‘ quam quidam
fidelis noster nomine Nigellus in beneficio tenet ’ (bid., no. 705; Delisle, S.-Sauveur,
piéces, no. g). Richard de Beaufou grants to Saint-Amand ¢ unum feudum laici c.
acrarum quod Anschitillus presbyter tenet’ (Monasticon, vii. 1101; La Roque, iii.
suppl.,, 2). For the Conqueror’s reign before 1066 see his grant, ca. 1048, of
‘ terram Atzelini equitis mei,’ Lot, S.-W andrille, no. 26; his charter of 1063 for Tours
(‘ equites huius terre qui servierunt Adam serviant Sancto Iuliano ’), Denis, Chartes
de S.-Julien, no. 29 (= Delisle-Berger, Henri I1, no. 137); Cariulaire de S.-Ymer,
no. 1; Livre noir de Bayeux, nos. 1, 5; Round, Cealendar, no. 1109; Pommeraye,
Histoire de S.-Ouen, pp. 424, 460; the grants to Fécamp copied in the Collection
Moreau, xxii. 108v, xxv. 249; the cartulary of Préaux (Archives of the Eure, H.
711), nos. 301, 320, 429, 439; and the grant to Jumiéges by Gislebertus of ‘ bene-
fitium Alsvillam scilicet quam a predicto meo domino militans obtineo ’ (original
in the Archives of the Seine-Inférieure; Vernier, no. 25).

The statements of the chroniclers are in themselves of doubtful value, but taken
in connection with the passages in the charters they offer supplementary evidence of
some interest. Thus Ordericus (ii. 397) says that Fulk, dean of Evreux, ‘ex paterna
hereditate feudum militis possedit,’ and mentions the grant to Saint-Evroul by an-
other Fulk of  archidiaconatum quoque quem in feudo ab antecessoribus suis de
archiepiscopo Rotomagensi tenebat ’ (ii. 132). In 1056 or 1057 a judgment was
rendered ‘in curia S. Ebrulfi’ depriving one of the abbey’s knights of ‘omnem
fe_udum quem ipse de S. Ebrulfo tenebat’ (ii. 60). The dealings of Saint-Evroul
with Baudri de Bocquencé (ii. 74f.) are also interesting in relation to feudal justice
and service, fealty, and castle guard. Feudal relations are also mentioned in the
Vita altera Herluini (Mabillon, Acta SS. Ordinis S. Benedicti, vi. 2, p. 356).
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has not been established that their military service had been
definitely fixed in amount or assessed against specific pieces of
land, and the problem requires at this point somewhat detailed
examination.

The question whether a system of knights’ fees existed in Nor-
mandy before 1066 can best be approached from the side of the
ecclesiastical holdings. In England, Round has called attention
to “ the appearance from the earliest period to which our infor-
mation extends of certain quotas of knight service, clearly arbi-
trary in amount, as due from those bishops and abbots who held
by military service ”’; 18 and he has shown that these quotas were
fixed shortly after the Conquest by the arbitrary act of the king.
In this the Conqueror may have been instituting something new
or may have simply followed previous Norman practice, and it is
from many points of view interesting to compare with the English
inquest of 1166 the earliest statement of the service due from the
Norman tenants-in-chief, the returns collected by Henry II in
1172.1? In these the service of the ecclesiastical tenants is given
as follows: —

Episcopus Abrincensis debet servicium v militum de Abrincensi, et de
honore Sancti Philiberti v milites.

Episcopus de Costanciis, servicium v militum, et ad suum servicium xiii
milites, [id est debet capere servicium xiii militum pro exercitu, et similiter
de aliis].

Episcopus Baiocensis, servicium xx militum, et ad suum servicium cxx
milites.

Episcopus Sagiensis, servicium sex militum.

Episcopus Lexoviensis, servicium xx militum, et ad suum servicium xxx
milites et terciam partem unius militis, et preter hec habet x milites in
banleuca Lexoviensi, qui remanent ad custodiendam civitatem donec retro-
bannus summoneatur, et tunc ibunt cum propriis expensis episcopi. Idem
habet ii milites de dono regis Henrici filii Matildis, scilicet in Mesnilio Odonis
et in Corbespina.

Abbas Fiscannensis, servicium x militum, et ad suum servicium xiii milites
et tres partes unius militis.

Abbas Bernaii, ad suum servicium ii milites.

Abbas Gemeticensis, servicium iii militum, et preter hoc ad suum servi-
cium i militem in Esmalevilla, quem comes Hugo le Bigot ei difforciat.

18 Feudal England, p. 208.

19 H. F., xxiil. 693-609; Red Book of the Exchequer, pp. 624—645. Those who
made no returns are mentioned at the end; the list includes the archbishop of Rouen
and the bishop of Evreux, but no abbot.
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Abbas Montis Rothomagi, servicium vi militum et tres partes unius
militis.

Abbas de Monte Sancti Michaelis, servicium vi militum in Abrincensi et
Costanciensi et i militem in Baiocassino, quem faciunt vavassores nisi fuerint
in exercitum.

Abbas Cadomensis, servicium i militis, de feodo de Taillebois.

Abbas Sancti Ebrulfi, servicium ii militum, et preter hoc feodum Rogeri
Gulafre, quod Guillelmus Paganelli habet de rege in vadio, unde difforciat
servicium abbatis.

Abbas Sancti Wandregisili, servicium iiiier militum.

Abbas Sancti Audoeni de Rothomago, servicium vi militum, et ad suum
servicium quatuordecim milites.

Abbas de Bernaio habet de feodo suo ii milites.

Abbas Sancti Dyonisii, servicium i militis, de feodo Bernevallis.

Abbatissa de Mosterviller, servicium iii militum, et ad suum servicium
v milites et terciam partem unius militis.

The servitia debita of this list are smaller than those of the Eng-
lish bishops and abbots, and, perhaps for this reason, the group of
five knights is not quite so much in evidence, but the most striking
thing is the small number of monastic foundations which owe mili-
tary service to the duke. If we deduct Saint-Denis, which is not
Norman, and Saint-Etienne of Caen, which is evidently assessed
not as a barony but for a fief which has come into its possession,?®
there remain only nine monastic baronies in a land where religious
houses were numerous and closely subjected tothe duke’s control.
Upon what principle had these nine been selected ? Not, as we
might expect, because they were the monasteries which had been
founded by the dukes, for La Trinité-du-Mont and Saint-Evroul
were established by the duke’s vassals, and such important ducal
foundations as Cerisy, Caen, and Montebourg are not included.
The explanation must be sought in some other direction, and the
most natural one is that of age. None of the nine was established
after 1050; except Saint-Evroul, all are older than the Con-
queror’s accession. Jumiéges, Fécamp, Mont-Saint-Michel, Saint-
Ouen, and Saint-Wandrille were restored under the early dukes;
Bernai goes back to the reign of Richard II, La Trinité and Monti-

2 Cf. the fief held by Saint-Evroul in addition to its normal assessment. The
fief of Taillebois does not appear in the early charters enumerating the possessions
of Saint-Etienne. Seven knights at Grainville were granted to Saint-Ouen between

1055 and 1066: Le Prévost, Eure, ii. 38.
% Cf. H. Bohmer, Kirche und Staat in England und in der Normandie, p. 31 f.
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villiers to that of Robert, while Saint-Denis had held Berneval
since ¢68.2 It is true that these are not the only monasteries
which claimed to be earlier than Duke William, but it is not clear
that any of the other abbeys which were independent in 1172 was
sufficiently organized and endowed at the time of William’s acces-
sion to be assigned definite military obligations. Saint-Taurin of
Evreux, which is undoubtedly older, was subjected to Fécamp by
Robert I in exchange for the independence of Montivilliers; Cerisy,
though begun in 1032, owed its completion to William; if Saint-
Amand goes back to 1030, which is disputed, its church was not
dedicated till 1078; Préaux is barely earlier than Robert’s depar-
ture for Jerusalem; Herluin may have founded his monastic com-
munity in 1034, but he did not establish it at Bec until some years
later.?® The list of 1172 is essentially a list of the oldest monas-
teries of the duchy. If this be the case, it is altogether likely that
the erection of these into baronies owing definite quotas of mili-
tary service took place in this same early period — if not while
they were the only monastic establishments, at least while they
were still the most important ones. Moreover, since the early
years of William’s reign were hardly a favorable time for so
marked a manifestation of ducal authority, this step may well
have been taken before the death of Robert the Magnificent,
whether entirely in his reign or partly in that of his predecessors
we have no means of knowing. Then, for some reason which like-
wise escapes us,? Saint-Evroul was added after its foundation in
1050, thus completing the list as we have it in 1172.%

22 Tt claimed to have received it from Rollo: H. F.,ix. 731; cf. Dudo of Saint-
Quentin, ed. Lair, p. t71.

3 In the absence of a critical study of the early monastic history of Normandy
the dates of these foundations are often uncertain. The chief authorities are the
documents in the Gallia Christiana and Neustria Pia; Ordericus, ii. ¢ fl., with Le
Prévost’s notes; Robert of Torigni, ed. Delisle, ii. 184 ff.; and his continuation of
William of Jumigges, bk. vii,c. 22 (ed. Marx, p. 252). Cf. E.Sackur, Die Cluniacenser,
ii. 41-54; and the monastic histories enumerated in Sauvage, Troarn, pp. xlv-xlix.

% Probably because the lands granted to the abbey already rendered knight
service to the duke. Cfi. note 30 below.

2 The returns of 1172 do not cover arridre vassals. The Norman monasteries
which appear as arridre tenants in the registers of the French kings in the early

thirteenth century are likewise early foundations. Thus Lire dates from 1046,
Troam from ca. 1050, and Cormeilles from ca. 1060. See H. F., xxiii, 617, 703, 714 i.
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This conclusion with respect to the early existence of the
monastic baronies in Normandy may be reached by a different
route by examining the account of the creation of the barony of
Saint-Evroul which has fortunately been preserved in the long
confirmation of that abbey’s privileges and possessions granted by
Henry I'in 1128:—%

Concedo etjiam eis et confirmo totam villam de Cueleio cum ecclesia et
omnibus pertinentiis eius de donis sepe dictorum Roberti et Hugonis de
Grentemaisnil, que est feodum unius lorice, et aliud feodum lorice de dono
Willelmi Geroiani quod est inter Tolchetam et villam que Villaris dicitur et
appellatur Bauchencaium, de feodo de Mosterol, de quibus predictus Willel-
mus pater meus, cum assensu et voluntate Theoderici abbatis eiusdem loci
primi post tempora Sancti Ebrulfi et predictorum Roberti et Hugonis de
Grentemaisnil et dicti Willelmi Geroiani avunculi eorum predicte abbatie
fundatorum, baroniam unam constituit ad servitium suum et heredum
suorum faciendum in exercitibus et aliis negotiis suis per totam Norman-
niam, ita tamen quod Ric. de Cueleio et Baldricus filius Nicholai milites,
quibus memoratus abbas Theodericus illa duo feoda loricarum in hereditatem
de se tenenda donavit cum assensu dicti W. patris mei, servitium illud facere
tenebuntur quisque pro feodo suo cum equis et armis et cum expensis suis,
et heredes eorum, quando abbas S. Ebrulfi a me submonitus fuerit et ipsi
ab abbate, et habebunt rationabiles tallias pro exercitibus et aliis negotiis
meis in Normannia concessas. Si vero de servitio illo defecerint et abbas
submonitionem suam adversus eos probare poterit, in eorum corpora et cat-
alla 2 me et successoribus meis capietur emenda et abbas relevamenta et
placita habebit et alia iura que habent barones Normannie in feodis loricarum
suarum. . . . Item de donis Ernaudi Geroiani totam terram que est inter
Tolchetam et Carentonam, que est de feodo Escalfoii, quam dedit Theoderi-
cus abbas Baldrico filio Nicholai tenendam de se per servitium unum va-
vassoris, quotiens habere voluerit, cum nemore Baldrici. . . .

As Theodoric was abbot from 1050 to 1057 and William Géré
departed for Italy before 1056, it thus appears that Saint-Evroul
was erected into a barony by the duke shortly after its revival and
reéndowment in 1050, and in any case not later than 1056. The
abbot’s military service was fixed at two knights and assessed
against two of its holdings, Cullei and Bocquencé, which were
with the duke’s consent granted as knights’ fees to Richard de
Cullei and Baudri son of Nicholas respectively, Baudri also receiv-
ing a piece of land between Touquette and the Charentonne in
return for a vavassor’s service. These statements are in general

28 Gallia Christiana, xi. instr. 204-210.
# Ordericus, ii. 56~63; William of Jumidges, ed. Marx. p. 178.
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accord with what we know from other sources. Two knights are
the quota of Saint-Evroul in the inquest of 1172 and the later
Norman returns,’ and they are charged against the fiefs of Cullei
and Bocquencé in the registers of Philip Augustus.? Now Cullei
and ‘Bocquencé as the duke’s archer Baudri had held it,’*? as well
as the land between Touquette and the Charentonne, appear as
possessions of the abbey in Duke William’s charters of 1050,
where, however, Bocquencé is said to have been bought from Er-
naud Géré. The successor of Theodoric, elected in 1059, soon had
trouble with Baudri de Bocquencé, but after this had been settled
Ordericus declares ‘tam ipse quam Rodbertus filius eius usque
in hodiernum diem pro terra de Balgenzaio solummodo monachis
militavit.’ 32 Toward the end of the eleventh century the son
Robert appears as lord of the honor,? and a suspicious charter of
the early years of Henry II records the settlement, in favor of
the monks, of a dispute between them and their knight Roger de
Bocquencé concerning the services due for a knight’s fee at Boc-
quencé and ‘quadam vavassoria terre que est inter Tolquetam et
Carentonam.’ 3 Cullei appears as a knight’s fee in a charter of
Henry I, where it is granted to Nigel d’Aubigny .35

There are, it is true, some difficulties with regard to Henry I'’s
charter of 1128. Although it was printed by the editors of the
Gallia Christiana ‘ex authentico,’ the original has disappeared in
the wreck of the abbey’s archives; it was not copied into any of

8 M. F., xxiil. 694, 710; supra, p. 9. »® H. F., xxiil. 637.

30 Jf Baudri the archer had held Bocquencé as a knight’s fee of the duke, we can
easily see why the duke should insist upon the continuance of the military service
when the fief passed into the abbot’s control — a possible explanation of the singling
out of Saint-Evroul as the only monastery among the later foundations which was
held to render military service to the duke. There is a discrepancy with respect to
the various Baudris. The Baudri de Bocquencé of whom Ordericus speaks was the
son of Baudri the German, not of Nicholas, and Le Prévost identifies the grantee of
the abbey’s fief with Baudri de Guitry, whose father’s name was Nicholas. Orderi-
cus, ii. 75~76, iil. 38, 199, 248, note; Le Prévost, Eure, ii. 224 f.; Lot, S.-Wandrille,
nos. 16, 27.

3 Printed in Ordericus, v. 173-180. Cf. ii. 33, 35.

2 Ibid., ii. 75. B Ibid., v. 184.

# Archives of the Orne, H. 564; cartulary of Saint-Evroul (MS. Lat. 11055),

no. 21; Round, Calendar, nos. 638, 639; Delisle-Berger, no. 513.
3 QOrdericus, v. 200; Round, Calendar, no. 627,
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the extant cartularies, nor is it mentioned by Ordericus. The
form of dating is exceptional, and the other final clauses are an
obvious imitation of a papal bull. Moreover, it awakens suspicion
to find that all of the witnesses appear in earlier charters for Saint-
Evroul,® and that one of them, William Bigot, went down in the
White Ship in 1720.57 On the whole, however, there does not seem
to be sufficient reason for considering the charter a forgery, though
it is quite probable that it has undergone something of the re-
tonching of which there are indications in certain charters of
Henry IT for Saint-Evroul®® If we assume that the list of wit-
nesses has been correctly printed, still the name of William de Sai
which precedes might easily have caused the scribe to substitute
William Bigot for his brother Hugh, who is well known in the
charters of the later years of Henry I — a kind of blunder which
may be seen in an original charter of Henry I for Saint-Etienne,
issued two or three years later.?® Imitations of papal forms are
not unparalleled in Norman documents of this period,* and the
issue of the charter in a provincial council is a sufficient explana-
tion of the unusual style of dating. We know from Ordericus that
the abbot of Saint-Evroul was present at the council in which the
charter was granted, and as his monastery was one of the largest
holders of the parish churches and tithes which this council pro-
hibited monasteries from receiving at the hands of laymen,4 it
would be natural for the abbot to secure at once from the king a
detailed enumeration and confirmation of the abbey’s possessions,
clothed with all the formalities which the council could give.
Even if the initial and final clauses be rejected as spurious, the
body of the charter, compared with earlier charters for the same

8 QOrdericus, v. 169, 204. # Ibid., iv. 418.

3 See Round, Calendar, p. 224, note; Delisle, Henri II, p. 316 f.

3 Archives of the Calvados, H. 1834, no. 13-5 bis; infra, p. 96. Here John,

bishop of Séez, appears as Robert between Robert de Sigillo and Robert, earl of
Gloucester.

“ For illustrations from 1131 see Henry’s charter for Séez, Appendix F, no. 11;
the letter of Geoffrey, dean of Rouen, in Marténe and Durand, Thesaurus Anecdo-
Sorum, i. 380; and a charter of John, bishop of Séez, in Gallia Christiana, xi. instr.
_!60. The presence of the papal legate at the council of 1128 might have had some
influence on the form of Henry’s charter.

4 Ordericus, iv. 496 {.
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house,*? gives no occasion for suspicion. Such comparison shows
moreover that even if the charter be declared a fabrication, it
contains elements of unquestionable genuineness, while for the
passage printed above concerning the knights’ fees there is in-
ternal evidence that it was reproduced from an older document.
The preservation of the names of the original tenants of Cullei
and Bocquencé with their obligations expressed in the future
tense, as if Duke William were still speaking, constitutes an
anachronism which could hardly arise if Henry were making his
own statement of the abbey’s service, or if a forger were mak-
ing the statement for him, but would be natural enough if he, or
a later compiler, were incorporating into his charter the Con-
queror’s own formulation of the terms on which these knights’
fees were to be held.

If the confirmation of Henry I has thus preserved for us the
original terms of the grant of Cullei and Bocquencé, certain of its
phrases acquire special significance. The exact regulation of such
matters as summons and individual liability (quisque pro feodo
suo), the proviso that the service is to be at the vassal’s cost, and
the reference to the rights of his other barons in their knights’
fees, all imply that Duke William is dealing with no new or ex-
ceptional arrangements but with an institution which has been
adjusted and defined as the result of considerable experience of
the points which needed guarding. Even if it be held that these
provisions represent only the language of Henry I's day, there is
no reason to suppose that the erection of Saint-Evroul into a
barony was anything unique or in advance of the duke’s policy
elsewhere. Indeed, the fact that the abbey had just been restored
and reéndowed makes it probable that William was here extend-
ing to Saint-Evroul a system which was already in force in other
ecclesiastical baronies.

That the military obligations of the Norman bishops, all of
whom are expected to make return in 1172, had been fixed quite
as early as those of the abbots is of course altogether likely,** but

4 Ordericus, v. 173~207; Monasticon, vii. 1079.

4 Two knights of the bishop of Lisieux attest a charter as early as the reign of
Richard II: M. A. N., xiii. 11.
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the evidence is somewhat different from that in the case of the
monasteries. The earliest detailed account which has been pre-
served of the tenants and obligations of a great Norman fief, the
Bayeux inquest of 1133,% relates to the lands of a bishop, and the
conditions of tenure therein set forth are those which prevailed in
the latter part of the eleventh century. The returns, it is true,
simply state that the inquest was held immediately after the
death of Richard Fitz-Samson, who died in Easter week, 1133,
to determine what services were owing to the duke and the bishop
from the bishop’s knights and vavassors; but it is clear that this
was part of a comprehensive inquest which covered the whole
extent of the bishop’s rights and possessions, and sought to deter-
mine how they had been held in Bishop Odo’s time (1050-1097).4
The matter is thus stated in an early charter of Henry I1:
Quoniam ecclesia Baiocensis post mortem Odonis episcopi [tum] per subse-
quentium episcoporum impotentiam cum per eorumdem negligentiam et per
venditiones et donationes et commutationes ab ipsis factas fere ad nichilum
redacta erat, ne funditus ecclesia predicta destrueretur provide Henricus rex,
avus meus, instituit ut juramento antiquorum hominum qui rem norant
recognoscerentur tenedure iam dicte ecclesie sicut fuerant in tempore pre-
dicti Odonis, tam in dominicis quam in feodis militum, vavassorum, et
rusticorum. Ipsius equidem tempore hec omnia iurata sunt et recognita et

sepedicte ecclesie precepto eius resignata et munimine carthe sue, quocunque
modo a possessione ecclesie alienata essent, reddita sunt et confirmata.+”

According to these returns, the bishop owes the duke ten
knights for service to the king of France and twenty for the duke’s
own service in Normandy, the proportion being in the first case
one knight for every ten who owe service to the bishop, and in the
second case one knight for every five. Groups of five or multiples
of five make up the greater part of the bishop’s own military
force, which according to the proportions just given should be roo

“ Printed in M. A. N., viil. 425-431; Béziers, Mémoires . . . du diocése de
Bayeua, 5. 142; and H. F., xxiii. 699~702, which furnishes the best text. Le Pré-
Vost’s copy ¢ sur une copie collationnée faite en 1637,” is in MS. Lat. n. a. 1837,
D. 282, A summary of these returns is appended to the Norman returns of 1172:
B. P, xxiji, 699; Red Book of the Exchequer, pp. 645—647.

® Ordericus, v. 31.

“ Infra, Chapter VI.

@ Livre noir, i. 20,n0. 14. See also the writ and charter of Geoffrey, nos. 16, 39,
and the bull of Lucius II, no, 157.
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knights, but in fact amounts to a long hundred of 120.48 These
had plainly been the obligations in the days of Bishop Odo, but
there is no direct intimation that they had been so fixed in the
period of his episcopate which fell before the Conquest. The his-
tory of one of the bishop’s honors, however, indicates that its mili-
tary obligations had been fixed even before Odo’s day, and it is
safe to assume that the amount of the bishop’s service to the duke
had been determined at least as early as the amount due to the
bishop from his vassals. The honor in question had formerly
belonged to Grimald, one of the conspirators defeated at Val des
Dunes in 1047, who died a traitor in the duke’s prison at Rouen.*
In 1074 William the Conqueror granted to the bishop of Bayeux
in demesne Grimald’s forfeited honor, which included Plessis and
certain other lands,

Que omnia olim tenuit supradictus Grimoldus et de quibus eidem sancte
ecclesie quam supra diximus servivit.s

What disposal was made of these lands we learn from the inquest
of the bishop’s military tenures in 1133:

Episcopus vero de eodem feodo fecit septem prebendas et retinuit in
dominium suum manerium de Plesseyo cum foresta de Montpinchon. De
reliquo vero honoris Grimoudi habet episcopus servitium octo militum cum
terra de Bougeyo et de Dampvou, que fuit de predicto feodo dimidium mili-
tis, quam terram Guillelmus de Albigneyo tenebat de Grimoudo in maritagio
cum sorore Grimoudi. De hiis autem militibus servit episcopus regi sicut de
feodis que comes Glocestrie tenet de episcopo.®

William d’Aubigny, accordingly, must have held Danvou and
Bougy of Grimald, who held them of the bishop, before the trea-
son of 1047, a clear example of early subinfeudation. It is entirely
possible that the assessment of half a knight’s service by which his
descendants held these lands 5 was not made until later, but the
language of the inquest indicates that they had been held as half
a knight’s fee in Grimald’s time, and the fractional amount of the

4 Tt so appears in the returns of 1172, quoted above (p. 8); but the actual re-
turns of 1133 give only 1172, and the abstract of them in the Red Book 1193.

49 See Wace, ed. Andresen, ii, lines 4219-4242; and the Bayeux inquest,

8 Livre noir, no. 3; M. A. N., xxx. 700, from the Livre blanc of Saint-Florent;
incomplete in Gallia Christiana, xi. instr. 65. Cf. Livre noir, no. 155.

8 H. F., xxiii. 700. 8 [bid., xxiii. 702.

~
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service would seem to imply the existence of a knight’s fee
which had been divided before or at the time of the grant to
William.
There is also reason for thinking that as early as Grimald’s time
the honor owed the sarvice of ten knights. In the inquest of 1133,
as just quoted, the bishop owes service to the duke for the
enfeoffed portion of this honor in the same proportion as the earl
of Gloucester for his holdings, namely, for every ten knights that
the earl holds of the bishop two knights for the duke’s own ser-
vice and one knight for the service to the king of France. Such
an arrangement evidently presupposes a group of five knights or
some multiple of five, such as we find in the case of the earl of
Gloucester and the other greater tenants of the bishop, and we
should expect the honor of Plessis, like the earl’s honor of Evrecy
and several honors in the later Norman inquests,® to contain ten
knights’ fees. In 1133, itis true, it furnishes but eight knights, but
these are charged against the portion remaining after the bishop
has created seven prebends and retained the manor of Plessis and
the forest of Montpingon in demesne, so that Grimald’s honor
must have supported more than eight knights when it came into
the bishop’s hands in 1074. The number may not have been ten,
but it was pretty certainly a multiple of five. Remembering that
this service was the amount due to the bishop and not that due to
the duke, who received only one-fifth of it, we must conclude that
it was assessed when the holder of the honor ‘served the church’
of Bayeux, not when the honor was in the duke’s hands, so that we
are carried back to Grimald’s time or before. If the assessment of
Plessis antedates 1047, so in all probability does that of such other
fiefs of the bishop as can be traced back to the beginning of
William’s reign, as, for instance, the honor of Evrecy and the
Suhard fief.# And if the bishop’s groups of five and ten knights
% H. F., xxiii. 694, 693, 700.
Sa: See Bishop Hug‘h’s charter of 103 §-1037 in the Livre noir, no. 21; Delisle, S.-
>duveur, no. 13. Haimon’s fief of Evrecy is also mentioned by Wace, ed. Andresen,
;;Ilm.e 4044. See also the witnesses to Bishop Hugh’s charter of 1042 for Préaux,

abillon, Annales, iv. 444. That the bishop had tenants by military service be-
Ore 1050 is also apparent from a charter of Bishop Hugh preserved in the Archives

on the Seine-Inférieyre (fonds Jumidges, charters of Rouvray) and printed by Le
révost, Eure, iii. 45; Vernier, no. 8.
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go back to so early a time, so, it is altogether likely, does his own
service of twenty knights to the duke.

If the preceding line of inference is valid, the Bayeux inquest is
important, not only in lending support to the conclusions already
reached with regard to the existence of ecclesiastical baronies and
knights’ fees before 1066, but also in confirming Round’s view
that ¢ the Normans were familiar with servitium debitum in terms
of the ten-knight unit when they landed in England.” % Round
seems indeed to consider this point well established, but his only
authority is Wace’s account of the deliberations of 1066; and,
after the destructive criticism to which Wace, in another con-
nection, has been subjected by him,% it is hardly necessary to point
out how little value ‘a mere late compiler’ has for the events and
conditions of that year. The Bayeux returns are a better sort of
evidence, and they not only show clearly the prevalence of the
five- and ten-knight unit in Bishop Odo’s time, but render it prob-
able that part, if not the whole, of this scheme of tenures is of still
earlier origin. If statements of later chroniclers were to be ac-
cepted as conclusive, we should not overlook a passage in a writer
earlier than Wace, the report in Ordericus of the deathbed speech
of William the Conqueror in which he mentions the assessment of
an arbitrary service of one hundred knights upon Count Guy of
Ponthieu, when vassalage was imposed upon him in 1056.%7

Fortunately the bishopric of Avranches offers evidence which is
still clearer and more direct. In the inquest of 1172 the bishop
owes five knights for his lands in the Avranchin and five for the
barony of Saint-Philbert-sur-Risle, in the diocese of Lisieux. Now
the barony of Saint-Philbert came to the church of Avranches as
a gift of Bishop John in 1066, being half of his paternal inheritance
from Raoul d’Ivry, and in the Conqueror’s charter of that year

55 Feudol England, p. 250 {.

% Ibid., pp. 399-418. Round admits that in the passage in question the figures
“ are far too large, and savor of poetic license ” (p. 260, note).

8 ¢ Widonem vero comitem Baiocis quandiu placuit in carcere habui et post
duos annos hominium ab eo tali tenore recepi ut exinde mihi semper fidelis ex-
isteret et militare servitium ubi iussissem cum centum militibus mihi singulis annis
exhiberet ’ (Ordericus, iii. 237). Cf. a charter of 1071-1082 confirming the acquisi-
tion by Marmoutier ¢ de feudo unius militis nomine Serlonis’ (Round, Calendar,
no. 1211).
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confirming the gift it appears that this was a fief of five knights
and was thereafter to be held as such of the bishops of Avranches.®
Evidently the whole had hitherto been an honor of ten knights.
Moreover, by thus fixing the date of the acquisition of this supple-
mentary obligation, we establish as anterior to 1066 the assign-
ment of the service of five knights for the original holdings of the
bishopric in the Avranchin.

Besides defining the amount and distribution of the ordinary
feudal service, the Bayeux returns of 1133 include castle guard,*®
the equipment and service of vavassors, and the aids and reliefs
due to the bishop,®® on all which points, as Guilhiermoz has
shown & they yield remarkably early and significant information.
Their importance, especially for the student of contemporary

58 The Conqueror’s charter is found in full in a vidémus in the Archives Na-
tionales, JJ. 71, no. go; and is printed by Le Prévost, Eure, iii. 183, where the date,
which rests also upon internal evidence (comet, dedication of the Abbaye aux
Hommes, signature of Archbishop Maurilius), is incorrectly printed as 1076. E. A.
Pigeon, Le diocése &’ Avranches, ii. 660, gives only an extract.

8 On castle guard see Round, Calendar, no. 319; Crdericus, ii. 74; and the de-
cisions of Robert of Belléme’s court in the Chartrier rouge of Troarn (MS. Lat.
10086), f. 180, 182v, 186v. On its appearance in England after the Conquest, see
Round, in Archaeological Journal, lix. 144.

% On reliefs cf. Round, no. 320. Other early examples of vavassors will be
found in Round, nos. 319, 639; Le Prévost, Eure, iii. 467; Revuc catholique de Nor-
mandie, X. 49; Neusiria Pia, p. 587; Monasticon, vil. 1074; Lot, S.-Wandrille,
no. 38; Bulletin de la Société historigue de POrne, v. 62, 68. The following notice
in the Livre blanc of Saint-Martin of Séez (f. 47 of the original) illustrates also other
matters of tenure: ¢ Cum Willelmus de Daraio anno ab incarnatione domini m=e,
Lxxx ™, octavo ex divino iuditio nimia corporis infirmitate aggravatus emori time-
ret, . . . donavit quicquid de sua terra dominica Stephanus metearius tenebat et
colebat, et insuper tantum de suo alio dominio sine calumpna quieto quod plenarie
sufficeret ad unam carrucam preter prata de ponte de Roca que ipse etiam donavit,
necn-on etiam terra Fulcoun quam predicti monachi a prefato Willelmo in feodo,
Rec in feudo ut prius sed in elemosina sicut cetera donavit. Namque affirmando
revftum esse dicebat ut qui suis filiis centum vavassores dimittebat sibi atque mona-
ch1§ cum quibus victurus atque moriturus erat unum saltim ex illis proprie et solute
Tetineret,” . . .

267“ ﬁ«;‘" S.ur lﬁ’t;figine de la noblesse (Paris, 1902), pp. 185, note 34; 187, note 36;
noté 164 3T7l,1 2 ,ﬁnote 40; 275, noties 56, S7; 286, note 90; 202, note 102; 312,
de Clera. ant ¢ earliest mention of.rehefs which I ha..ve found is in a charter of Roger

» 8nterior to 1066, for Saint-Ouen (Collection Moreau, xxii. 118, from the

original; Le Prévost, Eure, iii J e o
vavassoribus’ , Eure, 1ii. 467): ‘nec retinui ex ipsa terra preter les reilies de
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English institutions, is naturally increased when it is seen that the
conditions they describe are those of the latter part of the eleventh
century. As an illustration of this, let us take one of the points in
the history of feudal institutions which most needs clearing up,
the matter of the forty days’ service. This was certainly the nor-
mal amount in Normandy in the twelfth century, and seems to
have passed thence to the other continental domains of the Plan-
tagenets;® but while its prevalence in England has generally been
assumed, it has recently been asserted that even ‘‘its theoretic
existence can hardly be proved for England out of any authorita-
tive document.” ¢ Now the earliest mention of the forty days’
limit so far noted is found in the Bayeux inquest, where it appears
as the regular period for the service due to the king of France as
well as for that owed to the duke within the confines of Nor-
mandy.® The same period is found in upper Normandy in a
Saint-Amand charter of the Conqueror’s reign, which is also
interesting as bringing out the distinction between complete
equipment and ‘plain arms’ which appears for the first time
elsewhere % in the Bayeux inquest:

Ego Baldricus annuente domino Willelmo Anglorum rege et Norman-
norum duce clamo quetum sanctimonialibus de Sancto Amando Rothomagi
servicium duorum militum quod quadraginta diebus debent per annum
de feudo Bascheville donec ego vel meus heres reddamus .xxx. libras Rod-
mesinorum quas Sancto Amando et sanctimonialibus debeo pro sorore mea
Elisabeth que ibi effecta est monacha. Testes sunt Gilbertus, Alannus,
Radulfus filfius] Heluini, Robertus de Bothes, Ricardus de Boievilla, Wil-

lelmi regis, (sic) Baldrici. Ante hoc vademonium predicti milites sic erant in
servicio parati: unus horum totis armis, alter vero ad plainas armas.%

From still another part of Normandy, between 1070 and 1081,
we have another example of the forty days’ limit, this time as
applied to watch and ward. Here, if we may trust the natural
interpretation of the possessive pronouns, we also find the prin-
ciple, later well known, that the forty days’ service is at the vas-

8 Guilhiermoz, p. 275 {. 8 Pollock and Maitland, i. 254.

¢ H. F. xxiii. 6gg—700.

85 Guilhiermoz, pp. 185~188.

% From a vidimus of Philip the Fair of 1313; Archives of the Seine-Inférieure,
Jonds Saint-Amand. The word plainas is badly rubbed, but only the penultimate
letter is uncertain.
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sal’s expense, but any other service is at the cost of the lord.”” The
document, which comes from the cartulary of Mont-Saint-
Michel,’® contains so many points of interest that it is worth

reprinting in full:
Conventio inter abbatem et Guillelmum Paginellum.

Haec carta narrat conventionem Baiocis factam coram regina inter ab-
batem de Monte Sancti Michaelis et Guillelmum Paginellum. Si Willelmus
Paginellus habet guerram de illa terra quam rex Anglorum dedit sibi cum
femina sua, conventio est quoniam Hugo de Bricavilla quadraginta diebus
illi faciet de guarda vel custodia sese septimum de caballaribus ad suum
cibum. Et nepos illius Hugonis similiter faciet si in parage terram suam
tenuerit secundum hoc quod tenebit. Rursus si Guillelmus Paginellus illum
Hugonem submonuerit, cum duobus equitibus eum in sua familia ad suum
cibum habuerit vel filium suum, si liber erit de submonitione abbatis. Nec
silc] eum donnus abbas semper habebit quin Guillelmus Paginellus hoc habeat.
Et ita equidem habebit in sua familia nepotem Hugonis et Robertum de
Cantelupo et Guillelmum Becheth et illum qui honorem Scollant habebit.
Et si vindictam vel placitum habuerit ad faciendum, homines quos tenet de
Sancto Michaele ita habebit quod in sero erunt ad suas domos. Et si homines
sibi deficient de his serviciis que hic sunt divisa, rectum sibi facient ad
unam mansionum quas tenet de Sancto Michaele. Auxilium accipiet de
terra quam tenet de Sancto Michaele pro sui corporis captione aut pro sua
terra, si forisfecerit eam erga regem vel abbatem, vel pro filio huius femine de
qua est hereditas si captus fuerit in servitio regis vel abbatis de quo est fedus,
aut pro una sola filia maritanda quam habet de hac femina. Conventio est
quoniam Guillelmus Paginellus in terra quam tenet de abbate statuet unum
hominem apud quem abbas mittet pro submonitionibus quas habet facere
ipse abbas in terra quam Guillelmus Paginellus tenet de illo. Qui si bene
submonitiones fecerit et ille remaneat quem monuerit, abbas suam foris-
facturam inde accipiet. Quod si in illo submonitore remanet submonitio,
abbati decem et octo solidos emendabit et abbas postea per suum legatum
submonitionem suam fecerit. Conventio est quoniam Willelmus Paginellus
unoquoque anno duodecim quercus ad suum cois accipiet in silva de Longa
Villa usque ad aquam que dicitur Ars, nec plus habet accipere nisi per ab-
bate.m fecerit. Conventio est quoniam abbas de Monte unoquoque anno
dat illi unum provendarium de cera vel viginti solidos, et est in cois abbatis
dare quale horum maluerit, et hoc pro relevationibus de Cantelupo et pro
Pastura de Lalande, si homines de Cantelupo possunt illam de raisneer in
curia Guillelmi Paginelli. De Lavidande, quam Willelmus Paginellus inter-

* Guilhiermoz, p. 27s.
68 ..
it MS. 210 of t'he library of Avranches, f. g5; there are also two copies of the
A e;'nth century in the remnant of a cartulary of Saint-Pair preserved in the
inrcA 1ves of thf? Manche, fonds Mont-Saint-Michel, ff. 1v, 5v. Printed by Stapleton,
rchaeologia, xxvii. 27 (2838); Round, Calendar, no. 714. Cf. P. Chesnel, Le

Cotentin et P Avanchin sous les ducs de Normandie (Caer, 1912), pp. 211-219.
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going over their accounts; ¥ but it is nevertheless possible, by
working back from documents of the twelfth century, to reach cer-
tain conclusions with respect to the fiscal system of the Con-
queror’s reign. In the first place it is clear that the farm of the
vicomté existed under William I, for we know from a charter of
Henry I that certain fixed items in the later rolls, to wit twelve
pounds in the farm and twenty shillings in the toll of Argentan
and sixty shillings and tenpence in the toll of Exmes, had been
settled as alms to the canons of Séez by grant of his father and
mother.”® Permanent charges of this sort, either in the form of
tithes or of definite amounts, are frequently recorded against the
farms in the Norman rolls of the twelfth century, as in the English
Pipe Rolls of the same period, but whereas in the English rolls
such fixed alms are of recent creation, in Normandy they can often
be traced back into the eleventh century. Thus Saint-Wandrille
produced charters of Richard II to secure its title to the tithes of
the toll of Falaise, Exmes, Argentan,””® and the Hiesmois, of the
vicomtés and tolls of Dieppe and Arques, and of the fair of Caen."
By grant of the same prince Fécamp received the tithe of the toll
of Caen,” and Jumiéges the tithes of the prévités of Bayeux and

17 Ed. Andresen, lines z009—2012. The early form of the passage (William of
Jumiéges, ed. Marx, p. 89) speaks merely of ¢ quarumdam rerum publicarum totius
Neustrie . . . generale placitum. Cf. E. H. R., xxxi. 151.

174 ¢ Preterea duodecim libras in firma nostra de Argentomo et viginti et unum
solidos in teloneo eiusdem ville et sexaginta solidos et decem denarios de teloneo
meo de Oximis, que dederunt pater meus et mater mea ecclesie Sagiensi ad victum
canonicorum duorum, quod antiquitus in elemosinam statutum fuerat:’ MS.
Alencon 177, f. 98; MS. Lat. 11058, f. 8. See the charter in full in Appendix F,

no. 11; and cf. infra, Chapter ITI. These items are duly charged in the rolls of 1180
and 1184: Stapleton, i, pp. Ixxxviii, xcvi, cxxxii, 39, 50, 103; Delisle, Henri I1, p.
334-

178 Tn the later rolls this has become a fixed rent of 15 pounds: M. 4. N., xvi,
p. xii; Delisle, Henri II, p. 334.

176 See the charges in Stapleton, i, pp. xcvi, ci, cviii, cxxiii, cxxxii, 39, 50, 57, 68,
99, 103; and the charters in Lot, S.-Wandrille, no. 11 ABCD, who shows their late
origin (pp. Ixxxiif., xcvif.). Note, however, the grant of the tithe of the markets
of the Hiesmois by Robert I in no. 14.

177 See above, note 171; Stapleton, i, pp. xxiv, ¢, 56. Saint-Taurin, later a de-
pendency of Fécamp, received from Richard I the tithe of the vicoméé of Evreux,
but this passed out of the duke’s hands and does not appear in the rolls: ¢Little
Cartulary,” ff. 57, 115v; Bonnin, Cortulaire de Louviers, 1. 1; Gallia Christiana, xi.
instr, 138; Marténe and Durand, Thesaurus Anecdotorum, i. 154. The tithe of




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































APPENDIX H

DOCUMENTS CONCERNING NORMAN COURTS, 113g-1191
1

1130, at Lisieux

Notice of suit before John, bishop of Lisieux, between Richard and
Anselm of Dives and the abbey of Troarn concerning the church of Dives

(Calvados).
A, original lost; B, copy in lost cartulary of Troarn; C, copy from

B (“ in veteri cartario folio .xxix. hec repperi ’) in Charirier rouge, MS.
Lat. 10086, f. 159V.

Anno .M°.C.XXXIX. defuncto Herluino presbitero de Diva moverunt
Ricardus de Diva et Anselmus frater eius contencionem de ecclesia de Diva
contra nos. Dicebant enim quandam partem eiusdem ecclesie esse suam et
maxime presentacionem presbiteri. Pro qua causa iussu Iohannis episcopi
Lexoviensis perrexerunt in curiam Sancti Petri ante ipsum episcopum,
scilicet domnus abbas Andreas et monachi eius cum eo Rannulfus cellararius
et Radulfus de Waravilla et Rogerius de Sancto Wandregisilo et Ricardus de
Diva et Anselmus frater eius. Et diraciocinati sunt idem abbas et monachi
eius quod tota ecclesia Sancte Marie de Diva sua erat et presentacio presbi-
teri, per testimonium et iudicium predicti episcopi et iudicium qui curiam
tenebant et per cartam suam quam inde habebant firmatam manu Willelmi
senioris regis et Rogerii de Belmont et Roberti filii eius et manu Hugonis
episcopi Lexoviensis et per guarantores suos quos ibi habebant, scilicet
Rogerium de Spineto et filios eius et Jordanum de Sulleio; et saisiti redierunt
a curia abbas et monachi ejus. His interfuerunt Herveus archidiaconus,
Normannus archidiaconus, decanus, Rogerius de Monasteriolo, Hugo
Teillardus, Willelmus de Capella.?

! For other such documents see M. 4. N., xv. 196 ff.; Valin, pidces justificatives;
and the texts cited supre, Chapters V and VI.

’. Ci. the following letter of Galeran of Meulan: *I. reverendo Dei gratia Lex-
[OV}ensi] episcopo domino suo et patri G. comes Mellenti salutem. Precor vos quod
Dei amore et meo teneatis et custodiatis ecclesiam Sancti Martini de Troarno et
moflachos et omnes res eorum et nominatim ecclesiam de Diva quam antecessores
mel concesserunt et cum Willelmo rege Anglorum a duce Normannorum confirma-
verunt predicte ecclesie et monachis, et ut [non] permittatis quod Ricardus de Diva
:l Anselmus faciat eis inde aliquam contumeliam vel [blank in MS.]. Teste Ro-
Carlto de Novoburgo.” Chartrier rouge, f. 152; Charirier blanc in Archives of the

vados, no. 366.
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INDEX

Dijon (Céte-d’Or), 75; see Cote-d’Or.

—— Saint-Bénigne, abbey, 40, 60, 66,
67, 69, 75, 76, 245, 267, 285, 286.
Abbots: Gerento, William I of
Fécamp.

—— Saint-Etienne, abbey, 272.

Diplomatics, Norman, 53, 72~76, 82, 83,
135143, 274, 275.

Dipte, 259.

Dispenser, 77, 116.

Dives (Calvados), 93, 173, 215, 216, 321.

Diwan, 112,

Dol (Ille-et-Vilaine), archbishops: Jun-
guené, Roland.

Domain, ducal, 39, 86, 151, 159, 160.

Domesday, 3, 4, 22, 29, 40, 57, 121, 207,
234, 241, 242.

Domfront (Orne), 64, 124, 163, 165, 183,
186, 323.

Dopsch, A., 26.

Douvrend (Seine-Inf.), 6.

Douvres (Calvados), 223, 224.

Dover (co. Kent), 78.

Dreux, Drogo, count of Amiens, 273.

count of the Vexin, 268, 272.

Dublin, 183.

Ducy (Calvados), 147, 211.

Dudo of Saint-Quentin, 4, 5, 38, 52, 241,
252.

Duel, judicial, 28, 56, 97, 98, 104, 221.

Dufayard, C., 190.

Dugdale, W., 2g8.

Duke of Normandy, ecclesiastical su-
premacy of, 36-38, 66, 8o, 153, 154;
income of, 39-45; jurisdiction of, 24—
29, 39, 187, 188, 278—280; limitations
on, 190; maintenance of order by, 38;
military service due, 8-23. See As-
size, Chancery, Coinage, Curia, Do-
main, Household, Jurisdiction.

Du Méril, E., 26¢.

Du Monstier, A., 248, 257.

Dun (Seine-Inf.), 255.

Duplessis, Dom Toussaint, 110, 260.

Durand, 7.

cellarer, 291.

—— abbot of Cerisy, 262, 263.

—— du Pin, 336.

353
Durham, 66, 78, 81, 119. Bishops:

Ranulf Flambard, William of Saint-
Calais.

Eadmer, 36, 75, 79, 114, 115, 314.

Easter, curia, 55, 60; style of dating, 12,
138, 311.

Eaui, forest of (Seine-Inf.), 140, 151.

Ebulus de Mallano, 233.

Ecrammevilie (Calvados), 63.

Ecretteville (Seine-Inf.), 253, 254, 260,
261.

Edward the Confessor, king of England,
48) 261; 2627 273, 275, 279.

—— of Salisbury, 204.

Elétot (Seine-Inf.), 253, 260, 261.

Elias of Saint-Saens, 289.

Eling (co. Hants), 316.

Elisabeth, 2o.

Ely (co. Cambridge), 235, 316. Bishop:
Neal.

Emalleville, (Seine-Inf.), 8.

Emendreville, 68, 81 (?), 82 (?), 203.

Emma, abbess of Saint-Amand, ¢3.

Emptiones Eudonis, 94—97, 318.

Engel, A., 280.

England, 4, x9, 29, 33, 36, 37, 40; in re-
lation to Norman institutions, 3, s, 6,
30, 34, 36, 40, 46—49, 52-54, 57, 58,
82, 83, 85, 86, 94, 100, 103, 107, 108,
112-122, 42, 143, 186, 188~193, 196,
2206, 227, 234-238, 241-243, 263, 264,
277-280. Kings: Edward, Ethelred II,
Henry I, 11, III, V, VI, John, Richard,
William I, I1.

Englesqueville (Calvados, canton Isigny)
63.

Enguerran, 63, 289.

~—— chaplain, 291.

—— son of Enguerran, canon of Séez,

307.

~—— son of Ilbert, 76, 289, 291, 292.

—— OQison, 307.

—— count of Ponthieu, 262, 275.

~—— de Vascoeuil, 92, 127, 145, 148.

Enjuger de Bohun, 138, 145, 148, 149,
207, 20g, 210, 220.

Enlart, C,, 278.
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Walter de Hainou, ro4.

~—— abbot of La Trinité-du-Mont, 70.

Map, 115, 157, 183.

— money-changer, 152.

—— de Quercu, 292.

de Saint-Valery, 187.

~———— abbot of Saint-Wandrille, 228.

—— de Wesneval, z91.

—— d'Yainville, g2.

Waltham (co. Essex), 302, 303, 311.

Walton (co. Sussex), 303.

War, private, restrictions on, 38, 63,

2%8.

Warin Cepel, gs.

—— de Dibves, g3, 96.

—- fitz Gerald, chamberlain, r62.

——— telonearius, 291.

Warner, Sir George F., 72, 160, 309, 310.

Warwick, 121.

Wesman, 39.

Westbourne (co. Sussex), 312.

Westminster, 279, 303, 312, 332.

¢ White Ship,” 13, 112, 121, 223, 314.

Wido, see Guy.

Wigan, marshal, 88, 89, 307.

Wiger de Saint-Mére-Eglise, 223.

Wigo de Marra, 8o.

Wilda, G., 28.

Wilfrid, bishop of Worcester, 305.

William, 255.

—— d’Angerville, 324.

—— Anglicus, 228.

— fitz Ansger, ¢8.

—— fitz Arnulf, 303.

~—— of Arques, 76, 258, 275, 280.

—— d’Aubigny, 16, 17, 87, 89, 96, 101,
102, 204, 310, 313.

—— Avenel, 139, 187.

—— Baivel, 63.

—— de Bec, 287, 288.

—— abbot of Bec, 293, 315.

—— Becheth, 21.

—— de Belléme, 268, 302.

—— Bersic, 210.

—— Bertran, 63, 68, 76.

—— Bigod, 13.

—— de Botevilla, 147.

~— de Breteuil, 68, 76, 292.
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William de Bricqueville, 220,

—— de Briouze, 187.

—— de Brix, 102, 103.

—— Brown, clerk, 111, 112,

—— Burgamissa, 322.

Cade, 181.

——— Calix, 180, 335, 336.

archbishop of Canterbury, 303.

—— de Capella, 92, 321.

Cave, 327.

chamberlain, 5o, 63, 66, 287, 291;
see William of Tancarville.

chancellor of Henry II, 162.

chaplain, r113.

Clarel, ga.

of Conches, 131.

cook, gs.

abbot of Cormeilles, 68.

de Courcelles, g1.

de Courcy, 174.

Crassus, 167.

Crispin, 46, 68.

de Daraio, 19.

de Ducey, 338, 339.

(of Saint-Calais), bishop of Dur-
ham, 68, 69, 76.

- of Ely, 111.

king of England, see William, duke
of Normandy.

son of Enguerran Oison, 307.

count of Evreux, 63, 68, 76, o4,
291,

bishop of Exeter, 294.

I, abbot of Fécamp, 254, 256, 258,
266, 272.

II, abbot of Fécamp, 288-2g0.

de Ferritres, 192, 287.

de la Ferté-Macé, 33, 71.

Fort, 167.

de Fraxineto, 108.

son of Gerard, 289.
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Géré, 11.
Gernon, 63, 167.
Giffard, chancellor of William

Rufus, 82, 83.
de Glanville, 334.
of Glastonbury, 88-go, 99, 101, 121.
—— Goth, 2gg-301.
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