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Summary of Thesis
Feudal Politics in Yorkshire 1066 x 1154

Paul Dalton

This thesis provides a broad study of the tenurial, administrative and political history of Yorkshire
in the first century of English feudalism. It begins by providing a new and more precise chronology
for the Norman conquest of Yorkshire and illustrates the importance of castleries and hundreds in the
process of take-over. In Chapter 2 the thesis reveals that in the fifty years following the Domesday
survey the Normans extended the system of compact lordships based upon castleries, hundreds and
hundredal castleries in order to bring the more remote parts of the county under control and to
provide protection for its borders. The new men placed in control of these lordships played a vital
role in the integration of Yorkshire within the royal system of justice and administration. Attention is
then paid in Chapter 3 to the scale and pattern of Norman sub-enfeoffment in the period 1086 x 1135.
The study throws new light on both the purpose of the system of military service introduced by the
Normans and the reasons for the rapid expansion of monasticism in Yorkshire after 1100. Chapter
4 illustrates how after 1135 royal control over the local administration of Yorkshire disintegrated in
the face of the political difficulties of King Stephen and the growing power of William earl of York,
and Chapter 5 examines how King David of Scotland exploited Stephen’s weakness in the northern
England to extend his influence within the area. Chapter 6 considers the nature of some of the new
enfeoffment tenancies recorded in the 1166 inquest and elucidates the reasons behind the reluctance
of magnates to acknowledge their existence and pay scutage upon them. And finally, the thesis
concludes in Chapter 7 with a major re-assessment of the nature and strength of lordship and the

emergence of property right in the first century of English feudalism.
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Chapter 1

The Norman Conquest of Yorkshire

By 1086 on the pages of Domesday Book at least the vassals of William the Conqueror were in a
powerful position in Yorkshire. The survey records that the vast majority of the Anglo-Scandinavian
aristocracy had either been dispossessed or had suffered a decline in their social standing.! Twenty-
five continental magnates were in possession of over 90% of the landed area of Yorkshire. And yet
the estates described as being within their control were mostly under-developed. If the Domesday
figures are totalled and tabulated they reveal that, taken as a whole, agricultural land in Yorkshire
had suffered a dramatic decline in value in the twenty years following the arrival of the Normans.
Much of the county was apparently characterized by low population and plough-team densities, and
a large body of estates were described as waste and recorded without resources or value.? In many
areas the survey provides almost no information beyond carucage figures. In only a few had estates
weathered the twenty years of Norman rule well. The concern of this chapter is with the dynamics
of Norman settlement, and two questions in particular. Firstly, to what extent were the Normans
in control of Yorkshire in 10867 And secondly, what were the methods and stages by which this
control had been established?

The Norman conquest of Yorkshire has traditionally been portrayed as a slow, ill-organized and
piecemeal affair. Dr. Wightman, for example, who produced the only detailed structural analysis of

a Yorkshire Domesday honour, argued on the basis of the apparent absence of honorial castles in 1086

1DB, i, 298a-332b.
2Domesday Geography, 31-40, 59-71, 114-22, 139-50, 192-97, 212-21, and Figs. 9-11, 15-18, 28-30, 33-6, 47-9, 53-5.



and the survival of large numbers of Anglo-Scandinavian tenants that the creation and organization
of the great compact honours of Pontefract, Richmond, Holderness and possibly Conisbrough were
delayed until the 1080s.2 Accepting this interpretation Professor Le Patourel could only suggest
that the development of Norman tenurial control was a very gradual and dislocated process lacking
firm direction from above:

In so far as it was controlled, it could only be operated by assigning to each of
William’s followers who were seeking property in Yorkshire the lands, or parts of the
lands, of some English landholder, for it is difficult to see how an estate could be defined
in any other way...This would often bring it about that the total holding of any Norman

baron was a scattered, untidy, and perhaps unworkable affair.4

The ideas of Wightman and Le Patourel were readily adopted in turn by William Kapelle who
found that they complemented his interpretation of the pre-conquest political separatism of the north
and the consequential strong resistance faced by the Normans there after 1066.% The historiographic
tradition can also be traced most recently in the work of Professor Searle who argues that no Norman
could hope to control or govern the north in 1070 and that while Earl Waltheof lived the area was
closed to Norman ambition, only becoming ripe for real conquest after 1075.6

It will be argued in this chapter that these conclusions are flawed. They are flawed because they
either ignore, or employ only selectively, or misinterpret the evidence of the main source for Norman
settlement, which is Domesday Book. It is through a comprehensive analysis of Domesday Book that
this chapter will re-examine the methodology and progress of the Norman conquest of Yorkshire by
measuring the level of estate organization achieved on the various Norman honours in 1086. Before
it can be used in this way, however, the Domesday information requires clarification at certain points
and must also be combined with an understanding of the administrative, agricultural and strategic

realities of the period. The first section of the chapter will therefore explain and justify the manner

3Wightman, Lacy Family, 21-9, 40-3, 54.

%J. Le Patourel, ‘The Norman conquest of Yorkshire’, Northern History, 6 (1971), 12. See also J. Le Patourel, ‘The
Norman colonization of Britain’, I Normanni e la loro espansione in Europa nell’alto medioevo (Settimane di Studio
del Centro Italiano di Studi sull’ Alto Medioevo xvi, Spoleto, 1969), 418-9; Le Patourel, Norman Empire, 41-3.

5Kapelle, Norman Conguest, 3-49, 86-157, esp. 144-5.

SE. Searle, Women and the Legitimization of Succession at the Norman Conguest (California Institute of Technol-
ogy Social Science Working Paper 328, July 1980), 11-12, 19-20; more briefly under the same title in Anglo-Norman
Studies, 3 (1980).



in which the Domesday evidence is to be employed as a measure of estate organization. Having
established the measurement criteria the Yorkshire honours will then be examined in descending
order of estate organization, and a number of broad categories of development will be established.
The process reveals that not only were some honours highly organized in 1086 and focused upon
compact castleries, but also that their construction had been carefully planned and controlled, and
that they had been in existence for considerably longer than has hitherto been supposed. The result,
therefore, is to illustrate the degree to which the Normans were in administrative and military control
of Yorkshire by 1086, and to establish a new chronology for the process by which this control had

been achieved.

Measures of Estate Organization
1. Waste

The question of the meaning of the term waste in Domesday raises a technical point, but one which
is central to much broader argument and therefore requires discussion. When correctly interpreted
waste, or the lack of it, can be employed to measure the degree to which the Domesday honours of
Yorkshire had been brought under Norman administrative control by 1086.

Hundreds of vills distributed throughout Yorkshire were described in Domesday as either wholly
or partly waste. It was originally thought that the term was applied to vills that had been devastated
by the Conqueror’s armies, particularly during the course of the harrying of the north in 1069 x
1070.7 T.A.M. Bishop, however, was the first to point out that the heavier concentration of waste
vills in the more remote upland areas of Yorkshire implies that there was no simple relationship
between the routes followed by the Norman army and the distribution of waste. He argued that
if waste was equated solely with military devastation it would be natural to expect the greatest
concentration of waste vills in the lowlands which were far more accessible to the Conqueror’s
troops. Bishop suggested, therefore, that rather than the course of armies, the distribution of waste

indicates the migration of native peasants forced by Norman lords to abandon their upland vills in

7F.H, Baring, ‘The Conqueror’s footprints in Domesday’, EHR, 13 (1898), 17-25; J. Beddoe and J.H. Rowe, ‘The
ethnology of West Yorkshire’, YAJ, 19 (1907), 31-60, esp. 50-1, 58-9. Welldon Finn accepted the equation of waste
with military devastation in certain areas: Welldon Finn, Economy, 193-210, esp. 205.



order to re-populate lowland settlements devastated by William’s troops.2 Although still accepted
by some scholars,® weaknesses in Bishop’s argument were illustrated by Dr. Maxwell who, although
unsure of the precise relationship, remained convinced that wasting was the result of the harrying
of the north.1? The majority of the estates in the Yorkshire Domesday he declared, ‘seem to convey
the fact that a waste holding had no population, no teams and no value in 1086°.11

Despite the neatness of the theory there are logical grounds for doubting the equation of waste
with physical destruction and for disposing of the myth that the Conqueror organized a systematic
devastation of the north.!? Although the graphic and corroborative accounts of several chroniclers
leave little doubt that there was major destruction of some kind, they are tempered by the military
and chronological limitations within which the Conqueror was working in 1069 x 1070. It is ques-
tionable whether William had the manpower and time necessary to reduce vast areas of a county
the size of Yorkshire to a depopulated, uncultivated desert. In the late 1060s the bulk of his troops
must surely have been stationed in the castles that were under construction everywhere in the south
of England and Welsh marches, and his visit to Yorkshire in 1069 x 1070 lasted no more than three
months, and may have been considerably shorter.!® The key to the extent of the harrying of the
north is provided by Orderic. Although his general description of the horrendous scale and horror
of the devastation is one of the most vivid,!* Orderic makes two precise and consistent statements
which serve to qualify his account in one crucial respect. He begins the account by stating that the

Conqueror, ‘continued to comb forests and remote mountainous places, stopping at nothing to hunt

8T.A.M. Bishop, ‘The Norman settlement of Yorkshire’, in Studies in Medieval History presented to Frederick
Maurice Powicke, ed. R.W. Hunt et al. (Oxford, 1948), 1-14.
9Most recently by Dr. Harvey: S. Harvey, ‘Domesday England’, in The Agrarien History of England and Wales

II, ed. H.E. Hallam (Cambridge, 1988), 134-5.

10 Domesday Geography, 68-71, 147-50, 60-1. Additional problems with Bishop's thesis were illustrated by Kapelle:
Kapelle, Norman Conguest, 163-6.

1 Domesday Geography, 63, 144.

12The wholesale wasting of the north was accepted by Douglas who wrote of ‘a systematic harrying of Yorkshire’
8o terrible that ‘its results were still apparent twenty years later': Douglas, William the Congueror, 220. The thesis
continues to be accepted by some historians of Domesday and the conquest period: Harvey, ‘Domesday England’, 63;
Bates, William the Congueror, 81, 84, 134.

13The Danes captured York on 20th September 1069. The speed of William’s response is not known, but it is certain
that while on his way to Yorkshire he was prevented by opposing forces from crossing the River Aire for three weeks.
It is likely, therefore, that he arrived in Yorkshire by late October at the very earliest. Orderic records that in January
William ‘left the Tees and returned to Hexham’ before departing to deal with a rebellion at Chester. Although it is
possible that Orderic wrote Hexham in error for Helmsley near York, it is equally possible that he wrote Tees in error
for Tweed or Tyne, and that William had carried out harrying far beyond the northern boundaries of Yorkshire. This
is supported by Symeon of Durham who states that William’s army was spread out to harry the area from York to
Durham. If this is correct William's forces would have been even more thinly spread in Yorkshire. See, Orderic, ii,
231, 234-5 and note 1; Symeon, Openru, ii, 188.

14Orderic, ii, 231-3.



out the enemy hidden there’, and concludes with a description of William spending fifteen days,
‘encamped on the banks of the Tees [where] Waltheof and Gospatric submitted to him’.15 Teesdale
fits the description of a forested, remote and mountainous place, and was exactly the sort of area
where rebel Anglo-Scandinavians might take refuge from a hostile Norman king. When considered
in conjunction with the military and chronological realities, Orderic’s account of the Conqueror’s
movements in 1069 x 1070 strongly suggests that, although severe, the harrying of the north was
largely confined to the more remote upland regions of Yorkshire, and that its purpose was to seek
out and secure the submission of the native leaders who had assisted the Danish capture of York.

It might be argued against this interpretation that, although most extensive in the uplands,
waste was also distributed widely throughout lowland Yorkshire and indicates that the Conqueror
had indeed systematically devastated the county. The equation of waste with physical devastation,
however, is open to question. A heavy concentration of waste is to be found on the great royal estates
which were largely situated in the lowlands, and which William is unlikely to have devastated. The
king’s demesne manors were the basis of his authority in the localities and if William was intent on
destroying them it is difficult to explain why it is usually the sokelands and berewicks rather than
the manorial centres that were waste.!® Moreover, the wasted royal estates were often situated in
the midst of many other vills which were populated and equipped. The distribution of waste, in
short, is hardly consistent with a systematic programme of devastation.?

An alternative interpretation of waste was proposed by Wightman who argued that the term
was used to describe estates, often sokelands, whose administration had been transferred to other
centres.!® In support of his case Wightman noted the close correlation between waste and overstocked
manors - that is manors with more plough-teams than ploughlands. The thesis, however, does not

square with Dr. Hall’s argument that Domesday ploughlands were definite spatial agricultural units,

and that as an agricultural community expanded and more land came under the plough, rather than

150rderic, ii, 231-233.

18Tn the case of Warter, Bridlington, Burton Agnes, Wakefield, Pickering, Aldborough and Knaresborough the
manors were described as populated and equipped with plough-teams whereas the outliers were either wholly or
partly waste: DB, i, 299b-300a.

17The majority of the outliers of the royal manor of Pickering were described as waste even though the manors of
Hugh fitz Baldric with which they were intermingled were largely unwasted: DB, i, 299b, 327a-328a.

18 Wightman, Lacy Family, 43-53.



increasing the number of ploughlands administrators simply increased the area of the ploughlands
already in existence.!® The obvious inference to be made from this is that overstocked manors
did not necessarily have an excess of plough-teams, and therefore need not have incorporated the
administration of waste estates.2?

Although the theory of administrative transference is flawed, Wightman’s general conclusion
that, “The meaning of waste seems to have been that for administrative purposes the land to which
it was applied was worthless or nearly so0’,2! actually comes close to the truth. Dr. Green has argued
persuasively that waste meant land that, for whatever reason, was not paying tax, and Domesday
affords a considerable body of evidence to support her case.?? Dr. White believes that the term
included ‘all sorts of defaults’ beside those of tax, and together with Professor King argues that non-
payment was the result of administrative problems preventing collection.?3 A lack of administrative
control would explain the waste entries in Domesday Yorkshire. The Domesday commissioners relied
in the compilation of their accounts on panels of local village officials,2* and if these had not been
organized, or were not being compelled to attend the inquest hearings in the county town, the
commissioners would have had no information for vills except their names and carucage provided by
pre-conquest fiscal records.? This would neatly explain why waste estates are generally recorded
without population or resources, and why the sokelands and berewicks of the complex manors
were waste when the manorial caputs were often equipped and populated. Norman administrative

reconstruction was more likely to have begun at the centre rather than the peripheries of an estate.

19D, Hall, ‘Fieldwork and field books: studies in early layout’, in Villages, Fields and Frontiers: Studies in European
Rural Settlement in the Medieval and Early Modern Periods, ed. B.K. Roberts and R.E. Glasscock (BAR International
Series, 185, 1983), 115-29.

20The most obvious example is the manor of Conisbrough which was overstocked by forty-nine plough-teams even
though it was William of Warenne's only estate in Yorkshire: DB, i, 321b. A similar case is provided by the
Fossard manor of Hexthorpe which was overstocked by ten plough-teams even though Fossard held few estates within
the vicinity and none of them were waste. On a more general scale the problems of explaining waste in terms of
administrative transference are illustrated by the demesne of the honour of Hugh fitz Baldric where far more manors
were overstocked than understocked (23 : 11), and the total number of excess teams on the overstocked manors was
higher than the number of teams absent from the understocked manors (48 : 28).

21 W E. Wightman, ‘The significance of “waste” in the Yorkshire Domesday’, Northern History, 10 (1975), 70.

227 .A. Green, ‘The last century of Danegeld’, EHR, 96 (1981), 252.

23G.J. White, ‘The restoration of order in England, 1153-1165’ (Univ. of Cambridge, Ph.D. thesis, 1974), 272,
247-85; G.J. White, ‘Were the Midlands “wasted” during Stephen'’s reign 7', Midland History, 10 (1985), 26-46; E.
King, ‘The anarchy of King Stephen's reign’, TRHS, 34 (1984), 143-7. Professor Fleming has illustrated a correlation
between estate vale decline and agricultural reorganization under the Normans, and concludes that ‘land held its
value until it was acquired and reorganized by a new lord’: R. Fleming, ‘Domesday Book and the tenurial revolution’,
Anglo-Norman Studies, 9 (1986), 92-3.

24 Inguisitio Comitatus Cantabrigiensis and Inquisitio Eliensis, ed. N.E.S.A. Hamilton (1876), 97.

255ee for example the Domesday record for Cravenshire: DB, i, 332a. For pre-conquest records see S.P.J. Harvey,
‘Domesday Book and its predecessors’, EHR, 86 (1971), 753-73; S.P.J. Harvey, ‘Domesday Book and Anglo-Norman
govemnance’, TRHS, 5th ser., 25 (1975), 175-93.



The equation of waste with a lack of administrative control is supported by a comparison of the
estates belonging to the king and the archbishop in Yorkshire. Given the fact that the Conqueror
considerably augmented the royal demesne in the county?® but spent little time there, it is logical
to suppose that the reorganization and lack of supervision would have been accompanied by an
administrative disjunction. In the case of the church estates, on the other hand, where there was
greater continuity in both tenement and tenure, we would expect the disjunction to be less marked.
If waste is interpreted as a lack of administrative control this contrast between royal and ecclesiastical
estates is clearly reflected in the Domesday returns.

The royal demesne displays a heavy concentration of waste. Of the thirteen royal manors incor-
porating extensive outliers two were entirely waste and in the other six either the whole or greater
part was waste. Even the manors and portions of manors not so described had not been entrusted
to farmers, were greatly devalued and incorporated few resources.2? It is significant, however, that
the greatest concentration of waste occurs on the 330 or so small royal manors formerly held by a
multitude of minor Anglo-Scandinavian thanes and situated in the more remote areas of the county.
Together with their location, the lack of detailed information for them and the peculiarity of their
incorporation within the royal demesne, the fact that Domesday lists them seperately from the great
royal manors?® suggests that they were estates only temporarily in the king’s hands which he had
not yet had time to grant out, and which were therefore outside Norman administrative control
in 1086.2° Taken as a whole in 1086 the royal demesne, encompassing well over 900 ploughlands
supported only 4 1/2 demesne plough-teams, 88 1/2 peasant teams, a population of under 300, and
had declined to only 6% of its value in the Confessor’s day (Table 1).

By contrast the 100 demesne manors of the archbishop of York display a much lower level of waste,
had retained a higher proportion of their 1066 value and incorporated considerably more human and

agricultural resources. Although the number of waste estates exceeded forty they were mainly

26To the four manors of King Edward William added twelve large estates formerly belonging to the earls Edwin,
Morcar and Tosti and more than 330 small manors held by a multitude of pre-conquest landholders: DB, i, 299a-300a.

27 DB, i, 299a-300a.

28 DB, i, 300a.

29Most of them were later to be used to form the honours of Brus, Espec, Bulmer and Eustace fitz John: see
Chapter 2.



TABLE 1: DEMESNE AND TENANT RESOURCES ON THE
ESTATES OF THE KING AND ARCHBISHOP IN 1086

DEMESNE TENANT TENANT RESOURCES
EXPRESSED AS A
PERCENTAGE QF
TOTAL HONORIAL
RESOURCES
RESOURCES
AND VALUES
KING | ARCHBISHOP | KING | ARCHBISHOP || KING | ARCHBISHOP
Carucates 1872.9 918.3 2 254 0.1 21.7
Ploughlands 934 518.5 2 153.9 0.2 22.9
Demesne Plough-teams | 4.5 45.5 0 37.5 0 45.2
Peasant Plough-teams 88.5 234.1 0 115.5 0 33
Villeins 161 468 0 243 0 34.2
Bordars 79 244 0 142 0 36.8
Sokemen 25 41 0 12 0 22.6
Other Population 34 43 0 3 0 6.5
Total Population 299 796 0 400 0 33.4
1066 Value £ 708.5 291.1 0 104.4 0 26.4
1086 Value £ 41.8 113.9 0.1 61.5 0.2 35.1
1086 Value as a
% of 1066 Value 5.9 39.1 0 58.9




the smaller and poorer manors of less consequence.3° The non-wasted estates incorporated the
great complex manors of Patrington, Sherburn-in-Elmet, Everingham, Bishop Wilton, Otley, Ripon
and Beverley,3! some of which were comparatively richly endowed with resources and reasonably
prosperous.32 Overall although the non-wasted archiepiscopal estates incorporated less than half.
the ploughlands of the royal demesne they supported approximately ten times as many demesne
plough-teams, three times as many peasant teams and well over twice the population (Table 1).

33 and

Unlike the royal manors large portions of them had been entrusted to knights and clerics,
this enfeoffment of a class of officials,® with all its administrative implications, must at least partly

explain why the archbishop’s demesne had preserved 40% of its 1066 value.3®

2. Overstocked Manors

Assessing the number of overstocked manors, that is manors with an excess of plough-teams over
ploughlands, on the Norman honours of 1086 would appear to be an obvious method of building
up a picture of comparative levels of estate organization. As with waste, however, the meaning
of overstocking has been variously interpreted and requires clarification before it can be employed
in this way. William Kapelle argues that overstocking was the result of a Norman attempt to
manorialize the old soke system of pre-conquest England by expanding the area within the old soke
vills under demesne cultivation.®® One of the many problems with this interpretation is that it ignores
the possibility that the manorialization reflected in Domesday had already taken place long before
1066.37 A more practical explanation of overstocking is provided by Dr. Harvey who points to the
possible influence of onerous ploughing commitments to lords, colonization prospects, the counting

of young oxen not yet ready for working, prosperous villeins and variable field rotation systems,

30The exception here is Weaverthorpe: DB, i, 303a.

317t must be said that the greater part of the berewicks of Otley and Ripon were waste: DB, i, 303b.

32Particularly Sherburn-in-Elmet which supported 25 1/2 demesne plough-teams, 63 peasant teams, a peasant
population of 231, and had preserved its 1066 value of £34 6s: DB, i, 302b.

331In addition to eleven knights holding various estates there were an unspecified number in possession of fifty-two
carucates on the manor of Sherburn-in-Elmet. Other tenants included seven clerics, two thanes, the tenants-in-chief
William I of Percy and Ilbert I of Lacy, the abbot of Selby and William of Verli.

34For the administrative role of the knights and clerics enfeoffed on the great demesne manors of tenants-in-chief
see Harvey, ‘Domesday England’, 80, 85.

35 DB, i, 302b-304b.

38Kapelle, Norman Conguest, 175-6.

37T H. Aston, ‘The origins of the manor in England’, in Social Relations and Ideas. Essays in honour of R.H.
Hilton, ed. T.H. Aston et al. (Cambridge, 1983), 3-42, esp. 8-23. Kapelle's thesis is examined in more detail in
Appendix 1.



soils and team sizes, all of which might account for the excess of plough-teams on some estates.®®
Her suggestions, however, are largely speculative, unsupported by evidence and outweighed by Dr.
Hall’s conclusion that overstocking is an administrative illusion.3°

All that can be said of overstocked manors is that they were estates where the number of plough-.
teams was in excess of the original number on the land when the estate was first assessed for taxation
long before 1066. Although it does not provide evidence that the Normans had expanded agriculture,
overstocking does indicate that the estate was not as underdeveloped as those where the number of
plough-teams was exceeded by that of ploughlands. As such, in a more limited capacity, it may still

be employed to indicate different levels of organizational development in the Yorkshire honours in

1086.

3. Agricultural Profitability

Although a relative concept, given the substantial overall decline in estate values in Yorkshire (Table
2), agricultural profitability provides the third measure of estate organization in 1086, particularly
the degree to which the manors composing the Norman honours had maintained the values ascribed
to them in 1066. Because of the possibility of a time-lag between the organization and its reflection
in profitability it is useful to examine the scale and particularly the type of agriculture practiced
on estates. Here the work of Dr. Harvey is of particular assistance. Largely on the basis of
Domesday evidence Harvey illustrates that the raising of rents and dues from assets such as grazing,
woodland, moorland peasant agriculture and hundredal jurisdiction was a far more profitable form
of agriculture than direct demesne cultivation.?® The corollary of her conclusion is that the most
profitable, or potentially most profitable, estates, that is those with a low proportion of demesne to
peasant plough-teams, were the most administratively developed in 1086.4!

The relationship between proportions of demesne to peasant plough-teams, profitability and es-

38Harvey, ‘Domesday England’, 52-3.

39Hall, ‘Fieldwork and field books’, 115-29.

405 P.J. Harvey, ‘The extent and profitability of demesne agriculture in England in the later eleventh century’, in
Social Relations and Ideas. Essays in honour of R.H. Hilton, ed. T.H. Aston et al. (Cambridge, 1983), 45-72; Harvey,
‘Domesday England’, 92-4.

41 An unknown factor on the demesne land was the amount of ploughing performed by the peasants with their
own teams. The larger the number of peasants and their teams, the larger may be the proportion of demesne land
tilled. It is unlikely, however, that the demesne plough force was invariably supplemented on a large scale: S. Harvey,
‘Domesday England’, 90.



TABLE 2: THE VALUE OF THE ESTATES OF YORKSHIRE LAY
TENANTS-IN-CHIEF 1066 X 1086

NAME OF TENANT-IN-CHIEF

VALUE OF YORKSHIRE
ESTATES IN 1066

VALUE OF YORKSHIRE
ESTATES IN 1086

£ £
Hugh earl of Chester 260 10.5
Robert count of Mortain 241.25 85.11
Alan count of Brittany 215.22 86.22
Rob. and Ber. of Tosny 21.28 21.52
Ilbert I of Lacy 322.28 158.98
Roger I of Bully 134.08 76.45
Robert Malet 29.63 9.13
William I of Warenne 18 40
William I of Percy 95.9 54.8
Drogo de la Beuvriere 561.75 94.3
Ralph Mortemer 23.13 10.03
Ralph Paynel 23 5.13
Geoffrey of la Guerche 4 1.5
Geoffrey Alselin 16 45
William of Aincurt 6 2.03
Gilbert I of Gant 12.2 3
Gilbert Tison 474 26.28
Richard fitz Arnfastr 5.53 5.07
Hugh fitz Baldric 100.23 70.65
Erneis of Burun 23.7 10.78
Osbern of Arches 53.56 23.21
Odo the Crossbowman 11.25 4.9
Aubrey of Coucy 5.5 3
Gospatric 21.63 9.7
King’s thanes 85.25 23.57
Roger the Poitevin ? 0




tate organization, however, was not always simple and a number of qualifying remarks need to be
made before conclusions are drawn from plough-team ratios on the honours of Yorkshire. Firstly,
in some cases profitability might be the result of a simple accidental excess of a particular prof-
itable resource rather than the product of efficient estate organization. Conversely demesne estates
run by resident lords possessed of few non-arable assets might be highly organized but relatively
unprofitable. Secondly, account must be taken of the work of Kosminsky who, on the basis of the
thirteenth century Hundred Rolls, was able to show a correlation between the proportion of demesne
to peasant plough-teams and the size of an estate. The smaller the estate, the greater the proportion
of demesne teams.?? Since his ideas have been shown to be applicable to the late eleventh century*3
the influence of estate size needs to be considered before using demesne to peasant team ratios as an
index of administrative organization. Thirdly in examining plough-team ratios care must be taken
to ensure that the basic demesne requirements for supporting resident Norman administrators had
first been met.4* A low proportion of demesne to peasant teams in a Norman honour cannot be
taken as an indication of a highly developed estate organization if there were not sufficient demesne
teams to support such an administrative group. Only where the demesne itself supported a good
number of teams would a low proportion of demesne to peasant teams indicate that the lord had
progressed beyond the stage of food production for the household to the exploitation of the more

profitable sources of agricultural income.

4. The Progress of Enfeoffment and Condition of Tenant Estates

Administration requires supervisory personnel. The number of resident sub-tenants enfeoffed on the
tenancies-in-chief, and the condition of their estates, is therefore a useful method for gauging the
level of estate organization in 1086.

Before examining tenant enfeoffment it is necessary to consider briefly the argument put forward
by Wightman, and upheld by Kapelle, that the survival of large numbers of Anglo-Scandinavian

tenants on the honours of Pontefract and Richmond in 1086 indicates that the Normans had not

42K osminsky, Agrarian History, 96.

437 D. Hamshere, ‘Domesday Book: estate structures in the west Midlands', in Domesday Studies, 155-82.

#4Four demesne plough-teams appears to have been sufficient to support the important castle of Montgomery in
the Welsh marches: DB, i, 248b, 253b.
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had time to dispossess them, and that the honours were therefore of recent creation.*® It is equally
possible, however, that the indigenous tenantry remained in possession of their lands because par-
ticular Norman lords had either no desire or, at some point in the settlement process, no capacity
to replace them. As James Campbell has recently illustrated the ability of the Normans to run
and exploit England owed much to the agents of English government, among the most Important
of whom were the landed thanes.%® It is also possible that the continuity of native tenure on the
honours of Pontefract and Richmond owed something to their position as frontier lordships” in
which it was common for lords to retain the bulk of their vassals within the household, so as to
form readily available compact military fighting units.® Another suggestion, made by Professor
Fleming, is that the Norman administration was unable to cope with the redistribution of the small
estates of hundreds of minor Anglo-Scandinavian thanes.?® And to this it should be added that
the problem would have been exacerbated by the fact that in Yorkshire and other frontier areas
the Normans appear to have been running short of men. Most of the tenants-in-chief, and many
of their men, held extensive lands in several other counties beside Yorkshire and appear to have
been over-committed to the extent that they must have been largely absent from the majority of
their estates for considerable periods of time.’® The pressures on William’s vassals to return to
Normandy were strong, and from both Domesday and the accounts of the chroniclers we obtain a
strong impression of a magnate community with more lands than they knew what to do with, and
a king struggling to sustain his resources of manpower.3! In such a situation it was only practical

to allow native tenants to remain on their lands.

45Wightman, Lacy Family, 40-2; Kapelle, Norman Conguest, 144-5.

483, Campbell, ‘Some agents and agencies of the late Anglo-Saxon state’, in Domesday Studies, 201- 18.

47F.M. Stenton, ‘Pre-Conquest Westmorland’, in Historical Monuments Commission, Westmorland (1936), liii.
There is good evidence that the Scots were in control of Cumberland in the Conqueror’s reign. Their power may
have extended as far south as the Rere Cross on Stainmore to the west of Richmondshire. See G.W.S. Barrow, ‘The
Anglo-Scottish border’, Northern History, 1 (1966), reprinted in Barrow, Kingdom of the Scots, 26; Kapelle, Norman
Conguest, 129-31.

48 Mowbray Charters, xxxiv, Ixi-Ixii; Orderic, iii, 255 note 3.

4°R. Fleming, Kings and Lords in Conguest England (Cambridge, forthcoming), Chapter V, esp. 209-12. My
thanks are due to Professor Fleming for allowing me to see drafts of Chapters IV and V of her book in advance of
publication.

50 Among the tenants of Alan of Richmond who held land in other counties beside Yorkshire were Robert of Mosters
(Nottinghamshire and Lincolnshire), Picot (Lincolnshire), Landric (Lincolnshire), and Wihomarc (Cambridge and
Norfolk): VCH, Yorkshire, ii, 158-9. See also J.F.A. Mason, ‘Roger de Montgomery and his sons (1067-1102)’, TRHS,
5th ser., 13 (1963), 9.

51The problems are illustrated by Orderic’s account of the threats made by some of the wives of William’s vassals
that they would commit adultery unless their husbands returned home to Normandy. The king responded by promising
great rewards to those who stayed and dispossession to those who left: Orderic, ii, 218-20, cited by Bates, William
the Congueror, 125.

11



5. Castleries

One of the best indications of estate organization and the imposition of Norman administrative
control is the existence of castles and castleries on the Norman honours in 1086. Castle construction
implies the establishment of a fixed and resident administration and the agricultural organization re-
quired to support a community of Norman officials and garrison troops.’2 The remains of motte and
bailey earthworks survive in a considerable number of settlements distributed throughout Yorkshire.
Stenton maintained that these small and rudimentary fortifications, found throughout the country,
were a product of the conquest period rather than of Stephen’s reign.®3 Evidence for the construction
of numerous motte and bailey castles in places as remote as the Welsh marches within a few years of
1066 provides support for his argument.5* In Yorkshire although Domesday mentions the existence
of castleries on four honours the evidence for the early construction of most of the motte sites is
not as clear cut. The recording of castles in Domesday, however, is notoriously inconsistent and a
close analysis of the agricultural organization, settlement and prosperity of estates in and around
the vills incorporating earthworks reveals that in many cases the demesne that supported the lord’s
household was being cultivated, household garrison knights had been established on the land®® and
estate values had been maintained, indicating the presence of a Norman community. This commu-
nity if conventionally housed would live in and around a castle. When the number and distribution
of the early fortifications is determined it emerges that the construction of castleries was one of the
first steps in, and the keystone of, the establishment of Norman military and administrative control

in Yorkshire.56

52Even early wooden castles were designed as residences as well as strongholds: Brown, Castles, 26-7, 31-2.

53Gtenton, First Century, 198-200.

54For castles in the Welsh marches built by 1071 see A.H.A. Hogg and D.J. Cathcart King, ‘Early castles in
Wales and the marches’, Archaeologia Cambrensis, 112 (1963), 77-124; VCH, Hereford, i, 224-33, 236; The Royal
Commission on Ancient and Historical Monuments in Herefordshire, 3 vals. (London, 1931-34), i, 57, 152, 225, 245;
ii, 68, 170, 195; iii, 9, 27, 29, 33, 45, 47, 49, 59, 192; C. Lewis, ‘The Norman settlement of Herefordshire under William
I', Anglo-Norman Studies, 7 (1984), 201. Domesday lists eight castles in Herfordshire, Ewing and Gwent: DB, i, 162a,
180a-b, 183a-b, 184, 185a-186b. Golob argues that the castlery of Dudley was established 1070 x 1071: P.E. Golob,
“The Ferrers earls of Derby: a study of the honour of Tutbury (1066-1279)’ (Univ. of Cambridge, Ph.D. thesis, 1984),
53-4. For early castles at Dunheved and Trematon on the count of Mortain'’s estates in Cornwall see DB, i, 121b-122a,
cited by I.N. Soulsby, ‘The fiefs in England of the counts of Mortain 1066-1166' (Univ. of Wales, Cardiff, M.A. thesis,
1974), 221-2.

55The early enfeoffment of garrison troops in the immediate vicinity of the castles is known from the count of
Mortain's castles of Montacute, in Somerset, and Pevensey: Soulsby, ‘Fiefs in England’, 83.

58 For the offensive as well as defensive purpose of the castles in a programme of conquest see Le Patourel, ‘Norman
conquest’, 15 and note 14; J. Yver, ‘Les chateaux forts en Normandie jusqu'au milieu du XII siecle’, BSAN, 53 (1957
for 1955-56), 39, 58.
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The measures of estate organization outlined above will now be applied to the Domesday hon-
ours of Yorkshire. As well as throwing considerable light on the method by which the Normansg
established their control in the county, the results illustrate that in 1086 some lordships had a very
different structure and purpose, and were far more highly developed, than others. In the analysis
that follows the Norman honours have been divided into six categories on the basis of the level of
estate organization apparent on them in 1086. The approach is impressionistic rather than rigidly
systematic. The categories are distinguished and defined on the basis of the overall organizational
profile produced by the application of all five measures of estate development, rather than the in-
dividual and limited picture produced by each of them. It is therefore possible that honours with
markedly different internal structures may appear within the same category of organization. In five
out of six cases the categories provide a basis for establishing the order in which the various honours
began to be constructed and, when used in conjunction with chronicle and charter evidence, suggest

a new and more rapid chronology for the Norman tenurial take-over.

Estate Organization on the Honours of Yorkshire in 1086: Six Categories
1. Conisbrough

The manor of Conisbrough with its twenty-eight sokelands stretched across the gap between the
marshy Humberhead levels and the Pennine hills (Map 1) and was the sole constituent of the
Yorkshire honour held in 1086 by William of Warenne, a distant cousin of the king.57

The high level of estate organization evident in Conisbrough in 1086 suggests that William I of
Warenne came into possession of the honour at an early date. No part of the estate was waste,
and even the sokelands were equipped with both demesne and peasant plough-teams and supported
a large peasant population (Table 3). As a whole Conisbrough was heavily overstocked by a total

of forty-nine plough-teams. By 1086 it had more than doubled its 1066 value, one quarter of its

57pB, i, 321a.
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MAP 1
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TABLE 3: THE RESOURCES AND VALUES OF DEMESNE AND
TENANTED ESTATES ON THE HONOUR OF CONISBROUGH IN
1086

RESOURCES AND VALUES DEMESNE | TENANTED
Carucates 90.88 0
Plough-lands 59 0
Demesne Plough-teams 16 0
Peasant Plough-teams 92 0
Villeins 95 0
Bordars 82 0
Sokemen 120 0
Other Population 4 0
Total Population 301 0
1066 Value £ 18 0
1086 Value £ 40 0
1086 Value as

a % of 1066 Value 222.22 0
% Demesne

Plough-teams 14.8 0
County Average 26.77 29.4
% Peasant

Plough-teams 85.2 0
County Average 73.23 70.6
Average Manor Size (Carucates) 90.9 0
County Average 49 4.5
Average No. of

Peasants Per Team 3.3 0
County Average 3.9 3.6




worth being attributed solely to tallage,3® a remarkable feature in a county where the value of most
estates had declined dramatically. The prosperity is reflected in its agricultural organization. The
low proportion of demesne to peasant plough-teams, despite the well developed state of the demesne,
suggests that the Normans had already gone beyond the stage of producing food for resident soldiers
and officials and were organizing the more profitable sources of agricultural income, including peasant
rents and services. This is also suggested by the presence of 120 sokemen. Conisbrough was in fact
one of the ancient Old English soke estates in which peasants from a large number of vills - the
sokelands - paid a range of rents and services and suit of court, owed to the king or earl, at a
manorial centre. Indispensable for their management were the sokemen who were usually of higher
status and greater freedom than the villeins and who contributed soke to the lord.®® Rights of
soke were valuable and their exploitation probably accounts for the considerable amount of tallage
incorporated in the value of Conisbrough in 1086. Given the rarity of both rising estate values
and sokemen on Yorkshire Domesday honours their coincidence on the lordship of Conisbrough is
unlikely to have been a matter of chance.

Conisbrough is known to have been the site of a powerful castle in the twelfth century and
it is likely that it had already been fortified before the Normans arrived in England. The name
Conisbrough derives from the Old English Cyningesburh, ‘the defended burh of the king’, and the
Normans appear to have been quick to make use of and develop the site. Together with the structure
of the earthworks at Conisbrough®® and the highly developed state of the demesne agriculture here
in 1086, the concentration of ten of the sixteen demesne plough-teams within a five-mile radius of
the honorial caput®! suggests that William I of Warenne had constructed a castle here within a few
years of assuming control of the estate. The honour of Conisbrough, in short, was a castlery, and a

highly organized and profitable castlery at that.

58In 1086 £10 of the total value of £40 was attributed to tallage: DB, i, 321a.

59Harvey, ‘Domesday England’, 69-73; G.W.S. Barrow, ‘Pre-feudal Scotland: shires and thanes’, in Barrow, King-
dom of the Scots, 7-68, esp. 27.

603, Johnson, Conisbrough Castle (H.M.S.0., 1984), 3.

61Five at Conisbrough and five at Warmfield: DB, i, 321a.
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2. The Honours of William I of Percy and Hugh Fitz Baldric

The level of estate organization discernible on the honours of William I of Percy and Hugh fitz
Baldric in 1086 bears sufficient comparison to warrant their incorporation within the same category.
Although both lords succeeded Anglo-Scandinavian antecessors the continuity of tenurial structure
was far from exact. Only a portion of the estates of the antecessors were acquired and the new
Norman honours incorporated other estates besides.52 The impression of deliberate Norman tenurial
engineering is reinforced by the strategic location of the honorial estates on several of the road and
river approaches to York (Maps 2-3). To the south-west of York William of Percy acquired a
cluster of estates formerly belonging to William Malet centred on Tadcaster through which ran
the Roman road linking the Great North Road with York.6® The north road itself passed through
the clusters of Percy estates further north in the vicinity of Spofforth and Topcliffe, close to the
mouth of Wharfedale and the valley of the river Swale respectively. In the East Riding the Percy
holdings near Wheldrake flanked the road connecting York with Market Weighton via Pocklington.
Those near Scarborough were located at the point where the Roman road to the east coast probably
intersected the road from Bridlington to Guisborough via Whitby. The lands of Hugh fitz Baldric,
situated largely in Birdforth and Manshoe wapentakes, covered the approaches to York from the
north, either via the road from Durham or the river Derwent.

The level of estate organization on the honours of Percy and Fitz Baldric in 1086 suggests
that they had been in existence for a considerable period of time. The development of demesne
agriculture in both cases indicates the presence of a large and resident body of Norman soldiers
and administrators. Of the fifty-six Percy manors farmed directly by the lord fifteen supported

plough-teams, nine were overstocked, eight had increased in value®* and only fifteen were waste. In

62The antecessors of William I of Percy were Gamall, Northmann and Gamalbam, and those of Hugh fitz Baldric
were Gamall and Ormr. Estates belonging to pre-canquest landholders with the same names passed to many other
Yorkshire tenants-in-chief beside Percy and Fitz Baldric, including Berengar of Tosny, lbert I of Lacy, Robert Malet,
Robert count of Mortain, Alan of Richmond, Osbern of Arches and Drogo de la Beuvriere. Despite the possibility
of there being more than one Anglo-Scandinavian landholder with each of these names it is unlikely that each of
the Norman magnates succeeded a different individual. Although one of the antecessors of Hugh fitz Baldric can be
identified as Gamall son of Osbern it is not certain that all the lands acquired by Hugh from ‘Gamall’ belonged to this
man, or that Gamall son of Osbern was distinct from the Gamall whose lands were acquired by William I of Percy
and several other Norman lords. For Gamall son of Osbern see Fleming, Kings and Lords, 161 and note 135.

63The Percy estates acquired from Malet were Scoreby, Ianulfestorp, Dunnington, Elvington, Wheldrake, Hazlewood,
Stutton, Tadcaster, Saxehalla, Huggenby, and Hornington manor.

%4 Seamer had actually quadrupled in value from 20s to £4: DB, i, 323a.
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MAP 2
THE HONOUR OF WILLIAM OF PERCY: 1086(1)
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o MAP 2
THE HONOUR OF WILLIAM OF PERCY: 1086 (2)
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MAP 3
THE HONOUR OF HUGH FITZ BALDRIC: 1086
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the case of Hugh fitz Baldric’s fifty-two demesne manors the development was even more advanced.
Twenty-eight supported plough-teams, eighteen were overstocked, four had preserved their value,
fifteen had increased in value and only two were described as waste.®® The demesne estates of both
lordships had retained a comparatively high proportion of their 1066 values: in the case of Perq-/
54%, in that of Hugh fitz Baldric 76% (Table 4). To some extent this is reflected in the structure
of the agriculture. On the honour of Hugh fitz Baldric the provision of large numbers of plough-
teams for the peasantry, and the fact that the proportion of lordly to peasant teams was much lower
than the county average (Table 4), reveals the emphasis on peasant agriculture and indicates that
the lord had progressed beyond the provision of food for his retainers towards the exploitation of
the more profitable sources of agricultural income. Nowhere is this more clearly illustrated than
Coxwold which had undergone the greatest value increase of all Hugh’s demesne estates, and where
twenty-nine of the colossal total of thirty-three plough-teams belonged to the peasantry.%® The same
emphasis on peasant agriculture, however, is not a characteristic of the Percy demesne where the
proportion of lordly to peasant teams was well above the county average. To some extent the contrast
is to be explained by the smaller average size of the Percy manors which rarely incorporated the
extensive networks of berewicks and sokelands where peasant plough-teams tended to be far more
common.®” The preponderance of the lord’s plough-teams on the Percy demesne, therefore, need
not be seen as a sign of administrative inertia.

In comparison with most other Yorkshire Domesday tenants-in-chief William I of Percy and Hugh
fitz Baldric had enfeoffed a large number of tenants (Table 5). The structure of the tenant estates
closely resembles the demesne of their respective lords. The majority supported tenant demesne
teams suggesting that the tenants were resident on the land.®® Some of the estates had increased

in value®® and only a few were described as waste.”® Overall, on both honours, tenant estates had

65 As we might expect most of the waste estates were situated on the fringes of the honour close to the Pennines.

86 DB, i, 327b. Coxwold had doubled its value from £6 to £12.

87The average size of the Percy demesne manors was 4.16 carucates which places them within Kosminsky's classifica-
tion of small manors. At an average size of 6.7 carucates Hugh fitz Baldric's manors were well within the classification
of middle-sized estates.

68 Thirty-six of the fifty Percy tenant manors, and thirteen of Hugh fitz Baldric's eighteen, supported demesne
teams.

695ix Percy manors at Haggenby, Hornington and Scoreby had increased in value. On the honour of Hugh fitz
Baldric the total was three: one at Scrayingham and two at Cawton.

70Four Percy manors and only one belonging to Hugh fitz Baldric.
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TABLE 4: THE RESOURCES AND VALUES OF DEMESNE AND
TENANTED ESTATES ON THE HONOURS OF WILLIAM I OF
PERCY AND HUGH FITZ BALDRIC IN 1086

DEMESNE TENANTED TENANT RESOURCES
AS A % OF
TOTAL HONORIAL

RESOURCES

RESOURCES

AND VALUES

Percy | Fitz Baldric | Percy | Fitz Baldric || Percy Fitz Baldric

Carucates 233.1 293.1 153.1 120.8 39.6 29.6

Plough-lands 96 136.5 91 58 48.7 29.8

Demesne Plough-teams 26 34 27.5 18.5 51.4 38.1

Peasant Plough-teams 44.5 117.3 55.5 61 55.5 34.2

Villeins 173 296 108 163 38.4 35.5

Bordars 50 11 39 4 43.8 26.7

Sokemen 1 1 0 0 0 0

Other Population 6 9 2 5 25 35.7

Total Population 230 317 149 172 39.3 35.2

1066 Value £ 43.3 70.3 52.56 29.9 449 29.9

1086 Value £ 28.5 53.5 26.1 17.2 47.6 24.3

1086 Value as

a % of 1066

Value 65.8 76.1 49.7 57.3

% Demesne Plough-teams | 36.9 22.5 33 23.3

County Average 26.77 26.77 29.4 29.4

% Peasant Plough-teams 63.1 77.5 67 76.7

County Average 73.23 73.23 70.6 70.6

Average Manor

Size (Carucates) 4.2 7 3.1 6.7

County Average 4.9 4.9 4.5 4.5

Average No. of

Peasants Per Team 5.2 2.7 2.7 2.8

County Average 3.9 3.9 3.6 3.6




TABLE 5: THE NUMBER OF TENANTS ENFEOFFED BY

YORKSHIRE LAY TENANTS-IN-CHIEF BY 1086

NAME OF TENANT-IN-CHIEF

NUMBER OF TENANTS ENFEOFFED

Hugh earl of Chester 2
Robert count of Mortain 4
Alan count of Brittany 28 approx.
Rob. and Ber. of Tosny 1
Ilbert I of Lacy 38 approx.
Roger I of Bully 4 approx.
Robert Malet 0
William I of Warenne 0
William I of Percy 17
Drogo de la Beuvriere 33 approx.
Ralph Mortemer 0
Ralph Paynel 1
Geoffrey of la Guerche 0
Geoffrey Alselin 0
William of Aincurt 0
Gilbert I of Gant 0
Gilbert Tison 9
Richard fitz Arnfastr 0
Hugh fitz Baldric 8
Erneis of Burun 7
Osbern of Arches 15 approx.
Odo the Crossbowman 0
Aubrey of Coucy 0
Gospatric 0
King’s thanes 0
Roger the Poitevin 0




preserved a relatively high proportion of their value, and this is reflected in the proportion of tenant
demesne to peasant teams suggesting the exploitation of peasant rents (Table 4). On the enfeoffed
land of Hugh fitz Baldric the three estates to have increased their value supported only peasant

teams.”?

It is almost certain that several castles had been constructed on both honours by 1086, and
probably much earlier. On the honour of Hugh fitz Baldric the earthworks of a small fortification
still survive at Bossal in the village of Buttercrambe,’? and the high level of estate organization
evident here and in several other nearby estates belonging to Hugh in 1086 suggest that it dates from
the period of the conquest (Table 6).”® In and around Buttercrambe Hugh’s estates incorporated
a large number of lordly and peasant plough-teams, a sizeable peasant community, a number of
functioning mills and churches, and in some cases had already been granted to Norman tenants.
With the exception of only Buckton Holms they had either increased or preserved a high proportion
of their 1066 values. The agricultural picture suggests administrative organization, security and the
production of food for, and collection of dues by, a Norman population resident within an established
castlery. There were certainly strategic grounds for the construction of such a castle. Bossal was
situated on the banks of the river Derwent only a mile or so north of the Roman road running
from York to Bridlington which crossed the Derwent at Stamford Bridge where the army of Harold
Hardrada had camped and been defeated in 1066. The fortification of the vill would therefore have
helped to control movement along the river and road, and to provide York with protection from the
east.”™

It is possible that Hugh fitz Baldric’s relatively compact cluster of well-developed estates to
the north of York extending from Birdforth wapentake into those of Manshoe and Pickering-Lythe

also constituted one or more castleries. Of the possible castle sites, which include Felixkirk” and

"1Cawton supported no tenant demesne plough-teams, and at Scrayingham they accounted for only 16.2% of the
total number of teams on the estate.

"2Cathcart King, Castellarium Anglicanum, ii, 514.

3DB, i, 327b.

4]t is possible that Bossal castle was supported by a second fortification at Langton where earthworks survive:
Cathcart King, Castellarium Anglicanum, ii, 531.

75The earthworks of a motte, and possibly a bailey, survive at Felixkirk: Cathcart King, Castellarium Anglicanum,
ii, 517. The agricultural evidence for the existence of a castle by 1086 is ambiguous. Although the manor had been
bestowed upon a tenant, Gerard, who also held the majority of Hugh's well developed estates in the vicinity, and
incorporated two lordly and one peasant plough-teams, its population consisted of only one peasant and its value had
declined from twenty-six shillings to only five shillings: DB, i, 327a-b.
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TABLE 6: THE CASTLERY OF BOSSAL IN 1086

NAME OF ESTATE

Manor of Manor of Manor of Manor of Manor of

Scrayingham | Buttercrambe | Heslington | Sand Hutton | Langton
RESOURCES and its and its and its and its
AND VALUES berewicks berewicks berewick berewicks
Carucates 15 6.25 5 7 39
Ploughlands 7.5 3 2 3.5 20
Demesne Plough-teams 0 2 0 0 3
Tenant Demesne
Plough-teams 3 0 0 1 3
Peasant Plough-teams 15.5 0 2 2 15
Villeins 29 2 3 11 43
Bordars 0 0 0 0 4
Sokemen 0 0 0 0 1
Other Population 0 0 0 0 0
1066 Value 50s 21s 42s 32s £12
1086 Value 60s 60s 20s 30s £6
Mill Value - £2 - - £1 5s
Church 1 0 0 0 2
Priest 1 0 0 0 2

NAME OF ESTATE
Manor of Manor of Two Manors of Manor of
Norton | Buckton Holms | Scrayingham | North Grimston

RESOURCES and its
AND VALUES berewick
Carucates 4.75 3 12 2.25
Ploughlands 2 1.5 6 1
Demesne Plough-teams 2 0 5 2
Tenant Demesne
Plough-teams 0 0 0 0
Peasant Plough-teams 4 0 6.5 1
Villeins 12 0 15 6
Bordars 0 0 0 0
Sokemen 0 0 0 0
Other Population 0 0 0 0
1066 Value 60s ? 60s 20s
1086 Value 60s 0 100s 30s
Mill Value £1 10s 0 £2 0
Church 1 0 0 0
Priest 1 0 0 0




Gilling East,” the most likely to date from the conquest period is Kirkby Moorside.”” Although
it had declined in value from £12 to 100s the estate was still reasonably prosperous by Yorkshire
standards in 1086, incorporated seventeen plough-teams including two belonging to the lord, and
was overstocked.” The evidence, however, is not as compelling as in the case of Bossal, and the
existence of a castle at Kirkby Moorside by 1086 must remain in doubt.

On the honour of Percy each of the four separate clusters of estates in the West and East Ridings
appear to have formed the basis of a castlery in 1086. The most northerly was that centred on
Topcliffe where motte and bailey earthworks can still be seen.”® In 1086 the manor could boast
three lordly and fourteen peasant plough-teams, was overstocked, supported a peasant population
of nearly fifty, incorporated a functioning mill and church, and had increased its value,3° all of which
suggests a high level of estate organization and Norman administrative control.3! The same may
be said of Spofforth,82 Tadcaster®® and Wheldrake,8¢ the probable centres of the remaining three
Percy castleries, all of which encompass castle earthworks.3®

The construction of so many castles by William I of Percy and Hugh fitz Baldric within twenty
miles of York, and the compact nature of the estates surrounding the individual fortresses, reinforces
the impression that their honours were deliberately constructed at an early date with a definite
strategic purpose in mind. When viewed in conjunction they form a relatively continuous barrier
around York, and there can be little doubt that the Conqueror had constructed them during the

early years of Norman involvement within Yorkshire in order to provide protection for the city.

"8 Cathcart King, Castellarium Anglicanum, ii, 517.

"TIbid., 520-1.

"8 DB, i, 327b.

"9 Cathcart King, Castellarium Anglicanum, ii, 527. Clay stated that William I of Percy built a castle at Topcliffe,
although on the basis of what evidence is not made clear. If so the castle must have been in existence at the latest
by the time of William's departure on Crusade in 1096. See EYC, xi, 1.

80 DB, i, 323b.

81pB, i, 323a.

82 Although incorporating only two ploughlands Spofforth was endowed with four lordly and four peasant plough-
teams. No other Percy estate in Yorkshire exhibited a greater concentration of demesne cultivation. It was also
equipped with a working mill and had increased its value three-fold in the Conqueror’s reign: DB, i, 322a.

83Tadcaster had increased in value from 40s to 100s and incorporated three demesne plough-teams and four peasant
teams: DB, i, 321b.

84Wheldrake was certainly a castle site in Stephen'’s reign: Symeon, Opera, ii, 323. Like Tadcaster it had originally
belonged to William Malet. Although understocked it had preserved its 1066 value and been alienated to a tenant,
William of Coleville. Although in the hands of different sub-tenants several other nearby Percy estates, including
Elvington, Sutton-upon-Derwent, Leconfield and Scoreby were comparatively well organized and may contributed to
the support of a castle at Wheldrake: DB, i, 322b.

85Cathcart King, Castellarium Anglicanum, ii, 532, 527, 531.
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3. The Compact Lordships: Richmond, Pontefract and Holderness

The honours of Richmond, Pontefract and Holderness, held in 1086 by Alan of Brittany, Ilbert I of
Lacy and Drogo de la Beuvriere respectively, display an obvious similarity of tenurial structure which
gets them apart from other Yorkshire Domesday honours. In each case they were constructed from
the estates of almost all the pre-conquest landholders within extensive and compact territorial regions
on the frontiers of the county (Maps 4-6). The honours were Norman creations and cut sharply across
pre-existing tenurial patterns. Their geographical position suggests that they were constructed with
a strategic purpose in mind. In the north and west Richmond and Pontefract protected the Pennine
passes and river valleys linking Yorkshire with Lancashire and Scottish-controlled Cumberland. It
would also appear that they were intended to control movement into and out of Yorkshire from
north to south.8¢ Richmond stretched across the Vale of York between the Pennines and the North
Yorkshire Moors, and Pontefract covered the gap between the hills and the marshy Humberhead
Levels. Through the heart of both ran the great Roman road to the north. In the east Drogo de la
Beuvriere’s honour of Holderness combined with his estates in northern Lincolnshire to protect the
coast and Humber estuary from Scandinavian incursions. Despite certain variations the similarity
of structure was matched by a similarity of internal estate organization, indicating that the honours
were created with the same purpose and at approximately the same time, and warranting their
inclusion in the same category of analysis.

By the standards of Yorkshire in 1086 the demesne estates of the three honours were reasonably
well developed. At first sight this appears to be more apparent in the case of the honour of Hold-
erness where only six of the thirty-three manors were waste and, despite heavy value decline and
understocking, the real worth of the demesne and proportion of demesne estates supporting lordly
teams remained high by Yorkshire standards. On the honours of Richmond and Pontefract waste
was far more prevalent. In the former forty-five of the hundred demesne manors were so described,
and in the latter the proportion was forty-five out of fifty-eight. To some extent, however, the
figures are misleading, and when considered geographically the bulk of the waste estates are to be

found in the western halves of the honours in and around the fringes of the Pennines. The highly

86Wightman, Lacy Family, 17-21, 28-9; Stenton, ‘Pre-conquest Westmorland', liii.
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developed nature of some of the demesne manors in the eastern halves of the honours meant that as
a whole their demesne supported more lordly and peasant plough-teams and had retained a higher
proportion of their 1066 values than Holderness.

Although taken as a whole the lord of Richmond’s demesne had preserved only about 27% of its
1066 value (Table 7), if the waste estates are excluded from the reckoning the figure rises to 80%.57
This relative prosperity is reflected in the structure of agriculture which was geared towards the
exploitation of the more lucrative peasant cultivation. Despite the existence of a large number of
teams belonging to the lord the proportion of lordly to peasant teams was below the county average,
and numerically the peasants were comparatively well equipped with their own teams (Table 7). On
the honour of Pontefract the unwasted demesne manors had retained 75% of their 1066 value and
the emphasis on peasant agriculture was even more marked than at Richmond (Table 7). On the
honour of Holderness, by contrast, although still valuable in real terms, the unwasted estates had
preserved just 15% of their 1066 value, a reflection no doubt of the fact that despite the large average
size of the demesne manors the proportion of lordly to peasant plough-teams was above the county
average and the peasants were comparatively poorly equipped (Table 7). The greater emphasis on
food production over a wide area suggests that, although Drogo de la Beuvriere governed a greater
geographical proportion of his honour directly, the dispersal of his efforts and lack of administrative
concentration had inhibited the development of the more profitable forms of estate organization.

In terms of the extent and development of sub-enfeoffment the compact lordships appear among
the more advanced in Yorkshire, a reflection in part of the greater resources at the disposal of
their lords with which to endow tenants. Even so in terms of the proportion of honorial resources
granted to tenants the compact lordships were among the most developed in Yorkshire (compare
Tables 3-5, 7-9). In the honours of Holderness and Pontefract the large numbers of tenant manors
supporting demesne teams, the high proportion of demesne to peasant teams, and the low level of
waste indicate the presence of a resident tenantry who had organized their estates for food production

by 1086.%% The Pontefract tenant holdings had preserved a relatively good proportion of their 1066

870nly the count’s castlery estates are included. Most of these were not waste and had preserved a high proportion
of their 1066 values.

88 Before the fall of Bishop Odo of Bayeux in 1088 Qlbert I of Lacy’s estates outside Yorkshire amounted to only two
manors in Lincolnshire and seven in Nottinghamshire: Wightman, Lacy Family, 31.
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TABLE 7: THE RESOURCES AND VALUES OF DEMESNE AND
TENANTED ESTATES ON THE HONOURS OF RICHMOND,
PONTEFRACT AND HOLDERNESS IN 1086

DEMESNE TENANTED TENANT RESOURCES
AS A % OF
TOTAL HONORIAL
RESOURCES

RESOURCES
AND VALUES

R P H R P H R P H
Carucates 4105 | 468.4 | 329 | 788.8 | 316.1 | 199.3 || 65.8 | 40.3 37.7
Plough-lands 349.1 | 288.6 | 319.3 | 538.9 | 218.9 | 189.3 || 60.7 | 43.1 37.2
Demesne Plough-teams 28 45.5 | 23.5 | 725 | 73.5 38 72.1 | 59.8 62.8
Peasant Plough-teams 77.4 | 138.5 | 58.3 | 184.4 | 127.5 | 44 70.4 | 47.9 43
Villeins 149.9 [ 260 201 441 282 202 || 74.6 [ 52 50.1
Bordars 38 93 39 126 190 76 76.8 | 63.5 66.1
Sokemen 7 10 33 0 9 9 0 | 474 21.4
Other Population 2 88 7 6 14 4 75 | 16.3 36.4
Total Population 197 | 451 280 573 495 201 || 74.4 | 52.3 51
1066 Value £ 97.1 | 170.5 | 376.7 | 119.1 | 151.8 | 185.1 || 54.9 | 47.1 32.9
1086 Value £ 26.1 | 89.8 | 54.1 | 60.2 | 69.2 | 40.2 || 69.8 | 43.5 42.6
1086 Value as
a % of 1066
Value 26.8 | 52.7 | 144 | 50.9 | 45.6 | 21.7
% Demesne Plough-teams | 26.6 | 24.7 [ 28.7 | 28.2 | 36.6 | 46.3
County Average 26.77 | 26.77 | 26.77 | 29.4 | 294 | 29.4
% Peasant Plough-teams 734 | 75.3 | 71.3 | 71.8 | 63.4 | 53.7
County Average 73.23 | 73.23 | 73.23 | 70.6 | 70.6 | 70.6
Average Manor
Size (Carucates) 7.1 4.7 10 5.9 2.8 2
County Average 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.5 4.5 4.5
Average No. of
Peasants Per Team 2.5 3.3 4.8 3.1 3.9 6.6
County Average 3.9 3.9 3.9 3.6 3.6 3.6

KEY

R = Honour of Richmond
P = Honour of Pontefract
H = Honour of Holderness




values, and although the same cannot be said of those on the honour of Holderness their estates
had nevertheless lost less than those of their lord (Table 7). On the honour of Richmond although a
high proportion of unwasted tenant manors supported demesne teams,3? indicating the presence of
a resident tenantry, there appears to have been a distinction between the estates of the continental
and Anglo-Scandinavian retainers of the lord. This is reflected in the much lower proportion of
demesne to peasant teams on the lands of the continental tenants, suggesting that for at least part
of their time they were absentee rent collectors whereas the Anglo-Scandinavians were in permanent
residence.?® This is also indicated by the extensive estates held by the continental tenants in other
counties.®! The reliance on the more profitable peasant rents would explain why the tenant holdings
generally had preserved a higher proportion of their 1066 values than had the demesne (Table 7).92

A number of settlements on each of the three compact lordships preserve the earthworks of motte
castles and there is good evidence that several of them were constructed before 1066. The Domesday
Summary records that the lord of Richmond, ‘has in his castlery (castellatu) 200 manors less one’,®
indicating that the castlery corresponded with the bulk of Count Alan’s Yorkshire lands in Rich-
mondshire. The exclusion of forty-three of his estates from the castlery®* undermines Wightman’s
argument that the term was used to mean the whole of a baron’s estates - the honour - and need not
imply the existence of a castle.?® References in the Domesday clamores to a castlery on the honour
of Pontefract®® should therefore be taken as firm evidence for the construction of a castle by Ilbert
I of Lacy by 1086. Although Domesday makes no mention of a castlery in Holderness it is recorded
elsewhere that the builder of Skipsea castle was Drogo de la Beuvriere who must have established it
before 1087 when he lost his honour.®? The existence of at least one castle in each of the compact

lordships by 1086 would therefore seem assured, and there were probably many more.

89 Fifty-four out of seventy-six.

900n the estates of the continental tenants the proportion was 26%. On that of the Anglo-Scandinavians it was
32%; and if the unusual number of fourteen peasant teams on Bjornulfr’s manor of Well is disregarded the figure rises
to 39%: DB, i, 312a.

81 VCH, Yorkshire, ii, 158-9.

92For their size the tenant manors incorporated a higher proportion of the honour’s plough-teams and peasants
than those of the lord.

93 DB, i, 381b.

9471hid,

95Wightman, Lacy Family, 24 note 2.

96 DB, i, 373b. A charter of William Rufus issued between 1088 and ¢.1095 also mentions the castlery: EYC, iii,
no, 1415,

87English, Holderness, 7.
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Although at a later date Richmond became the caput of the counts of Brittany in Yorkshire
and the site of a powerful castle, it is unlikely to have been constructed before 1086 when the
demesne portion of the manor is described as waste.’® The castlery referred to by Domesday Book
was probably focussed instead on castles at Catterick, Killerby, Kirkby Fleetham and Ravensworth,
all of which incorporate motte earthworks.®® The agricultural structure and estate organization of
all four manors and the estates within their immediate vicinity suggest that the castles had been
constructed by 1086. The manor of Catterick, of which Killerby was a berewick, had been held before
1066 by Earl Edwin, and as a traditional focus of local authority was a natural centre from which to
reconstruct administrative control within the area. That the reconstruction was well underway by
1086 is illustrated by the fact that although situated in a region where value decline was the norm
Catterick had preserved its 1066 value of £8, incorporated nine lordly and eleven-and-a-half peasant
plough-teams, was overstocked and supported a population of forty-six well equipped peasants.1®?
Nearby Kirkby Fleetham was similarly well developed in 1086, and together the three castles may
have been constructed with the purpose of providing mutual support and protection.!°’ Further
north Ravensworth had been granted by Count Alan to Bodin. Although not as well developed as
the other castle settlements Ravensworth and a number of nearby estates, including the great manor
of Gilling, either incorporated demesne ploughs and/or had preserved a good proportion of their
values in an area which was otherwise largely waste.102

The existence of castles on the honour of Richmond in 1086 is also indicated by the enfeoffment
of ten milites at Newton-le-Willows, Hesselton and Patrick Brompton close to the motte sites. These
manors had either increased or preserved much of their value, and between them incorporated six
demesne and eighteen peasant plough-teams and a population of forty-one peasants. The average

holding of a miles was just over three carucates indicating that they were members of the class

of professional household knights identified by Dr. Harvey in Domesday Book who were probably

% DB, i, 311a.

89 Cathcart King, Castellarium Anglicanum, ii, 515, 519, 523.

100 DB, i, 310b.

101 DB, i, 309b-310a. Similar clusters of small castleries situated within a few miles of each other had been constructed
in the Welsh marches by 1086: see above note 53.

102The other well-developed estates in the region belonging to Bodin were Melsonby, Bidderston, Newsham and
Scorton: DB, i, 310a. The manor of Gilling and its outliers in Hartforth, Moulton and Manfield incorporated both
demesne and peasant plough-teams: DB, i, 309a.
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in the first stages of becoming landed. The distribution of these knights in Domesday ‘reflects
their function’ and they are found in greatest numbers in areas of strategic importance, especially
in the Welsh marches where numerous early castles had been constructed.l93 Their existence in
Richmondshire in possession of well organized estates close to known castle sites must therefore
indicate that the castles were in existence by 1086 and had been there for some time.

If the Richmondshire estates supporting two or more demesne teams are plotted on a map
together with the manors, demesne or sub-enfeoffed, which had either maintained or increased their
1066 value a centralization of demesne resources and administration becomes clear, and it can be
no coincidence that the nuclei of this centralization were the vills incorporating motte earthworks
(Map 7). Fourteen of Count Alan’s twenty Richmondshire demesne plough-teams were situated in
Catterick and Gilling.!® There can be no question but that Richmondshire was a castlery in 1086
and that it was organized for the support of not one but several castles.

The same centralization of demesne resources and estates displaying a high degree of administra-
tive organization can be detected on the honour of Pontefract, and here too there can be little doubt
that it was directly related to the construction of several early castles (Map 8).195 The earthwork
remains of these fortifications are almost certainly those which survive at Pontefract, Kippax, Whit-
wood, Saxton and probably Armley.}% Pontefract became the caput of the honour. In 1069 while on
his way to Yorkshire via the Great North Road the Conqueror had been delayed here for three weeks
by Anglo-Scandinavian forces who had destroyed the bridge over the river Aire, and only reached
York after taking a long and troublesome diversion.1” It is difficult to accept Dr. Wightman’s
argument that William waited another seventeen years to build a castle at this vital crossing.108
In 1086 although the settlement had declined in prosperity it remained a valuable and important

-

centre of demesne agriculture.!%® Even more important and highly developed was the great manor of

103G, Harvey, ‘The knight and the knight's fee in England’, Past & Present, 49 (1970), 5-30, esp. 5-17, 24-5; Harvey,
‘Domesday England’, 84. Harvey illustrates that such knights commonly held villein land, and it is significant that
the major part of the population of the Richmondshire vills in the possession of knights consisted of villeins.

104 DB, i, 309a, 310b.

105 Very little tenant enfeoffment had taken place west of a north-south line drawn through East Ardsley, and most
of the Lacy estates in this region were waste: Wightman, Lacy Family, 41-2, 52-3.

106 Cathcart King, Castellarium Anglicanum, ii, 523, 519, 528, 524, 529.

107 Orderic, ii, 231.

108 Wightman, Lacy Family, 24-5, 41-2.

109 DB, i, 316b. The manor had declined in value from £20 to £15. It supported four demesne and twenty-two
peasant plough-teams, and was overstocked by eight teams. Only Kippax had more demesne teams.
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Kippax which had been held before 1066 by Earl Edwin and was probably the administrative centre
of Skyrack wapentake. In 1086 Kippax was the wealthiest estate on the honour, having preserved
its pre-conquest value of £16, and supported three times as many demesne teams as any other Lacy
manor.}?® Although not nearly so well developed, estate organization in the manors of Saxton, '
Whitwood and Armley and other settlements nearby probably reflects the existence of more early
castles.}11

The honour of Holderness displays a much lower level of administrative centralization. This was
doubtless due in part to the fact that unlike Richmond and Pontefract it did not incorporate large
areas of uplands which, because they were poorer, less accessible and potentially more dangerous,
encouraged the concentration of initial settlement in lowland areas. It also incorporated a greater
number and wider distribution of wealthy demesne manors formerly belonging to Anglo-Scandinavian
earls, which could only encourage Drogo de la Beuvriere to spread his administrative resources.
Although less geographically confined Drogo’s administration was therefore more basic. Nevertheless
in addition to Skipsea he may well have constructed castles at Aldbrough, Hornsea and Paullholme by
1086. Aldbrough is known to have been a castle site in the early twelfth century,!!? and Hornsea and
Paullholme incorporate the earthworks of what may be early mottes.113 Although greatly devalued
in 1086 all three estates display a sufficient level of estate organization and demesne agriculture to
indicate the presence of an early castle.l1* In the case of Aldbrough this is the more likely in view

of the establishment of four mililes on the manorial outliers.

10 pB, i, 315a. It supported twelve demesne plough-teams.

M1 Gaxton incorporated three demesne and six peasant plough-teams, 1 3/4 churches and two mills, supported
fourteen peasants and had retained a good proportion of its comparatively high 1066 value: DB, i, 315a. This is all
the more remarkable in view of the fact that it had undergone the manorial reorganization which Professor Fleming
argues was often responsible for a decline in estate values in the conquest period: Fleming, Kings and Lords, 148-50.
Although it had declined in value from 40s to 20s Whitwood incorporated two demesne plough-teams and a single
peasant team: DB, i, 315b, 317b. In 1086 Armley appears to have been under-developed but bordered the important
estate of Leeds which, despite considerable manorial reorganization under the Normans, had increased its value from
£6 to £7 and incorporated thirty-five peasants operating fourteen peasant plough-teams: DB, 317b, 315a-b.

12 EY(, iii, nos. 1300, 1304, 1307.

113Cathcart King, Castellarium Anglicanum, ii, 531.

114 Aldbrough had declined in value from £40 to £6 but incorporated three plough-teams belonging to the lord,
three belonging to the milites and nine belonging to the peasants who were forty in number: DB, i, 324a. Hornsea
had declined in value from £56 to £6 but incorporated two lordly and 3 1/2 peasant plough-teams, and seventeen
peasants: DB, i, 323b. Paullholme was a berewick of the manor of Burstwick which had declined in value from £56
to £10. The total of five berewicks incorporated a total of two lordly and seven peasant plough-teams, together with
a population of thirty peasants. The remainder of the manor supported another six lordly teams and twenty-three
peasants: DB, i, 323b.

24



4, The Honour of the Count of Mortain

In its structure and organization the honour of Robert count of Mortain was distinct from any other
Yorkshire lordship. The count’s extensive estates, both demesne and tenanted, were distributed
widely throughout the three Ridings of the county and display an amorphous quality (Map 9). Even
in the areas where they are at their most compact they intermingle with those of other magnates.
With the exception of Cleveland, where the count’s estates may have protected the coast road, and
south Yorkshire, where they formed a relatively compact cluster which bestrode the Great North
Road, it is difficult to discern a strategic purpose behind their distribution.

Count Robert is likely to have spent little, if any, time in Yorkshire. Although in England in 1069
and again in 1071 x 1072, when he fought in the fenlands, by 1074 he was in Normandy and may
not have returned to England until 1086.}15 His long absences would explain the poor condition
of his Yorkshire demesne estates in 1086. Compared with the estates he granted to tenants in
Yorkshire Robert’s demesne manors were fewer in number, more poorly equipped with resources
and of lower value (Table 8). Most were located either in the Vale of Pickering or Cleveland, the
poorest agricultural areas of Yorkshire in 1086.116 Of the sixty-one demesne manors thirty-six were

wastell?

and the remainder supported only twelve lordly teams. The best endowed were Kirkham
and Howsham with only two each. Although a handful of demesne manors were overstocked, the
excess of plough-teams was due to the presence of a well equipped peasantry, reinforcing the evidence
that the count was an absentee rent collector. Without a solid demesne base to support a large
resident administration, however, Robert’s exploitation of the more profitable sources of agriculture
could only be limited, and overall his demesne estates had a total value of less than £16 in 1086
and display one of the worst rates of value preservation in Yorkshire (Table 8).

The main burden of administering the Mortain estates in Yorkshire appears to have fallen on

the honorial tenants who controlled nearly three-quarters of the count’s lands and an even greater

proportion of his resources (Table 8). Between them two tenants, Nigel Fossard and Richard of Sour-

11550ulsby, ‘Fiefs in England’, 19-20, 29-32.

116 Domesday Geography, 115, 161-2.

117The count had only two unwasted estates in Cleveland. One of these, Hutton Rudby, had declined in value from
£24 to only 26s 8d: DB, i, 305d.
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MAP 9
THE HONOUR OF ROBERT OF MORTAIN: 1086 (2)
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TABLE 8: THE RESOURCES AND VALUES OF DEMESNE AND
TENANTED ESTATES ON THE HONOUR OF ROBERT COUNT OF
MORTAIN IN 1086

DEMESNE | TENANTED | TENANT RESOURCES
AS A % OF
TOTAL HONORIAL
RESOURCES RESOURCES
AND VALUES
Carucates 304 712.7 70.1
Plough-lands 116 371 76.3
Demesne Plough-teams 12 48.5 80.2
Peasant Plough-teams 52.1 168 76.3
Villeins 116 370 76
Bordars 12 111 90.2
Sokemen 5 86 94.5
Other Population 8 19 70.4
Total Population 141 586 80.5
1066 Value £ 49.9 190.9 79.1
1086 Value £ 15.8 69.4 81.5
1086 Value as
a % of 1066
Value 31.62 36.3
% Demesne Plough-teams 18.7 22.4
County Average 26.77 29.4
% Peasant Plough-teams 81.3 77.6
County Average 73.23 70.6
Average Manor
Size (Carucates) 5 41
County Average 4.9 4.5
Average No. of
Peasants Per Team 2.7 3.5
County Average 3.9 3.6




deval, held 151 of the 153 tenant manors. The most developed of these were in the Hexthorpe region
where fifteen of their thirty manors supported tenant demesne teams and only two were waste 118 In
the East Riding although approximately half of Nigel Fossard’s fifty-four manors supported demesne
agriculture the total number of his ploughs at work was only 16 1/2. With the exception of Mid-
dleton the Sourdeval holdings here were waste. Elsewhere in the honour tenant demesne agriculture
becomes even more scarce, particularly in Cleveland where nearly all the estates were waste.

Although the tenant estates had preserved only a low proportion of their 1066 value it was
higher than that of the demesne estates of their lord. To some degree this must have been a
result of the better organization of the demesne, especially in the Hexthorpe region where tenant
demesne plough-teams are most abundant and the manors of Fossard and Sourdeval had retained
49% of their pre-conquest value.11® Overall, however, the proportion of demesne teams on the tenant
estates was well below the county average (Table 8). On the honours with reasonably well developed
demesnes this would be evidence that the tenants had established the food production necessary
to support themselves, their officials and soldiers, and had begun to organize the more profitable
sources of agriculture. On the honour of ’Mortain, however, when viewed against the background
of a limited demesne base the low proportion of demesne to peasant plough-teams suggests that
on many estates, and particularly in the northern and eastern fringes of the honour, Fossard and
Sourdeval were absentee rent collectors whose administrative supervision was limited.

The estates held by Nigel Fossard and Richard of Sourdeval of the count of Mortain were confined

120 and despite

to Yorkshire suggesting that Robert intended them to live and work in the county,
the limited extent of demesne agriculture on their estates it is possible that they had constructed
a number of castles by 1086. The most likely site for an early fortress was the composite manor of

Hexthorpe in Strafforth wapentake. Situated at the point where the Great North Road crosses the

River Don the manor was of considerable strategic importance to a Norman king wishing to guarantee

118The estates here comprised 20.5% of the Fossard and Sourdeval manors but incorporated 27% of their demesne
plough-teams. The waste estates were Wales and Ulley.

119The proportion of demesne plough-teams on the tenant estates close to Hexthorpe was only 18% despite the
fact that eight of the thirty manors were overstocked. At Hexthorpe, the most prosperous of Nigel Fossard's estates,
valued at £12 in 1086, only two of the thirty-two plough-teams belonged to the lord. The manors supported forty
sokemen, a highly unusual occurrence in Yorkshire. Sokemen were also to be found on other Mortain estates in this
region including Long Sandall (2), Brodsworth (6), Todwick (2), Thrunscoe (3), Whiston (6), Aston (1), and the soke
of Scinestorp (1).

12055ulsby, ‘Fiefs in England’, 179-80.
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his access to the north and the city of York (Map 9). As a former possession of Earl Tosti, and the
focus of a large number of appurtenant sokelands including neighbouring Doncaster, Hexthorpe was
also an administrative and jurisdictional centre of considerable importance, and almost certainly the
geat of a hundred. Although it had declined in value from £18 in 1066 to £12 by 1086 it was still
a wealthy estate by Yorkshire standards and well organized at the time of the Domesday survey. In
addition to the two demesne plough-teams belonging to Count Robert’s tenant, Nigel Fossard, the
manor and its sokelands incorporated another thirty peasant teams operated by over 100 peasants;
and several other Mortain holdings within the vicinity were also well equipped and populated.121
The high degree of estate organization indicates the presence of a body of Norman administrators,
and it is possible that the twelfth century fortifications at Doncaster,!22 within which Hexthorpe
had been absorbed, originated before 1086 and provided the focus of a small hundredal conquest
castlery organized to protect the major highway to the north.

In addition to Hexthorpe Nigel Fossard may have been responsible for the construction of
fortresses at Sheriff Hutton, Rotherham and possibly Lockington; Richard of Sourdeval may have
been the founder of Skelton castle; and it is possible that the count of Mortain himself built a
stronghold at Whorlton.!?8 With the exception only of Whorlton all of these estates incorporated
some degree of demesne agriculture in 1086, had preserved a good proportion of their 1066 value and
were surrounded by other comparatively well organized Mortain holdings capable of contributing to-
wards the maintenance of a castle community.}?* Whorlton itself was the only unwasted part of the

composite manor of Hutton Rudby and supported eight peasant teams and a population of twenty

121 DB, i, 307b-308b.

122Cathcart King, Castellarium Anglicanum, ii, 530, 534.

123Cathcart King, Castellarium Anglicanum, ii, 525, 528, 530, 521. Cathcart King identifies Sheriff Hutton as the
‘Hutton' fortified by Alan III of Richmond in Stephen'’s reign. It is more likely, however, to have been Hutton Conyers
near Ripon.

124The Fossard holding in Sheriff Hutton consisted of eleven carucates which, together with Ganthorpe, Welbum
and Terrington, appear to have been sokeland of the manor of Bulmer. The sokeland incorporated one demesne
and four peasant plough-teams. Although declining in value from £5 to £2 the manor of Bulmer appears to have
been reasonably well organized. In addition to two demesne and eight peasant plough-teams it supported twenty-five
peasants, a priest, church and a mill. The comparatively well-organized estates nearby included Marton, Ferlington,
Fornetorp, Crambe, Barton-le-Willows, Warthill, Huntington and Linton-upon-Ouse. See DB, i, 306a. Rotherham
supported one demesne and 2 1/2 peasant plough-teams, a mill and a church, but had declined in value from £4 to
30s. It was only a few miles from Hexthorpe. Lockington incorporated one demesne and three peasant plough-teams,
but had declined in value from £6 to 30s. A number of Fossard estates in the vicinity, however, including Beswick,
Middleton-on-the-Wolds, Goodmanham, Watton, Steitorp, Etton and Raventhorpe were all reasonably well organized:
DB, i, 306b-307a. Skelton incorporated one demesne and three peasant plough-teams. Although it had declined in
value from 40s to 16s it was still comparatively well-organized for an estate in Cleveland where the majority of vills
were waste. See DB, i, 305b.
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peasants.1?® Given that many more estates within the vicinity of these castles were under-developed
their existence testifies to the priority placed upon the construction of fortifications in the process
of estate organization. The vassals of the Conqueror, of whatever status, guaranteed their safety

before venturing out into a potentially hostile countryside.

5. Embryonic Lordships

Included in this category of organizational development are the honours of Osbern of Arches, Erneis
of Burun, Ralph and Berengar of Tosny, Gilbert Tison, Ralph Mortemer, Ralph Paynel and Hugh
earl of Chester. With the exception of the honours of Arches and possibly Burun the construction
of each of the embryonic lordships was undertaken mainly with the lands of one or two Anglo-
Scandinavians and with some respect for pre-conquest tenurial patterns.126 This is reflected in their
geographical distribution. Whereas the estates of Tison, Tosny, Paynel, Mortemer, Chester and, to
a lesser extent, Burun are distributed widely throughout the county those of Arches are compact,
largely confined to the wapentake of Ainsty immediately to the west of York, and reflect deliberate
Norman tenurial engineering (Maps 10-16).

Compared with the honours examined so far the level of estate organization on the embryonic
lordships in 1086 was retarded. This is not to say, however, that there was no development or that the
development was the same in all cases. When these lordships are subjected to the various measures
of estate organization it emerges that, although reasonably well advanced in some ways, as a whole
the development of Norman administration was limited. In some lordships we can discern a sharp
contrast between a few highly developed estates and many manors with little or no organization at
all. In others a less intense administration appears to be functioning in a much larger portion of
the honour. There are also cases of honours combining a reasonably well developed demesne with
poorly organized tenant estates.

The contrasts are clearly seen in the case of the honour of Tosny. The demesne resources of

125 B, i, 305b.

126 The honour of Tison was formed largely from the estates of Gamalbarn; the honour of Tosny from those of
Thorgautr, Thorbrand and Gamall; Paynel from those of Merlesveinn; Mortemer from those of Eadgifu; and Chester
from those of the earls Siward and Harold. By contrast Erneis of Burun succeeded four Anglo-Scandinavians, and
Osbern of Arches succeeded at least twenty.

28



MAP 10

THE HONOUR OF GILBERT TISON: 1086
KEY

Y

B
o
a

- — - BOUNDARY OF LAND OVER 500ft.

LORDS DEMESNE MANOR ===MAJOR ROAD
SCALE: ONE INCH= 5 MILES

BEREWICK
TENANT MANOR 0o 5

YORK

TR ¥
\

h.)\.m. ‘

' et

AW T

L)




MAP 11
THE HONOUR OF TOSNY: 1086
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MAP 12
THE HONOUR OF RALPH PAYNEL: 1086
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MAP 13
THE HONOUR OF RALPH MORTEMER: 1086
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MAP 15
THE HONOUR OF ERNEIS OF BURUN: 1086
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MAP 16

- THE HONOUR OF OSBERN OF ARCHES: 1086
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Ralph of Tosny and his son Berengar were greater, and in some cases considerably greater, than in
any of the other estates considered under this heading (Table 9). As a whole the demesne appears to
have weathered the twenty years of Norman rule well and increased its value despite being seriously
understocked. To some extent this may have been due to an exploitation of the more profitable
sources of agricultural income, which is suggested by the comparatively low proportion of demesne
to peasant plough-teams (Table 9).12” When we look more closely, however, the organization of
the demesne was not uniform across the entire honour but concentrated in a handful of highly
developed estates. Over half the Tosny demesne manors were waste, less than 30% incorporated
demesne teams, less than 10% were overstocked and only 11% had increased in value (Table 10). In
short, with the exception of eight manors!?® the Tosny demesne, incorporating thirty-five manors,
was largely under-developed in 1086.

The Tosnys had made little progress towards the establishment of a locally based tenant com-
munity by 1086. Only five manors had been granted out, and all of them to St. Mary’s abbey York.
Although the honour was far more richly endowed with resources than any other embryonic lordship
in terms of volume and value, its tenants held less resources than those on the honours of Arches
and Tison. Moreover, in terms of the proportion of total honorial resources held by tenants only on
the honour of Mortemer was this proportion lower than that of the honour of Tosny. Although the
estates alienated to St. Mary’s had increased their value in the conquest period and incorporated
functioning plough-teams they appear, understandably, to have been primarily geared toward food
production. The proportion of demesne to peasant plough-teams was well above the county average,
and higher than any other embryonic lordship. This reflects the different priorities of a resident
monastic community (Table 9).

The honour of Osbern of Arches was also among the more developed embryonic lordships, but
one with a very different internal organization that of the Tosnys. Although at a lower level than

that on the Tosny lordship demesne cultivation on the honour of Arches had been organized on

127That the proportion was slightly below the county average could have been influenced by the fact that the size
of the Tosny demesne manors was also below the average (Table 9). The Tosny peasants were not well equipped by
the standards of the county. It must also be noted that in Buckton Holms, the estate to increase its value by the
greatest numerical amount, the proportion of demesne to peasant plough-teams was well above the county average:
DB, i, 314b.

128North Dalton, Brompton, ‘Leidtorp’, Buckton Holms, Menethorpe, Settrington, and the two manors in Duggleby.
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TABLE 9: THE RESOURCES AND VALUES OF DEMESNE AND
TENANTED ESTATES ON THE EMBRYONIC LORDSHIPS: 1086 (1)

DEMESNE TENANTED TENANT RESOURCES
AS A % OF
TOTAL HONORIAL
RESOURCES

RESOURCES
AND VALUES

T To P T To P T To P
Carucates 104.1 | 162.4 | 864 | 46.5 [ 185 | 8 30.9 | 10.2 8.5
Plough-lands 48 | 108.3 [ 46 31 14 4 39.2 | 11.5 8
Demesne Plough-teams 116 | 16.4 4 4.5 6 1 23.3 | 26.8 20
Peasant Plough-teams 22 43.5 11 8 5 2 26.7 | 10.5 15.4
Villeins 79 116 33 33 29 7 29.5 | 20 17.5
Bordars 25 49 0 15 0 0 37.5 0 0
Sokemen 4 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Population 3 17 2 2 1 0 40 | 5.6 0
Total Population 111 190 37 50 30 7 31.1 | 13.5 15.9
1066 Value £ 22.4 19.2 19 25 1.6 4 5271 7.3 17.4
1086 Value £ 16.7 | 19.3 3.1 10 2 2 36.5 ( 9.4 39
1086 Value as
a % of 1066
Value 74.5 | 100.5 | 16.5 | 38.4 | 129 | 50
% Demesne Plough-teams | 34.3 | 27.3 | 26.7 36 | 54.5| 33.3
County Average 26.77 | 26.77 | 26.77 | 29.4 {1 29.4 | 294
% Peasant Plough-teams | 65.7 | 72.7 | 73.3 | 64 [ 45.5 | 66.7
County Average 73.23 | 73.23 | 73.23 | 70.6 | 70.6 | 70.6
Average Manor
Size (Carucates) 3.6 4.6 86 | 66 | 3.7 | 8
County Average 4.9 4.9 4.9 45 | 45 | 45
Average No. of
Peasants Per Team 5 4.4 3.4 6.3 6 3.5
County Average 3.9 3.9 3.9 36 | 36 | 3.6

KEY

T = Honour of Gilbert Tison
To = Honour of Robert and Berengar of Tosny
P = Honour of Ralph Paynel



TABLE 9: THE RESOURCES AND VALUES OF DEMESNE AND
. TENANTED ESTATES ON THE EMBRYONIC LORDSHIPS: 1086 (2)

DEMESNE TENANTED TENANT RESOURCES
AS A % OF
TOTAL HONORIAL
RESOURCES
RESOURCES
AND VALUES
Mortemer | Chester | Mortemer | Chester | Mortemer Chester
Carucates 112 42.3 0 135.3 0 76.1
Plough-lands 61 34 0 93 0 73.2
Demesne Plough-teams 6.5 0 0 9 0 100
Peasant Plough-teams 15.3 1 0 28 0 96.6
Villeins 59 1 0 84 0 98.8
Bordars 0 0 0 4 0 100
Sokemen 5 0 0 17 0 100
Other Population 2 0 0 1 0 100
Total Population 66 1 0 106 0 99.1
1066 Value £ 23.1 48 0 212 0 81.5
1086 Value £ 10 0 0 10.5 0 100
1086 Value as
a % of 1066
Value 43.4 0 0 49
% Demesne Plough-teams 29.9 0 0 24.3
County Average 26.77 26.77 29.4 29.4
% Peasant Plough-teams 70.1 100 0 75.7
County Average 73.23 73.23 70.6 70.6
Average Manor
Size (Carucates) 8 423 0 33.8
County Average 4.9 4.9 4.5 4.5
Average No. of
Peasants Per Team 4.3 1 0 3.8
County Average 3.9 3.9 3.6 3.6




TABLE 9: THE RESOURCES AND VALUES OF DEMESNE AND
TENANTED ESTATES ON THE EMBRYONIC LORDSHIPS: 1086 (3)

DEMESNE TENANTED TENANT RESOURCES
AS A % OF
TOTAL HONORIAL

RESOURCES

RESOURCES

AND VALUES

Burun | Arches | Burun | Arches || Burun Arches

Carucates 65.6 82.4 23.6 89.1 26.5 52

Plough-lands 34 62.5 12.5 81.3 26.9 56.5

Demesne Plough-teams 6 7 3 7.5 37.5 51.7

Peasant Plough-teams 11 12 2 26 15.4 68.4

Villeins 30 29 12 61 28.6 67.8

Bordars 12 13 1 22 7.7 62.9

Sokemen 2 0 0 1 0 100

Other Population 0 1 0 1 0 100

Total Population 44 43 13 85 22.8 66.4

1066 Value £ 18.1 22.1 5.7 31.5 23.8 58.8

1086 Value £ 7.8 7.7 2.8 15.5 25.5 66.7

1086 Value as

a % of 1066

Value 43.1 35.1 48.7 49.2

% Demesne Plough-teams | 35.3 36.8 60 22.4

County Average 26.77 | 26.77 29.4 29.4

% Peasant Plough-teams 64.7 63.2 40 77.6

County Average 73.23 | 73.23 70.6 70.6

Average Manor

Size (Carucates) 3.9 2.5 3.4 2.5

County Average 4.9 4.9 4.5 4.5

Average No. of

Peasants Per Team 4 3.6 6.5 3.3

County Average 3.9 3.9 3.6 3.6




TABLE 10: DEMESNE PLOUGH-TEAMS, OVERSTOCKING, WASTE
AND VALUE INCREMENTS ON THE EMBRYONIC LORDSHIPS:

1086
NAME PROPORTION PROPORTION PROPORTION NO. OF MAXIMUM
OF OF MANORS OF MANORS OF MANORS | MANORS THAT NO. OF
HONOUR | WITH LORD’S | OVERSTOCKED WASTE OR HAVE LORD’S
TEAMS GIVEN INCREASED IN TEAMS

NO 1086 VALUE ON A

VALUE MANOR
Tison 9 of 29 (31%) 3 of 29 (10.3%) | 16 of 29 (55.2%) | 2 of 29 (6.9%) 5
Tosny | 10 of 35 (28.6%) | 3 of 35 (8.6%) | 19 of 35 (54.3%) | 4 of 35 (11..4%)_ 1
Paynel 4 of 10 (40%) 0 of 10 (0%) 6 of 10 (60%) 0 of 10 (0%) 1
Mortemer | 3 of 14 (21.4%) 1 of 14 (7.1%) 9 of 14 (64.3%) 1 of 14 (7.1%) 3
Chester 0 of 5 (0%) 0 of 5 (0%) 5 of 5 (100%)* 0 of 5 (0%) 0
Burun 3 of 16 (18.8%) 3 of 16 (18.8%) | 11 of 16 (68.8%) | 2 of 16 (12.5%) 2
Arches | 16 of 33 (48.5%) | 3 of 33 (9.1%) | 13 of 33 (39.4%) | 4 of 33 (12.1%) 3

* One of the sokelands of one of the earl of Chester’s manors was not waste.
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a greater number of estates. In each case the proportion of demesne manors endowed with lordly
teams, overstocked and more valuable in 1086 than 1066 was higher than on the honour of Tosny, and
the proportion that were waste was lower (Table 10). However, in terms of the amount of demesne
resources that had been organized the honour of Arches pales in comparison. Its thirty-three manors
incorporated only seven lordly and twelve peasant plough-teams, and a peasant population of forty-
three. Moreover whereas the Tosny demesne as a whole had increased in value in the conquest
period, that of Arches had fallen by 65% (Table 9). This was doubtless a reflection of the proportion
of lordly to peasant plough-teams on the Arches estates which was well above the county average
and suggests that Osbern was concentrating on food production rather than the exploitation of the
more profitable sources of agricultural income (Table 9).

A contrast between the honours of Arches and Tosny is also evident in the structure of tenant
enfeoffment. Osbern of Arches had established fifteen tenants in Yorkshire by 1086, a far higher
number than on any other embryonic lordship, and one of the highest numbers in the county as a
whole (Table 5). With the exception of only the honour of Chester the organization of resources on
the Arches tenant estates was the most advanced of all the embryonic lordships, both numerically
and in proportion to total honorial resources(Table 9). Even so in many cases the control of tenants
over their estates can merely have been nominal. No tenant held more than two demesne teams and
the majority had none at all, indicating that although enfeoffed the tenants were not resident on
the land. This is also reflected by the low proportion of demesne to peasant plough-teams which
suggests the collection of peasant rents by an absentee landlord.

The remaining honours in the embryonic category display in various ways a lower overall level of
estate organization than those of Tosny and Arches. The honour of Chester, for example, was devoid
of demesne cultivation despite some organization of tenant estates. On the honour of Mortemer the
situation is reversed. In this case, however, even the demesne was poorly developed with over nine
of the fourteen manors described as waste and the 6 1/2 lordly plough-teams confined to just three
estates (Table 10).

Despite a considerable degree of internal variation the general impression derived from an ex-

amination of the embryonic lordships in 1086 is that estate organization was much less advanced
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than on the previous three categories of Yorkshire honours. Demesne cultivation was either con-
fined to a handful of highly developed manors, spread thinly over a larger, but still limited, area
of the demesne (never exceeding 50% of the demesne manors), or non-existent; and demesne values
had usually declined dramatically during the conquest period. In most cases enfeoffment and the |
organization of tenant estates was even more retarded.

The comparative lack of progress in estate organization on the embryonic lordships is also re-
flected in the paucity and uncompelling nature of the evidence for early castle construction. The
strongest case is that of Brompton on the honour of Tosny, the site of a motte.!?? Although incor-
porating only three ploughlands the manor supported one demesne and three peasant plough-teams
in 1086, a population of nine villeins and a functioning mill, and had increased in value from 10s
to 208,130 It was also situated close to a number of other reasonably well-developed Tosny estates
which may have contributed to the support of a castle.!3! A similar situation occurs on the Burun
honour where the remains of what may be a motte survive at Hunsingore.132 In 1086 Hunsingore
was overstocked and had increased its value. Although its sokelands had not faired as well, a por-
tion of them were cultivated and situated close to other well organized Burun manors.!3 The only
other castle possibly dating from the Conqueror’s reign on the embryonic lordships was that of Drax
which is known to have existed in Stephen’s day.!® Given the threat of Scandinavian invasion via
the Humber there were sound strategic reasons for the early construction of a castle to guard the
estuary at Drax. In 1086 the manor incorporated its full complement of three plough-teams, one
of which belonged to the lord, as well as a church and priest but had declined in value from 40s to
208.135 Compared with the compact lordships with their multiple castleries we can only conclude

that the embryonic honours were militarily and administratively under-developed.

129Cathcart King, Castellarium Anglicanum, ii, 514.

130 DB, i, 314a.

131They included ‘Leidtorp’, Sinnington, Newton, Snainton, Little Marish and Thornton Dale. Close by also were
Spaunton, Dalby and Kirkby Misperton, held of Tosny by the abbot of St. Mary’s York, incorporating six demesne
and four peasant plough-teams: DB, i, 314b.

132 Cathcart King, Castellarium Anglicanum, ii, 532.

133Including Copmanthorpe, Little Cattal, Flaxby, Copgrove and Little Bramham: DB, i, 328b.

134 Chronica de Melsa, i, 136; Newburgh, 94; Henry of Huntingdon, 291.

135 DB, i, 325b.
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6. The Honour of Roger the Poitevin

The Yorkshire estates of Roger the Poitevin were confined to Cravenshire where almost every estate
had been granted to him (Map 17).13% Beside Roger and the king only the king’s thanes and William
Iof Percy held lands in Cravenshire, and these were small in area.137 Roger’s estates were composed ‘
of the lands of several Anglo-Scandinavian landholders and cut across pre-conquest tenurial patterns.
The honour was a Norman creation and is described in Domesday as a castlery.!3® Its purpose was
almost certainly to defend the eastern fringes of the Pennines at the point where the Roman road
linking Lancashire and Airedale entered Yorkshire.

The description of all the Cravenshire manors resembles a geld list. The only information pro-
vided is the number of carucates at which the manors were assessed and the names of their holders
in 1066. With little useful information to be derived from the area the Domesday commissioners in
York may not have felt it useful to question further and were content to copy the tax information
from Anglo-Scandinavian fiscal records into the Domesday text. The futility of attempting a survey
of this region is illustrated in the record of Roger’s Lancashire lands which appears in the king’s
section: ‘Out of these sixteen vills are inhabited by a few people, but how many living there is not
known. The rest are waste’.!3° The implication is that Roger had only recently established himself

in Cravenshire in 1086 and had not progressed far in the organization of his estates.140

The Norman Conquest of Yorkshire: Castles, Control and Chronology

The application of the measures of estate organization to the honours of Yorkshire and the six
categories of development established above provide a framework for understanding the means by
which the Normans constructed their authority in Yorkshire, the degree to which the construction
was complete in 1086, and the stages by which it had been undertaken.

The keystones of the establishment of Norman control were the castleries that were under con-

struction everywhere in Yorkshire before 1086. The argument of Wightman that the castles at York

13 DB, i, 332a-b.

137William I of Percy held fifty-seven carucates here of which fifty-four were recorded as waste: DB, i, 322b.
138 DB, i, 332a.

139 DB, i, 301d.

140 Although not specifically stated as such it is probable that Roger’s lands were waste.
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were the only Norman fortifications in existence in Yorkshire in 1086 can no longer be accepted.l4!
In fact, when combined with archaeological and topographical evidence, the estate organization re-
vealed by Domesday Book indicates the existence of not one but several castles on each of the honours _
of Percy, Fitz Baldric, Richmond, Pontefract and Holderness by 1086. These castles, moreover, were
the nucleus of castleries, a term referring not simply to organized estates supporting castles but to
districts that were dominated by them. Thorner we are told was situated, ‘within the bounds of
Ilbert I of Lacy’s castle’,142 even though it was over ten miles from the nearest fortress. Similarly the
castlery of Alan earl of Richmond appears to have incorporated the whole of Richmondshire. The
castleries were a Norman creation. That they were a result of deliberate and carefully controlled
planning is implicit in the fact that they ignored pre-conquest tenurial patterns and, at least in the
case of Roger the Poitevin’s fee in Cravenshire, appear to have been delineated as castleries before
the Norman tenants began the supervision of their estates. In Roger’s case the king’s attention to
detail is even more implicit in the fact that William I of Percy, Erneis of Burun and Berengar of
Tosny had been induced to accept the loss of a number of Cravenshire estates in order that the
land could be employed in the construction of the Poitevin castlery.}43 Planning and control is also
reflected in the strategic location of the castleries, either on the fringes of the Pennines or close to
the major roads and rivers. The routes of communication were the tentacles by which the Normans
tightened their grip on Yorkshire.

Stenton referred to the castlery as ‘a well defined district within which the whole arrangement of
tenancies was primarily designed for the maintenance of the castle’.1# This is unobjectionable, but
it should be added that castleries could have a judicial as well as territorial basis, and that they were
not necessarily organized along honorial lines: they sometimes corresponded with the wapentakes,
hundreds, sokes and shires of pre-conquest England. The castlery of Roger the Poitevin appears to
correspond with Cravenshire, and that of Alan of Richmond with Richmondshire. Evidence of a

much later date illustrates that Richmondshire formed a jurisdictional liberty and its lords had the

141Wightman, Lacy Family, 54.
142 DB, i, 373b.
143 DB, i, 332a.
144 Stenton, First Century, 194.
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right to appoint their own sheriffs;15 and this may indicate that from the conquest period the lords
of Richmond had enjoyed the right to exercise the royal jurisdiction and collect the royal revenues
attached to the shire. In the case of the honour of Pontefract one castlery was almost certainly
based upon the wapentake of Skyrack. The Domesday clamores record that, ‘the men of Barkston
Ash and Skyrack wapentakes gave testimony to Osbern of Arches that Wulfbert his predecessor had
all Thorner, but all Thorner is situated within the bounds of Ilbert’s castle, according to the first
measurement, and according to the most recent measurement is situated outside it’.14¢ This can
only have been one of the disputes resulting from a conflict between antecessorial and hundredal
grants which Professor Fleming illustrates were at the heart of many of the legal cases recorded
in the Domesday clamores.4” The claim of Osbern of Arches was clearly antecessorial and there
are strong indications that the wapentake men were trying to decide whether Thorner was within
the bounds of a wapentake belonging to Ilbert I of Lacy. The problem had arisen because Thorner
lies very close to the boundary between Barkston Ash and Skyrack wapentakes, which explains the
involvement of both wapentake courts and the need for precise measurements. The Lacy wapentake
was clearly that of Skyrack, the court of which was controlled by the family in the twelfth century.1*®
But it was not to the wapentake but Ilbert’s castlery that the jurors referred in 1086, and there can

be little doubt that the two were perceived as being the same.!*?

145Gtenton, First Century, 109. Richmondshire is mentioned in a charter issued by Matilda, a daughter of Stephen
count of Brittany, 1120 x 1138: EYC, v, no. 390. See also Regesta, ii, no. 1311. By the second half of the twelfth
century Richmondshire had been divided into two wapentakes. The one at Gilling is mentioned in 1166: Pipe Roll 12
Henry 11, 49.

146 DB, i, 373b.

147Fleming, Kings and Lords, 194-5.

148 FYC, iii, no. 1656; Wightman, Lacy Family, 103-4, 107.

149 Although not designated as a castlery in Domesday the wapentake of Holderness may provide another example
of the organization of a castlery on the basis of a wapentake. With the exception of only the lands belonging to
the clurch the lords of Holderness held all the estates in the wapentake and, at least in the thirteenth century and
probably much earlier, exercised important privileges in the area based upon their possession of the wapentake court,
including the right to exclude royal sheriffs. Orderic refers to Holderness as a shire, and it is possible that the liberty
may date from the conquest period: English, Holderness, Chapter 3, esp. 98-107. The coincidence of castleries and
liberties/hundreds was not confined to Yorkshire. It also occurs in the Sussex Rapes, all of which had their own
sheriffs in 1086 and have been referred to as ‘self-contained feudal castleries’: CDF, 1-li; VCH, Sussez, i, 352; J.F.A.
Mason, ‘The officers and clerks of the Norman earls of Shropshire’, Trans. Shrop. Arch. Assoc., 56 (1960), 244,
247. Robert count of Mortain may have enjoyed a similar privilege in the Rape of Pevensey in Sussex where he
had constructed an early castle: Morris, Medieval Sheriff, 45; Soulsby, ‘Fiefs in England’, 85, 163. In the midlands
Stenton proved that the Ferrer’s fee centred on Tutbury was a castlery with evidence that in the thirteenth century
one of the rural deaneries of Derbyshire was known as ‘Castelar’, and illustrated that all the parishes in this deanery
were in the wapentake of Appletree wherein Tutbury was situated and which the Ferrers family controlled almost in
its entirety, Although the Ferrers family controlled estates beyond the boundaries of Appletree it is likely that the
wapentake formed the basis of the castlery of Tutbury. See Stenton, First Century, 196; Golob, ‘The Ferrers earls’,
49 and note 17, 59. It must be noted, however, that castleries did not always correspond with hundreds and liberties.
The castlery of Dudley, for example, was situated at the point where the boundaries of the counties of Staffordshire,
Worcestershire and Warwickshire converge, and incorporated portions of the estates of several hundreds: Golob, ‘The
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The alienation and militarization of the royal organization of wapentakes, hundreds, sokes and
shires corresponds with what was happening under the Normans in other frontier regions of England,
particularly the Welsh marches where in some cases individual lords were granted all the royal estates
and rights within an entire county.!® The policy was doubtless designed to assist the Norman
magnates to govern and control these vulnerable areas more effectively and to make the exercise
of Norman administration more immediate. The wapentakes and shires were important centres
of jurisdiction and revenue collection and the natural foundation on which to construct Norman
authority. Anxious to maintain and exploit them it was logical for the Conqueror to attach them
to the castles which housed his local officials. And so in some areas the Old English shires and
wapentakes became the Norman castleries. The importance of the new military establishments was
not lost on Orderic who declared that ‘the fortifications called castles built by the Normans were
scarcely known in the English provinces, and so the English, in spite of their courage and love
of fighting, could put up only a weak resistance to their enemies’.1%! From whatever perspective
they are viewed, strategic, financial or jurisdictional, the castles and castleries were crucial to the
establishment of Norman control in Yorkshire.

The construction of the castleries and some of the honours which incorporated them does not
square with Le Patourel’s argument that the Conqueror granted land to his vassals on the basis of
pre-conquest tenurial holdings with the result that the Norman honours were scattered, untidy and
possibly unworkable. Some honours, such as those of Mortemer and Paynel, clearly display such an
amorphous structure, but others, such as those of Percy, Richmond, Pontefract, Holderness, Arches
and Roger the Poitevin, were compact lordships of a very different kind. Part of the reason for the
contrast appears to be a deliberate change in the method of enfeoffment during the course of the
conquest in parts of the midlands and the north. Professor Fleming argues that for the first seven
years of the Conqueror’s reign the lands of individual or small groups of Anglo-Scandinavian lords

which became available through death or disgrace were bestowed in their entirety upon Norman lords

Ferrers earls’, 561; DB, i, 177a. I owe this reference to Dr. David Crouch.

150 Ag in the case of the honour of Hugh earl of Chester which incorporated all the estates in Cheshire with the
exception only of those of the church. Although to a lesser extent the same phenomenon is illustrated in Herefordshire
where the estates of the king, queen, earls and sheriff passed to William fitz Osbern and formed the basis of compact
castleries: Lewis, ‘Norman settlement of Herefordshire’, 199-201.

181 Orderic, ii, 219.
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designated as successors. By c¢.1073, however, the supply of great Anglo-Scandinavian antecessors

had been exhausted and the Norman administration could not cope with the problems of assigning
the small estates of minor Old English thanes to individual Norman successors. Faced with this
problem, and increasing commitments in Normandy, the Conqueror had to decide how to dispose’
of the remaining Anglo-Scandinavian lands and provide for the security of the north at the same
time. The solution he devised was to grant the lands by hundred to his most powerful and trusted
magnates. All the estates within hundreds not already incorporated within the demesne, belonging
to the church, or acquired by secular lords from antecessors were bestowed in their entirety upon
an individual Norman tenant-in-chief, thus creating a series of compact lordships made up of the

estates, or portions of the estates, of several pre-conquest landholders.152

Professor Fleming’s thesis has much to recommend it and is supported by a considerable amount

of detailed evidence. She illustrates, for example, that the estates of William Malet the sheriff
of Yorkshire, who was dead by 1071, had been granted by antecessor; and that Robert count of
Mortain received grants by hundred in as many as nineteen Yorkshire wapentakes.!®® But the
antecessorial/hundredal division is not the full story. In some cases the construction of Norman
honours appears to have owed more to military strategy than antecessorial succession or ‘hundredal’
grant. The honour of Hugh fitz Baldric, for example, which was made up partly of ‘hundredal’
grants in the wapentake of Birdforth and partly of antecessorial acquisitions, did not incorporate all
the estates belonging to Hugh’s antecessors, Gamall and Orm. With the exception of a manor in
Langbargh wapentake and about twenty more in the East Riding only the lands of Gamall and Orm
in Birdforth and neighbouring wapentakes were acquired by Hugh, and many more of their estates
passed to other Norman tenants-in-chief,154 The compactness of the honour was therefore the result

of deliberate and selective tenurial engineering. The same was true of the compact castleries that

formed the fee of William I of Percy who acquired only a portion of the lands of his antecessors.15

An even clearer example is provided by the distribution of land in the wapentake of Strafforth which

Fleming states was acquired by Roger I of Bully and added to his considerable adjoining estates in

152Fleming, Kings and Lords, Chapter V.
153Tbid., 1934, 189-92.

154 Above p. 15 and note 61.

155bid.
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Derbyshire.}%¢ On closer analysis, however, it emerges that although Bully acquired considerable
holdings in Strafforth wapentake from a large number of Anglo-Scandinavian lords, he did not acquire
every estate there that had not been taken into the demesne, granted to the church or alienated
to Norman lords according to antecessorial succession. A large number of estates in Strafforth’
also passed to Robert count of Mortain, and had been held by a variety of pre-conquest lords, the
majority of whom are not listed by Fleming among the count’s antecessors.157 The conclusion to be
drawn from this is that both antecessorial and ‘hundredal’ considerations had little to do with the
distribution of land to Roger I of Bully and the count of Mortain in Strafforth wapentake, and that
both lords acquired their estates according to strategic considerations. The Bully estates formed the
north-western segment of the compact castlery of Tickhill that controlled the Great North Road,
and the Mortain estates probably formed two small castleries guarding the entrance into Yorkshire
via the Snake pass and the point where the Great North Road crosses the River Don (Map 9).158
If the methodology of the Norman settlement does not square with the traditional interpretation
put forward by Wightman, Le Patourel and others neither does its chronology. Almost all of the
small motte and bailey castles that peppered the landscape of Yorkshire in 1086 had been constructed
within the honours of the first four categories of estate examined in this chapter. That the process of
constructing them was underway within a short time of William’s arrival in England is suggested by
the Anglo-Saxon chronicler’s graphic description of his visit to the north in 1068 when he went ‘to
Nottingham and built a castle there, and so went to York and there built two castles, and in Lincoln
and everywhere in that district’.15® Together with the organization of the demesne agriculture
necessary to support them, the settlement of sub-tenants on the land, and the progress beyond food

production toward the exploitation of the more profitable sources of agricultural income evident on

156Fleming, Kings and Lords, 192.

187The Mortain estates in Strafforth had been held by Ulfketill, Skotakoldr, Wulfsige, Ragnaldr, Arnulfr, Asi, Earl
Edwin, Earl Tosti, Ligulfr, Hunding's sons, Godhyse, Arnketill, Hakon, Buga, Thorketill, Arnthorr, Morcar, Leofsige
and Leofketill: DB, i, 307b-308b. Fleming lists Count Robert’s possible antecessors as Swein, Uhtraed, Northmann,
Waltheof, Ulfketill, Orm, Thorketill, Gamal and Ligulfr: Fleming, Kings and Lords, 190.

158 The compact castlery of Dudley belonging to William fitz Ansculf provides an example from outside Yorkshire of
an estate constructed on strategic prindples rather than according to antecessorial or ‘hundredal’ grants. The castlery
was situated at the point where the counties of Staffordshire, Worcestershire and Warwickshire meet, and consisted
of a solid block of territory incorporating portions of the three hundreds whose boundaries followed those of their
respective counties. The castlery was constructed from the estates of a large group of pre-conquest landholders, and
the only estates within its boundaries held by someone other than Fitz Ansculf were two manors belonging to the
king. See Golob, ‘The Ferrers earls’, 51. I owe this reference to Dr. David Crouch who intends to discuss it in more
detail in his Power and the English Aristocracy, 1066-1272 (Yale UP, forthcoming).

159 48C, s.a. 1068, 148,
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these lordships, their existence in 1086 indicates an honorial structure and administration which
had been in existence for a considerable period of time. On organizational grounds alone the origins
of the first four categories of honours must be placed before the 1080s, and in some cases before
the mid 1070s. And if the organizational evidence is combined with other details of the Norman
settlement recorded in Domesday and the chronicles it is possible to suggest even more precise dates
for the beginnings of Norman honorial construction in Yorkshire.

By far the most highly organized honour in Yorkshire in 1086 was that of Conisbrough which
was the only great soke to increase, let alone preserve, its value in the conquest period. It had
been held before 1066 by Harold Godwineson whose estates in other areas of England were some of
the first to be granted out to Normans by the Conqueror.!? In addition to its availability, due to
Harold’s death in 1066, Conisbrough’s strategic location and importance as a traditional centre of
local administration must also have influenced the Conqueror to place the estate in safe hands at
an early date. Indeed the grant may well have taken place when the king went to Yorkshire in 1068
to deal with a rebellion led by the earls Gospatric, Edwin and Morcar, the pre-conquest sheriff of
Lincolnshire, Merlesveinn, and the English claimant to the crown, Edgar the Atheling.1®! William
built castles at several points along his line of march including Nottingham and York, and it may
have been at this time and in order to guarantee access to Yorkshire that Conisbrough castle was
constructed.

The two years following the 1068 rising were very disturbed and although the sheriff of Yorkshire,
William Malet, and Gilbert I of Gant were active in the county, acquired a number of estates there,

and may have constructed castles at Tadcaster and Hunmanby respectively,'®? little additional

160Fleming, Kings and Lords, 203. In Herefordshire Harold’s estates were quickly granted to William fitz Osbern,
another relative of the king, who died in 1071: Lewis, ‘Norman settlement of Herefordshire’, 211.

181 48C, s.a. 1068, 148; Orderic, ii, 222, 218.

162The estates acquired by William Malet are known from the Domesday clamores which state that he held a
number of them before the destruction of York castle in 1069. Malet appears to have succeeded to the lands of several
pre-conquest antecessors who may have fallen at the battles of Fulford or Stamford Bridge, with the result that his
holdings were widely spread throughout the three Ridings of Yorkshire. A group of them were situated in a cluster to
the south-west of York around Tadcaster which bestrode the Roman road linking the Great North Road with York.
The site was of obvious strategic importance and the castle here, the earthworks of which survive, could date from
the period of Malet lordship. Saxehalla, which has been located within Tadcaster, is recarded in Domesday as ‘within
the castle boundary’ (infra metam castelli) and was also held by William Malet. In 1086 Tadcaster had more than
doubled its 1066 value and incorporated three demesne teams, and many other estates belonging to William Malet
within the vicinity were similarly well developed. It is possible that they owed at least part of this organization
to the efforts of Malet in addition to those of William I of Percy who succeeded him in the estates after his death
¢.1071. Malet’s son, Robert, succeeded to only a portion of his father's fee, the major part of which was distributed
among several other tenants-in-chief. See DB, i, 373a-374b, 320b-321a; Cathcart King, Castellarium Anglicanum, ii,
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Norman honorial construction is likely to have taken place in this period.!®3 In the autumn of
1068 Robert of Commines who had been sent by the Conqueror to be earl of Northumberland
was murdered with his men at Durham, and a similar fate befell Robert fitz Richard one of the
Normans entrusted with control of Yorkshire. The few remaining Normans in Yorkshire under thé
leadership of William Malet found themselves trapped in York by a force of native rebels commanded
by Gospatric, Merlesveinn, the Atheling and several Yorkshire thanes. Although the Conqueror
successfully relieved the city before Easter 1069 and built a second castle there, by the end of
September a combined force of native rebels and Danes attacked York, destroyed its fortifications,
and either captured or killed its Norman commanders. The king’s response was dramatic. He
marched north and, after encountering fierce resistance from rebel forces who held the line of the
river Aire against him for three weeks, eventually reached York by Christmas forcing the Danes
to retreat to the banks of the Humber. After negotiating terms for a Danish withdrawal he then
embarked upon a ruthless campaign designed to put an end to northern resistance in which he
pursued the native leaders into the uplands and forests where they were hiding. The earls Waltheof
and Gospatric at least are known to have made their submission before William left the region in
January or February 1070. Only when this campaign was over, the native rebels either compliant,
in exile or dead, and peace restored could the settlement of Norman tenants in Yorkshire continue.

Given the stock of recently confiscated rebel estates and the need to consolidate his hold on
Yorkshire it is likely that the king was quick to begin the construction of new Norman honours in
the county. Among the first to be created were those of William I of Percy and Hugh fitz Baldric
which display a high degree of estate organization in 1086, were focused upon several castles and
had clearly been in existence for some years by that date. Although the Percy honour cannot have
been completed before the acquisition of a number of estates formerly belonging to William Malet,

who died 1069 x 1071, William I of Percy claimed that he was already in possession of Bolton Percy

527; J.H. Round, ‘The death of William Malet’, The Academy (26th April 1884); Fleming, Kings and Lords, 193.
Gilbert I of Gant was captured when the Danes stormed York castle in 1069. In 1086 he held two manors and their
appurtenances in Hunmanby which was almost certainly the jurisdictional centre of Turbar hundred and still contains
the earthwork remains of a motte and bailey castle. Although the estate had declined in value from £12 to only
£3 it incorporated three demesne plough-teams and ten peasant teams operated by over forty peasants, and was
clearly capable of supporting a castle. See Freeman, Norman Conguest, iv, 204, 258, 268; DB, i, 326a; Cathcart King,
Castellarium Anglicanum, ii, 519,

163 For what follows see ASC, s.a. 1069, 150; Orderic, ii, 218-31; Orderic, iv, 95; Florence, Chronicon, ii, 4; Symeon,
Opers, i, 188-9.
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while Malet was alive and held the sherifidlom of York.!®4 Hig early presence in Yorkshire with
Hugh fitz Baldric is also attested by an entry in Domesday Book recording a complaint made by
the burgesses of York that Percy had taken a certain house into the castle after his return from the
Scottish expedition of 1072. William responded by claiming that he had taken the house on the
orders of the sheriff, Hugh fitz Baldric, in the first year after the destruction of York castle, which
would place the seizure in 1070.16% It was also at about this time that Hugh fitz Baldric participated
in the establishment of Selby abbey.166

The evidence suggests that William I of Percy and Hugh fitz Baldric were the men chosen by the
Conqueror to restore Norman authority in Yorkshire after the debacle of 1069. They had been given
charge of York, and the honours created for them, distributed in a belt covering the road and river
approaches to the city, were clearly designed to help them defend it. Although formed largely from
the estates of a handful of Anglo-Scandinavian antecessors the strategic structure of the honours was
the product of deliberate Norman tenurial engineering rather than chance. Only portions of the fees
of antecessors were included and these were combined with several estates drawn from other non-
antecessorial pre-conquest lordships. A military function is also evident in the heavy concentration of
castles established on both honours. Administratively and strategically they display all the signs of
simultaneous, controlled construction, and this may be what Orderic had in mind when he declared
that upon returning to York after harrying the Tees in 1070 the Conqueror ‘restored the castles
there and established order in the city and surrounding district’.}?

Within eighteen months of the harrying of the north the Conqueror dealt with the two principal
remaining Anglo-Scandinavian lords in the region, Edwin earl of Mercia and his brother Morcar
earl of Northumbria. Their removal cleared the way for the next major phase of Norman tenurial
reorganization and settlement, the creation of the compact lordships of Richmond, Pontefract and
Holderness. The brothers had apparently remained loyal to William throughout the Danish invasion
but revolted in 1071 because they feared imprisonment. Edwin was killed by his own retainers while

on his way to Scotland to raise support, and Morcar was captured along with many other native

184 DB, i, 374a.

165 DB, i, 298a.

166 Selby Coucher, i, 14-19; Symeon, Opera, ii, 186,
167 Orderic, i, 233.
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rebels on the Isle of Ely and imprisoned for the remainder of the Conqueror’s reign.!®® Between
them the brothers held considerable estates in Yorkshire, including many of the great sokes, and
their lands were employed to form the core of the lordships granted to Alan of Richmond, Ilbert
I of Lacy and Drogo de la Beuvriere. The castles of Alan of Richmond were constructed within
a few miles of Edwin’s great soke manor of Gilling, and those of Ilbert I of Lacy were established
in his equally important manors of Kippax and Tanshelf (Pontefract). And in Holderness no less
than five composite manors belonging to Morcar,'®® one of which may have incorporated a castle,170
were among the most valuable estates on the honour in 1086. The comparatively highly developed
organization of these honours in 1086 suggests that the Conqueror wasted little time in constructing
them after the demise of the earls of Mercia and Northumbria. Their creation may well have taken
place as early as 1072 when William passed through Yorkshire on his way to and from a campaign
against the Scots. His failure to secure anything more from Malcolm Canmore than homage and a
vague promise to accept his overlordship left the north open to the threat of invasion by a Scottish
king who had provided shelter to many Anglo-Scandinavian exiles.!”! It may therefore have been
with this in mind, and at this time, that William sought to guarantee the security of the region by
constructing the compact lordships which were clearly designed to protect the frontiers of Yorkshire.
For Orderic there was no doubt that the removal of the earls Edwin and Morcar marked the point
at which William ‘divided up the chief provinces of England among his followers’.172

The construction of the honour of Robert count of Mortain is much more difficult to date. In
terms of its size, distribution and internal orga:nization it bears little comparison with the other lord-
ships established by the Conqueror in Yorkshire. Although constructed like the compact lordships
from the estates of many pre-conquest landholders, and therefore a Norman creation, the Mortain
fee did not display the same compactness and was distributed widely throughout the three Ridings

of the county. Internally estate organization on the honour varied considerably between lordly and

168 Orderic, ii, 256; Brown, Norman Conguest, 197 note 285.

189Kilnsea, Withernsea, Mappleton, Hornsea and Easington: DB, i, 323b-324a.

170Hornsea, see above p. 24.

171 Ritchie, Normans in Scotland, 29, 32-4; Stenton, Anglo-Sazon England, 606; ASC, s.a. 1072, 155; Florence,
Chronicon, ii, 9; Malmesbury, Gesta Regum, ii, 309; Chronicon de Abingdon, ii, 9-10; Symeon, Opers, i, 195-6, 200,
211. The hollowness of the Abernethy agreement is illustrated by the Scots invasion of Northumbria in 1079 which

prompted a second Norman expedition under the command of Robert Curthose: ASC, s.a. 1079, 159; Florence,
Chronicon, ii, 13,
172 QOrderic, ii, 261.
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tenant estates, and between the different geographical regions incorporated within it. By and large
the estates retained by Count Robert were extremely under-developed in 1086, whereas in some
areas those of his vassals display a much higher degree of organization. This was especially so in the
more southerly portions of the honour, in the wapentakes of Staincross, Strafforth and Osgoldcross,
and in parts of the East Riding. Generally, however, the tenant estates were progressively less well
organized the further north they were situated. The pattern suggests two possibilities. Either that
the count’s tenants were concentrating their administrative efforts in particular areas, or more prob-
ably that the honour had been constructed in piecemeal fashion with the more southerly portions
being granted to Count Robert earlier than the estates in the North Riding. Whatever the case the
high level of organization on the estates south of the River Aire, and the probable construction of
castles in Strafforth wapentake, the East Riding, Bulmer wapentake and possibly even Cleveland
suggests that the honour had been under Norman administrative control for several years before 1086
and that its origins belong to the 1070s rather than the 1080s. Indeed in the case of the estates in
Strafforth wapentake centred on Hexthorpe which controlled the point where the Great North Road
crossed the River Don, the importance of securing the manor and guaranteeing access to Yorkshire
argues in favour of an even earlier Norman take-over. It is possible that the Conqueror granted
Hexthorpe and other estates within the vicinity to Count Robert when he marched to Yorkshire in
1068, or in 1069 when Robert is known to have fought the Danes in the region immediately to the
east of the River Don.1"3

If the dating of the honour of Mortain on the basis of estate organization alone is difficult, that
of the embryonic lordships and the honour of Roger the Poitevin is impossible. The low or, in the
case of the Poitevin estates, non-existent level of development need not be taken to indicate a late
date of honorial creation. It is possible that the honours had been established at an early date
but remained substantially under-developed because their lords had devoted their organizational
efforts to lands in other parts of the country. With the exception of the honour of Arches the lack
of tenant enfeoffment on these lordships may well reflect a shortage of the manpower necessary to

colonize and administer the counties at the peripheries of Norman control. This appears to have

173Soulsby, ‘Fiefs in England’, 18.
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been the case with the honour of Ralph Paynel which as well as Yorkshire incorporated estates in
Devon, Somerset, Gloucestershire, Nottinghamshire and Lincolnshire. A marked contrast between
the holdings in Yorkshire, Lincolnshire and Devon, the bulk of which had been retained in demesne,
and the remainder of the honour, where most of the estates had been granted to tenants, was noted
by Lennard.1™ It indicates that, as we might expect, Ralph Paynel was organizing his estates in
stages and left the more remote counties until last.

The same was true of the fee of Hugh earl of Chester which, despite its lack of organization in
1086, had been in existence since at least ¢.1076 x ¢.1078 when William I of Percy granted land
in Whitby held of the earl to the monastic pioneer Reinfrid for the foundation of an abbey.!™
The Yorkshire fee constituted only a small portion of a vast tenurial complex extending throughout
twenty shires. The complete absence of lordly demesne teams and the granting of the bulk of the
fee to two tenants, one of whom was of Anglo-Scandinavian stock, is only to be expected given the
probability that Earl Hugh never visited Yorkshire and had an over-abundant supply of estates in
more vital areas of the country with which to endow his limited entourage of continental vassals.
A low level of estate organization in 1086, therefore, need not be seen as a reflection of a late date
of honorial creation. In fact with the exception of only the honour of Arches all the embryonic
lordships appear to have been examples of the antecessorial honours which Professor Fleming argues
were established before ¢.1073.

In one case, however, that of the honour of Roger the Poitevin, corroborative evidence indicates
that it would be correct to equate a lack of estate organization with a late date of honorial creation.
Roger is known to have been born ¢.1060,176 and can only have received his estates on coming of age.
It is even possible that he was enfeoffed during the course of the Domesday survey. The Domesday
Summary for Yorkshire which pre-dates the main text!”” records only a handful of Cravenshire

estates and assigns them no lord.}”® In the main text itself with the exception of only the honour

174Lennard, Rural England, 95-8.

175 DB, i, 305a; D. Bethell, ‘The foundation of Fountains abbey and the state of St. Mary's York in 1132’, JEH, 17
(1966), 17-18.

176 Orderic, iii, 138; Complete Peerage, xi, 688-9; Mason, ‘Roger de Montgomery’, 14-15.
177Harvey, ‘Domesday predecessors’, 753-73.
178 DB, i, 380b.
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of Brus, the return of which was entered in the second decade of the twelfth century,17 Roger’s

Cravenshire fee is the last to be recorded. The region was very new to Norman eyes in 1086.

Conclusion

When combined with evidence from other sources the level of estate organization on the various Nor-
man honours of Yorkshire in 1086 reveals that the conquest, colonization and tenurial reorganization
of the county was achieved with a greater degree of control and more rapidly than has hitherto been
supposed. Many of the Norman Domesday honours, including several of the most under-developed
in 1086, had been established within five or six years of the arrival of the Conqueror, and very few
remained to be constructed after ¢.1075. It is possible that the only lordship originating in the 1080s
was that of Roger the Poitevin. Although some of the Norman honours were simply formed from
the estates of one or two antecessors others, such as the compact lordships of Richmond, Pontefract
and Holderness, were far more complex tenurial units incorporating the estates, or portions of the
estates, of many Anglo-Scandinavian thanes. Their sophistication, lack of regard for pre-conquest
tenurial patterns, and strategic orientation betray deliberate tenurial planning and supervision from
above. Together with the concern to deal with tenurial disputes and encroachments evident within
the Domesday clamores the compact lordships are witness to the careful control the Conqueror was
determined to exercise over the process of settlement in Yorkshire.

The systematic way in which he and his followers went about the conquest of Yorkshire is
illustrated most clearly perhaps in the construction of castles on nearly every honour. The county
was a land of castleries in 1086, carefully situated close to the major road and river routes and
in some cases corresponding to the hundreds which were and remained the centres of wealth and
local jurisdictional authority throughout the first century of English feudalism.!3? In terms of both

communications and administration the castleries gave the Normans a stranglehold on Yorkshire.

179P, King, ‘The return of the fee of Robert de Brus in Domesday’, YAJ, 60 (1988), 25-31.

180For the construction of castles for the purpose of controlling road and river routes in the midlands see Golob,
‘The Ferrers earls’, 59-61, 71 and note 82. Golob rejects Le Patourel's argument that castles were constructed simply
for the purpose of protecting the frontiers of the conquest, the corollary of which was that the fortresses in the south
date from the 1060s, those in the midlands from the 1070s, and those in the north from the 1080s. Instead Golob
argues that the castles in the midlands were built to settle, and establish control over, large tracts of land in the wake
of English rebellions. He dates the construction of Nottingham castle to 1068, and that of Dudley and Tutbury to
1071 x 1072 following the rebellions at Chester and Ely: ibid., 43, 49-54.
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All this is not to say, however, that Norman control and settlement was complete in 1086.
There was still much to be done. To some extent the Conqueror’s vassals ruled from the river and
roadsides, especially the Great North Road, and the castleries were small oases in an administrative
desert. Considerable areas of Yorkshire, particularly the Pennine uplands and Cleveland, were
largely unknown to the Normans in 1086, and it was only slowly over the next half-century that
they were colonized and brought under control. The settlement and tenurial restructuring of the
county remained an on-going process and will be examined in the chapters that follow. As for the
progress of the conquest in Yorkshire in 1086, and the extent of the Conqueror’s achievement, the
words of another great statesman referring to a similar struggle for control of England in a much

later period are perhaps the most appropriate. It was not the end, or even the beginning of the end,

but it was perhaps the end of the beginning.
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Chapter 2

The Transformation of Yorkshire 1066 x 1135: Military

Consolidation and Administrative Integration

By 1086 William the Conqueror and the first generation of Anglo-Norman magnates had laid
the foundations of Norman rule in Yorkshire. The county had undergone a tenurial and military
revolution. The vast majority of the pre-conquest tenants had been replaced by continental lords, and
their estates either dismembered completely or absorbed within new and larger tenurial complexes
based upon castles and hundreds. The county bristled with Norman castles, around the majority
of which a resident continental tenantry was already bringing Norman administration to bear. And
coordinating this administration was the Norman sheriff, Erneis of Burun, based in one of the castles
at York, and directly responsible to the king.!

In the years that followed the Conqueror’s death in 1087 it fell to his sons William Rufus and
Henry I to build upon these tenurial, military and administrative foundations in order to consolidate
and extend the Norman grip on Yorkshire. There remained much to be done. Large areas of the
county, particularly Cleveland and the eastern fringes of the Pennines, lay outside direct Norman
control and required organization and colonization to secure them against attack from either Scotland
or Scandinavia. The local machinery of central government would also have to be upgraded if the

Norman kings were to supervise the tenurial engineering, exercise effective royal administration,

1W. Farrer, ‘The sheriffs of Lincolnshire and Yorkshire, 1066-1130', EHR, 30 (1915), 282; DB, i, 298a; VCH, City,
29-31.

46



and organize the exploitation of their own demesne estates which were largely ‘waste’ in 1086. In
the half century that followed the Domesday survey the Conqueror’s sons set about achieving these
objectives in a climate of repeated political upheavals. The rebellions of 1088 and 1095, and the
political disturbances of 1101 x 1106 led to the political fall of several powerful Norman lords and
royal relatives to whom the Conqueror had entrusted Yorkshire, and gave William Rufus and Henry
I an opportunity to replace them and conduct a deliberate reorganization of their estates. The
greatest strides were taken by Henry I who made use of the land reservoir derived from the extensive
royal demesne estates and forfeitures in the north to introduce an important breed of new men into
the area who were closely attached to his court. By 1135 these men controlled local government,
the royal castles, and a large number of the county’s hundreds. Their rise to power dramatically
transformed the structure of magnate lordship and royal administration in Yorkshire, and completed
the conquest and settlement which the Conqueror had begun. What follows examines the stages

and methods by which this transformation was achieved.

William Rufus and Yorkshire: The Securing of the Frontier

William Rufus had been in power only a year when a political storm blew up which was to alter
the structure of lordship in Yorkshire. Although the ring-leader of the 1088 rebellion, organized to
replace William Rufus with Robert Curthose, was Odo bishop of Bayeux, and the main theatres
of contention were the counties of Kent and Sussex and the Welsh marches, several magnates who
were tenants-in-chief in Yorkshire were closely involved in the affair.2 Robert count of Mortain was
Bishop Odo’s brother, and his castle of Pevensey was one of the three major rebel centres along the
south coast;> William bishop of Durham was Odo’s protege,* and ‘did whatever damage he could’

in the north;® and Ralph Mortemer and the earl of Northumberland, Robert of Mowbray, were part

2For the general events of the rebellion see Orderic, iv, 120-5; Malmesbury, Gesta Regum, ii, 360-4; ASC, s.a. 1088,
166-8; Florence, Chronicon, ii, 22-4; Barlow, Rufus, 70-82. The Anglo-Saxon chronicle states that the ring-leaders were
Odo bishop of Bayeux, Geoffrey bishop of Coutances and William bishop of Durham. I hope to illustrate elsewhere
the primary importance of Odo’s patronage as a cohesive force in the rebel group.

3Florence, Chronicon, ii, 23. Orderic regarded Robert as a reluctant rebel led astray by his brother. His close
relationship with Odo is clear from the entreaties he made to the dying Conqueror to set Odo at liberty: Orderic, iv,
99.

4William had been a member of the clergy of Bayeux: Symeon, Opera, i, 170.

545C, s.a. 1088, 167.
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of a subsidiary rebellion in the Welsh marches.®

With the exception of Odo of Bayeux the king appears to have dealt leniently with all these men
when the rebellion ended in failure in the summer of 1088. Although it has been stated that the
count of Mortain was exiled for his part in the affair,” and suggested that his son, William, was
never allowed to recover the Yorkshire portion of the Mortain fee,® there is no basis to support either
proposition. There is good evidence, in fact, that Robert was reconciled with the king before the
end of the rebellion,® and that his estates passed in their entirety to William.!° Ralph Mortemer
was also back in the king’s favour shortly after the rebellion, and in 1090 was one of a group of
magnates in north-eastern Normandy who fortified their castles in support of William Rufus.!! A
year later the bishop of Durham, who had gone into exile after refusing to accept the jurisdiction of
the king’s court when brought to trial for deserting Rufus,'? was also restored to royal favour and
recovered both his confiscated estates and the castle of Durham.!® Robert earl of Northumberland,
who appears to have accompanied him into exile, may have secured his pardon at about the same
time, and was certainly back in control of his English fee by 1095 when he took part in another
rebellion.

Although most of the principal opponents of William Rufus recovered the king’s goodwill, the
1088 rebellion almost certainly produced some political casualties, and among them at least two
Yorkshire tenants-in-chief. Punishment for participation in the rebellion is the most likely explana-

tion for the unusual descent of the extensive Domesday fee of Hugh fitz Baldric. Although Hugh had

6Barlow, Rufus, 82, and the sources cited here. Ralph Mortemer witnessed a charter of Robert Curthose shortly
before the outbreak of the rebellion: Haskins, Institutions, 291.
7Ellis stated that Count Robert and Bishop Odo were besieged in Pevensey castle, forced to surrender, deprived of
their estates and banished: A.S. Ellis, ‘Biographical notes on the Yorkshire tenants named in Domesday Book’, YAJ,
4 (1875-76), 129. He cited the Anglo-Saxon chronicle. However, the chronicle makes no specific mention of Robert,
and states that after the siege of Pevensey Bishop Odo was besieged in Rockingham castle before being forced to
surrender and sent into exile: ASC, s.a. 1088, 167-8; EYC, ii, 326.
8 VCH, Yorkshire, ii, 155; EYC, ii, 326. West suggested that Robert was forced to surrender part of his English
fee in Northamptonshire, and that this was later restored to his successor: West, Justiciarship, 35-6.
90rderic, v, 209. Robert also witnessed several royal charters which may date from after the rebellion: Regesta, i,
nos. 296, 323, 325, 328, 451.
10]¢ has been argued that William count of Mortain succeeded his father in at least nine of the twenty counties
incorporating his fee, ‘and most probably the remainder also’: I.N. Soulsby, ‘The fiefs in England of the counts of
Mortain’ (Univ. of Wales, Cardiff, M.A. thesis, 1974), 42-6. The estates in the nine counties, which do not include
Yorkshire, account for nearly 90% of the Domesday value of the fee.
1David, Curthose, 54; Florence, Chronicon, ii, 26; Malmesbury, Gesta Regum, ii, 363; Orderic, iv, 183.
12For the trial see Symeon, Opera, i, 170-95; Barlow, Rufus, 82-91.
13The bishop’s estates in Yorkshire had been seized by the sheriff, Ralph Paynel, and divided between the counts
Odo of Champagne and Alan of Brittany: Symeon, Opera, i, 171-3, 179. The castle of Durham was taken into the
king’s hands, along with the bishop’s lands in county Durham, on 14 November 1088 by Ivo Taillebois and Erneis of
Burun: ibid., 192.
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two daughters each obtained from him only her maritagium.!* The bulk of his estates in Yorkshire
and other counties passed instead to Robert I of Stuteville before 1100, almost certainly at the
direction of the king.!5 A royal confiscation and re-grant of Hugh’s fee is also indicated by the fact
that several of his Yorkshire estates did not pass to Stuteville, but were retained by the king and
used at a later date to endow other tenants-in-chief.'® When Hugh witnessed a charter of Robert
Curthose in Normandy in 1089 it may well have been as an exiled rebel seeking compensation from
the lord for whom he had recently sacrificed his English estates.!?

It is possible that Robert Malet participated in the 1088 rebellion, and almost certain that he
guffered a similar fate to Hugh fitz Baldric during the early years of the reign of Rufus. He has
traditionally been portrayed as one of the powerful magnates of the conquest period excluded from
the court circle under William Rufus and brought back in the reign of Henry 1.18 The true extent of
his fall from grace after 1087, however, has only recently been revealed. Dr. Lewis has illustrated
that Malet was deprived of his estates by Rufus, and that his honour of Eye was granted to Roger
the Poitevin, a favoured supporter of the king rather than an opponent as has traditionally been
supposed.!® The estates of Durand Malet also appear to have passed to Roger by 1094,2° indicating
that the Malet family may have fallen during or shortly after the 1088 rebellion.

More Yorkshire tenants-in-chief were to fall in the rebellion of 1095 which, according to Florence
of Worcester, was organized in order to replace William Rufus with Stephen of Aumale the son of
Odo count of Champagne, lord of Holderness.2! As in 1088 the rebellion was a failure but Rufus was
far less inclined to be forgiving. The count of Eu was mutilated and blinded for his part in the affair,
and his fellow conspirators, Odo of Champagne and Robert earl of Northumberland, were deprived

of their English estates and imprisoned or sent into exile, where they stayed for the remainder of

M pYC, ix, 73.

157pbid., 73-5.

16Rufus used Hugh's estates in Basedale and Westerdale to endow Guy of Balliol: VCH, Yorkshire, ii, 179; EYC,
i, 438; Regesta, ii, no. 648; DB, i, 328a, 380b.

17EYC, ix, p. xii. Hugh was a member of the family of the lords of Bacqueville near the ducal castle of Arques in
the north-eastern march of Normandy. Arques had been bestowed by Duke Robert Curthose on the powerful Helias
de St. Saens, and Hugh fitz Baldric may have supported the duke in the rebellion of 1088 in order to preserve the
security of his Norman estates: EYC, ix, 70-2.

18C.W. Hollister, ‘Magnates and curiales in early Norman England’, Viator, 8 (1977), 63-81.

190, Lewis, ‘The king and Eye: a study in Anglo-Norman politics’, EHR, 104 (1989), 569-87.

20For the traditional view that Roger the Poitevin was involved in the rebellion of 1088, and that his later surrender
of a castle in southern Normandy to Philip I of France in 1094 was a betrayal of William Rufus see Barlow, Rufus,
77, 84-5, 333; J.F.A. Mason, ‘Roger de Montgomery and his sons (1067-1102)', TRHS, 5th ser., 13 (1963), 19.

21Florence, Chronicon, ii, 38.
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Rufus’s reign.?2

The confiscation of a number of Yorkshire honours resulting from the rebellions of 1088 and 1095
and the on-going seizure of Anglo-Scandinavian tenancies, together with the escheat of a number
of estates through natural causes, gave William Rufus an opportunity to reorganize the tenurial
structure of the county and establish a number of new men in honours deliberately constructed
for its defence. As Dr. Greenway has observed, the formation of strong lordships on the potential
Scottish invasion routes into Yorkshire, ‘was in line with Rufus’s vigorous northern policy’,23 and
probably occurred during the his visit to the north in 1092. The construction of Carlisle castle, the
establishment of Ivo Taillebois in the lordships of upper Eden, Kendale and Lonsdale,?* and the
restoration of southern Lancashire to Roger the Poitevin almost certainly took place at this time.23
Through his creation of compact lordships Rufus was laying the foundations of northern military
self-sufficiency.

The greatest recipient of the king’s favour in Yorkshire was Robert I of Stuteville, lord of Valmont
and Etoutteville-sur-Mer in the north-east of Normandy. Robert, as we have seen, secured the
major part of the confiscated estates of Hugh fitz Baldric. Most of the land acquired was situated
in the wapentakes of Birdforth, Manshoe and Pickering-Lythe and probably already constituted
two castferies in 1086, one of which was almost certainly centred on the great estate of Kirkby
Moorside (Map 18). Because of their compact nature and strategic location in the Vale of York,
and at the mouth of several of the passes through the North Yorkshire Moors, there were good
reasons for preserving the integrity of these estates and granting them intact to Hugh fitz Baldric’s

successor. Although Stuteville also acquired the majority of Hugh’s more amorphous holdings in

2248C, s.a. 1095 x 1096, 173. Stephen of Aumale accompanied Robert Curthose on the crusade of 1096: David,
Curthose, 228.

23 Mowbray Charters, xxiii.

24Farrer, Kendale, i, p. viii-x, 1; F.M. Stenton, ‘Pre-Conquest Westmorland', in Historical. Monuments Commission,
Westmorland (1936), Liv.

25Roger’s tenure of estates south of the river Lune in Lancashire and in Norfolk and Derbyshire is described in the
past tense in the folios of Domesday Book, and it has been assumed that he had lost the estates as a punishment for
participation in the rebellion against the king. Domesday also records, however, that Roger was holding (habet) his
lands in northern Lancashire, Amounderness and Cravenshire in 1086, and he appears to have acquired them only
shortly before the survey was completed. Mrs. Thompson argues that rather than being deprived in 1086, Roger
was actually involved in a complex exchange by which he acquired his lands in northern Lancashire, Amounderness
and Yorkshire in return for those in southern Lancashire, Derbyshire and Norfolk. She also points out that charters
issued by Roger in favour of Sees abbey illustrate that he had been restored to his lands in southern Lancashire before
1094. See K. Thompson, ‘The cross-Channel estates of the Montgomery-Belleme family ¢.1050-1112" (Univ. of Wales,
Cardiff, M.A. thesis, 1983), Chapter 3, citing CDF, nos. 665, 664; Farrer, Pipe Rolls, 289.
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MAP 18
THE HONOUR OF ROBERT OF STUTEVILLE c1100
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the East Riding, it is significant that the relatively small outlying estates in Eskdale and Teesdale
were reserved by the king for other purposes.?® Rufus appears to have been determined to establish
Stuteville in a series of large and compact castleries designed to defend the approaches to Yorkshire
from the north and west, and he augmented the grant of Hugh fitz Baldric’s estates with parcels of
royal demesne in the North Riding. Stuteville almost certainly received the extensive royal manor '
in Thirsk to add to the one he had already acquired there from Hugh,?” and may have constructed
the castle which was in existence at Thirsk in 1129 x 1130.2% On the other side of the Vale of York
he received a compact body of lands seized from the Anglo-Scandinavian Domesday tenant-in-chief,
Gospatric, centred on Kirkby Malzeard in the Pennine foothills,2® and may have built the castle
in existence there in 1129 x 1130.3° Further west he appears to have been granted Lonsdale and
Kendale after the death of Ivo Taillebois ¢.1094.3! The lordship controlled one of the major routes
into Yorkshire from the north-west and it is likely that either Taillebois or Stuteville built the castle
of Burton-in-Lonsdale.3?

William Rufus employed more confiscated rebel estates to establish another new man in a com-
pact and strategically orientated fee on the northern frontier of Yorkshire. The tenancy of Guy of Bal-
liol, lord of Bailleul-en-Vimeu,3® was constructed from a combination of royal demesne manors and

a handful of estates formerly belonging to Hugh fitz Baldric and Robert earl of Northumberland.34

26Below, pp. 51-61.

27 Mowbray Charters, xxiii. Stuteville also appears to have acquired sokeland of the royal manor of Aldborough in
Ellenthorpe, together with royal estates in Harton and Sutton-by-Stamford Bridge: EYC, ix, 75-6, nos. 1 and note,
4 and note. Dr. Greenway states that Robert was also granted land formerly belonging to the count of Mortain in
Myton-on-Swale. She cites the evidence of a confirmation charter of Henry II for St. Mary's abbey York, recording
the gift of Robert of Meinil and Robert of Stuteville of eight carucates in Myton. The land granted was doubtless
made up by a former Mortain manor of 4 1/2 carucates, and two former royal manors amounting to 3 carucates and 2
bovates. There is nothing to indicate, however, which portion was bestowed upon the abbey by Robert of Stuteville.
If, as suggested above, Robert count of Mortain was not deprived after 1088, and his son William was in possession
of the Mortain fee until the rebellion of 1101 x 1106, in which the Stuteville's also fell, it is probable that Robert of

Stuteville's grant to St. Mary’s consisted of the former royal estates in Myton. See EYC, i, no. 354, p. 272; DB, i,
300b, 306b.

28 Pipe Roll 31 Henry I, 138.

29In 1201 William of Stuteville claimed Malzeard against the Mowbray family: EYC, ix, nos. 41-3, cited in Mowbray
Charters, xxii and note 5. That the lands were seized from Gospatric is suggested by the fact that although he had
sons they succeeded to only a small portion of his fee: VCH, Yorkshire, ii, 183-5; West Yorkshire, ii, 252.

30Pipe Roll 81 Henry I, 138.

31bid.

32In 1201 Burton-in-Lonsdale was claimed by William of Stuteville against the Mowbray family: EYC, ix, nos.
41-3, cited in Mowdray Charters, xxii and note 1.

33L0yd, Families, 11, 17, 47, 108.

34EYC, i, 438-9; VCH, Yorkshire, ii, 183. Hugh's estates in Basedale and Westerdale passed to Balliol: VCH,
Yorkshire, ii, 179. See also Sanders, Baronies, 41, 68, 73, 25. Guy of Balliol’s descendants were later to claim that
William Rufus had established the family in their English estates: Book of Fees, i, 201. Guy of Balliol may be
mentioned in a charter of William Rufus: Regesta, i, no. 412.
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It dominated Teesdale and controlled entry into Yorkshire via the important Roman road linking
Cumbria with the Great North Road (Map 19). Within a very short time of its foundation the
Balliols had constructed a castle and founded a borough at their caput of Barnard.3®

In conjunction with the great castleries of Richmond and Cravenshire the Yorkshire lordships re-
organized or created by William Rufus formed an almost continuous military belt from the southern
fringe of the North Yorkshire Moors in the east, to Lonsdale and the Ribble valley in the west.
It was probably with the intention of providing further links in the chain of castleries that Rufus
granted the extensive royal hundredal manors of Bolton-in-Craven and Northallerton to Robert of
Rumilly and William bishop of Durham respectively.3® Bolton dominated the Roman roads linking
Cumbria with Wharfedale and Airedale, and Northallerton controlled the lowland gap between the
North Yorkshire Moors and the castlery of Richmond through which ran one of the two major roads
between Durham and York (Map 19). Castles were constructed in a berewick of Bolton at Skipton,37
and in the manor of Northallerton and possibly also its nearby sokeland of Kirkby Sigston,®® and
there can be little doubt that here again the Normans had manufactured hundredal castleries.

The tenurial restructuring in Yorkshire in the period 1087 x 1100 may reflect an attempt by
William Rufus to defend the county against the threat from Scandinavia as well as Scotland. As
recently as 1085 the Danes had planned another invasion of northern England.3® It is probable
that the grant of the extensive royal manor, borough and port of Bridlington, the seat of Hunthow
hundred, to the Gant family was made to strengthen the coastal defences, and that it occurred

in the reign of Rufus.®® Gilbert I of Gant already enjoyed lordship of Hunmanby, the seat of the

35D. Austin, ‘Barnard castle, co. Durham. First interim report: excavations in the town ward’, JBAA, 132 (1979),
52.
36Robert of Rumilly had been granted Bolton by 1096: EYC, vii, 1-3. It is probable that the shire of Craven, like
that of Holderness, was divided into several hundredal districts or centres. The sheer size of Bolton, incorporating
eight berewicks, twelve sokelands and a total of seventy carucates, and its pre-conquest tenure by Earl Edwin leave
little doubt that the estate was a hundredal seat. See DB, i, 301b. For the grant of Northallerton to the bishop of
Durham see EYC, ii, no. 927; Symeon, Opera, i, 127. It is significant that the grant appears to have been associated
with Rufus's expedition to Scotland.

37 Although the castle is first mentioned in the period 1131 x 1140 it could have been constructed by Robert of
Rumilly: Cathcart King, Castellarium Anglicanum, ii, 526.

38 Although a nephew of William Cumin is said to have built a castle at Northallerton in 1142, it is possible that
Rufus expected Bishop William to build some form of fortification when he granted him the estate: Cathcart King,
Castellarivm Anglicanum, ii, 522, 520.

39A8C, s.a. 1085, 161. The Conqueror took the plan seriously and returned to England with a large army in order
to meet the threat. For some reason, however, the plan never materialised.

40Bridlington was by far the most extensive and valuable estate in Hunthow hundred. Attached to it were berewicks
in two meighbouring vills, and sokelands in another fourteen. It had been in the possession of Earl Morcar before
1066 when it was valued at £32: DB, i, 299b. In the second volume of Early Yorkshire Charters Farrer stated that
the manor and soke of Bridlington was granted to the son of Gilbert I of Gant, Walter, by Henry I: EYC, ii, 431. He
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neighbouring hundred of Turbar, had probably built a castle there by 1086, and had considerable
experience of dealing with Danish invasions.*! By adding Bridlington and a number of other former
royal manors nearby*? to his estates, Rufus effectively doubled the size and resources of Gilbert’s
castlery without sacrificing its compactness (Map 20).

Tenurial engineering designed to provide security for the Yorkshire coast can also be disce.rned
in the hundreds bordering those of Hunthow and Turbar. Part of the land granted to Gilbert I of
Gant was attached to the royal manor of Falsgrave which was almost certainly one of the hundredal
centres of the wapentake of Pickering-Lythe.*® More grants of royal land in and around Falsgrave,
and further north along the Yorkshire coast, were made to William I of Percy?* whose important
interests in the area included an under-tenancy in the hundredal manors of Whitby and South Loftus
held in 1086 of the earl of Chester.® Through these acquisitions the Percy family were established
in a powerful position in the coastal plain between the North Yorkshire Moors and the sea (Map
20). Like his neighbour, Gilbert I of Gant, William I of Percy was a veteran of the warfare of
the Conqueror’s reign, a former custodian of York castle,%® and probably well suited to the role of
providing for the military security of the coastal frontier. The shared experience and cooperation

between the two old warriors may well be reflected in the marriage of Percy’s eldest son and heir,

was followed by Kapelle: Kapelle, Norman Conguest, 198. In the Victoria County History, however, Farrer stated
that the manor had been granted to Gilbert I of Gant, who died ¢.1095, by William Rufus: VCH, Yorkshire, ii, 175.
See also M.R. Abbot, ‘The family of Gant and its estates in the eleventh and twelfth centuries’ (Univ. of Cambridge,
Ph.D. thesis, 1973), 77-9, 23.

41Gilbert had been one of the magnates defending York castle against the Danes in 1069: Freeman, Norman
Conguest, iv, 204, 258, 268.

42Including Argam, Hilderthorpe, Sewerby, Wilsthorpe, Filey, Folkton, Foston, Fraisthorpe, Fordun and Muston:
VCH, Yorkshire, ER, ii, 6, 18, 24, 44, 86-7, 91, 105, 138, 166-7, 170, 181, 191, 202, 210, 235, 280, 333, 335, cited in
J. Green, ‘William Rufus, Henry I and the royal demesne’, History, 64 (1979), 344. It is possible that some of these
estates may have been granted to Gilbert’s son, Walter, by Henry L.

43Gant secured sokeland of Falsgrave in Filey: Green, ‘Royal demesne’, 344. Falsgrave had a berewick at Northfield,
sokelands in over twenty nearby vills, and had been held by Earl Tosti before 1066 when it was valued at £56: DB,
i, 299a.

44The churches of Northfield and Thirley Cotes, a berewick and sokeland of Falsgrave respectively, had passed to
Percy before his death ¢.1096: EYC, ii, no. 855, calendared in EYC, xi, no. 1. Sokeland of Falsgrave in Hutton Buscel
was certainly in Percy hands by ¢.1135, and possibly by 1096: EYC, ii, no. 872. Sokeland of Falsgrave in Osgodby,
Deepdale and possibly Wykeham, together with other royal estates in Killerby and Cayton constituted a knight's fee
of the old enfeoffment held by the Percys in 1166, and was therefore under the control of the family by 1135. Walter
of Clyve, who may have been the father of the first recorded tenant of the knight’s fee, witnessed a charter of Alan I
of Percy in the period ¢.1109 x 1114. See EYC, xi, 233-4; DB, i, 299a. The royal estates granted to the Percy family
further north along the coast included Wilton and Lazenby, which were in the hands of William I of Percy, Dunsley,
which was certainly held by Alan I of Percy before ¢.1115, and possibly Kilton and Kilton Thorpe: FYC, xi, 233, 7-8,
225-7.

4SEYC, xi, 11-14; DB, i, 322b-323a, 305a. It is probable that the large wapentake of Langbargh was divided into
several hundredal districts. That Whitby and South Loftus were hundredal séats is suggested by their incorporation
of large numbers of berewicks and sokelands in neighbouring vills, high 1066 value, and pre-conquest tenure by an
Anglo-Scandinavian earl.

46Percy accompanied the Conqueror on the Scottish campaign of 1072 and had been in control of York castle at
some point in the period 1070 x 1072: DB, i, 298a.
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Alan, to Gant’s daughter, Emma.*?

Further south the royal hundred of Burton Agnes, which bordered both Hunthow and Turbar,
was also alienated by Rufus and placed in the hands of the sheriff of Yorkshire, Geoffrey Bainard,
a man new to the county and completely dependent upon the king (Map 20).*® Another newcomer
to the north, Arnulf of Montgomery, a younger son of Roger II of Montgomery, was entrusted‘ with
the great hundredal castlery of Holderness after the fall of Odo count of Champagne in the rebellion
of 1095 (Map 21).%% His brother, Roger the Poitevin, a supporter and favourite of Rufus, already
held extensive Lincolnshire estates close to the southern shore of the Humber, and by a royal grant
was able to augment them with the confiscated lands of Durand Malet. It was here too that Rufus
granted Robert I of Stuteville the compact castlery of Axholme, originally created by the Conqueror
to prevent a recurrence of the events of 1069 when the Danes had used the area as a retreat (Map
21).5% And only a few miles inland he granted custody of the important castle of Tickhill, controlling
the Great North Road, to another Montgomery brother, Robert of Belleme, whose expertise as a
castle engineer was doubtless intended to be put to good effect in strengthening its fortifications.5!

Wherever we look when examining the tenurial policy of William Rufus in Yorkshire we see the
same thing, a series of royal hundreds and other estates confiscated from the rebels of 1088 and 1095,
stretching along the vulnerable frontiers of the county or across the major highways, being entrusted
either to experienced soldiers already established in Yorkshire in 1086, or to a body of men who
were new to the county. The duties of all these lords appear to have been primarily military rather
than administrative. William Rufus had provided for the defence of Yorkshire. It was to be Henry

I and his new men who would consolidate his efforts and also provide for its administration.

YTEYC, xi, 2.

8 pYC, ii, no. 676.

49 CDF, nos. 667, 1235; EYC, iii, no. 1300.

50 Mowbray Charters, xxi.

51Dr. Chibnall argues that Robert received only the custody of the castle and not the lordship of the honour of
Tickhill which was held by the Bully family: M. Chibnall, ‘Robert of Belleme and the castle of Tickhill’, in Droit prive
et institutions regionales: etudes historigues offertes a Jean Yver (Paris, 1976), 151-6. For Robert’s engineering skills
see Chibnall, ibid., 155; K. Thompson, ‘Robert of Belleme reconsidered’, Anglo-Norman Studies, 13 (forthcoming).
My thanks are due to Mrs. Thompson for allowing me to see her paper in advance of publication.
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Henry I and Yorkshire: Military Conclusions and Administrative Begin-
nings

Within a year of Henry I’s succession to the crown the supporters of Robert Curthose, and men
with a variety of grievances against the new king, rebelled. England was thrown into a period
of political upheaval that was to continue intermittently until 1106. Several magnates in control
of substantial Yorkshire lordships became involved in the opposition and suffered the confiscation
of their estates for their trouble. They included Robert of Belleme and his brothers Roger the
Poitevin and Arnulf of Montgomery, William count of Mortain, Robert I of Stuteville, Robert of
Lacy, Ranulf Flambard bishop of Durham, and possibly Erneis of Burun, Gilbert Tison and William
of Arches.®? The forfeited Yorkshire estates were vast and gave Henry I an opportunity to conduct
a tenurial reorganization of the county even more radical than that of William Rufus. Although the
old conquest magnate families who had prospered under Rufus were to continue to receive a share
of the political spoils, Henry I was primarily concerned with the establishment of a group of new
men closely connected with the court and skilled in matters of government as well as warfare. The

aim of the new king was not only to defend Yorkshire but also to govern it.

Tenurial Restructuring 1100 x 1135: I. The Consolidation of the Compact Lordships

The Montgomery brothers were among the first rebels to be dispossessed by Henry I. Robert of
Belleme’s garrison of Tickhill surrendered to royal forces in 1102 and the castle remained in the
king’s hands for the rest of the reign.5® It is likely that the estates of Robert’s brothers were
confiscated shortly afterwards. Although the lands of Roger the Poitevin’s castlery of Cravenshire
were divided at an uncertain date between the Rumilly lords of Skipton and Alan I of Percy, Henry
I was clearly intent that Cravenshire should retain its military character. In addition to the Poitevin
lands, both the Rumillys and the Percys received extensive estates in Cravenshire derived from

other confiscated rebel honours, including those of Tison, Burun, Arches and Mortain. And to

52For the best account of the rebellion, and those involved, see C.W. Hollister, “The Anglo-Norman civil war: 1101’,
EHR, 88 (1973), 315-33; ibid., ‘Magnates and curiales’, 63-81; ibid., ‘Henry I and the Anglo-Norman magnates’,
Anglo-Norman Studies, 2 (1979), 93-107.

53Chibnall, ‘Robert of Belleme', 155-6.
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these were added lands formerly belonging to the king.5* The result was the formation of two
compact and partially interwoven castleries incorporating nearly all the land in Cravenshire.5® The
Percy estates were mainly concentrated in the Ribble valley and probably focused upon a castle at
Gisburn,®® while the Rumillys dominated the upper Wharfe and Aire valleys and built their castle
at Skipton (Map 22).57 They also acquired a compact cluster of former royal estates in and around
Wath-upon-Dearne in south Yorkshire.3

Roger the Poitevin’s opposition to Henry I may have been undertaken in response to, or in
expectation of, the king’s restoration to Robert Malet of the estates secured by Roger from the
confiscated Malet fee in the reign of Rufus. Robert Malet had been one of the first magnates to
come to the king’s side in 1100, became one of his closest counsellors,®® and was back in possession
of his estates before his death in 1105 x 1106.5° Although the Anglo-Saxon chronicle states that
William Malet, whose exact relationship with Robert is uncertain, was deprived of his estates in
1110 Dr. Lewis suggests that he may never have succeeded Robert, and it is probable that the Malet
lands were resumed by the crown in 1106.6! The Yorkshire estates were divided in the years that
followed between Stephen of Blois, who also secured Roger the Poitevin’s honour of Lancaster,%?
Robert of Brus,3 Forne fitz Sigulf,®* William Meschin,®® Anschetill of Bulmer,%® Robert of Meinil,?
and the powerful Nigel d’Aubigny.

Nigel d’Aubigny was a younger son of Roger I d’Aubigny, lord of the small Norman honour of

St. Martin d’Aubigny, a brother of William d’Aubigny the royal pincerna, and the most prominent

5S4 EYC, vii, 45-7, 194-5; EYC, xi, 14-16.

55Besides the Rumillys and Percys the Mowbrays and Chauncys were the only families to hold land in chief in
Cravenshire, and their estates here were small: EYC, vii, 45-7.

56 Cathcart King, Castellarium Anglicanwm, ii, 517, 529. Gisburn was situated only a mile from the Roman road
linking Yorkshire and Cumbria via Lonsdale.

57 Above, p. 52.

S8EYC, vii, 194-5.

50 ewis, ‘King and Eye’, 580-3; C.W. Hollister, ‘Henry I and Robert Malet’, Viator, 4 (1973), 115-20; Barlow,
Rufus, 420.

607bid., 580.

811bid.

62]n or about 1113 Stephen secured the major part of the Malet honour, including the caput of Eye in Suffolk:
Hollister, ‘Robert Malet’, 118-19. For the Yorkshire estates passing to Stephen see £YC, iii, 454-7. Stephen was in
control of the honour of Lancaster by the time of the Lindsey Survey, which has recently been re-dated to 1115 x
1116: Tait, Medieval Manchester, 63; T. Foulds, ‘The Lindsey Survey and an unknown precept of Henry I’, BIHR, 59
(1986), 212-15; Sanders, Baronies, 126, 43, 120-1.

63Including land in North Cave and elsewhere: EYC, iii, 417, 457.

64T a charter issued in the period 1115 x 1122 Henry I gave notification of his grant to Forne of land belonging to
the Malet fee in Thornton-le-Moor: Regesta, ii, no. 1357.

::Carlton in the parish of Guisley passed to William Meschin: EYC, iii, 457.

Ibid.
67The Meinils acquired the former Malet estates in Great and Little Ayton in Cleveland: EYC, ii, 358.
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and richly rewarded member of the group of new men introduced by Henry I into the aristocratic
community of Yorkshire.®® Although beginning his career as a landless knight at Henry’s court in
1101, during the following two decades Nigel was elevated by royal patronage to a position rivalling
that of the most powerful magnates in Yorkshire. He appears to have secured his estates in the
county and eight other shires in the period ¢.1107 x c.1115. His Yorkshire estates were for.med
largely from the confiscated honour of Robert I of Stuteville, one of the rebels captured by the
king at Tinchebrai in 1106,%° and included the lordship of Lonsdale and Kendale together with the
Stuteville castlery centred on Thirsk (Map 23). Although some of the components of the castlery
were withheld Nigel made up for them by securing the addition of several former Malet holdings
nearby. On the other side of the Vale of York he obtained the Stuteville castlery of Malzeard, the
portion of Gospatric’s fee in Nidderdale and Masham which had passed to Erneis of Burun, and a
sub-tenancy in three estates belonging the archbishop of York’s manor of Ripon which, according
to Dr. Greenway, provides ‘further evidence that this large and compact lordship was the result of
deliberate royal policy’.’® A royal desire for tenurial uniformity and integration is also reflected in
the fact that most of the more amorphous Stuteville estates in the East Riding of Yorkshire were
withheld from Nigel, and passed instead to Geoffrey Murdac.”* Henry I was just as determined as
Rufus to rationalize the often complicated and incoherent tenurial pattern resulting from the first
generation of Norman settlement, and to replace it with a network of largely self-contained and
regular castleries.

In addition to the Stuteville and Malet estates Nigel d’Aubigny was granted the overlordship
of two former tenants-in-chief and their fees. By 1118 he had been given the service of Gilbert
Tison, and by 1124 that of William of Arches.”? For Tison and Arches this represented nothing
less than feudal demotion and suggests that they may have been involved in the rebellions against
the king. This is also indicated by the partial disintegration of the Tison fee. Gilbert Tison carried

only a portion of his former Domesday estates in Yorkshire, mainly in the East Riding, to Nigel

8] am indebted for the details in this paragraph to the work of Dr. Greenway: Mowbray Charters, xvii-xxiv.
9Shortly before the battle Henry also captured Robert's son, Robert II, at St. Pierre-sur-Dives: E YC, xi, 1-2.
70 Mowbray Charters, xiii.

"1 EYC, ix, 65-7, T4, 140.

72 Mowbray Charters, xxv.
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d’Aubigny.”™ Most of his estates in the West Riding passed either to the king”™ or to the honours of
Percy,”® Rumilly,”® Eustace fitz John,”” and appear to have contributed either towards the creation
of new castleries or the rounding-off of existing ones.”® The disintegration and re-distribution of
the Tison fee in this way is symptomatic of a royal confiscation and carefully controlled re-grant.
This is also suggested by the fate of the Arches fee which, with the exception of eight carucat(;,s in
Silsden that passed to the Rumilly castlery in Cravenshire,”® and four carucates in Oxton added to
the Percy castlery of Tadcaster,3° appears to have passed to Nigel d’Aubigny largely intact. Most of
the fee was situated in Ainsty wapentake close to York where Nigel held custody of the royal castle,
and was probably made subject to his lordship so that it could be employed to support the fortress
(Map 16). Whether by redistribution or feudal subjection the old amorphous Domesday lordships
were being forced to conform to the new system of integrated castleries.

The same policy can be discerned in the descent of the confiscated honour of William count of
Mortain, the estates of which were widely scattered throughout Yorkshire in 1086 (Map 9). William
initially accepted Henry I®! but by 1101 had became involved in some way with the magnates
opposing him.32 Although possibly reconciled with the king for a short period thereafter, by 1104
he was in open rebellion against Henry in Normandy and was deprived of his English estates.33 It

was outside his castle of Tinchebrai that the decisive encounter between Henry and Robert Curthose

730ut of a total of more than 160 carucates about 114 passed to Nigel d'Aubigny, and in 1166 were represented by
fifteen knights’ fees held of Nigel’s son, Roger of Mowbray, by William Tison the grandson of Gilbert Tison. They were
almost certainly located in the East Riding vills of Anlaby, Bubwith, Kirk Ella, West Ella, Gribthorpe, Harlthorpe,
Hessleskew, Holme-upon-Spalding, Laytham, Loftsome, Sancton, Tranby, Willerby and Wressell: EYC, xii, 1, 22-3.

74Includ.ing those in Beckwith, Rossett, Scotton and Bilton: EYC, xii, 21.

"5Tison estates in Beamsley, Great Braham, Otley, Glusburn, Grassington, Linton and Threshfield passed to the
Percys: EYC, xi, 14-15.

76Tison land in Glusburn and Oakworth passed to the honour of Skipton: EYC, vii, 46-7, 48 and note 2, 275 and
note 3, 93, 178-80, 256.

"7 The former Tison estate in Plumpton near Knaresborough was in the hands of the Vescy descendents of Eustace
fitz John in the late twelfth century: EYC, xii, 19-20, no. 53 and note.

78The lands passing to the king were all close to the royal castle and hundredal manor of Knaresborough. Those
passing to the Percys formed part of their castleries of Gisburn in Cravenshire and Topcliffe. Those passing to Rumilly
were absorbed within the castlery of Skipton-in-Craven. The Tison land in Plumpton acquired by the Vescys was
close to Knaresborough where Eustace fitz John, the ancestor of the family, had held custody of the castle in the reign
of Henry 1.

"8 EYC, vii, 47, 194-5.

80EYC, xi, 15.

81William witnessed four charters issued by the king in 1101: Regesta, ii, nos. 492, 497, 510, 544.

82Malmesbury, Gesta Regum, ii, 431; Liber de Hyda, 304-5. His exact role, however, is unclear: Hollister, ‘Anglo-
Norman civil war’, 328.

83William witnessed a charter of Henry I issued in 1104 but appears to have withdrawn to Normandy after Henry
refused to allow his request to succeed to the earldom of Kent which had been held by his uncle Odo bishop of
Bayeux. William’s English estates were seized only after he had ravaged the estates of some of Henry’s supporters in
Normandy. See Regesta, ii, no. 677; Malmesbury, Gesta Regum, ii, 473-5; Florence, Chronicon, 53; ASC, s.a. 1104,
179; David, Curthose, 169.
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was fought in 1106. William was captured in the fighting and imprisoned in the tower of London for
the remainder of his life.®* In the years that followed his Yorkshire estates were dismembered and
employed as components in the construction of new compact lordships.

After the fall of William of Mortain the sub-tenancies granted by his father to Nigel Fossard and
Richard of Sourdeval®® were transformed into tenancies-in-chief. Although a portion of the Fossard
estates in south Yorkshire centred upon Doncaster were leased to the crown, and the remainder
appear to have been confiscated by Henry I before 1130 when they were still in his hands, Robert
Fossard had been in possession of his lands at some point before 1129 and was given the opportunity
to pay for their recovery.36

The integrity of the Sourdeval estates, however, was not maintained. The major part of them
passed at some point in Henry I’s reign to Ralph Paynel, lord of Drax, the husband of Sourdeval’s
daughter, Maud. Ralph granted all the Sourdeval estates in the West Riding, situated in three
compact clusters in the wapentakes of Strafforth, Staincross and Skyrack, to his younger son by a
second marriage, Jordan Paynel, the ancestor of the Paynels of Hooton (Map 24).37 Almost all the
Sourdeval estates in the North and East Ridings, however, consisting of a compact body of estates in
the hundred of Hunthow, what probably amounted to a hundredal castlery based upon the extensive

manors of Hutton Rudby and Seamer in Langbargh wapentake, and two isolated manors in Bulmer

84Malmesbury, Gesta Regum, ii, 475; ASC, s.a. 1106, 180; Soulsby, ‘Counts of Mortain’, 52-4. Soulsby presents
evidence that William may have been set free and taken the monastic habit at Bermondsey in 1118, but this is not
completely convincing.

85Above, pp. 25-7.

86The pipe roll of 1129 x 1130 reveals that Robert Fossard’s fee was being held by the king against a debt of 1000
marks. He also owed additional debts of 41s 6d ‘pro recuperanda terra sua primitis’, and 60 marks ‘ut resaisiatur
de terra sua’. The first debt appears to be an extremely heavy relief, suggesting that Robert Fossard was not in the
king's favour in 1129 x 1130. The remaining debts indicate that he had enjoyed full seisin of his lands at some time
and had suffered dispossession, possibly on more than one occasion. Another entry records that Bertram of Bulmer,
son and heir of the sheriff of Yorkshire and steward of the Fossard honour, Anschetill of Bulmer, owed £55 6s ‘quos
pater suus cepit de terra Roberti Fossardi’. Since Bertram succeeded his father as sheriff by 1129 at the latest this
entry reveals that Robert Fossard was in possession of his lands at some time before this date. This is confirmed by
a charter of Henry I issued between ¢.1126 and 1129 giving notification that he had confirmed the gift of a number
of churches to Nostell priory made by Robert Fossard in the hand of Archbishop Thurstan and in the presence of
Anschetill of Bulmer. See Pipe Roll 31 Henry I, 25, 24; Regesta, ii, no. 1662. Determining the fate of the Fossard
tenancy in the period 1100 x 1130 is complicated by the uncertainty surrounding the date of the death of Robert
Fossard's father, Nigel, the Domesday lord of the Fossard fee. Farrer suggested that he died ¢.1120: EYC, ii, 326. A
Nigel Fossard is named in a schedule of lands held in Allertonshire by the monks of Durham dating from after 1100.
The name also appears in a the witness list of a charter issued by Archbishop Thurstan in the period 1114 x 1129,
and possibly 1114 x 1116: Liber Dunelmensis, 77; EYC, i, no. 95; Regesta, ii, no. 1332; P. King, ‘The return of the
fee of Robert of Brus in Domesday’, YAJ, 60 (1988), 26-8. However, in a royal charter issued in the period 1101 x
1107, and probably in 1101, indicates that Robert Fossard may already have succeeded his father: Regesta, ii, no.
546, It is possible that Nigel Fossard had entrusted Robert with control of either the whole or a portion of his English
estates by 1101, and that Robert was deprived along with his lord the count of Mortain in 1106, and later restored
and deprived again.

87EYC, vi, 4-5, 38-9, 181, no. 1. The Sourdeval estates passing to the Paynels of Hooton are tabulated by Clay:
ibid., 58. They amounted to fifteen knights’ fees in 1166: Red Book, i, 430.
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wapentake, appear to have been granted by Ralph to Robert I of Meinil (Map 25).3% There is a
clearly discernible pattern here. Ralph Paynel was not only alienating the major part of his Sourdeval
acquisitions to his family and tenants, but alienating them on a sharply delineated regional basis
in the interests of tenurial uniformity. The delineations were the county Ridings, and the progress
towards uniformity was deliberate. The intention was to replace the old tenurial structure, in which
many of the more peripheral Sourdeval estates in the North and East Ridings had been ‘waste’ and
outside Norman administrative control,3® with a new system in which resident lords with localized
and manageable tenurial interests could bring Norman authority to bear. There was a directing
hand at work here, and it belonged to the king rather than to Ralph Paynel. This is suggested by
the rounding-off of the Meinil lands with nearby estates formerly belonging to the royal demesne
and Robert Malet,® and by the descent of the portion of the Sourdeval fee that was not acquired
by Ralph Paynel.%!

The thirteen former Sourdeval manors that eluded Ralph Paynel were confined exclusively to
the wapentake of Langbargh and used in the construction of a compact castlery for Robert I of
Brus. They included Skelton, where the castle and borough which became the Brus caput may

already have been in existence, and Guisborough, where Robert founded an Augustinian priory in

88EYC, vi, 185-7; EYC, ii, 135-7. Richard of Sourdeval held a manor in Seamer and Tanton in 1086. Seamer
had sokelands in the neighbouring vills of Hilton, Middleton-upon-Leven, Foxton and Carlton: DB, i, 305b. Hutton
Rudby with its sokelands in Rudby, Skutterskelfe, Blaten, Whorlton, Coulton and Crathorne was held by the count
of Mortain in demesne: DB, i, 305b. The manor had been in the possession of Gospatric in 1066, and it is possible
that after the Domesday survey it passed to Richard of Sourdeval who succeeded Gospatric in several other estates,
including Seamer. Hutton Rudby’s size and position as one of the most valuable estates in Langbargh wapentake in
1066 suggest that it was a jurisdictional centre and possibly the seat of a hundred court. A castle existed at Whorlton
in the early thirteenth century and may date from the Conqueror’s reign when the vill supported twenty villeins and
cight plough-teams, and was the only portion of the manor of Hutton Rudby not described as waste: Cathcart King,
Castellarium Anglicanwym, ii, 528; DB, i, 305b.

890f the estates in twenty vills which passed from Richard of Sourdeval to Robert I of Meinil via Ralph Paynel only
the manor of Seaton and its berewick in Tanton and sokeland in Middleton, and the sokeland of Hutton Rudby in
Whorlton, were not described as waste in 1086: DB, i, 305b, 306a, 307a.

90The royal demesne estates passing to the Meinils are tabulated in EYC, ii, 136. With the exception of only one
carucate in Fridaythorpe all of the estates were situated close to the clusters of former Mortain estates acquired by
Robert I of Meinil in the wapentakes of Langbargh and Hunthow: DB, i, 300a, 301a. The same was true of the Malet
estates acquired by the Meinils in Great and Little Ayton in Langbargh wapentake: EYC, ii, 358. It must be said,
however, that the date at which all these estates were acquired by the Meinils is uncertain.

91That the king could command or advise tenants-in-chief to alienate lands to sub-tenants is illustrated by royal
charters. See, for example, Regesta, ii, no. 546.
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1119.92 Brus made his first appearance in England in the reign of Henry I,%3 is not known to have
been related to the Sourdevals, and almost certainly acquired his estates from the king.9¢ The
composition of the remainder of the his castlery provides clear evidence of Henry I’s involvement in
the construction process and concern for tenurial uniformity. The major part of the castlery was
made up of over eighty manors which had been in the king’s hands in 1086, to which were added
estates recovered by the crown from Robert Malet or confiscated from the former demesne lands of
Gospatric, William of Mortain and Hugh fitz Baldric.®® The Fitz Baldric estates, which dominated
Eskdale, were granted with other lands by Henry I to Brus in 1103 in exchange for land in Reighton
and Collingham situated some distance outside Langbargh wapentake.® It was probably also at the
direction of the king that Brus acquired an under-tenancy in two knights’ fees of the earl of Chester
incorporating estates in Hemlington, Easington and several other vills in Cleveland.%? These grants
provide only two examples of what almost certainly amounted to a complex series of deliberate royal
land transactions by which Henry I manufactured the Brus honour. Together with the neighbouring
Fossard estates centred on Lythe castle,® and those belonging to the Meinils in and around Hutton
Rudby, the new lordship entrusted to Robert I of Brus formed an important link in an interlocking
chain of castleries protecting the north-eastern frontier of Yorkshire, and controlled by resident lords

established or re-instated by the king (Map 26). Through a process involving tenurial reorganization,

92 Although Skelton had declined in value from 40s in 1066 to 16s in 1086 it supported one demesne plough-team,
three peasant teams and a population of twelve peasants at the time of the Domesday survey. Several nearby Sourdeval
estates, including Guisborough, were also populated and equipped with plough-teams and collectively may have been
able to support an early fortress: DB, i, 305b. A founder’s history of Guisborough priory states that Robert of
Brus was lord of Skelton in the time of the Conqueror: Monasticon, vi, 267, cited in Cathcart King, Castellarium
Anglicanum, ii, 525 note 83a. For a recent argument for re-dating the foundation of Guisborough priory to 1119 see
King, ‘Robert de Brus’, 29.

931t is just possible that Robert I of Brus arrived in England before 1100. Together with William I of Percy who
died ¢.1096 he witnessed a charter of Hugh earl of Chester issued in favour of Whitby abbey: Whitby Chartulary, 28.
It is possible, however, that the charter is a forgery.

94 Although Sir Charles Clay suggested that Robert may have married a daughter of Richard of Sourdeval there
is no direct evidence for such a union: EYC, vi, 4-5. Even if such a marriage had taken place the division of the
Sourdeval tenancy between the wives of Ralph Paynel and Robert I of Brus would have been highly unusual before
1130 when descent in the female line was invariably to a single heiress: J.C. Holt, ‘Feudal society and the family in
early medieval England: IV. The heiress and the alien’, TRHS, 5th ser., 35 (1985), 1-10. The evidence suggests that
Robert acquired the Sourdeval estates passing to him by other means, of which the most likely is a royal grant.

95The estates comprising the Brus fee are tabulated in EYC, ii, 16-19.

96 Regesta, ii, no. 648; DB, i, 327b-328a, 333a, 380b. The estates secured by Brus included twelve carucates in
Danby, Crunkly Gill, Houghton, Houghton Hill and Lealholm. The land sacrificed by Brus in Reighton in the hundred
of Hunthow on the coast had been held by the king in 1086: DB, i, 301a. Collingham does not appear to have been
situated in Yorkshire.

97In 1168 Adam II of Brus paid scutage on two knights’ fees held of the earl of Chester: Pipe Roll 14 Henry II, 99.
For the identity of the component estates see Cal. Ing. P. M., i, 265.

98 Although greatly de-valued in 1086 it is likely that the Fossards built a fortress at Lythe within a short time of
the Domesday survey. Traces of an early motte, or ringwork, and a bailey still survive in the vill. The earthwork
castle appears to have been superseded by a stone fortification at nearby Mulgrave ¢.1220: DB, i, 305a; Cathcart
King, Castellarium Anglicanum, ii, 521-2.

61



- MAP 26

THE CLEVELAND CASTLERIES OF BRUS,
FOSSARD AND MEINIL

KEY

YORK - —— BOUNDARY OF LAND OVER 500 ft.
PROBABLE SITE OF BRUS CASTLE ===MAJOR ROAD

MANOR HELD BY BRUS SCALE: ONE INCH= 5 MILES
PROBABLE SITE OF FOSSARD CASTLE 0 5
MANOR HELD BY FOSSARD

PROBABLE SITE OF MEINIL CASTLE

MANOR HELD BY MEINIL
SOKELAND 0 ® n

>OED EE e ]




and the introduction and elevation of new men, Henry I brought a region which had remained largely
outside the control of his father within the Norman structure of lordship.

Henry I's determination to maintain, consolidate or create compact lordships centred upon cast-
leries, hundreds or hundredal castleries is discernible in the tenurial history of several other areas
within Yorkshire. This was certainly the case with the lordships protecting the east coast. When
Arnulf of Montgomery was deprived of the honour of Holderness in 1102 it was restored intact to
Stephen of Aumale whose father, Odo count of Champagne, had been deprived by Rufus in 1095.99
Further north Henry I almost certainly had a part to play in the acquisition of the hundred of
Burton Agnes by Robert I of Brus. Whether Robert secured the manor by direct royal grant or
through marriage to a daughter of the previous tenant, Geoffrey Bainard, is impossible to say,'°°
but even in the latter case the consent of the king would have been required. Henry I’s involvement
is also suggested by his grant to Robert in 1103 of ten carucates of royal demesne land in berewicks
belonging to the manor of Burton Agnes in Harpham and Gransmoor, in part-exchange for estates
in Reighton and Collingham.!%!

The king also preserved the integrity of the compact lordship of the Lacy family which incorpo-
rated several hundreds and a number of castleries in the West Riding of the county (Map 5), despite
the fact that it was taken back into his hands on three separate occasions during the reign. Robert
of Lacy was among the group of magnates supporting Robert Curthose in 1101, and although Or-
deric’s description of his subsequent trial, dispossession and exile in 1102 has been challenged there

is independent evidence to support its accuracy.'°2 At some point within the next decade, however,

99Stephen was supporting Henry I in Normandy in 1104: Orderic, vi, 56; CDF, no. 1210.

100Farrer's original view that Robert I of Brus married a daughter of Geoffrey Bainard was subsequently revised in
a Jater work where he suggested that Brus married a daughter of Richard of Sourdeval. There is no direct evidence
for either union: EYC, ii, 11-12; EYC, vi, 4-5.

101 Regesta, ii, no. 648. The royal estates passing to Brus had been held by Earnwine the priest in 1086: DB, i, 331a,
382a.

102Qrderic, iv, 309. Hollister challenged Orderic’s account, arguing that Robert was high in royal favour in 1102
and received the Yorkshire estates of Warin Bussel, William of Say and the office of local justiciar or sheriff from the
king: Hollister, ‘Henry I and Robert Malet', 118. However, none of the charters cited by Hollister to substantiate his
argument can be accurately dated to 1102, and the texts of some of them actually offer support for Orderic's account.
In one Robert appears to be restored to lands of which he had been dispossessed by the king: ‘Carta regis Henrici
primi per quem dedit Roberto de Laceio totam terram que remansit ex terra Roberti de la Castane de Pontefracto
quam rex disrationavit erga eum, sibi, et heredi suo jure hereditario tenendam, cum soka et saca’: EYC, iii, no. 1418.
In another charter Henry grants Robert land which ‘he had claimed against him’ in Yorkshire, that is, the land of
William of Say, which was now to be held by the king: EYC, iii, no. 1420. It is also significant that in 1102 x 1103
Robert’s cousin, Roger of Lacy, was acting as Duke Robert’s magister militum in Normandy. See EYC, iii, nos. 1419,
1421-2; Regesta, ii, nos. 598, 559, 1030; Wightman, Lacy Family, 35-7, 65-6; Kapelle, Norman Conguest, 198; David,
Curthose, 143 and note 20.
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Robert was restored to his lands, before being finally deprived in 1112.193 His Yorkshire estates then
passed in their entirety to Hugh of la Vall%% who held them until his death sometime before 1129,
and finally to William Maltravers who proffered 1000 marks and £100 to the king to marry la Val’s
widow and control his lands for a period of fifteen years, and retained the estates until his murder at
the hands of a knight of the honour in 1135.195 The great Lacy castlery might be confiscated from
a rebel or leased to an unscrupulous financier, but under no circumstances, it seems, was it ever to
be dismantled.

The same was true of the Warenne hundredal castlery of Conisbrough which had been established
by the Conqueror to control navigation along the Don and entry into Yorkshire via the lowland
gap between the Pennines and the Humberhead marshes.l% Although William II of Warenne
opposed Henry I in 1101, and is described as departing for Normandy late in the year after being
disinherited,197 by 1103 he was back in Henry’s favour ‘and throve as one of his closest friends and
counsellors’.1%® Henry I not only restored Warenne to his Yorkshire estates but was probably the
king responsible for substantially augmenting them with a grant of the extensive and valuable royal
hundredal manor of Wakefield.1%® In 1086 the manor and its berewicks had declined in value from
£60 to only £15 and nearly all the sokelands were waste, a lack of organization which the alienation
to Warenne was doubtless designed to remedy.!'® But there was also a military purpose behind
the grant. Situated on the river Calder between Pontefract and the mountains, Wakefield was well
placed to guard the entrance into Yorkshire via Calderdale and provide support for the neighbouring

castleries of Conisbrough, Hallam and Pontefract in controlling north-south communicationsinto and

103]¢ js interesting that Robert's deprivation occurred at about the same time as Henry I's capture of Robert of
Belleme who had been one of the principal opponents of the king in 1102: ASC, s.a. 1112, 182; Farrer, Pipe Rolls,
383; VCH, Lancashire, i, 314-15.

104Hugh was in control by the time of the Lindsey survey which has been re-dated to 1115 x 1116: Wightman, Lacy
Family, 66; Foulds, ‘Unknown precept’.

105 FYC, iii, 143, 148; Wightman, Lacy Family, 66, 68, 72; Pipe Roll 81 Henry I, 34.

106 Conisbrough’s position as a hundredal seat is indicated by its size, value and ownership. The manor incorporated
sokelands in over twenty-four neighbouring vills, was valued at £40 in 1086, and had been held by Earl Harold in
1066: DB, i, 321a.

107C,W. Hollister, ‘The taming of a turbulent earl: Henry I and William of Warenne’, in Reflezions Historiques, 3
(1976), 87.

108 Orderic, vi, 14.

109The exact date of the grant is uncertain and could have occurred at any point between 1088 and 1121. Clay
suggested ¢.1107: EYC, viii, 178. See also Holt, Northerners, 214; Wightman, Lacy Family, 20. Wakefield’s position
as the seat of a hundred is clear from its size, value and ownership. The estate incorporated berewicks in nine
neighbouring vills and sokelands in another nineteen. It was valued at £60 in 1066 when it was in the possession of
King Edward: DB, i, 299b.

110 DB, i, 299b.
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out of the county (Map 27). If not already a castlery in the early twelfth century it was soon to
become one, and like the military lordships of the Welsh and Scottish marches was held together
with Conisbrough on very favourable terms of knight-service 111

The tenurial engineering described above was probably completed within the first fifteen years
of Henry I’s reign. It was a period in which priority was given to the protection of the frontiers
of Yorkshire and the road and river routes that traversed it. The king adopted a dual approach
to the task. By dismantling the amorphous rebel lordships and preserving and consolidating the
integrity of those which were more compact, Henry I rationalized the tenurial pattern of Yorkshire
and strengthened its network of castleries. He had also begun the process of introducing a group of
new men already attached to his court into the local tenurial community, of which Nigel d’Aubigny
and Robert I of Brus were pioneer members. In the second decade of the twelfth century the
process continued and Brus and d’Aubigny were joined by several other courtiers seeking to make
their political and administrative fortunes in the north. By this time the reservoir of confiscated
rebel estates was almost empty, and Henry I had to rely increasingly on the use of other means of

patronage in order to establish the new men in Yorkshire.

Tenurial Restructuring 1100 x 1135: II. New Lordships for More New Men

The most prominent of the new men established by Henry I in Yorkshire in the period ¢.1110 x
¢.1120 was David of Scotland who had been brought up and educated at the royal court since at
least 1103, and whose marriage to a daughter and heiress of Countess Judith, widow of Waltheof earl
of Northumbria, was arranged by the king in 1113 or 1114.112 Through his wife David acquired ex-
tensive estates in Huntingdon and Northamptonshire, and control of the compa