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Summary

This study o f  the interplay between magnate and crown in the political careers o f  Hugh and 

W alter de Lacy involves a fresh look at the high politics o f  the Plantagenet Empire from 1172 to 

1241. It is hoped, however, that this investigation has a significance reaching far beyond the de 

Lacy family as several events o f  great magnitude and familiarity for the general history o f  the 

period are reconsidered. It is only by approaching each individual event with minimal 

preconception, and from the perspective o f  the nobility, that such revelations are facilitated within 

this study. In this thesis, the broader context is always used to test these individual findings, but, 

hopefully, it has not been used to presuppose an outcome.

One o f  the m ajor trends in the political history o f the de Lacy family which thus emerges is 

that the roots o f  their power were often found in the inability o f the English king to effectively 

exercise his own in their absence. This is precisely the way in which Hugh de Lacy built his 

relationship with King Henry II, through, for instance, his position as custos o f Dublin in 1172 and 

defender o f Vemeuil in 1173, and extended his profile in Ireland in the years following his royal 

commission in 1177. Similarly, during the civil war o f 1215 to 1217, W alter de Lacy was elevated 

by King John to a position o f  great power and authority in Herefordshire and the middle march in 

order to secure the region for the crown. The minority o f  Henry III saw W alter’s commission 

extended, and forced the royal government to negotiate with him for actions within his bailiwick. A 

number o f the de L acys’ greatest triumphs consequently came while they were ostensibly 

instruments o f the royal will.

The de Lacys were therefore able to profit from the English king’s weakness in more than 

one region, but another concern o f  this thesis is to determine the extent to which Hugh and W alter 

de Lacy were able to adapt to the variations between these regions. This often determined their 

relationship with their immediate lord, be he king o f England, duke o f Normandy or lord o f  Ireland. 

Hugh de Lacy appears to have been able to balance his concerns, while Walter, who was subject to 

conflicting demands o f  allegiance and evolving styles o f  rule, initially found the task more difficult. 

However, his several forfeitures (in 1192, 1196, 1197 and 1210) occurred in the first half o f  his 

career, showing that he could eventually learn from his mistakes.

Another theme o f  this thesis is the movability o f  conflicts arising from the complexities o f 

trans-regional landholding. In 1196, W alter de Lacy seems to have suffered the sequestration o f his 

Norman lands and incurred a 1,000 m ark fine for ignoring his obligations to King Richard in the 

duchy. When W alter did noting to reduce this debt, King Richard confiscated his English lands as 

well. It also seems that King John’s destruction o f William de Braose resulted from the disputes
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between crown and baronage in Ireland from 1207 to 1208, only to be played out in the Welsh 

march. In the reign o f King Henry III, two conflicts, the rebellions o f  Hugh de Lacy (1223-4) and 

Richard Marshal (1233-4), saw hostilities begin in Wales, only to be transferred to Ireland. These 

incidents all display the fluid nature o f  political activity among the supranational aristocracy.

The ways in which the kings o f  England related to their itinerant nobility is also o f 

paramount importance to this study. At the heart o f  the m atter lies the very nature o f  English 

kingship. Throughout this study, the bestowal and removal o f  royal favour is charted and codified 

across four reigns. An analysis o f  each instance expands upon what is already known o f  the period 

and will hopefully lead to a better understanding o f the political and diplomatic forces at work. The 

ways in which each successive king (or those ruling in his name) exerted their influence and 

allowed themselves to be guided by their greatest magnates provides new insight into their 

individual reigns.

This case study in the politics o f  trans-regional landholding is able to profit from an 

intensity o f  research which, although it covers several historical subdivisions, focuses on ju st two 

men. It is hoped that it also displays the replicability o f  such studies, and their worth to the general 

current o f  British and Irish history.
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Introduction

In the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, the period covered by this thesis, there existed in the 

British Isles and beyond a sweeping network o f aristocratic lordship which transcended traditional 

national boundaries. The territorial amplitude o f  the men involved was invaluable to those, such as 

the king o f  England, who could call upon their service across several provinces. The Plantagenet 

Empire was in this way knitted together. The forces involved were not all centripetal, however. For 

those holding lands in several regions, bonds o f allegiance could often become blurred. For those 

whose lands included significant frontier components, profiles could be raised, fortunes made, and 

even rebellion sometimes contemplated. In an article first published some two decades ago, Robin 

Frame examined a vibrant manifestation o f  these phenomena: the crises that gripped Wales, Ireland 

and England from 1223 to 1224.‘ He used his analysis to expertly highlight the interconnectivity o f 

the several regions o f Britain and Ireland. This example was particularly well chosen, for it 

demonstrated a complex interplay between the king-magnate and interbaronial dynamics, which 

was often at the heart o f the high politics o f the Plantagenet Empire. But for all o f its importance in 

publicising the virtues o f non-national history. Frame acknowledged that his investigation merely 

scratched the surface, and issued something o f  a ‘plea for a history o f high politics, to do with the 

jostlings and marryings o f a charmed circle o f families whose interests spanned the various parts o f 

the British Isles’. To those who might baulk at such a suggestion. Frame warned that ‘to neglect 

this subject is to risk denaturing the period.’  ̂ The standard o f this ‘new ’ British history was 

similarly raised by Rees Davies, and has been carried forth by numerous acolytes and like-minded 

academics. The essential idea behind this movement has been to avoid anachronistic 

preconceptions wherever possible, and thereby examine the period on its own terms. O f particular 

importance to the understanding o f  this supranational arena at the pinnacle o f Plantagenet society is 

therefore the study o f the individuals whom it comprised.

O f course, the centrality o f  the individual to historical investigation is not unique to trans- 

regional studies, and has long been recognised. Sidney Painter observed in his biography o f  the 

(decidedly atypical) ‘feudal baron’ William Marshal that ‘to know a typical feudal baron is to have

' Robin Frame. 'Aristocracies and the political configuration o f the British Isles', in R.R. Davies (ed.), The 
British Isles, 1100-1500: comparisons, contrasts and connections (Edinburgh, 1988), pp 142-59, reprinted in, 
\Atm Ireland and Britain, 1170-1450, (London and Rio Grande, 1998), 151-70, at pp 157-62. All
citations are to the 1998 reprint.
 ̂ Ibid., p. 160. This topic is explored further in, Robin Frame, The political development o f  the British Isles,
1100-1400 (Oxford, 1995); Robin Frame, 'Historians, Aristocrats and Plantagenet Ireland, 1200-1360', in 
Christopher Given-Wilson, Ann J. Kettle, and Len Scales (eds.), War, government and aristocracy in the 
British Isles, c. 1150-1500: essays in honour o f  Michael Prestwich, (Woodbridge, 2008), pp 131-47.
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a fuller comprehension o f feudal society as a w h o l e . A  sharper focus often uncovers 

characteristics which are not immediately apparent from above. Martin Aurell praised this 

em phasis on the ‘dirty w ork’ o f  historical inquiry: ‘in Britain, an unvarying erudition and great 

chronological and prosopographical precision are more evident than overviews o f models and 

states o f  the question. On the continent, synthesis triumphs over analysis, as if  the meagre historical 

record was itself creating ideas. It is the source that makes the h i s t o r i a n ! I f  these axioms m ay be 

applied to the current trend in British and Irish history: without concentrated analyses o f  the 

political careers o f  individual cross-border aristocrats, one cannot hope to weave together 

effectively the political histories o f  the British Isles. W ithout the individual threads, what will make 

up the tapestry? O f course, this is not to say that general histories are less important than more 

particular studies. On the contrary, both are mutually beneficial, and must inform one another. 

Ideally, a symbiotic relationship should develop so that the period in question can be better 

understood. The following thesis is therefore an attempt to lend stability to the construct through an 

in-depth examination o f  the interplay between the nobility and crown within the Plantagenet 

Empire, as reflected in the political fortunes o f the de Lacy family from 1172 to 1241.

The de Lacys take their name from the Norman town o f Lassy (Calvados, cant. Conde-sur- 

Noireau).^ Two brothers, llbert (d .l093) and W alter (d .l085), accompanied William the Conqueror 

to England in 1066, and were rewarded for their service with substantial grants. The elder brother, 

llbert de Lacy, was granted a northern barony centred on Pontefract (Yorkshire).^ The younger 

brother, W alter de Lacy, was established in the west midlands and along the W elsh march, w ith the 

focus o f  his fee at W eobley (Herefordshire). The Norman territories o f  the family were split 

between the two brothers, so that from 1066 both branches o f the de Lacy family were cross- 

border, controlling territories either side o f  the English Channel. However, one branch was to 

extend itself even further. In the aftermath o f  King Henry II’s trium phant expedition to Ireland 

from 1171 to 1172, in which he not only received the submissions o f his Anglo-Norman barons but 

also a great number o f  native kings, the ancient Irish kingdom o f Mide was granted by Henry to the 

head o f  the Herefordshire branch, Hugh de Lacy. The addition o f the Irish midland kingdom, which 

was henceforth to be known as the lordship o f  Meath, meant that the Herefordshire de Lacys’ 

territorial portfolio extended to four regions: Ireland, England, Wales and Normandy. The case o f 

the Herefordshire de Lacys is an interesting one, ideally suited to close examination. Their rise to 

prom inence from the late twelfth century was to last only two generations. The study o f  these de 

Lacys at the height o f  their power may therefore be focused more intensely upon the political 

careers o f  Hugh de Lacy (d. 1186) and his son, W alter (d. 1241), in Ireland, England, and

 ̂ Sidney Painter, William Marshal: knight-errant, baron, and regent o f  England (Baltimore, 1933), p. viii.
Martin Aurell, The Plantagenet Empire, 1154-1224, trans. David Crouch (Harlow, 2007), p. 12.

 ̂For a detailed study o f the de Lacy lands in England and Normandy, see: W.E. Wightman, The Lacy fam ily  
in England and Normandy 1066-1199 (Oxford, 1966).
 ̂His descendant would eventually succeed to the earldom of Lincoln in 1232, Nicholas Vincent, 'Lacy, John 

de, third earl o f Lincoln (c.l 192-1240)', Oxford dictionary o f  national biography, (Oxford, 2004).
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Normandy/ This will allow for the production o f  something approaching a ‘thickened’ political 

narrative, in which sections o f concentrated analysis have been held together by a narrative 

account, which has been preferred to separate analyses o f individual events or relationships. To use 

David Carpenter’s metaphor, ‘a more analytical approach to the period would bring familiarity with 

the individual bricks but give little idea o f  their place in the construction o f  the building.’*

By taking as its subject the lives and times o f  two magnates, this study o f the cross-border 

aristocracy differs from previous works for this period. These, such as they exist, have tended to 

take as their focus subjects akin to Rees Davies’s ‘feudal matrix’,’ or Robin Frame’s ‘aristocratic 

nexus’,'® and consequently dealt with distinct regions.” The fundamental importance o f  such 

investigations can not be overstated, but it is essential that the individual not become subsumed 

within the group in the course o f  tracing these intricate webs. By focusing on particular arenas such 

as the Welsh march or the Irish Sea region, historians are forced to place their own artificial 

restrictions on the men under investigation. This is perhaps unavoidable in any large sampling, but 

it nevertheless risks misinterpreting the actions o f those whose interests may have stretched far 

beyond the region in question. Hugh and Walter de Lacy were recognised by their contemporaries 

as members o f the Welsh marchiones, but they were also English and Norman magnates whose 

efforts often went to extending their position in Ireland. To lose sight o f this is to take them out of 

context.

In some ways it is their importance to the study o f  greater themes that has kept Hugh and 

W'alter de Lacy, for the most part, out o f the historical spotlight. A familiarity has grown up around 

these men (about whom we know comparatively little), which, it would seem, has rendered any in- 

depth analyses o f their careers superfluous.'^ Because o f the de Lacys’ familiarity, this study will

’ It should be noted that in the interests o f continuity this thesis has not charted the several cadet branches of 
the Herefordshire de Lacys, except insofar as they impacted directly upon the political fortunes o f  the main 
line. The most obvious omission has therefore been an in-depth examination of the earldom o f Ulster, which 
was created for the younger Hugh de Lacy in 1205. The history o f the earldom is as fascinating as it is 
understudied. It figures prominently at several junctures in the present thesis (where it is given due weight), 
but certainly deserves a thesis unto itself, which would no doubt prove invaluable to the histories of Ireland, 
Scotland and the entire North Channel region. The only full-length study to date is T. E. McNeill, Anglo- 
Norman Ulster: the history and archaeology o f  an Irish barony, 1177-1400 (Edinburgh, 1980), which, while 
good on the archaeology, is not satisfactory regarding the history o f the earldom.

David Carpenter, The minority o f  Henry III (London, 1990), p. 4.
® R.R. Davies, 'Kings, lords and liberties in the march o f Wales, 1066-1272', Transactions o f  the Royal 
Historical Society, 5th Ser., 29 (1979), pp 41-61, at p. 49.

Frame, British Isles , chapter 3.
' ‘ As well as the many works by Davies and Frame see for instance, Sean Duffy, 'Ireland and the Irish Sea 
region, 1014-1318', PhD (University of Dublin, 1993); Brock Holden, Lords o f  the central marches: English 
aristocracy and frontier society 1087-1265 (Oxford, 2008); Max Lieberman, 'Shropshire and the March of 
Wales, c. 1070-1283: the creation o f separate identities', D.Phil (University o f Oxford, 2005); Melissa 
Pollock, 'Franco-Scottish politics: crown and nobility, 1160-1296', PhD (University o f St Andrews, 2005).

That said, Robert Bartlett adeptly compares Hugh de Lacy in Ireland to his contemporaries on the German 
frontier, which situates Hugh’s career within the general aristocratic diaspora of the twelfth century, Robert 
Bartlett, 'Colonial aristocracies o f the high middle ages', in Robert Bartlett and A. MacKay (eds.). Medieval 
Frontier Societies, (Oxford, 1989). Joe Hillaby has provided a most welcome contribution to the study o f the 
de Lacys from the 1190s in his article on Walter de Lacy and the lordship o f Meath, Joe Hillaby, 
'Colonisation, Crisis-Management and Debt: Walter de Lacy and the Lordship o f Meath, 1189-1241', Riocht 
Na Midhe, 8/4 (1992-3), pp 1-50. Hillaby’s interest in Walter de Lacy sprung from his study of the clients of
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involve the analysis o f  many topics and incidents, some o f  which have already been well-trawled. 

The essential difference between this thesis and other such studies lies in the depth o f  treatment and 

purpose o f investigation. As will be seen, a concentrated examination o f the political manoeuvrings 

o f  father and son uncovers invaluable information regarding the nature o f  cross-border landholding 

and crown-magnate relations in the Plantagenet Empire as a whole. That said, the de Lacy family 

still presents a very real problem for those who might wish to chart its history. In order to give due 

attention to their activities in England, Ireland and Normandy, one must be thoroughly versed in 

the histories o f each region. English historians have become increasingly adept at incorporating 

Normandy into their studies, but Ireland remains slightly foreign to the large majority. Irish 

historians have traditionally been much better at incorporating English history (as it pertained to 

Ireland) into their studies,’  ̂ but few would presume to actually write English history its e lf ''' This 

thesis, therefore, will be forced to produce a study which is as much informed by the political 

histories o f  England and Normandy, as that o f  Ireland.

Such breadth o f  research is an asset to a focused examination. The period under 

consideration is a large sampling o f  the era which has been dubbed ‘the second century o f  English 

feudalism ’.'^ By involving the histories o f several regions, this thesis will be able to provide an 

enticing glimpse at the bonds which flowed between them. Differences in the nature o f lordship, 

and the demands o f  allegiance, across these disparate realms were very real considerations for 

cross-border aristocrats. So too were local conditions, which could vary widely between Calvados 

and Breifne. The degree to which these ‘were taken in their stride’ '^ was a major determinant o f a 

m agnate’s success or failure. In Ireland and the Welsh march, private warfare was often a way o f 

life. Hugh de Lacy was established in Meath with the understanding that he would conquer the 

territory h im self Likewise, his son W alter could intrude into native Irish succession disputes, using 

military force to ensure that his preferred candidate was the victor. Such tactics could not be 

contemplated in England or Normandy, where court diplomacy was required. The question o f 

regional adaptability is therefore a them e central to this study.

Hugh and W alter de Lacy were not alone in transcending boundaries, however. The 

English king’s hegemony was far reaching. The configuration o f  aristocratic and royal interests

the Jewish moneylender Hamo of Hereford, so it is perhaps unsurprising that he, like Wightman, was 
primarily concerned with finance, Joe Hillaby, 'Hereford gold: Irish, Welsh and English land, part 2: The 
clients of the Jewish community at Hereford, 1179-1253: four case studies', Transactions o f  the Woolhope 
Naturalists' Field Club, 41/1 (1985), pp 192-270. Hillaby certainly provided a useful (if brief) narrative of 
Walter’s political career to 1224, but at that point his study turns to a discussion of the economy of Meath 
and the extent of Walter’s debt. It is here that the real strength of Hillaby’s work lies.

One need only read the works of G.H. Orpen, Edmund Curtis, and especially A.J. Otway-Ruthven and 
James Lydon, to see the tradition which Robin Frame later popularised. See for instance, Goddard Henry 
Orpen, Ireland under the Normans 1169-1333 (Dublin, 2005) (Original edn: Goddard Henry Orpen, Ireland 
under the Normans, 4 vols (Oxford, 1912-20)); Edmund Curtis, A history o f medieval Irelandfrom 1086 to 
1513 (2nd edn., London, 1938); A. J. Otway-Ruthven, A history o f medieval Ireland (2nd edn., New York, 
1993); James Lydon, The lordship o f  Ireland in the middle ages (2nd edn., Dublin, 2003).
''' This point is convincingly made in, Robin Frame, 'The 'failure' of the first English conquest of Ireland', in 
idem (ed.), Ireland and Britain, 1170-1450, (London and Rio Grande, 1998), pp 1-13.

David Carpenter, 'The second century of English feudalism', Past & Present, 168 (2000), pp 30-71.
Frame, British Isles, p. 70.
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therefore came together in different theatres o f operation. Consequently, disputes might flare up in 

one, only to be played out in another. A magnate might overstep his bounds in Ireland, only to see 

the king take retributory action on his more accessible English lands. Conversely, political 

disaffection in Normandy might cause rebellion to flare up in the Welsh march. This movability 

has proved a stumbling block to our understanding of some of the more significant events 

examined in this thesis, and it is hoped that they will benefit from an approach from the perspective 

o f the borderless nobles involved.

While focusing on the nobility, this thesis also has much to say about the crown. The 

political fortunes o f Hugh and Walter de Lacy were inextricably linked to their relationship with 

the king of England. Throughout this study, the bestowal and removal o f royal favour will be 

charted and codified. An analysis o f each instance will expand upon what is already known of the 

period hopefully arriving at a better understanding o f the political and diplomatic forces at work. 

This will involve the examination o f royal practice across four reigns, which will be all the more 

revealing due to the fact that the family involved will remain constant. King Henry II and King 

John could, at different times, relate to their greatest barons in ways which are loosely comparable. 

So too could they differ in the nature o f their rule. It is much more significant if one can show that 

the two kings treated the same family in different ways. In this instance, for example, both kings 

were forced to confront a growing intractability on the part o f the lord of Meath in Ireland. Their 

reactions were quite dissimilar and say much about the nature of their rule. O f particular interest 

will also be the degree to which the nature of crown-magnate relations changed during the minority 

of Henry III. The extent to which those who ruled in Henry Ill’s name retained or departed from 

the practices o f the preceding three reigns is an important indicator of, not only their own interests 

(which could be transformed into royal initiatives), but also of the degree to which their policies 

were shaped by the royal authority they were briefly handed.

Given the subject of this thesis, it is likely to draw comparisons with medieval family 

histories. These are prominent in the historiography for this period, though they tend to cover 

multiple generations. A key component to almost all family histories is also a detailed assessment 

o f their subjects’ exploitation of demesne and structures o f lordship.'^ The existing work o f this 

kind for the de Lacys, W.E. Wightman’s The Lacy fam ily in England and Normandy'^ ends in the 

1190’s, meaning that it was not able to take advantage of the administrative achievements of the 

next century. It also had very little to say about Ireland, a decision which, though clear in the title, 

may still be questioned given Ireland’s centrality to the career of Hugh de Lacy from 1177 (if not 

1172). This may be because Wightman’s book, like others of this genre, was chiefly concerned

See for instance, Michael Altschul, A baronial fam ily in medieval England: The de Clares, 1217-1314 
(Baltimore, 1965); Mark Hagger, The fortunes o f  a Norman family: the de Verduns in England Ireland and 
Wales, 1066-1316 (Dublin, 2001); Marc Morris, The Bigod earls o f  Norfolk in the thirteenth century 
(Woodbridge, 2005); Ruth Blakely, The Brus fam ily in England and Scotland, 1100-1295 (Woodbridge, 
2005). David Crouch’s Beaumont Twins is an exception to the rule in examining one generation, but it still 
takes as its focus their socio-political networks and manorial administration, David Crouch, The Beaumont 
twins: the roots and branches o f  power in the twelfth century (Cambridge, 1986).

Wightman, Lacy.
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with the formation and management o f the de Lacys’ English and (to a lesser extent) Norman 

honours. It provided a concise political history o f both the Pontefract and Herefordshire branches 

o f the de Lacy family from 1066, but focused primarily on their estates and finances.

Modem full-length studies o f  individuals from this period have been limited to kings, 

churchmen, and great administrators (such as Hubert de Burgh and Peter des Roches), for whose 

lives significantly more evidence su rv ives.B iograp h ies o f  individual magnates have only been 

attempted in the case o f men from a somewhat later age.^° The case o f William Marshal is an 

aberration. His life has no doubt proved so popular among historians due to the History o f  William 

Marshal}^ The existence o f  this near-contemporary metrical biography, while ostensibly a great 

asset to his biographers, has also seemed to limit the depth o f investigation into his political career. 

Rather than being the culmination o f  intense scrutiny o f record and chronicle sources, his modem  

biographies largely stand to a greater or lesser extent as commentaries on his medieval one.^^ This 

has been to the detriment o f an understanding of, among other things, his Irish interests, portions o f  

which are only now undergoing careful consideration.^^

This need not be the case. The sources for the study o f  the de Lacy family are much the 

same as those for the study o f  any other magnate family o f  the period. They were not blessed with 

contemporary biographies, no de Lacy cartulary s u r v i v e s ,a n d  they were not sufficiently high in 

the royal govemment for their correspondence to have been preserved. In terms o f the extant 

sources, the one thing which separates the de Lacys from their neighbouring marcher lords such as

Clarence Ellis, Hubert de Burgh: a study in constancy (London, 1952); Nicholas Vincent, Peter des 
Roches: an alien in English politics, 1205-1238 (Cambridge, 1996).

J.R.S. Phillips, Aymer de Valence, earl o f  Pembroke, 1307-24: baronial politics in the reign o f  Edward II 
(Oxford, 1972); J.R. Maddicott, Thomas o f  Lancaster, 1307-22 : a study in the reign o f  Edward II (Oxford, 
1970); Kenneth Fowler, The king’s lieutenant, Henry o f  Grosmont, firs t duke o f  Lancaster, 1310-61 (London, 
1969); Pierre Chaplais, Piers Gaveston: Edward IPs adoptive brother (Oxford, 1994); Cormac 6  Cleirigh, 
'John fitzThomas, fifth lord of Offaly and first earl of Kildare 1287-1316', PhD (University o f Dublin, 1997).

History o f  William Marshal, eds. A.J. Holden, Stewart Gregory, and David Crouch, 3 vols (London, 2002).
Painter, William Marshal; Georges Duby, William Marshal: the flow er o f  chivalry, trans. Richard Howard 

(New York, 1985); David Crouch, William Marshal: knighthood, war and chivalry, 1147-1219 (2nd edn., 
London, 2002).

Marie Therese Flanagan, 'Defining lordships in Angevin Ireland: William Marshal and the king’s justiciar', 
in Frederic Boutoulle (ed.), Les seigneuries dans I'espace Plantagenet (c. 1150-c. 1250), Actes du colloque 
organise a Bordeaux et Saint-Emilion les 3, 4 et 5 mai 2007, (Bordeaux, In press). See also chapters 3 and 5 
below, where this lack o f in depth research on William Marshal in Ireland is felt in the present study.
"''An invaluable resource in this regard is the late-fourteenth century register book o f the lords of Gormanston 
(Co. Meath). National Library o f Ireland [NLI] MS 1646; Calendar o f  the Gormanston register, [c. 1175- 
1397], eds. James Mills and M. J. McEnery (Dublin, 1916). Compiled by Sir Christopher Preston fi-om the 
contents o f  his family’s muniment chest, the register preserves several de Lacy charters for this period, 
including those granted and received. The Gormanston register charters can be supplemented by several 
ecclesiastical cartularies, including those of the priories o f Llanthony Prima and Secunda, St Thomas’s abbey 
Dublin, St Mary’s abbey Dublin, the hospital o f St John the Baptist Dublin and Haughmond abbey. The Irish 
cartularies o f  Llanthony prima & secunda, ed. Eric St. John Brooks (Dublin, 1953); Arlene Hogan, The 
priory o f  Llanthony Prima and Secunda in Ireland, 1172-1541: Lands, patronage and politics (Dublin,
2008); Register o f  the Abbey o f  St. Thomas, Dublin, ed. John Thomas Gilbert (Rolls Series, London, 1889); 
Chartularies o f  St Mary's abbey, Dublin; with the register o f  its house at Dunbrody, and annals o f  Ireland., 
ed. John Thomas Gilbert, 2 vols (London, 1884); Register o f  the hospital o f  S. John the Baptist without the 
new gate, Dublin, ed. Eric St John Brooks (Dublin, 1936); The cartulary o f  Haughmond Abbey, ed. Una Rees 
(Cardiff, 1985). Original deeds and later transcriptions have also been scattered among the archival 
collections o f Britain and Ireland, with little more than chance ensuring their survival.
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the Cliffords or Mortimers o f  this generation is their Irish dimension. The de Lacys’ position as 

lords o f  Meath brought them to the attention o f  the Irish annalists, whose work stands as a most 

welcome addition to the record o f their careers.^^ Occasionally a gem has surfaced to inform this 

study further, but such finds are surely not unique to the de Lacys. Indeed, in many ways the 

strength o f  this study lies in its replicability. From the commencement o f the great series o f  

chancery enrolments during King John’s reign, there exists a vast body o f data, which, when 

combined with contemporary narratives, provides sufficient raw material upon which to base 

comprehensive analyses o f  the careers o f specific men and families. These sources are not 

without their faults, however. The danger in the utilisation o f  these record sources, which become 

increasingly prominent as the years progress, is that they provide a decidedly one-sided view o f the 

period. What is more, the nature o f  trans-regional landholding in some ways confounds the sources, 

which, for instance, could not always penetrate the great Irish or marcher liberties. The existence o f  

two administrations, English and Irish, also complicates matters.^’

For these reasons, the records o f  the English administration are often complimented by the 

works o f  medieval chroniclers and annalists.^* Indeed, for a fair portion o f the period under 

discussion, the products o f the English chancery were not enrolled. Chronicles and other subjective 

works have been utilised where the record sources fail. Even the period before John’s reign is 

accessible if  one is willing to comb these sources for pertinent information.^^ If monastic 

chroniclers or secular lyricists are not always the most reliable sources for the bare facts o f the 

events they describe, they are at least helpful barometers o f opinion and retailers o f rumour, which 

was sometimes as important as what actually h a pp e n e d . I t  is hoped that the study below, drawing 

on what is, relatively speaking, a rich vein o f contemporary memory and official record, will serve

A most welcome guide to Gaelic sources has recently been published by Katharine Simms, which fills a 
gap long felt in the study of Irish history, Katharine Simms, Medieval Gaelic sources (Dublin, 2009).

An excellent source for the explosion of written sources in this period is Michael Clanchy’s universally 
lauded, Michael Clanchy, From memory to written record. England 1066-1307 (2nd edn., Oxford, 1997). 
Philomena Connolly has also produced a helpfial guide, Philomena Connolly, Medieval record sources 
(Dublin, 2002). For the English chancery see, David Carpenter, 'The English royal Chancery in the thirteenth 
century', in Adrian Jobson (ed.), English government in the thirteenth century (Woodbridge, 2004), pp 49-69.

Unfortunately, the records o f the Irish administration were lost in the fire that destroyed the Irish Public 
Record Office in 1922, silencing one side of the equation. The chance survival o f the Irish Pipe Roll 14 John 
provides a tantalising glimpse of what was lost, Oliver Davies and David B. Quinn, 'The Irish pipe roll o f 14 
John, 1211-1212', Ulster Jn. Arch., 4, Supplement (1941). The IRCHSS funded Irish Chancery Project has 
recently taken upon itself the daunting task of tracking down those chancery records still in existence, but this 
remains in its early stages and has not uncovered anything for this period.

English narrative sources have been dealt with generally in, Antonia Gransden, Historical writing in 
England, c.550-c. 1307 (London, 2000). For the twelfth centuiy in particular also see, Nancy Partner, Serious 
entertainments: the writing o f  history in twelfth-century England (Chicago, 1977). For the Irish annals see the 
discussion and list o f sources in, Simms, Medieval Gaelic sources.

The pipe rolls are a welcome constant in this regard, surviving throughout the period of this thesis. 
However, the loss of the records of the Irish exchequer and the piecemeal survival of its Norman counterpart, 
make for a decidedly Anglo-centric view.

If, for instance, the Dunstable annalist believed that there was a conspiracy afoot in 1210 to replace King 
John with Simon de Montfort, a sentiment which would not have found its way into the Chancery 
enrolments, then this at least tells us a great deal about the conditions o f the time. As it turns out, there may 
have been something to the rumour, and certain of King John’s actions in 1210 should perhaps be viewed in 
that light. See chapter 5.
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to refocus attention on the careers and fortunes o f the famed Hugh de Lacy and his rather 

overshadowed son and heir, Walter; by so doing, it is hoped that new light will be shed on the 

vacillating relationship between king and magnate in the Plantagenet Empire, on the intensity of 

the contemporary power-play within baronial factions, and on the demands o f domestic and martial 

lordships in an age of transnational estate-building.
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Chapter 1 

A Trans-Regional Magnate: 1172-1174

The study o f non-national history pioneered by such historians as Robin Frame and R.R. 

Davies has gained a popular following o f late, but, for all o f its adherents, remains in its infancy. 

This is only to be expected given the sheer number o f  possibilities open to the student o f  this ‘new ’ 

history. Neither does the field o f  study lend itself to objective boundaries or convenient templates 

within which to work. Should one view the phenomenon o f  cross-border holdings at the local level, 

such as along the Anglo-Scottish border or a particular shire, or should one attempt to tackle the 

‘Aristocratic N exus’ ' in a more overarching, British Isles, history? Can one make a successful 

contribution by focusing on the career o f one man, such as William Marshal, or does the nature o f 

medieval lordship demand that the study be broadened to encompass multiple generations or 

siblings? After all, is it not the goal o f  non-national history to endeavour to view the history o f the 

Middle Ages from its own standpoint and on its own terms? If this is the case (as is my contention), 

then the remaining questions must be answered on an individual basis depending upon the subjects 

involved. The case o f the de Lacys is an interesting one for, while both branches o f the family held 

cross-channel estates from the time o f the Conquest, the rise to prominence o f  the Herefordshire 

branch in the late twelfth century, due in no small part to their impressive acquisition o f  the ancient 

Irish kingdom o f  Mide,^ was to last only two generations. Therefore, the study o f the de Lacys at 

the height o f their power may be focused more intensely upon the careers o f  Hugh de Lacy (d. 

1186) and his son, W alter (d. 1241), in England, Ireland, Wales and Normandy.

The transmarine assemblage o f  lands which grew up under the de Lacys in the twelfth and 

thirteenth centuries was an organic entity. The de Lacy inheritance was not an indivisible or 

homogenous unit, but was rather an amalgam o f disparate lands, peoples and circumstances which 

was in a constant state o f  flux. But it was not an accident. Far from succeeding to the inheritance as 

a whole, or receiving it intact as an act o f royal patronage,^ both Hugh, and his son W alter, were 

made to work for their territories. The fingerprints o f  father and son are consequently visible in the 

composition and distribution o f lands within the framework allowed them by their lord, the head o f 

the Plantagenet Empire. Being the initial architect o f  this aristocratic construct, H ugh’s m arks may

' As described by Frame, British Isles, Chapter III: ‘The Aristocratic N exus’.
 ̂Henceforth the anglicized ‘Meath’ will be used unless explicitly referring to the pre-Norman kingdom.
 ̂An obvious instance o f  a grant o f  transmarine lands by the king as an act o f  patronage was the marriage o f  

William Marshal to the heiress o f  Strongbow in 1189. See below, chapter 3.
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be found a bit deeper and cover the foundation  upon w hich W alter w as later to  build. O f  course, 

H ugh de Lacy w as not raised ex n ih ilo , but ra ther began w ith a foundation o f  his ow n. It is here in 

the inheritance o f  H ugh de Lacy that the investigation into the lives and tim es o f  these aristocrats 

m ust begin.

The early  ye a rs  -  1155-1160

U nfortunately , it is at the  outset tha t the greatest am ount o f  uncertainty m ust arise. W hile 

not ever a w holly  insign ifican t or m inor baron, the  years preceding H ugh’s jo u rn ey  to  Ireland w ere 

no t w itness to  anything like the attention paid him by chroniclers and the royal governm ent 

subsequen t to  his acquisition  o f  M eath. O ne is forced, therefore, to  attem pt a reconstruction  o f  

these early  years from  a few  scant p ieces o f  evidence: positive, negative, and circum stantial, 

b rough t together w ith an appreciation  o f  the  w ider context. A s w ith any investigation o f  this 

descrip tion , all conclusions about the early  years o f  H ugh de L acy ’s career and pedigree m ust be 

accepted  as tentative.'*

It appears likely, based upon the available evidence, that Hugh w as not the eldest, but 

ra ther the second son o f  G ilbert de Lacy, an im portant baron o f  the  English w est m idlands and 

W elsh  m arch.^ It also seem s that H ugh w as preceded in his lordship over the de Lacy inheritance 

by his e lder brother R obert, w hose tenure w as lim ited to  a few  years. O f  G ilbert’s position there  is 

no question , and fo llow ing a pipe roll entry  for 6 Henry II (1159/60) in w hich it is stated under

* The problem of the de Lacy pedigree in this period has been undertaken in the past, with little if anything 
definitive having been proved. Cf.; H.M. Colvin, 'Holme Lacy: an episcopal manor and its tenants in the 12th 
and 13th centuries', in V. Ruffer and A.J. Taylor (eds.), Medieval studies presented to Rose Graham,
(Oxford, 1950), pp 15-40, at pp. 17-19; R.W. Eyton, Antiquities o f  Shropshire, 12 vols. (London, 1854- 
1860), V , p. 253; W. St. C. Baddeley, A Cotteswold manor, being the history o f  Painswick (London, 1929), 
pp. 51-5; Wightman, Lacy, pp. 189-91; Holden, Lords o f  the central marches, p. 257; N. J. Synott, 'Notes on 
the family o f de Lacy in Ireland', Journal o f  the Royal Society o f  Antiquaries o f  Ireland, 4th ser., 49 (1919), 
pp 113-31; G. W. Watson, 'The families o f Lacy, Geneva, Joinville and La Marche', The Genealogist, new 
series, 25 (1905), pp 1-16, 73-82, 163-72, 234-43, at pp 1-2.
 ̂The de Lacy inheritance included an English component concentrated in the west midlands (later to be 

known as the honour o f Weobley), the Welsh marcher lordship of Ewyas Lacy, and a half share of the honour 
of Lacy in Normandy, centred on the manors o f Lassy (Calvados, cant. Conde-sur-Noireau) and Campeaux 
(Calvados, cant. Le Beny-Bocage). It may have also included further lands in the honour of Pont-Audemer 
(Eure, cant. Pont-Audemer). For the English honour o f Weobley, the Welsh lordship o f Ewyas Lacy and 
Norman honour of Lacy see: Wightman, Lacy, pp 195-227. For the lands in Pont-Audemer see: Recueil des 
historiens des Gaules et de la France, tomexxiii, eds Joseph-Noel de Wailly, Leopold Delisle, and Charles- 
Marie-Gabriel Brechillet Jourdain (Paris, 1894), p. 71 la, and see below. It is also quite possible that by the 
mid-thirteenth century the de Lacy manor of Ludlow (Shropshire) had emerged as the caput of a second de 
Lacy honour in Shropshire, Wightman, Lacy, pp 136, 198; Liber feodorum, the book o f  fees commonly called 
Testa de Nevill reformed from  the earliest MSS by the deputy keeper o f  the records, 3 vols (London, 1920), ii, 
pp 846, 859. Between 1166 and 1215, the de Lacys’ English lands were routinely assessed scutage on fifty- 
one-and-a-quarter fees by the sheriff o f Herefordshire, The red book o f  the exchequer, ed. Hubert Hall, 3 vols 
(London, 1896), i,p p 7 4 , 86, 114,281-3; The great roll o f  the pipe fo r  the fourteenth year o f  reign o f  Henry 
II, (London, 1890), p. 116; The great roll o f  the pipe fo r  the second year o f  the reign o f  King Richard the 
first, Michaelmas 1190 ed. Doris M. Stenton (London, 1925), p. 49; The great roll o f  the pipe fo r  the sixth 
year o f  the reign o f  King Richard the first, Michaelmas 1194, ed. Doris M. Stenton (London, 1928), p. 140; 
The chancellor's roll fo r  the eighth year o f  the reign o f  Richard I, Michaelmas 1196 ed. Doris M. Stenton 
(London, 1930), p. 92. After John’s reign, Walter continued to be assessed for fifty-one-and-a-quarter fees by 
the sheriff o f  Herefordshire, but was also assessed for seven fees by the sheriff o f Shropshire, e.g. The great 
roll o f  the pipe fo r  the second year o f  the reign o f  King Henry III, Michaelmas 1218 ed. E. P. Ebden 
(London, 1972), pp 6, 92.
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Herefordshire: “/n  t[er]ris datis... Rob[erto] de L a d  .viii. li. p[er] br[eve] R [eg isJ” and later 

under Nova Placita et Nove Conventiones, "Et in p[er]don[um ] p[er] br[eve] R[egisJ . Rob[er]to 

de Lazci .xii. l i . \  it w ould seem that Robert had succeeded to the honour by 1160.^ A possible 

source o f  confiision regarding the descent o f the de Lacy inheritance arises from the fact that a 

Robert de Lacy is named as one o f  Hugh’s initial enfeoffees in his new lordship o f Meath circa  

1172.’ Hugh was certainly the head o f  the de L acys’ English honour by 1165/6, when he is 

mentioned in that capacity in the cartae baronum  returns o f  that year,* and therefore his elder 

brother Robert could not still be in charge o f  the inheritance.

Robert de Lacy’s succession to his father’s lands was not upon G ilbert’s death, but rather 

upon the latter’s absence on crusade. G ilbert de Lacy became a Knight Templar sometime after 

1158,® but before 1160, when he is named as such in the witness list o f  a charter between King 

Henry II and King Louis VII o f  France.'® Gilbert de Lacy was alive at least as late as 1163, when 

he is mentioned by W illiam o f Tyre among those fighting in the Holy Land.”  Gilbert was certainly 

a hardened campaigner, and W.E. W ightman quite rightly contends that this final mention o f  him is 

no reason to suppose that he died shortly thereafter.'^ His eventual death is recorded in the obituary 

o f Hereford Cathedral: “4 Id. Nov. Obitus Gileberti de Laci [qui] dedit terram quatuordecim 

solidorum, & denariorum Herefordensi Ecclesie, & filii ejus Roberti.” '^

The importance o f this obit involves more than the simple record o f G ilbert’s death, for it 

makes mention o f ‘his son Robert.’ Here then is a clear statement o f  the relationship between the 

two. W hile the obit does not prove definitive if taken alone, coupled with the pipe roll entries o f 6 

Heniy' II, it would seem to suggest that Robert was indeed the son and heir o f  Gilbert de Lacy who 

was handed the inheritance when, or shortly before, G ilbert went on crusade. The filial connection 

is explicitly stated in a sixteenth-century pedigree which maintains that the elder son o f G ilbert was 

named Robert, who died without issue, though the reliability o f  such a source is not beyond 

question and should not be relied upon without c o r ro b o ra t io n .F u r th e r  evidence, however.

® The great roll o f the pipe for the sixth year o f reign o f  Henry II, A.D. 1159-1160, (London, 1884), p. 30; 
Nova Placita et Nove Conventiones recorded new payments and new covenants made before the king’s court. 
It also seems clear that Robert had not succeeded by 1157/8 when Gilbert was pardoned a donum exacted by 
Henry II from most counties: The great rolls o f  the pipe fo r  the second, third, andfourth years o f  reign o f  
King Henry the Second A.D. 1155, 1156, 1157, 1158, (London, 1844), pp. 144, 169, 170.
’ The song o f Dermot and the Earl: an old French poem. From the Carew manuscript no. 596 in the 
archiepiscopal library at Lambeth palace, ed. Goddard Henry Orpen (Oxford, 1892), II. 3150-1; The deeds o f 
the Normans in Ireland. La geste des Engleis en Yrlande, ed. Evelyn Mullally (Dublin, 2002), II. 3148-9.
* RBE, i, pp 281-3. The Cartae returns were an audit in 1165/6 of the knights fees held by all tenants in chief, 
see David Carpenter, The struggle fo r  mastery: Britain 1066-1284 (London, 2003), p. 201.
® When he is excused a donum of that year. Pipe rolls 2, 3, 4 Henry II, pp. 144, 169, 170.

Recueil des actes de Henri II, roi d'Angleterre et due de Normandie, concernant les provinces frangaises et 
les affaires de France, eds. Leopold Delisle and Elie Berger, 4 vols (Paris, 1906-27), i, p. 253; Wightman, 
Lacy, p. 189.
"  Willelmi Tyrensis Archiepiscopi chronicon, ed. R. B. C. Huygens (Tumhout, 1986), p. 874 (bk 19, ch. 18,
11. 19-20).

Wightman, Lacy, p. 189.
Colvin, 'Holme Lacy', pp 18-9n.
British Library (BL) Harley 1087, f  82; Colvin, 'Holme Lacy', p. 18; Wightman, Lacy, p. 190.
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suggests that G ilbert had been associating Robert with the honorial administration for some time 

previous to his eventual succession.

In a royal confirmatory charter dating from the early days o f King Henry II’s reign, Gilbert 

and his son Robert are seen acting together as benefactors o f  the monastery o f  Llanthony Prima 

(M onm outhshire):

Ex dono Hugonis de L a d  et confirmatione Gilberti de Lacy et Roberti f i li i  eius, 

ecclesiam de Stantun cum omnibus pertinentiis eius. Ex dono Gilberti de Lacy et 

concessione Roberti f i l i i  eius, ecclesiam Sancti Cladauc. In Ewias cum omnibus eius, 

ecclesiam de Wibbelai cum omnibus pertinentiis eius}^

Additionally, the two were involved in a complaint made against Roger, earl o f  Hereford, to the 

bishop o f  Hereford, Gilbert Foliot, in 1150 or 1151.'^ It would seem that the earl had captured one 

o f  Robert de L acy’s knights, Richard Brito, in a churchyard and held him to ransom, thereby 

violating the rules o f sanctuary. Although the knight was one o f Robert’s men, Gilbert de Lacy 

lodged the complaint.

The final piece o f evidence proving the relationship between Gilbert and Robert is in the 

testim ony o f that same bishop, G ilbert Foliot, after his transmission to London. In response to a suit 

between Hugh de Lacy and the see o f  Hereford, that was to drag on for over a decade (discussed 

below). Bishop Gilbert declared that he was wont to “ receive the service o f two knights from 

Gilbert de Lacy, and afterwards from his successor and heir Robert, freely and without 

contradiction.” '* Based upon the preponderance o f evidence, it appears that Gilbert de Lacy was 

indeed succeeded before his death by his eldest son Robert. What is therefore left is to determine 

the origin o f  the political career o f  Hugh de Lacy, which is even more elusive than the case o f 

Robert.

The succession o f  H ugh de Lacy - b y  1166

Wightman, Lacy, p. 189. Interestingly, the three gifts confirmed came from the three largest demesne 
manors in the west of the de Lacy honour.

This is the time frame put forth by R.H.C. Davis, 'Treaty between William Earl of Gloucester and Roger 
Earl of Hereford', in P.M. Bames and C.F. Slade (eds.), A medieval miscellany presented to Doris Mary 
Stenton, (London, Pipe Roll Society, 1960), pp. 139-46. and accepted by Wightman, Lacy, p. 186; Colvin is 
only prepared to limit the episode to the period between 1150 (the appointment of Archbishop Theobald as 
papal legate) and 1155 (the death of Earl Roger).
”  Gilberti ex abbate Glocestriae episcopiprimum Herefordensis deinde Londoniensis epistolae, ed. J. A. 
Giles, 2 vols (London, 1846), i. pp 171-2, 181-3; Colvin, 'Holme Lacy', pp 18-19; Wightman, Lacy, p. 186. 
Bishop Gilbert later refers to the knight as being Robert’s man, Gilberti ex abbate Glocestriae episcopi 
primum Herefordensis deinde Londoniensis epistolae, cxlii; Colvin, 'Holme Lacy', p. 19n. The knight in 
question later appeared as an ancillary knight in the return of 1166, holding land valued at 100 s of Hugh de 
Lacy, RBE, i, p. 283; Wightman, Lacy, p. 186.

Colvin, 'Holme Lacy', p. 18; Registrum Ricardi de Swinfield, episcopi Herefordensis, 1283-1317, ed.
W.W. Capes (London, 1909), p. A ll.  Partial calendar of the Register preserved in Arthur Thomas Bannister, 
'A lost cartulary of Hereford Cathedral', Transactions o f  the Woolhope Naturalists' Field Club, (1914-17), pp 
268-77
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There is no mention of Hugh de Lacy in any of Gilbert de Lacy’s charters, which is 

unsurprising if Hugh was not his eldest son. What is somewhat surprising is that there is no mention 

o f Gilbert in any of Hugh’s. One would expect that a man who was to endow the Church so 

generously in both England and Ireland would make at least a few donations with a clause 

approaching: ‘for the soul o f my father, Gilbert’. The heading to a confirmatory grant of Hugh de 

Lacy to the priory o f Ewyas, contained within that priory’s cartulary, does state that Hugh de Lacy 

was the son o f Gilbert de Lacy.'^ However, because it was not part o f the actual grant, this may 

have been a later addition. The only other sources that posit the filial connection between Gilbert 

and Hugh are more sixteenth-century genealogies. While their compilers (and the monks o f Ewyas) 

may have had access to documents which have not since survived, this is by no means certain.^” 

Indeed, neither the cartulary of Ewyas, nor any but one of the genealogies (that already cited above) 

make mention of Robert de Lacy.^’ Consequently, it is very possible that the filial link between 

Gilbert and Hugh within the cartulary and these genealogies was inferred from the succession order, 

and that the tenure o f Robert de Lacy was brief enough to escape notice. Hugh may therefore have 

been Robert’s son, or even Gilbert’s younger brother. However, despite Hugh de Lacy’s apparent 

lack of filial piety, it is not unlikely that he was the younger brother of Robert, who inherited the de 

Lacy honour when Robert died without issue. In the words of W.E. Wightman, “In default of proof 

to the contrary, this sixteenth-century testimony must stand.

As difficult as it is to establish the relation o f Hugh to his predecessors in lordship, the 

timing of his succession to the inheritance is equally problematic. The date could conceivably be 

anytime between the first, and only, firmly dateable instance o f Robert acting in that capacity on the 

pipe roll of 1159/60, and the detailing of Hugh’s lordship in the cartae baronum returns o f 1165/6. 

The first mention one finds of Hugh de Lacy, however, is considerably earlier than either of these. 

In the period immediately preceding 1155, the canons o f Shobdon (Herefordshire) were allowed to 

migrate to Aymestery (Herefordshire) by Hugh de Mortimer (d.c. 1181).

Soon after, the friends o f Sir Hugh de Mortimer, and especially Sir Hugh de Lacy, saw 

the church which the canons had built at Aymestery, and they came to Sir Hugh de 

Mortimer, exhorting and counselling him not to tolerate the completion of this

Arthur Thomas Bannister, The history ofEwias Harold its castle, priory and church with illustrations and 
an appendix containing translations o f  many o f  the M SS (Latin and Norman-French), on which the history is 
feaW  (Hereford, 1902), p. 54.

What is more, all but one mark out Hugh as Gilbert’s only son. It is rather difficult to imagine a lost source 
which would be so definitive as to overturn the assembled evidence placing Robert de Lacy among Gilbert’s 
progeny, so it is safe to conclude that the genealogists’ research into the de Lacy pedigree was not 
exhaustive.

See above.
Wightman, Lacy, p. 190. This does not settle the matter o f the Robert de Lacy enfeoffed by Hugh de Lacy 

in Ireland. This Robert was likely Hugh’s close relative, though almost certainly not his brother. There are 
several de Lacy pedigrees o f Irish origin, though none seem to be reliable for the period prior to the Anglo- 
Norman invasion of Ireland, Leabhar mor na ngenealach. The great book o f  Irish genealogies compiled 
(1645-66) by Dubhaltach Mac Fhirbhisigh, ed. Nollaig 6  Muraile, 5 vols. (Dublin, 2003-5), iii, nos 798E, 
825.5, 834.5; Seamus Pender, 'The O Clery book of genealogies'. Analecta Hibernica, 18 (1951), p. 190.
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enterprise at the entrance to his land in case his enemies should make inroads into his 

territory, and find there a refuge and stronghold in spite o f  him to the detriment o f the 

whole region... And he acted on their advice and made the canons move to the vill o f  

Wigmore [Herefordshire]

Eyton posits it as an instance o f  Gilbert de Lacy associating Hugh, as son and heir, with the 

governance o f the de Lacy honour in England before his retirement, but there seems little reason to 

accept this c o n c lu s io n .In d e e d , because Hugh’s father G ilbert had been a close companion o f  the 

elder Hugh de M ortim er (d.c. 1148),^^ it is possible that the chronicler mistakenly substituted Hugh 

for his father. There is, however, another mention o f a Hugh de Lacy that same year. On 25 July 

1155, Hugh de Lacy o f Colem ere’ (Shropshire) appears in the witness list o f a grant by William fitz 

Alan to Haughmond Abbey (S h ro p sh ire ) .H o w e v e r , Colemere is nowhere listed as de Lacy 

demesne, and lies well north o f  the bulk o f  the English honour, almost on the border with northern 

Powys. While it is possible that a young Hugh may have held a far-flung manor and required the 

territorial sobriquet, it is perhaps more likely that another Hugh de Lacy attested the grant and was 

differentiated from the main branch o f  the family by the addition o f ‘o f  Colem ere’. These 1155 

incidents aside, the most likely date for Hugh de Lacy’s succession to the de Lacy inheritance is in 

the period 1161-2, before the resignation o f Thomas Becket as chancellor, but late in Gilbert 

Foliot’s episcopate at Hereford. The dating o f such a narrow, albeit cumbersome, timeframe is 

coincidentally determined by two events predicated on the election o f Becket to Canterbury on 23 

May 1162.

When the electors o f Canterbury made their decision in a council before the young King 

Henry II at W estminster, they passed over the notable G ilbert Foliot, bishop o f Hereford in favour 

o f  King Henry 11’s nominee, Chancellor Thomas Becket. The first important action for the present 

discussion was that, upon receipt o f  his pallium  from Rome in the autumn o f 1162, Becket resigned 

his chancellorship.^’ This date is usefiil in the context o f  a writ o f King Henry II addressed to the

J. C. Dickinson and P. T. Ricketts, 'The Anglo-Norman chronicle of Wigmore abbey', Transactions o f the 
Woolhope Naturalists' Field Club, 39/3 (1969), pp 413-46, at p. 431.

Eyton, Antiquities o f Shropshire, v, p. 253. The point remains that this is an interesting incident occurring 
some seven years before the next mention of Hugh in a royal writ of 1162 (to be discussed shortly), and 
eleven years before one finds concrete evidence of his lordship in the returns of 1165/6 (see above). There is 
of course no guarantee that this is the same Hugh de Lacy who would later succeed to the honour, but the 
authority of his advice certainly suggests a member of the senior branch in Herefordshire.

See Appendix I.
Cartulary o f Haughmond Abbey, p. 137. He was preceded by Roger of Powys and John le Strange.
Frank Barlow, Thomas Becket (London, 1986), p. 82, argues for this timing based upon the movements of 

Master Emulf (Becket’s own keeper of the seal), who was in the delegation sent to Rome in order to secure 
the pallium June -  August 1162, and was also the messenger responsible for the delivery of the great seal to 
Henry II in France after Becket’s resignation, which Barlow argues, could not have been accomplished 
before the autumn. W. L. Warren, Henry II (2nd edn., London, 1991), p. 456, thought the timing of the 
resignation significant. The pallium was a formal recognition by the pope of Becket’s legitimate status as 
Archbishop of Canterbury. Apparently, Thomas wished to be sure that he was in one job before resigning the 
other.
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sheriff of Herefordshire and Hugh de Lacy, and witnessed by Chancellor Thomas. The royal writ 

reads:

Volo et precipio quod abbas et monachi de Gloucestria teneant bene et in pace terram 

de Leghe itvcta ecclesiam Sancti Michaelis de Ewias quam Haraldus de Ewias predicte 

ecclesie dedit in perpetuam elemosinam sicut carta Sibille de Lacy et carta Gilberti de 

Lacy testantur. Teste Thoma cancellario apud Wodestoke.

From this writ, which must have been sent before Thomas’s resignation of the chancellorship in the 

autumn of 1162, it would seem that Hugh had been intruding into the rights o f the canons at Leghe 

(Ewyas Lacy) sufficiently enough to warrant a royal reprimand. Wightman is almost certainly 

correct in his assertion that such a writ would not have been addressed to Hugh unless he was 

already an important magnate in the c o u n t y . W h a t  is more, finding its place in the cartulary after a 

grant and several confirmation grants (including an undated one from Hugh himself) o f the canons’ 

territory in Ewyas Lacy, the writ implies Hugh’s lordship over Ewyas Lacy at the time it was 

issued.^® As the marcher lordship was an integral part of the de Lacy inheritance, and there is no 

evidence o f Robert having associated Hugh with the governance o f the inheritance, it appears that 

Hugh had succeeded to the de Lacy inheritance by this point.^’ The end o f Thomas Becket’s 

chancellorship may therefore serve as a terminus ante quern for the date o f Hugh de Lacy’s 

succession.

The second crucial event concerning the date of Hugh’s succession has to do with the 

bishop of Hereford. In what seems a compensatory gesture for the loss of Canterbury, Bishop 

Gilbert of Hereford transferred to the see o f London on 6 March 1163.^^ In a protracted dispute 

between Hugh de Lacy and Bishop Gilbert’s successor over the knights’ service the former owed to 

the see o f Hereford for two manors (which will be discussed below), it emerged, through the 

statement quoted above,^^ that Bishop Gilbert was wont to receive the service o f two knights from 

Gilbert de Lacy and later from his son and heir Robert. That Bishop Gilbert makes no mention of 

Hugh is instructive. Had Hugh de Lacy succeeded to the de Lacy inheritance long before 1163, and 

therefore owed that service during Gilbert’s episcopate, it seems likely that Bishop Gilbert would 

have mentioned his acceptance or denial o f the service in his testimony. O f course, it is possible 

that Hugh’s transgressions simply did not come to Bishop Gilbert’s attention, busy as he was with 

the Canterbury, and later London elections. It is indeed tempting to speculate that Hugh did not 

receive his lands until after the accounting term for 1162, while Becket was still chancellor, and

Wightman, Lacy, p. 190; Bannister, History o f Ewias Harold, p. 54.
Wightman, lacv, p. 190.
See the calendar of the cartulary of Ewyas Harold in, Bannister, History o f Ewias Harold, p. 54.
Of course, Hugh’s son and heir Walter was eventually to grant Ewyas Lacy to his own son and heir Gilbert 

before his death, see below chapter 7.
Handboolc o f British chronology, eds E.B. Fryde et al. (London, 1985), p. 258.
See above.
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that the refusal o f one knight’s fee was not noticed until the following year, after Bishop Gilbert’s 

departure for London. Whatever the precise date, it seems certain from the bishop’s testimony that 

the beginning o f Hugh’s tenure o f lordship belongs to the waning days o f Becket’s term as 

chancellor, which would place it in 1161-2/'*

Hugh de Lacy was also the recipient of a royal confirmatory charter after his succession, 

but unfortunately no copy survives. That we know o f its erstwhile existence is due to a catalogue of 

the muniments o f Wigmore castle, of which it had been a constituent part. The manuscript is 

described in the catalogue as ‘the Charter which King Henry made to Sir Hugh de Lacy o f the 

manors of Stauntone Lacy (Stanton Lacy, Shropshire), Lodelowe (Ludlow, Shropshire), Webbeley 

(Weobley, Herefordshire), Ewyas (Ewyas Lacy, Herefordshire), and Yarkhulle (Yarkhill, 

Herefordshire).’^̂  The timing o f the confirmation charter is, in its absence and without any further 

evidence, impossible to determine. Eyton believed that it was granted immediately upon Hugh’s 

assumption of lordship, though no reason besides probability was marshalled.^® It could just as 

easily have been a sort of reward for, or inducement towards, service in one o f King Henry’s Welsh 

campaigns of the mid 1160’s, or part and parcel of the king’s definition of lordship within the 

cartae baronum returns o f 1165/6. There is no evidence of Hugh ever paying scutage, which means 

that he was more than likely in the party o f any incursion into Wales while lord of the de Lacy 

inheritance.^^ The campaigns o f 1163-1165, in bringing King Henry II within easy reach of the de 

Lacy demesne, would have provided the crown with ample opportunity to grant the charter to 

Hugh, either for his services or simply as a means of clarifying the relationship between king and 

marcher baron. Given that no mention may be found o f Hugh’s attendance at court in these early 

years, the king’s movements on his doorstep may be the most likely dates for the confirmation 

charter. The king was at Wallingford in April 1163 making preparations for his Welsh expedition, 

and after a border expedition in May of the following year, went on a royal progress through the 

counties o f Gloucestershire, Worcestershire, Herefordshire and Shropshire in June and July.^* It is 

quite possible that the confirmatory charter was granted to de Lacy during this period as the king 

surveyed the West Midlands after testing the Welsh border. However, he was once again in the 

Welsh March the following year before his expedition o f 1165, and this date presents itself as a 

likely candidate due to the king’s codifying activities of that year in both the Cartae inquests and

Frank Barlow has allowed that Thomas may have had a de facto  resignation once the office o f archbishop 
prevented him fi-om following the royal iter, or even as early as 1161 when the duties o f chancellor had been 
delegated to a deputy, Barlow, Thomas Becket, p. 62. Neither suggest, however, that Thomas would not have 
styled himself cancellarius if acting in that capacity', nor that he necessarily would have totally ignored his 
duties after 1161.

British Library (BL) Additional MS 6041; Eyton mistranscribed ‘ Yarkhulle' as ‘Arkhulle’ and thought it to 
be Child’s Ercall in Shropshire, Eyton, Antiquities o f  Shropshire, v, p. 253. Yarkhill is situated in the centre 
o f a cluster o f de Lacy demesne, including Castle Frome, in Herefordshire.

Eyton, Antiquities o f  Shropshire, v, p. 253.
One must be carefiil in this assumption, however, for the pipe rolls do not record all of the crown’s income, 

and payment could have been made personally or somewhere other than at Westminster. That having been 
said, Hugh’s position on the march o f Wales makes it quite likely that he would have been in the king’s 
party, either in support o f his own interests or at the king’s insistence.

R.W. Eyton, Court, Household and Itinerary o f  Henry II (London, 1878), p. 62.

32



the Welsh campaign. Each sought to assert Henry II’s dominant position over the groups involved 

(his English barons and the Welsh, respectively), and it would be perfectly logical to have 

formalized in charter form the status o f a m archer lord before bringing him on a campaign to 

subdue the Welsh. W hatever the precise dating o f  the charter, Hugh certainly was in clear and 

explicit possession o f the de Lacy honour in the eyes o f  the royal administration by 1165.

The Grant o f Meath -1 1 7 2

The next charter which the King o f  England was to bestow upon Hugh de Lacy witnessed 

his grant o f  the kingdom o f Mide, one o f the historic five Fifths o f Ireland, to the m archer baron. 

W hile there is no shortage o f works which have touched upon the grant, the context has always 

been the greater history o f Ireland or o f  the English king’s involvement therein. Very little attention 

has been paid to the grant itse lf To examine the endowment in its own context -  as an act o f  

patronage between King Henry II and Hugh de Lacy -  is to better understand the relationship 

between the two men and the ultimate reasons for the speculative grant. Furthermore, the motives 

behind the unprecedented donation must be examined if  the subsequent history o f the lordship o f 

Meath, and the de Lacy inheritance as a whole, is to be understood.

The history o f the Anglo-Norman invasion o f  Ireland has been dealt with extensively, and 

need not be reproduced here.'" Suffice to say that King Henry II and Richard de Clare (later 

nicknamed Strongbow) were not on the best o f  terms when the king granted the latter’s request that 

he be allowed to journey to Ireland in aid o f the exiled king o f Leinster, Diarmait Mac M urchada. 

Gerald o f Wales reports that the permission was ‘given ironically rather than in earnest.’'*̂  

Consequently, de C lare’s successes in that country, coupled with his marriage to the daughter o f  the 

Irish king, turned H enry’s mind to thoughts o f  curbing the growing power o f  his am bitious 

magnate. Initially negotiating through emissaries, Strongbow eventually decided to make the 

journey to England (or, more likely, Wales) h im self Gerald then reports that upon meeting the king

The charter, preserved in the Gorm anston Register, reads: "Henricus Rex Anglie et dux Normannie et 
Acquitannie et comes Andegavie, Archiepiscopis episcopis abbatibus comitibus baronibus ju sticiariis et 
omnibus ministris et fidelibus suis Francis et Anglis et Hiberniensibus totius terre sue salutem. Sciatis me 
dedisse et concessisse et presenti carta mea confirmasse Hugoni de Lacy pro  servicio suo terram de Midia  
cum omnibus pertinenciis suis p er  servicium quinquaginta militum sib i et heredibus suis Tenendam et 
habendam a me et ah heredibus meis sicuti Murcardus Ha Mulachlyn melius eam tenuit vel aliquis alius ante 
ilium vel postea. Et de incremento illi dono omnia feoda  que prebuit vel que prebebit circa Duueliniam dum 
ballivus meus est. ad  faciendum mihi seruicium apud ciuitatem meam Duuelinie. Quare volo et firm iter  
precipio ut ipse Hugo et heredes sui p o st eum predictam  terram habeant et teneant et omnes libertates et 
liberas consuetudines quas ibi habeo vel habere possum p er  prenominatum seruicium a me et ah heredibus 
meis bene et in pace  libere et quiete et honorifice in bosco et piano in pra tis et pascuis in aquis et molendinis 
in viuariis et stangnis in piscacionibus et venacionibus in viis et semitis et portubus maris et in omnibus aliis 
locis et aliis rebus ad eam pertinentibus cum omnibus liberatibus quas ibi habeo vel illi dare possum  et hac 
mea carta confirmaui. Teste &c. ’ Gormanston register, p. 177.

One exception being, Colin T. Veach, 'Henry II's grant o f  M eath to Hugh de Lacy in 1172: a reassessm ent', 
Riocht na Midhe, 18 (2007), pp 67-94.

The best account is given in: M arie Therese Flanagan, Irish society, Anglo-Norman settlers, Angevin  
kingship: interactions in Ireland in the late twelfth century (Oxford, 1989).

Expugnatio Hibernica. The conquest o f  Ireland by Giraldus Cambrensis, eds A.B. Scott and F.X. M artin 
(Dublin, 1978), p. 57.
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who was in preparation for a grand journey to Ireland, Strongbow surrendered Dublin {"regni 

caput") the coastal towns and all o f  his castles, and was reconciled with the k ing/^

King Henry II nevertheless proceeded with his expedition, landing at Crook on 17 October, 

1171. While in Ireland Henry received not only the submission o f  Leinster, but also o f the majority 

o f  Irish k in g s/'' It is unclear what exactly the English king had in mind for the kingdom o f  M ide as 

he sat holding court in Dublin over the winter o f  1171-2, but the timing o f its grant to Hugh, 

immediately prior to the Henry II’s hasty departure on 17 April, does not bespeak a first choice. 

From his arrival in Ireland, Henry II had received no word from his vast dominions. W hile this 

isolation may have at first been a welcome re lief from the load o f  cares which he had purposely left 

behind him, it eventually became a source o f  anxiety. On 1 March King Henry II left Dublin for 

Wexford in the hopes that a ship might get through the inclement weather to bring word to him 

there. None came until after M id-Lent (26 March 1172) bringing news from England that papal 

legates awaited his arrival in Norm andy to negotiate a settlement to the Becket scandal. The king’s 

reputation had been tarnished by the m urder o f  Archbishop Thomas Becket at the hands o f four o f 

Henry’s own knights a year earlier. This had perhaps been one o f the reasons for his Irish 

expedition, to escape the political furore surrounding the incident, but as an anointed monarch, 

absolution was essential.'’̂  He dared not tarry.

It is plausible that, because he received the submission o f Tigem an Ua Ruairc for Mide,''^ 

Henry was waiting on the submission o f  the king o f Connacht, and high king o f  Ireland, Ruaidn' Ua 

Conchobair in order to realize the partition o f 1169 which had seen Ua Conchobair and Ua Ruairc 

take one half each.'*’ This would have kept to the policy that Henry II had heretofore exhibited o f 

confirming the status quo  in Ireland, removing only the coastal and former Norse towns as royal 

demesne. However, it would also have served to weaken H enry’s own position. Katharine Simms 

writes:

W hen...H ugh de Lacy took control o f  Meath ‘from the Shannon to the sea,’ the effect 

was to split Gaelic Ireland into two halves. He and his successors made it impossible 

thereafter for any king o f the north o f  Ireland to lead his troops down to M unster or for 

any M unster king to invade D eny  and Inishowen, as had happened during the early 

twelfth-century wars between ‘high kings with opposition.’ Now it was the English king

Ibid., pp 71, 89.
'''' Flanagan has a useful chapter and appendix detailing the submissions, Flanagan, Irish society, pp 167-228, 
308-11.

Kate Norgate, England under the Angevin kings, 2 vols. (London, 1887), ii, pp 116-7. For more on 
Archbishop Thomas Becket see, Anne Duggan, Thomas Becket (London, 2004); Anne Duggan, 'Henry II, the 
English Church and the Papacy, 1154-76', in Christopher Harper-Bill and Nicholas Vincent (eds.), Henry II: 
new interpretations, (Woodbridge, 2007), pp 154-83; Barlow, Thomas Beckef, Warren, Henry II, pp. 447- 
518, among others.

See below.
This was the latest of several partitionings of Mide in the pre Anglo-Norman period. See below.
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and his justiciar who enjoyed the freedom o f  movement and military strength necessary 

to play the part o f  high king in Irish society/*

It would seem at odds with what is known o f Henry II’s military and strategical expertise to assume 

that he was not aware o f  the power and influence an Anglo-Norman M eath would gain him. 

Perhaps then, as he sat wintering in Dublin at the head o f  an impressive army, Henry II was not 

only waiting for the submission o f Ruaidri Ua Conchobair, but also for the start o f  the campaigning 

season and his chance to pacify the kingdom o f Mide (and possibly Connacht) h im self Henry may 

have been willing to maintain the status quo while the weather prevented offensive action, perhaps 

even using his possible sanction o f the partition o f 1169 (meaning C onnacht’s retention o f  western 

Mide) as an inducement to Ruaidri Ua Conchobair to come to term s and submit. W hen the cleared 

seaways brought news from Normandy, however, he could delay no longer. Henry forceftilly 

removed the carrot from before the cart, and repudiated Ua Conchobair’s claims to any o f Mide by 

granting the entire kingdom to an Anglo-Norman magnate. This slap in the face o f  the high king o f 

Ireland was small compensation for losing the chance to bring Connacht firmly under his control 

through a military expedition, but the English king’s priorities lay elsewhere. Henry II gave a clue 

to his feelings on the m atter when he reportedly exclaimed in exasperation to the papal legates, 

whose arrival had prompted his withdrawal from Ireland, that he would return to Ireland where he 

had pressing matters.'*^ For the time being, however, in order to maintain his tactical superiority in 

Ireland, the English king decided to grant the Irish kingdom to the most enthusiastic Anglo-Norman 

baron at hand, his faithful soldier Hugh de Lacy.

A degree o f risk was involved to both the grantor and grantee when King Henry made 

Hugh de Lacy lord o f Meath. In the intimate world o f  Plantagenet politics, Ireland was as far flung 

as one could get. In order to realize his grant, Hugh de Lacy would have to spend a considerable 

amount o f time away from his lord’s court and confidence. He would also have to devote a 

substantial amount o f resources, pecuniary and tenurial, to the unconquered territory. To survive in 

Ireland, success was imperative. If he were successful in his assertion o f  power in M eath, however, 

he would have to make sure that he was not perceived to be too dominant, lest he suffer 

Strongbow’s fate. The line between successful vassal and over-mighty subject was a thin one, and 

de Lacy would have to walk it with skill. On the other hand, in bestowing an ancient Irish kingdom 

upon another ambitious baron o f the Welsh march, Henry II appears to have been exacerbating a 

situation he had gone to Ireland to alleviate. True, Hugh de Lacy had served his king loyally in the 

decade since his assumption o f lordship in England and Normandy, but was this enough to comfort 

the mind o f the king once the two were separated by the Irish Sea and Hugh left to his own devices

Katharine Simms, From kings to warlords: the changing political structure o f  Gaelic Ireland in the later 
Middle Ages {'^ooAbndgt, 1987), p. 13.

Materials for the history o f Thomas Becket, Archbishop o f Canterbury, ed. J.C. Robertson, 7 vols (Rolls 
Series, London, 1875-1885), vii, p. 514: ‘“Redeo,” inquit, “in Hibemiam, ubi multa mihi incumbent’” .

35



in Ireland? Subsequent history was to prove otherwise/® The need must have been great, and the 

reason good, for Henry to have given so much.

Why Meath? -  H ugh’s motivation

The de Lacy inheritance in England had been significantly truncated over the years, 

especially after the rebellion o f Roger de Lacy in 1096. When it was finally restored to Hugh’s 

father, Gilbert de Lacy in about 1133, it was much diminished, with portions having been granted 

to Payn fitz John, Joce de Dinan, and Miles o f Gloucester.^' Just as much demesne had been 

subinfeudated in the meantime so that, by 1166, Hugh de Lacy retained only eight of the original 

eighteen de Lacy demesne manors in Herefordshire, very little demesne could be found in 

Gloucestershire and none remained in Worcestershire.^^ What is more, conditions along the Welsh 

march, where the de Lacys’ lands were being increasingly insulated from the frontier by his fellow 

marchers’ lordships, meant that Hugh had to look elsewhere to recoup his losses. From a 

description o f Hugh by Gerald of Wales, it seems as though he was determined to increase his 

prestige by whatever means necessary.

He paid much attention to his own private affairs, and was most careful in the 

administration o f the office entrusted to him and in his conduct o f public affairs. 

Although extremely well versed in the business of war, he was not a success as a 

general, for he often suffered heavy losses on his expeditions. After the death of his 

wife he was a womanizer and enslaved by lust, not just for one woman, but for many.

He was avaricious and greedy for gold, and more ambitious for his own advancement 

and pre-eminence than was proper.

It is the last line which holds the greatest importance for this issue, though his rather tragic militaiy 

exploits and philandering certainly say something about his personality as well. For an ambitious 

Welsh marcher lord cut off from expansion along the march, Ireland presented an intriguing 

opportunity.

Concrete evidence of Hugh’s acquisitiveness abounds. The first instance one can find of 

Hugh acting thus is in his rather lengthy quarrel with the Bishop of Hereford over the service of one 

knight’s fee (mentioned above). In the Cartae returns of 1165-6, it is recorded;

See below.
Wightman, Lacy, pp 172-194. See also appendix I for a brief account o f  Gilbert de Lacy’s attempts to 

reconstruct the honour during King Stephen’s reign.
Ibid., pp 201-3; Holden, Lords o f  the central marches, p. 30.
Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 193.
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Praeter hoc tenet Hugo de Lacy feodum ij militum, unde et ipse fecit servitium totum 

toto tempore Gilberti Episcopi ; sed modo negat servitium dimidii militis [recte: 

militum].^*

This seems like a small enough m atter for a man who in the same return admitted o f  58 % knights’ 

fees/^  but Hugh defended his position until finally forced to acquiesce to the bishop’s demands in 

1177. It is precisely the seemingly insignificant value involved which makes de Lacy’s unwavering 

stance so surprising, and reveals much about his character. Additionally, one must remem ber the 

case o f the canons at Leghe (Ewyas Lacy), in which Hugh had to be reprimanded for intruding into 

the canons’ rights c .l 162.^® He was also fined for making illegal assarts (clearings o f  the Forest) in 

Herefordshire and W iltshire in 1169-70. All are evidence o f Hugh de Lacy’s willingness to extend 

his influence and increase his income, no matter the l e g a l i t y . T h e  most obvious manifestation o f 

de Lacy’s desire to increase both his wealth and prestige is his purchase o f the Norman honour o f 

Le Pin-au-Haras (Ome, cant. Exmes) immediately after his acquisition o f Meath. While on the 

king’s service in Normandy in 1173, Hugh found time to acquire the entire honour from Robert, 

Count o f Meulan.^* King Henry II’s confirmation o f the exchange mentions the price, £200 

(Angers), and the two knights’ service due him for the l a n d s . T h e  honour was situated in the area 

o f Le Pin au Haras, north o f Seez and east o f Argentan, some fifty-five kilometres or more east 

south-east o f  the de Lacy ancestral lands at Lassy (Calvados, cant. Conde-sur-Noireau) and 

Campeaux (Calvados, cant. Le Beny-Bocage).^° H ugh’s son, W alter also seems to have later held 

two knights fees o f Count Robert in the honour o f  Pont-Audemer (Eure, cant. Pont-Audemer) prior 

to 1204,®' which has led Daniel Power to characterise the sale o f  le Pin in 1173 as Count Robert’s 

reward to a powerful m ember o f  his affinity.®^ If  Hugh had been at all satisfied with his lands in 

England, Wales, Normandy and Ireland, then the procurement o f  a Norman honour would have

RBE, i, p. 279. This version is incorrect in stating that Hugh denied only one half of a knight’s fee. Hugh 
denied one knight’s fee, that is, one half o f the two knights’ fees demanded, Colvin, 'Holme Lacy', p. 27n; 
John Gillingham, Richard I Haven, 1999), p. 150 
”  RBE,\, pp. 281-3.

See above.
The great roll o f  the pipe fo r  the sixteenth year o f  reign o f  Henry II, A.D. 1169-1170 (London, 1892), pp 

59, 64.
It is quite rare to find the wholesale purchase o f an entire honour by one tenant-in-chief from another. 

Wightman, Lacy, pp. 222-3, makes a convincing argument for the timing o f the purchase.
J.H. Round, 'The dating of the early pipe rolls', English Historical Review, 36/143 (1921), pp 321-33, at p. 

217, no. 617. The Angevin Empire’s continental bookkeeping was in the coin of Anjou’s capital city of 
Angers, which was worth considerably less than its English equivalent.

Rotuli Normanniae in turri Londinensi asservati, ed. Thomas Duffus Hardy (London, 1835), p. 59; 
Wightman, Lacy, p. 222. Wightman identifies the towns associated with the honour of Le Pin as: Le Pin, 
Neauphe (Nealpha), Mont-Ormel {Montormel), and Boisville (Busevilla). The estimated distance is from 
Lassy to Neauphe, the two honours’ most proximate towns.

Recueil des historiens des Gaules et de la France, tome xxiii, p. 711a. Count Robert o f Meulan 
surrendered his Norman fee to King John in 1203 as a result of the treason of his son, J.C. Holt, Magna Carta 
(2nd edn., Cambridge, 1992), p. 174. For more on the count of Meulan, see Maurice Powicke, The loss o f  
Normandy, 1189-1204: studies in the history o f  the Angevin Empire (Manchester, 1961), pp 344-5.

Daniel Power, The Norman frontier in the twelfth and early thirteenth centuries (Cambridge, 2004), pp 
209-10.
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been unthinkable. He had more than enough to contend with in settling the lordship o f Meath, and 

would have needed all of the wealth available to him in order to pacify the region without the 

additional outlay for a Norman honour. However, instead of concentrating on the consolidation of 

his vast new lordship, Hugh took advantage o f his time in Normandy to extend further his landed 

wealth.

The same may be said to have happened in Ireland. While serving in yet another royal 

army, fate smiled upon the marcher lord. The messengers who brought word from the continent to 

King Henry II also brought hope to de Lacy. If the king were to leave Ireland before it was truly 

pacified, measures would have to be taken in order to secure his gains and insure that the 

expedition had not been in vain. To an acquisitive baron used to the rough and tumble life along the 

Welsh march, the ease with which his fellow marcher lords had been able to achieve both fame and 

glory while carving out lordships in Ireland must have been quite exciting indeed. To be unleashed 

upon the fertile and battle-weary kingdom of Mide would have been an ideal prospect. Just before 

Henry set sail, Hugh received his grant. Meath was his.

Why Meath? -  King Henry I I ’s motivation

So was Dublin. In addition to receiving a grant of the fertile midland lordship, Hugh de 

Lacy was also appointed custos o f Dublin. This was an inspired act on the part o f Henry II aimed at 

preserving the most important, yet vulnerable, o f his newly acquired demesne cities. In addition to 

his position in Meath, de Lacy was given leave to enfeoff his followers in Dublin’s hinterlands, 

their service being rendered at the town: ‘’et de incremento illi dona omnia feoda que prebuit vel 

que prebebit circa Duueliniam dum ballivus mens est. ad faciendum mihi seruicium apud ciuitatem 

meam Duuelinie.'^^ It is little wonder that Henry II saw the defence of Dublin as a matter of 

paramount importance, for he had displayed his appreciation of the commercial and symbolic 

significance of Dublin that winter. Because the Anglo-Norman siege o f the city had been met with 

the near wholesale evacuation o f its population, Henry II was faced with the task of enticing 

inhabitants to the town. This he ostensibly did by establishing Dublin as a dependency of his loyal 

city o f Bristol. Henry granted Dublin to his men of Bristol ‘to be inhabited, together with all the 

liberties and free customs which they had at Bristol and throughout his entire land.’ '̂' Bristol was 

an obvious choice, and its history o f trade with the Irish city would only have served to reinforce 

the importance o f Dublin to the new English foothold. Howard Clark contends that Henry’s 

ultimate goal was to win the loyalty o f the cities in Ireland through grants o f privileges, thereby 

establishing them as ‘centres of royal influence and defence, sources o f profit, and a counterpoise to

Gormanston register, p. 177. Duffy, however, states that the service at Dublin pertained to the fifty 
knights due for Meath, Sean Duffy, Town and crown: the kings of England and their city of Dublin', in 
Michael Prestwich, Robin Frame, and Richard Britnell (eds.), Thirteenth Century EnglandX, (Woodbridge, 
2005), pp 95-117, at p. 101.
^  Orpen, Normans, p. 99 (vol i, p. 268). Though Orpen questions the extent to which the repopulation was 
realized through this grant to Bristol. For an informed discussion of the relevance of the grant, see Duffy, 
Town and crown', pp. 100-102.
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the turbulent feudatories.’^̂  For the time being, however, the realities o f  the English king’s position 

in Ireland meant that those feudatories, such as Hugh de Lacy, were required for the defence o f the 

royal cities.

The addition o f Dublin to the royal demesne also elevated the head o f the Plantagenet 

Empire to de fa c to  master o f  the Irish Sea region. The sea itself became, in the words o f  Robin 

Frame, ‘a second Angevin lake.’®® M ore than mere trading routes enticed the English king, 

however, for the tactical im portance o f  the town was certainly not unknown to Henry. Seven years 

earlier, in 1165, he had used the fleet o f  Dublin on his unsuccessftil expedition to Wales.®’ Now 

that the old Norse kingdom was his, Wales was surrounded, its princes contained. For one who 

wished to express his overlordship o f  the west o f  Britain, Dublin was a valuable possession indeed.

Henry II’s hegemonic claim s to Ireland also hung on his retention o f  the town. His use o f a 

temporary palace at Dublin as a setting for the submissions o f Irish kings bespeaks an appreciation 

o f Irish custom, and a willingness to engage the Irish on their own terms.®* The status o f  Dublin 

relative to the high kingship could not, therefore, have been unknown him. Over the course o f  the 

past two centuries, control o f  Dublin, ‘one o f  the m ost important trading centres in Western 

Europe,’ had gradually come to symbolize control o f the high kingship.®’ Henry II’s retention o f  

Dublin consequently lent symbolic import to the submissions he had received. For his part, Gerald 

o f Wales refers to Dublin as ‘head o f  the kingdom ’ {"regni ca p u t’) in his Expugnatio Hibernica, 

and, given Dublin’s many international links, his designation would almost certainly have been the 

prevailing view o f the Anglo-Norm an community.

If  Dublin was the regni caput, why was it not then entrusted to an experienced royal 

administrator and member o f  Henry II’s fam ilia  such as William fitz Audelin, instead o f  the 

m archer baron Hugh de Lacy? Tied with this is the size o f  the garrison at Dublin. If it were the pre

eminent city, why was its defence force not substantially larger than those o f the other two royal 

cities o f  Waterford and W exford? '' The answer to both is that the defensive forces were 

substantially larger, and this was only achieved through the granting o f both Meath and the custody 

o f  Dublin to the same magnate; a man who, rather than entrenching his forces within the city,

“  Howard Clarke, The 1192 charter of liberties and the beginnings of Dublin's municipal life', Dublin 
Historical Record, 46 (1993), pp 5-14, at p. 8.
®® Frame, British Isles, p. 37.

Paul Latimer, 'Henry Il's campaign against the Welsh in 1165', Welsh History Review, 14/4 (1989), pp 523- 
52, at p. 537; Sean Duffy, 'Irishmen and Islesmen in the kingdoms of Dublin and Man, 1052-1171', Eiru, xliii 
(1992), pp 93-133, at p. 129.

Marie Therese Flanagan has an excellent discussion of Henry’s interaction with the Irish kings, Flanagan, 
Irish society, pp 167-228 (Chapter 6: Henry II’s Relations with the Irish Kings, 1171-1172).

Sean Duffy, Ireland in the Middle Ages (New York, 1997), pp. 33-36 (Quote p. 33). Sean Duffy has 
written much on the significance of Dublin in Irish polity. See, Duffy, 'Irishmen and Islesmen'; Sean Duffy, 
'Ireland’s Hastings: The Anglo-Norman conquest of Dublin', in Christopher Harper-Bill (ed.), Anglo-Norman 
Studies XX, (Woodbridge, 1997), pp 69-86; Duffy, 'Town and crown', pp. 95-117.
™ Expugnatio Hibernica, pp 88-9. The ecclesiastical links between Dublin and Canterbury are treated in 
Flanagan, Irish society. Chapter 1: ‘Canterbury and the Irish church’.

Gerald of Wales gives the garrisons as forty knights at Dublin (twenty with de Lacy and twenty with fitz 
Gerald and fitz Stephen), thirty knights at Wexford and forty knights at Waterford, Expugnatio Hibernica, pp 
104-5.
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would push the bounds o f his speculative grant to their furthest extremities and take the fight to the 

Irish. ‘Like the early American colonies of Massachusetts and Virginia, with their claims extending 

to the Pacific, the de Lacy lords o f Meath cherished the indefiniteness o f their western frontier.’’  ̂

Hugh de Lacy was given leave to provide for the maintenance o f the Dublin garrison by granting 

lands surrounding the town, but more importantly, his westward march kept the Irish on their heels, 

preventing them from mounting a concerted attack. De Lacy’s forces thereby became royal forces 

insofar as they served the purpose o f preserving Dublin.’^

Barriers to conquest -  Tigerndn Ua Ruairc and Ruaidri Ua Conchobair

Hugh’s main opponent in this western expansion would initially be Tigeman Ua Ruairc o f 

Breifne, who harboured a claim to the kingship o f Mide, but who had also submitted to Henry II at 

Dublin and was therefore theoretically beholden to his overlordship. The position o f Ua Ruairc, and 

the importance of the eventual confrontation between de Lacy and the Irish king, has been 

somewhat overlooked due to an (understandable) preoccupation with the traditional Ui Mael 

Sechlainn kings o f Meath and the injustice done them by Henry II’s grant. For instance, Edmund 

Curtis laments that the grant of Meath was made to Hugh de Lacy, ‘though he [Henry II] had lately 

received the homage of the reigning O’Melachlin [Ua Mael S e c h l a i n n ] . T h e  evidence for the 

contemporary kingship o f the Ui Mael Sechlainn, however, is somewhat wanting. Murchad, the last 

undisputed Ua Mael Sechlainn king o f Mide, died nineteen years before Henry touched Irish soil. 

F. X. Martin writes, however, that an Ua Mael Sechlainn king of Mide opposed the forces of 

Strongbow in possession of Dublin.’  ̂ The source he cites for this is Gerald of Wales’s Expugnatio 

Hibernica, wherein Gerald lists those present at the siege of Dublin. The problem is, however, that 

the text of the Expugnatio reads: ‘‘ex parte boreali his—scilicet Ororicio Medensi, Ocaruelo 

Urielensi, Machsachelino, et Ocathesi, cum multitudine multa, ’ Although there is no mention of 

kingship in this entry, and a blatant statement of ‘Ua Ruairc of Meath’ (later repeated in Gerald’s 

list of submissions to Henry II’^), the editors of the Expugnatio (of whom Martin is one) mention 

Ua Mael Sechlainn as king of Meath at this point. To substantiate this claim, they cite the Annals o f  

Tigernach, which places only Ua Conchobair, Ua Ruairc and Murchad Ua Cerbaill at the scene, 

and the Song, which adds Ua Mael Sechlainn, but without any mention o f his kingship.’*

Bartlett, 'Colonial aristocracies', p. 32. Though, it should be stated that the western borders of Meath as 
envisaged in the original grant were fairly definite. Murchad Ua Mail Sechlainn, for instance had not 
attempted territorial expansion into Breifrie as the de Lacys were to, Liam Cox, 'The 6  Maeleachlainn kings 
of Meath', Riocht na Midhe, 5/2 (1972), pp 22-53, at pp 24-7. See also below chapter 6.

This is perhaps a reason for the relatively light service demanded for Meath. Because he was fulfilling the 
crown’s objectives simply by settling his lordship, nothing more than fifty knights’ service was necessary.

Edmund Curtis, A History O f Ireland (London, 1936), p. 72.
F.X. Martin, 'Allies and an overlord, 1169-72', in Art Cosgrove (ed.), A new history o f Ireland, ii, medieval 

Ireland 1169-1534, (Oxford, 1987), p. 83.
‘Ua Ruairc of Meath, Ua Cerbaill of Airgialla, Ua Mael Sechlainn and Ua Cathasaigh, with a great 

multitude’, Expugnatio Hibernica, pp 84-5.
”  Ibid., p. 95.

Ibid., p. 306n; Annals of Tigernach, ed. Whitley Stokes, 2 vols (Llanerch, 1993), ii, p. 428, s.a. 1171; Song, 
II. 1734-61; Dee*, II. 1732-59.
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Furthermore, an Ua Mael Sechlainn is not mentioned as submitting to Henry II for Mide in 

any o f the Irish annals. Two entries before Henry receives the submission of the ‘Men of Meath’ in 

the Annals o f Ulster, it is recorded that Miles de Cogan inflicted defeat upon “Tigeman Ua Ruairc 

and upon the Men of Meath, and upon the Men of Fem-magh, all together, on the Green o f Ath- 

cliath.”’  ̂ The Anglo-Norman annals of Thady Dowling allow Ua Ruairc the title o f rex Midiae at 

this battle, and later record his submission to Henry for Mide.*° The Annals o f the Four Masters 

record that in 1170, ‘Domhnall Breaghach [Ua Mael Sechlainn] and the people o f East Meath 

turned against O'Ruairc and O'Conchobhair, and delivered hostages to Mac Murchadha,’ and that 

subsequently the hostages o f East Mide were put to death by Ua Ruairc.*' Later, in 1171, the 

situation was rectified and it states: ‘Domhnall Breaghach, lord o f Meath, delivered hostages to 

Tigheaman Ua Ruairc’,*̂  thereby reasserting the latter’s overlordship. Under 1167, the Anglo- 

Norman Annales Hiberniae by James Grace call Ua Ruairc rex Midiae when detailing the 

expulsion of Diarmait Mac Murchada.*^ The most definitive evidence comes, however, in the 

fragmentary Mac Carthaigh’s Book. Under the year 1172 it records the kings o f Ireland. There is 

mention of Domnall Bregach Ua Mael Sechlainn as ruler o f East Meath (‘Oirthear Midhe’), but the 

final sentence reads: ‘Tigheaman O Ruairc over Gairbhthrian Connacht [i.e. Breifne], and he was 

called King of Midhe.’*" Either Gerald or a single set of annals could be mistaken on this point, but 

when considered together, it is clear that Ua Ruairc, and not an Ua Mael Sechlainn, was deemed to 

be king o f Mide when Henry II came to Ireland.

While this may not excuse King Henry IPs actions with regards to the grant of Meath to 

Hugh de Lacy, it goes a long way to explain why it was done. Tigeman Ua Ruairc was as great a 

threat as there could be found in Ireland, and although he had submitted to Henry II at Dublin, there 

was little to suggest that he would remain faithful to his oath. In the fifty years preceding the 

coming o f the Anglo-Normans, Tigeman Ua Ruairc had switched allegiance no fewer than sixteen

Annala Uladh. Annals o f  Ulster, otherwise Annala Senait, Annals ofSenat; a chronicle o f  Irish affairs A.D. 
431-1131: 1155-1541, ed. Bartholomew Mac Carthy, 4 vols (Dublin, 1893), ii, pp. 170-1, s.a. 1171; The 
annals o f  Loch Ce. A chronicle o f  Irish affairs from  A.D. 1014 to A.D. 1590. Edited, with a translation, by  
William M. Hennessy, M.R.l.A. Published by the authority o f  the Lords Commissioners o f  Her M ajesty’s 
treasury under the direction o f  the M aster o f  the Rolls, ed. W illiam M. Hennessy, 2 vols (Oxford, 1871), i, 
p .l45  s.a. 1171.

'Thadei Dowling cancellarii Leighlen, annales Hiberniae', in Richard Butler (ed.), The Annals o f  Ireland.
By Friar John Clyn, o f  the Convent o f  Friars Minors, Kilkenny; and Thady Dowling, Chancellor o f  Leighlin. 
Together with the Annals o f  Ross, (Dublin, 1849), p. 11, s.a. 1172.

Annala Rioghachta Eireann: Annals o f  the kingdom o f  Ireland by the Four Masters, from  the earliest 
perio d  to the yea r 1616. Edited from  MSS in the library o f  the Royal Irish Academy and o f  Trinity College 
Dublin with a translation and copious notes, ed. John 0 ’ Donovan, 7 vols (Dublin, 1848-1851), ii, p. 1179, 
s.a. 1170.

Ibid., ii, p. 1185, s.a. 1171.
Jacobi Grace, Kilkenniensis: Annales Hiberniae [Grace's Annals], ed. Richard Butler (Dublin, 1842), p.

10, s.a. 1167.
Miscellaneous Irish annals, AD  1114-1437, ed. Seamus 6  h innse (Dublin, 1947), p. 57 (M ac Carthaigh’s 

book s.a. 1172). Gairbhthrian  consists o f  the m odem  counties o f  Leitrim and Cavan. It should also be noted 
that M ac C arthaigh’s Book has Gerald o f  Wales as a possible source.
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times in the struggle for the high kingship.*^ Furthermore, Tigeman Ua Ruairc had revealed 

him self willing to allow his disdain for the late king o f Leinster, Diarmait Mac Murchada, to pass, 

along with the kingship o f  Leinster, to Strongbow. Could Henry II risk a similar inheritance now 

that he was m aster o f  Dublin? Ua Ruairc’s contempt had indeed manifested itself in a 

preoccupation with that newly won Anglo-Norman town. One therefore finds Ua Ruairc raiding 

Dublin in early September 1171, well after Mac M urchada’s d e a t h . T h i s  is a separate incident to 

the famous assemblage o f  Leth Cuinn (the northern half o f  Ireland) under the high-king, Ruaidri Ua 

Conchobair, and the men o f  the Isles which threatened the town earlier that year,*^ and epitomizes 

Ua Ruairc’s ardent determination to wrest the strategic town from his rivals’ grasp. As it 

happened, this second attack occurred just as Strongbow was surrendering Dublin to the king o f 

England.** The perfidious Irishman was consequently Henry II’s problem.

When, therefore. King Henry II granted the ambitious marcher lord Hugh de Lacy a 

teiTitory already claimed by the equally aggressive Tigem an Ua Ruairc, he must have known what 

he was doing. Their peaceful coexistence in the disputed territory was as unlikely as it was 

undesirable to the English king. Ua Ruairc would not simply go away, and his continued presence 

on the doorstep o f  the Anglo-Norman enclave at Dublin was unacceptable. I f  he could not, in his 

role o f magnanimous overlord, simply eliminate Ua Ruairc, Henry II could certainly set his custos 

o f  Dublin the task. It is likely that implicit in the grant o f Meath was the message: deal with Ua 

Ruairc. It o f  course helped that, because o f  Henry’s clever planning, Ua Ruairc was the most 

immediate threat to both Dublin and de Lacy’s lordship o f Meath. The situation quickly came to a 

head as de Lacy set about realizing his grant in the summer o f 1172.*’ His forces had advanced as

For the career of Tigeman Ua Ruairc see, Domhnall Mac an Ghalloglaigh, 'Breifiie and its chieftains 940- 
1300, part 1', Breifne, 1 (1988), pp 523-55, at pp. 531-44.

Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 91; ^Z,C, i, p. 145, s.a. \ \1 \ \ AFM, ii, pp 1185-7, s.a. 1 \ l\;A nn . Tig., ii, p. 429, 
s.a. 1171; Misc. Irish Annals, p. 55 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1171). During the ensuing battle against the 
Anglo-Norman forces led by Miles de Cogan, a son of Tigeman, Aed, was slain. The annals o f Inisfallen 
(MS, Rawlinson B. 503), ed. Sean Mac Airt (Dublin, 1951), p. 305. s.a. 1171; A. Martin Freeman, 'The annals 
in Cotton MS Titus A. XXV, Revue Celtique, (41 (1924) pp 301-30; 42 (1925) pp 281-305; 43 (1926) pp 
358-84; 44 (1927) pp 336-61), s.a. 1171 (in which the battle is called the ‘Rout of the Ashes’).

AFM, ii, p. 1185, s.a. 1171; Expugnatio Hibernica, pp 78-85.
** Expugnatio Hibernica, pp. 89-91. Gerald of Wales places Tigeman’s assault on Dublin around the calends 
of September, while the handover of Dublin occurred about the end of August, Duffy, Town and crown', p. 
96.

The record of this meeting and the resulting death of Ua Ruairc is preserved in Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 
113-7; Chartularies o f St Mary's, ii, p. 273; Misc. Irish Annals, p. 59 (Mac Carthaigh’s book s.a. 1173);
While the death of Ua Ruairc is noted in: ALC, i, p. 147, s.a. 1172; AFM, iii, p. 5, s.a. \ \12-,AU, ii, s.a. 1172; 
AI, p. 305, s.a. 1172; Freeman, 'Cottonian Annals', s.a. 1172; Ann. Tig, ii, p. 431, s.a. 1172. Gerald of 
Wales’s account is by far the most detailed, as one would expect when comparing a chronicle to sets of 
annals, and he places the meeting in the period immediately following the departure of Henry II from Ireland 
(1172). When coupled with the overwhelming annalistic evidence for the timing of Ua Ruairc’s death, the 
meeting may be confidently placed in the summer of 1172. Furthermore, one may chart the movements of de 
Lacy through his appearance in charter witness lists for the years 1173-4. At no time in 1173 could he have 
escaped to Ireland. Misc. Irish Annals, (Mac Carthaigh’s book) seem to be a year off at this point, as they 
record the arrival of King Henry II under the year 1172 (p. 55), which would explain the discrepancy. The 
Annales Hiberniae in the Chartularies o f  St Mary’s may have been a source for the Misc. Irish Annals, which 
would explain the similarities in their accounts and their shared error in dating.
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far as Fore (Co. Westmeath)’® when the two men met at the hill of Tlachtgha (Hill o f  Ward, Hill of 

Ua Ruairc), near Athboy (Co. Westmeath) to discus their conflicting ambitions. Gerald of Wales 

writes that after brief entreaties by proxy, each brought a skeleton force picked from their 

entourage to the parley. An act o f treachery was then committed which ended in the decapitation of 

Ua Ruairc. Gerald claims that the Anglo-Norman assault upon Ua Ruairc was in retaliation for his 

own attempted assassination o f Hugh de Lacy, while Mac Carthaigh’s Book contends that the 

Anglo-Normans treacherously set upon Ua Ruairc as he approached the meeting place.’ ' 

Whichever the case, there could not have been a better result for de Lacy or Henry IL Ua Ruairc’s 

death opened up vast stretches o f Meath to Anglo-Norman settlement, and more importantly for the 

English king, removed a very persistent thorn from Dublin’s environs. In a display of relief and 

bloodthirsty jubilation, de Lacy had Ua Ruairc’s body mangled and gibbeted upside-down to the 

north of Dublin, and his head set above the gate of Dublin castle before ultimately being sent to 

Henry 11.’  ̂ This elaborate spectacle, with the royal town o f Dublin as its centre, would hardly have 

been perpetrated for the death o f a man about whom the English government and its officials in 

Ireland were indifferent. Hugh de Lacy was set against Ua Ruairc in Meath, and he did his job well. 

Settlement could continue.

There is an interesting correlation between the activities of 1172 and those which led to 

Diarmait Mac Murchada’s flight from Ireland in 1166. Immediately preceding Mac Murchada’s 

journey to the court of Henry II, an army comprised of Tigeman Ua Ruairc, Diarmait Ua Mael 

Sechlainn of Meath, Domnall Mac Gilla Patraic, king of Osraige, Murchad Ua Brain, king of Ui 

Faelain, and the Hibemo-Norse o f Dublin marched against Mac Murchada’s home kingdom of Ui 

Chennselaig and drove him from his capital of Fems.’  ̂ While Diarmait Ua Mael Sechlainn fell in a 

provincial dynastic struggle in 1169,’'' and Mac Gilla Patraic submitted to Diarmait and Strongbow

'^°Ann. r/g., ii, p. 431, s.a. 1172.
Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 115; Misc. Irish Annals, p. 59 (Mac Carthaigh’s book s.a. 1173). Although Orpen 

contends that speculation as to which side was at fault would be useless with the evidence at hand (Orpen, 
Normans, p. 120 (vol. i, p. 321)), the very timely arrival on the scene o f  Maurice fitzGerald, explained by 
Gerald as the result o f  a dream had by his nephew Griffin the night before {Expugnatio Hibernica, pp 112-5), 
remains extremely suspicious.

Ann. T/g., ii, p. 431, s.a. \ \12\ A U ,\\, p. 173, s.a. 1172; .4/, p. 305, s.a. 1172. Mac Carthaigh’s Book states 
that the body was suspended upside down at the north side o f  Caell na Truan (near Dublin). Misc. Irish 
Annals, p. 59 (Mac Carthaigh’s book s.a. 1173). Head sent to Henry II; Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 115. That it 
was Tigeman him self who was so feared, and not simply the Ui Ruairc o f  Breifiie, is easily seen in the 
collaboration o f  Domnall Ua Ruairc with de Lacy in both the killing o f  Tigeman, and several raids in Angaile 
(ter. Annaly in Co. Longford) that year, T/g,, ii, pp 431-2, s.a. 1172;/it /,  ii, p. 173, s.a. 1172. Such an 
act o f  treason enraged the king o f  Connacht, Ruaidri Ua Conchobair, to the point that when Donnell was 
eventually killed the following year by a number o f  Tigeman’s followers, one o f  his hands was chopped o ff  
and sent to Ruaidri who, in a waming to would-be traitors, ‘drove a nail through it on the top o f  the castle o f  
Tuam’, Ann. Tig., ii, p. 434, s.a. 1173; Orpen, Normans, p. 121 (vol. i, p. 321).

Freeman, 'Cottonian Annals', s.a. 1166; AFM, ii, pp. 1161-3, s.a. 1166; AI, p. 301, s.a. 1166; Misc. Irish 
Annals, p. 47 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1165 [recte 1166]). Mac Carthaigh’s book places Ruaidri Ua 
Conchobair among the leaders o f  the army. However, it also places the infamous ‘rape o f  Derbforgaill’ in 
this year and as an immediate cause o f  the attack (presumably following the condensed summary o f  pre- 
Anglo-Norman events in Ireland presented by Gerald o f  Wales and the Song {Expugnatio Hibernica, pp. 25- 
7; Song, II. 82-145; Deeds, II. 82-145), so its reliability as to the details o f  the raid may be questioned.

Al, p. 303, s.a. 1169. He was slain by Domnall Bregach Ua Mael Sechlainn, who later submitted to Ua 
Ruairc in 1171.
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in 1169,^^ the other three leaders of the assault were eventually killed by the Anglo-Norman 

settlers. When Askell I>orkellsson (Mac Turcaill), the leader o f the Dublin contingent, was slain in a 

failed attempt to recover Dublin after the death of Mac Murchada in 1171, he was brought into the 

city and beheaded.^^ The Anglo-Norman author of the Song repeatedly refers to Askell as a traitor 

and states that the Anglo-Normans

beheaded him justly 

for his great outrages... 

they beheaded him promptly 

in the presence of the sea people 

because of his arrogance and insolent speeches.

Later that year, the forces of Strongbow captured Ua Brain. The Song states that:

Because this rebel had betrayed 

Diarmait, his rightful lord, 

the earl had him beheaded 

and his body thrown to the dogs.’*

Compare these public executions of traitors to the public treatment of Ua Ruairc’s remains after his 

death in 1172. As a direct result o f his visit to Ireland in 1171-2, Henry II had acquired Dublin and 

Uf Faelain as royal demesne,’® had granted away the midland kingdom of Mide to an acquisitive 

Welsh marcher lord, and had seen the last of the unrepentant offenders o f 1166 eliminated. 

Diarmait Mac Murchada was avenged.

That is to say, he was almost avenged. While the immediate instruments of Diarmait’s 

flight in 1166 had been dealt with, the high king of Ireland, Ruaidri Ua Conchobair remained. 

Ruaidri had been an ally of Ua Ruairc in the struggle leading up to Diarmait’s expulsion, and was 

certainly instrumental in the attack o f 1166. He had been inaugurated as king o f Dublin earlier that 

year, and had the men o f Dublin in his army as he toured Ireland securing recognition o f his status 

as high king.'®” It is therefore clear that the Hibemo-Norse contingent would not have been in the

Misc. Irish Annals, p. 51 (Mac Carthaigh’s book s.a. 1167 [recte 1169]). He had also blinded Diarmait’s 
son Eanna the previous year. Misc. Irish Annals, p. 49 (Mac Carthaigh’s book s.a. 1167 [recte 1168]; AFM, 
ii, p. 1169, s.a. 1168.

Expugnatio Hibernica, pp. 77-9; Song, 11. 2255-492; Deeds, 11. 2253-490).
Deeds, 11. 2465-2466, 2468-2470. Gerald shies away from painting the scene as a premeditated execution, 

stating only that it was done in a fit o f anger at the arrogant words of the former Hibemo-Norse king of 
Dublin, Expugnatio Hibernica, pp 77-9.

Deeds, 11.2167-2172.
See Marie Therese Flanagan, 'Henry II and the kingdom of Ui Faelain', in John Bradley (ed.). Settlement 

and society in medieval Ireland: studies presented to F.X. Martin, O.S.A., (Kilkenny, 1988), pp 312-24, for a 
discussion of Ui Faelain’s position as demesne.

Duffy, 'Irishmen and Islesmen', p. 132.
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army against Ui' Chennselaig without the expressed consent o f Ua Conchobair, both as high icing o f 

Ireland and titular lord o f  Dublin. His unwavering opposition to the Anglo-Norm an presence in 

Ireland is well known, and his failure to capitulate while the English king was in Ireland made Ua 

C onchobair a very real threat to Henry IP s overlordship o f Ireland.

The inverse was also true. The growing Anglo-Norman presence in the east o f  Ireland was 

an even more obvious threat to his high kingship, and the settlers showed little sign o f being 

content with the usual role o f foreigners in Ireland. They had refused his offer o f  the Hibemo- 

Norse towns o f Dublin, Waterford and W exford at the siege o f  Dublin in 1171,'°’ and were 

expanding from Leinster at an alarming rate. Hugh de Lacy’s presence in Meath and his treatment 

o f  Ruaidrf’s ally Tigeman Ua Ruairc must have been particularly galling to Ua Conchobair, 

especially since de Lacy’s eyes were fixed westward towards R uaidri’s own territory.

Counterbalance theory

Faced with stem opposition from the very outset o f his grant, it seems very unlikely that de 

Lacy would have been expected to do what so many historians have concluded and act as a 

counterbalance to Strongbow in Leinster.'®^ This theory states that in granting M eath to Hugh, 

Henry II was playing one baron against the other, thereby assuring that neither grew too powerful. 

‘His object was not peace for its own sake but a system o f checks and counter-checks to prevent 

any one man, particularly an Anglo-Norman baron, becoming dominant. For this reason he set up 

Hugh de Lacy to counterbalance Strongbow.’ What  has been overlooked due to the mis- 

designation o f Hugh de Lacy as the first chief governor o f I r e l a n d , h o w e v e r ,  is his ability to 

m uster the forces necessary to exercise such an office or act as an effective counterbalance to 

Strongbow during the early years o f his tenure in Meath. From the m om ent he received his grant, 

Hugh de Lacy was at a considerable disadvantage to Strongbow on the Irish scene. The lord o f 

Leinster had been campaigning and consolidating his position, albeit in the name o f  Diarmait Mac 

M urchada for some time, while Meath remained a parchment lordship. There was always bound to 

be some internal resistance to the accession o f Strongbow in Leinster, but this was nothing 

compared to the task facing de Lacy in the summer o f  1172. Previous to  the grant, Mide had been 

the scene o f almost constant warfare since the death o f Murchad Ua Mael Sechlainn in 1153.'°^ 

More recently, in 1169, Ruaidri Ua Conchobair and Tigeman Ua Ruairc divided the kingdom

Song, 1. 1849; Deeds, I. 1847.
Orpen, Normans, p. 103 (vol. i, p. 279); Duffy, Ireland, pp 86-7; Warren, Henry II, pp 200-1; Otway- 

Ruthven, A history o f  medieval Ireland, p. 58; Martin, 'Allies', p. 96; Peter Crooks, "Divide and rule': 
Factionalism as royal policy in the Lordship of Ireland, 1171-1265', Peritia, 19 (2005), pp 263-307, at p. 273, 
among others.

F.X. Martin, 'Overlord becomes feudal lord', in Art Cosgrove (ed.), A new history o f  Ireland, ii, medieval 
Ireland 1169-1534, (Oxford, 1987), pp 98-126 at p. 98.

Marie Therese Flanagan has done much to combat the notion that de Lacy ever held an official position 
greater than custos o f Dublin, Flanagan, Irish society , pp. 287-304; Marie Therese Flanagan, 'Household 
favourites; Angevin royal agents in Ireland under Henry II and John', Seanchas: studies in early and  
medieval archaeology, history, and literature in honour o f  Francis J. Byrne, (Dublin, 2000), 357-80.

AFM, ii, pp 1105-73.
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between them selves.'”̂  The following year, Diarmait Mac Murchada, accompanied by Strongbow, 

invaded and took control.'®^ Underlying all o f  this were the Ui Mael Sechlainn and the regional 

kings within M eath who, though subm issive to Irish overlords who allowed them to remain as 

under kings, would have to be driven o ff their lands or thoroughly subdued for settlement on the 

Anglo-Norman tem plate to progress. Consequently, when Hugh was granted the great Irish 

kingdom, there were more than a few interested parties with whom he had first to contend before 

Meath could become productive and provide his lordship with the support it would need to oppose 

Strongbow.

Meath was not granted in the most ideal o f  circumstances, however, so it is possible that, 

with little alternative, Henry would have had to trust in de Lacy’s mettle against Strongbow. It is 

well known that Henry II and Richard de Clare were not on the best o f terms prior to the king’s 

journey to Ireland, but if  the counterbalance theory is to be believed, and de Lacy ‘was a man set up 

in Meath as a rival o f  Strongbow, to counterbalance the latter’s growing power in the lordship,’ '®* 

then it would seem likely that there would be evidence o f  some sort o f  pre-existing rivalry between 

the two families o f  de Lacy and de Clare, if  not between the two magnates themselves. Asking two 

indifferent m archer lords to oppose each other, while also facing outward aggression from the Irish, 

would have been fairly naive o f an absent monarch. Because it was also the origin o f  King Henry 

II’s ongoing ill-will towards Richard de Clare,'®’ the most likely place to look for such a dispute is 

in the ‘anarchy’ o f King Stephen’s reign. However, no evidence exists which would suggest any 

animosity or com petition between the two families during the anarchy."® Perhaps if G ilbert de 

Lacy could have been shown to have remained a firm Angevin supporter, then one could perhaps 

have inferred a history o f  antagonism between the families and a reason for selecting de Lacy to 

oppose Strongbow in Ireland, but the situation was far too contaminated with private interest to 

make any such claim.

Although there is no direct evidence for open conflict between the two families before they 

came to Ireland, they were not strangers. It is odd that for all o f  the emphasis placed upon the 

familial links o f  the earliest Anglo-Norm an adventurers in Ireland, one further, but vital, point o f 

relation seems to have escaped notice. Hugh de Lacy was married to Strongbow’s cousin. Rose o f 

M onm outh .'"  Rose was the daughter o f  Baderon o f  M onmouth and Rose de Clare, whose wedding 

is witnessed by a grant o f three forges and the tithes o f  the vill o f  Monmouth to Monmouth Priory

‘“‘’ Ibid., p. 1173, s.a. 1169.
Ibid., p. 1178. s.a. 1170.
Duffy, Ireland, pp. 86-7.
Henry II had denied Strongbow the comital title since his accession to the throne for supporting King 

Stephen to the end, Marie Therese Flanagan, 'Strongbow, Henry II and Anglo-Norman intervention in 
Ireland', in John Gillingham and J. C. Holt (eds.). War and government in the middle ages : essays in honour 
o f  J.O. Prestwich (Woodhridge, 1984), pp 62-77; Flanagan, Irish society, chapter 4; W a r r e n , //, p.
193; Lydon, Lordship o f Ireland, p. 34, among others.

See appendix I.
Register o f the Abbey o f  St. Thomas, Dublin, pp 13, 420. See also the family tree in appendix II.
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circa 1125.”  ̂ Rose de Clare was the daughter o f Gilbert de Clare (d. 1115?) and sister of Gilbert 

fitz Gilbert de Clare (d. 1148), whose son was the famous Strongbow: Richard fitz Gilbert de 

Clare. While a familial connection does not necessarily signify amiable relations, it makes it far 

less likely that Henry II would expect de Lacy to combat Strongbow at a time when he was turning 

the de Clares’ fortunes around, or that Hugh would consent to such an arrangement."''

Unlikely does not mean impossible, however, so if no pre-existing motive can be 

determined for the choice of Hugh de Lacy as a counterbalance to Strongbow, then perhaps 

evidence o f their opposition may be found in their subsequent interaction. The fact is, however, that 

none of the players, Hugh, Strongbow, or Henry II, acted in a way at all indicative of such a 

relationship. The very grant of Meath to Hugh de Lacy itself contains evidence that the king had 

softened his stance regarding Strongbow. Within the witness list of the grant he is styled: ‘'comite 

Ricardo filio  Gilberti,''^^ the first instance of the king affording Strongbow the comital title, which 

Henry hitherto had denied him for his opposition in the civil war. At the same time that he was 

supposedly establishing de Lacy as a rival to keep him in check, Henry elevated Strongbow above 

his new grantee, calling him Earl Richard fitz Gilbert. Were they to be truly balanced against one 

another, de Lacy would have had to receive a similar promotion, or the comital designation never 

been made.

The evidence against the counterbalance theory goes further than mere titles, however, for 

only a year after the king’s hasty departure from Ireland, Henry II found himself in need o f baronial 

assistance on the continent. His eldest son, the so-called Young King Henry, had been crowned 

King of England in 1170 in order to secure the inheritance and prevent a situation similar to the 

anarchy of King Stephen’s reign."* Despite his coronation and sobriquet, however, there was little 

regalian in the Young King’s responsibilities. The ambitious young man chafed under his father’s

Monasticon Anglicanum: a history o f  the abbies and other monasteries, hospitals, frieries, and cathedral 
and collegiate churches, with their dependencies, in England and Wales, eds William Dugdale at al. (New  
edn., London, 1823), iv, pp. 596-7. The editor o f  the Monasticon dates the grant to c. 1125 due to the 
appearance o f  Geoffrey o f  Monmouth as prior, which seams viable since her father, Gilbert de Clare, died 
c. 1115 (though it should be noted that the editor used another prior to incorrectly date a charter o f  Hugh de 
Lacy and his wife Rose to c. 1134). Wightman contends that Hugh’s wife was actually the widow o f  
Baderon, but this seems unlikely due to the age o f  the participants and the appellation ‘o f  Monmouth’ instead 
o f ‘de Clare’, Wightman, Lacy, p. 206. For more on the marriage o f  Rose de Clare to Baderon o f  Monmouth 
see: Formulare Anglicanum: a collection o f  ancient charters and instruments o f  divers kinds, from  the 
Norman conquest to the end o f  the reign o f  Henry VIII, ed. Thomas Madox (London, 1702), no 400; Crouch, 
William Marshal, p. 68.

Hugh de Lacy and Rose o f  Monmouth’s sons, Walter and Hugh II may be found witnessing charters o f  
Strongbow’s sister Basilia, who would have been their first cousin once removed, Register o f  the Abbey o f  St. 
Thomas, Dublin, pp 110 (Walter), 111-12 (Hugh II).

It is interesting to note that Rose o f  Monmouth’s father, Baderon, was a witness to the confederatio  
amoris o f  1147-9 between the earls o f  Hereford and Gloucester, Davis, 'Treaty between William Earl o f  
Gloucester and Roger Earl o f  Hereford', pp 139-46; Wightman, Lacy, p. 254. Although Wightman is correct 
in suggesting that this might imply hostility between Baderon and de Lacy, all was surely well by the time o f  
Hugh’s marriage to Rose.

H. J. Lawlor, 'A calendar o f  the Liber Niger and Liber Albus o f  Christ Church, Dublin', Proceedings o f  
the Royal Irish Academy, 27 (1908), pp 1-93, at p. 65, no. 121; Orpen, Normans, p. 106 (vol. i, p. 286). The 
copy o f  the grant o f Meath to Hugh de Lacy preserved in the Gormanston Register {Gormanston register, p.
117) omits the witness list.

Warren, Henry II, p. 111 (coronation).
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omnipresent bridle and in an alliance with King Louis VII o f France, threatened to depose his father 

and grasp the reins o f  power for him self."^ Both Strongbow and Hugh de Lacy were called upon, 

and may be found defending the royal position in Normandy. Orpen dated their recall to the tim e o f 

William fitz A udelin’s appointm ent as justic iar in Ireland, M arch or April 1173."* While this may 

be true for S trongbow ,"’ Hugh was definitely withdrawn some time earlier, perhaps after the 

campaign season but before winter storms threatened safe passage over the Irish Sea, for he m ay be 

witnessed rebuking an overzealous archbishop o f  Canterbury at a ceremony in honour o f the second 

anniversary o f  Becket’s martyrdom on 29 December 1172.'^° If  de Lacy had been recalled up to 

half a year before Strongbow, then Henry II could not be said to have been overly concerned about 

de C lare’s influence on the Irish scene.

After fighting for the king on the continent throughout the summer o f  1173,'^^ de Clare was 

back in Ireland that autumn as justiciar. He seems an odd choice as effective viceroy o f Ireland if 

the king were at all worried about his influence there. W hile the argument may be made that Henry 

had learned his lesson with the ineffectual rule o f William fltz Audelin'^^ and considered the 

crow n’s position there too precarious to place another royal official in charge o f the Irish 

government, Strongbow would seem the last person Henry might have in mind for such a position 

if  the counterbalance theory is to be believed. Surely Hugh himself, or one o f his tenants, would 

have been a better alternative. Hugh, however, was veiy happy to ignore Ireland for the mom ent 

and focus upon his continental interests, while Strongbow, who had more influence and a stronger 

base on the island was sent to muster support for the king’s war and protect the Anglo-Norman 

enclave.

The ultimate test o f  the counterbalance theory is in the events o f  the summer o f 1174 when 

the high king o f  Ireland, Ruaidri Ua Conchobair, led the combined forces o f Leth Cuinn through 

Meath to Dublin. The immediate background to the hosting was a planned campaign by Strongbow 

against Munster. Ruaidri, in his capacity as high king, dispatched men south from Connacht to aid 

the destruction o f  the Anglo-Norman force. Learning o f  this, Strongbow sent to Dublin for 

reinforcements. The Dublin contingent, which was comprised o f Norse soldiers under the command 

o f  several Anglo-Norman knights, hastened to Cashel, where Strongbow’s men awaited their arrival

For the revolt of 1173-4, see: Ibid., pp 117-42.
Orpen, Normans, p. 122. (vol. i, p. 325). Many have followed his lead. Cf. Otway-Ruthven, A history o f  

medieval Ireland, p. 53; Lydon, Lordship o f  Ireland, p. 49.
Emmett O’Byme claims that Strongbow may be found campaigning in Meath early in 1173, but cites no 

evidence, Emmett O'Byme, War, politics and the Irish o f  Leinster, 1156-1606 (Dublin, 2003), pp 14-15.
Giraldi Cambrensis opera, eds J. S. Brewer, J. F. Dimock, and G. F. Warner, 8 vols. (London, 1861-91), 

v, p. 69: ‘Respondens autem vir nobilis et magnanimus, qui cum aliis advenerat, Hugo de Lad, “Non 
oportet, ” inquit, “O archiepiscope, quod caput ad hoc vel etiam pedem ponatis: secure jus vestrum tueri et 
ecclesiasticam justitiam exercere potestis. Tantum operatus est Deus pro martyre sancto, decessore vestro, 
quod non inveniret rex ribaldum aliquem in terra sua, etiam si vellet, qui ausus esset in vos manum 
extendere. Finitum est bellumi manu tenete, si vultis, quod martyr evicit. ’

Of course, because de Lacy’s whereabouts in December 1172 are only known due to Gerald of Wales’s 
record of events at Canterbury, there is nothing to say that Strongbow was not recalled along with Hugh.

Frame, 'Aristocracies', p. 153.
Gerald writes that Strongbow returned to an Ireland in which ‘all the princes of that country [were] in 

open revolt against the king and himself, Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 135.
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before setting o ff deeper into Munster. They did not m ake it. Instead, the Dublin force was attacked 

by the Irish as they camped near Thurles (Co. Tipperary), and was completely destroyed. The 

slaughter apparently served as a sort o f signal to those opposed to the Anglo-Normans that the time 

was ripe for concerted resistance to their presence in Ireland. Strongbow was forced to retreat first 

to W aterford, where he found that the Anglo-Norman garrison had been slaughtered, and thence to 

hide on Little Island in the river Suir, east o f  W aterford, for the next two m o n t h s . I t  was only 

then, with the ruin o f the Dublin contingent, the displacement o f  H enry’s justiciar and in the 

continued absence o f  Henry IPs custos o f  the city, Hugh de Lacy, that Ua Conchobair led his grand 

coalition towards the weakened Anglo-Norman stronghold at D u b l i n . D e  Lacy was still serving 

the king in his attempt to put down the revolt in England and Normandy, and faced with such an 

impressive army, his custodian o f Trim, Hugh Tyrell, fled without a fight. A rider was dispatched to 

de Clare, who was still the king’s representative in Ireland and the only man who could help. His 

aid was begged, and obtained. The justiciar’s forces raced north, but arrived too late to save 

anything but the city o f Dublin itself from the onslaught.'^® By removing Hugh de Lacy from 

Ireland Henry II had allowed his position with respect to Strongbow and the Irish to be assaulted, 

by letting Strongbow return alone to Ireland as justiciar, Henry II showed that he was not fearfiil o f 

his prominence, and by responding to the assault o f  Ua Conchobair, Strongbow proved his loyalty. 

None o f  these acts suggest an overt rivalry between de Lacy and de Clare, intentional or otherwise.

While the Song o f  Dermot and the Earl claims that the high-king’s attack was in direct 

retaliation for the construction of a castle at T rim ,''^ the timing o f the events suggests otherwise. 

The Song  is notorious for its deceptive presentation o f  events. It should therefore come as little 

surprise that, while Hugh de Lacy must have erected the castle at Trim before his departure from 

Ireland in 1172, the hosting o f Ruaidri did not occur until 1174. Although it would have certainly 

taken some time to coordinate a collective strike against Trim, two years seems excessive. Instead, 

it is likely that the hosting was aimed at the royal centre o f  Dublin, with all o f  its symbolic and 

economic import for the high kingship. Trim was merely (and likely purposefully) situated on the 

route to Dublin at a ford on the River Boyne. Finding no resistance there, and realizing that it would 

have been unwise to leave an abandoned Anglo-Norman castle at his back, Ruaidri razed it to the

Ibid., p. 139; Song, 11. 3232-341; Deeds, II. 3220-339) In addition to appearing in the Song and the 
Expugnatio, accounts of these events may be found in AFM, iii, pp 15-19, s.a. 1174; AI, p. 307, s.a. 1174; 
Misc. Irish Annals, pp. 60-1 (Mac Carthaigh’s book s.a. 1175 [recte 1174]); Freeman, 'Cottonian Annals', s.a. 
1174.

That Dublin was the main objective is perhaps suggested by the appearance of a contingent of Islesmen 
within Ua Conchobair’s army, Sean Duffy, 'The prehistory of the galloglass', in idem (ed.), The world o f the 
galloglass: kings, warlords and warriors in Ireland and Scotland, 1200-1600, (Dublin, 2007), pp 1-23, at pp 
7-8 (where Duffy, perhaps rightly, sees these troops as mere mercenary support for Ua Conchobair). For 
Dublin and the isles see, Duffy, 'Irishmen and Islesmen'.

Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 139, Has Gerald’s hero, Raymond le Gros, as the leader of the army in relief of 
Dublin, ii, p. 183, s.a. 1175, may be a reference to this expedition.

Song, II. 3222-63; Deeds, II. 3220-61. ‘Then Hugh de Lacy/ Fortified a dwelling at Trim/ And threw up a 
ditch around it/ and then enclosed it with a spiked stockade/... But when the man/ Who was king of 
Connacht at this time/ Heard that Hugh had fortified a castle,/ He was angered by the news./ He summoned 
his army:/ He would go and attack the castle, Deeds, 11.3220-3223, 3230-3235.

49



ground and continued on. The lordship o f M eath seems therefore to have done its job  even in the 

absence o f de Lacy. For two years it had kept the Irish away from Dublin. The invasion route from 

Connacht to Dublin ran the entire length o f the lordship, and the passage o f  any army would have 

been slowed by M eath’s fortifications, abandoned or otherwise. W hat is more, w ithout the 

advanced warning o f  Hugh Tyrell at Trim, Strongbow may not have arrived in time to save the 

depleted garrison at Dublin.

O f course, M eath may have been saved in 1174 had it simply been granted to Strongbow in 

the first place. But, for all o f  the trust he was to later show de Clare, this concession was plainly 

beyond the scope o f  Henry IPs beneficence. The English king had gone to Ireland with the 

expressed intention o f  curbing the am bitions o f  his wayward magnate, and curb them he would. 

Strongbow could not have been left to his own devices in the strategic midland kingdom, for he had 

already become a large enough threat to prompt Henry’s Irish expedition without positioning 

him self on what amounted to the ftilcrum o f  the high kingship. Hugh was consequently inserted in 

Meath to provide a northern limit to de C lare’s ambitions, thereby forcing him westward. This 

seems to have been merely a boundary, not an instance o f  combative positioning as would have 

been the case if  the barons were to counterbalance each other. That said, the grant o f  M eath to 

Hugh de Lacy could still be seen as ‘the first statement o f a significant leitmotiv o f  the period: that 

o f  granting lands to one vassal in order to constrain the ambitions o f  another’ '̂ * insofar as it was de 

Lacy’s placement in Meath which halted Strongbow’s territorial ambitions in the midland kingdom. 

Their familial tie only served to buttress the bulwark more effectively than any combative 

positioning ever could, making it all but impossible for de Clare to obtain what he had been denied. 

Had Meath been allowed to an Irish grantee, however, de C lare’s aspirations would have known no 

such bounds. Instead o f pushing into M unster, Strongbow’s attention might have been drawn to 

Meath, with all o f  its economic, political and military superlatives. Furthermore, Dublin would 

have had very little warning o f an Irish attack, and the dispersed Anglo-Norman forces an equally 

short amount o f  time to come to the tow n’s aid should the Irish decide to shrug o ff their oaths. In 

granting M eath to Hugh de Lacy, Henry II was therefore insulating the important royal town o f  

Dublin, while denying the strategic midland kingdom to any o f the established powers in Ireland.'^’

Service in Normandy  -  1173-1174

All was not to go according to plan, however. When he left Ireland in the spring o f 1172, 

King Henry II was certainly aware that his sons were intriguing with the King o f France, but it is 

questionable whether he would have left de Lacy in Meath had he known that his services would be 

desperately required elsewhere within a year. As it was, Hugh left Ireland in 1172 after only one 

campaigning season in which to realize his lordship. For the next few years, one may track the 

movements o f  de Lacy in England and on the continent as his Irish lands were left to the care o f  his

Crooks, "Divide and rule", p. 274.
Robin Frame has suggested as much. Frame, British Isles, p. 35; Robin Frame, Colonial Ireland 1169- 

(Dublin, 1981), p. 15.

50



feudatories.'^® Hugh first appears on the continent at Alen9on (Ome) in April o f 1173.'^* While in 

France, his worth was proved in his vital defence o f the town of Vemeuil (Vemeuil-sur-Avre, 

Eure). On or around 9 July 1173 King Louis VII o f France besieged the town, over which Henry II 

had placed both Hugh de Lacy and Hugh de Beauchamp. When almost a month had elapsed 

without relief from the English king, and with supplies running low, the combatants agreed to a 

truce to last three days during which time the garrison was to ascertain if  help was close at hand, 

and if not, to surrender. On 9 August 1173, the third day o f the truce, as the forces o f King Henry 

II crested a hill overlooking Vemeuil, it was revealed that Louis had fired a section of the town 

known as ‘the great burgh.’ The English king was too late to save the burgh, but pursued the fleeing 

French forces inflicting heavy losses upon Louis’ army. The citadel had not been breached, 

however, and when Henry returned to the town before nightfall, he gave orders for the town’s 

refortification .It is likely that de Lacy remained behind in this capacity, for he would have had 

very little time to make a hasty trip to England or Ireland before his next attestation, at the 

Christmas court at Caen, that same year.’^̂

Orpen contends that de Lacy thereafter returned to Ireland, constructing Trim and 

subinfeudating his lands there. What is more likely, however, is that Hugh remained with King 

Henry 11 while the civil war raged, and that he was only allowed to return to Ireland after the king’s 

position was relatively secure. When Strongbow received permission to return to Ireland in the 

autumn of 1173, it was in part as justiciar in order to re-establish royal authority on the island, but 

also as recruiting agent, charged with providing reinforcements from the king’s lands in Ireland.

It is quite unlikely, therefore, that with a fresh call for reinforcements Henry 11 would willingly 

send both Strongbow and de Lacy back to Ireland before the next campaigning season. While de 

Clare would certainly have jumped at the opportunity to consolidate and expand upon his Irish 

lordship, de Lacy seems to have been preoccupied in Normandy with the purchase of the honour of 

le Pin, and consequently would not have been as eager to set off for Ireland so soon. Orpen based 

his assumption upon the notoriously unreliable chronology of events in the Song. After recounting 

the voyage o f Strongbow to Ireland, and his dispatch of troops to Henry II’s aid on the continent, it 

states:

But Hugh de Lacy, who was so fierce.

Set out for Meath 

With many renowned vassals

For the subinfeudation o f Meath see Orpen’s chapter o f  that name: Orpen, Normans, pp 180-186. (vol ii, 
pp 75-90).

Eyton, Itinerary, p. 173.
Ibid., p. 174.
Ibid., p. 177; Warren, Henry II, pp 127-8; Martin, 'Overlord’, p. 100; Orpen, Normans, p. 122 (vol i, pp 

325-6). Strongbow was apparently in the force which marched to the relief o f  Vemeuil.
Song, 11. 2898-939; Deeds, 11. 2896-937.
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To plant his territory.

And following that, in explaining Ruaidri’s hosting through Meath:

But when the man 

Who was king o f Connacht at this time 

Heard that Hugh had fortified a castle,

He was angered by the news.

He summoned his army:

He would go and attack the castle.

This timing o f events, however, simply does not make sense. In 1172, de Lacy had advanced to 

Fore before his parley with Ua Ruairc. Thereafter that same year, he raided in the region o f Angaile 

(ter. Annaly in Co. Longford) with Domnall Ua Ruairc.'^’ It unlikely that de Lacy would have 

advanced so far west without having first fortified the crossing o f the river Boyne at Trim. The 

subsequent tim ing o f events in Ireland in 1174, make it unlikely that de Lacy was present there at 

any point before the hosting o f Ua Conchobair. M ore to the point, it is difficult to imagine de Lacy 

leaving at any stage while Strongbow was in such dire straits in Leinster, which he would have had 

to have done in order to fit into O rpen’s timeline.

Strongbow’s ill-fated march into Munster occurred early in 1174, that is, at the beginning 

o f the campaign season.’ *̂ Prior to this, Hugh de Lacy could have conceivably journeyed to 

Ireland, as his most recent attestation was at the aforementioned Christmas court at Caen. It is 

unlikely, however, that he would have made a dangerous winter crossing o f the Irish Sea, embarked 

upon a castle building scheme which included his baronial caput o f  Trim, and then left his men and 

lordship at the mercy o f  the justifiably aggrieved local population ju st as Strongbow was setting o ff 

to antagonize the Irish o f  Munster. De Lacy’s experience along the Welsh march would have been 

enough to warn him o f  the folly in such carelessness. That he was not in Ireland when the Dublin 

forces were massacred near Thurles is suggested from his failure to react to the event. As 

Strongbow sat on Little Island east o f  W aterford for two months'^^ awaiting the return o f Raymond 

le Gros, to whom he had desperately written, de Lacy would almost certainly have come to the aid 

o f his fellow Anglo-Norman (who was him self in the army which relieved Vemeuil), or at least 

been wary enough not to have left Ireland ju st then. At no point then before the hosting o f Ua 

Conchobair was there any reason for de Lacy to be in Ireland, or evidence to show that he was.

Deeds, 11. 2938-42.
Ibid., 11. 3230-3235.
See above. Angaile was the territory of the Ui Feargail.
Orpen, Normans, p. 125 (vol. i, p. 332).
Misc. Irish Annals, p. 61 (Mac Carthaigh’s book s.a. 1175 [recte 1174]), which, with the benefit of 

hindsight and no reference to Hugh Tyrell, gives Dublin as Strongbow’s ultimate destination after his 
departure from the island.
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There is a chance, however, that he was in Ireland after the hosting o f Ua Conchobair. This 

chance arises with respect to the Treaty of Windsor, and the supposed meeting between Ua 

Conchobair and de Lacy and fitz Audelin which Gerald of Wales places among the submissions o f 

Irish kings in 1172.'''° After Ruaidri had displayed the power he could still wield as high king o f 

Ireland through his assemblage o f the combined forces o f Leth Cuinn and his impressive march 

through Meath, King Henry II must have decided that it was in his best interest to come to terms 

with Ruaidri Ua Conchobair. The Treaty of Windsor is just one o f a few treaties in which the 

English king sought to codify his relationship with the native rulers of the lands within his royal 

hegemony, but its significance should not be underestimated.''" It was a treaty negotiated entirely 

by proxy, with neither king making the journey to the other’s court. Henry II needed emissaries to 

the Irish king, and none were more suited than his trusted administrator William fitz Audelin, and 

the man whose lands had just been witness to the potential threat from across the Shannon, Hugh de 

Lacy. Henry II would have certainly found Hugh to be a willing party at this point, as he had much 

to do in his decimated lordship. Subsequently, it is likely that Gerald’s only error is in the timing of 

the meeting. Marie Therese Flanagan speculates as much, but places the event in 1173.'''^ As de 

Lacy can be shown to have been away from Ireland for the duration of that year, the latter half of 

1174 is much more likely.'''^

In the space o f just two years, Hugh de Lacy had risen from one of a number o f Anglo- 

Norman barons about whom we know ver>' little, to acquire a substantial (and vital) stake in the 

English king’s new realm of Ireland. Henceforth, his actions find their way onto the pages of 

several o f the great English chronicles of the day, and are also preserved in almost all of the extant 

Irish annals. Hugh de Lacy was not simply an ‘Irish’ baron, however. Through his movements and 

actions, it becomes clear that in the years immediately following his grant of Meath that, while he 

was always eager to fortify and benefit his Irish lordship, his main interests still lay east of the Irish 

Sea. Over the next few years, that was all to change. Hugh was to take increasingly greater interest 

in Ireland, almost to the detriment of his English and continental possessions. The rest of Hugh’s 

life presents itself as a nearly constant upward trajectory on the Irish scene. For the time being, 

however, Hugh’s interests lay in the Anglo-Norman realm.

‘But Ruaidri o f  Connacht met royal emissaries, Hugh de Lacy and William Fitz Audelin, towards the river 
Shannon, which separates Meath and Connacht. He likewise obtained the English king’s peace, became 
dependant for the tenure o f  his kingdom on the king as overlord, and bound him self in alliance with the king 
by the strongest ties o f  fealty and submission’, Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 95.

Marie Therese Flanagan has a very detailed chapter on the treaty; Flanagan, Irish society, pp 229-72, 
(Chapter 7: The Treaty o f  Windsor, 1175).

Flanagan, 'Household favourites', p. 360 (where 1173 is posited); Flanagan, Irish society, p. 232 (no date).
See above.
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Chapter 2

‘Lord of the Galls of Ireland’: 1174-1186

Hugh de Lacy in Normandy and England— 1174-1177

By the autumn of 1174, Hugh de Lacy had more than doubled his landed wealth (at least 

on parchment), received a royal commission as custos o f Dublin, proved his loyalty during the 

revolt o f 1173 to 1174, survived a native assault upon his Irish lands and served as emissary on 

behalf o f Henry II to the leader of that assault: the king o f Connacht and high king of Ireland, 

Ruaidri Ua Conchobair. After serving the king in this capacity and consolidating his hold on 

Meath, de Lacy once again crossed the Irish Sea and his movements may be tracked through 

England and France for the next three years. That Christmas, he was with the royal court at Rouen 

where he witnessed a charter in favour of the abbey o f Jumieges (Seine-Maritime, cant. Duclair).' 

Hugh returned to the site of his service to the king in the civil war when he witnessed a charter to 

Blancheland Abbey (Northumberland) circa 2 April 1175 at Valognes (Manche)." From there, he 

may have travelled to Cherbourg (Manche), where he is mentioned in the witness list of a charter 

for Notre-Dame du Voeu pres Cherbourg (Manche, cant. Cherbourg-Octeville).^ By late summer 

1175, it seems that de Lacy had travelled to England, where on 12 August he witnessed another 

charter concerning Notre Dame du Voeu at Northampton.^ Then, in October 1175, he, Strongbow 

and William fitz Audelin attested a charter at Feckenham (Worcestershire) confirming Buildwas 

Abbey (Shropshire) as mother house o f St Mary’s Cistercian abbey, Dublin, and another at

' Eyton, Itinerary, p. 180; Acta o f  Henry / /  and Richard /, part II, ed. Nicholas Vincent (List & Index 
Society, Special Series, 27, Gateshead, List & Index Society, 1996), p. 88, no. 85. This was also most likely 
the occasion for a grant of liberties to the city o f Rouen, as the charters share fifteen witnesses. Calendar o f  
documents preserved in France, illustrative o f  the history o f  Great Britain and Ireland, A.D. 918-1206, ed. 
J.H. Round (London, 1889), no. 110.
 ̂Eyton, Itinerary, p. 189; CDF, no. 867. Eyton suggests two possible dates for the charter; c. 2 April 1175 

or Dec 1174. Either date is feasible, but Orpen thinks the former to be the more likely, Orpen, Normans, p. 
I71n (vol. ii, p. 52n).
 ̂Eyton, Itinerary, p. 189; Acta, part II, p. 59, no. 39; CDF, no. 948. Though the charter lacks a dating 

clause, Eyton speculated that it could have been given on 13 April 1175. Vincent, in the Acta, disagrees 
placing the charter 1156x1173.
* The charter was granted at the request of Richard Peche and Matilda his wife concerning an agreement with 
the abbey o f Notre Dame du Voeu with respect to lands in Arville, Eyton, Itinerary, p. 194, gives this date. 
CDF, p. 337, no. 946, prefers January 1177, while /icto, part II, p. 59, no. 39, contends that it was granted 
1181x1182.
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Woodstock in favour o f Hamund Mac Turcaill.^ This is, of course, the same time at which the 

Treaty of Windsor was concluded. It is indeed odd that three o f the most significant Anglo- 

Normans on the Irish scene were in England at that time, and none appears in the witness list o f the 

famous trea ty / It is extremely tempting to speculate as to why these three men would have been in 

England at the same time, and yet not in the witness list of perhaps the most important document 

pertaining to Ireland since the invasion. The concessions in the Treaty of Windsor, while beneficial 

to both Henry II and Ua Conchobair, circumscribed the ambitions o f the Anglo-Norman 

community in Ireland at the time. Not only did the treaty place a definite check on expansion by 

limiting Anglo-Norman Ireland to Meath, Leinster and parts of Munster, it also recognized the 

community’s most ardent opponent, Ruaidri Ua Conchobair, in his position as high king. It even 

ensured him military support. It should not be forgotten that it had only been a year since 

contingents from Connacht helped to slaughter the Dubliners at Thurles, and that Ua Conchobair 

had razed Meath in his march to Dublin. Indeed, earlier in 1175 the Anglo-Normans had found it 

necessary to waste all o f Meath from Athlone to Drogheda in order to re-establish their authority in 

the lordship.^ For those still recovering from Ua Conchobair’s activities of 1174, Henry II’s 

regularization of relations with the king o f Connacht must have been a harsh pill to swallow. 

Perhaps Strongbow, de Lacy and fitz Audelin were in England in October 1175 in order to argue 

against extending the king’s protection to Ruaidri in this way, and the failure o f their appeals was 

manifest in their absence from the company in which the treaty was sealed.

For the next two years, Hugh de Lacy’s activities are obscured through a general silence of 

the sources, though it is clear through what evidence remains that he did not return to Ireland. It is 

perhaps unnecessary to lament that the relative embarrassment of riches facing the historian of 

thirteenth century England, with tools such as the patent, close and charter rolls to reliably chart 

royal relations, has no corollary in this period; but the point remains. Consequently, only those 

events which were able to grasp the attention o f chroniclers or which somehow found their way 

onto the several exchequer documents have survived. Unfortunately, very few o f Hugh de Lacy’s 

activities qualified. One is therefore dependent upon his appearance in witness lists, preserved in 

various cartularies, in order to chart his movements.* Royal charters have proven to be the easiest 

to date due to the well documented progress o f the curia regis, and have subsequently been edited 

in several collections.^ In Januaiy 1176 Hugh de Lacy was in Shrewsbury, just to the north o f his 

English and marcher lands, where he witnessed a charter to Haughmond Abbey.'® He was then

 ̂Eyton, Itinerary, p. 196; Chartularies o f  St Mary's, i, pp 79-81; Maurice Sheehy, 'The registrum novum, a 
manuscript o f Holy Trinity cathedral: the medieval charters', Reportorium Novum. Dublin Diocesan 
Historical Record, 3/2 (1964), pp 249-81, at p. 253.
 ̂Flanagan, Irish society, p. 233. The only surviving copy of the Treaty of Windsor was preserved by the 

court chronicler Roger o f Howden, who is by all accounts a reliable source.
’’ AU, ii, p. 183, s.a. 1175; Ann. Tig., ii, p. 438, s.a. 1175.
* It is further regrettable that the dating clauses for many of these are cither absent or deficient.
® The most notable o f which are Eyton, Itinerary, Acta o f  Henry II and Richard I, eds J. C. Holt and Richard 
Mortimer (Gateshead, 1986); Acta, part II.

Eyton, Itinerary, p. 198.
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with the royal court at W inchester for Easter 1176, where, on Easter day (4 April), he witnessed the 

k ing’s confirmation o f  an agreement made between W illiam de Roumare and Burgeise and Emma, 

the sisters o f  William B riw erre.”

At some point between this attestation and 1 June, perhaps the very next day, the king’s 

ch ief representative in Ireland, Richard de Clare (Strongbow) died from blood-poisoning.'^ Anglo- 

Norm an Ireland was now without a royal official to guide its administration, so immediate action 

was required. William fitz Audelin was sent to Ireland to replace de Clare as the king’s chief agent, 

to the apparent chagrin o f  a num ber o f  Anglo-Norman settlers t h e r e . D e  Lacy, perhaps a more 

obvious choice as replacement for Strongbow, remained in England for the tim e being. He 

subsequently witnessed charters at Reading on Palm Sunday (17 April) 1177, and at Oxford, where 

he attended the king’s council (to be discussed shortly) in M ay o f  the same year.'"* It is therefore no 

wonder that Hugh de Lacy did not attest a charter issued in either March or April 1177 by William 

fitz Audelin in favour o f  St. Thom as’ Abbey, Dublin, which Flanagan has used to argue fitz 

A udelin’s superior status in Ireland.'^ In the great blocks o f  time between his appearances at court, 

Hugh likely busied him self about the task o f effectively exploiting his demesne m anors in England 

and Normandy. He would o f course have been in regular contact with his agents in Meath, and 

been able to coordinate operations there from a distance. From May 1177, however, all that was to 

change. The focus o f  de Lacy’s lordship and the balance o f  his time were thereafter to be placed in 

Ireland, and only secondary attention paid to his English and Norman estates. W hile he had always 

given it a certain amount of consideration, from then on, Ireland was to become his primary 

concern.

A new direction in Ireland -  1177

In May 1177, the king called a council at Oxford directly aimed at settling the crown’s 

Irish affairs, which had become far more convoluted since Strongbow’s death a year previous. In 

the interim, the failure o f William fitz Audelin as an om ni-com petent royal governor o f Anglo- 

Norman Ireland had become obvious. In the absence o f both Strongbow and de Lacy, the career 

adm inistrator was unable to exert any sort o f control over the unruly Anglo-Norman barons who 

remained. In February o f  1177 John de Courcy, who had accompanied W illiam fitz Audelin to 

Ireland, marched north into Ulaid (eastern Ulster) with twenty two knights and 300 others in order 

to attem pt its conquest.'^ Later that year. Miles de Cogan took advantage o f  Ruaidrf Ua

” Ibid., p. 201.
Ibid., p. 202; Orpen, Normans, p. 134 (vol i, pp 356-7). Ralph of Diss places Strongbow’s death on 5 April 

{Radulfi de Diceto decani Lundoniensis opera historica, ed. William Stubbs, 2 vols. (London, 1876), i, p. 
407), but Gerald of Wales says that it occurred around the kalends of June {Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 165). 
Eyton favours Ralph of Diss, while Orpen prefers Gerald. Flanagan, 'Household favourites', p. 364, posits 20 
April, but cites no source.

Expugnatio Hibernica, pp 167-73.
Eyton, Itinerary, pp 212-14.
Flanagan, 'Household favourites', p. 366.
Expugnatio Hibernica, pp. 169, 175-81. The Song claims that de Courcy had received a speculative grant 

of the territory while he was in Ireland in 1171-2. De Courcy’s presence in Ireland at this time is, however.
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Conchobair’s royal circuit of western Connacht to cross the Shannon and harass eastern Connacht 

with the help of Ruaidri’s son Murchad.'^ Both expeditions were direct contraventions of the 

Treaty of Windsor, which limited Anglo-Norman activities to Meath, Leinster and the southeast 

comer o f Munster, and ensured Ruaidri Ua Conchobair the support o f the English government. 

What is more, the Geraldines, the only settlers over whom William fitz Audelin was apparently 

able to exert firm control, chafed at their restraints, complaining loudly through Gerald o f Wales of 

fitz Audelin’s misdeeds.'* The king was therefore forced to rethink his strategy for Ireland, or to 

risk losing control o f it.'^

Marie Therese Flanagan has done much to argue against the traditional view, which had 

followed the testimony of Gerald o f Wales, that Hugh de Lacy was at this point appointed 

p ro cu ra to r  genera lis  of Ireland.^” Instead, she infers that it was William fitz Audelin who was 

given the principal commission, writing:

Giraldus claimed that following the council of Oxford Hugh de Lacy was appointed 

p ro cu ra to r generalis, but the less biased evidence o f the court associate, Roger of 

Howden, is to be preferred [to Giraldus] that it was tltz Aldelin who was appointed 

custodian o f totam  terram  quae fu i t  R icard i de Striguil, while Hugh de Lacy had 

‘custody o f the city of Dublin with its appurtenances’ and Robert Poer was given 

custody of Waterford.^'

unattested in any other source, Song, 11. 2733-6; Deeds, 11. 2731-4. F.X. Martin asserts that de Courcy’s 
march north was undertaken with the tacit consent of Hugh de Lacy as royal governor o f Dublin and all o f 
Ireland, as well as lord of Meath (through which de Courcy had to briefly pass), Martin, 'Overlord', p. 115. 
Since, however, de Lacy was in England and held no official office in Ireland until later that year, Martin is 
perhaps mistaken. For more on de Courcy, see Sean Duffy, 'The first Ulster plantation: John de Courcy and 
the men o f Cumbria', in Terry B. Barry, Robin Frame, and Katharine Simms (eds.), Colony and frontier in 
medieval Ireland. Essays presented toJ.F. Lydon, (London and Rio Grande, 1995), pp 1-27.

Helen Perros [Walton], 'Crossing the Shannon frontier: Connacht and the Anglo-Normans, 1170-1224', in 
Terry B. Barry, Robin Frame, and Katharine Simms (eds.). Colony andfrontier in medieval Ireland. Essays 
presented to J.F. Lydon, (London and Rio Grande, 1995), pp 117-38, at p. 121.

Expugnatio Hibernica, pp 167-73; Flanagan, 'Household favourites', p. 366.
While much could be made of his designation o f his nine-year-old son, John, as king of Ireland at the 

council, its real and immediate importance seems to lie in Henry II’s dealings with the main players on the 
Anglo-Norman scene in Ireland (who were, admittedly, forced to do the young John homage for their lands).

Expugnatio Hibernica, pp 182-3; Flanagan, 'Household favourites', p. 366.
Flanagan, 'Household favourites', p. 366; Gesta regis Henrici secundi Bendicti abbatis. The chronicle o f  

the reigns o f  Henry II and Richard I, AD 1169-1192, known commonly under the name o f  Benedict o f  
Peterborough, ed. William Stubbs, 2 vols. (London, 1867), i, p. 161; Chronica magistri Rogeri de Hovedene, 
ed. William Stubbs, 4 vols. (London, 1868-1871), ii, p. 135. Although she prefers Howden’s testimony to 
Gerald’s in this instance (1177), when the former allows for fitz Audelin’s role in a divided administration 
and the latter describes de Lacy as procurator generalis, Flanagan prefers Gerald’s testimony in 1172 when 
he writes o f their respective roles in Wexford and Dublin, and Howden ignores fitz Audelin, describing de 
Lacy as justitiarus Hiberniae. Flanagan, 'Household favourites', pp. 358-9. In this earlier instance, Howden 
was perhaps better placed to know the administiative measures taken, because he was actually with the king 
in Ireland from 1171 to 1172, while Gerald o f Wales was not. John Gillingham, 'The travels o f Roger of 
Howden and his views o f the Irish, Scots and Welsh', in Christopher Harper-Bill (ed.), Anglo-Norman Studies 
XX, (Woodbridge, 1997), pp 151-69, at p. 163.
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It is unclear why Flanagan should equate the totam terram quae fu it Ricardi de Striguil with the 

royal administration of Ireland, as she appears to be doing, but her argument for the supremacy of 

fitz Audelin is unmistakeable.^^ She ftirthers her argument by pointing out that William fitz 

Audelin preceded Hugh de Lacy in the witness lists of royal charters issued around the time of the 

council o f Oxford, and states that Gerald subsequently ‘gave the game away’ when he wrote of 

Ireland’s ruin at the hands o f William fitz Audelin. Since even fitz Audelin could not ruin all of 

Ireland in the space o f one year (from the death o f Strongbow to the council o f Oxford), she 

implies that his chief governorship must have continued thereafter. This is a tempting argument, yet 

it is wholly theoretical. Although it certainly suggests fitz Audelin’s continuing involvement in the 

English king’s Irish administration, there is no concrete evidence o f fitz Audelin acting as chief 

representative after the council o f Oxford. What is more, leaving aside the relative merits and faults 

o f the English chroniclers, the even less biased evidence o f the English exchequer records 

contained within the pipe rolls make it clear that de Lacy, too, played a leading role in the 

administration of Ireland from 1177. The pipe rolls for the accounting years 1177/8 and 1178/9 

record the transmission of wheat to the king’s familia  in Ireland by the servants o f Hugh de Lacy.^^ 

What is more, as will become clear, de Lacy seems to have been much more active on the ground 

than his counterpart in Wexford and was afforded a very prominent position by the Irish annals.

One set of Irish annals with access to intelligence reports reaching the court o f the king of 

Connacht, Ruaidri Ua Conchobair, also lends more immediate insight to the situation in 1177. The 

Annals of Tigemach record for that year that:

Three fleets of Englishmen arrived in Ireland, to wit, the fleet of Hugo de Lacy, and the

fleet of William Fitz Audeline, and the fleet o f Philip de Breusa(?). Hugo’s to Dublin :

William’s to Wexford ; Philip’s to Waterford.

The dispatch of three fleets to Ireland corresponds to Roger o f Howden’s full statement on the 

provisions for Ireland made at Oxford, making it clear that a tripartite division o f the Irish 

government was established by Henry II. William fitz Audelin was effectively demoted from the 

king’s principal agent in Ireland, to the custodian of Wexford and a much diminished Leinster 

during the minority of its heir. Portions o f western Leinster, including the whole o f Osraige, were 

attached to the royal demesne o f Waterford, which itself was extended west to the Blackwater, and

Royal favourites were often given custody of escheated lands, and it was not unheard of for regional 
governors to hold their positions under the justiciar at Dublin, see below chapter 7.

The great roll o f  the pipe fo r  the twenty-third year o f  reign o f  Henry II, A.D. I I 76-1177, (London, 1905), 
p. 36; The great roll o f  the pipe fo r  the twenty-fourth year o f  reign o f  Henry II, A.D. 1I77-I178, (London, 
1906), pp 38, 56; The great roll o f  the pipe fo r  the twenty-fifth year o f  reign o f  Henry II, A.D. 1178-1179, 
(London, 1907), pp 67, 88; Calendar o f  documents relating to Ireland preserved in Her Majesty's Public 
Record Office, London, 1171-1251, ed. H.S. Sweetman (London, 1875), nos 48, 53-54.

Though this may reflect the geographical bias of the mostly Connacht and Ulster annals.
Ann. Tig., ii, p. 444, s.a. 1177.
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administered by Robert le Poer.^^ Hugh de Lacy was re-granted Meath for the service o f  100 

knights (probably reflecting his expanded territorial responsibilities), and given custody o f Dublin 

(Diveliniae), U i Faelain (Offelana), Ui Failge (Ojfalaia), Kildare (Kildaran) and W icklow 

{Wikichelou), along with their appurtenances.^’ As Robin Frame writes o f Henry II: ‘He arranged 

for it [Ireland] to be administered in three portions, controlled respectively by Hugh de Lacy from 

Dublin, W illiam fitz Audelin from Wexford, and Robert le Poer from W aterford.’ *̂

Division o f  Leinster

This partition o f  Strongbow’s lordship corresponded to the pre Anglo-Norman division o f 

Leinster into northern {Laigin Tuathgabair) and southern {Laigin Desgabair) halves along the 

Gabair, or Liffey and Slaney watershed, and the exclusion o f  Osraige from Leinster p r o p e r . T h e  

diocesan structure o f  Leinster reflects this division. The geographical extent o f Laigin Tuathgabair 

was preserved in the dioceses o f  Dublin, Glendalough and Kildare, while Laigin D esgabair 

encompassed the dioceses o f  Leighlin and Ferns. Although Emmett O ’Byme contends that there 

was a reconfiguration o f the province in the years following the Anglo-Norman invasion, making a 

differentiation between east and west Leinster the more convenient, this seems not to have been 

recognised by the colonists. Years later, in 1207, William Marshal was to divide Leinster into 

northern and southern administrative units which seem to have been based on the traditional Gaelic 

division.^®

From 738 until 1042 the provincial kingship o f Leinster lay in the nortliern half o f Leinster, 

in the hands o f  the Ui' Dunlainge sub dynasties o f  Uf Dunchada (centred on Liamain -  on the 

Dublin/Kildare border), Ui Faelain (centred on Naas -  eastern Liffey plain) and Ui M uiredaig 

(centred on M aistiu -  South Kildare). Under Diarmait mac M urchada’s ancestor, Diarmait mac 

Mael na mBo (d .l072), the southern kingdom o f  Ui Chennselaig was able to grasp the provincial 

kingship. Indeed, Diarmait mac Mael na mBo was able to control Dublin, making his son M urchad 

mac Diarmada mic Mail na mBo (eponymous ancestor o f the meic M urchada) its king, and even

Gesta regis Henrici secundi, ii, pp 162, 164; Orpen, Normans, p. 165 (vol. ii, pp 35-7); W. L. Warren,
'John in Ireland, 1185', in John Bossy and Peter Jupp (eds.), Essays presented to Michael Roberts, sometime 
professor o f  modern history in the Queen's University o f Belfast, (Belfast, 1976), pp 11-23, at p. 20. Philip 
de Braose had been granted the honour of Limerick in Thomond at the council of Oxford, which would 
explain his presence in the third fleet, which perhaps contained the custodian of Waterford, Robert le Poer, as 
well, Orpen, Normans, pp 163-4 (vol ii, pp 32-3).

Chronica Rogeri de Hovedene, ii, p. 135.
Frame, Colonial Ireland, p. 18.
For pre Anglo-Norman Leinster see: Alfred P. Smyth, Celtic Leinster: towards an historical geography o f 

early Irish civilization, A.D. 500-1600 (Blackrock, 1982); Francis J. Byrne, Irish kings and high-kings 
(Dublin, 2001), Chapter 8: ‘King’s of Leinster’, pp 130-64; Marie Therese Flanagan, 'Strategies of lordship 
in pre-Norman and post-Norman Leinster', in Christopher Harper-Bill (ed.), Anglo-Norman Studies XX, 
(Woodbridge, 1997), pp 107-26, among others.

The division is preserved in the Marshal’s near-contemporary biography, the History o f William Marshal, 
in its account of the disturbances of 1207 (discussed in chapter 5 below). History o f  William Marshal, 11. 
13464-550; Painter, William Marshal, p. 155; Crouch, William Marshal, p. 107.
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harboured designs on the kingdom of Mide.^' Therefore, although Diarmait Mac Murchada’s 

southern icingdom of Ui Chennselaig was in its ascendancy immediately preceding Anglo-Norman 

intervention in Ireland, its claims to provincial pre-eminence were relatively recent, and bitterly 

opposed by the kings of north Leinster. In 1161, Ruaidrf Ua Conchobair attempted to dislodge Ui 

Diinlainge from Leinster, and was aided in this enterprise by the kings o f Ui Faelain and Ui Failge, 

from whom he took h o s ta g e s .L a te r , in 1166, those same kings did homage to Ruaidri, a direct 

assault upon Diarmait’s provincial kingship. That same year, the Ui Diinlainge marched along with 

Tigeman Ua Ruairc, Diarmait Ua Mael Sechlainn of Mide and the Dublin Norse against Mac 

Murchada, driving him from Ireland to seek assistance from Henry 11.̂ ^

It is little surprise, therefore, that once that aid was obtained, Diarmait and his new Anglo- 

Norman allies turned their attention towards securing northern Leinster, Dublin and eventually 

Mide. Consequently, when Henry II arrived in Ireland in the autumn of 1171, Strongbow held a 

reunited Leinster, the Norse city of Dublin, and exercised strong claims to Mide. As is well known, 

Henry II firmly separated Dublin and Mide from Strongbow’s Lordship, but he may also have 

initially divorced the northern kingdoms of Laigin Tuathgabair from Leinster, reserving the 

troublesome territories as royal demesne. Although the cases of the other subkingdoms are not 

certain, Henry II undeniably exercised direct lordship over Uf Faelain for a period in 1171-2 when 

he granted Robert fitz Stephen lands therein. The territory was ultimately restored to de Clare upon 

his return to Ireland in 1173 as a reward for his faithful service in France that summer. Flanagan 

speculates that Ui Failge was also royal demesne in 1172, and that further Leinster lands had been 

reserved in 1171 or 1172 only to be restored in 1173. Unfortunately, given the paucity of 

documentary records for the period, it is difficult to determine the exact situation. It is interesting, 

however, that the Ui Diinlainge kings of Ui Faelain, Ui Muiredaig and Uf Dunchada, along with the 

kings of Uf Felmeda and Osraige submitted directly to Henry II over the winter of 1171-2.^^ 

Emmett O’Byme states that by the terms o f their submission, the Meic Gilla Mo Cholmoc kings of 

Uf Dunchada were to hold their lands directly of Henry II, and the English king seems to have
37  *exercised his lordship by granting away their lands in north Dublin to men of his choosing. It is 

not clear whether or not a similar direct relationship was established with the other Leinster kings

For a fascinating discussion of Leinster involvement in Dublin (and the Isles) and Mide see, Duffy, 
'Irishmen and Islesmen', pp 94-101.

They were, however, ultimately forced to recognize Diarmait Mac Murchada’s supremacy in Leinster. 
O'Byme, Leinster, p. 7.

Ann. r/g., s.a. 1166; ii, pp 1161-3, s.a. 1166;^/, p. 301, s.a. 1166; O'Byme, Le/'ra/er, p. 7.
Gerald of Wales writes that Strongbow granted that land to Adam de Hereford in 1173x4, revoking an 

earlier grant to Robert fitz Stephen made by the English king. Fitz Stephen later petitioned for the restoration 
of this territory upon the death o f Strongbow in 1176, but was frustrated by Henry’s custodian o f Leinster, 
William fitz Audelin, Expugnatio Hibernica, pp 143, 173; Flanagan, 'Ui Faelain', p. 231. Flanagan reasons 
that the pre Anglo-Norman hegemonic claims of Diarmait Ua Mael Sechlainn to Dublin, Ui Failge and Ui 
Faelain may have prompted their separate status in the eyes of the English king. This is not at all incongruous 
with the above argument, as Ruaidri Ua Conchobair had forcibly installed Diarmait Ua Mael Sechlainn in 
Meath as his client king, Ann. Tig., s.a. 1165.

Flanagan, 'Uf Faelain', pp 229-37.
Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 95.
O'Byme, Leinster, p. 2 1.
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who submitted to Henty II, but the restoration o f  several o f  these territories to de Clare in 1173 

suggests that one may have been. The parallel with the situation surrounding the grant o f  Meath to 

Hugh de Lacy is c l e a r . I n  both instances the submissions o f Irish kings meant nothing in the face 

o f  the strategic and political expediency o f the English royal court. The fact that the lands o f  the 

northern Leinster were eventually separated from the portion o f  Leinster administered by fitz 

Audelin in 1177, and placed under the control o f  the king’s representative in Dublin, Hugh de 

Lacy, certainly suggests that they were recognized as being separate from Strongbow’s inherited 

powerbase in Ui Chennselaig and southern Leinster.

Interestingly, at least two o f  the northern territories had also been the scene o f disputes 

between fitz Audelin and prom inent Geraldines in 1176, during the immediate build up to the 

restructuring o f  the royal adm inistration in Ireland. Gerald o f  Wales complains that fitz Audelin 

cheated the sons o f M aurice fitz Gerald out o f  their rightful possession o f  W icklow castle upon the 

latter’s d e a t h . G e r a l d  also claims that fitz Audelin deprived Raymond le Gros o f  his lands in the 

vale o f Dublin, along with those adjacent to W exford, and had refused to act upon a royal order to 

restore a cantred in Ui Faelain to Robert fitz S t e p h e n . I t  would seem that, in light o f  the 

circumstances surrounding their tenure in 1171-2 and the complaints against his principal agent in 

Ireland, Henry II decided to utilize the minority o f  Strongbow’s heir by exploiting the historical 

division o f Leinster, once again reserving the northern territories o f Laigin Tuathgabair for the 

crown. These were handed to de Lacy to differentiate them from the rest o f Leinster, held by fitz 

Audelin, while also demoting the career royal administrator and removing him from areas o f 

contention. The end result was that, despite Gerald o f  W ales’s claim o f Hugh de Lacy’s status as 

procurator generalis, neither de Lacy, le Poer, nor fitz Audelin held an officially superior position 

in Ireland.

This was all part o f  a more general strategy by Henry II aimed at the wholesale curtailment 

o f  baronial influence at the local level, and the restructuring o f royal custodianships. In 1176, 

Roger o f Howden states that the king ‘took every castle in England into his hand, and removing the 

castellans o f  the earls and barons, put in his own custodians.’'" The following year, in 1177, he 

even changed these around, removing his officials from one castle to another in an attempt to curb 

any feelings o f entitlem ent a castellan m ight harbour towards a particular castle. When, therefore. 

King Henry II granted Hugh de Lacy the custodies o f  lands in Ireland, he also took from him the de

A comparison could perhaps also be made with the rejection of Ruaidri Ua Conchobair’s high kingship 
inherent in the submission of the Irish provincial kings in 1171-2: while they were once again placed under 
Ruaidri’s rule by the Treaty of Windsor in 1175, the kings of Leinster had their hopes quashed two years 
earlier in 1173.

Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 171.
Ibid., p. 173. This was the cantred originally granted to fitz Stephen by Henry in 1171-2, but regranted by 

Strongbow to his own man, Adam de Hereford, in 1173.
Gesta regis Henrici secundi, p. 141.
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Lacy castle of Ludlow (Shropshire), once again ensuring the even distribution o f influence and 

limiting de Lacy’s local authority and ambition in England/^

Conquest and consolidation in Ire land - 1177-1178

Unfortunately for both king and magnate, Hugh de Lacy’s ambition was simply transferred 

to Ireland with the added authority of a royal post as custos of Dublin and northern Leinster. Hugh 

de Lacy returned to find an ideal situation for himself in Ireland. Since his last visit in 1174, the 

Meic Lochlain leaders of the Cenel nEogain had been continually harassing Meath, and had burned 

Slane in 1176. This kept the practical northern frontier of Meath well south o f the theoretical 

boundary o f the lordship. De Courcy’s conquest of Ulster in early 1177, however, marked a turning 

point. With an ambitious Anglo-Norman baron on their very doorstep, the Cenel nEogain had more 

immediate concerns than the settlers’ activities in Meath. With this substantial obstacle removed, 

and with de Lacy at the helm, the expansion o f Meath could begin in earnest. Hugh thereafter 

mounted a concerted effort to exploit and enhance his stature in Ireland through a combination of 

diplomacy, encastellation and campaigns on the periphery of his lordship aimed at its enlargement. 

The logistical preparations for his official duties in Ireland may be partially witnessed through the 

provisions o f grain for the royal familia  which he transported across the Irish Sea in 1177, and 

which his agents conveyed in the following y e a r s . G e r a l d  writes of the construction of many 

castles throughout the lordship of Meath in this period, and mentions Hugh’s construction of the 

castle at Leighlin in Ossory, which was thereafter given to the king’s agent Robert le Poer.'*'’ Both 

the shipments o f grain and his construction o f fortifications highlight de Lacy’s role as royal 

administrator. However, Hugh was not content to spend his time in Ireland simply exercising his 

office for the benefit of others. In 1178 contingents from Dublin, to whom he must have given 

permission as custos, made forays into Airgialla, attacking Lugmad (Louth, Co. Louth) and 

Machaire Conaill (bar. Upper Dundalk, Co. Louth).'’̂  While this may or may not have been a self 

interested assault (his town of Drogheda, with its bridge over the River Boyne, was the gateway 

into southern Airgialla), his subsequent harrying of the Connacht hegemony was certainly aimed at 

his own aggrandizement at the expense of his old adversary Ruaidri Ua Conchobair.

A confrontation between de Lacy and Ua Conchobair was perhaps inevitable from the 

grant o f Meath in 1172, but the situation did not come to a head until Hugh took up permanent 

residence in Ireland. Before then, de Lacy had essentially been an absentee lord, with only one 

recorded visit since his initial enfeoffment. Much o f the work of conquest and settlement had 

consequently been entrusted to his feudatories and representatives. In 1178, Hugh de Lacy’s

That the seizure o f Ludlow occurred at or around the council of Oxford may be deduced from the pipe roll 
entry for it in 1177 which has the royal custodian accounting ‘de quarta parte anni ad custodiam castelli de 
Ludelawa’, Pipe Roll 23 Henry II, p. 52. That Hugh de Lacy was still active in his desire to exploit his 
English lands is witnessed by his fines for illegal assarts in 1175/6, The great roll o f  the pipe fo r  the twenty- 
second year o f  reign o f  Henry II, A.D. 1175-1176, (London, 1904), p. 127.

See above; Pipe Roll 23 Henry II, p. 36; Pipe roll 24 Henry II, pp 38, 56; Pipe roll 25 Henry II, pp 67, 88.
Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 191.
Misc. Irish Annals, p. 67 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1178).
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personal lordship was felt through his involvement in the internal politics o f the Irish o f  western 

Meath. He supported Art Ua Mael Sechlainn for the regional kingship o f  western M eath, allying 

him self with the Irish o f Offaly against the rival claim ant Mael Sechlainn Beg, and his supporters 

from Delbna Eathra  (Delvin Eathra, bar. Garrycastle, Co. Offaly), and Tethba (Teffia, Cos 

Longford and Westmeath).''^ That Hugh de Lacy was present at the battle may be inferred, not only 

through the combatants immediately involved, but also through the eventual retribution wrought 

upon Hugh by ‘In Sinnach’ Ua Cartham aig for the death o f  his son, slain in the battle.'*’

Connacht held a hegemonic claim over western M eath, which had last been displayed in 

1169 when the Irish kingdom o f  M ide was partitioned betw'een Ruaidri Ua Conchobair in the west 

and Tigem an Ua Ruairc in the east. Although Ruaidri had ostensibly renounced this sphere o f 

influence when he agreed to the Treaty o f Windsor, which stipulated that Ruaidri ‘should not 

meddle with those lands which the lord king has retained in his lordship and in the lordship o f his 

barons’, the reality was much different.''* Sean Duffy asserts that Ruaidri was keen to exercise the 

prerogatives inherent in the formal recognition o f his high-kingship within the treaty. This included 

the power to invade, annex and intrigue in the territories o f  the other Irish k i n g s . T h i s  is exactly 

what he attempted. As Emmett O ’Bym e writes: ‘ in the western parts o f  Meath, Offaly, and 

Tipperary, a vibrant Irish web o f  social interaction woven together by alliance and kinship 

continued to survive under Ruaidri’s protection.’ O ’Bym e cites the Ui Conchobair benefaction o f 

Clonmacnoise (Co. Offaly) as an instance, and assurance, o f  Connacht’s continuing presence in the 

region.^® Clonmacnoise was heavily patronized by the royal house o f Connacht, and served as the 

site o f  their ancestral burial ground. Clonmacnoise was first associated with the Ui Conchobair in 

the time o f  Aed Ua Conchobair (d. 1067).^' The former high king, Toirdelbach Ua Conchobair did 

much to further this affiliation, and was him self buried there beside the altar o f  Ciaran in 1156. He 

also established a mint there, which was still coining money in the 1170’s.^  ̂ In order for 

Clonmacnoise to be secure, the surrounding territories had to be on good terms with the king o f 

Connacht.

The central position o f  Clonmacnoise to Ruaidri’s influence in western M eath was 

apparently not unknown to Hugh de Lacy, for that same year the Annals o f  the Four M asters record 

that ‘The Constable o f  the King o f  England in Dublin and East Meath (namely, Hugo) marched 

with his forces to Clonmacnoise, and plundered all the town, except the churches and the bishop's

i i i ,P -4 5 , s . a .  1178.
It was supposedly at the instigation of In Sinnach (‘the Fox’) Ua Cathamaig in retaliation for his son’s 

death that Hugh de Lacy was murdered at Durrow in \ \S6,AU, ii, p. 209, s.a. 1186; AFM, iii, pp. 71 -7 s.a. 
1186; ALC, i, pp. 173-5. s.a. 1186; Orpen, Normans, p. 171n (vol, ii, p. 53n); Martin, 'Overlord', p. 125, and 
see below.

^Excepto quod de terris illis, quas dominus rex Angliae retinuit in domino suo, et in dominio baronum 
suorum, nihill se intromittet... ’ See the text of the treaty in, Flanagan, Irish society, pp 312-13.

Duffy, Ireland, pp 90-1.
O'Byme, Leinster, p. 16.
Sean Duffy, 'Ua Conchobair, Aed (d. 1067)', Oxford dictionary o f national biography, (Oxford, 2004).
AFM, ii, p. 1119, s.a. 1156; Ann. Tig., s.a. 1156; Perros [Walton], 'Crossing the Shannon frontier', p 117.
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houses.’ The annals’ designation o f Hugh as the constable o f Dublin and east Meath may be a 

further indication that the supersession o f Connacht’s supremacy in Westmeath by the theoretical 

claims o f Hugh de Lacy as lord o f a unified Meath had not as yet been recognized by the Irish. But 

the position of Clonmacnoise, on the eastern bank of the river Shannon at the very edge o f the 

boundaries of Meath, if not testament to de Lacy’s settled rule in the west, certainly exhibited the 

length o f the Anglo-Norman baron’s reach. O f course, to Ua Conchobair, the attack was significant 

for more than the geography o f the settlement. This was a very personal attack on the royal dignity 

o f the Ui Conchobair, and Ruaidri’s outrage must have been significant.^''

This direct assault upon the Connacht hegemony in western Meath displays Hugh’s 

determination not only to expand his influence through the obvious route of encastellation and 

coordination with his Anglo-Norman colleagues, but also by intriguing with the Irish: in this 

instance intruding into a dispute over the dynastic succession for the Irish kingship of Westmeath. 

If he could not yet rule the territory directly, he could at least adopt the Irish practice o f promoting 

his favoured candidate as a client king. Indeed, Hugh always showed himself willing to 

accommodate the Irish when it was to his advantage. Consequently, we learn from Gerald of Wales 

that Hugh

...went to great trouble to conciliate those who had been conquered by others and 

forcibly ejected from their lands [i.e. the Irish], and thus he restored the countryside to 

its rightful cultivators and brought back cattle to pastures which had formerly been 

deserted.

Without the men to work the land or tend its herds, Meath, and Anglo-Norman Ireland as a whole, 

would not be productive. There were simply not enough new settlers to do the job, so the Irish had 

to be relied upon. The Treaty of Windsor had sought to address this issue by allowing that those 

who had fled in the wars following Anglo-Norman intervention should be compelled to return.^® 

The quote from Gerald of Wales is an obvious reference to de Lacy’s efforts to realize this 

provision as royal representative as well as lord of Meath. Similarly, without sufficient resources to 

mount a full and final conquest o f Meath, de Lacy sought to use client kings to rule in the 

lordship’s extremities. Geraldwrites that it was thus that Hugh de Lacy finally secured his lordship;

So when he had won their [the native Irish] support, he enticed them to his side still 

further by his mild rule and by making agreements on which they could rely, and

AFM, iii, p. 43, s.a. 1178; See also: Freeman, 'Cottonian Annals', s.a. 1178.
Ruaidri himself was eventually buried at Clonmacnoise when he died in 1198, AFM, iii, pp 113-15, s.a.

1198; Perros [Walton], 'Crossing the Shannon frontier', p. 118. That Clonmacnoise was still being used as a 
site for royal burials around the time o f de Lacy’s attack may be witnessed by the burial there in 1181 of Ui 
Conchobair nobles. ALC, i, p. 163, s.a. 1181.

Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 191.
Flanagan, Irish society, p. 313.
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finally, when they had been hemmed in by castles and gradually subdued, he com pelled 

them to obey the laws.^’

It was H ugh’s reputation for even-handedness and accommodation with the Irish which led 

Edmund Curtis to declare that ‘Hugh de Lacy, in Meath, leaves the picture o f an essential 

statesman, a conciliator, a reconciler o f  English and Irish.

Conflict with Connacht -1 1 7 9

If  the testimony o f Gerald o f  W ales is to be believed, then the report o f the well informed 

English court chronicler Roger o f  Howden that a delegation o f  Irishmen complained to Henry II in 

January 1179 o f  the harsh and unjust rule o f  his representatives in Ireland, William fitz Audelin and 

Hugh de Lacy, is somewhat p u z z l i n g . T h e  situation only begins to make sense when one 

considers the origin o f the delegation. For chroniclers writing in England, it was usually enough to 

write o f ‘the Irish’, for Ireland was a distant and foreign land. The realities o f  the political situation 

on the island were o f  course much more complex, and the opinions o f  one vocal com m unity could 

not always be universalized. It is therefore important to note that the Irish delegation described by 

Howden was not, as might seem more likely due to the two men denigrated, dispatched from the 

Irish o f  Meath or Leinster. Instead, it seems to have been sent at the instigation o f  the king o f 

Connacht, Ruaidrf Ua Conchobair. The high king had both the greatest motive and opportunity to 

complain o f de Lacy. Ruaidri’s motive was obviously the assault upon the Connacht hegemony in 

western Meath, with the razing o f Clonmacnoise as its most repugnant manifestation. His 

opportunity was written within the Treaty o f Windsor, which gave the king o f Connacht recourse to 

appeal to Henry II for aid. A delegation from Ua Conchobair would have to be entertained.

The composition o f  the delegation also displays Ruaidrf’s fingerprints, suggesting that he 

was the origin o f  the complaints against H enry’s representatives in Ireland. The passage o f 

Archbishops Lorcan Ua Tuathail o f  Dublin and Cadla Ua Dubthaig o f Tuam through England on 

their way to the Third Lateran Council in Rome, and their presence at court, is noted by Roger o f  

Howden and corroborated by an entry on the pipe rolls o f  that year for the cost o f  their passage. 

Given that they were present at court at the time Howden states that the complaints against de Lacy 

and fitz Audelin were made, it was most likely they who complained. Both the Archbishops o f 

Dublin and Tuam are known to have served as representatives o f the king o f Connacht around this 

time. In 1175, the Treaty o f W indsor was concluded in the presence o f Archbishop Lorcan Ua 

Tuathail, which may or may not indicate his prominence in the negotiations, while Archbishop 

Cadla Ua Dubthaig o f Tuam was explicitly named within the document as one o f  Ruaidri’s

Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 191.
Edmund Curtis, 'Gael and Norman in Irish history', The Irish Review (Dublin), 1/9 (Nov., 1911), pp 422- 

29, at p. 425.
Gesta regis Henrici secundi, i, p. 221.
Ibid., i, 221; Pipe roll 25 Henry II, pp 35, 120; Flanagan, 'Household favourites', p. 367; Flanagan, Irish 

society, p. 260n.
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negotiators. What is more, Lorcan Ua Tuathail was to once again act as emissary o f  the king o f 

Connacht to Henry II when a quarrel arose between the two in the early months o f  1180.®' Sean 

Duffy further speculates that the two Archbishops m ay have acted on U a Conchobair’s behalf 

while in Rome, resisting the English king’s request o f a crown for his son John as King o f  Ireland 

(which would therefore have effectively supplanted Ruaidri’s position as high king seemingly 

safeguarded in the Treaty o f  Windsor).®^ Their contemporary service to Ruaidri, coupled with the 

nature and targets o f  de Lacy’s activities since 1177, m akes it more than likely that the pair were 

acting on Ua Conchobair’s behalf at the English court in January 1179.

Though Howden records that fitz Audelin and de Lacy thereafter incurred the displeasure 

o f  the king o f England and were consequently removed fi'om office, there is little concrete evidence 

to corroborate his testimony.®^ If  Henry took action against Hugh de Lacy, removing him from 

office, it is unlikely to have been for long. For all o f  the risks involved, fitz A udelin’s brief tenure 

as ch ief governor had proven that a strong local presence was required for the maintenance and 

extension o f the Anglo-Norman enclave in Ireland. Indeed, far from being curtailed after the Irish 

delegation to Henry II, de Lacy’s activities seem to have intensified. He suffered several reverses 

that year, most o f which occurred beyond the boundaries o f  Meath.®"’ The tim ing o f  Hugh’s 

offensive was problematic for Ruaidri Ua Conchobair, because he was facing internal opposition to 

his rule in Connacht.®^ Ruaidri should have been able to call upon the assistance o f Henry II under 

the term s o f the Treaty o f Windsor, which explicitly stated that he could. But if  any aid was 

requested, none was forthcoming. W hat is more, the English king’s representative who was 

supposed to render that aid was Hugh de Lacy, him self one o f  R uaidri’s more persistent opponents. 

The situation for Ruaidri was daunting. As for de Lacy, although he was at this point indispensable 

to the king’s government in Dublin, the warning o f  the Irish delegation to Henry was plain. The 

king o f  Connacht had proved him self to be a wily opponent. By complaining to Henry II o f  the 

deeds wrought by de Lacy while ostensibly acting as a royal official in Ireland, U a Conchobair 

attempted to severe any claim to legitimacy that de Lacy’s actions might have had. Hugh de Lacy’s 

experience along the Welsh march would have assured him that Henry II was w illing to promote 

the interests o f  a native king over those o f his own Anglo-Norm an magnates in the interest o f  

security and stability along the ‘Celtic fringe’.®® The answer to the problems o f  both Ruaidri and

®’ See below.
“  Duffy, Ireland, p. 92.
®̂ Gesta regis H enrici secundi, i, p. 221; Flanagan suggests the possibility that Hugh de Lacy m ay have been 
recalled from Ireland in 1179, reinstated, then recalled again in 1181, Flanagan, Irish society, p. 260n.

Misc. Irish Annals, p. 69 (M ac Carthaigh’s Book, s.a. 1179). C lonm acnoise was also burned once again, 
though this may have been an accidental fire as the annals ascribe no blam e, AFM , iii, p. 51, s.a. 1179.

Clonm acnoise was not alone in being burned, with disputes raging all over Ireland, AFM , iii, p. 51, s.a.
1179.
“  For instance, in 1171 Henry II made the native ‘Lord’ Rhys o f  D eheubarth his justice o f  south Wales, 
while confiscating the castles o f  the Anglo-Norm an M archer lords o f  south Wales, Holden, Lords o f  the 
central marches, p. 142; Brock Holden, 'The aristocracy o f  western Herefordshire and the M iddle March 
1166-1246', D.Phil (University o f  Oxford, 2000), pp 227, 250. His position was confirmed at the Council o f  
Oxford in 1177 (the same council which dealt w ith Ireland), when D afydd o f  Gwynedd was also confirmed 
as overlord o f  north Wales. Terms apparently sim ilar to those o f  the Treaty o f  W indsor were agreed upon
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Hugh was an alliance. The evidence for the unlicensed marriage of Hugh de Lacy to the daughter 

of Ruaidri Ua Conchobair is, however, not as precise as one might expect for such a significant 

merger. This has resulted in a great deal of confusion regarding the union.

Unlicensed marriage alliance with Connacht -  1179-1181

The most obvious, and yet strangely enduring, of the resultant errors has been the 

misappellation o f ‘Rose’ to the daughter o f Ruaidri Ua Conchobair. If this were accurate, it would 

be the earliest known instance o f the name in Ireland.^’ What is more, it would create the 

bewilderingly unlikely situation in which Hugh de Lacy had a sister, mother-in-law, and two 

different wives named ‘Rose’.̂ * Unlikely, o f course, does not mean impossible, but an 

investigation of the contemporary sources reveals no justification for the name. The culprit would 

seem to be the eighteenth century historical construct known as the ‘Dublin Annals of Inisfallen’, 

which states under the year 1180: ‘Rois, the daughter of Ruaidri Ua Conchobair, married Hugh de 

Lacy.’®’ References to marriages in contemporary Gaelic annals are rare; an explicit statement is 

unprecedented. Completed in 1765, the ‘Dublin Annals o f Inisfallen’ is a compilation of many 

sources, with apparently little attention paid to their historical merit,™ and it is certainly not 

difficult to envision how the name ‘Rose’ came to be used. The Irish author of the annals must 

have known from a source such as Hanmer’s History o f  Ireland that de Lacy had married the 

daughter of the king o f Connacht.^’ He then must have read that Hugh was married to a woman 

named ‘Rose’.’  ̂ Suitably Gaelicised to ‘Rois’, the compiler had his entry . Unfortunately, that Rose 

was his first wife, from the march of Wales: Rose o f Monmouth.

This entry in the ‘Dublin Annals of Inisfallen’ is also the sole authority for dating the 

marriage to 1180. In fact, two marriages are recorded for 1180, the other being that o f John de 

Courcy to Affrica GuSroSardottir (Affreca), daughter of GuSroSr Olafsson (Gofraid mac Amlai'b),

with the two native princes, Warren, Henry II, p. 202. C.f. Sean Duffy, 'Henry II and England's insular 
neighbours', in Christopher Harper-Bill and Nicholas Vincent (eds.), Henry II: new interpretations, 
(Woodbridge, 2007); John Gillingham, 'Henry II, Richard I and the Lord Rhys', Peritia, 10 (1996), pp 225- 
36.

Many thanks to Dr Freya Verstraten Veach for her help on this topic.
Hugh apparently had a sister named Rose who was married to Gilbert de Nugent, while his first w ife Rose 

o f Monmouth was the daughter o f  Baderon o f  Monmouth and Rose de Clare.
‘Rois ingean Rughruidhe h Conchubhair do posad do Hugo de Lacy’, Trinity College Dublin (TCD) MS 

1281, s.a. 1180. Trinity College Dublin (TCD) MS 1132 is listed in the Trinity College Manuscript 
Department’s catalogue o f  Irish Manuscripts as a translation o f  the Dublin annals o f  Inisfallen (TCD MS 
1281), but is merely a later transcription.
™ See, J.J. O'Farrelly, 'The Annals o f  Innisfallen', o f  the Ivernian Society’, I (1908-9), pp 110-18 at pp
117-8; Meidhbhin Ni Urdail, 'Some observations on the 'Dublin Annals o f  Innisfallen", Proceedings o f  the 
Royal Irish Academy, section C, 53 (2007), pp 133-53; C. 6  Cuilleanain, 'The Dublin annals o f  Inisfallen', in 
S. Pender (ed.), Feilscribhinn Torna, (Cork, 1947), pp 183-202. 6  Cuilleanain argues for the Annals’ 
relative reliability until the mid 1170’s, which would still not include the marriage.

Meredith Hanmer, Edmund Campion, and Edmund Spenser, The history o f  Ireland {DxAAm, 1633), p. 159. 
Hanmer was an obvious source for the Dublin Armais o f  Inisfallen, O'Farrelly, 'The Annals o f Innisfallen', p. 
118.

Perhaps within the register o f  St. Thomas’ Dublin which mentions Rose as Hugh’s wife several times: 
Register o f  the Abbey o f  St. Thomas, Dublin, pp. 7-9, 13-14, 45, 46, 75-6, 419-20. Both Hugh and Rose o f  
Monmouth were eventually to be buried at the abbey, see chapter 3 below.
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king o f Man. Without further corroboration, the placement o f  both marriages within the same year 

appears to be more an act o f  organizational convenience than a reliable record o f  events. When the 

evidence is considered, and the reliability o f  the ‘Dublin Annals o f  Inisfallen’ called into question, 

it seems more likely that the marriage o f Hugh de Lacy to the daughter o f  the king o f Connacht 

occurred sometime in 1179, after the conflicts between the two men described above, but before 

the first evidence appears o f  the fallout over the marriage. It is not immediately clear, however, 

what that evidence might be. The first possibility is in Archbishop Lorcan Ua Tuathail’s hasty 

journey to England by February 1180. After complaining to Henry II o f de L acy’s activities in 

January 1179, Ua Tuathail continued on to Rome, where he attended the Third Lateran Council 

from 5-19 March 1179.^^ He did not leave Rome until after 13 May, when the final o f two papal 

bulls o f protection was issued to him .’"' The Archbishop, now with legatine powers, then made his 

way through Henry II’s lands, and was back in Dublin by the end o f  the summer. He wasted little 

time in convening a synod at Clonfert (Co. Galway) aimed at further reforming the Irish church. 

From Clonfert, Lorcan hurried to Armagh (presumably by way o f  Connacht), where he installed 

Ruaidri Ua Conchobair’s nephew, Tomaltach, as Archbishop o f Armagh in the winter o f  1179- 

80.”

It is at this point that the near-contemporary Life  o f St. Lorcan states that Ua Tuathail 

crossed the Irish Sea in order to negotiate on behalf o f  Ruaidri Ua Conchobair in a ‘sudden and 

violent quarrel’ which had arisen between the kings o f  Connacht and England, and to deliver 

Ruaidri’s son as a h o s t a g e . U a  Tuathail was therefore only in Ireland a few months before he was 

once again called upon to act as emissary o f  the king o f  Connacht to Henry II. Following Roger o f 

Howden’s testimony that Ruaidri’s son was a hostage concerning the payment o f  the tribute 

stipulated in the Treaty o f W indsor,’’ historians have generally cited the Treaty o f W indsor as the 

point o f contention between Henry and Ruaidri. It may not be too much to suggest the marriage 

alliance as an accelerant. It is difficult to imagine a more likely cause o f a ‘sudden and violent 

quarrel’ than an unlicensed marriage alliance between the king o f Connacht and the lord o f  Meath. 

With the marriage o f Strongbow and Ai'fe as a precedent, Henry l l ’s anger could have been 

significant. Because the Treaty o f W indsor had established a feudal relationship between Henry II 

and the king o f Connacht, Ruaidri would have been as culpable as de Lacy for a breach o f  feudal 

decorum in not seeking the king’s licence.’* Indeed, in light o f  Howden’s testimony, it is perhaps

J.F. O'Doherty, 'St. Laurence O Toole and the Anglo-Norman invasion', Irish Ecclesiastical Record, 5th 
Series 50, (1937), pp. 449-77, 600-25; 51, (1938), pp. 131-46, 51, p. 141.

Aubrey Gwynn, 'Saint Lawrence O'Toole as legate in Ireland (1 179-1180)', Analecta Bollandiana, 68 
(1950), pp 223-40, at p. 221.

Ibid., pp 228-9.
Ibid., p. 237; Charles Plummer, 'Vie et miracles de S. Laurent, archeveque de Dublin', Analecta 

Bollandiana, 33 (1914), pp 121-86, at p. 152 (sudden and violent quarrel); Gesta regis Henrici secundi, i, p. 
270.
”  Gesta regis Henrici secundi, i, p. 270; Chronica Rogeri de Hovedene, ii, p. 253.

It is interesting to note, however, that some historians have speculated that the new rapprochement between 
de Lacy and Ua Conchobair, fostered by the marriage alliance, led de Lacy to effect the restoration of 
friendly relations between Henry and Ruaidri. They then cite Archbishop Lorcan Ua Tuathail’s journey to
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significant that the Annals o f  Loch Ce report upon the death o f  Hugh de Lacy in 1186 that in 

addition to holding the kingship o f  Meath, Breifne and Airgialla, ‘it was to him the tribute o f 

Connacht was paid.’ They also claim that the previous year, in 1185, King H enry’s son John 

returned to England from his Irish expedition complaining o f de Lacy because ‘he permitted not the 

men o f  Erinn to give tribute or hostages to him [John].’’’ As custos o f  Dublin and its associated 

royal custodies in north Leinster, Hugh de Lacy was the obvious agent for the collection o f 

Ruaidrf’s tribute to Henry II. Their close relationship, forged by the marriage alliance, had clearly 

caused an uncomfortable situation for the royal government by 1185. It is quite possible, therefore, 

that the marriage o f  Hugh and Ruaidrf’s daughter prompted H enry’s demand in 1180 for security 

regarding the paym ent o f the tribute o f  Connacht, lest it go directly into the coffers o f  Ruaidri’s 

new powerful son-in-law, Hugh de Lacy. Henry II clearly needed to assert his authority over the 

new partnership, but could not afford to alienate either member. Hugh de Lacy and Ruaidn' Ua 

Conchobair were the two most conspicuous instruments o f Henry’s rule in Ireland, instruments 

which were at the time irreplaceable. Once again, the need to ensure the stability o f  the Celtic 

fringe won out, and Henry was forced to resort to obstinacy over action. For much o f  the following 

year, Archbishop Lorcan Ua Tuathail attempted to negotiate a settlement with Henry II on behalf o f 

the king o f Connacht, only to be frustrated time and again. The Archbishop eventually died on 14 

November 1180, his mission unfulfilled.*®

The problem with the foregoing explanation is that there is no evidence o f  H enry’s anger at 

Hugh de Lacy in early 1180. This would not be a problem (the sources are silent on many such 

matters), but Roger o f  Howden explicitly states that Hugh was recalled the following year, 1181, 

due to his ‘unlicensed’ marriage.*' There is reason, however, to question Howden’s testimony. 

H enry’s relationship with Ruaidri was mended by Archbishop Lorcan’s successor as legate, Alexis, 

shortly after the death o f  Ua Tuathail.*^ There then exists no evidence o f contention between 

Ruaidri and Henry in 1181. M oreover, Ua Tuathail’s death set in motion a sequence o f  events 

which could offer an alternative explanation for de Lacy’s recall. Roger o f  Howden states that in 

1181 Henry sent representatives o f  the new Archbishop o f  Dublin, John Cumin, to Ireland to take 

possession o f his diocese. Along with them were sent John, constable o f Chester and Richard de 

Pec, who were to replace Hugh de Lacy as custos o f  Dublin. Howden then posits the m arriage as 

the reason for H ugh’s recall. However, John Gillingham has made a convincing case, based upon 

the m atter o f  How den’s writing, for the chronicler’s absence from Henry’s court for much o f  1179

England in 1180 on behalf of Ruaidri as a proof of that restoration. Perros [Walton], 'Crossing the Shannon 
frontier', p. 122; O'Byme, Leinster, p. 36 (where he follows Perros’s argument). It is hard to imagine, given 
the suspicion at court surrounding the marriage, that de Lacy was in any position to influence positively the 
English king. Neither does Henry’s treatment of Ruaidri’s emissary bespeak friendly relations.
™ ALC, i, p. 173, s.a. 1186, p. 171, s.a. 1185; See also AFM, iii, p. 71, s.a. 1186 (there is a note on page 73 to 
a similar entry in the Annals of Kilronan).

Gwynn, 'St. Lawrence O’Toole', pp. 239-40; Martin, 'Overlord', p. 120; Flanagan, Irish society, pp 261-3.
Gesta regis Henrici secundi, i, p. 270. Gerald of Wales places the date of the commission of the new 

custodians of Dublin circa 1 May 1181, Expugnatio Hibernica, pp 182-3.
Flanagan, Irish society, p. 262.
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and 1180, arguing for his accompaniment o f  the Irish prelates to the Third Lateran Council in 1179 

(perhaps as their minder) and his role as emissary o f  Henry II to King William o f  Scotland in 

1180.*^ I f  the marriage occurred before 1181, Howden would not have been well placed to know 

anything o f King Henry IP s reaction to it. It is therefore possible that the marriage occurred prior to 

the ‘sudden and violent quarrel’ between Ruaidri and King Henry, and that once Howden finally 

returned to regular court attendance from July 1181,*^' and recorded de Lacy’s brief recall, he 

decided to mention the marriage as its cause. The marriage would have certainly contributed to the 

king’s unease over his m agnate’s growing power, but Howden is alone in positing it as the direct 

cause o f  the king’s ire, and de Lacy’s recall.*^ Neither would this have been an isolated incident. 

Howden is known to have misdated King Richard’s demand for a 300 knight army to 1198, while it 

actually occurred in early 1197, when Howden was absent from England.*® Furthermore, as 

Flanagan has pointed out, the dispatch o f  the new custodians o f  Dublin was clearly linked to the 

establishm ent o f  John Cumin in the see o f Dublin, as the two parties were sent and travelled 

together.*’ It is therefore possible that, wary o f  de Lacy’s growing stature in Ireland and unwilling 

to allow him to exert his influence over the temporalities associated with the archiepiscopal see, 

Henry recalled him to England in order to allow for a more smooth establishment o f  his candidate 

John Cumin as Archbishop o f  Dublin.**

Indeed, the actions o f de Lacy upon learning o f  his recall only make sense if  it was a matter 

o f little inconvenience, such as a brief replacement for administrative efficiency. His actions are 

certainly not those of an over mighty subject called to account for a grievous offence. Gerald of 

Wales states that before going, Hugh joined with his replacements in building a great number o f 

castles in Leinster, ‘for hitherto very many castles had been built in Meath, but few in Leinster,’*’ 

an extraordinary display o f  magnanimity for one being replaced in unfavourable conditions. 

Moreover, W illiam fitz Audelin also seems to have been recalled, for he may be found witnessing a 

charter in favour o f  Godstow nunnery (Oxfordshire) at W inchester in 1181.’° W illiam certainly had 

nothing to do with the marriage o f  Hugh de Lacy to the daughter o f  the king o f Connacht, and the 

fact that both left Ireland around the same time suggests an administrative rather than punitive 

motive behind their recall. Neither is H ugh’s subsequent reinstatement that w inter indicative o f 

royal displeasure, for he seems to have returned to Ireland as sole representative o f  the royal 

government -  a veritable promotion. One hesitates to disregard Howden’s direct statem ent on the

Gillingham, The travels of Roger of Howden', pp 160, 165.
Ibid., p. 160.
Gerald of Wales and William of Newburgh simply record Henry’s fear of a possible de Lacy regnum, 

Expugnatio Hibernica, pp 191-5; William of Newburgh, 'Historia rerum Anglicarum', in R. Howlett (ed.), 
Chronicles o f the reigns o f Stephen, Henry II and Richard, (London, 1884-9), ii, pp. 239-40.

Gillingham, 'The travels of Roger of Howden', p. 166.
Flanagan, 'Household favourites', p. 368.
That Henry’s fears were perhaps justified may be argued from the fact that upon once again being replaced 

as royal representative in 1184, de Lacy had the the land of Ua Cathasaig in Saithne (Balrothery parish, bar. 
Balrothery West, Co. Dublin), which he had apparently unlawfully appropriated, taken from him and restored 
to the royal demesne, Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 199. See below.

Ibid., p. 195. Gerald then gives a brief account of the castles constructed.
Eyton, Itinerary, p. 245; Flanagan, 'Household favourites', p. 367.
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matter, but the surviving evidence for the period does not allow for a firm dating o f  the marriage. 

Perhaps the best that can be said is that the marriage occurred at some point between the last 

recorded act o f  aggression between Hugh de lacy and Ruaidri Ua Conchobair in 1179 and de 

Lacy’s recall in 1181, with either late 1179/early 1180 or early 1181 as the most likely candidates.

In the long run, the marriage o f Hugh de Lacy to the daughter o f  Ruaidri Ua Conchobair 

seems to have been less detrimental to the Irish king’s interests than to those o f  his Anglo-Norman 

counterpart. Both initially profited from peaceful relations with one another: de Lacy was left with 

a free hand in western M eath, while Ua Conchobair was able to face Connacht’s internal struggles 

unmolested from the east. The king o f Connacht even extended his influence by presenting his 

nephew to the primatial see o f Armagh that w inter (1179-80).^’ The succession, though realized by 

the efforts o f  Archbishop Lorcan Ua Tuathail, whose stature had been enhanced by the legatine 

power bestowed upon him at the third Lateran council earlier that year, remained an unprecedented 

show o f political might from the king o f Connacht. Hugh de Lacy’s brief removal in 1181 was 

tantam ount to a slap on the wrist, but it was the result o f  the real and enduring suspicion o f  his 

growing profile in Ireland. The ostensible problem with the marriage o f Hugh de Lacy, a powerftil 

trans-regional magnate, to the daughter o f Ruaidri Ua Conchobair was, from the Anglo-Norman 

standpoint, that it had been undertaken without Henry II’s permission. Neither is it certain that the 

permission would have been forthcoming had it been sought. It had been the marriage o f 

Strongbow to the daughter o f  the king o f Leinster, Diarmait Mac Murchada, and his subsequent 

succession to the Irish kingdom, that had prompted the English king’s involvement in Ireland in 

1171.^^ Henry II would have been very suspicious o f a similar merger between the houses o f  Ua 

Conchobair and de Lacy. W hile Mac M urchada had been an ousted king in search o f  a reversal o f  

fortunes, and Strongbow a disgraced English magnate possessed o f ‘a great name rather than great 

prospects,’^̂  Ua Conchobair was the high king o f  Ireland and if he had some opposition to his rule, 

the actions o f the well established lord o f M eath, Hugh de Lacy, were his prim aiy obstacle. The 

alliance o f  these two men, and the possible succession o f de Lacy to Connacht (unlikely though it 

m ight have been), was neither unprecedented nor ignored by contemporaries. Gerald o f  Wales 

writes that ‘The net result [of his dealings with the Irish] was that he was strongly suspected o f 

wanting to throw  o ff  his allegiance and usurp the government o f the kingdom, and with it the 

crown and sceptre.’®'*

Gwynn, 'St. Lawrence OToole', pp 229, 234-5; Aubrey Gwynn, Tomaltach Ua Conchobair, coarb of 
Patrick (1181-1201)', Seanchas Ardmacha, 8 (1975-7), pp 231-74, at pp 239-50.

Flanagan has treated the marriage of Aife and Strongbow, drawing parallels with that between John de 
Courcy and Affrica, daughter of the king of Man, Flanagan, 'Strongbow, Henry 11', No such attempt has been 
made with regard to de Lacy’s marriage to the daughter of Ua Conchobair.

Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 55.
Ibid., p. 191. That this is undoubtedly referring to the sum total of his dealings with the Irish, including his 

marriage to the daughter of Ua Conchobair, is evidenced by the preceding line in which it is stated that, 
‘winning the support of the Irish by generous treatment and flattering them with his friendship, he made the 
more important of them his allies.’ None were more important than Ruaidri Ua Conchobair. Orpen’s 
contention that an intention to usurp the crown of Ireland would be inconsistent with what is known of de 
Lacy’s character is indeed questionable, Orpen, Normans, p. 172 (vol ii, pp. 54-5).
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Even modem historians have been at odds over how to interpret de Lacy’s actions. W.L. 

Warren writes that ‘Hugh’s ambition was betrayed by his second marriage in 1180 to the daughter 

o f the High King,’®̂ suggesting something akin to the rumblings at court. Robin Frame has 

preferred to give de Lacy more credit: ‘it is inherently improbable that a man with his cosmopolitan 

background would have considered cutting himself adrift from the outside world and sacrificing his 

English and French in te rests .N evertheless, the possible establishment of a sovereign kingdom in 

Ireland by one o f his magnates was a sore topic to Kang Henry IL In addition to journeying to 

Ireland in 1171 in order to bring Strongbow to heel, Henry recalled Raymond le Gros in 1176 when 

rumours o f a similar sort reached him. As it happened,, extenuating circumstances prompted the 

royal commissioners, sent to convey Raymond to England, to allow him to remain in Ireland in 

defence o f the Anglo-Norman enclave.”  Hugh de Lacy’s importance to the king’s government in 

Ireland similarly saved him once again. No immediate action was taken against him for his 

marriage circa 1179, but the whispers at court became ever louder. They prompted his brief recall 

in 1181, and refused to be silenced thereafter. This was subsequently to become the prevailing 

theme of the rest o f Hugh de Lacy’s life: he was left to cut a splendid figure for himself on the Irish 

scene, but incurred the suspicion, if not outright ire, o f the English king.

Preeminent in Ireland -  1182-1184

De Lacy’s whereabouts are difficult to ascertain during his brief recall over the winter of 

U81-2, but it is probable that he made the journey to England, as he may be found witnessing a 

royal charter at Northampton in 1181x1182.^* His recall would therefore have also afforded him 

the opportunity to personally oversee his English and marcher estates, which he seems not to have 

seen since his Irish appointment in 1177, a period o f  roughly four years. It is only after his 

reappointment as royal representative in Ireland later that winter that one can confidently locate the 

baron once again. At the helm of the royal administration in Ireland, Hugh’s 1182 commission 

seems to have been largely focused upon the security of the Anglo-Norman community. He 

embarked upon an intense programme of castle construction, both for his fellow Anglo-Normans 

without the bounds of Meath, and those within his thriving lordship. He was assisted in this role by 

the clerk Robert o f Shrewsbury, who was apparently charged with the task of keeping a watchful 

eye on the ambitious magnate, a constant reminder of de Lacy’s precarious position at court.^^

Brian Graham has posited a series o f four clear lines of encastellation, which represent the 

gradual advance o f the western frontier o f the lordship of M e a t h . A s  defensive considerations

Warren, 'John in Ireland, 1185', p. 270.
Frame, Colonial Ireland, p. 19.
Expugnatio Hibernica, pp 159-61. His presence was required for the relief of the Anglo-Norman city of 

Limerick.
Acta, part 11, p. 59, no. 39.; The dating of this charter is, however, uncertain., Eyton dates it to 12 August 

1175 (Eyton, Itinerary, p. 194), while Round posits January 11 77, {CDF, no. 946).
^  Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 195.

B.J. Graham, 'Anglo-Norman Settlement in County Meath', Proceedings o f  the Royal Irish Academy, 
section C, 75/11 (1975), 223-48; B.J. Graham, 'The Mottes o f the Norman Liberty of Meath', in Harman
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made castles the necessary precursors to settlement in the early years o f  Anglo-Norman 

intervention, these lines are a good barometer o f de Lacy’s success on the ground. The first, and 

earliest, line o f  fortifications included both the de Lacy caput o f  Trim and the monastic settlement 

o f Kells (Co. Meath), and dated from the earliest days o f the lordship in 1172 when the Anglo- 

Normans were pinned back in eastern Meath.''*' The second frontier in the westward expansion 

dates roughly to the period o f de Lacy’s reinstatement and ran from Castlecor (Co. M eath) in the 

north, where a large concentration o f  mottes may be found, through Delvin (Co. W estmeath) and 

Clonard (Co. Meath), to Durrow (Co. Offaly) in the southw est.’”̂  It is perhaps important to 

remember that, for all o f  the attention paid to his power and influence in Ireland, the Anglo- 

Norman settlement o f  Meath was only able to progress this far under Hugh de Lacy. Two further 

lines o f  fortifications were required before the de Lacys could settle the whole o f their lordship.

The year 1184 witnessed Hugh de Lacy’s stature in Ireland at its zenith. His old foe, and 

recent ally, Ruaidri Ua Conchobar had just relinquished the kingship o f  Connacht to his son 

Conchobair M aenmaige the previous year, in 1183. This not only removed the experienced king, 

but also the Treaty o f  Windsor, from the political chessboard o f late twelfth century Ireland. The 

treaty had been a personal agreem ent between Henry II and Ruaidri Ua Conchobair, with no 

mention of the Irish king’s successors. Hereafter the theoretical designation o f  M unster, Connacht 

and Ulster as ‘Gaelic Ireland,’ ignored though it might have been by several o f the Anglo-Norman 

barons o f Ireland, no longer stood in the way o f rapid conquest and settlement. W hat is more, the 

marriage alliance between Ruaidri and Hugh does not seem to have translated into congenial 

relations with the new king o f Connacht, Conchobair M aenmaige Ua Conchobair. This is not 

surprising, for, if  the rumours at the English court be believed, Hugh de Lacy held designs on the 

succession to Connacht, if not to the high kingship o f Ireland itse lf In 1184 he let his 

dissatisfaction with the reigning Ua Conchobair be known by raiding Armagh and briefly effecting 

Archbishop Tommaltach Ua Conchobair’s removal from the primatial see to which he had been 

elected in the aftermath o f de Lacy’s 1179 marriage. In the raid Hugh de Lacy allied with Murchad 

Ua Cerbaill o f  Airgialla, burning thirty houses and installing Mael Isu Ua Cerbaill in the see

The reigning Irish king o f Westmeath, Art U a Mael Sechlainn, was also conveniently 

removed in 1184 by Diarmait Ua Briain o f Ormond, who seems to have carried out his sinister 

charge at H ugh’s behest.'®'* De Lacy displayed his resolve that his rule cover all o f  M eath through 

the construction o f  the castle o f  Killare that same year.'®^ The new castle was m ost likely on the 

site o f  an earlier fortification, for the Annals o f  Loch Ce next record that ‘another castle was

Murtagh (ed.), Irish Midland Studies: Essays in Commemoration ofN. W. English, (Athlone, 1980), pp 39- 
56.

Graham, 'Anglo-Norman Settlement', p. 233 (map p. 231).
Graham, 'Mottes', p. 55.
Misc. Irish Annals, p. 73 (Mac Carthaigh’s Book, s.a. 1184); ALC, i, p. 167, s.a. 1184; /It/, ii, p. 203, s.a. 

1184; Martin, 'Overlord', p 120.
i, p. 167, s.a. 1184;/IFM, iii, p. 63, s.a. 1184.

AU, ii, p. 204, s.a. 1184 (Cell-Fair); ALC, i, p. 167, s.a. 1184 (Cill-Fair); Misc. Irish Annals, p. 73, (Mac 
Carthaigh’s Book, s.a. 1185) (Ceall Air); AFM, iii, p. 63, s.a. 1184 (Cill air); Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 195.
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destroyed there by Maelsechlainn and Conchobhar M aenmhaighe O 'Conchobhair, and a great 

multitude o f Foreigners along with them .’’*’̂  That Killare served as the western capital o f  the 

lordship is suggested by Orpen due to Hugh de Lacy’s charter to William Petit, which stipulated 

that his military service should be rendered at K illare.’®’ Crucially for the cultural and symbolic 

relevance o f the site was the castle’s construction within sight o f the hill o f  Uisnech, where stands 

the ‘stone o f divisions,’ also called the ‘navel o f  E rin.’ '®* Gerald o f  W ales describes the location in 

his Topography o f  Ireland. It reads:

...a t  length five chiefs, all brothers... arrived in Ireland, and, finding it uninhabited, 

divided the country into five equal parts, o f  which each took one. Their bounds meet at 

a stone standing near the castle o f  Kyllari [Killare] in Meath, which stone is called the 

navel o f  Ireland, because it stands in the middle o f  the country.'®^

A Middle Irish source describes the cultural importance o f the hills o f  Uisnech and Tara, both 

within the de Lacy lordship o f Meath, by likening them to the kidneys o f an animal: each providing 

an essential cultural function."® The importance o f  the site o f the castle o f  Killare should therefore 

not be underestimated. It commanded a militarily and culturally strategic position in Westmeath. 

Only H ugh’s constant attention could keep it secure. Subsequently, the Annals o f  the Four Masters 

record the destruction o f the castle in 1187, within a year o f  de Lacy’s d ea th .'"

Hugh de L acy 's stature in Ireland during these later years is evident from the surviving 

sources, both English and Irish. His position at the head o f the royal administration blended well 

with his hold on Meath, important diplomatic ties and aggressive forays into the frontiers o f Anglo- 

Norman domination, imbuing de Lacy with a virtually regal status to his contemporaries. Under 

1184, M ac C arthaigh’s Book  records a hosting into Armagh by ‘Murchadh 6  Cearbhaill, king o f 

Oirghialla [Airgialla, Cos Louth and Monaghan], and Hugo de Lacey, lord {tigearna) o f  the Galls 

o f  Ireland.’ "^ While recording the circumstances o f  his death, the Annals o f  Loch Ce write:

Hugo de Laci went to Durmhagh-Choluim-Cille, to build a castle in it, having a 

countless number o f  Foreigners along with him; for he was king o f  Midhe, and Breifne,

ALC, i, p. 167, s.a. 1184. It is not precisely clear through the wording of that entry whether the pre
existing fortification was Irish and razed with the help of the ‘foreigners’, or Anglo-Norman with a multitude 
of ‘foreigners’ being slain as a result. The entries in the Annals o f Ulster and the Annals o f the Four Masters 
make it apparent that the ‘foreigners’ were slaughtered. ‘Another castle was destroyed by Mael-Sechlainn 
and by Conchobur Maenmaighi Ua Conchobair, with a large number of Foreigners therein’,/4t/, ii, p. 203, 
s.a. 1184. ‘Another castle was plundered by Melaghlin and Conor Moinmoy O'Conor, in which many of the 
English were slain’, AFM, iii, p. 63, s.a. 1184.

Orpen, Normans, p. 182n (vol. ii, p. 8In).
Ibid., p. 182 (vol. ii,p. 80).
Giraldus Cambrensis, the topography o f Ireland, ed. TTiomas Wright, trans. Thomas Forester (Cambridge, 

2000), p. 66 (Part 11, Chapter IV).
Byme, Irish kings, p. 58. 

iii,p. 79, s.a. 1187.
Misc. Irish Annals, pp 72-3 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1184).
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and Airghiall, and it was to him the tribute o f  Connacht was paid; and he it was that 

won all Erinn for the Foreigners."^

As impressive as this statement is, the same annals go so far as to afford him the title ‘king o f 

Erinn’ at the time o f  John’s expedition to Ireland in 1185. Perhaps the Anglo-Irish Annals o f  

Ireland  offer the most clear and concise description o f  de Lacy’s stature and worth to the Anglo- 

Norman colony in Ireland, however, when it states upon his death, simply: ‘thereupon the conquest 

ceased.’

Although the Irish annals are an integral part o f  determ ining the stature o f  Hugh de Lacy 

due to their presentation o f a view  o f the workings o f  the Anglo-Norm an adm inistration in Ireland 

which comes from without, the English sources are ju s t as important, for their record o f  events is 

written from a perspective well acquainted with the inner workings o f  Anglo-Norm an government. 

English authors would have understood the ramifications o f  the charges being levelled against 

Hugh de Lacy, and their preservation o f those charges lends weight to their impact at court. As 

much as the Irish would have been impressed by the great power being wielded by the lord o f 

Meath, H ugh’s enemies, overt or incidental, knew the hazard o f  that power for Hugh at the English 

royal court. For instance, while rehearsing Hugh de Lacy’s career, W illiam o f  Newburgh writes o f  

the rumour that Hugh had acquired a royal crown for h im self and that ‘the king, on hearing those 

circumstances, sent for him, but he [Hugh] treated the com m and with contempt, and by this refusal 

gave evidence o f the truth o f the popular presum ption.’ ''^  It is unclear whether or not this refused 

recall was actually issued, for Newburgh is alone in mentioning it.

The activities o f  1184 combined to procure de Lacy’s recall about the beginning o f 

September o f that year for fear o f  his growing authority in Ireland. It is perhaps worth noting that it 

was ju st before de Lacy’s recall that the Archbishop o f  Dublin, John Cumin, first crossed the Irish 

Sea to set foot in his diocese in August 1184."^ It had, o f  course, possibly been C um in’s election 

which had prompted de Lacy’s earlier recall in 1181.''^ There is no evidence that de Lacy either 

left or remained in Ireland after his 1184 recall, which, on balance, perhaps argues for his 

successful supersession by his replacement Philip o f  W orcester. Philip was sent to Ireland as 

procurator  with forty knights: the same number o f  knights assigned to Dublin under Hugh de Lacy

ALC, i, p. 173, s.a. 1186. AFM, iii, pp 67-9, s.a. 1186, mirrors this account. Murchad Ua Cerbaill seems to 
have given his allegiance to Hugh de Lacy as the most powerful force in the vicinity, which would explain 
the title ‘king of Airgialla’, Brendan Smith, Colonisation and conquest in medieval Ireland. The English in 
Louth, 1170-1330 (Cambridge, 1999), p. 23. It appears likely that the Ui Ruairc of Breifhe had done the 
same, see chapter 6.

76/ cessavit conquestus\ Chartularies o f St Mary's, ii, p. 305; Sean Duffy, 'John and Ireland: the origins 
of England’s Irish problem', in S.D. Church (ed.). King John: new interpretations, (Woodbridge, 1999), pp 
221-45, at p. 233.

Newburgh, 'Historia rerum Anglicarum', pp 239-40; Flanagan, 'Household favourites', p. 370.
Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 199.
See above.
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in 1172.” * Replacing Hugh de Lacy was not a matter o f simply overseeing the smooth 

administration o f the Anglo-Norman enclave, for much that the ambitious magnate had done in his 

relative sovereignty apparently had to be undone. Gerald o f Wales states that Philip was first 

required to wrench portions o f the royal demesne, incl uding the land of Ua Cathasaig in Saithne 

(Balrothery parish, bar. Balrothery West, Co. Dublin), from de Lacy’s firm grasp.'”  Perhaps due to 

a disagreement over the exact boundaries and conditions o f his grant, or simply to the strength of 

his ambitions, Hugh had been enjoying the revenues o f  several royal lands around Dublin which 

the king was eager to recover.'^” Early the following year, about the beginning o f March 1185, 

Philip o f Worcester marched north to Armagh and reversed de Lacy’s work in the archbishopric. 

Mael Isu Ua Cerbaill was ousted and Tomaltach U a Conchobair returned to his position of 

Archbishop. A large tribute was also collected from the clergy there on behalf of the king, perhaps 

in recompense for their connivance with de Lacy and U a Cerbaill the previous year.'^' Although 

the Archbishop o f Dublin and Philip o f Worcester had been sent in order to pave the way for the 

triumphant arrival of the king’s son John as king o f Ireland,'^^ and for all of his supposed abuse of 

the vice-regal authority entrusted him, de Lacy was soon once again in royal service in Ireland as 

procurator generalis that same year (1184). For a second time the purpose of Hugh’s recall seems 

to have been to remove his influence before the transfer o f power, and only lasted the space of a 

winter. De Lacy is subsequently found with the title o f constable in six o f the eight charters issued 

by Henry’s son John, which he witnessed while John wa.s in Ireland.

John ’s expedition to Ireland -1 1 8 5

Much has been written o f this ill-fated expedition of 1185, with each historian’s view of 

the episode seeming to mirror their overall opinion o f  John.’^̂  What is clear is that whatever 

shortcomings one might find in the course of John’s visit to Ireland, the preparations for his 

journey were apparently beyond reproach. A crossing to Ireland must have been envisioned by 

Henry II for his son as early as the council of Oxford in 1177. Arrangements were certainly 

underway in 1184, when Archbishop John Cumin and Philip o f Worcester were sent to Ireland. 

Gerald of Wales states that the trip was one which the king ‘had prepared for with such care,’ and

Twenty sent with Hugh, plus a further twenty sent with fitz Gerald and fitz Stephen, Expugnatio 
Hibernica, p. 105. The annals of Chester assert that John had by  the 
""Ib id ., p. 199.

The ancient kingdom of Mide had at one point included Saithne (John Brady, 'The kingdom and county o f 
Meath', Riocht Na Midhe, 1/2 (1956), pp 6-13, at p. 8), and the grant o f Meath had also allowed for the 
establishment of de Lacy and his feudatories in the demesne land of Dublin for the maintenance o f the town’s 
garrison. It is tempting to speculate that seeing the successful exploitation o f these lands that de Lacy was 
able to attain, King Heniy II decided that he wanted them for himself. The king thereby obtained very 
productive lands, without the annoying necessity o f cultivating them.

Expugnatio Hibernica, p. \99 \A U , i, p. 205, s.a. 1185. That Tomaltach was once again in Armagh trom 
this point is clear, Gwynn, 'Tomaltach Ua Conchobair', pp 252-3.

Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 199; The annals o f  Chester state that Henry II had by then transferred the 
lordship of Ireland to his son John, and that it was the latter w ho sent Philip of Worcester, Annales 
Cestrienses, pp 24-5; Duffy, 'John and Ireland', p. 228.

The historiography has been succinctly dealt with by Duffy, 'John and Ireland', pp 221-5.
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laments that because o f its failure, ‘all his careful preparation and expenditure o f  money was 

w asted.’ '^'’ Gerald was very well placed to know these intimate details, as he was sent by Henry II 

to accompany his son. John therefore had a great deal to answer for when he limped back to 

England, destitute, less than eight months after his arrival. He needed a scapegoat, and de Lacy 

provided a perfect target. As mentioned above, pretensions towards regality had always struck a 

chord with Henry II. Consequently, one finds the old suspicions resurfacing, and de L acy’s 

supposedly royal ambitions being used as an excuse for John’s failure. But before John’s 

protestations can be so easily written off, Hugh de Lacy’s behaviour during the 1185 expedition 

must be examined.

Upon first glance, Hugh de Lacy seems to have kept to the strictures o f  feudal obligation, 

attending his lord’s court and witnessing several grants. Sean Duffy has pointed out, however, that 

his name only appears on charters o f  the most benign nature:

It may or may not be significant, however, that Hugh only appears in the testing clause 

o f  grants and confirmations to the church and a confirmation o f  Henry II’s first Dublin 

charter; that he did not act as witness to any o f  John’s major new Irish land-grants is 

possibly a sign o f his opposition to the development.

That Hugh was opposed to the new direction the government o f  Ireland was to take, the outright 

subjugation o f  the claims o f the native Irish to the ambitions o f John’s new men, is to be expected. 

The acquisitive m archer lord had made his own way in Ireland through a pragmatic mixture o f 

conquest, diplomacy and coexistence. It is to be noted, however, that the form o f his opposition 

was passive. Such must have been the confidence o f de Lacy and his fellow Anglo-Norman lords 

that they were willing to simply step back and let their new lord fail.'^^ De Lacy was even content 

to allow his general William le Petit to handle the army from Tir Eogain which marched into Meath 

at that time.'^^ I f  John was at Dublin when one hundred heads o f the vanquished enemy were

Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 205. It certainly seems as though John was not as enamoured of his status as 
king of Ireland as his father King Henry. Six weeks prior to his trip to Ireland, John had earnestly requested 
Henry’s permission to accept an invitation to the kingdom of Palestine (an invitation which had first been 
extended to, and refused by. King Henry). King Henry refused and soon sent him to Ireland, Norgate, 
Angevin kings, ii, p. 242.

Duffy, 'John and Ireland', p. 233.
One is tempted to view the testimony of the Four Masters that ‘the son of the King of England then 

returned to England, to complain to his father of Hugo de Lacy, who was the King of England's Deputy in 
Ireland on his (John's) arrival, and who had prevented the Irish kings from sending him (John) either tribute 
or hostages’, {AFM, iii, p. 69. s.a. 1185) as an instance of de Lacy urging his Irish allies to do the same: 
simply stand back, and let John falter. Of course, the obvious counter to John’s supposed complaint to his 
father is that it was he himself, through his total disregard for Irish custom or tenurial rights, who precluded 
the Irish from offering tribute. C.f. Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 237-41.

Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 235.
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paraded through the city, de Lacy’s status as the real power in Ireland would have been confirmed 

for all.'^*

Conclusion

No action seems to have been taken against Hugh de lacy for his supposed obstruction of 

John’s acceptance as king o f I r e l a n d . W h e n ,  the following year, the axe of Gilla gan-inathair Ua 

Miadhaigh struck off his head at Durrow in reparation for the death of the son o f ‘In Sinnach’ Ua 

Cathamaig, chief of Tethba, an event which occurred eight years e a r l i e r , H u g h  de Lacy was at 

the height o f his power stretching the bounds o f his ambitions. The second son of a Welsh marcher 

lord holding fees in England and Normandy, Hugh had managed to increase both his territorial 

wealth and political significance through a combination of his ambition, luck, political pragmatism 

and willingness to fight for his advancement. It was his unwavering adherence to Henry II which 

was the fundamental basis for his advancement, and the edifice which his rivals sought desperately 

to c r a c k . I n  this way, Hugh de Lacy was something o f an anomaly on the Irish scene. Robert 

Bartlett writes of Ireland after 1171:

The new men in Ireland relied upon Konigsndhe, nearness to the king, not nearness to 

Ireland, as the basis o f their Irish involvement. Being a familiaris of Henry II or of John 

rather than a rugged south Welsh upbringing was now what mattered...

Hugh de Lacy could never have been accused of being a regular at court or a familiaris o f Henry II, 

indeed it was through his service in the royal army, predicated upon his rugged (albeit middle) 

Welsh marcher upbringing, which brought him to Ireland and to the attention of Henry II when it 

came time to deal with the Irish kingdom of Mide. But he was an outsider to the initial adventurers 

from south Wales. In 1172, his situation was different, motivations less imperative and 

commitment to Ireland peripheral. By the end of his life he sat at the head of a vast and impressive 

transmarine assemblage of lands, but continued his relentless expansionism in Ireland. It is quite 

fitting that the man who never reneged on his military commitments to his lord, but was also able

Duffy, 'John and Ireland', p. 233. Though the picture is perhaps more suited to a Hollywood script, it is far 
from impossible. At the very least, John would have been aware of the results o f the battle in Meath. Perhaps 
de Lacy would have made sure that he did?

According to Eyton, a house belonging to Hugh de Lacy in Shrewsbury (Shropshire) was escheated to the 
crown about March 1185, Eyton, Antiquities o f  Shropshire, v, p. 256. This is not certain. The pipe roll entry 
for Michaelmas 1185 accounts for Is (12d) for half a year for ‘a certain house’ in Shrewsbury, referring to it 
as a new escheat, The great roll o f  the pipe fo r  the thirty-first year o f  reign o f  Henry II, A.D. II8 4 -1 185, 
(London, 1913), p. 127. On the pipe roll for the following exchequer term (Michaelmas 1186), the sheriff 
accounts for 2s. for Hugh de Lacy’s house in Shrewsbury. The great roll o f  the pipe fo r  the thirty-second 
year o f  reign o f  Henry II, A.D. I185-I186, (London, 1914), p. 57. By the second pipe roll entry, Hugh de 
Lacy had died and all of his lands were escheated, so it may simply be a coincidence that a house o f  similar 
value in Shrewsbury escheated to the crown the year before.
™ AU, ii, p. 209, s.a. 1186; AFM, iii, pp 71-7, s.a. 1186; ALC, pp. 173-5, s.a. 1186. See above.

His marriage to the daughter o f Ua Conchobair is a rare exception, and unsurprisingly the chink in his 
armour which his opponents sought to exploit most ardently.

Bartlett, 'Colonial aristocracies', p. 30.
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to stare down the son o f  the king o f England and intrigue with the Irish, died while building a 

castle, because o f  the results o f  a battle over the succession to an Irish kingdom.
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The Reign of King Richard I
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Chapter 3 

Divided Allegiance: 1189-1199

The spectacular assassination of Hugh de Lacy presents a problem for the study of the de 

Lacy family. The timing of his death invokes several historical imperatives that conspire against 

further inquiry into the de Lacy family by all but silencing the existing sources. The first is that of 

the minority of Hugh’s son and heir, Walter.' It had taken quite some time and an ambitious 

venture to Ireland for contemporary writers to take notice o f Hugh de Lacy, and, just when he was 

a regular object of their attention, his unexpected death delivered his inheritance into wardship. The 

magisterial figure of one who could rival the king’s own son in Ireland was replaced by an 

underage boy, and the long march towards notoriety for the head o f the de Lacy inheritance had to 

begin once again. This advance was at once hampered, however, by the second issue: King 

Richard’s crusade and subsequent imprisonment. The absence o f England’s monarch, and the 

multifarious disputes which arose as a result, were met with corresponding disruptions to the 

records of royal government and the normal framework within which one might look for evidence 

o f patronage or disfavour. Nether of these first two constraints would have proved as troublesome, 

however, were it not for the almost universal cessation o f the very chronicles which had proved 

most informative about Hugh. In the early years o f Walter’s tenure, when he might have been 

expected to gain their notice, Gerald of Wales {Expugnatio Hiberniae -  1189), Roger o f Howden 

(G esta -  1192, Chronica -  1201), William of Newburgh (1198), Gervase o f Canterbury (1199) and 

Ralph of Diss (1202) all ended their opera. Bereft o f such sources, the early career of Walter de 

Lacy is one o f great historical uncertainty.

This demands instant qualification, however, for in focusing on the dearth o f the Anglo- 

Norman sources, one ignores the importance o f the Irish annals that continued uninterrupted 

throughout the period. This is done at peril, for the continuity o f these sources makes them 

invaluable and means that they form the foundation o f any analysis of the de Lacy family in this 

period. Important though the annals are, however, the silence, interruption and termination of

' There is evidence which suggests that Walter was not Hugh de Lacy’s eldest son. In an undated charter 
Hugh de Lacy makes a grant to the monks o f St Mary, Monmouth, alongside his wife Rose and his son 
Robert: "Sciant tarn praesentes quam futuri quod ego Hugo de L a d  et Roes. Uxor mea et Robertus fd ius  
meus damns et concedimus in perpetuam elemosinam monachis sanctae Mariae de Monemuta tres solidos in 
redditu de Lideneiapro salute animorum nostrarum etpraedecessorum nostrorum', Monasticon 
Anglicanum, iv, p. 596. Walter had a second brother named Robert, who must have been his younger brother, 
see below.
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Anglo-Norman sources makes further inquiry into the magnate-king dynamic very difficult indeed. 

As luck would have it, however, as one bloc of Anglo-Norman sources faded away, another rose in 

its place. The Plea/ Curia Regis Rolls (1194), Charter Rolls (1199), Liberate! Close Rolls (1200), 

and Patent Rolls (1201) were all systematic enrolments of the activities o f the English royal 

government, and provide a new and excellent perspective on the history o f this period. After a brief 

period o f obscurity, the de Lacy family and its relations with the king through its head, Walter de 

Lacy, are therefore brought back to life in an unprecedented depth o f detail. It is vital to note, 

however, that any comparisons between the careers of Hugh de Lacy and his son Walter -  as 

important to the understanding o f the changing tides o f aristocratic fortune as they may be -  will 

necessarily be imperfect due to the dissimilar nature o f the sources involved (with the exception of 

the Irish annals). A careful investigation o f the early career o f Walter de Lacy can nevertheless 

uncover a few hidden gems. Although death removed Hugh de Lacy from the scene, it did nothing 

to alter his legacy. Walter inherited more than his father’s lands, and his relationships with the 

forces around him provide further insight into his father’s foreshortened life. What is more, as with 

Hugh’s own career, a study of Walter de Lacy refines our understanding o f a formative period in 

the history of the Plantagenet Empire.

Nowhere are these points more apparent than in the first fifteen or so years after the death 

of Hugh de Lacy in 1186. Unfortunately, this period was not witness to the more informative o f the 

new governmental enrolments. What information survives suggests that this was a period o f great 

contention for the young magnate in which he faced multiple difficulties. There were initiatives by 

his immediate lord, whether king of England or lord o f Ireland, to deny him seisin o f his lands, the 

confusing and dangerous period o f King Richard’s absence on crusade, and the threat o f being 

stretched too thin by a transmarine inheritance and the divided allegiance which it could spawn. His 

name is writ large on the Irish scene, as the lord o f Meath was once again entrusted to advance 

royal policy on the island and ultimately discovered that the position his father bequeathed allowed 

him to command the respect of the established powers in Ireland. Walter also spent a substantial, 

though less attested, amount of time across the Irish Sea in England, Wales and Normandy. Either 

on his own or in the train o f the royal court, Walter used these periods to administer his territories. 

The early career o f Walter de Lacy therefore picks up where his father’s ended, but, essentially, 

with the seemingly inertial, and near mythic, upward trajectory of power and influence violently 

removed. Hugh may have been too dominant a figure in Ireland for the royal government to hazard 

a direct challenge, but, as was very quickly made patent, the young Walter initially had no such 

stature.

The minority o f  Walter de Lacy -  1186-1189

It is well known that upon hearing of Hugh de Lacy’s death in 1186, King Henry II 

immediately dispatched his son John to Ireland, while also making arrangements for his eventual 

coronation (though, as we shall see, neither came to anything). Because John had ostensibly cited
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de Lacy as the bulwark against which his expedition unsuccessfully strove in 1185, his 

assassination at Durrow provided the perfect opportunity for the king’s son to finish his task o f 

being acknowledged king o f Ireland. The removal o f Hugh de Lacy, initially enfeoffed in order to 

provide stability to the midlands o f  Ireland and protection to the royal demesne around Dublin, 

m ight also have threatened the delicate balance o f  power between native Irish and settler which the 

royal government could so readily exploit. As Sean Duffy explains, ‘de Lacy’s removal either 

cleared any obstacles in the way o f  John’s return to Ireland, and his coronation, or, most probably, 

the instability it was likely to generate necessitated it.’  ̂ This assessment seems to be accurate, but 

there is also a hint o f  a personal motive behind the journey. Roger o f  Howden records that this 

expedition was so that John m ight personally take possession o f H ugh’s Irish lands and castles.^ 

This was by no m eans necessary, as the actual course o f  events was to show, but the symbolic 

significance o f  John’s triumphal entiy into Meath in order to receive the homage o f its barons as 

both king o f Ireland and their immediate lord (while Meath was in wardship) should not be 

underestimated. As it turned out, the death o f John’s elder brother, Geoffrey brought an abrupt end 

to these plans. John received the news, and his father’s decision that the expedition to Ireland be 

cancelled, while he was waiting for a favourable wind at the port o f  Chester. Henry sent the royal 

servant Philip o f  W orcester ‘with a very few others’ in his stead.'' This is, incidentally, the same 

Philip o f  W orcester who had been sent to Ireland two years earlier, in 1184, in order to replace 

Hugh de Lacy in his capacity as royal representative, reverse the inroads Hugh had supposedly 

made into the royal prerogative, and pave the way for John 's expedition o f 1185.’

The deaths o f Hugh de Lacy and count Geoffrey o f Brittany also roughly coincided with a 

shift in policy at the French court from one o f  pragmatic compromise to outright obstinacy in its 

dealings with the head o f  the Plantagenet empire.^ Thereafter, until his death, Henry II found 

him self opposed at every turn by the machinations o f the Capetian king, Philip Augustus and those, 

such as H enry’s own son Richard, who were periodically attached to his cause. In this respect, the 

removal o f a m iddling baron who had been so audacious as to flout royal authority in remote 

Ireland was welcome news to Heniy as he set about the business o f  protecting his continental

 ̂Duffy, 'John and Ireland', pp 233-4.
 ̂Gesta regis Henrici secundi, i, p. 350.
Annales Cestriemes; or, chronicle o f  the abbey o f St. Werburg at Chester, ed. and trans. Richard Copley 

Christie (London, 1887), pp 34-5; Duffy, 'John and Ireland', p. 234. Not wishing to diminish the importance 
of count Geoffrey’s death to the line of succession in the house of Anjou, it is still instructive that an 
expedition on the point of embarkation could have been so easily aborted. Geoffrey’s death did not make 
John heir-apparent (even Geoffrey’s posthumously bom son Arthur held an equal, if not stronger, claim to be 
second in line after Richard), so the Irish situation could not have been so unstable as to brook no lesser 
personalify than the king-designate of Ireland himself Does this make a stronger case for a personal vendetta 
against de Lacy? The best that can be said is: possibly. John was certainly one who would have relished the 
opportunity to flaunt his victory over the o’er mighty Hugh de Lacy (even if this was simply accomplished 
by outliving him), but was Henry at the point where he was willing to indulge his son in his pettiness? 
Apparently not at the risk of the succession. So instead Henry sent one who had recent experience in Ireland 
and who had actually met with success in combating de Lacy’s excesses there: Philip of Worcester.
 ̂See chapter 2.
 ̂W.L. Warren speculates that this change may have been wrought in the spring of 1187 by a combination of 

the rise at the French court of Henry’s old rivals, the house of Blois, and the appearance of an heir to the 
throne of France through the birth of Philip’s son, Warren, Henry II, p. 612.
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interests. There can be little doubt that, although England gave him a crown and Ireland further 

prestige, H enry’s heart lay with his continental territories, especially Normandy and greater Anjou. 

Hugh de Lacy would have been a most unwelcome distraction during a time demanding 

concentration. Additionally, the wardship o f  the de Lacy inheritance had the happy convenience o f  

both withdraw ing a disagreeable personality from Ireland and the march o f Wales, and bringing de 

Lacy’s strategic positions under royal control.^ So important was a quiet western frontier that the 

English king may have been willing to use his position to ensure that these territories remained in 

royal custody. It is difficult to make any definitive pronouncement due to a dearth o f  source 

material, but w hat evidence exists seems to suggest that Henry may have withheld the de Lacy 

inheritance even after W alter had come o f age.

Gaining an inheritance: England and Normandy -  1189

No record o f W alter’s birth exists which could show when he would have reached his 

majority, so an examination o f  the circumstances surrounding his reception o f seisin in 1189 is 

necessary to  support any charge o f  underhandedness on the part o f  the English king. W alter de 

Lacy seems to have entered into his English inheritance in the summer o f  1189, that is, at about the 

time o f Henry II’s death and Richard’s accession. Pipe Roll 1 Richard I, which concerns the 

exchequer year 1188/9, has a custodian accounting for the de Lacy lands for three-quarters o f  a 

year.* If  one invokes a strict interpretation o f  the accounting period, this would put the approximate 

date o f W alter’s seisin at the end o f June 1189. The timing o f King H enry’s death, on 6 July, makes 

the situation extremely suspicious. It is o f  course possible that Henry allowed W alter’s succession 

ju st before he died, but a brief glance at the circumstances surrounding the king’s death makes that 

possibility appear extremely improbable. By the end o f  1188, Henry II’s position on the continent 

was dire. A coalition o f King Philip Augustus o f France and Count Richard o f  Poitou (H enry’s son 

and heir) was threatening to overwhelm the now ailing English king. What is more, the worse the 

situation became for the old king, the more willing his castellans and magnates were to defect to 

Count Richard as H enry’s heir and their future lord. The beleaguered king came to rely more and 

more upon those men he had immediately around him, making efforts to further secure their 

allegiance.’ However, when it came to making good on these promises to his most loyal partisans, 

Henry d e m u r r e d . H e  consequently would have been unlikely to enfranchise the distant son o f  a 

man who had flouted his authority in Ireland at the moment o f  his greatest weakness and insecurity. 

Ralph Turner explains the power the king o f  England could wield in this regard:

’’ While it could be argued that Meath should have been administered by John’s official, the fact that Henry 
sent his own man, Philip of Worcester, there in 1186 only argues for the extension of Henry’s interventionist 
approach, under which his other sons so often chafed, to Ireland.
* The great roll o f the pipe for the first year o f the reign o f King Richard the First, 1189-1190, ed. Joseph 
Hunter (London, 1844), p. 145.For the dating of this pipe roll to 1188-1189 see. Round,'The dating ofthe 
early pipe rolls', pp 321-2.
® Crouch, William Marshal, p. 62. See also Warren, Henry II, chapter 16; ‘The end of the reign (c. 1183- 
1189)’ for a lucid examination of the final years of Henry IPs life, including much of the above.

See below.
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Royal control over inheritance to English estates held in-chief o f  the Crown allowed 

wide scope for the king’s will. [Henry’s son] John and his predecessors clung to the 

custom that an heir to a tenement held o f  the king could not succeed automatically, 

but took possession only after the king had accepted his homage and agreed upon the 

amount o f relief. Even sons succeeding by right o f  primogeniture to their fathers’ 

baronies m ight find themselves forced to offer exorbitant reliefs or fines, or to 

purchase individual courtiers."

Henry therefore had both motive and opportunity to deny W alter the succession to his inheritance.

Henry’s death, however, ushered in a period in which his son Richard was more than 

w illing to ingratiate h im self to those who m ight have felt aggrieved under the old king, thereby 

drawing a sharp distinction between his reign and that o f  his ‘m iserly’ father. Roger o f  Howden 

reports that many who had been disinherited under King Henry found immediate redress under his 

son R ichard.’  ̂ Famously, it was ju st after the old king’s death that H enry’s trusted servant, William 

Marshal, received the heiress o f  Striguil and Leinster, whom he had long been promised by the 

newly deceased king. When members o f  Henry II’s household told Richard that Henry had given 

William the hand o f  Strongbow’s daughter, Isabel de Clare, Richard is supposed to have replied: 

‘Oh! by G od’s legs, he did no t!... rather, he prom ised  her to him .’ He then took it on him self to be 

the one who bestowed the rich reward upon the M arshal.'^ This episode is preserved in the 

thirteenth century History o f  William Marshal, which also asserts that Richard likewise delivered 

on his father’s unrealized promises to several others.’"' It is true that no specific mention is made o f 

W alter de Lacy, but it may be more than coincidence that W alter received his inheritance at about 

the time that Richard is said to have made amends for his father’s territorial parsimony.

Besides the obvious need to juxtapose the evil and unjust reign o f  his father with his own 

magnanimous clemency, Richard may have had a more immediate reason to allow W alter’s seisin. 

Sidney Painter suggests, and David Crouch affirms, that Richard (who was o f course making 

preparations for departure on crusade) established William M arshal in the west midlands and 

march o f Wales, giving him the hand o f Isabel and making him sheriff o f  Gloucester with control 

o f  Gloucester castle and the forest o f  Dean, in order to counterbalance his brother John, to whom

" Ralph Turner, 'John and Justice', in S.D. Church (ed.), King John: new interpretations, (Woodbridge,
1999), p. 322. See also, Holt, Magna Carta, pp 152-3. That said, King Henry was not as ready to exercise his 
royal prerogative over inheritance as his two sons were to be. Although he had the chance to impose a fine 
for succession to an earldom nine times throughout his reign, he did so only once. Carpenter, Struggle for 
mastery, p. 202.
'■ Gesta regis Henrici secundi, ii, p. 75. 'Praeterea idem di4X omnes quos rex pater suus exhaeredavit, in 
pristine jura restituit." Indeed, even the English prisons were emptied under Queen Eleanor, Gesta regis 
Henrici secundi, ii, pp 74-5; Gillingham, Richard I, p. 105.

History o f  William Marshal, 11. 9367-8 (my italics); Gillingham, Richard /, p. 101; Painter, William 
Marshal, p. 74.

History o f  William Marshal, 11. 9373-408; Crouch, William Marshal, p. 67. It is perhaps worth noting that, 
if the chronology of the History be believed, these gifts were apparently made before Richard was officially 
made duke of Normandy (20 July) or king of England (3 September).
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he had granted the earldom o f Gloucester, the city o f Bristol and the marcher lordships o f 

Glamorgan and Newport.'^ This claim suffers many o f the flaws o f  the de Lacy/ de Clare 

counterbalance theory discussed above, not least the eventual cooperation between John and the 

M arshal during King R ichard’s absence.'^ The threat from native Wales seems to have been the 

primary concern, with Gerald o f Wales being sent to Wales in anticipation o f a native uprising.'^ 

A nother strong m agnate in the vicinity w ould not have been unwelcome to the departing king. The 

de Lacys’ Norman lands did not offer such strategic rewards, but any attempt to withhold a portion 

o f the inheritance would have restricted de Lacy’s revenue (and therefore his capacity to act as 

buttress in the march) and undermined the feeling o f goodwill inherent in the act.

A grant o f  land in Normandy by W alter de Lacy to one o f  his tenants there, which can be 

dated to between 15 September and 31 Decem ber 1189, proves that he was by then in possession o f 

his Norman fees, and provides a tantalizing connection between W alter and the new king. The sole 

witness to the grant was King R ichard’s chancellor, William Longchamp.'* Longchamp had been 

Richard’s chancellor while the latter was still count o f Poitou, and remained in this capacity after 

R ichard’s coronation. He was eventually to become effective viceroy o f England in M ay 1190, 

when Richard added the office o f chief-justiciar to that o f  c h a n c e l lo r .A t  the opening o f  R ichard’s 

reign, therefore, William Longchamp was a very influential man. His connection to W alter de Lacy 

can be explained through a tenurial link. W illiam ’s father, Hugh de Longchamp held a knight’s fee 

o f the de Lacy honour in Herefordshire through the marriage portion o f his wife, whose father was 

a tenant o f  the de L a c y s . H u g h  de Lacy and Henry appear next to each other in several witness 

l i s t s . W i l l i a m  also had a brother by the name o f  Stephen, who may be the same Stephen 

Longchamp who was later granted the vill o f  Frome in Herefordshire by W alter de Lacy in 1201.^^ 

Consequently, although this is hardly evidence o f a comradely bond between the two, Longchamp 

and de Lacy were not strangers. W illiam ’s appearance in de Lacy’s grant makes it all the more 

likely that W alter found a receptive ear at King Richard’s court for seisin o f his inheritance.

Gaining an inheritance: Ireland — 1189 or 1194?

W hile Richard may have been able to sweep aside his father’s policy regarding the de Lacy 

inheritance in England and Normandy, Ireland was a different matter. It is true that Henry II had

Painter, William Marshal, pp 83-5; Crouch, William Marshal, p. 71.
See chapter 1.
The uprising was to be under Gerald’s cousin Lord Rhys of Deheubarth, and aimed at the recovery of lost 

territory, Gillingham, Richard I, p. 101; Gillingham, 'Henry II, Richard 1 and the Lord Rhys', pp 231-4. 
'*CZ)F, no. 618.

Norgate, Angevin kings, ii, pp 277-9; Ralph Turner, 'Longchamp, William de (d. 1197)', Oxford Dictionary 
o f National Biography, (Oxford, 2004). The mention of Longchamp as "domino Willelmo electo’ provides 
the dating of the charter. William was elected bishop of Ely on 15 September 1189 {Gesta regis Henrici 
secundi, ii, p. 85; Radulfi de Diceto opera historica, ii, p. 69; Norgate, Angevin kings, ii, p. 277) and 
consecrated 31 December 1189 {Radulfi de Diceto opera historica, ii, 75; Norgate, Angevin kings, ii, p. 287).

Turner, 'Longchamp, William de (d. 1197)', .
Chartularies o f St Mary’s, i, pp 79-81; Cartulary o f  Haughmond Abbey, p. 149, no. 723;
The great roll o f the pipe for the third year o f  the reign o f King John, Michaelmas 1201, ed. Doris M. 

Stenton (Lincoln, 1936), p. 266.
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exercised a great deal of control in Ireland, but he had also granted the lordship to his son John in 

1177.^^ Although the exact relationship between the crown of England and the lordship of Ireland 

during Richard’s reign remains unclear (and may havie been no more clear to contemporaries), 

Henry’s grant theoretically placed Ireland outside the n^ew king’s direct inheritance. Realistically, 

King Richard could likely expect to exert a similar degree of hegemony over Ireland due to his 

realm’s proximity and his tenurial hold on John and the more important colonists, but the fact 

remained that in Ireland it was to John that homage w as sworn and from him that seisin o f lands 

must come.^'' Having recently been freed from paternal influence in his dealings within the island 

territory, it is not immediately certain that John, as lord of Ireland, would have been eager to 

recognise his brother’s decision to allow Walter to succeed to the de Lacy inheritance. William 

Marshal had, for instance, acquired legal right to the lordship o f Leinster that July when King 

Richard allowed him to marry Isabel de Clare, daughter of the famous Earl Richard de Clare 

(Strongbow). However, according to the History o f  Willdam Marshal, John refused to part with the 

lucrative lands, forcing the Marshal to petition King Richard for seisin that winter. In a well-known 

scene, Richard demanded that John rectify the situation, and after John put on a brief show of 

defiance the king got his way and William his Irish lordship.^^ This episode says much about the 

men involved, not least John’s acquisitive nature and King Richard’s determination to impose his 

will on his younger brother. Knowledge of this exchange is entirely dependent upon William 

Marshal’s near-contemporary biography, and it is interesting to speculate whether a similar 

situation might have transpired regarding Walter de Lacy‘s succession to the lordship of Meath.

The only direct evidence for Walter’s seisin o f Meath, however, has seemed to suggest a 

date o f 1194. Marleburgh’s chronicle states under 1194 that ‘Walterus de Lacy recepit dominium

For the council o f  Oxford, see: Expugnatio Hibernica, pp 18 2-5; Gesta regis Henrici secundi, i, pp 161-5; 
Chronica Rogeri de Hovedene, 11, pp 133-5; and chapter 2.

N o scholarly consensus has yet been established on these points, but see, for instance, the case o f  William 
Marshal discussed presently and below. According to the thirte^enth-century H istory o f  William Marshal, in 
the winter o f  1189/90 Richard was able to pressure John into alllowing William seisin o f  Leinster, though, 
importantly, John seems to have had to concede that seisin him self, H istory o f  William Marshal, 11. 9581-622. 
Similarly, in 1194, the Marshal refused to render homage to Ri chard for lands he held o f  John, which would 
suggest Ireland’s unique status. H istory o f  William Marshal, 11. 10295-320. When Walter was eventually 
reconciled with John, at Richard’s insistence, in 1195, he was still forced to pay John a sizeable relief and 
obtain a charter from him for Meath, see below.

Painter, William Marshal, pp 79-80; Crouch, William M arshal, p. 70. A charter in the Red Book o f  
Ormond, in which John, count o f  Mortain granted the lands o f  Tullach Chiarain in Osraige and Tullach in Ui 
Felmeda (both in the Lordship o f  Leinster) to Theobald Walter, plants a seed o f  doubt as to the exact 
chronology o f  events. The Red Book o f  Ormond. From the fourteenth-century original p reserved  at Kilkenny 
castle, with missing portions suppliedfrom  the fifteenth-century transcript in the Bodleian Library, ed. 
Newport B. White (Dublin, 1932), p. 9. However, despite the editor o f  the R ed Book o f  Ormond  ftvouring a 
date o f  about 1192 (which was, in any event, based upon his initerpretation o f  the grant’s imperfect witness 
list), there seems little to suggest that Count John’s charter to TTieobald could not have occurred shortly after 
the death o f  Henry II, when the lack o f  paternal oversight paved the way for John to make several sim.ilar 
grants. See: Duffy, 'John and Ireland', pp 234-5. These territories would therefore have been part o f  the 
agreement mentioned in the History, whereby Theobald was allowed to retain his lands in Leinster as long as 
he held them o f William Marshal, H istory o f  William Marshal, II. 9610-18. The Marshal’s confirmation 
charter for the territories in question may be found in Calendar o f  Ormond deeds, ed. Edmund Curtis, 2 vols 
(Dublin, 1932 and 1934), i, p. 17, no. 31. See Flanagan, Irish society, p. 132n, for a discussion o f  these 
charters to Theobald Waher and the identification o f  the territories granted.
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de Media et Petrum Pipard justiciarium cum suis militibus deprehendit.’^̂  Furthermore, two 

charters for Meath survive for this period in the Gormanston Register, one from King Richard, and 

one from John, lord o f Ireland.^’ It has therefore been generally theorised that, upon his return from 

captivity and subsequent assumption of direct lordship over Ireland, Richard issued a charter for 

Meath to Walter de Lacy, and sent him, along with the lord o f Ulster, John de Courcy, to Ireland in 

order to remove John’s agents and gain his initial seisin o f his inheritance there.

One problem with this view is that the language o f Richard’s 1194 charter makes it clear 

that it was a confirmatory charter, rather than an instance o f initial seisin. It reads:

Ricardus Dei Gratia Rex Anglie Dux Normannie Acquitannie Comes Andegavie, 

Archiepiscopis episcopis comitibus baronibus et omnibus fidelibus suis salutem. Sciatis 

nos concessisse et hac carta nostra confirmasse Waltero de L a d  et heredibus suis pro  

homagio et seruicio suo omnes terras et tenementa sua de Hibernia tam illas quas habet 

de dona regis Henrici patris nostri quam alias quas habet de dono aliorum et de 

adquisicione Hugonis de Lacy patris sui sicut carte regis Henrici patris nostri et carte 

aliorum donatorum quas inde habet testantur. Quare volumus et Jirmiter precipimus 

quod prefatus Valterus de Lacy et heredes sui post ipsum habeant et teneant prefatas 

terras et tenementa cum omnibus pertinenciis suis in bosco et piano in pratis et pasturis 

in viis et semitis in aquis molendinis et in omnibus aliis rebus libere quiete et honorifice 

cum omnibus liberatibus et liberis consuetudinibus. Teste & c.
29(Tertia carta.)

Compare this to Henry II’s charter granting Meath to Walter’s father Hugh in 1172, which reads:

Henricus Rex Anglie et dux Normannie et Acquitannie et comes Andegavie, 

Archiepiscopis episcopis abbatibus comitibus baronibus justiciariis et omnibus ministris 

et fidelibus suis Francis et Anglis et Hiberniensibus totius terre sue salutem. Sciatis me 

dedisse et concessisse et presenti carta mea confirmasse Hugoni de Lacy pro servicio 

suo terram de Midia cum omnibus pertinenciis suis per servicium quinquaginta militum 

sibi et heredibus suis Tenendam et habendam a me et ab heredibus meis sicuti 

Murcardus Ha Mulachlyn melius eam tenuit vel aliquis alius ante ilium vel postea. Et de

Bibliotheque Municipale de Troyes, MS 1316, fo. 39; Quote from Orpen, Normans, p. 195n (vol. ii, p.
112n). My thanks to Dr Peter Crooks for his assistance with this source. Also see Flanagan, Irish society, p, 
282, who argues that Walter was aided in the removal o f Pipard by John de Courcy, who took over from 
Pipard.

Gormanston register, pp 6-7, 177-8.
See for instance: Orpen, Normans, p. 195 (vol ii, p. 112); Otway-Ruthven, A history o f  medieval Ireland, p. 

73; Flanagan, Irish society, pp 282-3; Duffy, 'John and Ireland’, p. 237; Gillingham, Richard I, p. 279.
Gormanston register, pp 177-8. ‘Know that we have granted and by this charter confirmed to Walter de 

Lacy and his heirs, for his homage and service, all his lands and tenements in Ireland, both those which he 
has o f the gift o f  King Henry and o f the gift o f others, and of the acquisition of Hugh de Lacy, his father, as 
the charters o f King Henry and other donors testify....’
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incremento illi dono omnia feoda que prebuit vel que prebebit circa Duueliniam dum 

ballivus meus est. ad faciendum mihi seruicium apud ciuitatem meam Duuelinie. Quare 

volo et firmiter precipio ut ipse Hugo et heredes sui post eum predictam terram habeant 

et teneant et omnes libertates et liberas consuetudines quas ibi habeo vel habere possum  

per prenominatum seruicium a me et ab heredibus meis bene et in pace libere et quiete 

et honorifice in bosco et piano in pratis et pascuis in aquis et molendinis in viuariis et 

stangnis in piscacionibus et venacionibus in viis et semitis et portubus maris et in 

omnibus aliis locis et aliis rebus ad earn pertinentibus cum omnibus liberatibus quas ibi 

habeo vel illi dare possum et hac mea carta confirmaui. Teste &c.

Richard’s charter does not include dare before concedere in the donative clause, as one 

m ight expect to find in an initial grant. Moreover, it lacks a holding clause, which would normally 

have been present to specify the conditions under which the grant was held.^' This further suggests 

that the charter was merely a confirmation o f  an earlier grant to W alter de Lacy. It may also be 

significant that, although Richard’s charter is directly preceded in the Gormanston register by King 

Henry II’s 1172 charter for Meath, it is labelled "tertia c a r t a ' Could this be in reference to 

H enry’s 1172 charter and one from John in 1189 which has not been included in the register? John 

later asserted his status as lord o f Ireland by issuing his own charter to W alter for M eath, labelled 

in the Gormanston register as "quarta carta\^^ the language o f  which seems to suggest that W alter 

had been previously disseised of the lordship;

Johannes Dominus Hibernie comes Morton' Archiepiscopis episcopis baronibus 

justiciariis vicecomitibus et omnibus ministris et fidelibus suis Francis Anglicis 

Hibernensibus tocius Hibernie salutem. Sciatis me reddidisse et concessisse et hac 

presenti carta mea confirmasse Waltero de Lacy et heredibus suis pro homagio et 

seruicio suo totam terram Midie cum omnibus pertinenciis suis Sicuti Hugo de Lacy 

pater ejus tenuit eam anno et die quo obiit. Et preterea omnia ju ra  sua que in Hibernia 

habere debet tenenda sibi et heredibus suis de me et heredibus meis per seruicium quod 

dominus Henricus Rex pater meus Hugoni patri ejusdem Ualteri dedit et carta sua

Ibid., p. 177. ‘Know that I [Henry II] have given, granted and by this present charter of mine confirmed to 
Hugh de Lacy, for his service, the land of Meath with its appurtenances, by the services of 50 knights. To 
hold by him and his heirs from me and my heirs just as Murchad Ua Mael Sechlainn (d. 1153), or any other 
before or after him, held it. And for increase to the gift, all fees which he has or shall acquire about Dublin, 
while he is the King's bailiff, to do service to the King at his city of Dublin. He is to have all liberties and free 
customs which I have or may have there....’ (My emphasis). For a discussion of the circumstances 
surrounding this grant, see; Orpen, Normans, pp 103-6 (vol. i, pp 279-86); Duffy, Ireland, pp 86-7; Warren, 
Henry II, pp 200-1; Otway-Ruthven, A history o f medieval Ireland, p. 58; Martin, 'Allies', p. 96; Flanagan, 
Irish society, p. 224; Veach, 'Henry ll's grant of Meath to Hugh de Lacy in 1172'.

A holding clause present in both King Henry’s 1172 charter to Hugh de Lacy and Count John’s subsequent 
charter to Walter (to be dealt with presently). For a recent discussion of the form and function of Latin 
charters see: Marie Theresa Flanagan, Irish royal charters. Texts and contexts (Oxford, 2005), pp 25-34.

Gormanston register, p. 178.
”  Ibid., p. 178.
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confirmauit. Quare volo et firm iter precipio quodpredictus Ualterus et heredes ejus post 

eum habeant et teneant predictas terras de me et heredibus meis, bene et in pace libere 

et quiete honorifice et plenarie cum omnibus pertinenciis et liberatibus et liberis 

consuetudinibus suis secundum quod carta domini Henrici regis patris mei quam inde 

habet testatur Hiis testibus &c.

(Quarta carta.f^

The use o f reddere ‘to return/restore’ instead of dare ‘to give’ connotes a period of prior 

custody. This is unlikely to refer to the period 1194-5 because, by referring back to the death of 

Walter’s father, the final line of John’s charter not only served to guarantee that John’s illegal 

alienations within the lordship were not to be made permanent, but also preserved John’s dignity by 

papering over King Richard’s role in securing Walter’s seisin in 1194. It is therefore to be doubted 

whether John would have inserted an explicit reference to Richard’s embarrassing encroachment 

into his liberty as lord o f Ireland in a charter meant to assert his prerogative. It is also interesting to 

note while analysing the language of the three charters for Meath, that in the entry from 

Marleburgh’s chronicle mentioned above in which Walter’s seisin in 1194 is recorded, the word 

‘‘recepit' is used.^^ Recepit may o f course be translated as ‘recovered’.

Seisin o f  Meath before 1191

The survival of a grant by Walter de Lacy to his brother Hugh II of lands in Meath prior to 

1191 provides concrete evidence that Walter received seisin o f Meath at the beginning o f Richard’s 

reign. While examining the career of Walter de Lacy, Joe Hillaby noticed that the grant’s witness 

list is headed by Eugenius (Echthigem mac Mael Chiarain), bishop o f Clonard, who died in 119L^^ 

This was something o f a breakthrough, because historians had traditionally linked Walter’s charter 

to a later grant by John, as count of Mortain, to Walter de Lacy of all o f the land which Gilbert de 

Angulo held beyond the lake of Tir Briuin (Lough Oughter, co. Cavan), which can be dated to
37c. 1197. The reason for this link had been that within Walter’s charter, he granted the former de 

Angulo territory o f Morgallion (and possibly upper and lower Navan) to his brother, Hugh, which 

meant that Walter was by then in control o f Gilbert’s territory in M e a t h . J o h n  did not confiscate

Ibid., p. 178. ‘Know that I have returned, granted and by this present charter of mine confirmed to Walter 
de Lacy and his heirs for their homage and service the whole land of Meath with all appurtenances just as 
Hugh de Lacy his father held it on the year and day that he died....’ (My emphasis).

See above.
Hillaby, 'Colonisation, Crisis-Management and Debt', at p. 8; Gormanston register, pp 142, 190.

Somewhat surprisingly, Hillaby’s is the most lengthy, and only free-standing, treatment o f  Walter de Lacy’s 
career to date. For the death of Eugenius: Freeman, Cottonian Annals', s.a. 1191; .4Z,C, i, p. 185, 5. a. 1191; 
^ / ,p .  317 ,i.a . 1191.
”  Gormanston register, pp 7, 179 (see below for the dating o f this grant).

The charter granted Hugh the lands of Ratoath (perish Ratoath, bar. Ratoath, co. Meath), Treuthd (Tredit, 
parish Trevet, bar. Skreen, co. Meath), Maclcergaling (Machaire Gaileang, bar. Morgallion, co. Meath), the 
tuath o f Fithdwinterwod (?), land o f Knelene {Cenel n-Enda, near hill of Uisnech, Kinalea, co. Westmeath?), 
and the land of Knelecwre {Cenel Ldegaire, bars. Upper and Lower Navan, co. Meath?), Ibid., pp 143, 190. 
The identification o f this last territory as Navan is suggested because both Morgallion and Navan had been
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Gilbert de Angulo’s Irish territories until 1196,^° however, which would mean that Walter expelled 

Gilbert from Meath at least five years before he was exiled by John. While Walter’s grant to his 

brother is the only direct evidence o f  Walter’s action against de Angulo as early as 1191, he seems 

to have taken action against Gilbert independent o f  John’s eventual confiscation. On 30 Dec 1213, 

Gilbert’s heir William de Angulo gave 300 marks ‘to have his land in Ireland without the king’s 

demesnes, whereof he was disseised at Walter de Lascey's w ill.’''° Although this might refer to any 

period from Walter’s accession to Meath to his exile in 1210, Gilbert de Angulo’s activities after 

1191 suggest that he was no longer in the service o f  the lord o f Meath. In 1193 the Irish annals 

record Gilbert’s raid upon Iniscloghran (Inchcleraun) on Lough Ree with the sons o f  Conchobar 

Maenmaige Ua Conchobair.'" It seems that he had been tempted into Connacht by the supporters o f  

one o f Conchobar Maenmaige’s sons in particular, Cathal Carrach. De Angulo soon changed 

allegiance to Cathal Carrach’s rival, Cathal Crobderg, however, who rewarded him for his service 

with lands in Maenmag (about Lough Rea, Co. Galway).'*^ He was subsequently in Ua 

Conchobair’s army, rather than de Lacy’s when they each made their way to Munster in 1195.'*  ̂ If 

Gilbert had been deprived o f  one or a number o f his holdings in Meath by 1191, and afterwards 

granted lands in Connacht by Cathal Crobderg, this should come as little surprise.

Problem s w ith  W a lte r’s charter

A certain degree o f reticence is advisable while rewriting the chronology o f  Walter’s early 

tenure in Meath, however, because the vital entry in the witness list o f his charter to his brother 

Hugh, which dates it to before 1191, is not entirely straightforward. Instead o f reading ‘Eugenius, 

bishop o f  Clonard’, as would have been customary, it reads ‘Eugenius, bishop o f  M ea th \‘‘‘̂ a title 

usually associated with Eugenius’s successor, Simon Rochfort. Indeed, the actual manuscript 

presents another potential problem. The editor o f the register rendered the entry as "E[ugenio]

granted by the elder Hugh de Lacy to the de Angulos in the initial subinfeudation o f Meath, Song, 11. 3142-5; 
Deeds, II. 3144-7. Walter’s dispossession of Gilbert de Angulo is implicit in the former’s grant o f Morgallion 
to Hugh II de Lacy, and a wholesale grant of the de Angulo territories in the lordship o f Meath would 
therefore make sense.

TCD MS 1281, s.a. 1196; AFM, iii, p. 107n; Richard Butler, Some notices o f  the castle and o f  the 
ecclesiastical buildings o f  Trim (Naas, 1978), p. 10.

Rotuli de oblatis et fm ibus in Turri Londinensi asservati, ed. Thomas Duffus Hardy (London, 1835), p. 
A19\CDI, 1171-1251,no.496.

AFM, iii, p. 99, s.a. 1193 (the sons o f  Osdealv = the de Angulos); ALC, i, p. 189, s.a. 1193; Freeman, 
'Cottonian Annals', s.a. 1193.

Orpen, Normans, p. 224 (vol. ii, pp 182-3); R. Dudley Edwards, 'Anglo-Norman relations with Connacht,
1169-1224', Irish Historical Studies, 1/2 (1938), pp 135-53, at p. 144. King John later confirmed Ua 
Conchobair’s grant to de Angulo in 1207, Rotuli litterarum clausarum in turri Londinensi asservati, ed. 
Thomas Duffus Hardy, 2 vols (London, 1833-44), i, p. 78b; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 311.

For Ua Conchobair’s expedition, see: iii, p. 101,5.a. 1195;/4LC, i, p. 191, 5.a. 1195;/^/, p. 321,,?.a.
1195; Misc. Irish Annals, p. 75 (Mac Carthaigh’s Book, s.a. 1195). For de Lacy’s expedition, see: AFM, iii, 
pp 1 0 0 - 1 , W95, ALC,\,^p. 191,5.a \ \95\ALJ,n,^.222>, s.a. 1195. For the situation surrounding both, 
see below.

Gormanston register, pp 142, 190. For another discussion of what follows see, Colin T. Veach, 'A question 
o f timing: Walter de Lacy's seisin of Meath 1189-94', Proceedings o f  the Royal Irish A cademy, section C,
109 (2009), pp 165-94.
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Episcopo M idensi', with the form "Eun ’co ’ in a footnote to the nam e/^ Though close, this is not a 

wholly faithful transcription. Eunco  may perhaps give a better impression o f  the name as written on 

the manuscript, and it is followed by the abbreviated "epee M id i’, not Episcopo Midensi.^^ It is 

difficult to imagine where the ‘c ’ in Eunco  came from, and epee would seem to indicate the 

vocative: episcope. The expanded entry would thus read something like; Eugenico episcope 

M idensi, a sloppy, but not unintelligible, rendering o f Eugenius bishop o f Meath. One hesitates to 

blame the confusion on scribal error, but there seems little alternative. Placed at the beginning o f 

the witness list, the entry was obviously for a prelate, and despite its odd form, "epee’ would seem 

to designate a bishop. "Midi' indicates that that bishop was o f  Meath, and the only bishop in Meath 

(whether o f Clonard, Kells or Duleek) that had a name beginning with ‘E ’ from the death o f  Etrii 

Ua M iadachain in 1173 to the end o f the m edieval period was Eugenius. It can therefore be stated 

with relative confidence that Eugenius, bishop o f  Meath headed the witness list o f  W alter’s charter 

to his brother Hugh.'*’

This does nothing to diminish the problem that the title ‘bishop o f M eath’ did not become 

prevalent until Eugenius’s successor, Simon Rochfort moved his cathedral from Clonard to 

Newtown Trim in 1202, and was not given official sanction until Bishop Simon officially annexed 

the bishopric o f  Kells upon the death o f  its incumbent Ua Dobhaelen in 1211.'** That said, there is 

reason to accept the Gormanston witness list as it is and consequently conclude that Eugenius, 

styling him self bishop o f  Meath, w itnessed the grant before his death in 1191. The essential 

problem with the bishop o f Clonard styling h im self bishop o f Meath in the twelfth century was that 

the territory o f  Meath encompassed several bishoprics, including those o f Kells and Duleek. There 

is evidence, however, that Eugenius actively worked to suppress the rival dioceses and establish his 

authority over the entire midland lordship. In 1179, the bishop o f  Kells, Thaddeus (Tuathal Ua 

Connachtaig), died.''^ From some rather imperfect extracts taken by James W are from the (now 

lost) register o f St M ary’s Abbey, Dublin it appears that about the year 1185 an unnamed 

Cistercian was chosen as his successor in Kells, only to be ejected by the bishop o f  Meath

Gormanston register, p. 190.
“̂ NLIM S 1646, f  188d.

There is, however, a chance that the fourteenth century scribe responsible for the compilation of the 
Gormanston register made another error and that the witness list entry might be amended to read "Eun ’ 
coepce Midi,' that is, Eun’, co-bishop of Meath. A coepiscopus was an associate or fellow bishop, and 
although the office was rare, it even had its corollary in pre-Norman Ireland, Colman Etchingham, Church 
organisation in Ireland A. D. 650 to 1000 (Naas, 1999), p. 138.

Brendan Smith, 'Rochfort, Simon (d. 1224)', Oxford dictionary o f national biography, (Oxford, 2004); 
Brady, 'The kingdom and county of Meath', pp 6-13. It should be noted, however, that Henry Cotton wrote in 
his Fasti Ecclesice Hibernicce that Eugenius was the first to assume the title ‘bishop of Meath’, Henry Cotton, 
Fasti Ecclesice Hibernicce; the succession o f the prelates and members o f the cathedral bodies in Ireland, 5 
vols. (Dublin, 1845-78), iii, p. 111. Although he provides neither explanation nor evidence in support of his 
statement, because Cotton would have had access to materials now lost or destroyed, his testimony should 
not be dismissed out of hand.

AU, ii, p. 197, s.a. 1179, where he is styled ‘bishop of Tir-Briuin’.
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(M idensis Episcopus).^^ Both th is act and the title  afforded  E ugenius in the lost St M ary’s register 

are sign ifican t. If, as seem s likely, this w as an attem pt on the part o f  E ugenius to  unite the dioceses 

o f  K ells  and C lonard under him self, then it w as perhaps the reason for the synod he held that year, 

w hich  w as recorded by G erald  o f  W ales in his Topography o f  Ireland!'^  Indeed, Eugenius appears 

no t to  have w aited for this synod to use the title b ishop  o f  M eath, being styled as such in the 

foundation  charter o f  the abbey o f  St Thom as, D ublin in 1177.^^

By 1190, Eugenius had clearly  asserted  his position  as bishop o f  the entire territory  o f  

M eath . In a charter to the canons o f  St Thom as D ublin, he announces that he has taken all o f  their 

possessions and tithes throughout M eath  {per M idiam ) under h is protection . In the sam e docum ent, 

he also  m akes reference to  the fact that he had dedicated  the church o f  St M ichael at D uleek, at 

w hich  tim e he ordered that tithes be paid th roughou t his diocese on pain o f  excom m unication.^^ 

T his suggests that the diocese o f  D uleek had also been absorbed  by this point.^'' W hat is m ore, it 

looks as i f  the viability  o f  M eath as an episcopal un it w as fu rther confirm ed by the office o f  an 

a rchdeacon  ‘o f  M eath ’ about this tim e. Included in the w itness list o f  a grant by C hristian, bishop 

o f  Louth to  St Thom as, D ublin before 1191 is ^Radulpho arch id iacono M id e n s i’.^^ T herefore, it 

appears that before his death in 1191, E ugenius had m anaged to  suppress the rival dioceses w ithin 

M eath and w as asserting  both his authority  throughout, and the ecclesiastical unity  of, the province. 

He w as consequently  the  only bishop in M eath by the tim e o f  W alte r’s m ajority , and the only m an 

w ho could  have been indicated by the title ‘bishop o f  M ea th ’ in W alter’s charter to his brother.

The entry in the G om ianston reg ister w as therefore  neither unprecedented nor unlikely 

given the circum stances o f  the  opening years o f  the 1190s. Subsequent evidence m ay also be found 

in support o f  the title ‘bishop o f  M eath ’ at this early  date. Perhaps the m ost striking is contained 

w ith in  a charter o f  the archbishop o f  A rm agh, T om altach U a C onchobair, confirm ing an earlier 

gran t to  the m onks o f  St M ary ’s D ublin in 1192. Six b ishops w itness the grant, w ith the last being 

"Symone, E lecto  de M ide'.^^  T hat Sim on R ochfort should be described  as ‘elect o f  M eath ’ before 

his consecration  strongly suggests the title ’s currency for h is predecessor. There are, o f  course, 

o ther instances o f  Sim on R ochfort using the title  ‘bishop o f  M eath ’ before the estab lishm ent o f  his

The entry in the register is dated to circa 1185 in the margin of the manuscript, Chartularies o f  St Mary's, 
ii, pp 21-2. See also Aubrey Gwynn and R.N. Hadcock, Medieval religious houses: Ireland (London, 1970),
p. 82.

Giraldi Cambrensis opera, v, p. 104; Giraldus Cambrensis, topography, p. 45. The decision was perhaps 
finally set aside after Eugenius’s death at the national council held at Dublin by the Cistercian Archbishop 
Muirges Ua hEnna of Cashel as papal legate in 1192, AI, p. 317, s. a. 1192.1 owe much on this topic to the 
unpublished notes of the late Professor Aubrey Gwynn. 1 am grateful to Dr Katharine Simms for allowing me 
access.

"Eugen[iJo Mid[en]si ep[iscop]o', Bodleian Library MS Rawlinson B 499, f. 1.
Register o f  the Abbey o f  St. Thomas, Dublin, p. 259. It should be pointed out, however, that in this instance 

Eugenius still styled himself bishop o f Clonard in the charter.
For more on the suppression o f the episcopal see of Duleek, see: Gwynn and Hadcock, Medieval religious 

houses: Ireland, p. 75.
Register o f  the Abbey o f  St. Thomas, Dublin, pp 267-8. Though, once again, Eugenius was called bishop of 

Clonard in the same witness list.
Chartularies o f  St Mary's, i, p. 143. His name is followed by that o f ‘Radulfo, Archidiacono de M ide’.

95



cathedral a t N ew tow n Trim  in 1 2 0 2 /’ and  it appears that both it and ‘bishop o f  C lo n ard ’ could be 

used in terchangeably until th en /*  One final piece o f  evidence in favour o f  the appellation o f  

‘bishop o f  M eath ’ to  E ugenius m ay be found in the register o f  the abbey o f  St Thom as D ublin, 

w here a charter issued by the prior o f  C lonard  and chapter o f  M eath refers to  both E ugenius and 

S im on as ‘b ishops o f  M eath ’/ ^  The title , though still relatively  rare, w as therefore  not as 

uncom m on as has been supposed, and there  is no reason to th ink  that Eugenius, bishop o f  M eath 

did not head the w itness list o f  W alter’s charter before his death in 1191. W hen com bined  w ith the 

circum stan tial evidence presented  above, th is explicit exam ple o f  W alter exercising  his lordship o f  

M eath p re -1191 m akes it a lm ost certain  that W alter enjoyed seisin o f  M eath at least three years 

earlier than has been thought.

It also  seem s apparent from  the w itness list o f  W alter’s grant to  his bro ther that it w as 

m ade w hile they w ere both in I r e l a n d . T h i s  should com e as little surprise. H ugh de Lacy had 

devoted a great deal o f  tim e and energy to  M eath, spending the latter part o f  his life cutting a 

m onum ental figure there. M eath w as obviously  an integral part o f  the de Lacy inheritance, and 

w ould  have been o f  param ount im portance to the young Walter.®' It w as also an im portant 

com ponent in the de L acy s’ tenurial nexus, as a few  o f  M eath ’s knightly  fam ilies even held lands 

o f  W alter in England and N orm andy .“  H ere w e see the significance o f  the fact that the de Lacy 

inheritance in England, Ireland and N orm andy descended to  W alter intact, w ith no break at the sea 

shores. A s R obin Fram e com m ents, ‘the integrity o f  the m ain inheritance m ay have had as m uch to 

do w ith  assum ptions o f  post-G lanville  m an as w ith royal or baronial policy; its consequence w as to  

m aintain  the closeness o f  the tenurial w eave that bound Ireland to W ales and E ng land .’®̂ W alter’s 

v isit to  Ireland w ould have been an occasion to  receive the hom age o f  his tenants, personally  

oversee the adm inistration  o f  the lordship (including  settling any disputes arising  from  the period o f  

w ardsh ip) and generally  assert his position as lord o f  M eath. G iven Jo h n ’s evident d isregard for the

The younger Hugh de Lacy’s charter to St Thomas mentioned above has Simon, bishop of Meath in its 
witness list, Register o f  the Abbey o f  St. Thomas, Dublin, pp 7-9. For other early instances, see: Chartularies 
o f St Mary's, i, p. 147; Rotuli chartarum in turri Londinensi asservati, ed. Thomas Duffus Hardy (London, 
1837), p. 75; Chronica Rogeri de Hovedene, iv, p. 141.

See, for instance, two nearly identical confirmation charters, probably issued in the same year (1192), to 
the abbey o f  St Thomas, Dublin in which Simon is in the first instance styles h im self‘bishop of Clonard’ and 
in the second ‘bishop o f Meath’, Register o f  the Abbey o f  St. Thomas, Dublin, pp 269-72.

Ibid., pp 241-2. ‘Eugenii et Simonis, Dei gracia Midensium episcoporum’.
Gormanston register, pp 143, 190. ‘Testibus; Eugenius, bishop of Meath, Robert de Lacy, William de 

Lacy, Roger Pipard, Richard de Tuit, Richard Tirrel, William le Petit, Hugh Hose, Richard de Capella, John 
fitz Leonisus, Matthew de Tuit, William de Alton’, William Talbot, Hugh de Fai, Peter the chaplain, 
Alexander the clerk.’

The fact that the bodies o f both Hugh de Lacy and Rose of Monmouth were in Ireland would have 
certainly added to the importance o f  Meath to their son Walter.
“  For a look at the baronial families of Meath see: Jacqueline O'Halloran, 'The lordship o f Meath, 1172- 
1309', MA (University College Dublin, 1984); Keith A. Waters, 'The rise o f the Meath gentry c.l 172-1450', 
MPhil (University o f Dublin, 1999). For the British aspect see: Holden, Lords o f the central marches',
Holden, 'Aristocracy o f western Herefordshire and the Middle March'.

Frame, 'Aristocracies', p. 156. This also meant that Walter’s younger brother, Hugh had to build his cadet 
line through his subtenure in Meath and a striking combination o f diplomacy and conquest. See chapters 4-7.
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tenurial integrity o f lands held in wardship/'' Walter may have felt compelled to make the trip as 

soon as possible. Indeed, the period surrounding Richard’s first coronation on 3 September 1189 

suggests itself as a likely instance. Walter’s name is absent from a list of those present provided by 

Roger of Howden.^^ While this could simply have been indicative of de Lacy’s political 

insignificance at the beginning of his career, it also provides scope for speculation, because 

Walter’s presence in England is otherwise unattested. The coronation was meticulously planned to 

deliver the grandest impression, and had Walter been in England his nonattendance would have 

been a bold political statement.^^ The coronation was also followed two days later by a general 

rendering o f homage to Richard by the magnates and prelates o f the realm, attendance at which 

would have been compulsory.^’ It is obvious from Pipe Roll 1 Richard I that Walter had received 

his inheritance by this point, so even if he could have avoided attending Richard’s display o f regal 

splendour, it is very unlikely that he would have been excused from both it and the general oath, 

were he in England.

This does not necessarily mean that Walter was in Ireland, however, because his Norman 

lands would also have demanded his attention at this early date. There is no record in the Irish 

annals of de Lacy’s whereabouts in this period, but as they tend to ignore the arrival and departure 

o f the lord o f Meath, including his otherwise documented journey to Ireland in 1194, there is little 

that can be garnered from their silence. A clue to de Lacy’s location during the coronation may 

perhaps be found in the charter witnessed by Chancellor Longchamp mentioned ab o v e .A lth o u g h  

the grant pertained to lands in Normandy, it must have been issued in England, because at no point 

between his election and consecration as bishop o f Ely (the termini post and ante quern for the 

charter) was Longchamp absent from E n g l a n d . O n c e  again the absence o f definitive records 

makes speculation necessary, but it seems more likely that if he had been in Normandy at the 

beginning of September, Walter would have made the grant to his Norman tenant then rather than 

waiting until he was once again in England. Conversely, had Walter been in Ireland in September 

1189, and made the return journey to England soon thereafter, the prospect o f a late year crossing 

o f the English Channel after just traversing the Irish Sea would have been quite unattractive. In this 

light, the issuing o f a grant o f Norman lands while in England would have made much more sense.

Meath in wardship -  1186-1189

Having tentatively established the approximate timing o f Walter’s seisin o f Meath, it is 

perhaps useful to examine the situation into which he then stepped. The Ireland which Walter 

encountered in 1189 was much changed from the one that had witnessed his father’s death three

As witnessed by his treatment o f  the lordship o f  Leinster mentioned above, and Meath to be discussed 
below.

Gesta regis Henrici secundi, ii, pp 80-3; Chronica Rogeri de Hovedene, iii, pp 9-12.
^  Norgate, Angevin kings, ii, pp 276-7.

Ibid., ii, p. 277.
See above.
See discussion o f  the chancellor’s activities in Norgate, Angevin kings, ii, pp 285-8.
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years earlier. The year 1186 not only saw the lordship o f Meath revert to the lord of Ireland, but 

also witnessed the expulsion of Hugh’s ally, Ruaidrf Ua Conchobair, from Connacht by his son 

Conchobar Maenmaige. Two of the main protagonists of the formative years of the colony, and 

their uneasy truce, were thus removed from the political chessboard leaving room for others to 

tussle for their places.’® Conchobar Maenmaige immediately took advantage o f the vacuum to 

invade western Meath, razing the castle o f Killare for a second and final time in 1187.^' The settler 

community of Meath also proved that it would not wither without its lord, showing itself cohesive 

and ambitious enough to join with two Ui Ruairc in plundering Drumcliff (bar. Carbury, Co. 

Sligo).’  ̂ In that same year the complex political nexus o f the Irish Sea region was further ruffled by 

the death of the king o f Man and the Isles, Gu6r06r Olafsson (Gofraid mac Amlaib), who was 

succeeded by his son R^gnvaldr GudroQarson (Ragnall mac Gofraid).’  ̂ The eclipse of these 

established figures meant that the time was ripe for one who might wish to re-centre the political 

balance o f power within Ireland, a task which its titular lord was not slow to take up.

The cancellation o f his mission to Ireland in 1186 had not stopped John from immediately 

utilizing the minority of Walter de Lacy to assert his position in Meath. He issued a general charter 

protecting the freedoms and possessions of the priories of Llanthony prima and secunda, heavily 

patronized by the de Lacy family, in Ireland .He also issued specific charters for grants in Saithne 

{Okadesy, land of Ua Cathasaig -  c.1186), Drogheda ( c . l l 86), Duleek ( c . l l 86), greater Ballybin 

(Balbyn, Cookestown parish, bar. Ratoath, Co. Meath -  1186x9) to these same priories.’  ̂ It is clear 

that the grants in Saithne and Drogheda were confirmations of ones made by Hugh de Lacy,’  ̂ but 

for those in Duleek and Ballybin the situation is less obvious. John’s grant of the church of St

™ Evidence of Ruaidri’s relationship with Meath may be found in 1191, when he sought (and was refused) 
support from the English o f Meath for a bid to resume the kingship of Connacht, AFM, iii, p. 91. s.a. 1191;
Edwards, 'Anglo-Norman relations with Connacht', p. 144 (seems to place it in 1190); Orpen, Normans, p.
224, (vol ii, p. 181). He was also refused aid from the Cenel nEogain, Cenel Conaill, and Munstermen before 
being appeased through a gift o f lands in the south o f modem Co. Galway by the Sil Muiredaig.

AU, ii, p. 209, s.a. 1186; Freeman, 'Cottonian Annals', s.a. 1186. Destruction of Killare: AU, ii, p. 204, s.a. 
1184;/iLC, p. 167, s.a. \\%A\ Misc. Irish Annals, p. 73, (Mac Carthaigh’s Book, s.a. 1185); iii, p. 63, 
s.a. 1184; Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 195. The first instance o f the castle’s destruction had also been at the 
hands of Conchobair Maenmaige Ua Conchobair ^Z,C, i, p. 167, s.a. 1184; ii, p. 203, s.a. \ \%A\ AFM,'m, 
p. 63, s.a. 1184, and see chapter 2.

ALC, i, pp 175-7, s.a. 1187; C/, ii, p. 211, s.a. 1187.
For the continuing relationship between the Isles and Ireland after the Anglo-Norman invasion, see: Duffy, 

'Ireland and the Irish Sea region', pp 59-65, with a specific link between the new king o f Man and Dublin on 
p. 62. See also R. Andrew McDonald, Manx kingship in its Irish Sea setting: King Rggnvaldr and the Crovan 
dynasty (Dublin, 2007); R. Andrew McDonald, The kingdom o f  the Isles: Scotland's western seaboard, 
c.lIOO - C.1336 (East Linton, 1997).

The Irish cartularies o f  Llanthony prima & secunda, pp 80-1, no. Ixiii, p. 213, no. 2; Hogan, Llanthony, pp 
85,238.

The Irish cartularies o f  Llanthony prima & secunda, pp 78-9, no. Ix, p. 79, no. Ixi, p. 286, no. 94, p. 79, no. 
Ixii; Hogan, Llanthony, pp 81-5, 236-7, 239, 368 Arlene Hogan dates the Duleek charter to John’s 1185 
expedition (Hogan, Llanthony, pp 81, 236, 368), but Hugh de Lacy’s prominence at the time, highlighted by 
his supposed role in the expedition’s failure, makes it unlikely that John would have been able to make a 
grant in the de Lacy demesne until after Hugh’s death the following year. See above, chapter 2. If the dating 
o f the other charters is correct, it is interesting to note that John also waited until after de Lacy’s death to 
confirm the latter’s grant in Saithne {Okadesy), which had supposedly been restored to the royal demesne in 
1184, Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 199 and see chapter 2.

The Irish cartularies o f  Llanthony prima & secunda, p. 219, no. 17, p. 79, no. Ixi; Hogan, Llanthony, pp 
238-9.
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Cianan, Duleek to Llanthony secunda survives in two forms in the cartulary of Llanthony secunda: 

in a transcription of the charter and in an inspeximus o f Henry IV /’ What is interesting, however, 

is that a charter of Eugenius, bishop o f Clonard confirming the grant makes no mention of a 

previous grant by Hugh de Lacy. When confirming John’s grant in Saithne, Eugenius had 

mentioned Hugh’s earlier charter, which may mean that the grant in Duleek was new.’* The grant 

o f Ballybin seems also to have been a novel one. Hugh de Lacy had granted the tithes o f Ratoath 

(in which Ballybin is situated) to St. Thomas, Dublin before 1183.’’ His son Hugh (who had 

received the territory from Walter before 1191) essentially made the same grant in 1200x5 which 

John had to Llanthony prima in 1186x9, but without mention of any previous grant.*° That the 

younger Hugh might choose to ignore John’s grant is unsurprising, made, as it was, while Meath 

was in wardship, but he would surely have made reference to a grant by his father, had one been 

made. If these two grants were indeed new, that of Ballybin would have constituted a permanent, 

and therefore illegal, alienation o f land held in wardship.*' One is immediately reminded of the 

situation in Leinster discussed above. In this instance, because the grantee was a priory already 

heavily patronised by the de Lacys, Walter and Hugh had little alternative but to allow it to stand.

The cultivation of the bond of patronage established between the de Lacy lords o f Meath 

and the priories of Llanthony prima and secunda would have been an excellent way for John to 

assert his position as direct lord of Meath, while also befriending two institutions with vast 

territorial wealth and prestige in the lordship. Hugh II’s charter and his brother Walter’s 

confirmation were merely means of reasserting their rights within the territory while essentially 

confirming John’s previous grant. What is more, there is evidence that John permanently alienated 

lands in Meath through secular patronage. Between 1186 and 1191 Robert le Poer made grants in 

Ratoath and Dunshaughlin to the abbey o f St Thomas, Dublin.*^ As we have seen, the elder Hugh 

de Lacy had already granted the ecclesiastical benefices in Ratoath and Dunshaughlin to St 

Thomas's in or before 1183, while his son Hugh II was to do the same for Ratoath subsequent to his

The Irish cartularies o f  Llanthony prima & secunda, p. 213, no. 1, p. 286, no. 94; Hogan, Llanthony, pp 
81,236, 368.

The Irish cartularies o f  Llanthony prima & secunda, p. 219, no. 16 (Duleek), p. 219, no. 17 {Okadesi)\ 
Hogan, Llanthony, p. 238.

Register o f  the Abbey o f  St. Thomas, Dublin, pp 280-1; Orpen, Normans, p. 180, (vol. ii, p. 76).
The Irish cartularies o f  Llanthony prima & secunda, p. 81, no. bciv. His brother Walter’s confirmation of 

the grant similarly makes no mention o f a grant before Hugh IPs, The Irish cartularies o f  Llanthony prima & 
secunda, p. 84, no. Ixix.

For the law against the permanent alienation of lands held in wardship see; The treatise on the laws and 
customs o f  the realm o f  England commonly called Glanvill ed. and trans. G.D.G. Hall (Oxford, 1993), p. 82. 
As the treatise was most likely written between 1187-89 {Glanvill, p. xi), it is very contemporary to the 
incidents in question.

Register o f  the Abbey o f  St. Thomas, Dublin, pp 224, 254, 270,273. See also: Marie Therese Flanagan, 
'Poer, Robert (d. 1178?)', Oxford dictionary o f  national biography, (Oxford, 2004). It should be pointed out 
that since three of the confirmation charters use the singular in referring to the grant of Hugh de Lacy and 
Robert le Poer (‘de dono Hugonis de Laci et Roberti Poer’), a joint grant could have been made by the pair 
before Hugh’s death in 1186 {Register o f  the Abbey o f  St. Thomas, Dublin, pp 224, 270, 273). From two 
charters of Eugenius, bishop o f Clonard, however, it would seem that Hugh and Robert made separate grants. 
In one, he confirmed Robert’s grant of the church of Dunshaughlin to St Thomas, while in the other he 
confirmed Hugh de Lacy’s grant o f the church of Dunshaughlin, with the chapel o f  Ratoath and the tenth 
{Register o f  the Abbey o f  St. Thomas, Dublin, pp 254-5).
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reception o f the territory from his brother Walter before 1191.*^ It therefore looks as though Robert 

le Poer had been enfeoffed in Meath by John after the death of the elder Hugh de Lacy, only to 

have his seisin overturned by Walter upon his assumption of lordship.

Walter’s rights ignored -c .1192

It is clear, therefore, that Meath could not prove impervious to John’s encroachments as it 

waited for its heir to mature, and after Walter’s accession it soon fell once again to the lord of 

Ireland. Two grants which can be dated to 1192 prove that John was by then in possession of 

Meath, and consequently that Walter de Lacy had been disseised. In addition to granting lands from 

the de Lacy demesne o f Durrow to the monastic community of Kells on 13 May,*'* John also 

bestowed a carucate of land within the lordship o f Meath in Molloghune {Mag Cuillinn, 

Moygullen, now Cooksborough, parish Rathconnell, bar. Moycashel, Co. Westmeath?) and the 

sergeancy of county Dublin upon his own household sergeant, Henry Tyrell, on 21 July 1192.*^ 

The reasons behind John’s new position of strength and its manifestation in Ireland are multifarious 

and ought ideally to command more space than can be afforded them here. A brief account is 

necessary, however, in order to understand how a magnate could simply have been pushed aside in 

Ireland, and how he eventually found redress with King Richard.

Although King Richard left William Longchamp as chief justiciar and chancellor of 

England upon his departure on crusade in May 1190, he soon complicated matters by appointing 

four co-justiciars to act as a check on his chief justiciar that July.** Before leaving, Richard had 

also bestowed rich gifts on his brother, John, including, among others, the county o f Mortain in 

south-west Normandy, the heiress and earldom of Gloucester, and a concentration o f lands in the 

west o f England.*^ As a safeguard against rebellion in England, Richard had first decided to restrict 

Count John to the continent during his absence. That requirement was soon lifted, however, adding 

another ambitious personality to the kingdom.** Consequently, by early 1191, politics in England 

had turned violent in a political duel between Count John and William Longchamp. In October the 

tide turned against Longchamp as England’s co-justiciars chose to support the heir to the throne.

Register o f  the Abbey o f  St. Thomas, Dublin, pp 7-9.
Gearoid M acNiocaill, Notitiae as Leabhar Cheanannais, 1033-1161 (Dublin, 1961), pp 38-9; Calendar o f  

the patent rolls preserved in the Public Record Office, Richard II, vol. iv, A.D. 1388-1392, (London, 1902), 
p. 300; Flanagan, Irish society, pp 282-3, where this is cited as evidence that Walter had not yet received 
seisin o f Meath.

The charter is preserved in an inspeximus of Edward III, Calendar o f  the patent rolls preserved in the 
Public Record Office, Edward III, vol. Hi, 1334-1338, (London, 1895), pp 415-16; Duffy, 'John and Ireland', 
p. 235.

Painter, William Marshal, pp 82-4; Crouch, William Marshal, pp 66-7. The four were: William Marshal, 
Geoffrey fitz Peter, Hugh Bardolf and William Briwerre.

Painter, William Marshal, pp 84-5; John Gillingham, 'John (1167-1216)', in H.C.G. Matthew and Brian 
Harrison (eds.). Oxford dictionary o f  national biography, 60 vols. (xxx, Oxford, 2004), pp 158-70.
** Gesta regis Henrici secundi, ii, p. 106; Gillingham, Richard I, p. 120.
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C ount John, against R ichard’s adm inistrator.*^ B loodshed  w as averted later tha t m onth by a royal 

m andate w hich rem oved Longcham p from  the ju s tic ia rsh ip  and installed the archbishop  o f  Rouen, 

W alter de C outances, in his s tead .’® This placed W alter de Lacy in a very  vulnerab le  position in 

Ireland. W hile his English and N orm an estates rem ained relatively  safe due to  the oversigh t o f  the 

co-justiciars and the expectation o f  R ichard ’s even tua l return, Ireland w as a d ifferent m atter. 

L ongcham p’s replacem ent as ju s tic ia r o f  England, A rchb ishop  W alter, m ay have balked at m oving 

to  constrain  Jo h n ’s activities in the lordship o f  Ireland, e spec ia lly  since any m ove in that direction 

w ould  have only added to the disorder that the  archbishop  had been installed to  alleviate.

So great w as C ount John ’s am bition that in F eb ruary  1192, after he had ju s t  been form ally 

acknow ledged by the English nobility  as he ir apparen t,^’ he had to  be prevented  from  intriguing 

against the absent K ing R ichard w ith K ing Philip A u g ustus o f  France. H is m other, E leanor o f  

A quitaine, and the new  ju stic iar, A rchbishop W alter th rea tened  to  confiscate all o f  Jo h n ’s extensive 

English and N orm an lands if  he m ade the trip  to F rance, w hich forestalled Jo h n ’s treachery  for a 

tim e .’  ̂ The seeds o f  rebellion w ere already sow n, h o w e\'e r, and w hile he w ould  have been unable 

to  m ake any m ovem ents in England and N orm andy un til new s o f  R ichard ’s cap ture  arrived at the 

turn  o f  the y ear fo r fear o f  this threatened confiscation , no such im pedim ent stayed his hand in 

Ireland. This sam e year, 1192, the year in w hich C ount John also alienated  lands in M eath to  the 

m onastery o f  K ells and H enry Tyrell, he rem oved John d e  C ourcy from  the Irish justic iarsh ip  and 

replaced him w ith Peter Pipard. De C ourcy ’s role in K in g  R ichard ’s assum ption o f  direct lordship 

in Ireland in 1194 m ight suggest that this w as a m ove against one o f  the k in g ’s m en,’  ̂ but de 

C ourcy ’s inclusion in the w itness list o f  Jo h n ’s subsequen t charter to H enry Tyrell (m entioned 

above) suggests that it m ay instead have been a case o f  adm in istra tive  r e o rg a n iz a t io n .T h is  period 

also  saw  the resum ption o f  castle build ing  in M eath, w h ich  appears to  have all but halted upon the 

death o f  the elder H ugh de Lacy in 1186. In 1192 the Irish  annals m ention the construction o f  the 

castles o f  A rdnurcher (or H orseleap, bar. M oycashel, Co. W estm eath) and K ilb ixy (bar. M oygoish, 

Co W estm eath),’  ̂ w hile they record the com pletion o f  R athconra th  (Co. W estm eath) the previous 

y ea r.’  ̂ This build ing  program m e w as likely related to  an A nglo-N orm an offensive in M unster,

Here is an instance of William Marshal’s failure to act as a counterbalance to John. Indeed, as David 
Crouch displays, William and John seem to have maintained a mutually beneficial affiliation. Crouch, 
William Marshal, pp 71-2, 76, 79, 85, 89-90, 116.

Painter, William Marshal, pp 86-9; Crouch, William Marshal, p. 78; Norgate, Angevin kings, ii, p. 297. 
Norgate, Angevin kings, ii, pp 314-16.
Gesta regis Henrici secundi, ii, p. 236; Norgate, Angevin kings, ii, p. 314; Gillingham, Richard I, p. 229. 
Duffy argues as much, Duffy, 'John and Ireland', p. 236. Also see below.
Cal. pat. rolls, 1334-1338, p. 415.
AFM, iii, p. 93, s.a. 1192; ALC, i, p. 187, s.a. 1192. The territory o f Ardnurcher (Cenel Fiachach) had been 

granted to Meiler fitz Henry by Hugh de Lacy in the original subinfeudation of Meath, Song, 11. 3138-41; 
Deeds, 11. 3136-39. The land and castle o f Kilbixy were later granted by Walter to Geoffrey de Costentin 
‘through the petition of John, count o f Mortain’, which may suggest that John had made a further alienation 
through a similar grant to de Costentin at this point, British Library (BL) Cotton MS Titus B XI, f  72, and 
see below.
^®^LC, i, p. 185,5.0. 1191.
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where John had enfeoffed many o f  his own men.^^ Indeed, the extreme south-west o f  the lordship 

o f  M eath even witnessed a battle between native and settler forces at ‘Rath-Aedha’’ (Rahugh, bar. 

M oycashel, Co. W estm eath).’* To the east o f Meath, John issued a fresh charter o f  liberties to 

Dublin on 15 M ay 1192, two days after his grant to K ells.’’ These events o f 1192 show John’s 

increased ability and desire to m ake manifest his will in Ireland, and, through it, gain support for 

his rebellion in England. W hatever relationship had existed regarding Ireland before Richard 

departed on crusade, in the absence o f the king and W illiam Longchamp, John was exerting his 

position as lord o f  Ireland in his own right.

William Marshal had also been a victim o f  John’s acquisitiveness in Ireland at the 

beginning o f his tenure, but it is not surprising that Leinster seems to have escaped M eath’s fate in 

1192.''*° Much had changed in a short period o f  time. The M arshal was afforded a degree o f 

protection by his status as a co-justiciar in England, and had already shown his loyalty to John by 

answering his call to arms against Longchamp in 1191.'°' In comparison to the Marshal, or indeed 

his own father Hugh de Lacy, who had had years to forge a virtually unassailable military and 

political position in M eath, the young W alter de Lacy would have had a difficult time resisting the 

lord o f  Ireland, and heir to the English throne, during this period from 1192.

On 11 December 1192 King Richard was captured near Vienna and spent over a year in 

captivity.'®^ During that time Count John and Philip Augustus orchestrated a rebellion in the 

Angevin Empire which sought to overthrow the captive king. The result o f  this rebellion is well 

known, and the added burden o f lands forfeited for their lords’ depredations during the tumultuous 

year necessitated the creation o f a special roll o f escheats in England for 1193/4. Although place 

name identification can be problematic, there appear to be several de Lacy estates under the 

Herefordshire section o f  the roll. Frome (Herefordshire), Stanton Lacy (Shropshire) and Stanford 

(W orcestershire) were most likely part o f  W alter’s demesne, while "Maurdin' may also refer to a 

de Lacy tenant estate: M arden (Herefordshire).'®^ The first three estates were accounted for by the

AI, p. 317, s.a. 1192; Misc. Irish Annals, p. 73 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1192); Orpen, Normans, p. 209 
(vol. ii, pp 145-6); Duffy, 'John and Ireland', pp 235-6; F.X. Martin, 'John, Lord of Ireland, 1185-1216', in 
Art Cosgrove (ed.), A new history o f  Ireland, ii, medieval Ireland 1169-1534, (Oxford, 1987), pp 127-55, at 
p. 129.
‘̂ ^ALC, i,pp 195-7,5.0. 1192.
”  Historic and municipal documents o f Ireland, A.D. 1172-1320, from the archives o f  the city o f Dublin, etc, 
ed. John Thomas Gilbert (London, 1870), pp 51-5; Orpen, Normans, p. 202, (vol. ii, pp 129-31); Duffy, 
Town and crown', pp 95-117; Clarke, '1192 charter of liberties', pp 5-14.

Alternatively, Count John’s charter to Theobald Walter for lands in Leinster, which White dated to circa 
1192, might suggest that William Marshal suffered a similar disinheritance in Ireland at about this time. See 
above.

Crouch, William Marshal, p. 78.
Norgate, Angevin kings, ii, p. 323.
Pipe Roll 6 Richard I, p. 5; Wightman, Lacy, pp 236 (Frome), 203 (Stanton Lacy), 125 (Stanford), 122 

(Marden). Wightman contends that, while it had been specifically named in the confirmatory charter issued 
by Henry II to the elder Hugh de Lacy, the Shropshire manor of Stanton Lacy may be deduced to have not 
been a demesne manor in 1186 due to the absence of a Shropshire account for any Lacy estates during 
Walter’s minority. He believed that it was included in the territory seized by the king along with Ludlow 
castle in 1177, Wightman, Lacy, pp 203-4. Its inclusion in the Herefordshire escheat somewhat belies this 
reasoning. Walter subsequently had custody of Marden in the early 1220s, see chapter 6.
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sam e man: John o f Maur6in, which certainly infers a unity o f  the relatively far-flung manors. 

Ludlow castle, which had been in royal hands since 1177, with a brief break prior to Richard’s 

c r u s a d e , i s  curiously absent from both the roll o f escheats and the pipe roll o f  that year. The 

same official who had been responsible for its upkeep continued to draw revenue from the lands 

given him to that end, and made a fine with the king to hold them independently, but the castle 

itself is not mentioned.'®^ It is possible that, if  it was retained, Ludlow could have been included in 

the m anor o f Stanton Lacy, out o f  which it was initially formed, but this is far from certain. W hat is 

even less certain is why these estates were escheated to the crown. Unless it was part o f an ill- 

conceived plan to persuade John to relinquish his hold on M eath, it is very unlikely that W alter’s 

crime was connected with support for the king’s brother. Unfortunately, the silence o f the sources, 

coupled with the innumerable roads to sequestration in the Angevin Empire, renders any 

speculation futile. Situated along the Welsh march, W alter could have set a foot wrong in any 

number o f  ways during the difficult period. Once King Richard returned, however, things began to 

change.

The lordship o f  Meath restored -  1194-1195

Very little is known o f  W aiter de Lacy during Count John’s ascendency in England, which 

is perhaps indicative o f his political insignificance at the time, but the silence o f  the sources 

regarding W alter’s actions and whereabouts ends, appropriately, with the return o f  King Richard to 

England. Richard was set free on 4 February 1194, and arrived in England on 14 M a r c h . O f  all 

the strongholds which had declared for John, only Nottingham remained defiant upon Richard’s 

return, and W alter de Lacy was in the royal army which invested the castle in a siege lasting from 

25-28 March. This in itself is not very significant, as all but the most ardent o f John’s supporters 

flocked to the king to show their loyalty, steadfast or newly-found. For instance, the shrewd 

courtier and erstwhile comital partisan William Marshal eschewed fraternal piety, leaving his 

rebellious brother’s funeral in order to join Richard as soon as news o f the king’s landing reached 

him.'®’ Looming much larger in the pages o f  histoiy, due in no small part to the survival o f the near 

contemporary History o f  William Marshal, the Marshal provides a very useful and informative 

juxtapositional personality during a few o f  the more m om entous points in W alter de L acy’s career. 

This has already been utilized above to argue that King Richard would not have allowed W alter to

Wightman, Lacy, p .192. It once again shows up on the 1193 pipe roll accounting for the present and 
previous years, The great roll of the pipe for the fifth year of the reign of King Richard the first, Michaelmas 
1193, ed. Doris M. Stenton (London, 1927), pp 86-7.

Pipe Roll 6 Richard I, pp 136-7. Wightman’s assertion that the castle was retained by the crown until 
1198-9 therefore seems unfounded.

Chronica Rogeri de Hovedene, iii, pp 236-8; Radulfi de Diceto opera historica, ii, pp 112-3; Radulphi de 
Coggeshall Chronicon Anglicanum, ed. Joseph Stevenson (London, 1875), p. 62 (where his release is dated 
to 2 February).

David Crouch makes much of the fact that John Marshal may have died fi'om wounds received in 
defending count John’s stronghold of Marlborough against the forces of Richard’s co-justiciars. He sees 
William Marshal’s hasty departure from the funeral proceedings as an unnecessary and thinly veiled attempt 
to distance himself from his rebellious brother (and with him, his own relationship with Count John) and 
ingratiate himself to the king. Crouch, William Marshal, pp 81-2.
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be denied entry to his Irish inheritance c. 1189,'°* and will prove convenient throughout their 

respective careers. For the present, the two m agnates’ actions after the siege o f Nottingham imply 

much about their political dispositions.

While attending the king on his triumphal march to crush the last vestiges o f rebellion 

might be an attractive way to display one’s allegiance to the crown, the homage for their Irish lands 

which Richard then demanded from both William and W alter was an outright affront to John’s 

prerogative as lord o f  Ireland and a much stronger statement o f loyalty to the English king.'®’ 

William famously refiised, asserting that he could not perform homage to Richard for lands which 

he held o f  John,"® but W alter took a different view. Disseised as he was by the lord o f Ireland, 

strict adherence to the king m ust have appeared the best way to ensure the return o f Meath.

Fortunately, the potential crisis o f  allegiance was rendered moot by Richard’s prompt 

sequestration o f  John’s dominions, and, on 8 April, Richard rewarded W alter’s homage with the 

confirmatory charter for M eath discussed ab o v e .'"  Count John eventually relented and admitted 

the legitimacy o f W alter’s seisin with his own charter."^ Both charters for Meath are preserved in 

the Gormanston register, but lack their dating clauses. The date for R ichard’s charter may be found 

in the seemingly independent British Library Hargrave MS 313, which retains its dating clause. 

Although the charter states that it was issued at Nottingham, in his Itinerary o f  K ing Richard, 

Lionel Landon has argued that this is most likely a mistake for Northampton, where it is otherwise 

attested that the king held his Easter court from 9 to 11 A p r i l . R i c h a r d ’s presence at Nottingham 

until 2 April makes a scribal error for the date o f the charter just as possible, but it is not unlikely 

that W alter would have followed the king south and attended his Easter court at Northampton. It is 

interesting that while British Library Hargrave MS 313 contains both Henry II’s initial grant o f  

Meath to Hugh de Lacy and R ichard’s confirmation to Walter, it does not contain John’s charter. 

The dating clause for that grant is preserved in British Library Harley 1240, where the charter 

states that it was given on the fifteenth day o f  June 1195.'’'’ The delay o f  over a year between 

Richard’s charter (and W alter’s seisin o f Meath) and John’s subsequent charter demands 

explanation. John’s charter w ould certainly not have been issued until after Richard and John were 

reconciled at Lisieux in M ay 1194,"^ and may have been further delayed by John’s attendance at 

R ichard’s court in France for nearly a year."^ However, it was perhaps de Lacy’s actions on behalf

See above.
Lionel Landon, The itinerary o f  King Richard I, with studies o f  certain matters o f  interest connected with 

his reign (London, 1935), p. 86, places this on 29 March.
History o f William Marshal, 11. 10295-320. For discussions of this episode, see: Painter, William Marshal, 

pp 106-7; Crouch, William Marshal, p. 79.
British Library (BL) Hargrave MS 313; Gormanston register, pp 6, 177-8. And see above.
Gormanston register, p. 178. And see above.
Landon, Itinerary o f  King Richard I, p. 86.
British Library (BL) Harley 1240, f  27, no 26. Calendared in: Herbert (ed.) Wood, 'The muniments of 

Edmund de Mortimer, third earl of March, concerning his liberty of Trim', Proceedings o f the Royal Irish 
Academy, section C, 40/7 (1932), pp 312-55, at p. 330.

Powicke, The loss ofNormancfy, p. 100; History o f William Marshal, II. 10363-419.
Norgate, Angevin kings, ii, p. 334.
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o f King Richard in Ireland from 1194 to 1195 wlhich served as the strongest barrier to 

reconciliation between the pair.

Walter de Lacy in I r e la n d -  1194-1195

W alter de Lacy was given a sufficient amount o f  tim e to re-establish his authority in Ireland 

as lord o f Meath during John’s period on the continent. His position in Ireland was further 

strengthened by his apparent royal commission as co-justiciar along with the lord o f  Ulster, John de 

Courcy. Once he had Richard’s confirmatory charter for M eath, de Lacy wasted little time in 

crossing to Ireland, where, on 5 July 1194, he granted a charter o f  liberties to his town o f 

Drogheda.” ’ Indeed, because W alter’s attested presence at the royal court, and in England, ends 

with his charter from Richard, it is possible that the ink was not yet dry before de Lacy sought to 

make good R ichard’s confirmatory grant.” * Another o f  W alter’s initial actions in Ireland was that 

recorded by M arleburgh’s chronicle mentioned above: his apprehension o f  Peter P ipard.” ’ This 

seems to have been an official act, one o f  the new  royal representatives removing John’s 

justiciar.'^® M oreover, it is quite tempting to read this as an instance o f  royally imposed 

factionalism in Ireland. Otway-Ruthven takes a step in that direction, depicting de Lacy and de 

Courcy as the ‘heads o f the party in Ireland which supported the king against John.’’^’ Peter Crooks 

gives voice to the sentiment by introducing the idea that the factionalism in Ireland might have been 

royally imposed, or at least royally facilitated, in his qualification o f  Otway-Ruthven’s statement;

This should not be taken to mean that de Courcy and de Lacy were necessarily ardent 

Ricardians determined to undermine John’s supporters in Ireland during his rebellion o f 

1193-94. ... However, even after John’s subm ission in England, the task o f tackling his 

agents in Ireland remained. The obvious men for the job  were those who had a vested 

interest in seeing it completed successfully.'^^

John de Courcy’s complaisance with John’s interventionist approach to lordship in Ireland, proved 

by his appearance in the witness list o f  John’s charter to  Henry Tyrell in 1192 mentioned above, 

certainly confirms that he was neither an ardent Ricardian nor a stranger to the evils which he and 

de Lacy were sent to correct. As it had been a generation earlier, so it remained that the most cost- 

elfective method for the king to assert his hegemony over Ireland was to find magnates whose self- 

interest was in the royal interest, and to invest them  with the authority o f  a governmental 

commission. However, instead o f being aimed at the native Irish as the elder Hugh de Lacy had

Gearoid Mac Niocaill, Na buirgeisi, xii-xv aois, 2 vols. (Dublin, 1964), i, pp 172-3.
Such arguments are of course problematic at best, but one might otherwise expect to find Walter attending 

King Richard’s second coronation, which took place on 17 April, Landon, Itinerary o f King Richard I, p. 88. 
Bibliotheque Municipale de Troyes, MS 1316, f. 39. See above.
Flanagan, Irish society, p. 282.
Otway-Ruthven, A history o f medieval Ireland, p. 73.
Crooks, "Divide and rule", p. 278.
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been,'^^ the lords o f Meath and Ulster were sent against their fellow Anglo-Normans; Count John’s 

men

John was quick to respond to the threat, for it was about this time that he granted the whole 

kingdom o f Connacht to William de Burgh (elder brother o f  John’s future justiciar o f England, 

Hubert de B u r g h ) . T h i s  would seem to have been in direct conflict with an earlier and as yet 

unrealized grant that John had made o f  six cantreds in the north o f the kingdom to Walter de Lacy’s 

brother Hugh.'^^ I f  the Anglo-Norman colony in Ireland had escaped the tum ult o f John’s rebellion 

1193-4, and if  Richard’s appointment o f de Lacy and de Courcy had not already set the scene for 

factionalist politics, John’s grant o f  the kingdom o f  Connacht to one o f his partisans was enough to 

sound a general call to arms throughout the island. De Burgh had come to Ireland with John in 

1185, when he most likely received his grant o f  lands in M u n s t e r . H e  would therefore have had 

an intimate knowledge o f  John’s reasons for blaming the expedition’s failures on W alter’s father, 

Hugh de Lacy, and might have shared in some o f  his lord’s frustration. De Burgh had also married a 

daughter o f  Domnall M or Ua Briain by 1193,'^’ which greatly increased his stature in Thomond 

(northern Munster). William was thereafter well placed to intrigue with or within the Ui Briain in 

northern Munster. Domnall M or’s death in 1194 immediately provided such an opportunity, and the 

subsequent dynastic struggle resulted in the dead king’s sons gifting Limerick to de Burgh. 

Combined with his grant o f  Connacht, this developm ent could only have added to the alarm that 

must have been felt by the other established powers in Ireland.

It is little surprise, therefore, that the situation in the west o f Ireland quickly came to a head. 

The reigning king o f Connacht, Cathal Crobderg U a Conchobair, who was also married to a 

daughter o f  Domnall M or Ua Briain, was the first to strike. In 1195, Ua Conchobair mounted an 

expedition against the Anglo-Norman community o f M u n s t e r . T h e  annals o f Inisfallen record 

that he demolished many castles on his way, and raised hopes that he might drive out the Anglo- 

Normans altogether. The castles were simply renovated, however, and although Ua Conchobair 

made arrangements for a return expedition, none materialized.'^® Cathal’s failure to return may

See chapter 1.
Perros [Walton], 'Crossing the Shannon frontier', p. 126; Edwards, 'Anglo-Norman relations with 

Connacht', p. 145; W. L. Warren, 'King John and Ireland', in James Lydon (ed.), England and Ireland in the 
later middle ages: essays in honour o f Jocelyn Otway-Ruthven, (Blackrock, 1981), pp 26-42, at p. 30.

The cantreds were: Tri Tuatha {alias Tuatha Si'l Muiredaig, in north-east and central Co. Roscommon 
about Slieve Bawn), Mag nAi {alias Machaire Connacht, in Co. Roscommon between Roscommon town and 
Elphin and between Strokestown and Castlereagh), Mag Lurg-Tirerrill (bar. Boyle, Co. Roscommon), Corran 
(bar. Corran, Co. Sligo), Sliab Luga (Kilkelly parish, bar. Costello, Co. Mayo and adjoining district in Co. 
Roscommon) and Leyny (bar. Leyny, Co. Sligo), Rot. chart., pp 139-40; CDI, 1171-I25I, no. 241; Helen 
Walton, 'The English in Connacht 1171-1333', PhD (University of Dublin, 1980), pp 22, 25. This seems to be 
the most feasible chronology of events.

Orpen, Normans, p. 209, (vol. ii p. 147).
™ Ibid., p. 210, (vol ii, p. 48); Edwards, 'Anglo-Norman relations with Connacht', p. 145.

For a narrative see: Martin, 'John, Lord of Ireland', p. 129.
iii, p. 101, s.a. 1195;/ILC, i, p. 191, s.a. 1195;y4/, p. 321, s.a. \ \95\ Misc. Irish Annals, ^.15  (Mac 

Carthaigh’s Book, s.a. 1195).
AI, p. 321, s.a. 1195. R. Dudley Edwards asserts that this was a direct result of de Burgh’s grant of 

Connacht (Edwards, 'Anglo-Norman relations with Connacht', p. 144), while Orpen links it with the powerful 
position of de Burgh in Munster as he played the sons of Domnall Mor against one another in the kingship of
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have been down to the intervention of King Richard’s men: Waiter de Lacy and John de Courcy. 

The annals record that the two men made a circuit o f Leinster and Munster in order to bring the 

settlers there to heel.'^’ Sean Duffy concludes that the targets o f these assaults were John’s 

henchmen ‘whose successes at land-grabbing in the south-west of Ireland were beginning to 

challenge the older ascendancy,’ but the destabilisation o f the region caused by de Burgh’s recent 

grant and Cathal Crobderg’s subsequent retaliatory raid should not be overlooked as a catalyst.

In her doctoral thesis on Anglo-Norman relations with Connacht, Helen Perros [Walton] 

suggests that, far from prompting their expedition, de Lacy and de Courcy condoned Ua 

Conchobair’s raid against de B u r g h . S h e  cites Gilbert de Angulo’s presence in Cathal Crobderg’s 

army as evidence, but this appears to be less than compelling considering the relationship between 

de Angulo and Walter de Lacy.'^"* While he may not have cut himself off from the Anglo-Norman 

world entirely, in Ireland Gilbert now owed allegiance to the king o f Connacht, not the lord of 

Meath. His inclusion in the army which invaded Munster from Connacht in 1195 was therefore 

natural, and does not indicate any support for Cathal Crobderg’s incursion by Walter de Lacy or 

John de Courcy.

Although they may not have initially coordinated their actions, Cathal Crobderg and 

Richard’s justiciars shared a common interest in seeing de Burgh’s grant o f Connacht go 

unrealized, and were quick to grasp the advantages o f an alliance. The three met at Athlone that 

same year (1195), where it seems that some sort of modus vivendi was reached. The two sides were 

thereafter able to focus their energies on mollifying the threat in Thomond in a way which would 

not lead to further destabilisation, or possible dissention between them, in the r e g i o n . O r p e n  

speculates that within the terms of the agreement was an official acknowledgement by King 

Richard’s government o f Cathal Crobderg as king of Connacht, for which Ua Conchobair agreed to 

refrain from any further incursions into M u n s t e r . T h i s  would explain Crobderg’s failure to mount 

his return mission. While de Courcy and de Lacy were most likely there in an official capacity,'^’ 

they would not have been prevented from reaching personal arrangements with the king of 

Connacht. Indeed, Walter would have done well to emulate his father in securing the western 

frontier of Meath. Their good relations might be suggested by the recoveiy from the Irish of the

Thomond’s disputed succession (Orpen, Normans, p. 213 (vol. ii, p. 154)). On the balance of evidence, both 
are probably correct.

AFM, iii, pp 100-1, s.a. 1195; ALC, i, p. 191, s.a. 1195; ^(7, ii, p. 223, s.a. 1195 Orpen speculates that it 
was Hugh de Lacy II instead o f Walter who partnered John de Courcy on this expedition, presumably 
because o f the proximity of their lands in north-eastern Ireland and Hugh’s apparent loss of his Connacht 
cantreds. Orpen, Normans, pp 204, 213 (vol. ii, pp 134, 155-6). Although Hugh’s marriage to Lescelina de 
Verdun would have effectively made him de Courcy’s southern neighbour {Gormanston register, pp 144, 
192-3), Walter’s joint appointment with de Courcy the previous year makes him the more likely brother.

Duffy, 'John and Ireland', p. 237.
Walton, 'The English in Connacht 1171-1333', p. 24.
See above.
ALC, i, p. 191, s.a. 1195.
Orpen, Normans, pp 213-4 (vol. ii, p. 156).
The entry in the Annals of Loch Ce includes the phrase ‘and the nobles o f the foreigners’, which Peter 

Crooks suggests might indicate that a form of common council was present at the parley implementing king 
Richard’s orders. Crooks, "Divide and rule", p. 279.
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body o f  Walter’s father, Hugh de Lacy that same year. The archbishop o f Cashel, Muirgeas 

(Matthew) Ua hEanna, who was also papal legate for Ireland, joined the archbishop o f  Dublin, John 

Cumin, to recover the body which had been kept since his murder in 1186. The body was 

transmitted for burial in Bective abbey (Co. Meath); the head they buried alongside Hugh’s first 

wife. Rose o f  Monmouth, in the abbey o f  St. Thomas, Dublin.'^* Coming in the same year as the 

meeting at Athlone, the success o f the mission may be indicative o f  a degree o f  support from the 

king o f  Connacht.

The conference at Athlone may have been the final instance o f  Richard’s direct rule o f  

Ireland through Walter de Lacy and John de Courcy, for Count John had been reconciled with the 

king and soon began exercising his authority in Ireland once more. Later that year Philip o f  

Worcester was once again sent to Ireland. Although Otway-Ruthven concludes that his role was to 

reinforce the Anglo-Norman community in Munster by organizing what was later to be the barony 

o f  Knockgraffon, his history o f  overseeing administrative change may suggest a wider scope to his 

c o m m iss io n .In d e e d , the supersession o f Richard’s justiciars the following year may indicate 

that, as in 1184, Philip was charged with preparing the way for John’s resumption o f power in 

Ireland. Although Richard maintained a leash on his brother’s activities to ensure that his policies 

were in line with Richard’s own, the degree o f  John’s relative freedom in Ireland is evident from his 

choice o f  justiciar: Hamo de Valognes. The new justiciar had served as custodian o f  Waterford for 

the lord o f  Ireland during his rebellion against Richard, and was later enfeoffed in Munster. De 

Valognes was therefore ostensibly one o f the targets o f de Lacy and de Courcy’s 1195 expedition.

R econcilia tion  w ith John, lo rd  o f  Ireland: 1195-1197

Grace's Annals, p. 18, s.a. 1195; Chartularies o f  St Mary's, ii, s.a. 1195; British Library (BL) Additional 
MS 4792, ff  160-2, s.a. 1195. The need to recover Hugh’s body may shed some light on the circumstances 
surrounding his assassination at Durrow in 1186. Had it really been the work o f a lone assassin, it would 
seem likely that Hugh’s supporters would have had time to transmit his remains to Bective or St. Thomas’ 
then, rather than abandoning them to the Irish and forcing a diplomatic envoy nearly a decade later. A burial 
at the lonely outpost o f Durrow (if this was the way the Irish came to obtain his body) was hardly befitting a 
man o f Hugh’s stature, and could only have been an act o f desperation.

Although some sort o f personal arrangements may have been made, there seems little reason to follow 
Helen Ferros [Walton] in linking the parley in 1195 with the aid which de Courcy and W alter’s brother Hugh 
de Lacy were to eventually provide Cathal Crobderg in 1201, Ferros [Walton], 'Crossing the Shannon 
frontier', p. 129; Walton, 'The English in Connacht 1171-1333', p. 24 (where she mistakenly writes ‘1202’ for 
‘1201’). The intervening years leave little to suggest an alliance, while (as we shall see) the assistance 
rendered in 1201 has all the markings of a self-interested exploitation o f internal rivalries. For the 
intervention see, iii, p. 121, s.a. 1199 [recte \2Q \\, ALC, i, p. 219, s.a. \2Q\; A U ,i\, pp 235-7, s.a.
1201; Freeman, 'Cottonian Annals', s.a. 1201; The annals o f  Clonmacnoise being annals o f  Irelandfrom the 
earliest period to A.D. 1408, ed. Denis Murphy, trans. Conell Mageoghagan (Dublin, 1896), pp 216-7, s.a. 
1200 [recte 1201],

Otway-Ruthven, A history o f  medieval Ireland, p. 72. He had already been sent to Ireland in 1184 in order 
to replace Hugh de Lacy in his capacity as royal representative, reverse the inroads Hugh had supposedly 
made into the royal prerogative, and pave the way for John’s expedition of 1185, and again in 1186 to 
administer Meath in John’s stead, Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 199; Annales Cestrienses, pp 34-5; Duffy, 'John 
and Ireland', p. 234, and see chapter 2 and above.

Orpen, Normans, pp 195-6, 216 (vol. ii, pp 113, 162-3); GDI, 1171-1251, no. 92; Duffy, 'John and 
Ireland', p. 237. Also see Sean Duffy’s discussion o f Richard’s position relative to John in Ireland: Duffy, 
'John and Ireland', pp 237-8.
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Provision w as then tai<en to ensure tha t the new  D ublin adm inistration w ould  not carry out 

retributive attacks upon W alter de Lacy for his ro le in  R ichard’s d irect lordship o f  Ireland the 

previous year. It is apparent from  a m andate John sent to  his men in Ireland that K ing R ichard acted 

on W alter’s behalf, com pelling  John to  accep t de L acy ’ s peaceful seisin o f  M eath. P reserved in a 

seventeenth-century  loose le a f  transcrip tion  included am o n g  the pages o f  the register o f  the H ospital 

o f  St John the B aptist, Dublin,''*^ the o rder w as o rig ina lly  translated  by Charles M acN eill in 

1 9 2 3  143 eventual ed itor o f  the hosp ita l’s register, E ric St. John B rooks, drew  heavily  from  

M acN eill in his descrip tion o f  the m anuscrip t, and p resum ab ly  though t the m andate’s inclusion in 

his published  tex t to  be superfluous to  his task , thanks in part to  th is existing t r a n s l a t i o n . I t  is 

perhaps fo r th is reason that the m andate has seem ed to  e lu d e  the attention  o f  m odem  historians. Its 

im portance for the study o f  the  de Lacy honour is such th a t the full inclusion o f  M acN eill’s ra ther 

faithful translation  is w arranted:

John, lord o f  Ireland and count o f  M ortain , to  all h is  ju stices, barons and faithful people, 

E nglish  and Irish, greeting :

K now  ye that at the instance o f  K ing R ichard , m y brother, I have rem itted to  W alter de 

Lacy and all his heirs the jeopardy , anger and ind ignation  w hich 1 had conceived against 

them , and all the transgressions w hich they h av e  com m itted  against me up till the 

presen t tim e ; and I have received the aforesaid  W alte r and all his m en to  favour, and 

have restored  {reJdiJi) to  the aforesaid Vv'alter all his rights in Ireland for 2,500 m arks, 

w hich the sam e W alter has given m e therefore.

W herefore I com m and you that you have him  and a ll his m en fo r m y faithful people, and 

that you  m aintain , protect and defend them , and th a t  you do no hurt or grievance to  them  

o r theirs nor suffer it be done ; and i f  any one do th a t to  him  o r his in any thing, w ithout 

delay  you shall, etc.''*'

Bodleian Library Rawlinson MS B 498, f. 63, loose leaf. The mandate is preceded by the claim o f its 
seventeenth-century transcriber that it was copied word for word from the book or register of instruments and 
charters belonging to the lords of Platen.

Charles MacNeill, 'The de Verdons and the Draycots', Journal o f  the county Louth archaeological society, 
5/3 (1923), pp 166-72, at p. 170.

He did, however, make mention of the existence of several de Lacy charters and evidences (among other 
things) at the appropriate place in his edition, Reg. hosp. S. John, pp xiv, 96.

MacNeill, 'The de Verdons and the Draycots', p. 170. The Latin text reads: "Johannes dominus Hibernie 
comes Morton omnibus iusticiariis et baronibus et fidelibus suiy Anglis et Hibernis salutem. Sciatis me ad 
instantiam domini Ricardi regis fratris mei remississe Waltero de Lacy et omnibus heredibus suis 
occasionem iram et malignationem quas versus eos consc[e]peram, et omnes excessos quas hue usque erga 
me fecerunt et predictum Walterum et omnes homines suos ad gratiam recepi et predicto Waltero omnia iura 
sua in Hibernia reddidi per MM. et D. markas argenti quas idem Walterus pro inde dedit. Quare precipio  
vobis quod eum et omnes suos sicut fideles meos habeatis et eos manutenetis, protegatis et defendetis, nec 
eius nec suis mollestiam aut grauamen faciatis vel fier i permittatis, et si quis ei veil suis in aliquo fecerit, id  
ei sine delationefacietis. T(este) etc.' Bodl. Lib. Rawl. MS B 498, f. 63, loose leaf I am grateful to Professor 
Nicholas Vincent for allowing me to consult his unpublished acta of John, count of Mortain for an edited 
version of this text.
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Here, then, is the missing piece which connects Richard’s charter to John’s, and helps to explain the 

extended period o f  over a year between the two. It would seem that after his reconciliation with his 

brother John, King Richard had once again acted on W alter’s behalf, this time com pelling Count 

John to accept de Lacy’s seisin o f  M eath while also accepting the baron into his favour. Since de 

Lacy had been acting as R ichard’s representative in Ireland as he and John de Courcy harassed 

John’s men in M unster that year (perhaps some o f  the ‘transgressions’ o f  John’s mandate), it is little 

wonder that Richard would have forced the reconciliation. Ireland was to be returned to John’s rule, 

and the king ensured that W alter was not disinherited for his fidelity to the crown. It is fascinating 

to note, however, that the return -  and here, once again, reddere is preferred -  o f  W alter’s rights in 

Ireland was only accomplished after a m assive fine o f 2,500 marks was agreed.'''® Clearly Richard 

was willing to allow for the financial realities o f  feudal prerogative while dictating terms to his 

brother. This is the first mention o f  any relief being paid by the de Lacys for seisin o f M eath, or any 

o f their other lands during this period, and for that alone it provides a fascinating glimpse o f  another 

aspect of the lord-vassal dynamic.''*’

Just as Count John’s mandate states, his charter to de Lacy for Meath appears to have acted 

as a watershed in their relationship. W alter’s promised fine o f 2,500 marks no doubt helped, but 

John seems to have genuinely softened his stance towards the de Lacys and acted as a courteous, if 

not overly beneficent, lord to W alter and his family for over a decade thereafter. On 15 June 1195, 

the first step was taken when John issued his own charter to W alter for Meath,'''* which officially 

recognized W alter’s lawful tenure o f his Irish inheritance. A reciprocal gesture seems to have been 

made by Walter, who granted Geoffrey de Costentin a fee for the service o f twenty knights, 

including the land and castle o f  Kilbixy and the adjoining territory o f  Conemake ‘through the 

petition of John, count o f M ortain’.'''^ Kilbixy had been one o f the castles constructed while John 

exercised direct control over Meath in 1192,'^° but was in W alter’s possession at the tim e o f  the 

grant.'^ ' I f  John had granted the lands and castle to Geoffrey de Costentin about 1192, and W alter 

recovered them in 1194, then W alter’s charter may been aimed at securing one o f  John’s grants 

while preserving W alter’s lordship in M eath, in much the same way as John’s grants to Theobald 

W alter in Leinster were transferred to William M arshal circa  1189.'^^ The conciliatory spirit was 

not lost on William de Burgh, the prim aiy target o f W alter’s 1195 expedition, who granted ten

This perhaps lends credence to Flanagan’s theory that John’s reluctance to grant seisin of Meath and 
Leinster could have been due to his unmet demands for large reliefs, Flanagan, Irish society, p. 283.
'''^ It certainly places into context the fine of 3,100m which Walter had to pay King Richard in 1198 for the 
restoration of his English and Norman lands, The great roll o f  the pipe for the tenth year o f the reign o f  King 
Richard the first, Michaelmas 1198, ed. Doris M. Stenton (London, 1932), p. 213.

BL Harley 1240, f  27, no. 26, calendared in: Wood, 'The muniments of Edmond de Mortimer', p. 330; 
Gormanston register, p. 178 (which does not include the dating clause).

BL Cotton MS Titus B XI, f. 72.
See above.
BL Cotton MS Titus B XI, f. 72. According to the SongofDermot and the earl, Kilbixy had been granted 

to Geoffrey de Costentin in the initial subinfeudation of Meath, Song, 11. 3154-5; Deeds, 11. 3152-3. Perhaps 
Walter’s resumption of Meath had seen Geoffrey disinherited.

Painter, William Marshal, pp 79-80; Crouch, William Marshal, p. 70.
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cantreds of Connacht to Walter’s brother, Hugh de Lacy'^  ̂ (though, as we shall see, this may not 

have occurred until 1205).'^'' The grant amounted to a third of the province and, if it occurred while 

Walter was in Ireland from 1195 to 1198, was perhaps a confirmation o f John’s earlier grant o f six 

cantreds which William’s own grant of Connacht in 1194 had superseded .W alter seems to have 

responded by making grants of Moymet (Muiamet, Co. Meath), Clonmore {Clunmor, Kildalkey 

parish, bar. Lune, Co Meath), and Clonfane {Clmfadan, Moymet parish, bar. Navan Upper, Co. 

Meath) to William and his brother Hubert.’^̂

The relationship between Walter de Lacy and Count John was strengthened soon thereafter. 

The annals collected by James Ware and the so-called Dublin annals o f Inisfallen record under 1196 

that Gilbert de Angulo disturbed the peace o f Ireland to the extent that he was driven from Ireland 

and his lands confiscated by the justiciar, Hamo de Valognes.'^^ This brought those o f de Angulo’s 

lands which had been held in chief into the hands o f the lord o f Ireland. John decided to bestow 

these forfeited lands, which extended beyond the lake o f  Tir Briiiin (Lough Oughter, co. Cavan) 

into Breifhe, upon Gilbert’s former lord, Walter de Lacy. In the same letter to the justiciar which 

informed him o f the grant, John also granted a messuage in the town of Limerick and three knights’ 

fees in a neighbouring cantred to Walter.’ *̂ These gifts can be dated to about the year 1197, when 

John granted the town of Limerick a charter of liberties based upon those granted to Dublin, and 

when his justiciar, Hamo de Valognes, began granting burgages within the town and lands in the 

surrounding territories to the established powers in the r e g i o n . F r o m  the peace of Athlone in 

1195 to the settlement of Limerick in 1197, therefore, it appears that a gradual process of 

reconciliation between the de Lacys and Count John’s camp was undertaken.

Gormanston register, pp 143-4, 191-2. The cantreds were: Tri Tuatha, Magh Lurg-Tirerrill, Corran, 
Sliabh Lugha, Leyny, Carbury-Drumcliff, Tireragh, Erris and the two cantreds of Tirawley. Those in italics 
were also granted to Hugh de Lacy by John in his earlier charter. See above.

See below chapter 4.
Otway-Ruthven suggests that this grant preceded and played a part in motivating the expedition o f 1195 

(Otway-Ruthven, A history o f  medieval Ireland, p. 72-3), but the grant of the north-eastern third of Connacht 
would seem more likely to be a consequence of, rather than a precursor to, de Courcy and de Lacy’s show of 
power in de Burgh’s purlieu to the south o f Connacht. Orpen also mentions it as a possibility, though he 
posits Hugh as the de Lacy who made a circuit o f Leinster and Munster, before making peace with Cathal 
Crobderg at Athlone, Orpen, Normans, p. 214 (vol. ii, p. 156).

Kenneth W. Nicholls, 'A charter o f William de Burgo', Annalecta Hibernica, 27 (1972), pp 120-22, at p. 
121. The existence o f these grants is known from de Burgh’s later bestowal of them upon William le Petit. 
That charter may be dated to April 1204 -  Jan 1206, that is, between John Marshal’s (one o f the witnesses) 
arrival in Ireland (David Crouch, 'Marshal, Sir John (d. 1235)', in Oxford Dictionary o f  National Biography, 
(Oxford, 2004), 812-13) and William de Burgh’s death.

TCD MS 1281, s.a. \ \96,AFM , iii, p. 107n; Butler, Some notices o f  Trim, p. 10.
Gormanston register, pp 7, 179. Although the editors of the Gormanston Register favour a date o f c.1196, 

the dating of this letter is problematical due to the deterioration o f the dating clause. It is clear that it was 
granted on the twenty second of a certain month between the years 1196-8 at Vemeuil. See Orpen, Normans, 
p. 214 (vol. ii, pp 156-8) for more on the grants around Limerick.

Orpen, Normans, p. 214 (vol. ii, p. 157); Otway-Ruthven,.^ history o f  medieval Ireland, p. 73. It is 
tempting, however, to link the grant o f de Angulo’s lands in Breifhe to the unsuccessful raid carried out on 
the territory of Ui Briuin (in Cos. Leitrim and Cavan) by some o f the Anglo-Normans of Meath in 1196, 
ALC, i, p. 195, s.a. 1196.

The burning of Count John’s castle o f Louth in 1196 by John de Courcy and Niall Mac Mathghamhna 
may indicate that at least one partisan of 1194 and 1195 remained unrepentant, Misc. Irish Annals, p. 77 
(Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1196).
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The royal relationship tested -  1196-1198

All was not well for W alter de Lacy, however, for while he and the lord o f  Ireland were 

reaching their rapprochement, his relationship with King Richard, the man who had done so much 

to re-establish W alter in Ireland, was beginning to come under strain. In 1195/6, W alter incurred a 

fine o f 1000 m a r k s . T h e  reason for this substantial fine is not explicitly recorded, though its 

appearance under the accounts for that year’s scutage for Normandy, which recorded payments 

made in lieu o f service, may indicate that it was concerned with R ichard’s campaigns in the duchy. 

Furthermore, there is evidence suggesting that W alter’s Norman lands had been confiscated about 

this time. An undated entry on the Norman memoranda rolls under the heading o f  Vaudreuil reads:

‘ Vicecomes habet capere in manu Regis totam terrain Walteri de L a d  et respondere. E t Gaufridus 

Cambitor h.r. de exitu eiusdem terre de anno (preterito).'^^^ W.E. Wightman contends that the 

accounts probably refer to M ichaelmas 1195 -  M ichaelmas 1197,’̂  ̂ which, if  correct, would 

correspond well with the 1,000 mark fine recorded in 1195/6.

This theoiy is also congruent with what we know o f King R ichard’s war in Normandy. 

From 1194 to 1195, while W alter de Lacy had been reasserting his rights and performing the king’s 

will in Ireland, Richard was busy re-establishing his own position on the continent. By January 

1196, Richard manoeuvred King Philip Augustus o f France into a truce which restored much o f the 

territory lost during Richard’s absence on crusade. Richard began preparing for war once more in 

April, however, when he wrote to his justiciar in England asking for knights to be sent to Normandy 

by 2 June, outfitted for a lengthy campaign. King Richard was facing a powerful coalition under the 

French king, including the counts o f Flanders, Boulogne and Ponthieu.'^'' A t about the same time, 

Richard also ordered that the barons o f  the Welsh march should man the march for fear o f  the 

Welsh Lord Rhys ap Gruffudd.'^^ A succession dispute in Deheubarth the previous year (1195) had 

removed the dominant figure o f Lord Rhys from the scene for a time while his sons fought over 

who would inherit his position.'*^ Into that vacuum had stepped the fiery Gwenwynwyn o f  Powys, 

who came into his own inheritance about the same time and led an assault upon the march so 

formidable as to require the presence o f  the English justiciar. Archbishop Hubert W alter.’ ’̂ The 

Lord Rhys was not dead, however, merely imprisoned. Once released, the English government had 

much to fear from his retaliatory r a i d s . T h e  restoration o f  his continental inheritance was o f 

paramount importance to King Richard, so his decision to strengthen the march while desperately

Chancellor's Roll 8 Richard I, p. 92. The pipe roll for this year has not survived.
Miscellaneous records o f the Norman exchequer, 1199-1204, ed. Sidney Raymond Packard (Smith 

College Studies in History, xii, Northampton, 1927), p. 18.
Wightman, Lacy, p. 225.
For the situation in Normandy see, Gillingham, Richard I, pp 297-8.
Ibid., p. 280.
J. T. Appleby, England Without Richard, 1189-1199 (Ithaca, 1965), pp. 197-8.; John Lloyd, History o f  

Wales, 2 vols. (London, 1939), ii, p. 580.
Lloyd, History o f  Wales, ii, p. 583.
Ibid., ii,p. 581.
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needing experienced troops in Normandy is telling of this threat from W a l e s . W a l t e r  is not 

mentioned by name in Richard’s mandate, as one might otherwise expect, and his Irish activities 

make it unlikely that he heeded the king’s call to W a l e s . I t  is also clear from the assessment of 

scutage that de Lacy did not journey to Normandy. The 1,000 mark fine and possible Norman 

sequestration could therefore have been the result of W alter’s determination to remain in Ireland so 

as to capitalise on the position which his rapprochement with John allowed him there. Such a 

penalty is less surprising given the circumstances. The chancellor’s roll for 1195/6 is awash with 

new entries, as the English justiciar strove to bring in ol d and new debts for the king.'^' A similar 

situation occurred in December 1196, when the bishops, o f Lincoln and Salisbury refused to join 

Richard’s continental campaign. The king ordered their lands to be confiscated immediately, though 

the political realities o f the time meant that his order was only carried out for the bishop of 

Salisbury, who had to pay a heavy price for restoration.

Whatever its genesis, Walter did nothing to pay o ff  his debt when it was recorded, and it 

remained undiminished on the next year’s pipe roll (1196/7). This evidently provided enough 

motivation for Richard, who was in constant need of money, to take action. Sequestration was one 

o f the only remedies available to the king for a defaulting baron. Norgate explains: ‘it seems 

probable that at the close o f Richard’s reign his ministers may have thus seized the castles or lands 

o f certain barons in pledge for the arrears of their dues to  the crown, and that this may have been 

one of the grievances referred to in the demand of the barons that Richard’s successor “should 

restore to each of them his rights.’” ' ’  ̂ In 1197, the year in which John granted Walter lands in 

Breifne and Limerick, de Lacy’s English and Norman lands were confiscated by King Richard for 

his failure to make any payment on his 1,000 mark fine. The fact that Walter’s Irish lands were not 

similarly sequestrated, and were instead augmented by John, suggests the limits of Richard’s 

hegemony over Ireland by 1197. Walter’s English lands had been seized by Christmas 1197, when 

the custus o f de Lacy’s castle of Ludlow was changed by the ju s tic ia r .C o n firm a tio n  that de
175Lacy’s lands were in the king’s hand appears in the corresponding English exchequer documents. 

The Norman Pipe Roll o f 1197/8 records the proceeds from de Lacy’s lands for the full year

The fighting in Wales later that year shows that his concern was well placed, B ru ty  tywysogyon or the 
chronicle o f  the princes, red book ofHergest version, ed. Thomas Jones (Cardiff, 1955), p. 177, s.a. 1196.

Indeed, although the Welsh Brut lists Mortimer, de Sai and de Braose as being active in the march, it says 
nothing o f Walter de Lacy, Ibid., p. 177, s.a. 1196.

Chancellor's Roll 8 Richard I, pp xx-xxi.
Norgate, Angevin kings, ii, pp 349-50; Gillingham, Richard I ,  pp 280-1 (where the author mistakenly 

dates the episode to Dec. 1197).
Kate Norgate, John Lackland (London, 1902), p. 122.
The custodians o f Hereford and Bridgenorth castles were also changed. Chronica Rogeri de Hovedene, iv, 

p. 35; Norgate, Angevin kings, ii, p. 35 In. Although Ludlow was a frequent target o f seizure by the king of 
England, it does not seem to have been in the king’s hand immediately prior to de Lacy’s general forfeiture 
on this occasion. For Ludlow castle, see Nicholas Vincent, The Lucys o f  Charlecote: the invention o f  a 
Warwickshire family, 1170-1302 (Dugdale Society occasional papers, 42, 2002), pp 6, 15-16; Sidney Painter, 
'English castles in the early middle ages: their number, location, and legal position'. Speculum, 10/3 (1935), 
321-32, at 329; Eyton, Antiquities o f  Shropshire, v, pp 270-1.

Pipe Roll 10 Richard I, p. 212.
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previous, which means that W alter’s N orm an territories had also been in the icing’s hand since at 

least 1197.'’®

After his forfeiture in 1197, W alter was with the icing at Vaudreuil on 7 January 1198, where 

he witnessed a royal charter.” ’ It is not clear how long W alter remained with the king on the 

continent, but his personal attendance likely involved negotiations over terms for his restoration. 

The entiy on the pipe roll for the following year (1197/8) is clear in its presentation o f  the reason 

for the confiscation, and the terms for W alter’s restoration. Under the third scutage o f Normandy, 

which concerned the 1196 expedition m entioned above, W alter’s fme o f  1,000 marks remained. 

However, the account goes on to state that in remission o f  that fme, W alter personally made a fme 

o f 3,100 marks. The account for the 3,100 fme is made under the heading ‘new offers’, w here it 

states that it was made ‘so that he [Walter] m ight have the king’s pleasure and seisin o f his land.’ ' ’* 

Thus, after their proceeds had filled R ichard’s coffers for at least a year, and upon the proffer o f  an 

enormous fme, W alter’s English and Norm an lands were restored to him and the debt that prompted 

their sequestration was cancelled. It m ay not be a coincidence that shortly after W alter’s 

reconciliation with Richard, in D ecem ber 1198, John once again displayed his support for the de 

Lacys in Ireland, and finally admitted the legitimacy o f  the tenure o f  Meath that W alter had 

obtained from King Richard in 1189, by issuing a confirmation charter for the lands W alter granted 

to his brother Hugh before 1191 mentioned above .'’’

This sequence o f events would appear to be at odds with what is normally written: that 

W alter de Lacy suffered both the abiding enmity o f Count John and the sequestration o f  his 

inheritance for his actions in Ireland during the period 1194 to 1195. Although the fme for the 

return o f  W alter’s lands is recorded on Pipe Roll 10 Richard I, 1197/8,'*° the obscurity into which 

W alter slips from about 1196 until 1198, or at least the inability to provide a definite date for his 

actions within the period, seems to have led historians to attribute causal responsibility to his last 

firmly dateable actions. In 1857, Eyton thought that he had found evidence o f punitive action being 

taken against W alter de Lacy as early as 1194, when an unnamed house in Shrewsbury was taken 

into the king’s hand, rendering Is for that year, 3s for the next and 4s per year thereafter until 1197.

Magni rotuli scaccarii Normanniae sub regibus Angliae, ed. Thomas Stapleton, 2 vols (London, 1840-4), 
ii, pp Ixx, 368-9.

The National Archives (TNA) MS E 40/5924. That charter granted Alan Basset permission to allow his 
dogs to hunt foxes, hares and wild cats in all the king's land.

Pipe Roll 10 Richard /, p. 213. In the Oxford Dictionary o f National Biography, this is interpreted as 
being the record of a rejected proffer of 1000m, from 1197, for the restoration of de Lacy’s lands being 
superseded by an accepted 3100m fine. ‘In 1198 Lacy negotiated a proffer of 3100 marks to recover King 
Richard's goodwill and his Norman and English lands (except Ludlow Castle), an earlier offer of 1000 marks 
in 1197 having been rejected’, Marie Therese Flanagan, 'Lacy, Walter de (d. 1241)', Oxford dictionary o f  
national biography, (Oxford, 2004). This can not be the case, because (as we have seen) the fine for 1000m 
had been enrolled two years earlier, without any mention of seisin. Chancellor's Roll 8 Richard I, p. 92.

The charter is dated 4 Dec. 1198 at L’Tle d’Andely, though the editors of the Gormanston register 
incorrectly identify it as Angers, Gormanston register, pp 142-3, 190-1; Goddard H. Orpen, 'Reviewed work: 
calendar of the Gormanston register by James Mills; M. J. McEnery', English Historical Review, 31 /123 
(1916), pp 487-9, at p. 488. This is also a possible occasion for John’s grant of six cantreds in Connacht to 
Hugh de Lacy mentioned above.

Pipe Roll 10 Richard/, p. 213.
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Eyton based his conclusion that this house belonged to  Walter on the fact that Walter’s father, 

Hugh had owned a house in Shrewsbury which was confiscated in about 1185,'*' as well as the 

tim ing o f  the later escheat, which he contends corresponds w ell with W alter’s ravages in Ireland 

and eventual reconciliation with Richard.'*^ The problem with this interpretation is that it not only 

ignores that in 1194 the house was making ha lf what it had a decade earlier (2s per year at 

M ichaelm as 1186'*^), but also posits a scenario in w hich the king punished Walter in 1194 for 

‘ravages’ which were not committed until 1195. Writing almost half a century later, Kate Norgate 

blamed de Lacy’s forfeiture on what she called his ‘attack on Leinster’ in 1195.

W hile Walter’s sequestration has been long connected to Ireland, much o f  the blame for the 

subsequent longevity o f  the notion must be placed on the respected de Lacy biographer, W.E. 

Wightman. The otherwise m eticulous W ightman derived his conclusions from an imperfect 

understanding both o f  the contemporary political situation in Ireland and the machinations o f  the 

English and Norman exchequers. Perhaps the most glaring o f  W ightman’s errors that have 

contributed to others’ attribution o f  Walter de L acy’s fine to Ireland is his contention that W alter’s 

Irish lands had been seized along with the English, W elsh and Norman com ponents o f  the de Lacy 

inheritance. Wightman explains:

In that year [1198] Richard Silvain accounted for the lands o f  Walter II de Lacy for the 

tw elve months before they were returned to him. The sum for which he answered to the 

exchequer at Caen w as the enom ious one o f  £759 . 8 5 . 5d. The total annual yield  o f the 

English lands o f  the Herefordshire branch o f  the fam ily  during Walter’s minority between 

1186 and 1189 w as £91. 6 5 .

Even allow ing for the debasement o f  continental currency, Wightman contends that so large a 

discrepancy between the average annual yield  o f  Walter’s; English lands from 1186 to 1189 and the 

render at the Norman exchequer in 1198 proves that the total in 1198 would have had to include the 

lucrative Irish lordship o f  Meath. The obvious problem with this assessm ent is that it disregards 

John’s position as lord o f  Ireland, and assum es that the profits o f  Meath would have filled  

Richard’s coffers in 1198. The faults in W ightm an’s argument go beyond the obvious, however, 

and lie also in the way he deals with the sums involved. In a review o f  W ightman’s book, J.C. Holt 

provides a particularly scathing review  o f  W ightman’s financial analysis;

It is difficult to understand from his references how  he reaches a sum o f  £91 6 s. for the 

"total value" o f  the dem esne o f  Hugh de Lacy in 1186, but it seem s to be reached by

Pipe roll 31 Henry II, p. 127. See chapter 2.
Eyton, Antiquities o f  Shropshire, v, p. 257.
Pipe roll 32 Henry //, p. 57.
Norgate, John Lackland, p. 143.
Wightman, Lacy, p. 224; Magni rotuli scaccarii Normanniae, pp Ixx, 368-9.
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throwing together issues and farms recorded on the Pipe Rolls, and the preceding 

discussion reveals that he has failed to grasp the difference between a farm and an 

account for issues.’*̂

As for Wightman’s assessment of the entry on the Norman Pipe Rolls, Holt continues:

In fact the account was not presented in sterling [as Wightman’s presentation o f the total 

would imply]. The usual currency at the Norman Exchequer was the livre Angevin, which 

rated at this time at a quarter o f the value o f sterling. The sum therefore is not 

"enormous", and since Richard Silvain is revealed in this same roll as a custodian o f 

several Norman escheats there is no reason to assume that this account was for anything 

more than the Lacy lands in Normandy. The error is disturbing, as also is Dr Wightman's 

ready acceptance of the extraordinary administrative arrangements which his 

interpretation of this entry would involve.’*’

In Holt’s view, therefore, Wightman was mistaken in his assessment of the worth of the English 

component o f the de Lacy inheritance, and in his analysis of the sum accounted for on the Norman 

pipe roll in 1198. This, the independence o f the Irish exchequer, and the acts o f patronage bestowed 

upon de Lacy by John after 1195 make it clear that de Lacy’s Irish lands were not taken along with 

their English and Norman counterparts.

Two alternate explanations have been offered to reconcile Walter de Lacy’s continued 

seisin o f Meath and his forfeiture in the Anglo-Norman realm, both o f which are included in his 

entry in the Oxford Dictionary o f  National Biography.

It may be that John, as lord o f Ireland, had persuaded King Richard to sequestrate Lacy's 

lands in England and Normandy for actions taken in Ireland; alternatively, Richard may 

have taken exception to Lacy's subsequently reaching an accommodation with John in 

respect o f his Irish lands, and sought to maintain his overriding lordship there.'**

J. C. Holt, 'Review: The Lacy family in England and Normandy, 1066-1194. by W. E. Wightman', The 
Economic History Review, New Series, 20/2 (1967), pp 385-86, at p. 385.

Ibid., p. 385. Holt makes a valid point, and it does seem odd that an administrator based in Normandy 
would also be able to oversee the de Lacy estates in Britain in addition to the various other lands under his 
charge. It should be noted, however, that the fine for the return of his lands was enrolled on the English pipe 
rolls without any previous mention of the profits garnered from their forfeiture. What is more, the fine 
remained on the English pipe rolls until Walter’s next general forfeiture in 1210, well after his Norman 
estates must have seemed well and truly lost to Philip Augustus. Whatever might be said about Wightman’s 
valuation of the de Lacy honour, had the Norman estates been the only estates sequestrated by Richard, than 
3100 m would have been a rather large fine for their return, and continued payment after they had been 
sequestrated in 1202, and lost to the French king in 1204, would have been unlikely. It is therefore probable 
that the sum on the Norman pipe rolls is for all lands held of King Richard.

Flanagan, 'Lacy, Walter de (d. 1241)'.
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In light o f  Richard’s role in securing what seems to have been W alter’s genuine reconciliation 

w ith John, neither alternative presents itself as being ver> likely. This is an excellent illustration 

o f  the paucity o f sources which plagues the first ten years o f  W alter de Lacy’s career. Were his 

father to have endured such forfeiture, it may have been documented in the pages o f  Gerald o f 

W ales or Roger o f Howden; alternatively, had the sequestration occurred during John’s reign as 

k ing o f  England, documentation in the form o f an official letter or mandate on the subject would 

m ost likely have been enrolled.

As it happens, the only evidence which could be used in support o f  either o f  the quoted 

interpretations comes from the oblate roll o f  the first year o f  John’s reign, in which he ordered 

the justiciar o f  Ireland, M eiler fitz Henry, to restore the m agnate Henry Tyrell’s lands and to 

‘inquire how Henry has served ; whether he sided with John de Courcy and W. de Lascy, and 

aided them in destroying the king's land o f  Ireland’'*  ̂ This has been seized upon by some as a 

link with the expedition o f 1195 and evidence that John w as simply ‘biding his tim e to revenge 

him self on de Courcy and de Lacy’ while under R ichard’s watchful eye.'^° This could be a 

feasible link, separated though the instances are by four years, had John remained neutral and 

Richard constant in his support o f W alter de Lacy in the interim  years. Alternatively, it could be 

seen as proof that John was displeased with de Lacy’s activity in Ireland, which m ight then have 

prom pted him to petition his brother to seize W alter’s English, Welsh and Norman assets. As 

the actual course o f  events shows, however, John achieved something o f a rapprochement with 

de Lacy, thereby precluding any harboured grudge, while Richard sequestrated his lands. It is 

interesting to note that Henty Tyrell is the same man whom  Count John enfeoffed in Meath in 

July 1192.'^^ The motive behind the mandate o f  1199 m ay therefore have been to see whether 

his former sergeant had joined forces with de Lacy and de Courcy in 1195. This would have 

been an issue o f personal allegiance, and would not infer any sustained or renewed enmity 

towards de Lacy, who was, after all, R ichard’s man in 1195. However improbable a scenario in 

which John petitioned punitive action from Richard is, however, the opposite explanation that 

Richard sequestrated W alter’s lands out o f  spite for his reconciliation with John is no more 

appealing, suffering, as it does, from a total lack o f concrete evidence.

Rot. obi. etfin., p. 74; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 90.
Otway-Ruthven, A history o f  medieval Ireland, p. 73 (quote); Duffy, 'John and Ireland', pp 236-7. In 

fairness to these authors, in neither of these cases is the 1199 mandate linked to Walter’s forfeiture. Orpen 
declined to take a definitive stance on the issue. He leaves it to a footnote in which he states that it obviously 
cannot refer to the Connacht expedition of 1201, is unlikely to refer to the events o f 1195, and that it is 
probably John de Courcy’s raids into Tirowen in 1198-9. He admits the absence of any mention o f de Lacy in 
the annals regarding the Tirowen raids, but postulates that the ‘ W. de Lascy’ of the king’s correspondence 
could have been Walter’s younger brother William, who may have held lands of de Courcy along with his 
brother Hugh in northern Louth, Orpen, Normans, p. 205n (vol. ii, p. 137n).

As Orpen remarks of de Lacy’s partner in the events of 1194-5: ‘Here we may observe that these 
expeditions [to Connacht in 1195 and 1201] cannot have been the real cause o f the king’s ire against John de 
Courcy or of his ultimate ruin. This supposition would not only seem to be excluded by the dates, but would 
fail to account for the royal favour bestowed upon the de Lacy’s, one o f whom at any rate shared in de 
Courcy’s expedition’, Orpen, Normans, p. 205 (vol. ii, p. 137).

See above.
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Both of these alternatives are alike in looking to Ireland for the catalyst which brought 

about de Lacy’s forfeiture, and it is obvious that this has been the general tendency when 

discussing the sequestration.'^^ Joe Hillaby has seemingly attempted to sustain both 

interpretations in his writings on the topic by following the likes o f Otway-Ruthven and Duffy 

in seeing the 1199 mandate as proof o f John’s abiding enmity towards de Lacy, while also 

positing Irish matters as the reason for Richard’s sequestration o f W alter’s honour.'^'' In a rather 

unfortunate placement of an un-cited quotation, he even makes it appear as though the entry on 

Pipe Roll 10 Richard I in 1198 established a direct and explicit link between the sequestration of 

W alter’s lands and his actions in Ireland in 1194. In a list of fines accrued by de Lacy he writes:

‘ 1198: 3,100 marks for “ravages committed upon the territory o f the king in Ireland”, 1194.’

John Gillingham is one who, after admitting the uncertainty o f the situation, looks to Wales for 

an explanation. Although his willingness to look beyond Ireland to account for the 

sequestration o f Walter’s forfeiture in the Anglo-Norman realm is commendable, Gillingham’s 

statement that it was ‘possibly because o f some shortcoming vis-a-vis the Welsh’ is mere 

conjecture. Even Brock Holden, who deals extensively with the de Lacys in England and Wales 

in his thesis and resultant Lords o f  the central marches, passes quickly over the issue, saying 

that it was ‘for reasons having to do with the vagaries o f Irish politics’. If ever there was a call 

for a trans-national approach to the study of baronial families, this is it.'^^

Conclusion

While in Ireland from 1194 to 1197, Walter was afforded a degree of autonomy bred first of 

his royal commission and then o f the remoteness of the political scene upon which he chose to 

manoeuvre. He accrued a massive debt in order to be allowed to stay in that arena, which was 

ostensibly ruled by Count John, a man who was in a much weaker position than his brother, King 

Richard. Although Walter may have grown lazy while receiving acts o f patronage from the lord of 

Ireland, allowing his debt to Richard to go unpaid, the English king was quick to reassert his 

authority over Walter and to ensure that de Lacy knew the exact nature o f their relationship. The 

situation was soon to become much simpler, if not better, for Walter upon the death o f King

This is no doubt due in-part to their relative prominence in contemporary’ Irish sources, but the near 
monopoly which historians of Ireland have on the post 1172 de Lacy family might also be to blame. The fault 
does not simply lie with Irish historians, however. Although Joe Hillaby’s primary concerns seem to lie with 
the specialist subjects o f Jewish history and the local history of the western counties o f England, he decided 
to restrict his article exclusively concerned with Walter de Lacy to Ireland, Hillaby, 'Colonisation, Crisis- 
Management and Debt'. Additionally, it should be noted that while the work from which this article sprang 
(Hillaby, 'Hereford Gold, part 2') also dealt with England, the focus when analysing the career o f Walter de 
Lacy was firmly in Ireland

Hillaby, 'Colonisation, Crisis-Management and Debt', pp 8-9.
Hillaby, 'Hereford Gold, part 2', p. 216.
Gillingham, Richard I, p. 262n.
Holden, Lords o f  the central marches, p. 171. His thesis (which his book for the most part follows) 

provides more information in a footnote, which follows the Oxford Dictionary o f  National Biography in 
attributing the forfeiture to the activities o f 1195, Holden, 'Aristocracy o f western Herefordshire and the 
Middle March', pp 224-5n.
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Richard on 6 April 1199.'^* From that point the king o f  England and lord o f Ireland were one and 

the same man. No longer was Ireland a refuge, or a place where de Lacy might easily forget where 

his ultimate loyalties must lie. Just as it had been before the council o f  Oxford in 1177, so it was 

again. The lord o f  Meath held all o f  his lands directly o f  the king o f  England. No more conflict o f 

loyalties, no more ambiguity.

The inception o f  the great series o f royal enrolm ents also ushers in a period o f  less 

ambiguity within the sources for the ensuing period. These revolutionize the ways in which its 

history can be viewed, as they provide glimpses into th e  relationships between the crown and all 

m anner o f  men (and women), w here such relationships existed. In many ways, in the absence o f 

these enrolments, the difficulty in the study o f W alter de Lacy’s political career during the reign o f 

Richard I is caused by its pertinence to the study o f greater themes and greater men. W hen Walter 

made an appearance on the historical scene, it was usually in the context o f  an event in which he 

played only a supporting role. His initial seisin o f M eath had presumably been attributed to 1194 

for so long because it fit in nicely with the dynamic between King Richard and Count John as it had 

been understood, as well as the situation involving W illiam  Marshal. However, through careful 

investigation o f the evidence surrounding the de Lacy inheritance, a different picture emerges. 

Moreover, it is through this same study that a new insight into the actions o f  John while Richard 

was away on crusade may be gained, that is, his unchecked aggression against one o f  his own 

magnates in Ireland. It is symptomatic o f  the general dearth o f  work on the subject that theories on 

the tim ing and nature o f W alter’s forfeiture stretch from  1194 to 1197 and disagree on exactly 

which territories were taken. W hile it is hoped that a step has been taken towards a m ore perfect 

understanding o f  the early years o f  W alter’s tenure, the same constraints which have plagued 

historians to this point remain, for the m ost part, in place. Until further evidence presents itself, 

speculation must reign over great swathes o f  the early career o f  W alter de Lacy.

Norgate, Angevin kings, ii, p. 386.
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The Reign of King John
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Chapter 4

Royally Imposed Factionalism: 1199-1206

The accession o f King John marks a turning point in the examination of the de Lacy 

family. As is frequently cited, the great series o f enrolments, upon which many English and Irish 

historians have come to rely, commence in the early years of John’s reign. In addition, the king -  

magnate dynamic is much more pronounced between John and Walter de Lacy than it had been 

during Richard’s reign. This should come as little surprise. While Richard had been count of distant 

Poitou before succeeding his father, Henry II, John was already Walter’s immediate lord in Ireland. 

Neither is the famous juxtaposition between Richard and John being absentee and obtrusive kings 

o f England respectively without its corollary for the history o f the de Lacy family. Although 

Richard was certainly capable of exerting his will through direct intervention, his impact on Walter 

de Lacy’s career was generally felt from afar. While they likely met intermittently throughout 

Richard’s reign, what evidence exists proves only that King Richard and Walter were together in 

1194 at Nottingham, when Richard granted Walter a confirmation charter for Meath, and in 

January 1198, while W alter’s lands were sequestrated. Compare this to John, who met frequently 

with Walter from circa September 1199 -  March 1201, seems to have met with him prior to 

sending Walter to Ireland in an official capacity in 1204, retained his brother Hugh de Lacy in royal 

service in 1205, recalled Walter to his court in 1207, made peace with him in 1208, and, of course, 

led an expedition against the de Lacy brothers in 1210. This proximity to the curia regis naturally 

translated into a certain degree o f prominence within the sources concerned with its activities, 

providing a level of detail hitherto unprecedented in the study of the de Lacy family.

Walter in Normandy -  1199-1200

The exact whereabouts of Walter de Lacy upon the death of King Richard are unknown, 

but the situation subsequent to the king’s death was one o f great uncertainty and anxiety throughout 

the Angevin Empire. Without dwelling for an undue period on the legal or political minutiae of the 

situation, two potential heirs provided the opportunity for dissension and intrigue, especially since 

one of them, Richard’s nephew Arthur of Brittany, was still a minor and the other, Richard’s 

younger brother John, a former rebel.' From its beginnings, then, John’s reign was one to be

' h therefore transpired that, despite Richard’s apparent deathbed pronouncement on the issue in favour o f  
John, Arthur was recognised as heir to Anjou by its magnates, while John was accepted by the Anglo-
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plagued by the arduous task o f securing Richard’s inheritance in the face o f an alternative heir and 

the omripresent antagonist King Philip Augustus of France. It is important to understand and 

appreciae the significance o f John’s French preoccupations, as they act as a driving force for many 

of his -  and his magnates’ -  actions which might otherwise appear to have existed in a vacuum. 

John’s -epressntatives were, however, quickly able to mollify the English baronage and his 

coronation took place on 27 May 1199, followed the next day by the requisite general oath of 

homage from his English magnates.^ The new king then wasted little time in exploiting his new 

position by calling out the feudal host to embark for France. The expedition sailed on 20 June, and 

with it V'ent the majority of the English aristocracy.^

It is 1 ttle surprise, therefore, that upon the outbreak of hostilities between John and Philip 

Augustis in September, Walter de Lacy was in the English king’s train. Joe Hillaby, followed by 

others, las argued that de Lacy’s sojourn at court was due to King John’s suspicions of the baron. 

‘De Laty was kept on a tight leash in the royal retinue from autumn 1199 until the spring of 

1201.’'' An inspection of the relevant evidence shows this to be an overstatement -  the leash, for 

instance, was not so tight that it did not allow de Lacy to remain in Normandy while the king 

journeyed to Anjou and Aquitaine^ - and the conclusions drawn from it consequently suspect. 

Although the only direct evidence for Walter’s activities during this period comes from his 

presence in the witness lists o f (mostly royal) charters, an ounce of careful speculation allows for a 

clearer picture of his movements in the period. Walter’s first appearance in the reign o f King John 

came on 3 September 1199 at Rouen as he attested one of the new king’s charters.* The second 

followei just three days later when Walter was joined by his brother Hugh in the witness list o f a 

royal g-ant to William, baron of Naas o f the castle of Karakytyl in the cantred o f Huene 

(Carriclitil, bar. Owney, co. Limerick?) and one burgage within the town of Limerick on 6 

Septemier 1199.’ John was at this point issuing many new grants in Ireland, which Lydon has 

calculated cane to total some 36 knights’ fees and 31 carucates of land in the space o f about a 

week.*

The following month, King John made a truce with Philip Augustus to last until the feast of 

St. Hilary (13 January), which was eventually extended until mid summer 1200. John took

Norman realm Aquitaine remained in the hands o f the aged Eleanor, which effectively made it John’s as 
well, Chronica Rogeri de Hovedene, iv, p. 83. But see also: Powicke, The loss o f  Normandy, Appendix I; 
Sidney Painter The reign o f  King John (Baltimore, 1949), pp 1-2, 7; 'Annales de Margan, (A.D. 1066-1232)', 
in Henr) Richards Luard (ed.), Annales Monastici, vol i, (London, 1864), pp3-42, at p. 24.
 ̂Norgat;, John Lackland, p. 65; Painter, The reign o f  King John, p. 15.
 ̂Ralph o f Cog^eshall, p. 100; Norgate, John Lackland, p. 68; Painter, The reign o f  King John, p. 16.
Hillab\, 'Colonisation, Crisis-Management and Debt', p. 9.

 ̂ See be!ow. It should be noted that Walter is totally absent from the witness lists o f John’s pre 1199 charters. 
See the useful :able in Nicholas Vincent, 'Jean, comte de Mortain: le futur roi et ses domaines en Normandie 
1183-1199', in Anne-Marie Flambard Hericher and Veronique Gazeau (eds.), 1204: la Normandie entre 
Plantagenets et Capetiens, (Caen, 2007), pp 37-59, at pp 57-9.
 ̂Rot. chart., pp 23-4.

’ Gormanston "egister, p. 163.
* Lydon, Lord;hip o f  Ireland, p. 62; Duffy, 'John and Ireland', p. 238.
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advantage o f this respite to journey first to Aquitaine, and then across the Channel to England.^ 

During this period, Walter de Lacy most likely remained in Normandy, concerning himself with his 

own interests in the duchy. That this is the case is suggested by his reappearance in a royal witness 

list only after John’s return to Normandy. On 3 June 1200, Walter was at Caen where he witnessed 

a royal grant to William de Braose.'° The following day, 4 June, Walter witnessed two royal 

charters at Falaise." It is difficult to ascertain the length o f  Walter’s sojourn at court from this bare 

evidence, though it is not unlikely that he was in unattested attendance before 3 June. His 

disappearance from the royal witness lists after 4 June recommends this as his final day in the royal 

retinue however. The town o f Falaise lies approximately 42.5 km (26 miles) due east of Lassy, 

which amounts to a day’s ride. King John was at Argentan the next day, and for a few days 

thereafter before leaving Normandy altogether.'^ This would have taken Walter farther away from 

Lassy, and his absence from any royal witness lists suggests that, rather than accompanying John to 

the borders o f Normandy, Walter took his leave after Falaise and dropped o f to oversee his own 

estates.'^

The Welsh March reorganised -  1199-1200

King John had submitted to the somewhat humiliating Treaty o f le Goulet with Philip 

Augustus on 22 May, whereafter he mounted an impressive expedition through Aquitaine in order 

to reassert his dominance there.*'' Powicke asserts that John took this opportunity to consolidate 

and govern the whole o f his vast inheritance.'^ Indeed, it certainly seems that John decided upon a 

new strategic stance regarding the marches o f Wales and Ireland, which was to have a direct impact 

upon Walter de Lacy and the structural integrity o f the de Lacy inheritance as a whole. Perhaps the 

first step had been taken in April o f  that year, when King John belted Henry de Bohun earl o f  

Hereford, granting him £20 a year and the third penny o f Herefordshire.'® Historically, the de 

Lacys’ relationship with the earls o f Hereford had been ambivalent at best, the latter having gone 

so far as to procure a grant o f  the de Lacys’ English honour and actively pursue the destruction o f

’ 'Itinerary of King John', in Thomas Duffus Hardy (ed.), Rotuli Litterarum Patentium in Turri Londinensi 
asservati, (London, 1835); Norgate, John Lackland, pp 72-3.

Rot. chart., pp 66-7.
" British Library (BL) Lansdowne 229, f  23; Rot. chart., p. 69; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 121. This second grant 
was a grant and confirmation of land by John to Hugh Hose, one of Walter’s Irish barons.

'Itinerary of King John'.
The journey to Argentan would have taken Walter closer to his estates at Le Pin, however, which might be 

an alternative interpretation and an equally plausible reason for his absence from any witness lists after 
Falaise.

In the treaty, John accepted a truncated Angevin Empire ceding the Norman Vexin, the Auvergne, the 
greater part of the county of Evreux, and the lordships of Issoudun, Gra9ay, and Bourges in return for 
Philip’s recognition of him as heir to all of Richard’s lands, Powicke, The loss of Normandy, pp 134-8; John 
Gillingham, 'Historians without hindsight; Coggeshall, Diceto and Howden on the early years of John’s 
reign', in S.D. Church (ed.), King John: new interpretations, (Woodbridge, 1999), pp 1-26, at pp 22-3. For a 
more optimistic view of the treaty see: Norgate, John Lackland, p. 74; W.L. Warren, King John (London, 
1961), pp 54-5.

Powicke, The loss o f Normandy, p. 140.
Rot. chart., pp, 53,61.
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W alter’s grandfather, Gilbert de Lacy, during the turbulent days o f King Stephen’s reign .’’ The 

resurrection o f the comital title could have done nothing other than place a block on W alter’s 

influence in the English west midlands and middle march o f  Wales.

While W alter’s influence was being constrained, that o f  his fellow m archer baron, William 

de Braose, was being augmented. William had been a beneficiary o f the break-up o f the earldom o f 

Hereford, which had been parcelled out among heiresses when the male line failed. His m other was 

a daughter o f  Miles o f Gloucester, earl o f  Hereford, and when her brother William (her father’s last 

surviving son) died without issue, she inherited a strong position in the southern march. She then 

passed the lordships o f Radnor, Brecon and Abergavenny to her son William de Braose, who also 

held Bramber in Sussex and Barnstable and Totnes in Devon from his father’s inheritance.'* De 

Braose was therefore already a prom inent figure in the march, but the charter which W alter 

witnessed on 3 June at Caen extended his authority by granting him all the lands which he could 

acquire in Wales to the increase o f  his barony o f Radnor.'^ While the legal or territorial worth o f 

such a speculative grant may be debated, the bestowal o f  favour inherent in a licence to prosecute a 

campaign o f  conquest clearly marked William as a royal favourite. It would appear that John had 

good reason to hold de Braose in high regard for, if  the annals o f Margam be believed, John’s 

succession to King Richard’s ‘em pire’ was largely the work o f William de Braose and his 

associates. The story related by Roger o f  Howden in his Chronica  states that after receiving his 

mortal wound, King Richard repented o f his earlier ambiguity regarding the inheritance o f his vast 

dominions and named his brother John as heir to them all, requiring his barons to swear allegiance 

to him.^° The somewhat obscure Welsh m archer annals o f  Margam, which were very well placed to 

gather news o f events relating to the barons o f the southern march (and may have even had de 

Braose as a source) claim that those attending Richard effectively gave John the inheritance.^' As 

Sidney Painter points out, this m eant that either de Braose and his associates convinced Richard to 

declare John his heir, or that Richard made no such declaration and the group o f men merely 

claimed that he had.^^ Either way. King John showed his gratitude by advancing those whom he 

saw as having helped him to the throne.

Another baron o f  the W elsh march, William Marshal, was also integral to securing 

Richard’s inheritance for John, and subsequently reaped very generous rewards in the early years

See appendix I.
'HorgdX ,̂ John Lackland, pp 139-40; Painter, The reign o f King John, p. 41; Monasticon Anglicanum, iv, p. 

615.
Rot. chart., pp 66-7. Radnor lay to the west of the de Lacy lands in Herefordshire, so it is little wonder that 

Walter was to be found witnessing a grant which would hopefully secure his position even further.
Chronica Rogeri de Hovedene, iv, p. 83.
'Annales de Margan', p. 64. For a discussion of the merits of this set of annals see, Powicke, The loss o f  

Normandy, appendix I; The men in question were: John’s mercenary captain, Mercadier, William de Braose, 
Thomas Basset, Peter de Sroke, Gerard de Fumival, and Geoffrey de la Celle, Landon, Itinerary o f  King 
Richard I, p. 145; Painter, The reign o f King John, p. 7.

Painter, The reign o f King John, p. 7.
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o f the new r e ig n .F o r  his efforts, John on his coronation day belted the Marshal earl o f  Striguil.^'* 

The new earl also received the promise o f the restoration o f  Pembroke, which came at some point 

between October 1200 and May 1201. The shrievalty o f  Gloucestershire was once again granted to 

him, along with the custody o f  Gloucester and Bristol castles. The rewards, which in 1201 included 

the keeping o f  the heir o f Giffard o f  Brimpsfield, a prom inent baronial family o f  the south-west, 

kept coming so that by the end o f 1201, in the opinion o f  one m odem  biographer, he was ‘raised by 

his lord to be the most powerful magnate in the southern M arches o f W ales.’^̂  The position o f 

William de Braose makes this statement open to d e b a t e , b u t  the point remains that two influential 

barons o f  the W elsh march saw their powers increase leading up to and including the summer o f 

1200.

Returning to the situation in the summer and autum n o f  1200, and in particular to the case 

o f  the family o f de Braose, this apparent reorganisation o f  the W elsh march not only saw the 

advancement o f  William de Braose, but also the elevation o f his son Giles to the vacant see o f 

Hereford. Giles de Braose was consecrated bishop o f  Hereford on 24 September 1200, and in 

addition to bringing the authority and status o f the episcopal see o f  Hereford to the family, his new 

position also gained the de Braoses a block o f fees within the middle march o f Wales and the 

Shropshire stronghold o f B ishop’s Castle,^’ which lay approxim ately 27.5 km (17 miles) northwest 

o f  Ludlow castle and the de Lacy manor o f Stanton Lacy. W alter de Lacy’s English honour was 

consequently hemmed in on all sides by powerful men, as the southern de Braose and Marshal 

lordships joined the resurrected earldom o f Hereford and the ever-present palatine earldom of 

Chester to form a protective shield against Welsh incursion. It is interesting to note that for all o f  

the favour shown to William de Braose during this period, one office, significant to the present 

discussion, was withdrawn from his care. Although he had held the position since 1191, de Braose 

was removed as sheriff o f Herefordshire in October 1200.^*

At the time of Richard’s death, William and the Archbishop o f Canterbury, Hubert Walter, were in 
possession of the tower of Rouen, home of the ducal treasury, Ibid., p. 11. With the financial might of 
Normandy behind them, their loyalty was very valuable indeed. The thirteenth-century History o f  William 
Marshal recounts a scene in which, upon hearing o f Richard’s death, William stood unequivocally on the 
side of John in a midnight debate with the archbishop o f Canterbury over the succession. History o f  William 
Marshal, 11. 11836-908; Crouch, William Marshal, p. 85.

Norgate, John Lackland, p. 65; Painter, The reign o f  King John, p. 15; Crouch, William Marshal, pp 86-7. 
The justiciar, Geoffrey fitz Peter, was also rewarded for his loyalty by being belted earl o f Essex at the same 
time.

Crouch, William Marshal, pp 86-90 (quote at p. 90).
De Braose was probably the more powerful by the end of 1202 when he was given custody of the land of 

William de Beauchamp, lord of Castle Elmley in Worcestershire (a fee worth over £300 a year), and o f the 
Welsh marcher lordships of Glamorgan and Gower, which meant that he controlled all o f the major baronies 
o f the southern march of Wales, excepting only the Marshal’s territories o f Netherwent and Pembroke, 
Painter, The reign o f  King John, p. 44; Rotuli litterarum patentium in Turri Londinensi asservati, ed. Thomas 
Dufflis Hardy (London, 1835), p. 19; The great roll o f  the pipe fo r  the fourth year o f  the reign o f  King John, 
Michaelmas 1202, ed. Doris M. Stenton (London, 1937), p. 20.

Painter, The reign o f  King John, p. 44; Julia Barrow, 'Briouze, Giles de (c.l 170-1215)', in Oxford 
dictionary o f  national biography, (Oxford, 2004).

Ralph Turner, 'Briouze, William (III) de (d. 1211)', in Oxford Dictionary o f  National Biography, 60 vols. 
(Oxford, 2004).
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What might at first glance appear to have been a rare royal abridgem ent o f de Braose’s 

authority in the march can perhaps be explained by the marriage alliance between W illiam ’s 

daughter Margery (or M argaret) and W alter de Lacy, which King John confirmed the following 

m o n t h . F a r  from having his authority circumscribed in the autumn o f 1200, through this marriage 

alliance William de Braose was poised to see his stature in the middle march o f W ales increase 

significantly. Indeed, the importance o f  the agreement may be witnessed by the stipulation that 

W alter should not alienate any o f his English or Norman lands without de B raose’s consent, and 

the fact that the latter proffered 20 marks and a palfrey so that King John might confirm W alter’s 

charter to that effect.^” The alliance can also be seen as a coup for de Lacy, who could now not 

only call upon the aid o f one o f  the most powerful men o f the Welsh march, but also one o f the 

king’s favourite magnates.

Transmarine pow er politics: Wales and Ireland -1200-1201

It was from about this tim e that Walter once again joined the royal court in its 

perambulations. King John’s confirmation o f the agreement between de Lacy and de Braose was 

given on 19 Novem ber 1200 at M elbourne (Derbyshire) while W alter and William also witnessed a 

royal grant ten days earlier at Feckenham (W orcestershire).^' Clearly, W alter had journeyed from 

Normandy to England at some point over the summer while the royal court engaged in its own 

circuit o f  the Angevin empire, and presumably met up with it when it eventually passed through the 

English m i d l a n d s . I t  is likely that both Walter and W illiam de Braose then continued in the 

company o f  the king to Lincoln. Continuing in the vein o f the royal progress in the wake o f  the 

treaty o f le Goulet, the court which John then held at Lincoln was designed to impress, and as many 

eyes as possible would have been welcome to witness King William o f  Scotland render him 

h o m a g e . T h e  next appearance which Walter de Lacy made in a royal charter was on 12 January 

1201 at Lincoln, which may suggest that he (and his new father-in-law) had remained in the king’s 

company over the Christmas season. This is all the more likely given the nature o f the grant which 

W alter witnessed: it was the grant to William de Braose o f  the honour o f  Limerick in Ireland (i.e. 

that part o f  Thomond no longer in Irish hands), excepting only the service o f  W illiam de Burgh, the 

city o f  Limerick itself, the gift o f  bishoprics and abbeys, the Ostm en’s cantred, the Holy Island, and

Rot. chart, p. 80.
Rot. obi. e tfm .,^ . 81;^o?. chart.,p. SO, Ppe Roll 3 John, p. 87: "Wm de Braiosa (debet) .xx.m e tj 

palefridum pro habenda confirmatione R. de terra Walter! de Lasci in Anglia, et in Normannia, ne ipse 
Walterus possit aliquid dare vel vendere vel nuadiare alicui de ipsa terra nisi per licentiam ipsius Willelmi, 
secundum cartam ipsius Walteri.’ Were it no: for this precaution, the agreement between William and Walter 
would be unknown.

Rot chart, pp 79-80.
Perhaps on 4 November when it was at He'eford? 'Itinerary of King John'.
Although not among those barons listed as present, Walter and William may have been among those ‘'aliis 

multis de baronibus Angliae et Normanniae’which Howden claims were there. The presence of both Giles 
de Braose, bishop of Hereford, and Simon Rochfort, bishop of Meath at Lincoln may further suggest 
Walter’s attendance. Chronica Rogeri de Ho'edene, iv, p. 141. For the court see also, Norgate, John 
Lackland, p. 78; Gillingham, 'Historians without hindsight', p. 25 (where he examines the impression the 
court had on contemporary English chroniclers).
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‘the Irish and those that are with them {de omnibus hominibus exceptis Hiberniensibus el illis qui 

cum eis s u n t ) ' The grant was a renewal o f that made by Henry II to William’s uncle Philip de 

Braose, but was preceded by a period o f negotiation, which is evident from William’s need to make 

a second proffer for the honour when the first was deemed unacceptable.^^ Once granted, William 

immediately crossed to Ireland in order to personally take control o f his new territories.^^

The grant o f Limerick draws attention to what seems to have been a royal attempt at a 

transmarine balance o f power in the marches o f Wales and Ireland. From late 1200 to early 1201, 

King John effectively used the two families of de Burgh and de Braose as blocks against one 

another in their respective strongholds, with Walter de Lacy being an integral part of the equation. 

In the 1190’s John had promoted William de Burgh to a position of great authority and influence in 

Thomond. De Burgh had himself done much to consolidate that power through a number of 

diplomatic ties with the native Irish of the region, the Ui Briain in particular. Similarly, William de 

Braose was now being elevated in the march o f Wales, and his own pragmatic diplomacy saw him 

standing secure in his position.^’ Although Limerick was granted excepting de Burgh’s territories, 

the revival o f Henry II’s unrealized endowment insinuated a royal favourite into the politics of 

Munster with the territorial prestige, if not the regional familiarity, to match de Burgh. This is 

explicit in the stipulation within the grant that de Braose was to hold the honour of Limerick ‘as 

freely as our other chief barons {capitales barones) of Ireland.’ *̂ W.L. Warren latches onto this 

clause, stating that ‘this was patently untrue’ due to the grant’s reservation o f the royal prerogative 

which made it unlike the great Irish liberties, but all the more important for its fallacy in that it 

clearly signalled John’s intention to bestow upon de Braose the same status held by the greatest 

magnates of I r e l a n d . T h i s  was to be theoretically accomplished without removing John’s 

authority from the locality. However, by inserting William de Braose between himself and the 

barons of northern Munster, many of whom he had earlier established in the region, John 

effectively forfeited his direct connection with much o f the region. Those within the territory of 

Limerick who had heretofore enjoyed the privileged status o f holding their fiefs in-chief were 

downgraded to the status o f de Braose’s subtenants, which at once afforded their new lord greater

R ot obi. et fm ., pp 94, 99 (quote p. 99); Rot. chart., p. 84; Pipe Roll 3 John, p. 8. Corresponding entries in 
CDI, 1171-1251, no?, 145-7, 165.

Warren sees this as an explicit statement showing John’s anxiety to safeguard relations with the Irish. He 
explains that de Braose first petitioned for the ‘Lands o f the Franks and Englishmen’ in the honour o f 
Limerick. This was refiised and is subsequently cancelled on the oblate roll. The modified and accepted fine 
is for the honour o f  Limerick to be delivered ‘in respect o f all men except the Irish and those who are with 
them.’ Warren then argues that the exemption o f de Burgh, with his connections to the O ’Briens was from 
the same concern, as was the protection given to the bishopric of Limerick, Warren, 'King John and Ireland', 
p. 33. Donnchad Ua Briain was bishop of Limerick c.l 190-1207, and held lands in Aes Cluana o f William de 
Burgh, Martin, 'John, Lord o f Ireland', p. 130.

Rot. chart., pp 99-100.
As Painter explains, ‘Earl William de Ferrers was his nephew, Adam de Port, lord of Basing in Hampshire, 

his brother-in-law, and Hugh de Mortimer, heir to the Marcher barony of Wigmore, and Walter de Lacy his 
sons-in-law. His eldest son William was married to the daughter o f Earl Richard de Clare’, Painter, The reign 
o f  King John, p. 46. Also see the family tree in appendix III below.

Rot. chart., p. 84. This phrase absent from the corresponding entry in CDI, 1171-1251, no. 147.
He then continues to assert that this is proof o f the formation o f ‘a consortium o f capitals barones to 

manage feudalized Ireland’, Warren, 'King John and Ireland', p. 34.
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authority and upset the socio-political nexus o f the region which de Burgh had manipulated to his 

advantage/®

Meanwhile, de Braose’s removal as sheriff o f  Herefordshire that autumn had seen him 

replaced by John’s chamberlain, and William de Burgh’s younger brother, Hubert de Burgh. In 

addition, Hubert also received custody o f the Three Castles o f  Grosmont (M onmouthshire), 

Skenfrith (M onmouthshire) and Llantilio (W hitecastle, Monmouthshire), which lay ju st north-east 

o f  the de Braose lordship o f Abergavenny and south-west o f  the de Lacy lordship o f  Ewias Lacy, 

providing a minor, if  effective, wedge between the m agnates’ territories and a check on their 

activities in that v ic in ity / ' Although the shrievalty o f Herefordshire was not well placed to act as 

another block on de Braose himself, it was an excellent vantage point from which to m onitor the 

already constrained de Lacy holdings in the county. Further limiting W alter de Lacy’s influence in 

the region, the Shropshire castle o f  Ludlow seems to have been taken into the king’s hand at this 

point.''^ When one considers that the appointment o f Hubert de Burgh to de Braose’s old office 

came in the month preceding John’s confirmation o f  the marriage contract between de Braose and 

W alter de Lacy, it appears increasingly obvious that there was more to the administrative reshuffle 

than a simple rotation o f royal officials.'*^

As was stated above, after the grant o f  Limerick, de Braose went immediately to Ireland to 

take possession o f the honour, while W alter de Lacy once again dropped out o f  view o f  the 

historical record for an extended period. In May o f  that year (1201) King John mounted an 

expedition to France in order to quell the revolt o f the Lusignans.'*'* John’s departure saw the 

situation along the Welsh march amended, as the king entrusted Hubert de Burgh with the office o f  

warden o f the march, giving him a force o f  one hundred knights to aid in his increased 

responsibilities.'*’ W hat is more, de Lacy’s brother-in-law, William fitz Alan,''* was that spring

Peter Crooks goes further stating that the grant ‘must have been intended to constrain de Burgh by 
subjugating his allies and kinsmen by marriage, Uf Briain of Thomond’, Crooks, "Divide and rule", p. 280. 
Against this must be set the stipulation in the accepted proffer that the lands of the Irish and the see o f 
Limerick be excepted from the grant. See note above.

Rotuli de liberate ac de misis et praestitis, regnante Johanne, ed. Thomas Duffiis Hardy (London, 1844), 
p. 19; The memoranda roll fo r  the Michaelmas term o f  the first year o f  the reign o f  King John (1199-1200), 
together with fragments o f  the originalia roll o f  the seventh year o f  King Richard I  (1195-96), the liberate 
roll o f  the second year o f  King John (1200-01) and the Norman roll o f  the fifth  year o f  King John (1203). 
With an introduction by H.G. Richardson, ed. H. G. Richardson (London, 1943), p. 19 (liberate roll); Painter, 
The reign o f  King John, p. 45.

The Irish town o f Drogheda on-side-of-Meath (now in modem Co. Louth) may also have been taken. 
Hillaby, 'Colonisation, Crisis-Management and Debt', p. 10. In this thesis, Drogheda will refer to the de Lacy 
settlement on the south bank of the Boyne.

It is unlikely that the union could have been mooted, negotiated, enacted and confirmed by royal charter in 
the month between the change o f sheriff and 19 November. Moreover, as John was the wellspring from 
which de Braose drew his abundant patronage, the marriage alliance was as likely to have been the brainchild 
o f the king as an independent baronial endeavor.

For an explanation of the whole affair see, Norgate, John Lackland, p. 79.
Chronica Rogeri de Hovedene, iv, p. 163; Norgate, John Lackland, p. 80; Painter, The reign o f  King John, 

pp 48, 84.
William fitz Alan married a daughter o f the elder Hugh de Lacy Rotuli hundredorum temp. Hen. I l l  et 

Edw. I  in turr. Lond. et in curia receptae scaccarii West, asservati [Hundred rolls o f  the times o f  Henry 111 
and Edward 1 kept in the Tower o f  London and in the Exchequer o f  Receipt], eds. W. Illingworth and J. 
Caley, 2 vols (London, 1812-18), ii, pp 69, 76, 80.
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rem oved from  his position as sh e riff  o f  Shropshire, w ith  the ju s tic ia r h im se lf taking the office in his 

stead. S idney Painter ties the detachm ent o f  knights sent to  de Burgh to  fitz A lan ’s rem oval from  

the shrievalty  o f  Shropshire through the activ ities o f  the  fam ous rebel Fulk fitz W arin. The 

R om ance o f  Fulk f i tz  Warin c laim s that 100 knights w ere sent after Fulk, w hich Painter contends is 

at least as plausible an explanation  for the force sent to  de B urgh ’s as H ow den’s testim ony that 

H ubert w as to  be w arden o f  the m arch. Painter then  points out that a good proportion o f  Fulk fitz 

W arin ’s friends w ere tenants o f  W illiam  fitz  A lan in Shropshire, therefore m aking it possible that 

th is change o f  sheriff m ay have been connected  w ith  his rebellion.'*’ The Rom ance is hardly a 

reliab le source, how ever. For instance, w hen detailing  the internecine w ars o f  K ing S tephen’s 

reign, it substitu tes W alter de Lacy for his g randfather G ilbert in the  la tte r’s d ispute w ith Joce de 

D inan (d. 1166)''* over Ludlow.'*^ Its au thor w as p lain ly  aw are o f  som e ancillary detail, correctly 

describ ing  W alter’s coat o f  arm s fo r instance,^® but the fact that he asserts that de Lacy received aid 

from  his Irish estates in his w ar against Joce de D inan, a m an w ho died a decade before the de 

Lacys gained a stake in Ireland, show s how  little faith can be p laced in its testim ony. It w ould 

perhaps be unw ise to  d iscoun t the th reat fitz W arin posed to  the region in the absence o f  the 

English m onarch, but it w ould  perhaps be even m ore so to  assum e that this w as Jo h n ’s only 

consideration  given the ever-presen t and m ultifarious issues associated  w ith the m aintenance o f  

royal authority  over the m arch o f  W ales. W hile fitz A lan ’s return to  royal service in the shire the 

fo llow ing y ear belies any enduring enm ity  tow ard him ,^' his rem oval, coupled w ith H ubert de 

B urgh’s augm entation, could no t have sat w ell w ith W alter de Lacy.

The situation in Ireland -  1199-1203

W alter’s w hereabouts from th is po in t until 1203 are im possible to  discern w ith any degree 

o f  certain ty  due to  the silence o f  the sources, but the occasional c ircum stance gives the slightest o f  

hints as to  h is m ovem ents. It appears from  the relevant en tries on the pipe roll for 1200/1 that de 

Lacy w as one o f  those from  w hom  a fine w as received  in lieu o f  service a b r o a d . W h a t  is alm ost 

certain  is that W alter did not follow  his father-in-law  W illiam  de B raose to Ireland. The years 

1201-2 w ere very busy ones for the colonists o f  Ireland (as w ill be seen below ), yet the m en o f

Painter, The reign o f King John, pp 48-50.
‘Dinan, Joce de’ in K.S.B. Keats-Rohan, Domesday descendants, aprosopography o f  persons occurring in 

English documents 1066-1166.11 Pipe Rolls to Cartae Baronum (Woodbridge, 2002).
'Gesta Fulconis filii Warini', in Joseph Stevenson (ed.), Radulphi de Coggeshall chronicon Anglicanim, 

(London, 1875), pp 294-321.
Or, a fess gules, Matthaei Parisiensis, monachi Sancti Albani, chronica majora, ed. H.R. Luard, 7 vols. 

(London, 1872-83), vi, p. 474.
He may be found acting as a royal judge and accounting for the arrears of Walter de Lacy’s scutage in 

Shropshire the following year. Pipe Roll 4 John, pp 45-6.
Pipe Roll 3 John, pp 200, 214, 267. There remains a degree o f uncertainty, however, as the customary ‘de 

secundo scutagio’, ‘de tercio scutagio’, etc., groupings which precede and follow this year’s pipe roll are 
absent. In their place the phrases ‘de finibus militum et de scutagiis’ and ‘de finibus militum ne transfretent et 
de scutagiis’ sound as though they could be cumulative accounts, but head records which, given their sums 
(ij. m. for Berkshire, v. m. for Oxfordshire, and c. et ij. m. for Herefordshire), appear to correspond to a new 
scutage assessed at two marks per knight’s fee.
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M eath found their leader in the person o f  W alter’s brother Hugh de Lacy. It is unlikely, though 

admittedly not impossible, that W alter would have allowed his brother to perform the vital roles o f 

m ilitary leader o f  Meath and political practitioner on the inter-provincial scale if  he were h im self in 

Ireland. It is therefore by a process o f  elimination that one can site W alter in England during the 

remainder o f  1201. This is not to say that W alter was not an active force in Ireland or Normandy. 

Just as the English king could rule his vast dominions from any constituent part, so W alter de Lacy 

would have been in relatively close contact with his agents in Norm andy and Ireland while he 

oversaw the adm inistration o f his estates in England and Wales. It is difficult to discern the identity 

o f  his steward in Norm andy in 1201, though the role often fell to a son or younger brother.”  

W alter’s Irish representative was almost certainly his brother Hugh, and because his Irish exploits 

were likely influenced, if  not wholly guided, by the absentee lord o f  M eath, they demand their 

place in the examination o f  the de Lacy family in this period.

By the middle o f  1201, W alter de Lacy had been absent from the lordship o f  Meath for a 

period of at least two years. Indeed, there is nothing to say that he had crossed the Irish Sea after 

his attestation o f  a charter o f King Richard at Vaudreuil on 7 January 1198. '̂* The political 

manoeuvrings in Ireland had o f  course continued unabated during his absence, and Connacht 

gradually emerged as the battleground upon which the struggle for pre-em inence was to be fought, 

with a protracted succession dispute providing the c a ta l y s t . I n  1199, the first rumblings reached 

the borders o f  M eath as one o f the claimants, Cathal Crobderg Ua Conchobair, burned the Anglo- 

Norman castle at Ardnurcher (i.e. Horseleap, Co W e s tm e a th ) .T h is  was the first act o f  aggression 

to come from Connacht since the parley that W alter de Lacy and John de Courcy had held with 

Cathal Crobderg at Athlone in 1195,^’ and was soon followed by several others as Cathal Crobderg 

sought to assert his dominance in the region. The following year he mounted a hosting into western 

Meath, accom panied by the erstwhile Meath baron, G ilbert de Angulo, which met with mixed 

success. Under 1200, the annals o f  Loch Ce record:

The whereabouts of Walter’s brothers are equally difficult to ascertain. It is certain that four (including his 
half-brother William Gorm) were still alive at this point and held lands about the de Lacy inheritance. One 
possibility for steward in Normandy is Walter’s brother Gilbert, who is the only one for whom evidence of a 
Norman connection exists. He held lands at both Lassy and Campeaux, which he lost to Richard de 
Garancieres in 1204, Magni rotuli scaccarii Normanniae, ii, pp Ixxi, cxx.

See chapter 3.
One is perhaps reminded of the situation of pre-Norman Mide. See chapter 1.
‘A depredation was committed on the Foreigners by Cathal Crobhderg, who burned the bodhiin of Ath, and 

killed many persons; and they carried with them many cows to their homes’, ALC, i, p. 207, s.a. 1199. From 
a reference to Cathal Crobderg in a later poem for Feidlim Ua Conchobair, Helen Perros has shown that the 
‘bodhiin of Ath’ is more likely to mean the castle of Ath an Urchair (Ardnurcher), than Athlone, as had 
previously been thought, Perros [Walton], 'Crossing the Shannon frontier', p. 128. She had previously 
adopted the traditional view, Walton, 'The English in Connacht 1171-1333', p. 25. C .f Orpen, Normans, pp 
224-5 (vol. ii, pp 183-4); Goddard Henry Orpen, 'Athlone castle: it's early history, with notes on some 
neighbouring castles'. Journal o f the Royal Society o f  Antiquaries o f Ireland, 37/3 (1907), pp 257-76, at pp 
259, 261-2; Edwards, 'Anglo-Norman relations with Connacht', p. 147.

Edwards, 'Anglo-Norman relations with Connacht', p. 147. Could the breaking of the longstanding peace 
be explained by the absence of both Walter and Hugh de Lacy in France at the end of 1199 where they 
witnessed a royal charter on 6 September? See above.
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A great depredation by Cathal Crobliderg and the Connachtm en, in the W est o f  Midhe; ... 

and they came safely past the Bruighin hither, w ithout a blow being struck against them .... 

The Foreigners turned back from them then, except a few men whom they left watching 

them. When the Connachtmen, however, saw the Foreigners turning back from them, each 

one o f  them went o ff with his prey, except O 'Conchobhair, and O 'Flaithbhertaigh, and Mac 

Goisdealbh [de Angulo], who remained after them with a very small company. When the 

watching band left by the Foreigners saw this, they went back after the Foreigners, and 

informed them that the host had departed with their preys, except a very small company that 

remained in their track. The Foreigners pursued the host, and overtook them immediately, 

and routed the Gaeidhel before them; ... O 'Conchobhair was left without a man in his 

company, except M uirchertach Mac Merain, i.e. his doorkeeper, and one other w arrior... 

and he escaped thus. The Foreigners followed up the rout as far as Ath-Luain [Athlone], and 

they turned back then, and brought their preys with them, and a great num ber o f the horses 

o f  Connacht.^*

Cathal Crobderg then turned on his rival in Connacht, his nephew Cathal Carrach, with whom he 

had agreed a peace, but was initially defeated. W asting little time, Cathal Carrach enlisted the help 

o f William de Burgh, who, apparently bringing forces from Dublin and Leinster in addition to his 

own from Munster, helped Cathal Carrach to drive Cathal Crobderg from Connacht into Ulster, 

giving Cathal Carrach the kingship.

It is perhaps odd that Cathal Carrach went to W illiam de Burgh in Thomond for aid rather 

than to the de Lacys in Meath whose land, after all, had so recently been the target o f  Cathal 

C robderg’s assaults. What is equally puzzling is that when Cathal Crobderg was driven into Ulster, 

he eventually made his way to the court o f  the de L acys’ ally, John de Courcy, and that he and 

Hugh de Lacy were willing to aid Cathal Crobderg in his bid for the kingship o f  Connacht. If the 

annals o f  Loch Ce are correct that de B urgh’s army boasted a Dublin contingent, and there is little 

reason to suspect that they are not, then this is perhaps a sign that de Burgh had governmental

ALC, i, pp 209-11, s.a. 1200. The same annals later mention raids from Connacht into Munster, Ui Failge 
and Westmeath, which may have been further instances of Crobderg’s muscle flexing. See also Misc. Irish 
Annals, p. 81 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1200) for the results o f  the first raid on Westmeath.

ALC, i, pp 211-15, s.a. 1200; AI, p. 327, s.a. 1200; Misc. Irish Annals, p. 81 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 
1200);/4t7, ii,p . 235, s.a. 1201 (rec/e 1 2 0 0 ) ; C/o«., pp 213-14, s.a. 1199 (rec/e 1200);/iFM, iii, p. 119, 
s.a. 1199 {recte 1200); Freeman, 'Cottonian Annals', s.a. 1200; 'Annales de Monte Femandi [The Annals of 
Multifeman]', in Aquila Smith (ed.), Tracts relating to Ireland, vol ii, (Dublin, 1842), p. 11, s.a. 1200; For 
more on the episode see: Orpen, Normans, pp 225-6 (vol. ii, pp 185-6); Martin, 'John, Lord of Ireland', p. 
131; Edwards, 'Anglo-Norman relations with Connacht', p. 148. Helen Ferros argues that this attack was 
perhaps made in anticipation of Anglo-Norman retaliation for Crobderg’s recent raids, which might have 
come in the form of assistance to Cathal Carrach, Walton, 'The English in Connacht 1171-1333', pp 27-8. 
This rational seems to be belied by the support Crobderg received from de Courcy and de Lacy in the 
aftermath of his expulsion. See below.
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sanction for his aid. The suspicion is further strengthened by a meeting between the justiciar of 

Ireland, Meiler fitz Henry and Cathal Carrach at Clonmacnoise about this time. '̂*

By the end o f the year, however, the royal government had reversed its course, and decided 

to support Cathal Carrach’s rival, Cathal Crobderg, instead.®' This change in royal policy may have 

owed much to the actions o f the de Lacys. After Cathal Crobderg enlisted their support, John de 

Courcy and Hugh de Lacy gathered a force from Meath and mounted an unsuccessful expedition to 

Connacht, where they were defeated by Cathal Carrach near Kilmacduah (Co. Galway).®^ 

Following the entiy in the annals o f Loch Ce, it has generally been held that:

As soon as the Foreigners arrived in Midhe they arrested Cathal Crobhderg as a pledge for 

the payment o f wages; and John was taken to Ath-cliath [Dublin] until he gave pledges from 

himself that he would obey the king of the Saxons.®^

When dealing with this episode, however, Orpen points out that the original passage in the annals 

o f Loch Ce read that Cathal Crobderg was taken to Dublin until he gave pledges to obey the king 

o f the Saxons, the name of Eoain (John) having been interlined at a later date. Orpen takes the 

original statement to be the more likely as Cathal Crobderg was from this point the favoured 

candidate o f the English crown.®'' It also makes sense when one considers Roger o f Howden’s 

testimony that de Courcy was initially attacked by Walter de Lacy, before being entrapped by Hugh 

de Lacy in his castle (which Orpen identifies as Nobber, co. Meath®^) with the intention of 

delivering him to King John, but that de Courcy’s freedom was procured by his followers’ 

incessant ravaging of the de Lacys’ lands.“  If de Courcy had been in the hands o f the royal 

administration in Dublin, his supporters’ attacks on the de Lacys would have been misplaced and 

unlikely to achieve his release. Taking into account the testimony of the annals of Clonmacnoise 

that Cathal Crobderg was himself taken to Nobber,®’ it is not difficult to envision how a later scribe 

could have mistakenly combined the two incidents in his identification of de Courcy as the man 

taken to Dublin. Perhaps both Cathal Crobderg and John de Courcy were initially taken to Nobber

“  The annals place the meeting in 1200, but their chronology is flawed for this period. Ann. Cion., p. 216, s.a 
1200 [recte 1201]; AFM, iii, p. 125, s.a. 1200 [recte 1201]. Although ih t Annals o f  the four masters claims 
that the meeting was actually a military expedition against Cathal Carrach, it is quite confused in its 
chronology for this period and most likely misrepresented the information from one of its exemplars (of 
which the Annals o f  Clonmacnoise is one). Helen Perros places the meeting in 1200 or 1201, Walton, The 
English in Connacht 1171-1333', pp 32-3.

Orpen, Normans, p. 227 (vol. ii, pp 189-90).
i, pp 219-23, s.a 1201; .4 J7, ii, pp 235-7, s.a. 1201; Freeman,'Cottonian Annals', s.a. 1201 (driven 

back to Randoon, shore o f Lough Ree Co. Roscommon); Ann. Cion., pp 216-17, s.a. 1200, AFM, iii, p. 121, 
s.a. 1199. For the significance o f the route taken see, Linda Doran, 'Medieval settlement in Longford and 
Roscommon', PhD (University College, Dublin, 2001), p. 48.

ALC, i, p. 223, s.a. 1201. See also: Ann. Cion., p. 207, s.a. 1200 (Cathal taken to castle o f Nobber), Misc. 
Irish Annals, p. 83 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1201) (family of Hugh de Lacy took de Courcy prisoner).

Orpen, Normans, p. 226n (vol. ii, p. 188).
Ibid., p. 227 (vol. ii, pp 189-90).
Chronica Rogeri de Hovedene, iv, p. 176.
Ann. Cion., p. 217, s.a. 1200.
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with the intention o f sending them on to Dublin, but de C ourcy’s followers saved him for the time 

being. Cathal Crobderg apparently garnered no such support from his own followers, and Hugh de 

Lacy duly packed him off to Dublin to be dealt with by the royal government.

W hile an attempt at king-making in the province o f  Connacht was certainly the most 

significant and audacious aspect o f the de Lacys’ actions in 1201, the factional breakdown o f the 

conflict, which saw William de Burgh against the de Lacys, is perhaps even more compelling in the 

w ider scope given King John’s positioning o f  W alter de Lacy’s father-in-law in Thomond, and 

W illiam de Burgh’s brother in Herefordshire. Although it is likely that Cathal Carrach was at this 

tim e the candidate favoured by the king’s administration, Hugh de Lacy’s capture o f  de Courcy and 

Cathal Crobderg on behalf o f the Dublin government shows the de Lacys’ willingness to intrigue 

with the king, and, most likely, their anticipation o f  royal favour in return for their services. As it 

happened, once he was released from captivity, Cathal Crobderg went immediately to William de 

Burgh, from whom he sought aid against Cathal Carrach in his bid for the kingship o f Connacht.^* 

That William de Burgh was by now an instrument o f  governm ent policy ( if  he had not already been 

in the previous conflict) is proved by a letter sent by King John to the barons o f Meath on 2 

Novem ber 1201, which instructed them to have faith in what the justiciar M eiler fitz Henr>', 

William de Burgh and Geoffrey de Costentin told them.^^ Otway-Ruthven concludes that the letter 

m ust have had to do with Connacht ‘for any attack on which Meath was o f  course a natural base’, 

while Orpen speculates that this was the way in which the new policy o f supporting Cathal 

Crobderg was communicatcd.’°

It must be remembered that Meath was still in possession o f liberty status at this point, 

which, although not as far-reaching as the Welsh m archer liberties or the palatinates o f  Chester and 

Durham, at least meant that it would have been politic o f  the king to issue his instructions to the 

barons o f the lordship through Walter, or his representative.^' By liaising directly with the barons o f 

Meath, the letter suggests both that the settler community o f  M eath was by this time a coherent 

political force upon which the government could draw, and that the de Lacy brothers were not in a 

position to convey the message themselves. W hile the form er could perhaps be explained by a 

generation o f  shared experience on the frontier, the latter is more difficult to account for. Orpen 

contends that the commission o f fitz Henry, de Burgh and de Costentin was a secret one, which 

could perhaps explain the circumvention o f  the de Lacy brothers, though a letter patent seems an 

odd form for a clandestine com m unique.’" I f  this was intended as a circumvention o f the de Lacys’ 

authority in Meath, then it was to be a veiy public one. Given the complexities o f the Plantagenet 

political nexus, this is not impossible, but it is also feasible that the de Lacys were simply absent 

from the lordship. There is no evidence for W alter de Lacy’s presence in Ireland for some time, and

ALC, 1, p. 223, s.a. 1202, Arm. Cion., p. 217, s.a. 1200.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 2; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 157.

™ Otway-Ruthven, A history o f medieval Ireland, p. 76; Orpen, Normans, p. 227 (vol. ii, p. 190). 
For the liberties of Meath see, Ibid., pp 181-7.
Orpen, Normans, p. 227 (vol. ii, p. 190).
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his continued absence is easily accepted. The case for Hugh is more troublesome. It is possible that 

he had been recalled to England in anticipation o f  the resumption o f war in Normandy, which 

eventually erupted in the spring o f  1202,^^ because his presence in Ireland for the following year is 

only attested by the construction o f his castle in Diin Ocalla, above Lough R ee.’"' The situation is 

far too obscure, however, to allow for any definitive statement based upon the available evidence. 

W hat is more, even if  the de Lacy brothers had been absent from Meath in the latter months o f 

1201, a steward would almost certainly have been in place to act in their stead. Being too sensitive 

to be committed to writing, perhaps the message was also too important to risk an intercessor.

Meanwhile, the M unster annals o f Inisfallen record under 1201 ‘great warfare between 

Philip of W orcester and Mac Uilliam Hebreus [the son o f  William de Braose] and other foreigners, 

the greater part o f M ag Feimin being d e v a s t a t e d . T h i s  is the same Philip o f  W orcester who had 

so often acted on the John’s behalf in Ireland.’  ̂ It is little wonder that the loyal adm inistrator 

resented the revocation o f his privileged status o f holding his lands in-chief. Adding insult to injury, 

Philip most likely would have been expected to proffer a fine and perform homage to his new lord 

for the retention o f his l a n d s . T h e  court chronicler Roger o f Howden reports that, upon hearing o f 

King John’s grant o f  Limerick to de Braose, Philip escaped with difficulty from the king’s court, 

made his way to Ireland via Scotland, and set about recovering his lands by force.’* The character 

o f  Philip’s movements suggests that his intentions were known to the king, but John’s 

representative in Ireland, justiciar M eiler fitz Henry, whose job it was to enforce the grant and keep 

the peace, evidently refused to help de Braose com bat Philip’s attacks. Perhaps, being one o f the 

first Anglo-Norman adventurers to Ireland and the hero o f  the original assault to take Limerick city 

in 1175,’  ̂ M eiler also resented the introduction o f a powerful newcomer to the area. On 22 

December 1201, M eiler was warned that he would be recalled if  he did not perform his duties 

touching W illiam de Braose in Ireland.*”

Division o f  Labour -  1202-4

The resumption o f  war in Normandy the following year gave de Braose the chance to put 

his grievances directly to King John. In July 1202, William joined the king in Norm andy, where he 

was eventually given the highly sensitive task o f  acting as gaoler to the king’s nephew, and ch ief 

rival for his continental dominions, Arthur o f Brittany.*' The signs o f  royal favour soon 

materialised. W illiam was given custody o f  the land o f  William de Beauchamp, lord o f  Castle

Norgate, John Lackland, p. 84.
Misc. Irish Annals, p. 83 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1202).
AL p. 329, s.a. 1201. Mag Feimin is a plain extending from Cashel to Clonmel in modem co. Tipperaiy.
See above, chapters 2 and 3.
Theobald Walter was forced to pay de Burgh a fine of 500 marks for his territories. Chronica Rogeri de 

Hovedene, iv, p. 153.
Ibid., iv, pp 152-3.

™ Song, II. 3412-3455; Deeds, 3410-3453; Expugnatio Hibernica, p. 151.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 4; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 160. If the recall happened, Meiler was justiciar once more by c.l7 

June 1202, Rot. litt. pat., p. 12b; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 167.
Painter, The reign o f  King John, p. 28; Norgate, John Lackland, p. 141.
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Elm ley in Worcestershire, worth over £300 a year, as well as the Welsh M archer lordships o f 

G lam organ and G o w e r .P e rh a p s  more importantly, he w as also forgiven his outstanding debts to 

Kings Henry II and Richard.*^ In Ireland, Philip o f W orcester was ordered to deliver the honour o f 

Lim erick to de Braose, while the Irish tenants o f  Lim erick were ordered to be attentive to William 

and his bailiffs.*'* Although his father-in-law’s aggrandizem ent was no doubt significant for Walter 

de Lacy’s position in the Plantagenet Empire, o f  param ount importance to the present discussion 

was W illiam de Braose’s custody o f  de Lacy’s Norm an honours, for which he was answerable to 

the king a l o n e . T h i s  led W ightman to conclude that W alter’s lands had been sequestrated by John 

in 1202.*^ W ightman offered no explanation for the apparent anomaly in an otherwise cordial 

relationship between monarch and magnate, and an examination o f the context in which the grant o f 

custody was made reveals it to be both part o f  King John’s defensive organization o f Normandy and 

a unique arrangement for the administration o f the transm arine holdings o f de Lacy and de Braose.

In 1202, the situation in Normandy was dire. N o t only was the king o f  France on the 

offensive, but the Norman barons were beginning to chafe under the oppressive and objectionable 

rule o f  John’s military regime. As a result. King John did no t know who to trust in Normandy.*’ His 

insecurity was such that he even wrote to the pope for support that winter.** What is more, the 

nature o f cross-Channel landholding meant that many o f  the duchy’s barons were not routinely 

resident, their lands therefore being left under-guarded in their absence. The presence o f  his trusted 

favourite, William de Braose, would have been m ost welcome to the embattled king. The 

colonisation o f Ireland had further exacerbated the problem , drawing, as it did, upon the more 

bellicose o f the Anglo-Norman nobility. Consequently, W alter de Lacy, the lord o f the honours o f 

Lassy and le Pin (as well as fees in the honour o f Pont-Audemer), was absent from Normandy 

during this most desperate period. In his absence, it is little surprise that King John sought to secure 

W alter’s lands, while also diverting their proceeds tow ard the maintenance o f  his w ar effort. By 

granting William de Braose custody o f Lassy and Cam peaux (those territories covered in the 

allowance) in 1202, John therefore achieved both purposes. The following year, on 6 February 

1203, he went even further, granting de Braose custody o f the honour o f  le Pin, which the elder

Pipe Roll 4 John, p. 20; Rot. litt. pat., p. 19; Painter, The reign o f King John, p. 44.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 18; Painter, The reign o f King John, p. 44.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 16; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 169-70. It is interesting to note that the former task was 

committed to Philip of Wigom, although Meiler fitz Henry was justiciar of Ireland, Rot. litt. pat., p. 12; CDI, 
1171-1251,no. 167.

Rot. Norm., p. 59.
Wightman, Lacy, pp 223-4.
John had entrusted the defence of Normandy to his mercenary captain ‘Lou Pescaire’ (the Fisherman), 

Norgate, John Lackland, p. 88; Powicke, The loss o f Normandy, pp 145-7.
** Painter, The reign o f King John, p. 54.
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H ugh de L acy had purchased in 1172.*^ T h ese  lands lay just 10.5 kilom etres (6 .5  m iles) north o f  the 

de B raose lands at L isieu x  (Calvados).^®

Far from  b ein g  the result o f  royal d isfavour towards W alter de L acy, W illiam  de B ra o se’s 

cu stody o f  the honours o f  L acy and le P in  w as instead part o f  a fascinating arrangement b etw een  

h im se lf  and de L acy for the e ffec tiv e  exp loitation  o f  their respective far-flung p o ssession s. The 

term s o f  the agreem ent seem  to h ave in vo lved  each acting as steward for the other w hile  they w ere  

on op posite sid es o f  the Irish Sea. W alter w as to oversee de B raose’s lordship o f  Lim erick w h ile  de 

B raose adm inistered de L a c y ’s N orm an lands. Their identical nam es are a lw ays likely  to cause  

con fusion , but it appears that the you n ger W illiam  de Braose w as a lso  em ployed  to m anage  

W alter’s E nglish  and m archer territories. In Pipe R oll 5 John (12 0 2 /3 ), it is recorded that W alter’s 

lands w ere forgiven  the fourth scutage because W illiam  de B raose, w h o  had custody o f  the 

territories, had p eace by royal writ: ‘'S ed  W illelm us d e  B ra io sa  qu i h abu it terram  eius in c u s to d ia  , 

h a et (in de -  [interlined]) qu ie tan tiam  p e r  b re ve  R ’. T his w ould  appear to be the younger W illiam  

de B raose, both becau se the elder W illiam  w as in N orm andy and because at least som e o f  the 

E nglish  and m archer com p onents o f  the de B raose inheritance had perhaps been dem ised  to  the 

you nger W illiam  by 1203.^' W hat had heretofore been im plicit in de L acy’s p ledge to refrain from  

alienating any o f  h is E nglish  or N orm an lands in 1200 w as therefore m ade m anifest by the de 

B raoses’ personal oversigh t o f  th ose  territories.

The situation in the em battled Irish province o f  M unster had ob v iou sly  b ecom e too  

precarious to a llow  de B raose to  exerc ise  e ffec tiv e  control o f  L im erick from afar, w hich  m ust have  

m ade the arrangem ent attractive to him . W alter de L acy thereafter defended W illiam ’s p osition  in 

the honour o f  L im erick. That year, in 1203, the Irish annals report a hosting by W illiam  de Burgh  

‘accom panied  by the Foreigners o f  M um ha [M unster] and M idhe [M eath]’ into C o n n a c h t .W h ile  

th is lik ely  had an asp ect o f  retaliation for the slaughter o f  de B urgh’s army by the m en o f  C onnacht 

the previous year, the ex p ed itio n ’s ultim ate aim w as the rem oval o f  Cathal Crobderg U a  

C onchobair (w h om  d e Burgh b lam ed for the m assacre), and the effec tiv e  realization o f  John’s 

earlier grant o f  the province to h im .”  D e  B urgh’s intentions w ere clear from  his m aintenance o f  a

Rot. Norm., p. 74 (grant). For the purchase o f  le Pin, see chapter 1. De Braose was also the recipient o f  the 
Marcher lordship o f  Gower in this year, Ifor W. Rowlands, 'King John and Wales', in S.D. Church (ed.). King  
John: new interpretations, (Woodbridge, 1999), pp 273-87, at p. 275.

It may also be important that in January 1203 Count Robert de Alen9 on (more often called de Seez) 
betrayed John, handing over Alenfon to Philip. King John promptly confiscated the lands o f the count and 
his men, and distributed them among his supporters, Powicke, The loss o f  Normandy, p. 158; Norgate, John 
Lackland, p. 89. Le Pin lies approximately 43.5 kilometres (27 miles) to the north o f  Alen9 on (Ome) and 
only 18 kilometres (11 m iles) to the north o f  Sees (Ome), perhaps reinforcing the notion o f  a consolidation o f  
resources.

Ifor W. Rowlands, 'William de Braose and the lordship o f  Brecon', Bulletin o f  the Board o f  Celtic Studies, 
30 (1982), pp 123-33; Brock Holden, 'King John, the Braoses, and the Celtic fringe, 1207-1216', Albion, 33/1 
(2001), pp 1-23, at pp 11-13.
^^ALC, i, p. 229, s.a. 1203; ^ /, pp 331-3, s.a. 1203.
q - i  *  ̂ ___

Orpcn, Normans, pp 227-8 (vol. ii, pp 191-2); Walton, 'The English in Connacht 1171-1333', p. 32. For the 
massacre see, ALC, i, pp 223-7 s.a. 1202; Ann. Cion., pp 217-8, s.a. 1202; AFM, iii, pp 129-33, s.a. 1202; AI, 
p. 331, s.a. 1202; Misc. Irish Annals, p. 83 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1202). For de Burgh’s grant, see 
chapter 3.
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bridgehead in Connacht at M eelick (bar. Longford, Co. Galway) upon his return to his base in the 

city o f  Limerick.^'' William de Burgh had only recently been employed to install Cathal Crobderg 

Ua Conchobair in Connacht at the behest o f  the royal government, and his offensive prompted the 

justiciar, M eiler fitz Henry, to complain to King John. On 7 July 1203 de Burgh was called to 

appear before the king’s court to answer the charges laid against him, and the following day, 8 July, 

de B urgh’s stronghold o f the city o f  Limerick, which had been excluded from W illiam de Braose’s 

grant o f  the honour o f Limerick in 1201, was finally granted to de Braose during pleasure.®^ De 

B raose’s new custodian, W alter de Lacy, thereupon joined the justiciar in his march upon Limerick 

to receive the submission o f de Burgh and possession o f the city.®^ The annals o f  Clonniacnoise 

claim that M eiler was joined by Cathal Crobderg on his expedition, which would certainly 

explain why the annals o f  Loch Ce report that, when William de Burgh and his men ultimately 

deserted the city o f Limerick, the castle there was promptly razed by the Connachtmen.®* Besides 

his obvious desire to see de Burgh removed from Limerick, Cathal Crobderg’s presence on the 

ju stic ia r’s expedition can be explained through the concomitant peace regarding the succession to 

Connacht, which Meiler fitz Henry and W alter de Lacy helped to n e g o t i a t e . T h e  march 

westwards against de Burgh would have served as an ideal opportunity to impress the two rival 

claimants, Cathal Crobderg and Toirdelbach Ua Conchobair with the military might o f  the colony, 

while also coordinating their actions against the recalcitrant magnate, William de Burgh. The 

expulsion o f de Burgh was the setting for a general regularisation o f relations in the area, as the 

annals record that the justiciar also received the submissions o f Cathal Crobderg Ua Conchobair 

and M uirchertach Ua Briain (the kings o f Connacht and Thomond respectively) on his visit.‘°° A 

submissive de Burgh delivered hostages to Meiler, who then departed.''" Because the annals o f 

Loch Ce record the arrival o f both W alter de Lacy and the justiciar, but only the justiciar’s 

departure, it may be that de Lacy stayed on in Limerick in order to oversee the administration o f de 

B raose’s new grant, and the honour as a whole, as would have been his commission from de 

Braose. By granting administrative control o f  Limerick to his son-in-law, William de Braose could 

rest assured that his Irish lordship was under the watchful eye o f the lord o f Meath, who was from 

this point regularly resident in Ireland for some time. Just as de Braose would have benefited from 

the Norman components o f the de Lacy inheritance, the combined lordships o f  Meath and Limerick

W alton, 'The English in Connacht 1171-1333', p. 32.
Rot. litt. pat., i, pp 31-2; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 181-2.

i, pp 229-31, s.a. \203 ,A nn . C/o«., p. 219, s.a. 1202 (/-erte 1203); p. 333, s.a. 1203.
Ann. C /o« .,p . 219, s.a. 1202.
A L C ,\,  p. 231, s.a. 1203.
The dispute between Cathal Crobderg and his nephew Toirdelbach Ua Conchobair (a son o f  the former 

high-king Ruaidrf Ua Conchobair), had resulted in the latter being banished into M eath, Ibid., i, p. 231, s.a. 
1203; ii, p. 241, s.a. 1203.

A l, p. 333, s.a. 1203. It is perhaps worth noting that M uirchertach Ua Briain had this same year killed his 
brother, Conchobar Ruad, who, as a son o f  Domnall M or Ua Briain, was a fellow claim ant to the kingship o f 
Thomond, ALC, i, p. 229, s.a. 1203; O rpen, Normans, p. 212 (vol. ii, pp 148-50).

ALC, i, pp 229-31, s.a. 1203. De Burgh may subsequently be seen in the com pany o f  King John by 
October 1203, Rot. liberate, p. 70; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 187; W alton, 'The English in Connacht 1 171-1333', 
p. 33.
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gave Walter a territorial advantage with which he could better secure and promote his fam ily’s 

interests in Ireland. It is in this way that W alter and the de Braoses could overcome the difficulties 

inherent in the management o f  a transm arine inheritance during times o f strife.

Aristocratic cannibalism: de Lacy vs. de Courcy 1201-1205

W alter’s increased stature in Ireland also meant that he and his brother Hugh could 

capitalize on dissention in order to further expand their territorial grip on the Anglo-Norman 

colony. Seemingly while W alter was busy in Limerick, his ambitious brother Hugh once again set 

upon their erstwhile ally, John de Courcy, lord o f Ulster. As seen above, de Courcy had fallen foul 

o f  the Dublin government as early as 1201, when Hugh de Lacy had attempted to deliver him into 

custody after their abortive expedition to Connacht in support o f  Cathal Crobderg.'®^ It is not 

immediately clear what soured the king on John de Courcy, though several historians have 

speculated on the m a t t e r . T h e  downfall o f  one o f the colony’s most enigmatic figures has 

naturally elicited comment from many quarters. Similarly, the events leading up to de Courcy’s 

eventual defeat and supersession by Hugh de Lacy have been enumerated a number o f times, 

nowhere more succinctly than in O rpen’s Ireland under the N orm ans.'^’’ That being said, a 

rehearsal o f  the proceedings, with special regard to the role o f  the de Lacys and their relationship 

with King John, would not be redundant.

The year after Hugh de Lacy’s foreshortened imprisonment o f  John de Courcy, in July 

1202, de Courcy was given safe conduct to come to the king’s court.'°^ If he made the trip, it was 

unsuccessful in securing peace with the crown, for in what seems to have been a sanctioned ( if  not 

royally sponsored) enterprise the following year (1203), Hugh de Lacy marched against de Courcy 

and defeated him at Downpatrick.'®^ That the government was com plicit in H ugh’s attack is 

implied by the subsequent safe-conduct to and fi"om the king’s court issued to de Courcy that 

September.'®^ It is perhaps important to note that while Hugh de Lacy was forcefully prosecuting 

the governm ent’s claims against de Courcy in Ulster, and Walter de Lacy acting in a similar role 

against de Burgh in Munster, custody o f  the English and Norman components o f  the de Lacy 

inheritance had already been given to the de Braoses. Any lingering notion o f royal disfavour 

inherent in the ‘loss’ o f these lands m ust surely be dispelled by the de Lacys’ status as instruments 

o f  the royal will in Ireland.

See above.
Orpen, Normans, p. 205 (vol. ii, pp 137-8); Martin, 'John, Lord of Ireland', p. 135; Warren, 'King John and 

Ireland', p. 34.
See the section entitled ‘The downfall of John de Courcy’ in Orpen’s chapter on the baron, Orpen, 

Normans, pp 204-8 (vol. ii, pp 134-44).
Rot. litt. pat., p. 15. To place the summons in temporal context, it was issued in the same month in which 

de Braose joined the king in Normandy.
AFM, iii, p. 137, s.a. 1203; ALC, i, p. 233, s.a. 1203; Ann. Cion., p. 220, s.a. 1203; Misc. Irish Annals, p.

83 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1203); >4(/, ii, p. 241, s.a. 1204 [recte 1203]. Walter Bower claims that John 
de Courcy was Hugh de Lacy’s lord, which, though not unlikely, is not certain, Walter Bower, 
Scotichronicon: in Latin and English, vol. iv : books vii and viii, eds David J. Comer et al. (Aberdeen, 1994), 
p. 461.

Rot. litt. pat., p. 34.
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The following year, in 1204, Walter de Lacy was employed by the government in its 

persecution o f John de Courcy. Preferring to eschew Hugh’s more blunt (if effective) tactics, King 

John entrusted his successful partnering from the previous year, Walter de Lacy and Meiler fitz 

Henry, with the task o f pursuing legal proceedings against de Courcy. On 31 August 1204, the two 

were ordered to summon de Courcy to the king’s service, make conditions for his attendance (by 

the council o f the barons of Ireland), cause judgement to be taken in the king’s court should he fail 

to meet those conditions, and effect his forfeiture if  that be the judgement o f the court. Perhaps 

influencing Walter de Lacy in his developmental and supervisory role was the further stipulation 

that, in the event of John de Courcy’s forfeiture, the eight cantreds o f the lordship o f Ulster closest 

to Meath would go to Walter and his brother Hugh.'®* Independent o f this clause, and perhaps as a 

reward for his service rendered to this point, King John ordered the justiciar to grant Hugh de Lacy 

a fee in Ireland worth 60 marks a year the very next day, 1 S e p t e m b e r . J o h n  de Courcy was by 

this point in dire straits. He had handed over hostages the preceding year as sureties for his good 

behaviour, who would be risked if he did not acquiesce to the demands of Walter de Lacy and 

Meiler fitz Henry. Included among the hostages were a number o f his vassals and their sons, which 

gave a certain menace to the letter to the barons o f Ulster, dispatched at the same time as Walter de 

Lacy’s commission, 31 August, ordering them to cause their lord John de Courcy to come to the 

king’s service, lest the king ‘betake himself to their hostages and their lands.’ Rumours alleging 

King John’s involvement in the murder of his nephew Arthur of Brittany the previous year (c.3 

April 1203) would have been firmly set in the minds of those whose children the king had just 

threatened.'"

With his men under pressure from the crown, Hugh de Lacy seemingly rewarded for his 

assaults and Walter de Lacy playing a leading role in his prosecution, John de Courcy remained 

defiant. Subsequently, the annals report that Hugh de Lacy once again marched against de Courcy 

and took him prisoner."^ If the annals o f Loch Ce are correct in recording that the lord o f Ulster 

was set free after having been crossed to go to Jerusalem, he seems to have reneged on his promise 

and instead made his way to Tir Eogain, though the Manx chronicle claims that he fled to his 

brother-in-law on the Isle of Man. Another safe conduct was issued to de Courcy on 21 October,

Ibid., p. 45; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 224. This is perhaps in partial compensation for the loss o f Walter de 
Lacy’s Norman lands, which were granted by King Philip Augustus to Andre Propensee that year,
Wightman, Lacy, p. 215.

Rot. litt. pat., p. 45b; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 227.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 45b; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 225.
Powicke, The loss o f  Normandy, pp 456-7; Painter, The reign o f  King John, p. 27; Norgate, Angevin kings, 

ii, p. 408; Norgate, John Lackland, pp 90-1
i, pp 233-5, s.a. 1204; AFM, iii, pp 139-41, s.a. \2QA\AU, ii, p. 241, s.a. 1204; Misc. Irish Annals, p. 

83 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1203); Ann. Cion., p. 220, s.a. 1204; Grace's Annals, pp 21-3, s.a. 1204; 
Tratris Johannis Clyn, annales Hybemiae', in Richard Butler (ed.). The Annals o f  Ireland. By Friar John
Clyn, o f  the Convent o f  Friars Minors, Kilkenny; and Thady Dowling, Chancellor o f  Leighlin. Together with
the Annals o f  Ross, (Dublin, 1849), p. 7, s.a. 1204; Chartularies o f  St Mary's, ii, pp 308-10, s.a 1204; 
Chronica de Mailros [chronicle o f  Melrose], ed. Joseph Stevenson (Edinburgh, 1835),p. 105, s.a. 1204.

ALC, i, pp 233-5, s.a. 1204; AFM, iii, pp 139-41, s.a. 1204; Ann. Cion., p. 220, s.a. \2 M \A U ,  ii, p. 243, 
s.a. 1205; Cronica regum Mannie & Insularum, ed. George Broderick (Belfast, 1979), f. 41v.
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to no avail."'' The situation is confused, but de Courcy seems to have thereafter made two 

unsuccessful attempts to recover his lordship by force, one coming from Tir Eogain, and the other 

from Man and the Isles. Their exact chronology is unclear, with either the unsuccessftil foray from 

Tir Eogfcin resulting in de Courcy fleeing to the Isles, or vice versa. Indeed, the entries may in fact 

be records o f  a single coordinated assault seen from two different perspectives, as in both instances 

John de Courcy’s am bitions were thwarted by W alter de Lacy at the head o f a force from M eath."^ 

Katharir.e Simms has made a convincing argument that Aed Meith Ua Neill, king o f Tir Eogain 

was a vassal o f the lord o f  Ulster, which would certainly explain the fact that he was willing to 

support both de Courcy and later his successor, Hugh de Lacy, in their military operations."® The 

involvement o f Rpgnvaldr, king o f Man and the Isles, however, seems to have caused King John 

more concern. The M anx king held a highly strategic position within the Irish Sea, and his fleet 

was a valuable asset to his allies. The fleet which King Rggnvaldr brought in aid o f de Courcy in 

1205 was said to have contained 100 ships, which R. Andrew M cDonald calculates may have 

contained four to five thousand warriors."^ Although W alter de Lacy was able to overcome the 

force, the English king could not afford to leave such a dangerous weapon in the hands o f  his 

enemies. King John first moved to break up another possibly dangerous alliance which Rpgnvaldr 

had been negotiating with one o f  his Irish Sea neighbours, Llywelyn ab lorwerth. Llywelyn had, 

since the death o f his uncle Rhodri ap Owain in 1199, been in negotiations with the pope over his 

proposed marriage to Rhodri’s widow, a daughter o f King Rggnvaldr."* Before that marriage 

could take place, however. King John offered his daughter Joan in m arriage to Llywelyn. ‘The 

Manx alliance was not concluded when the specially advantageous match with the daughter o f  his 

overlord presented itself to Llywelyn as the more attractive alternative.’"^ The offer was probably 

made during the sum m er o f  1204, that is, at the precise time that King John was orchestrating John 

de Courcy’s downfall in U l s t e r . H a v i n g  prevented one seaborne alliance. King John then moved 

to break up another. On 8 February, King John took King Rpgnvaldr under his protection.'^' This 

act successfully detached the Manx king from John de Courcy, and ensured that the de Lacy 

brothers would not further destabilize the region by mounting any retaliatory actions against Man

Rot. litt. pat., p. 47; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 234. This original safe conduct was later extended on 8 
Februaiy-, Rot litt. pat., p. 50; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 253.
115 From Tir Eogain: Misc. Irish Annals, p. 85 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1204). From Man and the Isles: 
ALC, i, p. 235, s.a. 1205; Cronica regum Mannie & Insularum, f. 41v. See also, Duffy, 'Ireland and the Irish 
Sea region', pp 63-4; McDonald, Manx kingship, pp 131-2.

Katharine Simms, 'The O'Hanlons, the O'Neills, and the Anglo-Normans in thirteenth-century Armagh', 
Seanchas Ardmhacha: Journal o f  the Armagh Diocesan Historical Society, 9/1 (1978), pp 70-94, at p. 77.

McDonald, Manx kingship, p. 121. For more on Manx sea power see, Duffy, 'Prehistory of the galloglass'; 
R. Andrew McDonald, 'Dealing death from Man: Manx sea power in and around the Irish Sea, 1079-1265', in 
Sean Duffy (ed.). The world o f  the galloglass: kings, warlords and warriors in Ireland and Scotland, 1200- 
1600 (Dublin, 2007), pp 45-76, esp p. 53.

Lloyd, History o f  Wales, ii, p. 617; McDonald, Manx kingship, p. 103.
Lloyd, History o f  Wales, ii, p. 617.
Ibid., ii, p. 616. The offer had certainly been made by 15 October 1204, Rot litt. claus., i, p. 12.
Foedera, conventiones, litterae, et cujuscunque generis Acta publica, inter Reges Angliae et alios quosvis

Imperatores, Reges, Pontifices, Principes, vel Communitates, ed. Thomas Rymer, 4 vols (London, 1816-25), 
I, i, p. 44. The Manx invasion that Walter de Lacy repulsed would therefore have occurred by January 1205.

142



and the Isles. Rpgnvaldr was from this point courted b>’ King John, and became a more or less loyal 

vassal o f the English king.'^^

Meanwhile, the final clause o f King John’s mandate o f 21 August was carried out on 13 

November, when Walter and Hugh de Lacy were granted eight cantreds of de Courcy’s forfeited 

lordship of U l s t e r . T h a t  same day, Hugh de Lacy was further rewarded with the grant of six 

cantreds o f Connacht as had been agreed when the king was count o f Mortain.'^"* Connacht had 

only thirty cantreds, making this an enormous grant o f  a fifth o f the province. On 5 May 1205, the 

situation was amended, with Hugh de Lacy receiving a grant o f the entire lordship of Ulster, 

while on 29 May he was belted earl thereof.'^® Hugh was now the only earl in Ireland, and, as such, 

a member o f a very privileged class. Such an elevation is indeed odd, especially since it may have 

come as an affront to the other great lords o f Ireland, including the king’s favourite, William de 

Braose, and Hugh’s elder brother, Walter de Lacy.'^^ The argument that Hugh’s earldom was a nod 

to Ulster’s relative independence, being less linked to  the Dublin government than to the North 

Channel region,'^* is possible, but John de Courcy’s promotion o f this separateness had 

presumably been a source o f anxiety for King John, which some have blamed for his downfall.'^’ 

The respected biographer o f King John, Sidney Painter, found the move, with all o f  its likely 

repercussions, so incomprehensible that he was led to speculate that ‘perhaps the king could not 

resist the temptation to annoy every one to some extent.’'^” While one should never underestimate 

King John’s character, the reasons for Hugh’s comital promotion become a little clearer through an 

examination of his brother’s precursory actions as royal agent in 1204.

W alter d e  L a c y  as ro y a l agen t: M u n ster  a n d  C on n ach t — 1204.

McDonald, Manx kingship, p. 131. For more on Rpgnvaldr, see below, chapters 5 and 7.
Rot. chart., p. 139; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 240. The price o f  the grant is listed as 550m in 200m instalments, 

Rot. obi. et fin., p. 227; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 239. Sean Duffy has noticed a letter o f  12 November in which 
King John told the bishops o f  Ireland to rely on what his emissaries, including the fiiture Ulster and Meath 
tenant Henry Bisset, told them regarding Irish affairs. Based on the timing o f  the dispatch, Duffy may be 
correct that the transference o f  Ulster from de Courcy to Hugh de Lacy was already under discussion, Sean 
Duffy, T he lords o f  Galloway, earls o f  Carrick, and the Bissetts o f  the Glens: Scottish settlement in 
thirteenth century Ulster', in David Edwards (ed.), Regions an d  rulers in Ireland, 1100-1650: essays fo r  
Kenneth Nicholls (Dublin, 2004), pp 37-50, at p. 39.

Rot. chart., pp 139-40; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 241. The cantreds were those closest to Meath, namely: Tri 
Tuatha, Mag nAi, Mag Lurg-Tirerrill, Corran, Sliab Luga and Leyny, see chapter 3.

Rot. litt. pat., p. 54; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 260. In addition to the lands which he held o f  his brother Walter 
in Meath, Hugh had also gained lands about Dundalk (Co. Louth) and acquired a half-share o f  the de Verdun 
claims to Airgialla through his marriage to Lescelina de Verdun in 1195, Gormanston register, pp 192-3. 
These claims wee not realised while Aed Meith Ua Neill (d. 1230) was king o f  Tir Eogain, Simms, 
'O'Hanlons', p. 75.

Gormanston register, p. 142; Rot. chart., p. 151; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 263.
Earl Hugh’s status relative to his brother Walter is difficult to determine, but one indication may be that 

Walter still preceeded him in the witness list o f  a charter c. 1234, Gormanston, pp 145-6, 195.
This notion has been most recently espoused in: Crooks, "Divide and rule", p. 282n. Along that vein, 

Hugh’s comital title would have also put him on par with the northem maritime earldoms o f  Athol, Carrick, 
Caithness, Lennox, Orkney, Ross etc.
'■’ Warren, 'King John and Ireland', p. 34.

Painter, The reign o f  King John, p. 47.
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As described above, once W alter de Lacy had accompanied M eiler fitz Henry on his 

successful mission to remove William de Burgh from Limerick, he likely would have remained in 

M unster in order to oversee the administration o f  his father-in-law’s honour o f  Limerick. W hile the 

extent to which de Lacy had official licence for his role in the removal o f de Burgh in 1203 may be 

unclear, from February 1204 he was clearly an instrument o f  governmental policy, receiving 

several royal com m issions in that vein. The first such assignment was one vital to the king’s 

continental interests. By the beginning o f  1204, the situation in Normandy was dire. King John had 

fled from the duchy at the beginning o f  December 1203 amid his growing insecurities, reportedly 

including his fear o f a baronial plot to deliver him to King Philip A ugustus.'^ ' With the flight o f  its 

duke, and in the face o f  its determined titular monarch, N orm andy’s resolve began to wane. Indeed, 

Norgate writes that, from John’s flight, not a single town or baronial castle in Normandy made 

armed resistance to the French king. The task facing King John was therefore ponderous, and, in 

the general absence o f local baronial support, one requiring vast sums o f money for mercenaries. 

This was the beginning o f  H olt’s ‘ten furious years’, which saw King John devote almost all o f  his 

efforts to recover what he had lost.'^^ A committee was therefore set up, composed o f  W alter de 

Lacy, Geoffrey Luterel, Henry le Blund, archdeacon o f Stafford, and William le Petit, with the task 

o f levying an aid from both the clergy and laity o f  Ireland in support o f  the war in Nonnandy.'^^ 

What is more, this committee was also charged with the task o f  advising the justiciar, M eiler fitz 

Henry, on the fines imposed on the escheats o f  Ireland, saving marriages to the king.'^"*

The imposition o f financial burdens in aid o f a distant war was never going to be a popular 

proposition, and it therefore made sense to have some o f the more powerful local lords as those 

charged with its enactment. After the removal o f de Burgh from Munster, in the absence o f  William 

Marshal and with de Courcy under assault in Ulster, W alter de Lacy was the most prominent 

magnate in Ireland at the time. His feudatory, William le Petit, was also a significant force in his 

own right, whose support would have been quite useful. Geoffrey Luterel, on the other hand, was 

one o f the king’s men, who, being a stranger to Ireland, seems to have required royal funding for 

his maintenance in the king’s service at this p o i n t . H e n r y  le Blund, archdeacon o f Stafford, better 

known as Henry o f  London, was none other than the future archbishop o f  Dublin.

'Itinerary of King John'; Norgate, John Lackland, p. 99.
J.C. Holt, The Northerners : a study in the reign o f  King John (Oxford, 1992), p. 144.
Rot. chart, pp 133-4; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 201. Letters o f protection for Walter’s English lands were sent 

to the sheriffs o f Herefordshire and Shropshire, Rot. litt. pat., p. 39; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 206. Hostages were 
also taken to ensure Walter’s good behaviour. They were: the sons o f (his brother?) Robert de Lacy, William 
le Petit, Richard de Capella, Hugh Hose and William Alneto, as well as the brother o f  Richard de Bellafago, 
Rot liberate, p. 106; CDI, 1171-1251, no 204 (where ‘f r ’ R ic ’ de Bellafago' is translated as ‘Friar Richard de 
Bellafago’. There were no friars in Ireland at this time).

R ot chart, p. 133; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 199.
Rot. liberate, p. 83; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 207. Geoffrey Luterel seems to the progenitor o f the Luterels o f 

Luterelstown, co. Dublin, Francis Elrington Ball, A history o f  the county o f  Dublin : the people, parishes and 
antiquities from  the earliest times to the close o f  the eighteenth century, 6 vols. (Dublin, 1995), iv, 
‘Luterelstown’.

Orpen, Normans, p. 228n (vol. ii, p. 193n). For the family o f le Blund, see: Eric St. John Brooks, 
'Archbishop Henry o f London and his Irish connections', Journal o f  the Royal Society o f  Antiquaries o f
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Two members of this committee had their commissions further extended in the middle of 

March, as Walter de Lacy was ordered to council the justiciar, Meiler fitz Henry and the 

archdeacon of Stafford on their emissary to Cathal Crobderg, king of Connacht.'^’ The result of 

their mission was a settlement whereby the king of Connacht agreed to hold one-third o f Connacht 

as King John’s vassal at a yearly rent o f 100 marks, and to surrender the remaining two thirds into 

the hands o f the English king. The justiciar was then ordered on 31 August to set about the task of 

choosing the best two-thirds of Connacht for the king, and generally setting matters in order. 

Meanwhile, on 26 March 1204 Walter de Lacy and his fellow committee members were once again 

called upon by the king, this time to adjudicate the old dispute between Justiciar Meiler fitz Henry 

and William de Burgh, which had caused William’s removal from Limerick the previous year.'^^ 

The only problem was that de Burgh was desperately needed for the king’s war in Normandy, 

where he had come to the king’s service in October 1203.’''° King John consequently granted him 

respite on 29 April 1204, and ordered all of his lands save Connacht and those given to de Braose 

to be returned to him. If an indignant Meiler fitz Henry refused to comply, then Walter and his 

associates were to enforce the king’s will.’'"

It is during this respite that Walter was, on 31 August 1204, given his share in the task of 

dealing with John de Courcy mentioned above. Just over two weeks later, on 16 September, The 

king repeated his order that William’s lands, save Connacht and those given to de Braose, were to 

be restored, which may suggest that Walter and his associates had been reluctant to implement the 

earlier o r d e r . T h e  appeals which the justiciar had made against him were still to be heard, but no 

record of the ultimate outcome survives. There are, however, a few clues. In a charter which can be 

dated April 1204 -  23 March 1205, William de Burgh granted to William le Petit (one o f the 

committee members involved in deciding his case) lands in Connacht and Thomond, as well as 

those lands in Meath which had been granted to William de Burgh and his brother Hubert by 

Walter de Lacy.’'’̂  The witness list of the chaner is also provocative. Among the lay magnates are;

Ireland, 4th ser., 60 (1930), pp 1-22. It is interesting to note that W alter’s Irish stepm other (the daughter o f 
Ruaidri Ua Conchobair) seems to have married a le Blund at some point after the death o f  her husband, the 
elder Hugh de Lacy, in 1186. Three o f  her le Blund sons, Henry, Thomas and an unnam ed brother who was 
killed, are m entioned in the account o f  W illiam M arshal II’s expedition to Ireland against Hugh de Lacy in 
1224, R oyal and  other historical letters illustrative o f  the reign o f  H enry III  fro m  the originals in the Public 
R ecord Office, ed. W.W. Shirley, 2 vols. (London, 1862-88), i, p. 502; CDI, 11 7 I-I2 5 I,  no. 1203. Also see 
chapter 7. Le Blund (or Blundus) was a very common name. However, as the first record o f  the children o f 
that union does not come until 1224 (albeit when they are seemingly mature), it is not impossible that the 
contact made between W alter de Lacy and the archdeacon o f  Stafford in 1204 could have paved the way for 
such a marriage.

Rot. liberate, p. 83; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 205.
Foedera, 1, i, p. 91; Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 6; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 222.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 39; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 209.
Rot. liberate, p. 67; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 187; Walton, T h e  English in Connacht 1171-1333', p. 33.
Rot. litt. pa t., pp 39-41; CD/, 1171-1251, no. 213-15.
Rot. litt. pa t., p. 46; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 230.
N icholls, 'A charter o f  W illiam de Burgo', pp 120-22. The territories, as identified by Nicholls, were: 

‘W interm urhath’ {Muinter M urchadha -  northern h a lf bar. Clare, co. Galway), ‘C lentaie’ {Clan T a id h g -  
about Athenry, co. Galway) and ‘O D erm od’ {Ui D iarm ada - ' p & K .  M oylough, Killarerin and Aghiart, co. 
Galway) all formerly held by W illiam ’s son Robert le Petit, ‘Kermochy Cleon M olroni’ (probably
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Walter, Hugh and Robert de Lacy, W illiam M arshal’s steward o f Leinster, John Marshal, and 

several other barons o f  M eath.''''' It would have been odd for William le Petit to have accepted (or 

even been offered) the grant if  judgem ent, which included the right to Connacht, had been m ade 

against de Burgh. If, on the other hand, the case was still open, then this was a highly visible bribe 

to one o f the adjudicators, witnessed by another. Indeed, as King John agreed in principal to term s 

which allowed Cathal Crobderg to retain a third o f  the province in August 1204, and granted six 

cantreds o f Connacht to Hugh de Lacy in N ovem ber 1204, this seeming recognition o f de B urgh’s 

right to Connacht by one o f King John’s representatives, witnessed by the de Lacy brothers, is 

p u z z l in g .P e rh a p s  then, judgem ent had been made in favour o f  de Burgh (at least in the minds o f 

the magnates involved).'''^ If  so, then it is perhaps at this point, rather than 1195x8, that William de 

Burgh confirmed and expanded upon John’s earlier grant o f  six cantreds in Connacht to Hugh de 

Lacy, by granting Hugh ten. W alter de Lacy’s grant o f  lands in Meath to William and his brother 

Hubert might also have occurred about this point, though it must have preceded de Burgh’s grants 

to William le P e tit.'”'’

Meanwhile, on 2 Novem ber 1204, the king, stating that he had ‘been informed that he 

cannot maintain peace in his lands o f  Connaught and Cork, nor rule those lands unless he holds in 

his hand his city o f  Limerick, with the cantred, committed in custody during pleasure to W illiam de 

B reouse’, ordered W alter de Lacy to hand over the strategic town to M eiler fitz Henry.'''* The town 

was re-granted to de Braose on 23 August 1205,'''^ so the order o f  2 November may have been 

what it purported to be; a temporary m eans to establish royal control o f the region during these 

confusing times. At the end o f  1204, then, negotiations with Cathal Crobderg were underway, 

judgem ent regarding William de Burgh was perhaps still pending, Hugh de Lacy possessed a grant 

o f  six cantreds in Connacht by royal charter, and the city o f Limerick was held for the king by his 

justiciar, M eiler fitz Henry. By the end o f  1205, however, Hugh de Lacy had lost his stake in

Ciarraighe Maighe A i around Castlereagh, co. Roscommon and Clann Maoilruanaidh  -  a family which 
occupied Magh Luirgh bars Boyle and Frenchpark, co. Roscommon), the tuath called ‘Trien Medonagh’ 
{Trian Meadhonach - around Killeedy in Ui Conaill Co Limerick), an unnamed tuath in which Esgrene {Aos 
Greine -  now Tuogh, barony o f  Owneybeg, co. Limerick) was situated, the lands which Walter de Lacy had 
granted William de Burgh and his brother Hubert in Meath: Moymet, Clonmore and Clonfane, and the 
lordship and service o f  the land held by Robert de Armentieres by grant from Hugh de Lacy (d. 1186). 
Nicholls is incorrect in assuming that, because de Burgh granted the lands o f  Robert le Petit to his father 
William, Robert must have been dead by this point. Robert le Petit outlived William de Burgh; ‘Robert fitz 
William le Petit’ is listed as a hostage in the custody o f  William Marshal in 1207, Rot. litt. pat., p. 72b; CDI, 
1171-1251, no. 309.
''''' The termini ante and p o st quern for the grant are the arrival to Ireland o f  one o f  its witnesses, John 
Marshal (April 1204; Rot. litt. pat., pp 40b, 42; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 210, 216; Crouch, 'Marshal, Sir John (d. 
1235)’) and the departure o f  another, Hugh de Lacy, c.23 March 1205 {Rot. litt. pa t., p. 51b; CDI, 1171-1251, 
no. 256). Hugh de Lacy was made earl o f  Ulster while in England, and would be referred to as such in the 
witness list o f  the de Burgh charter if  it had been made after his return that summer.

See above for both grants.
In 1220, the royal government proceeded as though Connacht had not been among William de Burgh’s 

possessions when it confirmed both his inheritance to his son Richard, and Connacht to Cathal Crobderg Ua 
Conchobair, see chapter 6.

See above, chapter 3.
''** Rot. litt. pat., p. 47; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 235 (quote).

Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 47; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 270.
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Connacht, but was earl o f  Ulster, Cathal Crobderg held Connacht on much more favourable term s 

than had been proposed in 1204,'^° and William de Burgh was seemingly living out the last days o f  

his life in relative obscurity.

The questions o f  who held the right to Connacht in the early months o f 1205, and the 

genesis o f  the earldom o f  Ulster are complex and ultimately deserve a higher degree o f  

investigation than can be afforded them in this study o f the main branch o f  the de Lacy family. 

However, because both issues were intertwined with the career o f W alter de Lacy, an attempt m ust 

be made to unravel their mysteries in this regard.'^ ' Indeed, both seem to be interrelated. It is Hugh 

de Lacy’s elevation to the rank o f  earl in U lster which perhaps provides a key to unlocking the 

mystery surrounding Connacht. When combined with W illiam de Burgh’s grant o f  lands in 

Connacht to William le Petit, Hugh de Lacy’s comital status begins to take on the appearance o f  a 

compensatory gesture for his loss o f  his six cantreds in Connacht. Such a gesture would have been 

unnecessary had the proposal put forth by Cathal Crobderg (that he hold one-third o f  Connacht by 

charter and surrender the remaining two-thirds to the king) been immediately accepted and put in 

place. Those two-thirds o f Connacht, comprising roughly twenty cantreds, could easily have 

included the six cantreds granted to Hugh de Lacy. W hat is more, H ugh’s grant would have 

provided useful leverage in the ongoing negotiations with Cathal Crobderg, which had, after all, 

been utilizing the council o f  H ugh’s brother, W alter de Lacy.'^^ A much more all-encompassing 

grant would have had to have been made for Hugh de Lacy to have lost his share in Connacht, and 

received an earldom as compensation. Perhaps, then, judgem ent had gone in favour of de Burgh, 

who, in his gratitude, granted a portion o f  Connacht to William le Petit. An earlier grant by de 

Burgh to Hugh de Lacy o f ten cantreds in Connacht c .l 195, if revived, would also have kept the de 

Lacys satisfied by increasing H ugh’s stake in the province. However, in order to ensure that he was 

still the fountain o f  patronage that his followers’ loyalty required, King John would have 

subsequently had to dip further into his own pockets to reward Hugh de Lacy for his role in de 

C ourcy’s d o w n f a l l . I f  this scenario is accurate, and Connacht had been awarded to de Burgh in 

early 1205, it was withdrawn by the end o f the year. On 20 December 1205, King John ordered 

M eiler fitz Henry to carry out Cathal Crobderg’s proposal that the latter should hold one third o f  

Connacht in fee, and render tribute for the other two thirds, with 2 cantreds going to the king.'^^' 

From John’s point o f  view, these are much less favourable terms than those upon which the pair 

had agreed in August 1204, which is yet another issue demanding explanation. Presumably, 

although his justiciar was obviously averse to allowing de Burgh to realize his 1194 grant o f  

Connacht, the existence o f such an alternative would have proved useful to King John in his 

negotiations with Cathal Crobderg. The Connacht annals o f  Loch Ce record the death o f  William

Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 62; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 279.
Perhaps some of the problems presented here, and solutions hesitantly proposed, will aid the enquiry. 
See above.
See chapter 3.
Rot. litt. claus., \, p. 62; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 279.
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de Burgh under the year 1205,'^^ which would certainly have provided Cathal Crobderg with a 

stronger bargaining position, explaining the better terms he was able to elicit from the English 

king.'^^ However, if  C.A. Empey is correct that William de Burgh did not die until 

January/February 1206, that is, after the revised agreement with Cathal Crobderg had been 

finalized,'^’ then some other explanation for Cathal Crobderg’s improved position must be sought. 

Perhaps John’s haggling caught up with him in the end, and the king o f  Connacht realized what an 

empty threat governmental support for William de Burgh was.

W hatever it may tell us about the legal status o f  Connacht, William de B urgh’s grant to the 

de Lacy tenant, William le Petit, would seem to have undermined King John’s aim o f  using the de 

Burghs as a check on the de Lacys and de Braoses in England and Ireland. John, at least, appears to 

have abandoned the tactic from about this point. That spring, W illiam ’s brother, Hubert de Burgh, 

was captured at Chinon by Philip A ugustus.’ *̂ As discussed above, Hubert had been used as a 

block on the de Lacy/de Braose interests in England and the W elsh march since 1200. Following de 

Burgh’s capture, however, the king granted the shrievalty o f  Herefordshire to his household 

seneschal, W illiam de Cantelupe. This in itself is not exceptional; H ubert’s imprisonment would 

have prevented him from exercising the office him self The fate o f the castles o f Grosmont, 

Skenfrith and Llantilio, however, could not have provided a clearer indication o f the new direction 

which the king favoured. These three castles, granted to Hubert de Burgh in October 1200 to 

provide a check on the de Braose/de Lacy alliance, were subsequently granted in fee to William de 

Braose.'^’ Clearly, the de Burghs were no longer to act as a counterbalance to the de Lacys and the 

de Braoses in England or Ireland. What is more, after being made earl o f  U lster in England, Hugh 

de Lacy was sent back to Ireland on 30 June with letters close instructing the justiciar to ‘place 

undoubted reliance’ on H ugh’s advice regarding the king’s interests in Ireland, and to ‘wage no war 

against the marchers unless by advice o f  W alter de Lascy, the same Hugh his brother, and o f  the 

other subjects o f  the king whose fidelity and service are necessary to maintain w ar.’ '®° The de Lacy 

brothers therefore continued in the capacity o f  instruments o f  the royal will in Ireland as the 

limiting agents set against them grew fewer and fewer. On 23 August, the city o f  Limerick was 

once again granted to William de Braose, which effectively gave W alter de Lacy possession o f  the 

strategic city .'^’ Limerick, like Athlone further north, controlled the Shannon in its district. As lord 

o f  Meath and custodian o f  Limerick (both honour and city), W alter de Lacy now possessed the 

main southern and eastern approaches to Connacht, and was consequently very well placed to

ALC, i, p.235, s.a. 1205. The annals of Clonmacnoise record his death in rather colourful terms, Ann. 
Cion., p. 220, s.a. 1204 {recte 1205).

Such is the argument in: Walton, The English in Connacht 1171-1333', p. 39.
C. A. Empey, 'Burgh, William de (d. 1206)', in Oxford dictionary o f national biography, (Oxford, 2004). 
Painter, The reign o f  King John, p. 45.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 57; Rot. chart., p. 160b.
Rot. litt. claus., p. 40; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 268.
Rot. litt. claus., p. 47; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 271. The justiciar was at the same time prohibited from 

exacting customs from Limerick not exacted from Meath or Leinster, unless in the army. Rot. litt. claus., p. 
A1\CDI, 1171-1251,no.21Q.
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influence m atters in that p ro v in c e .In d e e d ,  with significant staices in M eath, Ulster and Munster, 

the de Lacys were already able to exert their will directly in three o f  the historic fifths o f Ireland. 

W alter’s position along the Shannon brought Connacht within range, and the enduring absenteeism 

o f the lord o f  Leinster m eant that the local settler community might have to look north for a 

leader.'*'^ W hether or not King John was forced into this policy decision is unclear, but by the 

autumn o f 1205 the coalition o f de Lacy and de Braose was patently in the ascendency.

One must not forget Hugh de Lacy’s speculative grant in eastern Connacht, which, though dormant due to 
the king’s charter to Cathal Crobderg, could easily have been re-activated.

As they were to do in 1207. See chapter 5.
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Chapter 5 

Crown vs. Nobility: 1207-1216

‘At the commencement o f the year 1206 William de Burgh and Theobald W alter were 

both dead. They were succeeded by minors, and their lands were taken into the king’s 

hand. John de Courcy, too, had been banished from Ulster. The leading figures among the 

Anglo-Normans were Hugh de Lacy, now Earl o f Ulster; his brother Walter, Lord o f 

Meath; M eiler fitz Henry, the justiciar in Dublin; and in Munster, W alter de Lacy as 

seneschal for William de Braose, and Geoffrey de Marisco, Thomas fitz M aurice, and 

other large landholders there.’’

As is obvious from O rpen’s description o f  the state o f the Anglo-Norman colony in Ireland at the 

beginning o f 1206, the de Lacy brothers were without rival among the magnates o f  Ireland. Only 

M eiler fitz Henry, at the head o f  the Dublin administration and with control o f  those lands in 

wardship, could hope to match their standing among the settler community . Indeed, although 

Cathal Crobderg Ua Conchobair had been afforded a degree o f  security by King John’s recognition 

o f  his status as king o f  Connacht and the tenurial relationship created between the two within their 

agreement o f 20 December 1205, W alter de Lacy’s position made him well placed for intrigue in 

the western province. Perhaps W alter’s prominence allowed him to quietly adm inister his 

possessions, because very little is known o f  his dealings this year. In a rare incident involving one 

o f the other de Lacy brothers, Gilbert de Lacy made a plea o f trespass against his brother W alter for 

lands in Ireland. Gilbert neither appeared nor essoined himself, however, and nothing further is 

heard o f  the matter.^ The case may have been in some way connected to the death that same year o f  

another de Lacy brother, Robert, though this is far from clear.^ There is no record o f  W alter de 

Lacy crossing the Irish Sea, but his position in England was substantially improved. That year, 

1206, one o f the last vestiges o f King John’s provisions for the limitation o f  de Lacy’s power in

' Orpen, Normans, p. 231 (vol. ii, p. 199).
^CDI, 1171-1251, no. 299.
 ̂Ann. Cion., p. 221, s.a. 1206. A Robert de Lacy makes several appearances the next year in two charters of 

Hugh de Lacy to Roger Pipard dated 13 January 1207 {Calendar o f  Ormond deeds, i, pp 364-6) and to Hugh 
Hose dated 2 March 1207 {Archives des missions scientifiques et litteraires, third series, vi, (1880), f  43), 
and in John’s castigatory letter to the barons of Meath and Leinster o f 23 May 1207 {Rot. litt. pat., p. 72;
CDI, 1171-1251, 329). However, there seem to have been at least two Robert de Lacys operating in Ireland 
about this time (one a son o f the elder Hugh de Lacy, and the other o f a collateral branch), making it difficult 
to determine which was involved when their relationship to Walter, Hugh or William de Lacy is not 
explicitly stated.
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England was removed when W alter fined in 400 marks for the return o f the land and castle o f 

Ludlow, which had most likely been in the king’s hand since R ichard’s confiscation o f  W alter’s 

English lands in 1197.'* The rather stiff fine which W alter had to pay for Ludlow may be a hint that 

the king’s beneficence was less connected with the esteem in which he held W alter de Lacy than 

with his expensive expedition to Poitou that year,^ though the former would obviously have played 

a part. W alter’s father-in-law, William de Braose, was also at the height o f  his power, holding as 

fiefs or in custody 352 knights’ fees (worth between £800 and £1,000), and 16 castles in England 

and Wales.^

K ing  V5. M agnates: Ire la n d  -  1207

While W alter may have taken advantage o f  his standing in Ireland to enjoy a relatively 

quiet year in 1206, his position afforded him no such luxury in 1207. It was in fact his position as 

William de B raose’s custodian o f the honour o f  Limerick that embroiled de Lacy in a feud with the 

justiciar, M eiler fitz Henry, and through him. King John. Indeed, the Irish barons’ violent conflict 

with M eiler fitz Henry in 1207 was sparked, not, as has often been written, by M eiler’s jealousy at 

the coming o f  W illiam Marshal to Ireland later that year,’ but rather by M eiler’s attack on William 

de Braose’s franchise in Limerick. This immediately set the justiciar and W alter de Lacy at 

loggerheads and imbued the issues o f  Fircal (Co. Offaly) and Ui Failge (Co. Offaly), which were to 

play a significant role in the subsequent conflict, with more immediate and dangerous undertones, 

with the threat o f violence palpable. The trouble began in the winter o f  1206/7, when M eiler’s son 

(also named M eiler) launched an offensive and took the honour o f  Limerick by force. Kate 

N orgate’s theory that William de B raose’s arrears o f the 5,000 mark fine for Limerick (towards 

which he had made only one paym ent in 1204/5 and which subsequently stood at £2865 6s 8d*) 

provided fitz Henry with his justification, is almost certainly wrong.® Although W illiam ’s failure to 

diminish his debt may have irked the king, John’s letter to his justiciar makes it clear that the action 

was not officially condoned by the king. Had John wished to punish de Braose for his debt, he had 

more public and less equivocal ways o f  doing so. In the event, the king ostensibly sided with de 

Lacy and de Braose, issuing a mandate to the justiciar dated 12 February 1207, stating that:

* Rot. lift, claus., i, p. 71. This restoration came two years earlier than Brown states in his very useful article, 
R. Allen Brown, 'A list o f castles, 1154-1216', English Historical Review, 74/291 (1959), pp 249-80, at p. 
279. As seen above, Ludlow was certainly in the king’s hand by Christmas 1197, when Howden reports that 
Hubert Walter turned out and replaced its custodian, Chronica Rogeri de Hovedene, iv, p. 35, and see chapter 
3. That Ludlow was still in royal custody in 1203 is suggested by its assessment for the tallage of that year, 
The great roll o f  the pipe fo r  the fifth  year o f  the reign o f  King John, Michaelmas 1203, ed. Doris M. Stenton 
(London, 1938), p. 69.
 ̂Norgate, John Lackland, p. 113.

® Painter, The reign o f  King John, p. 46.
’ For this view see; Norgate, John Lackland, p. 146; Crouch, William Marshal, pp 102-5; Crooks, "Divide 
and rule", pp 282-3. Sidney Painter, however, acknowledges that Meiler had been at odds with the vassals of 
the Marshal and de Braose ‘supported by the lord of Meath’ from the end o f 1206, Painter, William Marshal, 
pp 145-6.
* The great roll o f  the pipe fo r  the seventh year o f  the reign o f  King John, Michaelmas 1205 ed. Sidney Smith 
(Pipe Roll Society new series, 19, London, 1941), p. 107.
 ̂Norgate, John Lackland, p. 146.
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William de Braose has complained to the king that the justic iar and M eiler his son have 

seized his constablewick, his knights, men, land, and chattels, although he has not been 

wanting in right. As William has well served the king, mandate that these and his arms be 

restored to him. But the justiciar shall till further orders retain to the king's use the city o f 

Limerick, if  it has been taken into the king's hand.'®

Although his letter stressed the fidelity o f  W illiam de Braose, and the esteem in which he was held, 

John also replaced de Braose as custodian o f  Glamorgan that m onth ." John might have been 

w illing to restrain de Braose slightly, but he was swift to distance him self from the assault on 

Limerick, which makes the young M eiler’s m otive difficult to ascertain.

The taking o f  Limerick may not have been officially sanctioned, but this did not mean that 

it was unwelcome, or that John would not immediately attem pt to benefit from the situation. While 

the honour o f Limerick had been granted to William de Braose in fee, the city itself had simply 

been entrusted to him during pleasure, which meant that the king could remove it from his custody 

whenever he pleased, as, indeed, he had done in 1204.’  ̂ It seems, however, that W alter de Lacy 

baulked at the justiciar’s attempt to retain the city o f Limerick. In a letter to the barons o f Meath 

dated 21 February 1207, the king thanked them for their fidelity:

...w hen dissension arose between W aller de Lacy, their lord, and the king's justiciar, 

touching the king's city o f  Limerick, the custody o f  which the king has delivered during 

pleasure to William de Braose; and because they had done their utmost to avert evil from 

their lord.’^

Given the identity o f the tow n’s initial captor, M eiler fitz Henry, it is little surprise that W alter de 

Lacy would have put up a fight when the justiciar sought to retain possession. It also seems 

probable that W alter attempted to discipline the young M eiler for the initial assault on Limerick, 

because, on the same day as his letter to the barons o f  M eath, the king ordered that the young 

M eiler not answer for its taking except before the king, and reiterated his desire that the city o f  

Limerick be retained.'"' In resisting M eiler, de Lacy had made a fatal mistake and left him self open 

to royal reprisals. John immediately abandoned his policy o f  support for de Lacy, and began to

Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 77; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 310; AFM, iii, pp 147-9, s.a. 1205; Ann. Cion., p. 221, s.a. 
1205. Although both sets of annals place the assault in 1205, it is much more likely to have been over the 
winter of 1206/7 because King John’s response to it is dated 12 February 1207. The entries in the AFM and 
Ann. Cion., being nearly identical, are most likely products of the same mistakenly dated source.
"  Rot. litt. pat., p. 68. He was replaced with the mercenary captain Falkes de Breaute.

See above.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 69; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 315. A similar letter was sent to the barons of Leinster.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 69; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 314. One wonders how much both Meilers’ benefited from their 

blood relation to the kings of England. The elder Meiler fitz Henry was a grandson of Henry I, and therefore 
King John’s first cousin, once removed, Marie Therese Flanagan, 'Meiler fitz Henry (d. 1220)', Oxford 
dictionary o f national biography, (Oxford, 2004).
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fortify the justic iar’s position in Ireland. On 14 February, two days after his letter stressing royal 

support for William de Braose in Limerick, the king ordered the constable o f  Bristol to find a ship 

to transport fifteen o f  the king’s crossbowmen to Ireland.’  ̂ The likely destination for these 

crossbowmen was the royal stronghold at Dublin, which was then being fortified by the justiciar. 

W hat is more, in his letters to the barons o f  Meath and Leinster, King John exhorted them to retain 

their fidelity to him and aid the justiciar in his fortification o f  Dublin. The injunction was expressed 

in terms which left little question as to the seriousness o f the situation.'® Twelve days later, on 5 

March 1207, the king ordered W illiam de Braose to place Philip d'Aubigny in custody o f Ludlow 

castle .'’ This was a serious blow to W alter de Lacy, who had only recently fined for possession o f 

the castle. Finally, on 14 April, W alter was called to judgem ent in the king’s court in England.'* 

M eiler was to send witnesses to prove de Lacy’s trespasses against the king in Ireland.

In addition to his alleged crimes against the king, which pertained to the city o f Limerick, 

W alter de Lacy also appears to have taken retaliatory measures against M eiler fitz Henry for his 

role in the taking o f  Limerick. Under 1207, the annals o f  Loch Ce record that ‘the castle o f  Ath-an- 

urchair [M eiler’s castle o f Ardnurcher] was captured by W alter de Laci and his brother, i.e. Hugo 

de Laci.’ °̂ The annals o f  the Four M asters provide further detail, saying that ‘the sons o f  Hugo de 

Lacy and the English o f  Meath m arched to the castle o f  Athnurcher [now Ardnurcher], and 

continued to besiege it for five weeks, when it was surrendered to them, as was also the territory o f 

Fircal ; and M eyler was banished from the country.’^' Ardnurcher had been granted to M eiler by 

W alter’s father, the elder Hugh de Lacy,^^ but the position o f Fircal {Fir Cell, alias: Feara Ceall) 

is less clear. Situated in m odem  co. Offaly, comprising the baronies o f Ballycowan, Ballyboy and 

Eglish, Fircal had been within the ancient Irish kingdom o f Mide, and was subsequently part o f  the 

de Lacy lordship o f M eath. Though there exists no definite evidence, Orpen may therefore be 

correct in his speculation that the territory had been appropriated by M eiler ‘adversely’ to W alter

Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 77b; CDI, 117I-I25I, no. 312.
‘The king now exhorts them resolutely to persevere in that fidelity and allegiance, for he will not bear it 

lightly that his justiciary suffer damage or dishonour so long as he shall be in his service. The king further 
begs that for love o f  him they give an aid to the justiciary towards fortifying the king's city o f Dublin, so 
exerting themselves therein, that the kine may with greater readiness heed their just petitions.’ Rot. litt. pat., 
p. 69; CD/, 1171-1251, no. 2 \5 .

Rot. litt. pat., pp 69b-70; R ot litt. claus., i, pp 79-80. A letter o f 10 March shows that 20 marks had already 
been paid to Philip as custodian, and a second orders some o f the king’s wine to be delivered from Bristol to 
the castle, Rot. litt. claus., i, pp 79-80, 81; Rot. litt. pat., p. 70. For more on Philip see, Nicholas Vincent, 
'Aubigny, Philip d' (d. 1236)', Oxford dictionary o f  national biography, (Oxford, 2004).

Rot. litt pat., p. 70; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 324.
Rot. litt claus., p. 81; CDI. 1171-1251, no. 325.
A LC ,\, p. 237, s.a. 1207. 

iii, p. 157, s.a. 1207.
Song, II. 3138-41; Deeds, 11. 3136-39. The elder Hugh de Lacy built the castle o f Killare in Meiler’s 

cantied of Ardnurcher in I \ %A,AU, ii, pp 202-3, s.a. 1184; Misc. Irish Annals, pp 72-3 (Mac Carthaigh’s 
book, s.a. 1184). It was one of those destroyed immediately following Hugh de Lacy’s death, AFM, iii, pp 
78-9, s.a. 1187. Ardnurcher castle was one of the castles built in 1192, af^er John had disseised Walter of 
Meath, see chapter 3.
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de Lacy, just as Limerick had been taken from de Braose and Ui' Failge from the M a r s h a l . I n  

addition perhaps to being an act o f retaliation for Meiler’s actions in Munster, the siege of 

Ardnurcher may therefore have been directed at the recovery o f the lost territory for Meath (though 

this is uncertain). Because Walter de Lacy is named as one o f those present at the siege, this must 

have occurred in the period before his recall to England in A p r i l . T h a t  being said, the mention of 

Meiler’s banishment might tempt one to place this siege among the other disturbances of late 1207, 

which occurred while Walter was in England, but which also led to Meiler’s recall to England. 

However, the annals o f Clonmacnoise, which provide a nearly identical entry to the annals o f the 

Four Masters, clarify what is meant by Meiler being banished from the country by saying that the 

de Lacys ‘forsed Meyler to abandon and forsake all the cantred of Kinaleagh from Burr [i.e. Birr 

(Co. Offaly)] to Killare.’ ®̂ Orpen’s claim that the true date of the siege might in fact be the 

beginning of 1208, when Geoffrey de Marisco defeated some of the justiciar’s men at Thurles,^’ is 

equally implausible, because Walter de Lacy remained in England until May/June 1208, by which 

time an end to hostilities had been negotiated and enacted.

William Marshal nevertheless played a leading role in the larger struggle.^* There was 

much for him to do, because, as just mentioned, his lands had not proved impervious to the 

justiciar’s acquisitiveness. Apparently acting at the king’s behest, Meiler had seized the Marshal’s 

territory of Uf Failge in northern Leinster. William arrived in Ireland at the end of February or early 

March, that is, about the time that Meiler was facing the hostility o f the de Lacy brothers. This was, 

needless to say, at an inopportune time from the government's point of view. This perhaps played a 

role in King John’s belated attempt to prevent William from crossing the Irish Sea. The History o f  

William Marshal recounts that after having begrudgingly given his consent for the voyage, the king 

abruptly changed his mind and sent a messenger demanding the Marshal’s second son as a hostage 

to ensure his good behaviour in Ireland, hoping by this to prevent the Marshal’s crossing. Despite 

the fact that his eldest son was already held as a hostage, William acquiesced to the king’s demand, 

sent his second son, and embarked for Ireland.^’

Orpen, Normans, p. 237 (vol. ii, p. 214). Also see Flanagan, 'Defining lordships in Angevin Ireland'. Ui 
Failge overlaps, but is not coterminous, with the modem co Offaly, see Smyth, Celtic Leinster, p. 148. The 
dispatch of John Marshal to Ireland in April 1204 may have been in order to combat Meiler’s advances. 
Painter, William Marshal, p. 153; Crouch, William Marshal, pp 102-3, and see chapter 4. Unfortunately, 
Crouch mistakenly identifies Ui Failge (Offaly), the territory in dispute, as Ui' Faelain, an entirely distinct if 
neighbouring region in which Meiler held lands of the Marshal, Crouch, William Marshal, pp 102, 105, 112, 
244.

In the most recent work on the conflict, Flanagan places the siege late in 1207, Flanagan, 'Defining 
lordships in Angevin Ireland'. I do not follow her reasoning that the placement o f the record of the siege as 
the last in 1207 in both the annals of Loch Ce and the annals o f the Four Masters suggests that it occurred at 
the end o f  the year. The nature o f the compilation of the annals belies this reasoning. See, Simms, Medieval 
Gaelic sources, pp 35-6.

See below.
Ann. C/o«., pp 221-2, s.a. 1207.
Orpen, Normans, p. 237n (vol. ii, p. 214n).
For a new and focused account of the Marshal’s conflict, see Flanagan, 'Defining lordships in Angevin 

Ireland'.
History o f  William Marshal, 11. 13335-422. See also: Orpen, Normans, p. 234 (vol. ii, pp 208-9); Crouch, 

William Marshal, pp 101-2.
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It is unclear what action the Marshal took regarding M eiler fitz Henry upon his arrival in 

Ireland, but the scenario posited by both Orpen and Painter, in which the lord o f Leinster called fitz 

Henry to judgem ent in his honorial court for the taking o f  Ui Failge, is plausible.^” Such an action 

would certainly explain why M eiler immediately urged the M arshal’s recall,^’ and why the king 

sent an outraged letter to the barons o f  Meath and Leinster on 23 August. In the letter, King John 

wrote that he:

Marvels much at what they [the barons] tell him in their letters, from which it appears that 

they are about to create a new assize in the king's land without the king. It is unheard o f 

that a new assize should be established in the land o f  another without the consent o f  the 

prince o f  that land. Unjust indeed, and unusual is what they ask, namely, that the king's 

justiciar o f  Ireland should restore, without the king's order, what has been taken into the 

king's hand by his order. The king, therefore, commands them to desist from their demand 

to the justiciar touching Ui Failge. For the king wills not that the justiciar answer to 

anyone without his order concerning tenements taken into the king's hand by his order.^^

Otway-Ruthven thought that the issue may have been down to the exercise o f  prerogative wardship, 

in which the king claimed possession o f  all lands o f  a deceased tenant-in-chief, no matter o f  whom 

they may have been held, when the heir was still u n d e r a g e .T h e  lord o f  Ui Failge had been Gerald 

fitz M aurice, who died before 15 January 1204 when the justiciar was duly ordered to deliver all 

lands and castles, with the heir, to William Marshal as lord o f  Leinster.'^'* At some point before 

1207, therefore. King John reversed his decision and ordered Ui Failge’s confiscation, which the 

justiciar effected. In this light, both the M arshal’s reaction to having been disseised o f Ui Failge by 

his tenant and the king’s reaction to having his justiciar tried in an honorial court for enacting a 

royal mandate are understandable. W hat further suggests that the point o f contention may have 

turned on the practice o f  prerogative wardship in Ireland is the explicit provision for the exclusion 

o f the practice from the lordships o f  Meath and Leinster in the revised charters for the two 

lordships, which the king issued in the aftermath o f  the conflict.^^ There was clearly more behind 

the letter than one isolated court action, because, as H.G. Richardson points out, the body o f 

protesting barons did not include the M arshal’s closest adherents, and even had some o f dubious

Orpen, Normans, p. 235n (vol. ii, p. 21 On); Painter, William Marshal, p. 154.
History o f William Marshal, 11. 13437^6; Crouch, William Marshal, p. 103; Orpen, Normans, p. 235 (vol. 

ii, pp 209-10).
Rot. litt. pat., p. 72; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 329. It has been generally accepted that, although his name is 

absent from the letter, while others such as the de Lacys are named, William Marshal was behind the petition 
which the letter answers. If the appeal was regarding a judgement in his favour, his inclusion among the 
petitioners may have been superfluous.
”  Otway-Ruthven, A history o f medieval Ireland, p. 78.

Marie Therese Flanagan, 'Fitzgerald, Gerald fitz Maurice (d. 1204)', Oxford dictionary o f national 
biography, (Oxford, 2004).

Rot. chart., pp 176, 178; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 381-2. The practice of prerogative wardship was once again 
addressed in cap. 37 of Magna Carta, 1215. 'Magna Carta, 1215', in Harry Rothwell (ed.), English historical 
documents, vol. 3, 1189-1327, (London, 1995), pp 316-24, at p. 320; Holt, Magna Carta, pp 307-8, 460-1.
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loyalty. In Richardson’s words, ‘it looks indeed as though the protest were not in the interest o f  the 

M arshal but, in circumstances we do not understand, in the interest o f  W alter de Lacy; and while 

some o f  the M arshal's tenants, including the disloyal Philip de Prendergast, jo ined in the protest, the 

lead was clearly taken by the barons o f  M e a t h . M a r i e  Therese Flanagan has recently shed further 

light on the complex situation in Leinster, and concludes that ‘M eiler’s action in taking Ui Failge 

into his own hand in the name o f the king had provoked a collaborative response from the barons o f 

Leinster and M e a t h . I n  light o f the de Lacys’ actions prior to the M arshal’s arrival, it is perhaps 

permissible to take one step further and state that there was a general disaffection with M eiler fitz 

H enry’s justiciarship in Ireland, perhaps with perogative wardship at its root, which was ultimately 

given voice through the issue o f Ui' Failge.

If a judgem ent was handed down in the M arshal’s court, the end result was that the two 

sides took up arms against one another and, in the words o f the annals o f  the Four Masters, ‘a great 

war broke out among the English o f  Leinster; i.e. between M eiler, Geoffrey M ares [de Marisco], 

and William Marshal. Leinster and M unster suffered severely from them .’’’* Late in the year, the 

main combatants o f  this conflict, William Marshal and M eiler fitz Henry, were summoned to the 

king.^’ They were joined at the royal court at W oodstock by many other barons o f  Ireland for what 

has been described as a general review o f the Irish situation, prompted, no doubt, by the justic ia r’s 

clashes with the magnates that year.''® At the council, on 9 November, John mandated that the pleas 

o f the crown and those touching free tenements were to be reserved to the crown in Ireland, and that 

the king’s money o f Ireland was to be the only currency used in Ireland.'” This effectively removed 

the ‘liberties’ o f  Meath and Leinster, a powerful blow to magnate power in Ireland and a fact which 

was subsequently written into the revised charters for their lordships which W alter and William 

Marshal were to obtain from John the following year.''^ A number o f  grants were also made to some 

o f the barons o f  Ireland, with the attending barons o f Leinster gaining the most.''^ However, the 

king had not waited for the dispute with William Marshal to address the dissatisfaction o f  his Irish 

subjects. As mentioned above, W alter de Lacy had been called to the king on 14 April 1207 to face 

the charges made against him by the justiciar. No evidence o f a trial or its outcome exists, but on 13 

July King John ordered the custody o f  Ludlow castle and town, only recently taken from Walter, to 

be given to his ‘dear and faithful William de B raose’, effectively restoring Ludlow to W alter’s

H.G. Richardson, 'Norman Ireland in 1212', Irish Historical Studies, 3/10 (1942), pp 144-58, at pp 152-3.
Flanagan, 'Defining lordships in Angevin Ireland'.
AFM,\\\,-p. 155, s.a. 1207. See a\s,o:Ann. C/o«., p. 221, s.a. 1207.
William apparently landed in Wales on 29 September 1207 (Michaelmas), and proceeded directly to the 

king, History o f William Marshal, II. 13552-84. See also: Orpen, Normans, p. 235 (vol. ii, p. 210); Otway- 
Ruthven, A history o f medieval Ireland, p. 76; Painter, William Marshal, pp 155-6; Crouch, William Marshal, 
p. 105.

Otway-Ruthven, A history o f medieval Ireland, p. 78.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 76; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 352.
See below.
Rot. chart., pp 171-4; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 339-48, 353-4, 356. The witness lists of the majority of these 

grants contain an odd order, in which the Irish barons precede the great earls of Chester and Winchester.
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custodian/'' Three days later, Walter was with the king at Winchester, where he witnessed the 

king’s grant o f a fair at Mullingar to William le Petit, another o f Walter’s barons specifically 

addressed in John’s letter o f 23 M ay/^ Walter then seems to have kept in regular contact with John, 

witnessing the king’s charters at Worcester on 23 August, Bristol on 17 September, Windsor on 25 

October and Malmsbury on 23 November 1207/® On 4 December one o f de Lacy’s hostages, 

Richard de Capella, was released/^ Although reconciliation had only been hinted at by the 

foregoing, it was put beyond doubt the following day, 5 December, when King John granted his 

‘faithfiil and beloved’ Walter the cantred of Ardmayle (in Eoghanacht Caisil, bar. Middlethird, Co. 

Tipperary) during p l e a s u r e . I f ,  as Sidney Painter and David Crouch write, the grants and 

concessions which the English king handed out to the barons o f Ireland that winter were designed to 

isolate the lord of Leinster, William Marshal, from his support in Ireland, then the lord o f Meath 

(and custodian of Limerick) was one who benefited from the attempt."*^

While the main pillars o f the Anglo-Norman colony o f Ireland held council with the king in 

England, their violent conflict persisted, being carried out in Ireland by proxy. The admittedly 

biased History o f  William Marshal records that Meiler’s men attacked the Marshal’s interests, 

burning New Ross (Co. Wexford), as soon as he and William Marshal ieft.^” While at the council in 

November, Meiler fitz Henry even offered to raise an army at his own expense, capture both 

William de Braose and William Marshal, and deliver them to the king. This John did not condone, 

but he did issue letters recalling the Marshal’s deputies in Leinster on pain o f forfeiture in England, 

which letters fitz Henry accompanied to Ireland.^' When confronted by the justiciar and the king’s 

letters, the Marshal’s deputies remained loyal to their immediate lord, set about fortifying Leinster 

and called upon the aid of the earl of Ulster, Hugh de Lacy. Given his role in the siege of 

Ardnurcher, which resulted in Meiler’s expulsion from Fircal earlier that year, it is little surprise 

that Hugh was willing to oblige. Furthermore, by answering the call o f the barons o f Leinster, Hugh 

was effectively championing the cause of the resident colonists in Ireland. The irony that Meiler 

was one o f the original colonists of Ireland does little to blur this image, for the old soldier was

Rot. litt. pat., p. 74.
Rot. chart., p. 167; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 330.
British Library (BL) Additional Charter 33658; Rot. chart., pp 169-71, 173.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 77b.
Rot. litt claus., i, p. 98; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 363. For identification see: Goddard Henry Orpen, 'Motes 

and Norman castles in Ireland', English Historical Review, 22 (1907), pp 228-54, at p. 452. For more on 
Ardmayle, see C. A. Empey, 'The settlement of the kingdom o f Limerick', in James Lydon (ed.), England 
and Ireland in the later middle ages: essays in honour o f  Jocelyn Otway-Ruthven, (Blackrock, 1981), pp 1- 
25, at pp 3, 16; C. A. Empey, 'Conquest and settlement: patterns o f Anglo-Norman settlement in North 
Munster and South Leinster', Irish Economic and Social History, xiii (1986), pp 5-31, at p. 23.

Painter, William Marshal, p. 156; Crouch, William Marshal, p. 106.
History o f  William Marshal, 11. 13551-74; Orpen, Normans, p. 236 (vol. ii, p. 212); Crouch, William 

Marshal, pp 108-9. There seems no independent evidence refuting the History's testimony, though is must be 
borne in mind that the poem’s form and function may have coloured its presentation o f events.

History o f  William Marshal, 11. 13575-670. Orpen places Meiler’s journey shortly afiter 14 November 1207, 
while David Crouch dates it to January 1208, Orpen, Normans, p. 236 (vol. ii, pp 212-3); Crouch, William 
Marshal, p. 109.
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plainly a government man now.^^ The History o f  William Marshal reports that the earl of Ulster 

came with 65 knights and 1,200 men, which he used to devastate Meiler’s l a n d s . T h e  Irish annals 

concur, the annals o f the Four Masters stating that ‘Another great war broke out between Hugo de 

Lacy and Meyler; and the result was, that nearly all Meyler's people were ruined.’ '̂' In this overt act 

o f hostility against the government’s forces, Hugh was ostensibly acting on his own, for Walter was 

close to reconciliation, if not already reconciled, with the king by this point. What is more, the 

History o f  William Marshal reports that the Irish Sea was especially violent that winter, so that 

Meiler fitz Henry’s was the only ship to make a successful crossing from Michaelmas 1207 (the 

date o f William Marshal’s landing in Wales) and 2 February 1208.^^ Allowing for poetic licence, 

there remains the strong possibility that Walter would not have been in contact with his brother 

when the call for help came from Leinster. Indeed, the level o f the de Lacy brothers’ collusion in 

this and other matters throughout their respective careers is unclear. However, it is perhaps 

significant that while Walter worked (to varying degrees of success) to cultivate his status as a loyal 

royalist and Hugh was more prone to contumacy, there is no evidence o f a real breach between the 

pair. When Hugh lost favour, Walter was sure to work to reconcile his brother to the king, a pattern 

which may indicate a conscious adoption of roles in which Walter protected his inheritance with his 

loyalty while Hugh sought to expand de Lacy authority through less diplomatic means. This was a 

tactic often employed by magnates and their heirs (to whom it was perhaps better suited) during 

times of uncertainty, such as civil war, though its successful exploitation was not unknown to the 

relatively changeable political arena of thirteenth-century Ireland.^*

If there was such an arrangement in place by the end of 1207, it worked beautifully. While 

Walter regained the trust o f the king and obtained a grant o f Ardmayle, Hugh played a leading role 

in the defeat of the justiciar in Ireland. The rough seas kept those in England ignorant of the course 

of the war in Ireland, but once news finally came, it signalled victory for the magnates. The justiciar 

had been captured, made peace with the Marshal’s wife Isabella de Clare, and delivered his son as a 

hostage for his good behaviour. Meiler’s allies, including some barons o f Leinster who had sought 

to profit from the dispute, were compelled to do the same.^’ This forced King John to reconsider his 

policy for Ireland. From an order to the mariners of the Welsh coast dated 20 February 1208, it 

appears that the king had been preparing for an expedition to Ireland at mid Lent:

One wonders how strongly the generational gap would have been felt between the second generation 
colonists and the justiciar, whose deeds had been praised in the Song o f  Dermot and the earl, which had 
probably been composed by this point, see Deeds, pp 27-37.

History o f  William Marshal, 11. 13680-786; Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 103.
AFM,\\\,Tp. 155, s.a. \207, Ann. Cion., p. 221, s.a. 1207.
History o f  William Marshal, 11. 13672-5.
See, for instance, the careers of Feidlim Ua Conchobair (d. 1265) and his son Aed na nGall (d. 1274). 

Freya Verstraten, 'Both king and vassal: Feidlim Ua Conchobair of Connacht, 1230-65', Journal o f  the 
Galway Archaeological and Historical Society, 55 (2003), pp 13-37.

History o f  William Marshal, 11. 13787-888.
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The king commands the mariners o f  the W elsh coast and others, that as they love their 

lives and chattels they do not cross to Ireland or elsewhere for any one, but that they 

credit what shall be told to them by Robert Fitz Richard on the king’s behalf about 

entering his service at Ilfracombe (Devon) [Aufredyncomb’] to pass the king’s forces 

into Ireland; and they are to be prepared at Ilfracombe for that purpose at Mid Lent, 

otherwise the king will hang them and the owners o f  their ships, and order all their 

chattels to be seized for his use. London.

Although this was plainly called o ff as the king embarked upon a new programme o f appeasement, 

it is instructive that John had considered military intervention in Ireland, if  the order can be 

interpreted as such, as early as 1208. To have been forced to swallow his pride and bow to the 

superiority o f  the m agnates’ forces could not have sat well with the king, whatever his public 

declarations. With the benefit o f  hindsight, one can not help but think o f 1210 and the brutal 

manner in which Meath and Ulster were taken into the king’s hand. Much ink has been spilled 

pondering the reasons behind John’s 1210 expedition to Ireland, and much more will be spilled in 

due course below, but for the moment it is worth noting that the great blow dealt to magnate power 

in Ireland in 1210 m ight have owed as much to that pow er’s victory over the royal government in 

the winter o f  1207/8, as it did to financial or personal imperatives.

The destruction o f  William de Braose -  1208

For the time being, in the spring o f  1208, John’s change o f  heart appeared to be total, at 

least with regard to the lords o f  M eath, Ulster and Leinster. However, if the king was incapable o f 

humbling de Lacy and the Marshal in Ireland, this did not stay his hand against his erstwhile 

favourite W illiam de Braose in England and Wales. Unfortunately, those vital chancery enrolments, 

the close, patent and charter rolls, are incomplete for this period, masking much o f what transpired 

and leaving the historian to piece together events from less straightforward sources.^’ The writing 

had perhaps been on the wall since the young M eiler fltz H enry’s supposedly unsanctioned attack 

on Limerick was accompanied by John’s retention o f  the city and de B raose’s removal from 

Glamorgan, but from the beginning o f  1208 the process gathered momentum. The fall o f de Braose 

is writ large on the pages o f  English, Welsh and Irish history, and has consequently been dealt with 

numerous times. Nevertheless, the precise details o f  the proceedings remain obscure. W hile a full 

and dedicated study m ight still be needed, here an incomplete account must suffice.^®

Rot. litt. pat., p. 79; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 374. This is independent of John’s later mandate to the mariners 
of the Cinque ports to muster on 1 June (Trinity Sunday), which was later postponed to 21 Sept (St 
Matthew’s day). Rot. litt. pat., pp 80, 81b, 83b-86.

The close roll 10 John (1208-9) is missing, while no chancery rolls exist for 11 John (1209-10) -  13 John 
(1211-12), Painter, The reign o f  King John, p. 207.
“  For dedicated accounts see: Rowlands, 'William de Braose'; Holden, 'King John, the Braoses, and the 
Celtic fringe'.
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The annals o f W orcester, whose location o f composition occasions confidence in their 

veracity on such matters, contain an extended entry concerning the quarrel between de Braose and 

the king which connects the affair to the situation in Ireland.^’ The annals claim that King John 

suspected William o f ordering Geoffrey de M arisco to seize the city o f Limerick and other castles 

in Ireland, and called de Braose to his court in order to answer these c h a r g e s .T h is  scenario is 

quite possible, because, under 1208, the annals o f Loch Ce report a ‘great w ar between the 

Foreigners o f Erinn this year, i.e. between the sons o f  Hugo de Laci, and Meyler, and Geoffroi 

M areis [Geoffrey de M arisco]’, a n d  one set o f  Dublin based annals records ‘a great massacre at 

Thurles in M unster on the men o f the justiciar, by Geoffrey de M arisco.’*'' Both W alter de Lacy and 

Geoffrey de M arisco were called to court for their respective transgressions,*^ and there is no 

reason to believe that the lord o f Limerick, William de Braose, would not have been as well (though 

no official record survives). The W orcester annals claim that de Braose refused to come to the king 

and instead fortified his Welsh castles, which led directly to his persecution, flight and ruin.** It 

therefore seems that William de Braose was brought down for ordering military action, while the 

actual combatants, including de Lacy and de Marisco, escaped punishment.*^ The essential point 

may be that de Braose refused to answer the king’s summons, which w'ould have inflamed John’s 

ire. De Braose was among the barons o f  Ireland at court in the autumn o f  1207,** but a refusal on 

his part to submit to judgem ent might explain M eiler fitz H enry’s offer to raise an army to arrest de 

Braose and William Marshal in Novem ber 1207 (the point at which de Marisco was called to 

court). John m ight have dealt harshly with W alter de Lacy had things gone better for the king in 

Ireland that winter, but given M eiler’s loss o f  face, and W alter’s ostensible loyalty in subjecting 

him self to judgem ent in the king’s court, John decided to relent. However, the implication o f de 

Braose’s refusal to come to court was that he was beyond the king’s jurisdiction, an implication that 

John could not countenance to stand unchallenged.

Besides being well situated to hear news from the neighbouring Welsh march, Worcester was well placed 
for Irish matters. Due to the popularity o f  the recently canonised St Wulfstan, Worcester was a popular 
destination for Irish pilgrims. The archbishop o f  Dublin, John de Grey, was appointed to the panel o f  prelates 
charged with assessing the authenticity o f  St. Wolftsan’s miracles. See Brian Spencer, 'Pilgrim souvenirs', 
M edieval Dublin excavations, 1962-1981, ser. B 2: Miscellanea, 1 (1988), pp 33-48, at pp 39-40; Peter 
Draper, 'King John and St Wulfstan', Journal o f  M edieval History, 10 (1984), pp 41-50; Freya Verstraten 
[Veach], 'The anglicisation o f  the Irish nobility c .l 169 - c.1366', PhD (University o f  Dublin, 2008), p. 155.
“  'Annales prioratus de W igomia [Annals o f  the priory o f  Worcester]', in Henry Richards Luard (ed.), 
Annales Monastici, vol iv, (London, 1869), pp 355-64, p. 396, s.a. 1208. Geoffrey was a tenant o f  de Braose 
for the cantred o f  Any in Limerick, Empey, 'Settlement o f  Limerick', pp 11-12.

ALC, i, p. 239, s.a. 1208.
^  Chartularies o f  St Mary's, ii, p. 311, s.a. 1208. This must have occurred after 13 July, when de Braose was 
called ‘dear and faithful’ by King John, but before November, when de Marisco was called to account for his 
transgressions. See above.

On 13 November 1207 King John wrote ‘the king commands Meyler fitz Henry, justiciar o f  Ireland, to 
cause to be brought to judgment o f  the county o f  Dublin, Geoffrey de Marisco and others indicted for arson, 
robbery, homicide, and other offences against the Crown’, Rot. litt. pa t., p. 77; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 351.
“  'Annales de Wigomia', p. 396, s.a. 1208.

Geoffrey de Marisco later showed his fidelity by accompanying John to Ireland in 1210, Orpen, Normans, 
p. 250 (vol ii, p. 248). He became custos o f  Ireland in April 1213, and justiciar on 6 July 1215, Martin, 'John, 
Lord o f  Ireland', p. 149.

See, Rot. chart., pp 171-5.
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King John did not explicitly cite de Braose’s supposed role in the disturbances o f 1207 as 

the reason for his quarrel with de Braose, but he did link their dispute to Limerick. In a unique 

apologia inscribed in the Red and Black Books of the English exchequer, which King John 

composed some time after his victory over the de Braoses and de Lacys in 1210, the king placed the 

blame for William’s destruction on the massive debt William owed the crown for the honour of 

L i m e r i c k . T h e  apologia's placement in two exchequer documents would certainly argue that the 

debt played a part, but it would also explain why John might not have highlighted the political 

factors involved. The apologia reads very much like a cautionary tale to royal debtors. It would 

have been all the more menacing if the debt appeared to be the only reason for de Braose’s fall.’® 

When coupled with the convincing testimony of the annals o f Worcester, the king’s deposition 

makes it clear that the honour o f Limerick was at the heart of his quarrel with William de Braose. 

The roots o f de Braose’s power lay in the Welsh march, however, and it was here that John chose to 

strike. John’s apologia states that direct action was taken in the early spring of 1208. Thereupon 

William’s wife, Matilda de St Valery, nephew, Earl William Ferrers, and brother-in-law, Adam de 

Port came to the king at Gloucester on 22x23 April asking that de Braose might be allowed to 

approach the king and give satisfaction. This was granted, and the pair met at Hereford on 24x28 

April.’ ' According to the king’s account, William agreed to give up the castles of Hay 

(Herefordshire), Brecon (Powys) and Radnor (Powys) in Wales until his debts had been paid, 

mortgaged his English lands against the debt and agreed to hand over as hostages two sons o f his 

eldest son William, one son of his younger son Reginald and four of his tenants’ sons. King John 

then continues to relate how de Braose, accompanied by his two sons William and Reginald, 

nevertheless sought to enter his forfeited castles with a large force, and failing in that purpose, fired 

the royal town of Leominster (Herefordshire) and fled with his family into Ireland.

Against the king’s testimony must be placed the account of Roger of Wendover, who 

situates the dispute in the context o f a general demand for hostages from the English baronage after 

the imposition o f the interdict upon England. According to Wendover, fearing that the pope might 

seek further censure upon him through excommunication or by absolving his nobles o f their

Foedera, I, i, pp 107-8. Partial translations may be found in CDI, 1171-1251, no. 408; Calendar o f  
documents relating to Scotland preserved in Her Majesty's Public Record Office, London, vol i, 1108-1272, 
ed. Joseph Bain (Edinburgh, 1881), no. 480.
™ Brock Holden makes the often-aired point that the expense to which John went in order to hunt down the 
de Braoses for their arrears would not have made him a very cost-effective debt collector. Moreover, by 
showing that John did very little to take advantage of the supposed financial example he was making of de 
Braose, with none o f the financial ruthlessness immortalized in the clauses o f  Magna Carta coming until 
1211, Holden does much to discredit any semblance of a financial motive, Holden, 'King John, the Braoses, 
and the Cehic finnge', pp 8-9.

The dates o f John’s presence at Gloucester and Hereford may be found in: 'Itinerary o f King John'.
Foedera, I, i, p. 107. The corresponding entry in the Calendar o f  documents relating to Ireland incorrectly 

states that W illiam’s son William the younger was demanded as a hostage, CDI, 1171-1251, no. 408. See 
also: Rot. litt. pat., p. 81; Rot. iitt. claus., i, pp 112-3; B ru ty  tywysogyon or the chronicle o f  the princes: 
Peniarth M S 20 version, ed. Thomas Jones (Cardiff, 1952), p. 83, s.a. 1208; Brut (RBH), p. 187, s.a. 1208; 
Annales Cambriae, ed. John Williams ab Ithel (London, 1860), p. 66, s.a. 1208; 'Annales de Margan', p. 29, 
s.a. 1208.
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allegiance, King John sent an armed force to all men of rank issuing his demand for hostages so that 

he would hold their fidelity more firmly. Wendover then continues:

When they at length came to William de Brause, a man of noble blood, and demanded 

hostages from him, as they had done from others, Matilda, wife of the said William, with 

the sauciness o f a woman, took the reply out of his mouth, and said to the messengers in 

reply, “I will not deliver up my sons to your lord, king John, because he basely murdered 

his nephew, Arthur, whom he ought to have taken care of honourably." Her husband on 

hearing her speech rebuked her, and said, “Thou hast spoken like a foolish woman against 

our lord the king; for if I have offended him in anything, I am and shall be ready to give 

satisfaction to my lord and that without hostages, according to the decision o f his court 

and o f my fellow barons, if he will fix on a time, and place for my so doing.

Upon hearing his messengers’ account o f their encounter with de Braose, King John angrily sent 

men after William and his family, who escaped into I r e l a n d . K i n g  John’s reputation had been 

tarnished since the disappearance o f his nephew, and rival, Arthur o f Brittany in 1203. As Arthur’s 

former gaoler, who reportedly renounced his charge when he became suspicious of King John’s 

intentions toward Arthur, William de Braose was most likely aware of the circumstances of the 

boy’s death.’’’ This has led some historians to accept Wendover’s scene at face value, despite its 

apparent incongruit>' with King John’s official testimony.

Although these two accounts seem to be at odds with one another, it may be possible to 

reconcile them if one remembers that the young William de Braose was also married to a woman 

named Matilda (daughter o f Richard de Clare, earl of Hertford).’  ̂ Wendover’s testimony that 

John’s men demanded the couple’s two sons as hostages would therefore be in agreement with 

King John’s own testimony that the young William’s sons were demanded as part of his settlement 

with the elder William de Braose at Hereford on 24x28 April. This would help to explain why King 

John was so adamant in his pursuit and punishment of the younger William in 1210 (while his 

father was all but ignored), subjecting him and his mother to a horrific death by starvation once they 

were captured.’  ̂ Painter points to their starvation as the possible genesis of the de Clares’ ill will 

towards John.’’ If a few ill advised words from Matilda de Clare had actually prompted John’s 

retribution, then the de Clares had all the more reason to resent him. One final piece of evidence 

comes in the form o f the Welsh Brut y  tywysogyon, one version o f which claims that the de

Roger ofWendover's Flowers o f  history. Comprising the history o f  Englandfrom the descent o f  the Saxons 
toA.D. 1231 formerly ascribed to Matthew Paris, trans. J. A. Giles, 2 vols. (London, 1849), ii, pp 247-8.

See the excellent discussion o f John and Arthur in Powicke, The loss o f  Normandy, pp 309-26.
Tumer, 'Briouze, William (III) de (d. 1211)'.
W. L. Warren, The historian as "private eye'", in J.G. Barry (ed.), Historical Studies IX, (Belfast, 1974), 

p. 11; Painter, The reign o f  King John, pp 242-50.
”  Sidney Painter, 'The family and the feudal system in twelfth century England', Speculum, 35/1 (1960), pp 
1-16, at p. 15.
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Braoses’ flight into Ireland was the result o f John’s enmity and envy toward William de Braose the
78younger.

The younger William de Braose had already been a hostage earlier that year in the custody 

o f his brother-in-law, Walter de Lacy. This fact has no doubt caused further confusion regarding 

John’s subsequent harassment o f de Braose. It would seem, however, that the period of the younger 

W illiam’s imprisonment was a precursor to John’s persecution o f the family. The order for his 

delivery to Walter de Lacy at Ludlow castle (which was restored to de Lacy), to ensure that the 

elder William would follow the royal will, came on 19 March 1208.^’ This was more than a month 

before their settlement at Hereford, and may have been about the time o f King John’s distraint of 

William de Braose’s marcher territories. In this light, with William the younger already a hostage in 

March 1208, the scene presented above by Roger o f Wendover is implausible if, as it has been 

traditionally interpreted, it concerns the elder William de Braose. Even if one discounts King John’s 

testimony that the sons o f the younger William and Reginald de Braose were demanded, William 

the younger’s imprisonment in the middle of March predated John’s demand for hostages at 

Hereford at the end o f April, which would obviously have precluded any refusal on the part o f his 

parents. Moreover, given the ire which Matilda’s response supposedly raised in the king, it is 

equally unlikely that Wendover’s scene would have preceded the meeting at Hereford. Wendover 

concludes his account by claiming that upon hearing o f Matilda’s words, John immediately sent 

men after the de Braoses, prompting their flight into I r e l a n d . E v e n  if one takes this for a 

chronicler’s oversimplification of events, the chronology remains unlikely. As mentioned above, 

the elder William’s wife, Matilda de St Valery approached John at Gloucester on 22x23 April in 

order to appeal for a meeting between the king and her husband, which came a few days later at 

Hereford. If her words had already enraged the king to such an extent, then she would have been an 

unlikely intercessor on her husband’s behalf.

O f course, since it was written at least ten years after John’s reign by an ardent anti- 

Johannean, Wendover’s account may simply be the product o f one eager both to explain the violent 

deaths meted out to Matilda de St Valery and her son William in 1210, and once again highlight 

King John’s treatment o f his nephew Arthur. As John’s biographer, and famous apologist, W.L. 

Warren, puts it: ‘what is immediately striking about this [the timing of Wendover’s composition] is 

that he seems to know more about John’s reign than men who were writing shortly after the events

‘In that year William de Breos, a man o f gentle lineage and discreet, was banished by the king o f England 
from all his land to Ireland because of enmity and envy towards William the Younger. His son and his wife 
and his grandsons were banished along with him, in disgrace and with the loss of their possessions’. Brut 
(Peniarth), p. 83, s.a. 1208. The entry in the red book of Hergest version states: ‘That year king John, out o f 
envy and hatred, expelled William Breos and William the Younger, his son, and their wives and their 
grandsons to Ireland, with disgrace and the loss of their possessions’ Brut (RBH), p. 187, s.a. 1208.

Rot. litt. pat., p. 80.
Roger ofW endover's Flowers o f  history, ii, p. 248. ‘The messengers, on their return to the king, told him 

what they had heard, at which he was seriously enraged, and privily sent some knights and their followers to 
seize this William and his family ; but he, being forewarned by his friends, fled with his wife, children, and 
relatives, into Ireland.’
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they describe.’*' Indeed, W arren’s final verdict is that W endover was, at best, guilty o f  gullibly 

relating baronial gossip as fact in his depiction o f the king as a ‘m onster o f  personal depravity.’*̂  

Regarding the scene between Matilda and John’s messengers, J.C. Holt remarks that W endover’s 

account o f  King John’s general demand for hostages is muddled and suffers from a lack o f 

corroborating evidence.*^ Thus, whether or not one subscribes to the full measure o f  W arren’s 

condemnation o f W endover as a source, it is perhaps wise not to give undue credence to his account 

in this instance, no m atter whom he intended.

A much more reliable source, the Histoire des dues de Normandie et des rois d'Angleterre 

also includes details about the de Braose family as well as King John’s subsequent expedition to 

Ireland. The com position’s author was attached to the family o f  de Bethune, whose current head 

was Robert VII de Bethune. Robert’s uncle, Baldwin de Bethune, count o f Aumale, was one o f  the 

heroes o f  the work, and clearly served as a source for some o f  the Histoire's content.*"* The vital 

point for the com position’s reliability is that Baldwin was the nephew o f  M atilda de St Valery, and 

provided the Histoire'?, author with information regarding the de Braoses.

‘This lady [Matilda] boasted once to Baldwin count o f  Aumale, her nephew, that she had 

12,000 milk cows; and she boasted that she had so many cheeses that if  a hundred o f the 

strongest men in England were besieged in a castle, they could defend them selves with 

her cheeses for a month. Provided they never got tired, they would always find cheeses 

ready to be thrown at their besiegers.'**’

What is more, the author o f  the Histoire was either on John’s 1210 expedition to Ireland, or 

received a first hand account o f its progress from Baldwin, who certainly was.*^ The author was 

keen to preface his account o f  the expedition with a discussion o f M atilda’s fortitude, stating that 

‘people said nothing about her husband compared to what they said about her. She kept up all their 

war against the Welsh, and conquered much from them. She performed many good services for 

King John, which was a waste o f her resources, and made him many fine presents.’*’ This depiction 

o f Matilda as the strength behind the de B raoses’ position in the W elsh march meshes well with 

John’s com m ent to William de Braose in 1210 that he knew that the power to make his proposed 

40,000 mark fine for peace lay not only with William, but also with his wife who was by then in

Warren, King John, p. 11. Warren then proceeds (pp 11-16) systematically to dismantle the historical 
credibility of most of the episodes which Wendover relates so vividly.

Ibid., p. 257.
Holt, Magna Carta, p.82n. However, one could possibly view John’s demand for hostages from the Irish 

kings in 1210, which led to a breakdown in relations, as supporting, if not corroborating, evidence of 
contemporary unease about the surrendering of hostages to John’s tender mercies. See, Sean Duffy, 'King 
John’s expedition to Ireland, 1210: the evidence reconsidered', Irish Historical Studies, 30 (1996), pp 1-24.

Duffy, 'King John’s expedition to Ireland, 1210’, pp 7-10.
Histoire des dues de Normandie et des rois d'Angleterre [History o f  the dukes o f  Normandy and the kings 

o f England], ed. Francisque Michel (Paris, 1840), pp 111-12.
Duffy, 'King John’s expedition to Ireland, 1210', pp 7-9.
Histoire des dues, p. 111.
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Ireland.** W hat is conspicuous by its absence in the H istoire’s description o f  M atilda’s strength o f 

character is any reference to W endover’s supposed casus belli, her refusal to part with her sons as 

hostages because o f  John’s m urder o f  his nephew A rthur o f Brittany. Although arguments ex 

silentio  are dangerous, it is odd that the Histoire would not mention such an important event. The 

author o f  the Histoire was far closer than W endover to the events in question, and even had 

M atilda’s nephew as a source. The author was not opposed to portraying King John in a poor light 

(his comment that M atilda’s good services for John were a waste o f her resources makes that clear) 

so the scene’s exclusion can not be blamed on sympathetic editing. Even had John succeeded in 

keeping the episode secret from 1208 to 1210, the Histoire was probably not composed in its final 

form until about 1220, ample time for the ‘true’ reason for John’s displeasure to be included.

At the end o f the day, even though the de Braoses almost certainly had intimate knowledge 

o f  the circum stances o f A rthur’s death, the theory that John’s destruction o f  W illiam de Braose, and 

his pursuit o f  M atilda and her children into Ireland, were the result o f  his fear that M atilda m ight let 

the king’s dirty secret slip does not stand up to scrutiny. The best way for John to have ensured that 

William de Braose told  the world what had happened to Arthur would have been to hound him into 

exile in France; the best way to ensure that the world believed de Braose’s allegations would have 

been to brutally starve his wife and son to death. W endover’s testimony, if  it pertained to the elder 

William and M atilda de St Valery, suffers from a total lack o f  corroboration in fact, and simply 

does not make sense.

The wider context

The real reason for William the younger’s period as a hostage becomes clearer when the 

context in which it was ordered is examined. The order for W alter de Lacy to hold the young 

William de Braose as a hostage for the crown came on 19 March 1208, the same day that W alter 

officially made peace with John touching their dispute in Ireland.*^ W alter’s formal reconciliation 

with the king was the product o f  some negotiation in which several issues touching the state o f 

Ireland must have been raised. It certainly took longer to effect than William M arshal’s, which was 

achieved over a week earlier through the M arshal’s ‘spontaneous’ submission to John at Bristol on 

5 M arch.’” On 21 March 1208, almost immediately after W alter’s reconciliation, Philip o f  

Worcester, Roland Bloet and M aster Robert o f  Cirencester were sent to Ireland with a commission 

to be present at the justic iar’s councils, enact the king’s will ( if  so required) and review the state o f

** Foedera, I, i, p. 107, 'nos ei respondimus, quod bene ’ novimus quod non erat omnio in potestate sua, set 
magis in potestate uxoris suae quae fu it in Hibernia.'', CDI, 1171-1251, no. 408. This rather cryptic statement 
has often been connected to Wendover’s account of Matilda de Braose’s imprudent words to John’s 
messengers in 1208 as evidence of a personal vendetta. Orpen understood it to mean that John ‘knew well 
that William was not his own master at all, but was ruled by his wife, who was in Ireland’, Orpen, Normans, 
p. 247 (vol. ii, p. 241). It seems to me that the statement was more a slightly emasculating way of brushing de 
Braose aside, rather than an allusion to Matilda’s supposed insult regarding the death of Arthur of Brittany.

Rot litt. claus., i, p. 106; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 376.
*  Rot litt claus., i, p. 105; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 375.
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Ireland.^' In addition to being an experienced adm inistrator o f  the crow n’s affairs in Ireland, Philip 

o f  W orcester was also the same man who had fought against de B raose’s overlordship in Limerick 

in 1201.^^ It is therefore little wonder that King John m ight have been anxious to ensure that the 

elder William de Braose would accept the royal will regarding Philip’s findings. That being said, 

demanding William the younger as a hostage for this purpose was asking a lot, especially if he had 

already been put in charge o f some o f the English and m archer components o f  the de Braose 

inheritance.^^ By placing him in the custody o f  his brother-in-law, the newly reconciled W alter de 

Lacy, John was perhaps able to arrive at a compromised solution. The young William was 

subsequently released from captivity by late summer 1208, when he joined with his father and 

brother in their attempted recovery o f  his father’s forfeited castles and burning o f Leominster.^''

Despite King John’s treatment o f  the lord o f  Limerick, he obviously backed the other great 

Irish magnates over his justiciar in Ireland. The same day that the commissioners Philip o f 

Worcester, Roland Bloet and M aster Robert o f Cirencester were sent to Ireland, 21 March, M eiler 

fitz Henry was ordered to deliver seisin o f  Ui Failge, the point o f  contention in the governm ent’s 

dispute with William Marshal, to the Marshal once pledges for the payment o f  300 marks had been 

g i v e n . T w o  days later, on 23 March, the Marshal, W alter de Lacy and other Irish barons 

counselled the king at Southampton, where the king ordered that Irish robbers be expelled from 

Ireland and brought to judgem ent according to English law.^® On 28 March, the rapprochement 

reached between King John and William M arshal was made m anifest in a new charter for Leinster. 

However, the same did not immediately follow for W alter de Lacy. Instead, on 9 April, the king 

directed Robert de Vieuxpont to take Hugh de Lacy hostage for W alter’s good behaviour.^’ This 

may have been part o f  W endover’s supposed general demand for hostages following the imposition 

o f the interdict mentioned above, but it would also have been a good way o f ensuring that de Lacy 

did not interfere in the action taken against de Braose’s m archer lands about this time. Once John’s 

men had completed their task, W alter received his new charter for Meath. This came on 24 April at

Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 107; CDI, 1 1 7 I-I2 5 I, no. 379.
See chapter 3.
The question o f  whether or not the king recognised the young W illiam ’s tenure rem ains open, see chapter

4.
See above. Because they were received in Ireland by W illiam M arshal, David Crouch places the de 

B raoses’ flight after the M arshal’s arrival there that summer, Crouch, William M arshal, pp 115-16. Although 
the H istory o f  William M arshal states that the flight took place in the winter, it would m ost likely have 
occurred before a num ber o f  de B raose’s tenants in the W elsh march m ade an agreem ent with the sheriff o f  
G loucestershire, Gerard d ’Athee, not to return to the service o f  their lord. The agreem ent was ratified by the 
king on 21 September {Rot. litt. pat., p. 86), so their journey m ost likely took place in late August or early 
Septem ber 1208.

Rot. litt. pat., p. 80; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 378.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 80; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 380.
The following day John ordered that Hugh be allowed to go w ithout irons, but still safely guarded. Rot. litt. 

claus., i, p. 110. Eyton characterised the order ‘as though [John was] bestowing a special favour’, and sees 
this as evidence o f  a thaw in relations between W alter and the king. Eyton, Antiquities o f  Shropshire, v, p. 
262. This hostage was almost certainly not W alter’s brother, the earl o f  Ulster. For the king to have taken an
earl hostage for his brother would have been odd, as would the absence o f a title in the mandate. It was more
likely the son o f his brother Robert, who is m entioned as a hostage in 1207, Rot. litt. pat., p. 72; CDI, 1171- 
1251, no. 309.
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Hereford, that is, at the same conference that William de Braose negotiated his settlement with the 

king.^* The compromised terms on which Meath was to be held reserved pleas o f  the crown and 

cross lands to the king, and stated that the king’s writ was to run throughout W alter’s lands. W alter 

therefore agreed to surrender the quintessence o f  his liberty status in Meath. In return, as mentioned 

above, John renounced his right o f  prerogative wardship within Meath. Once his position was once 

again secure, W alter wasted little time and crossed to Ireland in M ay or early June 1208.^^

The storm gathers: 1208-9

From the sum m er o f 1208, the absence o f  chancery enrolments begins to be felt even more, 

making events very difficult to read. Indeed, those sources that do exist are all but silent on the de 

Lacys. The only piece o f evidence for their continuing communication with the king is a letter from 

W alter to John about June 1208 informing him that he had received the custody o f M ilo fitz John 

Picard and Lyonshall castle (Herefordshire) from Stephen Devereux on behalf o f  the king.’°° 

W alter was thus still in favour. Just as important, however, is the fact that in his letter W alter told 

the king that he had given both ward and castle into the keeping o f his bailiff Milo Picard, whose 

separate letter to the same effect was enrolled along with de Lacy’s. While it is only to be expected 

that W alter would no longer have utilized William de Braose as custodian o f  his English and 

m archer territories, these two letters are positive evidence o f  W alter’s direct lordship in the region 

by sum m er 1208.'®'

W hat can be fathomed for the second half o f 1208 is already fairly well known. 

Following the burning o f  Leominster, the de Braose family fled to W alter de Lacy in Ireland. 

Inclement weather forced them instead to land in Wicklow, where they were harboured by William 

M arshal. When he heard o f their arrival, the new justiciar o f Ireland, John de Gray, whose 

appointment is a m ajor indicator o f  the king’s concern regarding Ireland, ordered the Marshal, in 

the name o f the king, to deliver up the fugitives. William M arshal first claimed not to have known 

that they were at odds with the king, and then refiised to comply on the grounds that he could not in 

good conscience betray his lord.'°^ De Gray immediately complained to King John while William 

Marshal quickly conducted the de Braose family to Meath. W hat is truly remarkable in this episode 

is the faith in the power o f  the de Lacys displayed by the de Braose family believing that W alter 

could provide refuge from the king. Perhaps even more significant was de L acy’s self-confidence.

Rot. chart., p. 178; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 382. The charter also confirmed Walter’s possession o f seven 
knights’ fees in Fingal, perhaps acquired by the de Lacy’s during the elder Hugh’s days as custos o f Dublin.

Protection while there: Rot. litt. pat., p. 84; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 383. He was granted licence to construct a 
mill at Drogheda on 3 June, Rot. litt pat., p. 84; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 384.

Rot. litt. pat., p. 91. Lyonshall castle lies approximately 10 kilometres (6 miles) north-west o f  the de Lacy 
castle of Weobley.

Although no earlier evidence exists, it is almost certain that Walter would have resumed direct lordship 
over his English and Welsh land by the time o f his arrival from Ireland in the spring of 1207.

See, for instance: FoeJera, I, i, p. \01,C D I, 7/77-7257, no. 408; Norgate, p. l5 l;O rp en ,
Normans, pp 246-7 (vol. ii, pp 238-40).

See, Flanagan, 'Defining lordships in Angevin Ireland'.
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The harbouring of fugitives was not to be taken lightly, and yet Walter received his in-laws, and 

proceeded to negotiate with King John on their behalf.

Negotiations would have taken place in the early months of 1209, and, according to John’s 

apologia, an agreement was reached whereby William de Braose was to remain with the de Lacys 

while he undertook to make satisfaction for his crimes. If he failed to do so, Walter and Hugh 

agreed neither to harbour nor permit him to remain in Ireland any longer.’*’'' Buoyed, no doubt, by 

their recent success in confronting Meiler fitz Henry as justiciar in Ireland, the de Lacys ostensibly 

proved de Braose’s faith in them to have been well founded. In the near absence of chancery 

documents, it is difficult to judge Walter de Lacy’s relationship with King John during this period 

o f heightened tensions, though they could hardly have been as cordial as they had once been. That 

said, the extent to which the de Lacys were prepared to go in their tacit quarrel with the king still 

comes as a surprise. It had only been a matter o f months since Walter received a renewed charter 

for Meath and other concessions from King John. Yet, by 1209, in addition to harbouring de Braose 

while he sought to fulfil the conditions o f this new agreement, there is evidence that the de Lacys 

were intriguing against King John with King Philip Augustus o f France.

Knowledge o f their apparent treason comes in the form of a letter from King Philip 

addressed to a ‘J. de Latiaco’ in which the French king writes that he had been informed that the 

latter planned to launch a coordinated rising, with friends, in England and Ireland. The French king 

goes on to promise that once he was sure of the addressee’s rebellion he would consider irrefutable 

council regarding the land which the latter’s ancestors had in England (presumably with an eye 

towards their restoration).

Philippus Dei gratia Francorutn rex dilecto suo J. de Latiaco salutem et dilectionem. 

Mandamus vohis quod si conventiones nobis fueritis prosecutus quas Rogerus de Essartis 

dilectus et fidelis noster nobis ex parte vestra dixit, videlicet de guerra fatienda in Anglia 

cum Johanne rege Anglie per amicos et imprisios quos ibidem vos dicit habere, et in 

Hibernia similiter per amicos et deffensionem castellorum, ita quod nos istud pro certo 

sciamus sicut melius poterit sciri, nos tale consilium habebimus de terra quam 

predecessores vestri habuerunt in Anglia quod de re redargui non poterimus. Actum  

Parisius, anno Domini h f  CC" nono.

At first glance, ‘J. de Latiaco’ would seem to indicate John de Lacy, and in his study o f the reign o f 

King John, Sidney Painter struggled to reconcile the letter’s contents with the actions of the 17 year

Foedera, I, i, p. 107; CDl, 1171-1251, no. 408.
Recueil des actes de Philippe Auguste roi de F rancepublie sous la  direction de M. Charles Samaran 

membre de I ’institut, tome 111, annees du regne XXVllI a XXXVl [ le r  Novembre 1206-31 Octobre 1215], eds. 
M. J. M onicat and M. J. Boussard (Paris, 1966), no. 1079, pp 161-2. The original letter is now in the Vatican 
Library, MS Ottobon 2796, fo 74v. It was first edited in: Archives des missions scientifiques et litteraires, 
third series, vi, (Paris, 1880), p. 334.

169



old son o f Roger de Lacy, constable o f Chester.'®* J.C. Holt did much to discredit this 

interpretation, and A.A.M. Duncan has provided a convincing argument for the addressee o f the 

letter to be either Walter or Hugh de Lacy. At the time the letter was composed, John de Lacy was a 

landless minor, whose father, friends and relatives were all still loyal to the English king. There is 

no hint o f rebellion from their friends or relatives. The family’s holdings seem neither to have been 

diminished in England (as the implied promise of restoration would argue) nor extended into 

Ireland (as required for their defence th e re ) .C o n v e rse ly , besides actually holding lands astride 

the Irish Sea, both Walter and Hugh de Lacy had recently made war against the king’s justiciar in 

Ireland and were in 1209 sheltering the fugitive de Braose family. What is more, although Duncan 

rightly doubts whether Walter de Lacy had any English fiefs left to recover from their sequestration 

under King Richard,'®* as discussed above, the de Lacy inheritance in England had been 

significantly truncated over the y e a r s . A s  King Philip’s letter refers to lands held by the 

addressee’s predecessors, not explicitly by himself or his father, it is perhaps to these holdings that 

it alludes. In this light, Duncan’s suggestion that Philip might have misunderstood a message from 

de Lacy requesting the restoration o f his Norman lands is less convincing, especially since such an 

arrangement would have involved Philip reversing the patronage that he had shown his supporters 

in Normandy when he granted them away in 1204."®

One further piece of evidence not cited by Duncan is that the addressee’s intermediary with 

the French king, Roger des Essarts, was soon to be Hugh de Lacy’s companion on the Albigensian 

Crusade.” ' This fact is all the more striking when one considers the testimony of the Dunstable 

annalist who records, under 1210, a rumoured plot to drive John from his throne and set up the 

leader of that crusade, Simon de Montfort (d.l218), in his s t e a d . W a l t e r  was perhaps connected 

to Simon through his sister-in-law, Loretta de Braose, who had been married to Simon’s uncle,

Painter, The reign o f  King John, pp 253-5. The letter forms ‘t’ and ‘c ’ are very similar for this period, so 
‘Latiaco’ should perhaps be ‘Laciaco.’

Holt, The Northerners, pp 207-8; A.A.M. Duncan, 'John king o f  England an the kings o f  Scots', in S.D. 
Church (ed.). King John: new interpretations, (Woodbridge, 1999), pp 247-71, pp 258-9.

Duncan, 'John king o f  England an the kings o f  Scots', p. 259.
See chapter 1.
Walter de Lacy’s Norman lands had been granted by King Philip Augustus to Andre Propensee. 

Wightman, Lacy, p. 215. See chapter 4.
Recueil des actes de Philippe Auguste, Hi, pp 161-2, no. 1079; William o f  Tudela and Anonymous, The 

song o f  the Cathar wars: the history o f  the Albigensian Crusade, ed. and trans. Janet Shirley (Aldershot, 
1996), p. 28; Nicholas Vincent, 'England and the Albigensian Crusade', in Bjom K. U. Weiler and Ifor W. 
Rowlands (eds.), England and Europe in the reign o f  Henry III (12I6-I272), (Aldershot and Burlington, 
2002), pp 67-97, pp 67-97 at 73. The pair remained on the crusade even after their crusading vows had been 
completed. Roger des Essarts held half a knight’s fee at Tronchay beside Rouen (Troncheium Juxta 
Rothomagum), o f  the fee o f  Breteuil. Les Essarts (Eure, cant. Damville) was part o f  Simon de Montfort’s 
demesne. Recueil des historiens des Gaules et de la  France, tome xxiii, p. 714 e, f; Lucien Merlet and 
Auguste Moutie (eds)., Cartulaire de I ’A bbaye de Notre-Dame des Vaux de Cernay de I ’Ordre de Citeaux au 
diocese de Paris, tome premier, 1118-1250,eA%. Lucien Merlet and Auguste Moutie (Paris, 1857),p. 188.
For more on Roger des Essarts see Pollock, 'Franco-Scottish politics', pp 22-3, 24, 30 ,47; Painter, The reign  
o f  King John, p. 254. The name Essarts is a veiy  common one, but in 1190, the sheriff o f  Shropshire was 
ordered to pay Gilbert des Essarts 100s for the custody o f  Ludlow castle, then in the king’s hand. Pipe Roll 2 
Richard I, p. 124; Eyton, Antiquities o f  Shropshire, v, p. 257.

'Annales prioratus de Dunstapilia, (A.D. 1-1297)', in Henry Richards Luard (ed.), Annales Monastici, vol 
Hi, (London, 1866), pp 3-420, at pp 33-4, s.a. 1210.
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Robert de Breteuil (d. 1204), the late earl of Leicester. Robert and Simon’s mother. Amice, were 

members of the English branch o f the powerful de Beaumont family.”  ̂ The de Beaumont 

inheritance had been split during the reign of King Henry I, with Simon’s great-grandfather, Robert 

de Beaumont (d. 1168) succeeding to the earldom o f Leicester and the family’s English honours. 

His twin brother, Waleran (d. 1166), took the title earl o f Meulan, and the family’s Norman 

honours.''"' One of those honours was Pont-Audemer, where Walter de Lacy held two fees before 

1204."^ Here, then, is another possible link between Walter de Lacy and Simon de Montfort’s 

family. Even the monastery to which the de Lacys supposedly fled after their expulsion from 

Ireland in 1210, Saint-Taurin d’Evreux (Eure), had a strong connection to the de Montforts."^ Thus 

it seems that only months after Walter’s reconciliation with King John for his war against the Irish 

justiciar, the de Lacy brothers were harbouring a known fugitive and negotiating rebellion with the 

king o f France.

Negotiating treason -  1209

Having been used by the king against de Burgh in Munster and de Courcy in Ulster, 

perhaps John’s treatment of de Braose, with all of its implications for Walter’s own standing and 

security, was too much for him to countenance. Rumours o f conspiracy, both foreign and domestic, 

were rife in the wake of the interdict and in anticipation o f King John’s excommunication, which 

may have been reason enough for de Lacy’s sedition. Whatever Walter’s motivation, the king is 

likely to have caught wind of the plot. The mention made in King Philip’s letter of the addressee's 

influence with his friends and allies (imprisii) in England would have made their secret a dificult 

one to keep."’ Evidence of John’s insecurity, and the possible extent o f  the conspiracy in which de 

Lacy was involved, came in the spring of 1209, when negotiations between the kings of Scotland 

and France over a marriage alliance were probably betrayed."* The parallels between the positions 

of King William and the de Lacys are startling. That summer, the Scottish king only narrowly 

avoided a full-scale invasion by repeatedly denying that such a French alliance had been mooted."^ 

When confronted with an army brought north to take three border castles so as to ensure his loyalty 

to John, King William hastily treated for peace. ‘But’, records Roger of Wendover, ‘the king of 

England, being enraged, bitterly reproached him with having received in his kingdom his fugitive 

subjects and open enemies, and with having afforded assistance and shown kindness to them, to the

David Crouch, 'Breteuil, Robert de, fourth earl of Leicester (d. 1204)', Oxford dictionary o f  national 
biography, (Oxford, 2004); Tumer, 'Briouze, William (III) de (d. 1211)', p. 677. See family tree in Appendix 
II.

For the twin brothers, see Crouch, The Beaumont twins.
' Recueil des historiens des Gaules et de la France, tome xxiii, p. 711a.

Melissa Pollock, 'Rebels o f the West, 1209-1216', Cambrian Medieval Celtic Studies, 50 (2005), pp 1-30, 
p. 13. De Montfort was also titular earl of Leicester: Norgate, John Lackland, p. 252.

Duncan translates imprisios as ‘attacks’, but this seems to be wrong, Duncan, 'John king of England an the 
kings of Scots', p. 258.

Rot. liberate, p. 113 “'Fulchero secreto nuncio qui venit departibus transmarinis, dimidiam marcam, per  
R[ogerum de Vetejri Ponte’’\ Duncan, 'John king of England an the kings of Scots', pp 260-1.

Duncan, 'John king o f England and the kings of Scots', p. 260.
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prejudice o f him the English king.’’ °̂ If  this was so, then John was most likely referring to the wave 

o f episcopal refugees that had fled England after the interdict and found refuge within Scotland.’̂ ' 

In the end, mediators were able to negotiate a settlement acceptable to the English king, and 

invasion was a v e r t e d . T h e  parallel with the de Lacys’ harbouring o f  the de Braose family is 

o b v i o u s . I n d e e d ,  although not one o f  the bishops who actually pronounced the interdict in 1208, 

Giles de Braose, bishop o f  Hereford was apparently connected with its imposition and had fled to 

France along with those responsible in 1 2 0 8 . Vitally,  when he got to France, Giles was in the 

enviable position o f  having his father’s Norman resources upon which to draw. W illiam de Braose 

had retained his Norman lands after the duchy’s surrender to King Philip Augustus in 1204, which 

presented King John with the further threat o f  an existing tenurial bond between de Braose and the 

French king. Subsequently, it could not have appeared as a coincidence to King John that while one 

fugitive de Braose was in exile in France and the others were safely tucked away in M eath, letters 

o f  conspiracy were being passed between King Philip and a de Lacy. Even if  concrete evidence o f 

the de Lacys’ treason never reached him, the potential for it could not have escaped John’s 

suspicious mind.

In the background o f these rumours, or perhaps because o f them, by the summer o f 1209, 

King John was in the middle o f  what appears, with hindsight, to have been a systematic reassertion 

and consolidation o f power within the lands under his sway. After he forcefully dealt with the threat 

from Scotland, John next turned to his own kingdom. An oath o f homage was apparently exacted 

from all o f  his free tenants from the age o f t w e l v e . I f  true, and here again we only have the 

testimony o f  Roger o f Wendover, then John ensured that all men o f  the realm were personally 

sworn to his s e r v i c e . H a v i n g  done so, the king turned to Wales. The flight o f  de Braose meant 

that his vast territories, substantially augmented through the years by royal patronage, reverted to 

the crown. This gave King John a substantial foothold in the southern march o f Wales, and the 

ability to deal more forcefully with the Welsh princes. Consequently, on 18 or 19 October 1209, the 

princes o f north and south Wales did homage to John.'^’ It was only after John believed that he had

Roger o f  Wendover's Flowers o f  history, ii, p. 249 (quote); Matthaei Parisiensis, monachi sancti Albani, 
historia Anglorum, sive, ut vulgo dicitur, historia minor. Item, ejusdem abbreviatio chronicum Angliae, ed. 
Frederic Madden, 3 vols. (London, 1866-69), ii, p. 119; The historical works o f Gervase o f Canterbury, ed. 
William Stubbs, 2 vols. (London, 1879-80), ii, p. 103.

Norgate, John Lackland, pp 133-4.
Ibid., pp 133-4. ‘William sent his son to do homage to John for the three castles and other lands, 

undertook to pay 15,000m in two yearly instalments, gave hostages as security for the agreement’s fulfilment 
and two daughters to remain with John and be married at his pleasure.’

John would appear to have decided on decisive action against all those suspected of treating with the king 
of France, for when a Franco-Welsh treaty of alliance was discovered in 1212, John planned a grand 
expedition to Wales. This never materialized due to threats from the English baronage. See Rowlands, 'King 
John and Wales', pp 283-4.

'Annales de Margan', p. 29; Mathaei Parisiensis chronica majora, ii, 522. In 1212 King Philip Augustus 
granted Giles the lands in France which his father had held at the time of his death, Histoire des dues, p. 115.

Roger ofWendover’s Flowers o f  history, ii, p. 249
He demanded the general oath of homage despite the fact that any pronouncement of excommunication 

would have rendered it void. Regardless, it must have been an effective way of impressing their obligation 
upon the English.

Roger ofWendover’s Flowers o f  history, ii, p. 249; Matthaei Parisiensis historia Anglorum, ii, p. 119.
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ensured the security o f his itingdom that he left it for Ireland. The order in which the king dealt 

with the territories o f  the ‘Celtic fringe’, and the fact that he did so at all, is worthy o f note. True, 

the situations in Scotland, Wales and Ireland were in need o f  personal attention in 1209 and 1210, 

but they had been for some time. Ireland, in fact, may have been better dealt with in 1207 or 1208 

when John had originally planned his expedition. A royal visit was certainly warranted later in 1208 

when W illiam M arshal and the de Lacys once again displayed their contempt for John’s authority 

by harbouring known fugitives, W illiam de Braose and his family. The fact that John was 

ultimately forced to wait until the situations in Scotland and Wales had been addressed is certainly 

significant and says much about his position in England, and the position o f  Ireland within his 

territorial hegemony.

Royal power returns to Ireland -1210

On 20 June 1210, King John landed at Crook, five miles from W aterford, the same place 

his father Henry II had landed in 1171.'^* While this m ight appear to have been the next logical step 

in the consolidation o f  power within King John’s imperium, a royal voyage to Ireland remained a 

significant enterprise. Only one other reigning English king, Richard II, visited Ireland between 

1172 and 1689.’ ’̂ The scale of, and planning involved in, the campaign have been dealt with 

elsewhere, and need not be reproduced here.'^° Suffice to say that it was a m ajor undertaking. What 

should perhaps be addressed, however, is the supposed financial strain that the expedition placed 

upon the royal treasur>. For instance, in an attempt to illustrate the significance o f John 's 

preparations, F.X. Martin writes that, ‘John did not treat his expedition to Ireland with a meagre 

hand. Despite his chronic shortage o f  money he planned and prepared on a m ajor scale.’ But  on 

the contrary, while the rest o f  John’s reign may have been characterised by a scarcity o f  financial 

resources, the period o f the interdict, from 1208 to 1213, saw the revenue o f  the vast and lucrative 

estates o f  the clergy fill the king’s coffers as John confiscated the property o f those clerics who, in 

accordance with the interdict, refiised to perform their spiritual t a s k s . W h a t  is more, at the 

beginning o f  1210 the king compelled the Jews o f  England to part with their wealth, which 

according to the Waverly annalist amounted to 66,000 m a rk s .T h e re fo re ,  with his borders secure.

Martin, 'John, Lord of Ireland', p. 140.
Duffy, Ireland, p. 158.
S.D. Church, 'The 1210 campaign in Ireland: evidence for a military revolution?', in Christopher Harper- 

Anglo-Norman Studies XX, (Woodbridge, 1997), pp 45-57.
Martin, 'John, Lord o f Ireland', p. 140.
Warren, King John, p. 167; Ralph Turner, King John (London, 1994), p. 163; C.R. Cheney, 'King John's 

reaction to the Interdict on England', Transactions o f  the Royal Historical Society, 4th Ser., 31 (1949), pp 
129-50. It is impossible to determine how much money was extorted from the clergy while England was 
under the interdict, for no decisive record survives. However, it is clear from the reaction o f the English 
prelates to the round number of 100,000 marks slated for repayment at the end of the interdict, that quite a bit 
more was exacted.

'Annales monasterii de Waverleia', in Heniy Richards Luard (ed.), Annales Monastici, vol ii, (London, 
1865), pp 129-411, at p. 264; Roger ofW endover's Flowers o f  history, ii, p. 252. The means by which the 
king’s officers persuaded the Jews to part with their wealth reportedly often included tormre, Norgate, John 
Lackland, p. 137.
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a renewed oath o f  homage from the men o f  his realm, and unprecedented levels o f income, King 

John would seem to have been in an ideal position to mount an expedition to Ireland.

The tim ing o f  the expedition may have been fortuitous for the royal treasury, but there still 

exists a lively debate over the king’s motives in proceeding to Ireland. Theories include: the king’s 

own explanation that he was pursuing a debtor to the c r o w n , a  personal animosity towards de 

Braose,'^^ the need to humble his over-mighty subjects,'^^ a concomitant desire to secure relations 

with the native I r i s h , a n d  the more general need to subjugate and effectively exploit the 

intractable colony.'^* Each o f  these theories has its merits, and they all likely factored in John’s 

decision to sail for his island lordship. W hat almost all writers on the expedition share, however, is 

an understandable, yet seemingly unwarranted, preoccupation with the central role o f  William de 

Braose in the affair. This undoubtedly stems from the testimony o f  King John’s apologia, but it 

proves unsustainable when subjected to scrutiny. By the time William de Braose fled to Ireland in 

1208, he was a defeated man.'^^ Even if  one accepts that W illiam ’s debts to the king were enough 

to prompt the universal confiscation o f  his lands, and it should be noted that it was probably for a 

sim ilar reason that W alter de Lacy had suffered sequestration under King Richard circa  1197,'"*° 

that confiscation had been achieved by the time o f de Braose’s exile in 1208. W hat is more, had the 

honour o f  Limerick been the issue central to John’s Irish expedition, the king might have been 

expected to personally assert his authority over it while in Ireland (as he was to do with the lordship 

o f  Meath). However, upon landing at Crook, the royal army ignored Limerick and instead marched 

north through Leinster to Meath and Ulster.

The progress o f  the royal army would thus seem to show that the 1210 expedition was 

aimed at attending to the king’s unfinished business o f  1207, that is, reasserting royal authority in 

Ireland while bringing its magnates, the now treasonous de Lacy brothers in particular, to heel. This 

was apparently not immediately clear. Obviously still thinking him self the object o f the king’s ire, 

William de Braose travelled to W ales as the royal army assembled for embarkation, and, according 

to King John’s account, offered through intermediaries the astronomical sum o f  40,000 marks for 

the king’s peace. As mentioned above, John then replied that he knew that this power did not lie 

entirely with W illiam de Braose, but rather also with his wife in Ireland.''" The king then enjoined 

W illiam to accom pany his army as it journeyed towards her, but de Braose refused. Instead, de 

Braose remained in Wales for a time, attempting to organize an uprising with Llywelyn. The king 

reports some o f  the damage done, while W alter o f  Coventry records that many o f  the W elsh allied

Holt, The Northerners, p. 185.
Orpen, Normans, pp 245-6 (vol. ii, pp 236-8).
Painter, The reign o f  King John, pp 228, 240.
Duffy, 'John and Ireland', p. 242; Warren, 'King John and Ireland', pp 36-9; Warren, 'The historian as 

"private eye'", pp 14-17.
Norgate, John Lackland, p. 137; Warren, 'King John and Ireland', p. 35; Martin, 'John, Lord of Ireland', p. 

141; Holden, 'King John, the Braoses, and the Celtic fringe', p. 17.
The reasons behind, and ramifications of, de Braose’s downfall ought to easily command more space than 

can be afforded them here. I hope to explore them in greater detail elsewhere.
See chapter 3.
See above.

174



them selves w ith W illiam  de B raose and Earl H ugh de L acy, launching incursions into E ng land .’''  ̂

I f  these w ere the coordinated attacks m entioned in K ing P h ilip ’s letter the previous year, it is safe to 

say that they  proved insufficient.''*^ Indeed, that W illiam  w as suffered to  rem ain in W ales w hile the 

k ing and his arm y crossed the Irish Sea is a clear indication that he w as by now  seen as a political 

non-entity , a v iew  only reinforced by the failure o f  h is W elsh  undertakings.

R eturn ing  to  Ireland, after m aking  land at C rook, John lingered in W aterford, w here he 

received the subm ission o f  D onnchad C airprech U a B riain, k ing o f  T hom ond .’'*'' The subm ission o f  

U a Briain is sign ifican t for several reasons, not least that it reinforces the im portant position G aelic 

Ireland played in Jo h n ’s expedition. W hat is also  striking is tha t the k ing o f  Thom ond w as obliged  

to  jou rney  to  W aterford, and could not rely  on the royal arm y (or indeed hoped to  prevent it from ) 

m aking  its w ay  to de B raose’s forfeit honour o f  L im erick. From  W aterford, the royal arm y then 

m arched v ia  N ew  R oss to  K ilkenny (C o. K ilkenny), w here John and his host w ere entertained by 

W illiam  M arshal, from  23 to  24 June.'"'^ From  there, the arm y m oved on v ia  N aas (Co. K ildare) to  

D ublin. W ith the king and his host approaching  M eath, the m anoeuvre that W alter de Lacy then 

perform ed w as adroit, i f  not im m ediately  successful. O n 28 June, W alter’s m essengers approached 

the king at D ublin, o ffering  the ir lo rd ’s total subm ission and setting up H ugh de Lacy as a 

scapegoat.''*^ The confiscation  o f  all o f  W alte r’s lands and castles w as by this point a foregone 

conclusion, so his subm ission w as academ ic. By blam ing his brother, how ever, W alter likely hoped 

to avoid the sentence o f  treason, w hich w ould have at best m eant perm anent disinheritance and 

exile. O ne set o f  annals asserts tha t the  k ing  banished W 'alter from  Ireland w hile  at Dublin,''*’ and 

w hether o r not the lord o f  M eath actually  took to  ship there  and then, the effect w as the sam e. 

W alter’s transm arine lands w ere forfeited  to  the crow n. W ith M eath at his feet K ing John sent his 

fleet north to  w ait for him at C arlingford  and then took the  opportunity  to  m ake a progress o f  the 

m ore settled areas o f  his new  m idland lordship w ith W alter’s m ost trusted  barons in attendance.''**

'“*■ Foedera, I, i, p. 107; Memoriale fratris Walteri de Coventria: the historical collections o f  Walter of 
Coventry, ed. William Stubbs, 2 vols. (London, 1872-73), ii, p. 202. See also Duffy, 'John and Ireland', p.
243.

Again, the incursions have more the appearance of haste than coordinated premeditation.
Donnchad was also knighted by the English king on this occasion and received a grant o f the lordship of 

Carrigogunnel {Carrac O gCoinneall, parish Kilkeedy, bar. Pubblebrien, co. Limerick) on the Shannon for an 
annual rent of 60 m, Misc. Irish Annals, p. 87 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1210); Martin, 'John, Lord of 
Ireland', p. 130. For the significance of the knighting, see Verstraten [Veach], 'The anglicisation of the Irish 
nobility c. 1169 - c. 1366', chapter 2.
''*̂  History o f  William Marshal, 11. 14259-66. Orpen has a detailed account of the progress o f the royal army 
(Orpen, Normans, pp 248-57 (vol. ii, pp 243-65)), which I have followed here. Rot. liberate, pp 177-228;
CDI, 1171-1251, nos. 403-7,409, contain the records o f prests made to the army, which provides a 
convenient means of charting John’s progress.

CDI, 1171-1251, no. 402. The so-called ‘Dublin annals of Inisfallen’ claims that King John called Walter 
and Hugh de Lacy to him to answer for the killing of John de Courcy, TCD MS 1281, s.a. 1210. Although 
the veracity o f this statement is difficult to determine, O ’Donovan provides a discussion o f the identity o f the 
John de Courcy, who was certainly not the conqueror o f Ulster, AFM, iii, pp 139-40.

Misc. Irish Annals, p. 87 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1210)
“** Ibid., p. 87 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1210). A list o f some o f the tenants of Meath who performed 
fealty to King John in 1210 is reprinted, with a photographic reproduction o f the original document, in 
Handbook and select calendar o f  sources fo r Medieval Ireland in the National Archives o f  the United 
Kingdom, eds. Paul Dryburgh and Brendan Smith (Dublin, 2005), pp 269-7 L
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The psychological effect of this triumphal march should not be underestimated. On 30 June, the 

royal army was at Greenoge (bar. Ratoath, co. Meath). King John took this opportunity to exercise 

his direct lordship over Meath by granting Hugh de Lacy’s land of Ratoath to Philip of Worcester 

for the service of one knight. Ratoath had been one of the territories that John had alienated after the 

death of the elder Hugh de Lacy, and its bestowal upon the de Lacys’ old administrative nemesis 

may have been steeped in symbolism.''*^ The grant was witnessed by, among others of Walter de 

Lacy’s affinity, three of the men who had brought de Lacy’s submission to the king at Dublin: 

William le Petit, Richard de Tuit and Richard de Feipo.'^°

Progressing to the caput of de Lacy’s lordship, John took the castle of Trim into his hands 

and held court outside its walls from 2 to 4 July. The royal army then moved on to Kells, where it 

camped from 4 to 5 July. On the way from Trim to Kells, its ranks were swelled by the arrival of 

the forces of the king of Connacht, Cathal Crobderg, who submitted to John at Ardbraccan (bar. 

Lower Navan, co. Me a t h ) . T h i s  would seem to have been the first instance of aggression between 

Cathal Crobderg and the de Lacys since their unsuccessful expedition against Cathal Carrach in 

1201, which had culminated in Cathal Crobderg’s imprisonment in Dub l i n , t hough  the situation 

in 1210 gave Cathal Crobderg little option but to join the English king against his eastern 

neighbours. From Kells, the king dispatched a force under John Marshal, which Orpen speculates 

was presented the task of securing the other de Lacy castles in M e a t h . T h e  bulk of the royal army 

then turned north in search of more defiant prey, and after a brief stop on 7 July, perhaps to take 

possession of Hugh de Lacy’s castle of Nobber (Co Meath),'^'* left Meath. The king’s progress in 

Ulster does not hold the same importance for this study as his earlier movements, except in the fact 

that John’s circuit of Meath allowed Hugh de Lacy and the de Braoses to escape from Ireland 

before the fall of Carrickfergus (Co. Antrim), where the king remained from 19 to 28 July. Their 

flight will be dealt with shortly, but first King John’s return journey demands attention.

For Ratoath, see chapter 3. It will be remembered that Philip had already been sent to Ireland in 1184 in 
order to replace the elder Hugh de Lacy in his capacity as royal representative, reverse the inroads Hugh had 
supposedly made into the royal prerogative, and pave the way for John’s expedition o f  1185 (see above) He 
was again sent in 1186 to administer Meath in John’s stead (see above), and in 1195 to pave the way for 
John’s resumption o f  power following the justiciarship o f  Richard’s representatives Walter de Lacy and John 
de Courcy (see above). Finally, he was one o f  the commissioners sent to Ireland by King John in 1208 to 
review the state o f  Ireland in the wake o f  Meiler’s conflict with the barons o f  Ireland (see above).

Gormanston register, pp 179-80. The other named witnesses were Richard Tyrell, Peter de Meset, Martin 
de Mandeville and Adam Dullard. It should perhaps be noted that another member o f  Walter’s embassy to 
the king, Hugh Hose, apparently chose to resist the king and was captured at Carrickfergus later that year, for 
which his lands were forfeit, The great ro ll o f  the p ipe  fo r  the fourteenth ye a r  o f  the reign o f  King John, 
Michaelmas 1212, ed. P.M. Bames (London, 1955), pp 157-8; Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 186; CDl, 1171-1251, 
nos. 453, 529, 568. Hugh Joseph Carey, 'The kingdom and lordship o f  Meath, 1100 - c.1215', M.Litt 
(University o f  Dublin, 1998), pp 145-153, while assessing the impact o f  the 1210 expedition, seeks to track 
the fate o f  the barons o f  Meath, including their allegiance during John’s expedition.

Ann. Cion., p. 223, s.a. 1208 or 9. The annals also claim that this was the point at which Walter de Lacy 
was banished ‘out o f  Meath into England.’

See chapter 4.
Orpen, Normans, p. 251 (vol. ii, p. 250).
The prests were made ‘by the water called Struthe’, which Orpen explains represents the Irish word for 

river, sruth. This, he concludes, most likely signifies the river Dee near Nobber, Ibid., p. 25 In (vol. ii, p. 
250n); R ot liberate, p. 192; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 404.
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The triumphant royal army re-entered the lordship o f Meath at Drogheda on 8 August, at 

which point the king took possession of its castle, which guarded the bridge over the river Boyne. 

The following day, the army stabbed westwards, arriving at Duleek on 9 August, Kells on 10 

August and Fore on 11 August, where the king took Walter’s castle into his hands. On 12 August, 

the king reached Richard de Tuit’s castle of Granard (bar. Granard, co. Longford).'”  The king was 

at Rathwire (Killucan parish, bar. Farbill, Co. Westmeath) on 14 August, where Cathal Crobderg, 

who had parted company with the royal army at Carrickfergus, once again met him. Their heated 

exchange over the Irish king’s terms o f submission belongs to another study,'^^ but the meeting 

serves as an important reminder that, although the de Lacys may have been his most pressing 

concern, King John’s Irish expedition was aimed at the assertion and consolidation of his power 

over all of Ireland. Returning by way of ‘Castle Bret’, which Orpen identifies as Milo le Bret’s 

castle at Mainclare (Moyglare, bar. Upper Deece, co. Meath), the king arrived at Dublin on 18 

August.

When the royal army returned to Dublin, John next turned to the matter o f William 

Marshal. The thirteenth-century History o f  William Marshal highlights the danger facing its 

protagonist in 1210 by depicting his harbouring of de Braose as an immediate precursor to John’s 

Irish expedition. That sheltering was a treasonable offence. When John said as much to William and 

the assembled barons at Dublin, the Marshal once again made his reply that he had known of no 

breach and was only giving shelter to his lord. None of the nobles present accepted his subsequent 

offer to defend himself against any accusations (that is, through trial of combat) which forced the 

king to drop the m atter.'”  That said, John still sought to demonstrate his authority over the Marshal 

and demanded the Irish castle of Dunamase (co. Laois)'^* as well as five of William’s closest 

followers as hostages. To this, William is said to have replied that the king already held all o f his 

castles in England and two of his sons as hostages, but that he was willing to deliver up all o f his 

Irish castles, as well as the sons of his tenants, if the king so desired. In the face of the Marshal’s 

exasperation, John simply replied that no, the castle and hostages he asked for would do, and the 

matter was more or less s e t t l e d . W h e n  compared to Walter de Lacy’s penitent plea three months 

earlier, the Marshal’s responses, couched in the literary terms of the History, sound impertinent. 

Remembering that the Marshal was just as involved in the Irish disputes of 1207 and the flight of 

the de Braoses the following year, he fared significantly better in 1210 than Walter de Lacy.'^° The

De Tuit was one who chose to cooperate with the king. The Annals of the Four Masters, which are a year 
behind at this point, claim that he was left as chief governor in 1210 [recte 1211] when the justiciar, John de 
Grey was called to England, and he seems to have been acting in that capacity when he was buried in a tower 
collapse at Athlone that same year. AFM, iii, p. 167, s.a. 1210. For his death see: ALC, i, pp 245-7, s.a. 1211; 
Ann. Cion.,p. 224, s.a. 1210; Grace's Annals, p. 24, s.a. \2 \ \ ;  Chartularies o f  St Mary's, ii, p .3 1 2 ,s.a. 1211.

See, for instance, Duffy, 'King John’s expedition to Ireland, 1210'.
History o f  William Marshal, 11. 14283-318.
Dunamase was most likely one of the lordships in contention between Meiler fitz Henry and William 

Marshal in 1207. For its status, see Orpen, Normans, p. 142 (vol. ii, p. 375).
History o f  William Marshal, 11. 14319-72.
The History o f  William Marshal also provides the vital information that the Marshal had hastened to 

England and was in the king’s company as it set out for Ireland, Ibid., 11. 14179-256. See also Crouch,
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obvious difference was the de Lacys’ conspiracy with King Philip. If the de Lacys had been able to 

confirm themselves beyond the king’s reach in Ireland, John’s authority would have been 

undermined, perhaps irrecoverably so. An example had to be made, and it was only their timely 

escape that prevented the de Lacys from feeling the full force o f Plantagenet displeasure.

Escape from  King John -1 2 1 0

Tales o f their flight are preserved in various sources which span the spectrum o f reliability. 

Nothing is known o f the route taken by Walter de Lacy, but the author of the Histoire des dues de 

Normandie et des rois d ’Angleterre records that Hugh de Lacy, Matilda de St Valery and William 

de Braose junior fled to the Isle o f Man, where they rested for four days, before continuing on to 

Scotland.'^' Melissa Pollock speculates that associations developed during the elder Hugh de 

Lacy’s stints as custos of Dublin or the younger Hugh’s position in Ulster may have presented the 

fugitives with a viable escape route through the i s l a n d . T h e  king o f Man, however, was 

Rggnvaldr Gu6r06arson, brother-in-law o f the former lord of Ulster, John de Courcy, and 

consequently one o f the last people likely to show hospitality to Hugh de Lacy. What is more, the 

island seems to have served as a supply depot for the king’s Irish expedition, with the liberate rolls 

showing a payment made to one Richard de Muroil going to Man to guard the king’s supply 

t h e r e . T h a t  Hugh and his companions were suffered to pass through Man might perhaps be 

explained through the actions o f King Inge o f Norway, who, according to the Bagler sagas 

{Bdglunga sogur), attacked the island that summer and forced King Rpgnvaldr into submission.’*'' 

The sagas’ assertion that King Ragnvald was absent from Man when it was ravaged by an English 

fleet in the wake of the fugitives’ escape makes much more sense in this l i g h t . K i n g  John had 

taken Rggnvaldr along with his lands and vassals, under his protection as early as February 1205, 

and was shortly to establish a feudal bond with the Manx king in 1212.'** Perhaps the assault on 

Man was aimed at reasserting English hegemony over the island by attacking those who had

William Marshal, p. 116. In this the Marshal once again displayed the diplomatic skill upon which he so 
ft'equently relied in his dealings with the English crown, and which the de Lacys, to their ruin, failed to 
replicate.

Histoire des dues, p. 113.
Pollock, 'Rebels of the West', p. 18.
Rot. liberate, p. 209; CDI, 1171-1251, p. 407; McDonald, Manx kingship, p. 132.

’*'* Early sources o f Scottish history A.D. 500 to 1286, ed. Alan Orr Anderson, 2 vols. (Edinburgh, 1922), ii, 
pp 378-81. It is not certain, however, that the Norwegian king made the journey. See McDonald, Manx 
kingship, p. 136. In support of the journey, Melissa Pollock comments that ‘it would have been to the benefit 
of the earl of Lennox, Hugh de Lacy and the earl of Orkney to appeal to the king of Norway to check the 
power of Ragnvald of the Isles from 1210 to 1216.’ Pollock, 'Rebels of the West', p. 28. One is immediately 
reminded of the rumours of Norwegian conspiracy during Hugh de Lacy’s invasion of Ulster in 1223-4. See 
chapter 7.

Cronica regum Mannie & Insularum, f. 41v; ALC, i, p. 243, s.a. 1210. It could also be explained by 
Ragnvald’s supposed submission to King Inge in Norway about this time. Early sources, ii, p. 381; 
McDonald, Manx kingship, p. 136.

McDonald, The kingdom o f the Isles, p. 87. In 1212, the king of Man was granted one knight’s fee at 
Carlingford and an annual payment of one hundred seams of wheat at Drogheda. Rot. chart, i, p. 191; Duffy, 
'Ireland and the Irish Sea region', p. 64.
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profited from the Norse invasion, rather than punishing RQgnvaldr for allowing the fugitives safe 

passage through his icingdom.'^’

Meanwhile, the de Lacys and de Braoses seem to have crossed to Galloway, where M atilda 

de St Valeiy, William the younger and others o f their party were taken captive by Duncan o f 

Carrick.'^* King John had, no doubt to his great amusement, invited the former lord o f Ulster, John 

de Courcy, to participate in the destruction o f the de Lacys. Upon hearing the news from Galloway, 

the king sent de Courcy and Godfrey de Craucumbe with crossbowmen, sergeants and two galleys 

to retrieve the captives, which they did.'®^ Meanwhile, Hugh de Lacy and Reginald de Braose 

(M atilda and W illiam ’s second son) had managed to escape Duncan and fled to Lennox 

(Dunbartonshire and part o f  Stirlingshire). Hugh left his sons with the lord o f  the area, probably 

Alwin, earl o f  Lennox (c .l l9 9  -  c.1217), and journeyed with a handful o f  men to St. Andrews 

(Fife), where he remained for some days.'^° A prior connection between the bishop o f St. Andrews, 

William Mauvoisin, and the de Lacys may be inferred from his appearance in several witness lists 

along with the elder Hugh de Lacy.'^’ It is important to note that the bishop had already harboured 

the exiled Heniy Langton, Archbishop Stephen’s father, in 1208, which was ju st the sort o f  thing 

that John had complained about as he confronted the Scottish king in 1209.”  ̂ W hat is more, Bishop 

William had then actually served as go-between for the hostile negotiations between the kings o f 

England and Scotland in 1209, and would have witnessed King John’s anger first hand. In 

harbouring the fugitive earl o f Ulster, the bishop knew what he was risking. That he was still 

w illing to offer Hugh refuge says much about their relationship.'”  Indeed, if W alter Bower be 

believed, spies in search o f  Hugh de Lacy reached St. Andrews only shortly after the earl’s 

departure by ship for France. Not finding him, the agents left ‘cheated o f  their hopes.’

It is at this point that the fugitives’ flight becomes untraceable. According to the most 

colourful and, consequently, best known o f  the accounts o f  their exile, W alter and Hugh de Lacy

In this it seems to have done its trick, as supplies from Man reached Ireland while the king was still there. 
CDI, 1I7I-I251 , no. 407; McDonald, Manx kingship, p. 133; Duffy, 'Ireland and the Irish Sea region', p. 64.

Foedera, I, i, p. 107. Duncan was to be one o f  the beneficiaries o f  the crown’s seizure o f  Ulster, see 
below. For western Scottish involvement in Ulster see, Duffy, 'Lords o f  Galloway'.

Foedera, I, i, p. 107. The choice o f  de Courcy makes sense, because he was related to Duncan by 
marriage, and had granted him lands in Ulster before his expulsion (the grants were not confirmed by Hugh 
de Lacy), Pollock, 'Rebels o f  the West', pp 17-18.

Bower, Scotichronicon, vol. iv, pp 461, 629. Interestingly, Sean Duffy has noticed a likely connection 
between the earls o f  Lennox and the Cenel Conaill, rivals o f  the Cenel nEogain and Hugh de Lacy in Ulster, 
Duffy, 'Prehistory o f  the galloglass', p. 11.

They appear together in a grant by Henry II to the monks o f  Mellifont {The Cartae Antiquae, rolls 11-20, 
prin ted  from  the original Mss. in the Public Record Office ed. James Conway Davies (London, 1960), p. 91; 
CDI, 1171-1251, no. 50), to the citizens o f  the bishop o f  Evreux’s town o f  Conde {Condatum) (Recueil des 
actes de Henri II, ii, pp 84-5; CDF, no. 301), to the citizens and town o f  Rouen {Recueil des actes de Henri 
II, ii, p. 90), and in confirmation o f  grants to the church o f  the Blessed Mary and St Peter, Jumieges {Recueil 
des actes de Henri II, ii, pp 92-5). Hugh de Lacy was thereafter a benefactor o f  St. Andrews {Calendar o f  the 
charter rolls preserved  in the Public R ecord Office, vol I., Henry III, A.D. 1226-1257, (London, 1903), p. 
232; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 2408). For more on William Mauvoisin, see; Duncan, 'John king o f  England an the 
kings o f  Scots', pp 248-9, 255-6; Pollock, 'Rebels o f  the West', p. 21.

Pollock, 'Rebels o f  the West', p. 22.
The fact that the relationship would have been unknown if  not for de Lacy’s flight throws into sharp relief 

the limitations o f  extant sources in piecing together a comprehensive medieval prosopography.
Bower, Scotichronicon, vol. iv, p. 463.
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w ere subsequently  reunited  in France. C ontained in several later A nglo-Irish  annals, the story 

relates how , after escaping  the k ing in Ireland, the de Lacy brothers secretly  fled to  the abbey o f  St 

T aurin  d 'E vreux  in N orm andy, serving in various m enial em ploym ents. W hether one understands 

these  to  be d igg ing  and preparing  m ud and bricks in the g a r d e n , o r  also w orking  in the la trin e s ,'’  ̂

depends on the account. B eing at last discovered by the abbot, the  brothers w ere through his 

en treaties reconciled  to  the k in g .’^̂  The tale is not altogether im plausible, because there existed  

several ties betw een  the de L acys and  the m onastery. The elder H ugh de L acy had granted the 

m onks the churches and tithes o f  Fore in M eath, along w ith a nearby w ood and m ill o f  St. Fechin, 

likely  before 1185 .” * W hat is m ore, the abbo t’s nephew , John fitz A lured, m ay have been a tenant 

o f  W alter de L acy in M e a t h . I t  is perhaps also significant that one o f  the charters in w hich the 

e lder H ugh de Lacy appears a longside W illiam  M auvoisin  w as to  a tow n under the bishop o f  

Evreux.'*® I f  H ugh de L acy had gone to  the bishop o f  St A ndrew s in search o f  an escape plan, and 

som e connection existed betw een the fam ilies vis-a-vis  Evreux, a jou rney  to  Saint-T aurin  d 'E vreux 

w ould  m ake sense.

W hile the prospect o f  the de Lacy brothers utilizing the ir fa th e r’s d ip lom atic nexus in order 

to  flee his old rival is fascinating, the possibility  that W alter and H ugh cam e together in exile is ju s t 

as enticing. In the face o f  the royal arm y, W alter had disavow ed all connection  to  his brother, 

re linqu ish ing  all o f  H u g h ’s lands to  the  crow n and com plaining o f  losses suffered  at his hands. If, as 

w ould  seem  to have been the ir preceding  pattern o f  involvem ent, the brothers w ere actually  acting  

in concert, w ith  W alter bring ing  legitim acy and H ugh m ilitary guile, then a reunion in exile w ould  

have been the m ost natural end to the ir failed schem e. This pattern had seem ed to  w ork quite w ell in 

the early  years o f  Jo h n ’s reign w hen W alter w as able to  gain the k ing ’s confidence through close 

a ttendance to  his court w hile H ugh fought to  raise the fam ily ’s profile in Ireland. In tim e, W alter 

w as able to  insinuate H ugh into royal favour and w ork to  legitim ize his b ro th er’s m ilitary  exploits. 

In th is w ay, the de L acys received the earldom  o f  U lster, control o f  L im erick  and (for a tim e) a 

s ign ifican t speculative gran t in eastern  C onnacht, w hich no doubt w as supposed to  serve as partial 

com pensation  fo r the ir losses in N orm andy. The physical m anifestations o f  the ir success m ay have 

been m ost p ronounced  in Ireland, w here Hugh concentrated  h is efforts, but the de L acys’ in terests

‘Illiberalium laborum ministri, in horto videlicet fodiendo et luto lateribusqueparandis,' Grace's Annals, 
p. 24, s.a. 1210; 'The book o f Howth', in J.S. Brewer and William Bullen (eds.), Calendar o f  Carew 
Manuscripts preserved in the archiepiscopal library at Lambeth, vol v, (London, 1871), pp 1 -260, p. 121.

'Ignot in operibus luti et latrinis, et aliquando in horto sicut ortolani.' Chartularies o f  St Mary's, ii, p.
311, s.a. 1210.

Grace's Annals, p. 24, s.a. 1210; Chartularies o f  St Mary's, ii, p. 311, s.a. 1210; 'The book of Howth', p. 
121; BL Add. MS 4792, ff. 160-2, s.a. 1210.

Mervyn Archdall (ed.), Monasticon Hibernicum; or, an history o f  the abbies, priories, and other religious 
houses in Ireland (London, 1786), p. 711 states that Walter de Lacy re-founded the Abbey as a cell of St 
Taurin in 1209, but his father’s charter proves this to have been done well before. CDF, p. 105, no. 302 (with 
further grants by Walter de Lacy, pp 105-6, nos 314-15). That Hugh de Lacy’s grant was made before 1185 is 
suggested by the fact that Gerald o f Wales mentions a priory cell o f a Norman monastery in Meath. See: 
Gwynn and Hadcock, Medieval religious houses: Ireland, p. 106.

Register o f  the Abbey o f  St. Thomas, Dublin, p. 42. A Thomas fitz Alured witnessed the elder Hugh de 
Lacy’s initial grant o f lands in Meath to William le Petit. Song, pp 309-10.

Recueil des actes de Henri II, ii, pp 84-5; CDF, no. 301.
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were truly transmarine. From John’s accession to 1210, W alter was as likely to be in England as in 

Ireland. Until 1202, he m ight ju st as easily have been in Normandy. This territorial amplitude was 

invaluable to the king, who could consequently call upon W alter’s services in three o f  his own 

provinces. This fact contributed to W alter’s advancement at court and periodic employment as the 

king’s special agent in Ireland. De Lacy’s holdings in England also provided the king a means o f 

discipline, which no doubt served to expedite W alter’s rise. Unfortunately, after 1204 W alter’s lost 

Norman honours provided capacity for resentment and, possibly, rebellion. W hether or not one led 

directly to another, the potential could not have escaped King John’s notice. Success built upon 

success, however, and although they should have perhaps heeded the warning delivered with the 

downfall o f the former familiaris, W illiam de Braose, the de Lacys evidently thought themselves 

powerful enough not only to continue on as before, but actually harbour their ally and treat for 

peace with the English king. In so doing, they seem to have miscalculated either the king’s naivety 

or his conviction. Perhaps their father’s premature death, which prevented the king from 

administering a lesson in humility to the intractable magnate, had unforeseen consequences for their 

own careers. If, as seems to be the case, the French conspiracy was genuine, then W alter and Hugh 

de Lacy had even surpassed their father in their display o f hubris. This time, however, there was to 

be no romantic death to preserve the myth o f invincibility or excite the mind with questions o f 

‘what if?’ Ignoble retreat was the order o f the day, and penitent exile the sentence for their audacity.

Ireland \\ithout the de Lacys: the consolidation o f  royal power

The immediate and total withdrawal o f the Anglo-Norman colony’s leading family 

naturally had drastic implications for the political landscape o f Ireland. If  one may amend D uffy’s 

statement regarding the death o f the elder Hugh de Lacy in 1186: the de Lacys’ removal either 

cleared any obstacles in the way o f  John’s consolidation o f  power in Ireland, or, most probably, the 

instability their removal was likely to generate necessitated it.'*' Somewhat paradoxically, the early 

days o f post- de Lacy Ireland display definite examples o f  both the emergence o f a strong central 

authority and the clear absence o f a stabilising force.

Unsurprisingly, King John was quick to fortify Meath, authorising the construction o f  a 

bridge over the Shannon and stone castle at Athlone.'*^ The king then set about supplanting the old 

lord o f Meath by bestowing patronage upon a number o f his tenants. Although the king had left his 

faithful administrator ‘the foreign bishop’ John de Gray as justiciar when he left Ireland in 1210, he 

soon replaced him with the Meath baron Richard de Tuit when de Gray was called away to attend 

the king’s Welsh expedition the following year.'*^ De Tuit was not long in his office, however.

Duffy, 'John and Ireland', pp 233-4.
ALC, i, p. 245, s.a. 1210; Ann. Cion., p. 224, s.a. 1210 (which expressly states that the castle was of 

stone). Misc. Irish Annals, p. 89 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a 1210). See Davies and Quinn, 'The Irish pipe roll 
o f 14 John', pp 24-5 for the ongoing construction of the castle.

A FM ,'\n ,^. 167, s.a. \2 \0 [rec te  1211]; C/o«., p. 224, s.a. 1210. And see Orpen’s discussion:
Orpen, Normans, p. 263n (vol ii, p. 283n). De Gray is so named by the Irish annalists.
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before he was killed by a fallen tower while overseeing the construction o f  the castle at Athlone.'*'' 

John then decided to hand the reins o f  the royal administration until de G ray’s return to another 

Meath baron, de Lacy’s old seneschal o f  Meath and the current royal steward o f  Meath, William le 

Petit.'*^

W illiam ’s term in office is known from the Irish pipe roll o f  14 John, which is an 

invaluable, and regrettably unique, source for historians o f  early thirteenth-century Ireland. Much 

that lies outside the scope o f the present study could be extrapolated from its pages, not least on the 

organisation and administration o f the lordship o f  Meath, which, being in the king’s hand, was 

thrown open to the meticulous recordkeeping o f  the royal exchequer. O f vital importance to the 

assertion o f  royal power in Ireland in the aftermath o f  John’s victory, however, is the expenditure 

on the repair and fortification o f the colony’s defences. Just within the confiscated lordship of 

Meath, the castles o f  Terbert (Belturbet, Co. Cavan), Incheleffer (Co. Longford), Athlone, Trim, 

Nobber, Kilmore (Co. Cavan), Athboy (Co. Meath), and Kilbixy were fortified, while over £44 was 

spent for the ward and garrisoning o f  the castles o f  Incheleffer, Lough Sewdy (Co. W estmeath), 

Galtrim (Co. Meath), Fore, Kells, Nobber, Duleek (Co. Meath) and Drogheda.'*^ These 

improvements were physical m anifestations o f  John’s immediate lordship in Meath. Anyone who 

looked upon these castles would know that they were now royal castles. There could be no question 

o f who was in charge.

The strategic necessity o f John’s defensive upgrades should not be passed over, however, 

for while Meath lay at his feet under the active administration o f W alter’s old seneschal, W illiam le 

Petit, the story was much different elsewhere on the island. Indeed, as Sean Duffy points out, the 

English king’s domineering approach to his 1210 expedition, while ultimately successful against 

his own magnates, m eant that he had left Ireland at war with the powerful Irish kings Cathal 

Crobderg Ua Conchobair o f Connacht and Aed Meith Ua Neill o f  Tir Eogain.'*’ One might also 

add that the expulsion o f  the resident lords o f  Meath and Ulster removed the colony’s main props 

against those kings, a consequence which placed them in a much better position to resist John’s 

will. Ua N eill’s contem pt for the English king had almost immediate impact on John’s ally. King 

W illiam o f  Scotland. Only months after John’s departure from Ireland Gofraid, son o f  Domnall 

mac William, a claimant to the Scottish throne, led an invasion o f  Scotland from the north o f

ALC, i, 245-7, s.a. \2\\-,Charliilaries o f St Mary's, ii, pp 279, 312, s.a. 1211;^FM , iii, p. 169, s.a. 1210 
[recte \2 \\] , Ann. Cion.,p. 224, s.a. \2\Q[recte\2\\'\-, Grace's Annals,p. 24, s.a. 1211.

Davies and Quinn, 'The Irish pipe roll of 14 John', pp 65-6; Richardson, 'Norman Ireland in 1212', p. 146. 
Although the editors of the Irish pipe roll state on the strength of the entry therein that William was appointed 
as justiciar upon John de Gray’s departure instead of Richard de Tuit, there is no evidence to dismiss the 
testimony of the annals of the Four Masters and suggest that Richard did not serve in this capacity before his 
death at Athlone. If de Gray had not yet returned, another justiciar would have been required.

Davies and Quinn, 'The Irish pipe roll of 14 John', pp 22-5, 30-1, 38-9,44-5. There is also an interesting 
account of the expenditure on the castle of Rathwire. Davies and Quinn, 'The Irish pipe roll of 14 John', pp 
46-7.

Duffy, 'John and Ireland', pp 240-2.
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Ireland. In this he likely had the active support o f  the king o f  Tir Eogain.'** Whether in direct 

response to mac William’s attack, or as a more general measure aimed at the security o f  Ulster and 

the extension o f  English royal power in the North Channel region, John granted the great sea- 

captain Alan o f Galloway 140 knights’ fees in northern Ulster and King Rpgnvaldr o f Man one 

knight’s fee at Carlingford (Co. Louth) in May 1212.’*̂  The impact o f  these grants was immediate. 

In 1212, Alan’s younger brother, Thomas fitz Roland ( ‘Mac Uchtraig’), earl o f  Atholl, joined with 

the sons o f  Ragnall Mac Sumarlaide o f the Isles in a punitive expedition against Derry (Co. 

Londonderry) for Ua N eill’s support o f the Mac Williams. This episode clearly shows the extent o f  

the English king’s hegemony over the North Channel region,'^® but, more importantly for the 

present study, it also displays the relative impotence o f  the royal steward o f  Ulster, who could not 

command the allegiance o f the Ui Neill (as might have been his charge in Hugh’s absence) or be 

relied upon to counter them. This forced the English king once again to rely upon his magnates, 

now the Galloways, to enact his will in Ireland.'^'

The implications o f the removal o f  the powerful earl o f  Ulster in 1210 were numerous and 

far-reaching, but they must be left for now in order to focus on the concomitant disturbances which 

gripped Walter de Lacy’s lordship in his absence. As in the north o f  Ireland, these took only 

months to materialize. It will be remembered that the elder Hugh de Lacy had been installed in 

Meath in order to take the place o f the traditional Ui' Mael Sechlainn kings o f Mide. Although the 

de Lacys met with a great deal o f success in the conquest o f Meath, the Irish dynasty had never 

gone away. At times placated, at times dominated, there were still those within the dynasty who 

were always ready to resist the Anglo-Norman advance and to jump on any perceived weakness.’’^

Bower, Scotichronicon, vol. iv, 467; John o f  Fordun’s chronicle o f  the Scottish nation, ed. William F. 
Skene (Edinburgh, 1872), p. 274; Memoriale fratris Walteri de Coventria, ii, p. 206. See also Pollock,
'Rebels o f the West', p. 23.

Rot. chart., p. 186; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 427, CDS 1108-1272, no. 573.
ALC, i, p. 247, s.a. 1211 {recte 1212). They were to attack Derry once again in 1214, Duffy, 'Prehistory of 

the galloglass', pp 10, 35-7. Henry, earl of Atholl had been in King John’s service since 1205, and had seen 
his heiress married to John’s favoured mercenary, Thomas o f Galloway, who became earl in her right. He 
received a grant of 140 knights’ fees in Ulster in 1213 (comprising almost all of northern Cos Antrim and 
Londonderry), including lands belonging to Ua Neill, following his endeavours there. Rot. chart., p. 194;
CDI, 1171-1251, nos 468, 474; CDS 1108-1272, nos 585-6; Duffy, 'Lords o f Galloway', p. 38; Duncan, 'John 
king of England an the kings o f Scots', pp 247, 249, 261. Alan o f Galloway, Earl Thomas of Atholl and Earl 
Duncan of Carrick were related to King Rognvaldr o f Man and the sons of Ragnall Mac Sumarlaide through 
the marriage of Affrica of Galloway (daughter of the great lord Fergus of Galloway) to King Olafr 
Gu6r0darson of Man. McDonald, Manx kingship, pp 27, 66, 75, 154; Pollock, 'Rebels of the West', p. 17.
Earl Duncan of Carrick had been granted lands in Ulster by John de Courcy in the 1190s. He was rewarded 
for his aid in the apprehension of the fleeing de Braoses with a grant o f fifty carucates o f land in Dalriada. 
Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 587, 615; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 1200-1; CZ)5 1108-1272, nos 874, 878-9; Pollock,
'Rebels o f the West', p. 18 (where her footnote mistakenly points to pp 155-6 in CDI, rather than in CDS).
See also, Duffy, 'Lords of Galloway'.

One authorify has remarked that ‘Alan of Galloway had, to some extent, stepped into Hugh de Lacy’s 
shoes in Ulster’, Duffy, 'Ireland and the Irish Sea region', p. 89. The military nature o f John’s grant is 
certainly suggested by the heavy service of 140 knights demanded from Alan’s lands in Ulster. John seems to 
have been determined to use his new feudatory, wherever the fight. About July 1212 he called upon Alan to 
send one thousand of his best men to Chester by 19 August in order to aid the king’s war in Wales, Rot. litt. 
claus., p. 131b; CDS 1108-1272, no. 529; Norgate, John Lackland, p. 168. That muster was, however, 
cancelled and rescheduled for mid September at Nottingham. Rot. litt. pat., p. 94; Rot. litt. claus., i, p. I31b.

See above.
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The transfer of lordship from Walter de Lacy to the distant king was just such an instance, and the 

Irish annals report that in 1212:

Cormac, the son of Art O’Melaghlin, wrested Delvin [Delbna Eathra] from the English;

and Melaghlin, the son of Art, defeated the English, who were maintaining possession of

that territory, and killed their constable, Robert of Duncomar.'^^

Evidence of this war, referred to as ‘MacArt’s war’ (gwerram de Machart), may also be found in 

the pages of the Irish Pipe Roll 14 John.'®'' The Irish justiciar, at this point once again John de 

Gray, joined with a force from Munster under Donnchad Cairprech Ua Briain and attacked Cormac 

at a place called Kilnagrann in Fircal (Kilmore, par. Killoughy, Co. Offaly). The royal forces were 

beaten, however, and it was not until Cormac was faced by an assembly of Irish forces that he was 

at last d e f e a t e d . A  series of dynastic battles then consumed the Ui Mael Sechlainn, drawing in a 

number of colonists and adding further instability to the lordship.

Thus, while John’s victory over the de Lacys in 1210 had been absolute, it was not 

accompanied by a proportional increase in royal power in Ireland. The reasons for this are many, 

but in the former de Lacy lordships of Meath and Ulster much of the blame must be placed on 

John’s decision to retain most of his new territories as royal demesne. He had several reasons to do 

so. F. X. Martin highlights the financial benefits, ‘taking over the lordships of Meath and Ulster 

was to be part recompense for the financial outlay of the expedition to Ireland’, though, as we have 

seen, Martin seems to have rather underestimated the king’s resources for the expedition.'^’ 

Another possibility was that the disturbances of 1207, which had eventually led to his expedition to 

Ireland, had persuaded the king that no magnate should be trusted with the strategic lordships. The 

most compelling reason, however, may be that which was ultimately borne out. For all of his 

seeming treachery, Walter de Lacy remained a powerful and well-connected baron. The speed with 

which he was eventually reconciled to, and once again became a trusted servant of, the king hints 

that reconciliation may have always been in the back of John’s mind. This could explain why John 

kept the lordship of Meath intact, only granting away non-demesne manors, such as Hugh de 

Lacy’s Ratoath. Whatever the case, the result was a situation in which the royal government had 

more authority and the colony less power within Ireland.

AFM, iii, p. 173, s.a. 1211 [recte 1212]; ALC, i, p. 247, s.a. 1212; Ann. Cion., p. 225, s.a. 1211 [recte 
1212]; Orpen, Normans, p. 269 (vol. ii, p. 297).

Davies and Quinn, 'The Irish pipe roll o f 14 John', pp 24-5, 52-3.
This force had the tanist (heir apparent) o f Mael Sechlainn Beg Ua Mael Sechlainn o f western Meath in 

their midst, AFM, iii, pp 173-5, s.a. 1212; ALC, i, pp 249-51, s.a. 1214; Ann. Cion., pp 225-6, s.a. 1212; 
Orpen, Normans, p. 269 (vol ii, pp 297-8).

AFM, iii, pp 175-7, 181-185, s.aa. 1213-1214; ALC, i, p. 251, s.a. 1214, Ann. Cion., pp 226-8. s.aa. 1213- 
14. Meiler fitz Henry was one who intervened, though only after the new king Domnall son o f Domnall 
Bregach Ua Mael Sechlainn attacked him.

Martin, 'John, Lord o f Ireland', p. 141. Also see chapter 5 and above.
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From exile to reconciliation: 1210 -  1213

W hile the ir lands w ere laid open to  both royal adm inistrators and native assault, the de 

Lacys seem  to  have rem ained in France. The story o f  the ir toil in the abbey o f  St Taurin continues 

to  state that the ir identity w as, in due course, d iscovered  by the abbot, and through his entreaties 

they w ere reconciled  to  the k in g .'’* W hile the de L acy s’ long-standing connection  w ith the abbey 

o f  St Taurin  m akes it unlikely  that its abbot rem ained ignorant o f  the ir identities for the better part 

o f  three years, the circum stances o f  1213 suggest that an ecclesiastical in tercessor m ight have 

found a receptive ear at the E nglish royal court.

The troubles facing K ing John in the years 1212 and 1213 are w ell know n. Suffice to  say 

that Jo h n ’s protracted political duel w ith the C hurch over the C anterbury  succession w as ever in the 

background as the k ing faced a W elsh uprising, m ounting baronial d iscontent and threats from  the 

k ing o f  F r a n c e .M a t t e r s  cam e to  a head w hen, fo llow ing a papal letter enjoin ing K ing Philip  to 

invade England and forcefully  depose K ing John. P h ilip ’s invasion arm y m ustered  at R ouen, 

John prepared for E ng land ’s defence.^”' John w as in dire straits, and he finally  relented. O n 13 

M ay he accepted  the P ope’s term s for the ir reconciliation,^®^ but he then w ent one better. John 

form ally  surrendered the kingdom  o f  England and lordship o f  Ireland to  the pope, and received 

them  back as papal fiefs.^®^ A s well as rem oving a nam e from  his long list o f  enem ies, th is also  

secured John the p o p e’s protection. R ather than fig h tin g y b r the pope against an excom m unicate 

king, any  aggressor w ould  hereafter be attacking the p o p e’s vassal. The papal legate P an d u lf 

im m ediately  crossed  to  France, forb idding  K ing Philip  to  follow  through w ith his fom ierly  

sanctioned invasion o f  England. The French k ing w as initially indignant, but u ltim ately  

acquiesced.

W alter de L acy ’s fortunes changed soon thereafter. Tw o w eeks after K ing Jo h n ’s 

rapprochem ent w ith the pope, he issued letters recalling  W alter fi'om exile at the beginning o f  June 

1213.^°^ B efore exploring  the possib le reasons fo r K ing John allow ing W aiter de Lacy back into his 

favour, the question o f  w hat drove de Lacy to  seek reconciliation  ought to  be addressed. O ne m ust

Chartularies o f St Mary's, i i , p .3 1 1 ,s.a. 1210; Grace's Annals, p. 24, s.a. 1210; BL Add. MS 4792, f  161, 
s.a. 1210.

For these see: Painter, The reign o f King John, pp 188-9; Norgate, John Lackland, pp 168-72.
'Gesta Philippi Augusti, Francorum regis, auctore Willelmo Armorico, ipsius regis capellano, ab anno 

1179 usque ad annum 1223', in Michael Jean Joseph Brial and Leopold Delisle (eds.), Recueil des historiens 
des Gaules et de la France. Tome 17, (Paris, 1878), pp 62-117, at pp 89-90; Roger ofWendover's Flowers o f  
history, ii, p. 26 1; Memoriale fratris Walteri de Coventria, ii, p. 209; Painter, The reign o f King John, p. 190; 
Norgate, John Lackland, p. 173. The Pope’s letter had been delivered to the French king that January. Roger 
ofWendover's Flowers o f  history, ii, pp 257-8.

John had mustered a massive force against the invasion, including an estimated 500 knights and other 
horsemen from Ireland under the direction of Bishop John de Gray, but food supplies soon ran short, forcing 
many o f the more inexperienced soldiers to depart, Norgate, John Lackland, pp 176-7; Warren, King John, p. 
204.

John had dispatched an embassy to Rome in order to negotiate a settlement with the pope in November 
1212, terms had been agreed by 27 February 1213. For an informed discussion of this episode, see; Painter, 
The reign o f King John, p. 189-93.

Norgate, John Lackland, p. 180; Painter, The reign o f King John, pp 193-4.
Norgate, John Lackland, pp 184-5.
Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 134b (1 June); Rot. litt. pat., p. 99b (2 June).
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remember that, while Walter had been able to flee to a Norman monastery, his wife’s family was 

not so lucky. John had famously starved her mother and brother (Matilda St Valery and William de 

Braose the younger) to d e a t h . T o  lose sight o f that fact would be to underestimate Walter’s 

decision to re-enter John’s service in 1213. One must also remember that Walter de Lacy had 

seemingly intrigued with King Philip Augustus against John only four years earlier. If Walter had 

been dissatisfied with John’s rule in 1209, the events o f the intervening years could not have done 

much to endear John to his erstwhile magnate. The deciding factor may well have been that, loathe 

as he may have been to admit it, Walter de Lacy needed John. King Philip may have been willing 

to make vague promises to a strategically placed aristocrat and his collaborators in 1209, but he 

was apparently unwilling to go so far as to assist Walter in his exile. As seen above, de Lacy’s 

Norman honours had been granted away in 1204, and there was little hope o f Walter getting them 

back.^°’ It therefore must have seemed that the only way to prevent the de Lacy family from fading 

away into landless obscurity was to return to England. Whether borne out o f a spirit of 

reconciliation or strict strategic pragmatism, by the summer of 1213, Walter de Lacy was once 

again a loyal magnate of the English king.

It is impossible to know what entreaties de Lacy used to achieve his rapprochement, but if, 

as the story claims, the abbot o f St Taurin pleaded on Walter’s behalf, it is possible that Walter had 

tied his cause to the pope’s. John’s settlement with the pope had stipulated that John restore and 

receive back into favour those clerics and laymen connected with their dispute. Elsewhere, the 

rebel barons Eustace de Vesci and Robert fitz Walter had been able to convince papal 

representatives that they ought to be named specifically in the agreement, so it is possible that de 

Lacy’s restoration was in some way linked to this order.^°* On the other hand, focusing on de 

Lacy’s Irish career, Joe Hillaby contends that Walter’s return had ‘almost certainly’ been 

negotiated by his fellow Irish barons around the time of their famous profession o f loyalty in 

1212.^°’ The problem with this inteipretation is that when Walter re-entered John’s service in 1213, 

he was only put in possession of his English l a n d s . T h e  restoration of his lands in Ireland was 

not agreed until 1215 and not actually achieved in full until after Walter visited Ireland in 1220.^'' 

If the Irish barons had struck a deal with John regarding de Lacy, it likely would have been vis d vis 

his position in Ireland. In a more practical sense, as a baron of the Welsh march and Ireland, de 

Lacy was no stranger to military encounters and would have been an asset to the embattled English

See above.
Brock Holden’s comment that ‘the king may also have felt the need to get Walter out of France so as to 

deprive Philip Augustus o f a valuable tool’ is therefore difficult to justify, Holden, Lords o f  the central 
marches, pp 187-8.

It seems, however, to have been negotiated before the general restoration o f the named exiles effected the 
following month. Roger ofW endover's Flowers o f  history, ii, pp 273-4; Memoriale fratris Walteri de 
Coventria, ii, p. 212.

Hillaby, 'Colonisation, Crisis-Management and Debt', p 15. It may also be found in his Hillaby, 'Hereford 
Gold, part 2', p. 208. This is following W.L. Warren’s belief that a deal must have been struck between John 
and the Irish barons to elicit such a declaration of support. Warren, 'The historian as "private eye'", p. 12. For 
the declaration see, CDl, 1171-1251, no. 448.

Rot. litt. claus., p. 134; Rot. litt. pat., p. 99.
See below.
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king. In his study o f W alter de Lacy, Hillaby states that de Lacy was re-established in the march to 

curb the growing power o f  Reginald and Giles de Braose in the area. Brock Holden agrees, 

asserting that it was the troubled state o f  the Welsh march that prompted the king to welcome back 

W alter as a stabilizing f o r c e . T h i s  scenario seems the more plausible, because the actual 

restoration o f W alter’s English lands, minus Ludlow, was ordered on 29 July 1213. This was ju st 

after the return from exile o f  Giles de Braose, bishop o f  Hereford, and three days before a truce 

with the Welsh was scheduled to end on 1 August.^'^ However, although this tim ing is unlikely to 

be a coincidence, there is no reason to believe that the security o f  the march was John’s primary 

concern in W alter’s return. The Welsh march was always important to the English king, but the 

situation was far more pressing elsewhere. John’s surrender o f England and Ireland to Pope 

Innocent III had removed the character o f  holy war from the W elsh uprising. W ith King John his 

loyal vassal, the pope ordered his legate Pandulf to negotiate the truce between John and the Welsh 

ju st mentioned.^''* W alter’s return from exile on June 2 came a day before the truce was agreed on 

3 June.“'^ Although the truce expired on 1 August, its papal backing made it unlikely that hostilities 

would recommence. Indeed, on 25 August, King John authorised the wardens o f  the Welsh march 

to prolong the truce to 1 November.^’  ̂ The truce then seems to have remained in effect for the rest 

o f  1213 and throughout 1214.^'^ The state o f affairs along the Welsh march had been far more 

pressing during the Welsh offensive the previous year when a Franco-W elsh treaty o f  alliance was 

negotiated and the ‘king’s enemies were as numerous as his nobles’.^'* Circumstances would 

eventually grow desperate enough to require W alter de Lacy’s presence there during the civil war, 

but in the summer o f 1213 King John’s surrender to the pope meant that his position in the region 

was markedly better than it had been for years.

Bearing in mind that there were likely numerous reasons for John’s change o f heart, one 

would be remiss to ignore the role W alter was to play for John over the next year on his Poitevin 

e x p e d i t io n .W a l te r ’s recall was immediately preceded by the muster o f  forces for the defence o f  

England that spring (mentioned above), and a crushingly successful seaborne assault against King 

Philip’s fleet at Damme on 30 May 1213.^^° With the French navy decimated. King John moved to 

press home his advantage. Shortly after de Lacy’s recall, John dispatched Earl William o f Salisbury 

with money and reinforcements to support John’s ally, the count o f Flanders against Philip’s army 

in the north, and reassembled his forces in order to mount an expedition to Poitou to strike at King

Hillaby, 'Hereford Gold, part 2', p. 208; Holden, Lords o f  the central marches, p. 185; Holden,
'Aristocracy o f  western Herefordshire and the Middle March', p. 20.

Rot. litt. claus., p. 147 (restoration). For the return o f  the exiled bishops, including Giles de Braose, see, 
Norgate, John Lackland, pp 186-7. For the truce with the Welsh see. Rot. litt. pa t., p. 100.

Lloyd, History o f  Wales, ii, p. 641.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 100.

^'Mbid., p. 103b.
Lloyd, History o f  Wales, ii, 641.
Ibid., pp 637-41; Warren, King John, pp 199-200; Rowlands, 'King John and Wales', pp 283-4; R. F. 

Trehame, 'The Franco-Welsh treaty o f  alliance in 1212', Bulletin o f  the B oard o f  Celtic Studies, 18/1 (1958), 
pp 60-75. The quote is from Roger ofW endover's Flowers o f  history, ii, p. 259.

See below.
Warren, King John, pp 204; and see above.
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Philip in the s o u t h . I n  this light, John might have viewed W alter de Lacy as another soldier in his 

ongoing war against King Philip.

The Poitevin expedition o f  1213 never materialised, however, because the assembled 

magnates refused to accompany John overseas. The barons seem to have taken issue with the terms 

o f service that John demanded o f  them, some airing the old claim that their m ilitary obligation 

pertained only to E n g l a n d . A c c o r d i n g  to Roger W endover, the barons also refused to follow 

John while the sentence o f  excommunication still hung over him.^^^ Kate Norgate takes a rather 

cynical view o f  the barons’ reticence, pointing out that the same men had for years fought and 

dined with the excommunicate king.^^'' W hile it would be naive to ignore the larger context o f 

mounting baronial dissatisfaction with John’s rule, there may be more to W endover’s claim than 

Norgate allows. In his article on England and the Albigensian Crusade, N icholas Vincent points out 

that the host assembled in July 1213 was to be used to support a suspected heretic, John’s ally 

Count Raymond o f  Toulouse. To make matters worse, the barons would not only be com bating the 

forces o f Philip Augustus, but also potentially the crusaders who had been fighting to rid 

Languedoc o f  the Albigensian heretics since 1209.^^^ The Albigenses had long been dem onised in 

the lands o f  Plantagenet and Capetian kings, and as far back as the 1170’s the call to put down their 

heresy had been used by Henry II and Louis VII to justify  their armed intervention against the 

counts o f Toulouse.^^^ Roger o f  W endover at least saw the link between John’s expedition and the 

crusade. Immediately after his account o f the barons’ refusal to follow John to Poitou, W endover 

reminds his audience o f the Albigensian heresy, and provides a rather sympathetic history o f  the 

crusade to that point.^^^ Popular opinion in England was on the side o f the crusaders, and given the 

pope’s continued support o f  the crusade, the desire o f the English barons not to be led against a 

crusade by an excommunicated king is understandable.

Conflict on the continent

Interestingly, while W alter de Lacy may have found him self recalled to royal service with 

King John in order to fight for the king in Languedoc, his brother Hugh de Lacy was already there 

as part o f the Albigensian crusade. After being reunited with W alter in the abbey o f St Taurin, 

Hugh, always the more bellicose brother, soon set o ff on crusade. The connection that had only 

been hinted at before was made m anifest in Languedoc as Hugh fought alongside both the de 

Lacys’ intercessor with the king o f  France, Roger des Essarts, and a rumoured centrepiece o f

Norgate, John Lackland, p. 186.
Roger ofWendover's Flowers o f  history, ii, p. 275; Memoriale fratris Walteri de Coventria, ii, p. 217. 
Roger ofWendover's Flowers o f  history, ii, p. 273. C f Memoriale fratris Walteri de Coventria, ii, p. 212. 
Norgate, John Lackland, p. 186.
Vincent, 'England and the Albigensian Crusade', p. 75. Count Raymond was married to John’s sister Joan, 

Norgate, John Lackland, p. 166.
Vincent, 'England and the Albigensian Crusade', p. 68-9.
Roger o f  Wendover's Flowers o f history, ii, pp 278-89.
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rebellion, Simon de Montfort.^^* Indeed, more than religious fervour likely spurred Hugh to fight 

under de Montfort. Nicholas Vincent has highlighted the potential outlet for their martial skill 

offered by the crusade to Norman lords who had found them selves constrained since the Capetian 

conquest o f Normandy in 1204.^^^ A number o f them consequently stayed on long after their 

crusading vows had been fulfilled, being rewarded by Simon for their loyalty with grants o f lands 

taken from rebels or heretics.^^® Similarly, having been expelled from the north o f Ireland, where 

he had gained much through conquest, Hugh de Lacy may have relished the prospect o f  

campaigning in Languedoc. For his service, Simon de M ontfort granted Hugh the lordships o f 

Laurac (Aude, cant. Fanjeaux) and Castelnaudary (Aude) in Languedoc, near Carcassonne.^^’ 

Hugh was consequently to shun until 1221 all overtures o f reconciliation from the royal 

government which his brother W alter negotiated for him.^^" Furthermore, by attacking the 

Albigenses and their patron, the count o f  Toulouse, de Lacy and his comrades were by extension 

attacking their old nemesis. King John. The son o f  King Philip Augustus o f  France, Prince Louis, 

was suspected o f  playing a similar game when he eventually took over the leadership o f  the crusade 

in 1219, at which point the pope sent a letter to England voicing his concern that the real targets o f 

Louis’s army were the English king’s interests in Poitou and Gascony.^^^ It may not be a 

coincidence that Simon de M ontfort was rumoured to have coveted the crown o f England for 

him self in 1210 (with several o f his fellow crusaders having been implicated in a treasonous 

conspiracy), while Prince Louis actually had him self elected king o f England in 1216. The failure 

o f both attempts brought fresh impetus to the Albigensian crusade.

With his position in Languedoc becoming increasingly desperate. Count Raymond o f 

Toulouse travelled to England at the end o f  1213. He reportedly performed homage to King John, 

in return for which the king gave him 10,000 marks in aid o f  his war against the crusaders. 

Count Raymond left England for Languedoc in January 1214,^^^ and John followed one month 

later, in February 1214, after first ensuring the prolongation o f  the war against King Philip in the

Tudela and Anonym ous, The song o f  the Cathar wars, pp 28, 50, 89, 101-2, 106, 133, 145, 147-8, 164, 
168, 183; Recueil des historiens des Gaules et de la France, tom exix, ed. Leopold Delisle (New edn., Paris, 
1880), pp 145, 170, 181

Vincent, 'England and the Albigensian Crusade', p. 73.
Power, The Norman frontier, p. 178; A history o f  the crusades, volume ii: the later crusades, 1189-1311, 

eds R. L. W olff and H. W. Hazard (M adison, 1969), p. 294.
Recueil des historiens des Gaules et de la France, tom exix, pp 170, 181.
Patent rolls o f  the reign o f  Henry’ III p reserved  in the Public Record Office, A.D. 1216-1225, (London, 

1901), p. 301; GDI, 1171-1251, no. 1012. The Dunstable annalist claim s that Hugh was driven from 
Languedoc by the A lbigensians in 1222; "Eodem anno Hugo de L a d  ab Albigensibus exulatus, et in Angliam  
[rediens, petiit] sibi restitui terram suam de Hibernia. Sed quia rex fu era t inffirmus], negata est ipsius 
petitio, annuo redditu trecentarum marcarum interim sib i con cfessoj.’’ 'Annales prioratus de Dunstapilia', p. 
75.

Calendar o f  entries in the Papal registers relating to Great Britain and Ireland. P apal letters, vol. i, A.D. 
1198-1304, ed. W .H. Bliss (London, 1893), p. 67; Diplomatic documents p reserved  in the Public Record  
Office, vol. 1, 1101-1272, ed. Pierre Chaplais (London, 1964), no. 34. See also. Carpenter, M inority o f  Henry 
/// ,  p. 153.
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north by receiving the homage o f his ally Count Ferrand o f F l a n d e r s . W a l t e r  de Lacy followed, 

and landed at La Rochelle about 14 M arch 1214.^^^ W alter’s movements are difficult to ascertain, 

but he would seem to have joined the king by 1 or 2 April, when John visited Grandmont priory in 

la M arche (Haute-Vienne, cant. Ambazac, com. Saint-Sylvestre).^^® He then accompanied the king 

as far as la Reole (Gironde), where, on 13 April, he was issued with a curious task. W alter was sent 

south, ostensibly to purchase horses in Narbonne (Aude).^^^ It is unfortunate that nothing more is 

known o f this mission, for the possibilities surrounding it are intriguing. Situated on the 

M editerranean coast, Narbonne is approximately 340 kilometres (210 miles) south-east o f  la Reole. 

To reach it, W alter would have had to negotiate the rugged territory occupied by the Albigensian 

crusaders, passing both Toulouse and Carcassonne on the way. It is interesting to speculate whether 

W alter would have come into contact with his brother Hugh or the crusade’s leader Simon de 

M ontfort during the course o f his mission, and whether that possibility was the actual intention o f 

King John. The menial nature o f a mission to purchase horses is enough to arouse suspicion. This 

was not something normally given to a baron o f W alter’s standing. If, however. King John wanted 

to get a message through enemy lines, then W alter’s ties to the crusade’s leadership would have 

recommended him for the task."'*® Perhaps this has something to do with King John’s statement the 

following year that he had lingered in Hugh de Lacy’s vicinity awaiting payment o f the fine agreed 

for the return o f  Ulster.^'" W hatever the case, John displayed a great deal o f  trust in sending W alter 

de Lacy through the heart o f  enemy territory, so close to his fellow rebels o f  1209 to 1210. Nothing 

further is heard o f the matter, or o f W alter de Lacy, until the fateful end o f John’s Poitevin 

expedition that autumn.

After a period o f  initial success, the war had not gone well for John.^'*" On 9 July 1214, 

John wrote to England asking all who were not engaged in the governance o f  the kingdom to 

hasten to him in Poitou, in return for which any ire which he might have conceived towards them 

would be r e l i e v e d . H i s  dispatch was all but ignored. On 27 July, John’s northern allies, aided by 

the earl o f Salisbury, suffered a catastrophic defeat to King Philip’s army at Bouvines (Nord, cant.

Ralph o f  Coggeshall, p. 168; Histoire des dues, pp \ Roger ofWendover's Flowers o f history, ii, pp
293-4; Norgate, John Lackland, p. 196

Rot. lift, pat., p. 112.
Walter later founded a Grandmontine priory at Craswall, Herefordshire, Monasticon Anglicanum, vi, p. 

1035; Hillaby, 'Hereford Gold, part 2’, pp 197, 207.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 113.
Holden speculates that Walter de Lacy may have gone on crusade with his brother Hugh before he was 

recalled in 1213, but this is not supported by any source. What is more, while ‘absence of evidence is no 
evidence of absence’, the author of the Song o f the Cathar wars was keen to mention even minor nobles who 
were in de Montfort’s company, and would surely have mentioned Walter had he been on the crusade. See 
Tudela and Anonymous, The song o f the Cathar wars.

See below. Many thanks to Professor David Carpenter for drawing my attention to this enticing 
possibility.

The progress of the campaign can be traced in, among others, Norgate, John Lackland, pp 196-206; 
Warren, King John, pp 217-224;
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Cysoing). '̂*'* Whether or not one agrees with Holt’s famous statement that ‘the road from Bouvines 

to Runnymede was direct, short and unavoidable’,̂ '*̂  John feared the worst. Baronial discontent 

had been mounting in England throughout the Poitevin campaign, and upon hearing the news from 

Bouvines, John sent orders relating to the defence o f his castles and p e r s o n . H e  was nevertheless 

determined to continue his campaign and face the combined forces o f France alone, but was 

ultimately persuaded by the pope to negotiate a cessation o f hostilities. In September 1214, King 

John concluded a truce with Philip Augustus to last for five years from Easter, and took ship for 

England the following month.

Upon reaching England, Walter de Lacy reaped his reward for faithful service. As 

mentioned above, Ludlow had not been included in the general restoration o f Walter’s English 

lands in July. At some point before 7 May 1214, terms for the restoration o f the manor o f Ludlow 

were set at a £40 render towards the custody of the castle of Ludlow.^''* By the end of Walter’s 

term on the continent, this had changed. On 23 October, the sheriff o f Herefordshire was ordered to 

restore the manor of Ludlow to de Lacy, without any mention o f a fine.^"” Indeed, it seems as 

though Walter had been able to renegotiate so that the king paid him for the retention of Ludlow 

castle. An order to the same sheriff several days later makes the situation clear. On 2 November 

John wrote that, while it might have been more worth while to restore Ludlow castle to de Lacy 

than to pay 40 marks a year for its custody, he wished the sheriff o f Herefordshire to retain the 

castle and allow Walter the manor as per the agreement between them, because he did not wish to 

flinch from that agreement.^^° Finally, on 26 December 1214, John restored to Walter ‘all of the 

liberties {libertates) which his father Hugh de Lacy rightfully had in the time of Henry 11.’^̂ ' 

Although Ludlow castle remained in the hands of the crown, Walter’s authority had been fully 

reinstated in England a year and a half after his recall from exile.

While the situation in England grew ever more desperate for John, Walter turned his 

attention to the recovery o f his Irish lordship. The fact that the components of the de Lacy 

inheritance either side of the Irish Sea were dealt with separately is instructive. King Richard seems 

to have taken both the English and Norman components o f the de Lacy holdings at the same time, 

and included their restoration under the same fine.^^^ The fact that John was unwilling to do the 

same for Walter’s English and Irish lands might suggest that he was eager to assert the separate 

status o f his lordship o f Ireland. On 10 February, a vital step towards Walter’s restoration in Ireland 

was taken with the release o f his half-brother, William de Lacy, under the cognisance of Walter and

Roger o f  Wendover's Flowers o f  history, ii, pp 298-302; Matthaei Parisiensis historia Anglorum, ii, p.
151; M emoriale fratris Walteri de Coventria, ii, p. 216; Ralph o f  Coggeshall, p. 169 (wrong date).
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Rot. litt. claus., i, 202; Painter, The reign o f  King John, pp 280-4; Holt, The Northerners, pp 100-1.
Foedera, I, i, p. 125; Roger o f  Wendover's Flowers o f  history, ii, pp 302-3; Norgate, John Lackland, pp 

204-6; Warren, King John, p. 224.
R ot obi. et fm ., pp 480, 487.
Rot. litt. claus., p. 175.
Ibid., p. 173b.
Ibid., p, 182.
See chapter 3.
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several other barons o f  the Welsh m a r c h . W a l t e r  had been able to negotiate the release o f  a 

number o f  prisoners taken in 1210 since his initial restoration in July 1213, but William de Lacy 

was significant in that he seems to have been the agent through whom W alter attempted to govern 

Meath in the coming y e a r s . J u s t  over a month later, on 15 March 1215, W alter made a fine o f 

4,000 marks with the king for the restoration o f  his Irish l a n d s . W h e n  compared with the 2,500 

mark fine that W alter was forced to make to John for M eath in 1195 and the 3,100 mark fine that 

King Richard demanded for the restoration o f W alter’s English and Norman fees in 1198,^^^ the 

new fine shows the degree to which the price o f restoration had risen. John was also keen to take as 

much from M eath as he could before handing it over. The day after W alter agreed to the fine, John 

ordered the Irish justiciar. Archbishop Henry o f Dublin to cause the issues o f  W alter’s lands to be 

taken and collected in light o f  M eath’s impending restoration. A notice o f the same day shows the 

extent to which John felt he needed to go to ensure that W alter paid his fine. In it, the king states 

that he has caused the charters o f  W alter de Lacy concerning his English and Irish possessions to 

be deposited in the New Temple, London, to be returned to W alter once he has satisfied his fine 

with the king.^^’ The implications o f  this act are clear. One month later, on 22 April, John wrote to 

W alter’s brother Hugh from the New Temple, London stating that his brother W alter had long 

since made a fine with the king for the restoration o f H ugh’s territory o f Ulster, but although the 

king tarried in H ugh’s neighbourhood for longer than he had liked, Hugh did not pay that fine. This 

must refer to the 1214 Poitevin expedition, when W alter was sent through the lands o f  the 

Albigensian crusaders, and indicates that the English king was earnest in his desire to bring Hugh 

back to his fold.^^* However, in light o f  H ugh’s unwillingness to effect the terms o f  reconciliation 

that W alter had negotiated for him, John declared that he could ‘therefore only convert to his profit, 

as his own, the land o f U lster.’^̂  ̂ W hatever W alter’s string o f restorations m ight suggest, the king 

was taking no chances with the de Lacys.

Civil war, p a rt one: 1215

The actual order for W alter to be given seisin o f  Meath was not to come for another four 

months, in which time England descended into widespread civil war. The steady march towards 

war was in the background o f  all o f  the king’s dealings with de Lacy in this period. For instance, 

the true reason for John’s retention o f  Ludlow castle was almost certainly the security o f  the W elsh 

march am ongst the rising tide o f  baronial discontent. The crow n’s resources were stretched, 

however, and John eventually found that he had no choice but to entrust the castle to W alter and rid

Rot. litt. pat., p. 128; GDI. 1171-1251, no. 536.
See chapter 6.
Rot. litt. pat., 131; CD/, 1171-1251,no. 541. The size of the fine comes from the eventual order for 

seisin on 5 July 1215. Rot. obi. etfin., pp 562-4, 601-3; Rot. litt. pat., p. 181; CDl, 1171-1251, no. 596. 
See chapter 3.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 131; CD/, 1171-1251, no. 541.
My thanks to Professor David Carpenter for his advice on this matter.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 134; GDI, 1171-1251, no. 550.
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him self o f  its upkeep and rent. The order for it restoration was duly sent out on 12 A p r i l . F o r  the 

past few months, King John had sought to nullify the threat from Wales by both ameliorating his 

relations with the W elsh themselves, and by securing the fidelity o f  his m archer barons. 

Unfortunately, he had mismanaged the situation to the extent that by that spring a united Welsh 

front o f opposition to his rule allied itself with a league o f disaffected English barons to present 

John with a significant challenge to his k i n g s h i p . W h a t  is more, there was even dissention within 

the march. W alter de Lacy’s brothers-in-law Giles and Reginald de Braose, whose fam ily’s 

interests had only ju st been restored, aligned them selves against the king;^*^ as did Heniy de 

Bohun, earl o f  Hereford, William Marshal the younger, Fulk fitz Warin and several o t h e r s . T h e  

situation had become so dire that the king seems to have written to several sheriffs in the spring o f 

1215 to determine who in their shires had taken up arms against him, and who remained loyal. For 

the middle march, the sheriff o f Shropshire wrote that several barons o f  note and their knights were 

rebelling in Shropshire, while Earl R anulf o f  Chester and William M arshal had come to 

Shrewsbury in royal service and W alter de Lacy, W alter Clifford and John le Strange had taken up 

arms in the king’s defence.^®"* The sheriff o f  Herefordshire sent the king the disturbing news that 

‘the whole county o f Hereford, besides the barons and their men, was with the bishop o f Hereford 

[Giles de Braose] against the king, and bore arms against the king or sent armed m en’.̂ ^̂

The royalist barons o f  the march were duly mobilised for war, and mustered under W alter 

de Lacy, John o f  Monmouth, Hugh de M ortimer and W alter Clifford at Gloucester by the end o f  

April 1215.^^^ They were soon needed. The rebel barons, along with Giles de Braose, bishop of 

Hereford, had gathered in the north and resolved that they ‘would deal civilly with him [King John] 

no longer’.̂ ®’ On 27 April the rebels handed the king’s representatives their demands, which, upon 

reading, John roundly rejected. Upon receiving his reply, the barons sent John a formal 

renunciation o f their homage and fealty on 3 May, marched back to Northampton, occupied the 

town and laid siege to the castle.^*'* John had by then pulled W alter de Lacy and his comrades away 

from the march, ordering them, on 30 April, to proceed south-east to Cirencester (Gloucestershire)

Rot. litt. pat., p. 132b.
Brut (Peniarth), p. 89, s.a. 1215; Brut (RBH), p. 201, s.a. 1215; Rowlands, 'King John and Wales', pp 284- 
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Rot. litt. pat., p. 134b; Lloyd, History o f  Wales, ii, p. 643n.
Memoriale fratris Walteri de Coventria, ii, p. 219 (quote); Roger ofW endover's Flowers o f  history, ii, pp 

305-6; Mathaei Parisiensis chronica majora, ii, p. 585.
Memoriale fratris Walteri de Coventria, ii, p. 219; Roger ofW endover's Flowers o f  history, ii, pp 306-7; 

Ralph o f  Coggeshall, p. 171. See also Norgate, John Lackland, p. 228; Warren, King John, pp 233-4.

193



by the following Monday (3 May) well furnished with horse and arms and ‘all the men they could 

get’. While the order told them to await the king’s further commands at Cirencester, in a 

separate dispatch to the sheriff o f  Herefordshire John made it clear that the marchers were to act as 

they saw fit until those commands came.^’° W alter and his company were granted chargers for their 

service on 17 May,^’' though nothing further is heard o f  their operations that spring.

The progress o f  the civil war is well known, and need not be rehearsed here,^’  ̂ but matters 

grew steadily worse for King John. On 17 May, the same day that the marchers were granted their 

chargers, the rebels took L o n d o n . I n  the words o f  J.C. Holt, the capture o f London ‘created a 

landslide’ o f defections to the rebels’ c a u s e . P e r h a p s  ju st as alarmingly for a good number o f  the 

king’s supporters, the town o f Shrewsbury, Shropshire was surrendered to Liywelyn without a fight 

shortly t h e r e a f t e r , a n d  the rebel de Braose brothers succeeded in capturing a number o f  castles 

and territories from their royal c u s t o d i a n s . F u r t h e r  advances were made by the Welsh against the 

Marshal interests in the southern march, and a fresh outbreak o f rebellion flared up in Devon. 

The royalists needed to regroup and gather their strength.

The agreement which was witnessed by M agna Carta on 15 June 1215 bought the royalists 

time, but little more.^’* The reprieve allowed W alter to focus once again on gaining seisin o f  his 

Irish lordship. On 5 July, the agreem ent by which Meath was to be restored was finally enacted.^’’ 

Drogheda was to be retained in the king’s hand for three years, during which time the king would 

allow a rent o f  30 marks against W alter’s fine. W hat is more, W alter’s son and heir, Gilbert, was to 

be handed over as a hostage.^*® An order o f 27 July that W alter’s knights and free tenants in Meath 

be attentive to him as they were when the king took Meath in 1210 would seem to suggest that 

sureties for the fine had been f o u n d . H o w e v e r ,  ju st five days later, on 1 August, the order was 

amended. W alter’s knights and barons were to be attentive to him only after sureties for his fine

Rot. litt. pat., p. 134b.
Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 197b.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 137.
For more detailed accounts of what follows, see Norgate, John Lackland, Warren, King John', Painter, The 
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had been f o u n d . I n d e e d ,  it seems that Walter was having a difficult time finding anyone to stand 

for him in that troubled period, for John also wrote to the justiciar o f Ireland ordering him to restore 

Walter to his lands and tenements even if he was only able to find surety for 1,000 marks, a quarter 

of the fine.^*^ Whatever Walter’s difficulties, the justiciar was ordered on the following day to 

restore Walter’s s h i p s . R o b i n  Frame has highlighted the importance o f an aristocratic fleet, 

which would have greatly increased Walter’s economic as well as political power in the Irish Sea 

region and facilitated swift (and independent) movement and communication between his 

territories.^*^ Walter then appears to have sent his half-brother William de Lacy to Ireland as his 

seneschal.^*® Walter was not alone in gaining concessions (if that is what the return o f Meath can 

be called) in Ireland. The months from May to July were especially busy ones for messengers 

conveying the king’s mandates to Ireland. They included grants to towns, individual barons and 

religious foundations, as well as matters of defence and local administration.^*’ The activity was 

such that it led Norgate to conclude that John ‘was specially endeavouring to win for himself the 

support o f the nobles, clergy and people of the Irish March as a counterpoise to the hostility and 

disaffection which surrounded him in his English r e a l m . T h e  situation was likely more 

complicated than that, for the native Irish were not idle while the king of England foundered,^®^ but 

John certainly sought to avoid a rebellion inparvo  across the Irish Sea.

C ivil War, p a r t 2: 1215-1216

In addition to fortifying his position in Ireland, John used the break in hostilities that 

summer to gather his forces. He also redoubled his efforts to secure papal support against the 

rebels. Those efforts bore fruit for the Welsh march that October, when, under pressure from the 

pope, Giles de Braose, bishop of Hereford agreed to t e r m s . G i l e s ’s defection largely stabilized 

the region, even more so when, upon his death less than a month later (17 November 1215), 

custody of his lands and castles were given to the steadfast royalists William Marshal (the elder) 

and Walter C l i f f o r d . T h a t  December, LIywelyn succeeded in capturing a number o f castles in
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647; Barrow, 'Briouze, Giles de (c.l 170-1215)'; Holden, Lords o f  the central marches, p. 188; Holden, 
'Aristocracy of western Herefordshire and the Middle March', pp 300-2.
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southern Wales,^’  ̂ but the middle march remained fairly untouched by his advances. Walter’s 

whereabouts are difficult to ascertain for the ensuing months, making it unclear whether he 

remained in the vicinity o f the Welsh march, or accompanied one o f the two main branches of 

John’s army north or to L o n d o n . A n  order of 4 April for the release o f Walter’s horses and men 

taken at Shoreham, Sussex suggests that Walter had not joined the king on his northern march. 

Whether he had instead joined the southern division o f the royalist army for its march on London, 

or set out later, Walter (or at least some of his men and horses) seems to have been guarding the 

southern coast o f England against the suspected invasion force from France.

Before the end o f the month. King John was himself patrolling the Kent coastline, while 

mustering a fleet at Dover to attack the French ships at Calais before they could put to sea. A storm 

blew up, however, devastating the English fleet, and John was unable to prevent Prince Louis from 

landing at Stonor on 21 May 1216.^’* Now more than ever, John needed to recoup support from the 

ranks of disaffected magnates. Consequently, on 24 May, Walter de Lacy and his fellow marchers 

Hugh de Mortimer, John of Monmouth and Walter Clifford, were ordered to allow Peter fitz 

Herbert and Alan Martell to speak with Reginald de Braose and escort him under safe conduct to 

the king.^^’ Clearly Walter was once again acting as one of the king’s keepers of the middle march. 

Negotiations did not go well, however, with John even writing to Reginald on 28 May to negotiate 

‘in the spirit o f  saner council’. ’̂*

These fruitless negotiations, coupled with the belief that Louis might soon strike the 

region,^’’ eventually brought King John to the Welsh border. There, while Louis sat in London, 

John sought unsuccessfully to gain the submissions o f de Braose and a number of native Welsh 

lords. Although he succeeded in burning the castles of Hay, Radnor and Oswestry (Shropshire) in 

the march, he did not hazard a direct confrontation with Llywelyn.^°° Reconciliation with Reginald 

de Braose had still not been achieved by 7 August,^”' whereupon John decided to consolidate his 

position in the region. He chose to do so through the elevation of Walter de Lacy. The following

The castles were Kidwelly (Dyfed), Llansteffan (Carmarthenshire), St Clears (Carmarthenshire), 
Laughame (Carmarthenshire), Narberth (Pembrokeshire), Newport, Cardigan (Ceredigion), Cilgerran 
(Pembrokeshire) and Carmarthen (Carmarthenshire). Brut (Peniarth), pp 91-2, s.a. 1215; Brut (RBH), pp 
205-7, s.a. 1215; Lloyd, History o f  Wales, ii, p. 648.

For the movements o f John’s armies, see Norgate, John Lackland, pp 255-261. On 9 December, Walter 
was granted the lands o f Geoffrey de Longchamp in Kenepel, Gloucestershire(?). Rot. litt. clam., i, p. 241b. 
On 26 December 1215, Engelard de Cigogne, sheriff o f Herefordshire, was once again ordered to allow 
Walter de Lacy all of the liberties that once belonged to Hugh de Lacy (d .ll86 ), and not to allow any 
molestation o f Walter or his men holding their lands in his jurisdiction. Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 182.

Rot. litt. pat., p. 174.
See Norgate, John Lackland, pp 255-68.
Ibid., pp 267-9.
Rot. litt. pat., pp 184-184b.
Ibid., p. 184b; Norgate, John Lackland, p. 274; Holden, Lords o f  the central marches, pp 194-5; Holden, 

'Aristocracy o f western Herefordshire and the Middle March', p. 309.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 194; Norgate, John Lackland, p. 275.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 191b; Brut (Peniarth), p. 95, s.a. 1216; Brut (RBH), p. 209, s.a. 1216; Norgate, John 

Lackland, pp 272-5; Kate Norgate, The minority o f  Henry the Third (London, 1912), p. 90;.Lloyd, History o f  
Wales, ii, 650n.

Rot. litt. pat., p. 192.
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day, 8 August 1216, W alter and his comrades were granted the custody o f Elmley castle, 

Worcestershire/®^ Ten days later, on 18 August, W alter was granted the shrievalty and royal castle 

o f  Hereford.^”̂  When, on 30 August, W alter was given custody o f the temporalities o f  the vacant 

see o f Hereford, his position in the region was practically unassailable. Brock Holden may not be 

far o ff in his characterisation o f de Lacy in this period as ‘the virtual military governor o f 

Herefordshire’.̂ ®''

By this point John had received better intelligence regarding Louis’ activities and, 

gathering a large host from the garrisons o f  the region, left the Welsh march to harass the rebel 

army besieging W indsor castle (Berkshire), before striking the rebels in the east o f  England.^®^ 

Within his commission as custodian o f  Hereford castle, the stipulation was allowed that ‘if  Louis 

should come and besiege Hereford castle so that the siege could not be raised without the 

intervention o f an army -  in that case W alter de Lacy need not venture his person within the said 

castle... but only to see that it be garrisoned by those who might be trusted ... to defend it without 

loss o f the king’s honour and advantage.’ ®̂* Indeed, it seems as though his presence within the 

castle, or even shire, was not considered indispensible, for he was almost certainly in the king’s 

company as it left the region in September. As much can be deduced from his appearance at the 

k ing’s side on the East Anglian campaign to be discussed presently.

From 21 September to 8 October King John cut a path o f  destruction through rebel 

territory, relieving Lincoln castle in the process through the sheer terror o f  his progress.^®’ On 9 

October, the royal army was welcomed in the town o f Lynn, which gave the king a substantial 

amount o f m o n e y . T h i n g s  were also looking up for the king elsewhere. Louis was losing ground 

in England, with several o f  his adherents, including Earls William o f  Aumale and William o f  

Salisbuiy returning to the royal fold.^°’ However, as is well known, the sumptuous feasting which 

King John engaged in at Lynn brought about a violent attack o f  dysentery. This clearly forced him 

to consider his mortality and conduct to that point, because the following day, while he would have 

been in a considerable amount o f  discomfort, John granted 3 carucates o f land in the forest o f  

Aconbury to W alter’s wife, M argaret de Lacy for the foundation o f a house o f nuns for the souls o f

Ibid., p. 192b.
Ibid., p. 193. More notices and arrangements for his posts: 16-19 Aug Rot. litt. pat., p. 194; 20 Aug Rot. 

litt. claus., i, p. 283.
Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 285; Holden, 'Aristocracy of western Herefordshire and the Middle March', p. 307. 
Roger ofWendover’s Flowers o f history, ii, pp 375-6; Memoriale fratris Walteri de Coventria, ii, p. 231; 

Histoire des dues, pp 178-9; Matthaei Parisiensis historia Anglorum, ii, p. 185.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 194; Eyton, Antiquities o f Shropshire, v, 266.
Roger ofWendover's Flowers o f history, ii, 376; Memoriale fratris Walteri de Coventria, ii, 231; Matthaei 

Parisiensis historia Anglorum, ii, pp 189-90; Mathaei Parisiensis chronica majora, ii, p. 667; Norgate, John 
Lackland, pp 278-9,

Roger ofWendover's Flowers o f history, ii, p. 378; Norgate, John Lackland, p. 279.
Histoire des dues, p. 179; 'Annales prioratus de Dunstapilia', p . , s.a. 1215; Norgate, John Lackland, p.

281.
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her father, m other and brother.^'” This would appear to have been a genuine show o f  reinorse for 

his destruction o f  W illiam de Braose and the cruel starving o f  M argaret and William the younger in 

1210, for it was unlikely to elicit any political rewards for the king.

The k ing’s suspicions proved well founded, for he died nine days later at the bishop o f 

Lincoln’s castle o f  Newark.^" According to Painter’s calculations, at the time o f John’s death the 

holders o f  ninety-seven baronies were in revolt, as opposed to thirty-six who remained loyal, only 

eight o f  the twenty-seven greatest barons remaining l o y a l . T h e  W elsh m archer barons who had 

followed John into the east were well represented at his deathbed, with W alter de Lacy and John o f 

M onmouth being named two o f  the executors o f  his will.^'^ According to G.J. Turner these 

executors were strengthened in their commission by the pope, who directed the legate, Guala, to 

restrain by ecclesiastical censure any who m ight seek to hinder the execution o f the king’s will. He 

concludes that the executors thereafter occupied a position o f  considerable authority in the early 

years o f  the m i n o r i t y . A l t h o u g h  David Carpenter asserts that there is no evidence that the 

executors worked together as a political body in the minority o f Henry 111, ’̂  ̂ their influence in the 

immediate aftermath must have been significant amongst the royalists.

C onclusion

The death o f  King John brought W alter de Lacy’s longest, and most turbulent, political 

relationship to an abrupt end. From his succession to Meath in 1189, W alter was forced to survive 

under John’s intense rule. At times pernicious, at times benevolent, John was responsible both for 

W alter’s greatest elevation, and his near total destruction several times in their twenty-three year 

association. In the broader sense, John’s death also brought to an end that special brand o f  rule 

which historians have dubbed ‘Angevin kingship’, with its focus on the personal rule o f  the king 

through a com plex administrative system. For the next decade, the English king’s interests were to 

be governed by his magnates and councillors. During this time, the king-m agnate dynam ic 

naturally ceased to operate, and was instead replaced with a complicated, and perilous, 

amplification o f  inter-baronial politics. King John’s death either cleared any obstacles in the way of 

the m agnates’ consolidation o f  power in England and Ireland, or, most probably, the instability the 

minority o f  his heir was likely to generate necessitated it.

Rot. lift, pat., p. 199b. For the subsequent history o f the grant, see Helen Nicholson, 'Margaret de Lacy 
and the Hospital o f St John at Aconbury, Herefordshire', Journal o f  Ecclesiastical History, 50/4 (1999), pp 
629-51.

Warren, King John, p. 254.
Painter, The reign o f  King John, p. 297.
Foedera, I, i, p. 144; John’s will is translated in Norgate, John Lackland, pp 284-5.
G.J. Turner, 'The minority of Henry III, part I', Transactions o f  the Royal Historical Society, new ser., 18 

(1904), pp 245-95, at p. 283.
Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 14n.
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Chapter 6 

Sheriff of Herefordshire: 1216-1222

In her recent article on secular power and authority in the middle ages, Susan Reynolds 

writes that in most cases ‘protests and rebellions were fairly clearly against individual acts o f  

oppression or individual rulers, rather than the structure they represented.’’ In 1215, this was not 

the case. For all o f  King John’s immoderation, the complaints against him were more than the sum 

total o f  his misdeeds. Consequently, his death, instead o f restoring the English crown to the 

position it held under his predecessor Richard I, was a hammer-blow to the brand o f  kingship that 

had held England in its grip for the past sixty-two years. England’s experienced and obdurate 

monarch, a man whose strength o f will had driven a significant section o f  his baronage into revolt, 

was succeeded by a nine-year-old boy, his eldest son Henry. The circumstances o f the civil war 

also undermined the stability o f the English crown, leaving it penniless and largely impotent in 

broad sections o f the kingdom.^ The most decisive factor in the transformation o f the character and 

nature o f English kingship in this period, however, was that at precisely the same time that the 

English rebel barons were championing the cause o f baronial rights and limitation o f kingship, the 

keeping o f the kingdom was delivered into the hands o f  the aristocracy. The regency government 

set up to rule in the young Henry I l l ’s name was one largely composed o f the late king’s most loyal 

magnates, who, like W alter de Lacy, would not have been strangers to the excesses o f John and his 

immediate predecessors. The royalist barons’ loyalty was not entirely disinterested, and they soon 

set about limiting English kingship through the several re-issues o f M agna Carta which followed.

After the war, the seismic shift in the balance o f power was immediately apparent. One 

modem  authority on the minority o f Henry III comments that ‘in these circumstances, it was more 

likely that the country would remain divided between semi-independent principalities under great 

sheriffs and castellans, on the one hand, and areas where the authority o f the king’s agents was 

negligible on the other.’  ̂ The regency governm ent’s ineffectualness was also displayed further 

afield in its failure to control its representatives in Poitou or, more pertinent for the current study.

' Susan Reynolds, 'Secular power and authority in the middle ages', in Huw Pryce and John Watts (eds.), 
Power and identity in the middle ages: essays in memory o f Rees Davies, (Oxford, 2007), pp 11-22, at p. 12. 
 ̂John’s loss of much of the royal treasury in the Wash disaster did not help matters, J.C. Holt, 'King John's 

disaster in the Wash', Nottingham Mediaeval Studies, 5 (1961), pp 75-86; Norgate, John Lackland, p 282.
 ̂Carpenter, Minority o f Henry III, pp 1-2.
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Ire lan d / The state o f the kingdom and its associated territories largely convinced the population 

that the recovery o f  royal authority was necessary for the fair and effective administration o f the 

realm, especially since that authority was to be clearly circumscribed by the precepts o f M agna 

Carta.^ Leading up to, and largely during, the great crises o f  the 1220s and 1230s, the crown was 

consequently able to claw back a great deal o f power, though it was a power still largely wielded in 

concert with the greatest men o f  the realm. By the time that King Henry III was able to free him self 

from the tuition o f  his influential councillors in the mid 1230s, W alter de Lacy was an old man 

entering his retirem ent from politics. This chapter therefore largely focuses on the period leading 

up to (but not including) the wars o f  1223 and 1224, after which W alter took a step back from high 

politics.

M agna Carta, 1216

In 1216, the death o f  King John had bequeathed the burden o f  winning the civil war to the 

royalist barons. As noted above, W alter de Lacy’s status as an executor o f  John’s will briefly 

enhanced his standing amongst the royal party, and he was duly present at most, if  not all, o f  the 

early councils which the new regime convened to oversee the prosecution o f the war and the 

governance o f the realm. The first task facing the royalists was to choose a new king. Concomitant 

with this was the need to lure support away from Prince Louis. The two duties were bound together 

in letters that the royalists sent to Llywelyn and King Alexander o f  Scotland immediately after 

John’s death, inviting them to take part in the election o f a new king o f England.^ These overtures 

w'ere quickly superseded, however, by the royalists’ decision to crown John’s young son Henry at 

Gloucester on 28 O ctober.’ W alter de Lacy did not witness the coronation, for he had been sent 

back to Herefordshire as a warden o f  the middle march.* His presence was clearly needed there, 

though he proved unable to secure the entire shire. On the same day as the coronation, William 

M arshal’s castle o f  Goodrich in southern Herefordshire was attacked, most likely by Reginald de

The situation in Poitou has received a great deal of attention from modem scholars, as the failings of the 
minority government directly led to its loss to the king o f France in 1224. See: Ibid.; Norgate, Minority o f  
Henry the Third, Robert Stacey, Politics, policy and finance under Henry III, 1216-1245 (Oxford, 1987); 
Maurice Powicke, King Henry III and the lord Edward. The community o f  the realm in the thirteenth century 
(Oxford, 1947). Ireland will be dealt with below.
 ̂Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 3.
 ̂A. A.M. Duncan, Scotland: the making o f  the kingdom (Edinburgh, 1975), p. 523; R.R. Davies, The age o f  

conquest, Wales 1063-1415 (Oxford, 2000), p. 243; Duffy, 'Ireland and the Irish Sea region', p. 91.
Warren, King John, p. 255; Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 13; Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, p. 

5n.
* Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 293. He is also not listed among those present at the coronation. Roger o f  Wendover's 
Flowers o f  history, ii, p. 379; 'Annales monasterii de Waverleia', p. 286, s.a. 1216; 'Annales prioratus de 
Dunstapilia', p. 48, s.a. 1215.
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B raose o r L lyw elyn .’ W illiam  M arshal accepted  the role o f  regent the  fo llow ing day, and w as the 

norm al, i f  not absolute, head o f  the regency governm ent thereafter until his death in 1219.'°

T he new ly form ed royal council com prising  the ftill strength o f  the royalist leadership 

(including  W alter de Lacy) held  its first m eeting  on 11 N ovem ber at B ristol castle. The regional 

nature o f  the civil w ar w as highlighted  by the fact that eleven o f  the tw enty  four barons presen t 

w ere from  the m iddle and southern m arches o f  W a le s ."  T heir in terests w ere served w hen, after 

causing  every m an present to  sw ear fealty  to K ing H enry III, the  legate G uala laid an interdict upon 

all o f  W ales for its support o f  the rebel cause before repeating  his excom m unication  o f  Louis, the 

rebels and their a llie s .’  ̂ In less than a m onth the royalists had gone from  inviting L lyw elyn to  

participate in the election o f  the new  king, to  p lacing W ales under the interdict for its continued 

contum acy. This new  ecclesiastical censure w as a boon to those, like W alter de Lacy, w ho w ere 

charged w ith the security  o f  the m arch.

If, how ever, the new  regency governm ent w as w illing  to  use the stick in its a ttem pt to 

punish  its enem ies, it w as also  ready to  use the carro t to  entice them  to its allegiance. On the second 

day  o f  the conference at B ristol, 12 N ovem ber, the governm ent issued its ow n version o f  M agna 

C a r t a . T h i s  C harter, w ith som e o f  the m ore egregious clauses from  1215 e ither rem oved or 

reserved for further deliberation , w as an o ffer to negotiate w ith the rebels.'" ' K ing Jo h n ’s death had 

m ade the prospect o f  negotiations m ore appealing to  the less ardent rebels, w ho now  found 

them selves in open revolt against the young and blam eless H enry III. ‘H enry shrugged and the 

w eight o f  John’s crim es fell from  his shou lders.’ The m inority  governm ent gave voice to  the new  

conciliatory  spirit in a royal letter to the ju s tic ia r o f  Ireland, though the m ain beneficiaries w ould 

seem  to have been the m em bers o f  the council, such as W illiam  M arshal and W alter de Lacy, w ho 

had in 1207-8 fought John over the royal prerogative in Ireland. The council declared that the 

young k ing  w ished to rem ove the d issention w hich had arisen betw een his father and the nobles o f  

Ireland because, w hether ju stified  or not, it had nothing to  do w ith him . H e then prom ised the Irish 

m agnates reconciliation through a restoration  o f  their liberties ‘to  restore the good days o f  their 

noble ancesto rs.’ '^ Thus, after eight years w ithout, the lords o f  M eath and Leinster regained the

® History o f William Marshal, 11. 15347-72; Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 20; Norgate, Minority o f  
Henry the Third, pp 6, 90 (where she thinks Reginald de Braose was responsible); Holden, Lords o f the 
central marches, p. 193 (where he thinks that either Llywelyn or de Braose were responsible); Holden, 
'Aristocracy of westem Herefordshire and the Middle March', p. 307.

Absolute authority in England had been given to the papal legate, Guala, though he tended to give way to 
the Marshal in the arena of secular politics. History o f  William Marshal, 11. 15465-561; Carpenter, Minority 
o f Henry III, p. 14; Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, p. 7.
"  The marchers were Walter de Lacy and his fellow wardens o f the march, John o f Monmouth, Hugh de 
Mortimer and Walter Clifford, along with William and John Marshal, Roger Clifford, William de Cantelupe, 
Robert de Mortimer, Walter Beauchamp and John le Strange. 'Magna Carta, 1216', in Harry Rothwell (ed.), 
English historical documents, vol. 3, 1189-1327, (2nd edn., London, 1995), pp 327-32, at p. 327; Norgate, 
Minority o f  Henry the Third, p. 9; Hillaby, 'Hereford Gold, part 2', p. 210.

'Annales monasterii de Waverleia', p. 286, s.a. 1216; Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, p. 10.
'Magna Carta, 1216'.

''' Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 24.
Ibid., p. 22.
Foedera, I, i, p. 145; CDI, I171-125I,  no. 723.
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right to hold pleas o f  the crown in their lordships. Clearly, the rebels were not to be the only ones to 

benefit from John’s death. The council next turned to the particular grievances o f individual rebel 

barons.’  ̂ W alter de Lacy joined with William Marshal, William de Cantelupe and Falkes de 

Breaute in addressing a letter to the rebels William Longespee, earl o f  Salisbury and William 

Marshal the younger offering to negotiate their return to the royal allegiance.'* On 18 November, 

the regency council, ‘through the esteemed council o f  our faithfiil R anulf earl o f  Chester, Earl 

William de Ferrers [of Derby] and other o f  our faithful m en’, even offered restoration to Hugh de 

Lacy if  he would return to fealty .’  ̂ In the short term, however, the governm ent’s overtures came to 

naught, and the first defections o f any consequence did not begin until Prince Louis left England to 

gather reinforcements in February 1217, four months after the royalists issued their revised version 

o f  M agna Carta.

The significance o f the re-issue went far beyond the immediate context o f  the civil war, 

however. King John had maintained an am bivalent relationship with the original M agna Carta of 

the previous year, making a public show o f attempted compliance in order to gain popular support 

for his cause, while also seeking its annulment by the pope (which he accordingly achieved).^' The 

old king had been understandably concerned with the limitations that the charter placed upon his 

kingship, but his anxieties were not necessarily shared by his supporters. Tout observes that ‘it was 

significant that so many o f  John's principal supporters were possessors o f  extensive franchises, like 

the lords o f the Welsh March, who m ight well desire to extend these feudal immunities to their 

English e s t a t e s . S o m e  o f their number, such as W aiter de Lacy, even had ver>' personal reasons 

to call for the introduction o f  constraints to the king’s authority. As mentioned above, W alter’s 

loyalty had seen him restored to his lands in England and Ireland, and elevated him to a position o f 

great power in Herefordshire. As Holt asserts, W alter and his fellow royalists ‘had fought not so 

much to destroy the Charter as to preserve Angevin control o f  the throne, to protect all the benefits 

they had received hitherto as friends and supporters o f  the king and to preserve their control o f 

office and their influence in local p o l i t i c s . I t  should not be forgotten, however, that W alter’s 

resistance to the king had been the reason for his divestiture and exile in the first place. With John 

now dead, and his heir a minor, the king’s followers were free to acknowledge that many o f  the 

concessions forced upon John in the original M agna Carta had been ju st and reasonable. If, as Holt

Over the next two months, letters of safe-conduct were dispatched to eighteen rebels, so that they might 
come and speak with the king or regent, William Marshal, Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 22.

Foedera, I, i, p. 145.
Ibid., I, i, p. 145; Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 4; Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 22; Otway-Ruthven, A 

history o f  medieval Ireland, p. 80; Martin, 'John, Lord of Ireland', pp 141-2; James F. Lydon, 'The expansion 
and consolidation o f the colony, 1215-54', in Art Cosgrove (ed.), A new history o f  Ireland, ii, medieval 
Ireland 1169-1534, 156-78, at p. 156. Earl William Ferrers was Margery de Lacy’s cousin, see chapter 4. The 
link between Chester and the de Lacys is discussed below.

Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 25.
For the short and turbulent history of the original charter, see the chapter ‘From distraint to war’ in Holt, 

Magna Carta, pp " iA l-ll .
T. F. Tout, The history o f  England from the accession o f  Henry III to the death o f  Edward III (1216-1377) 

(London, 1905), p. 3.
Holt, Magna Carta, p. 378.
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suggests, this formed the primary motive for the regency government’s reissue o f Magna Carta, 

then its timing, less than a month after John’s death, shows the level o f contempt felt for 

Plantagenet kingship even by its supporters.

Both William Marshal and Walter de Lacy had been victims of John’s willingness to 

alienate permanently lands held in wardship from circa 1186 to 1194. Perhaps because o f this, the 

royalists had retained in their 1216 reissue of Magna Carta those clauses of the original Charter 

which sought to protect lands held in wardship.^'* Once they had power over the new king, 

however, they proved themselves equally willing to ignore the rights of their ward. Even by their 

ow n standards o f  governance, the regency governm ent’s reissue o f  M agna C arta was 

im proper, because it forced a perm anent contract upon the underage king, w hich included 

the perm anent alienation o f  several o f  his l i b e r t i e s . B y  the time that Henry III could have 

addressed the issue in 1224, Magna Carta had become so ingrained in the collective consciousness 

o f the realm that any suggestion that the Charter should be rejected as a document thrust upon the 

crown was forcefully rejected by the king’s advisors, in order to preserve the peace o f the 

k i n g d o m. W i t h  the reissue of Magna Carta, Walter and his fellow royalist barons had effectively 

changed the nature of English kingship. Henceforth, the king of England was to have his authority 

fundamentally circumscribed.^’ This may not have broken any new ground within the wider 

context o f western European political thought or action, but it was a watershed in the politics of the 

Plantagenet Empire.^* The young King Henry III had been commended into the safekeeping of his 

father’s most trusted magnates, and they had immediately taken steps to limit his rule and deprive 

him of the form of kingship that his grandfather, uncle and father had fought to achieve.

Winning the war, 1216-1217

The royalist barons of the regency council may have wielded considerable constitutional 

power in their redefinition of English kingship that autumn, but in a practical sense they were an all 

but spent force. William Marshal seems to have been unwilling to remove the royal army from the 

Welsh march for fear of Llywelyn and Reginald de Braose, which forced the government into a 

truce with the rebels and L o u i s . E i t h e r  John’s wardens of the march were deemed unsuitable for

For John’s alienation o f  lands in Meath and Leinster see chapter 3. 'Magna Carta, 1215', p. 317; 'Magna 
Carta, 1216', pp 327-8; Holt, Magna Carta, p. 312. They also retained clause 37 on the limitation o f  
prerogative wardship (now clause 30), 'Magna Carta, 1216', p. 330. Prerogative wardship may have been a 
major factor in the dispute between the Irish magnates (including William Marshal and Walter de Lacy) and 
King John in 1207-8, see chapter 5.

Minors were exempt from making permanent gifts in diminution o f  their patrimony in both English custom 
and Roman law, Foedera, I, i, p. 163; Patent rolls, 1216-1225, pp 173, 177; Rot. litt. claus., ii, p. 75b; 
Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry 111, pp 23, 95.

Holt, Magna Carta, p. 378; Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, pp 214-16.
Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 2.
See Holt, Magna Carta, pp 75-122.
On 15 December a truce was brokered to last until 13 or 20 January 1217, bought by the royalists’ 

surrender o f  the castle o f  Berkhampstead (Hertfordshire), Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 12; M emoriale fratris  
Walteri de Coventria, p. 234. The surrender o f  Berkhampstead was less o f  a blow than it may have at first
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the task, or, more probably since the Welsh had grown no stronger in the interim, their forces were 

required for any offensive movement against Louis. Consequently, on 2 January 1217, weeks 

before the truce was set to expire, the regent sent a letter to Reginald de Braose offering full 

restoration o f his patrimony in return for his fealty to Henry The letter was similar in form to 

those that had been sent to the earl o f  Salisbury, W illiam M arshal the younger and Hugh de Lacy, 

and was similarly rejected. Therefore, with de Braose and Llywelyn still in revolt, the regency 

government bought an extension o f the truce.

N either truce appears to have been held to by either side, however, and the war persisted. 

On 14 January, the day after the second truce was agreed, the government sent a letter to the 

defenders o f Bedford castle, urging them to stand firm against Louis’s forces and assuring them 

that William M arshal, the earls o f Chester and Derby, William Brewer, Hugh Mortimer, W alter de 

Lacy, W alter Clifford and others had sworn to be responsible for the ransoms o f those who might 

be captured in the defence o f  royal castles.^^ W alter was now clearly one o f those magnates 

bankrolling the royalist cause. Three days later, the government received further backing. On 17 

January, Pope Honorius authorised the legate Guala to suspend the crusading vows o f those who 

fought for the royalists. Guala extended this commission, remitting the sins o f  those who joined the 

cause, signing them with the cross as if  the fight against the rebels was a crusade itself.^^ One 

month later, W alter was involved in the relief o f  the town o f Rye (Sussex). On 28 February, 

William Marshal sent a letter to the town, which had only ju st fallen to Louis’s forces, to take 

courage and give no hostages and negotiate no terms for surrender, because they would soon 

receive ‘greater succour than they could believe possible.’ A powerful re lief force was mobilised 

under the M arshal, and included a significant marcher contingent: W alter de Lacy, Hugh and Roger 

de Mortimer, W alter and Roger Clifford, William de Beauchamp, John o f  M onmouth, ‘and other 

barons o f  the march {et ceteros barones de M archia).’’ '̂̂  It is unclear when the relief o f  Rye was 

eventually achieved, and W alter de Lacy’s actions from then until the end o f the civil w ar are 

difficult to determine. The decisive battle took place on 20 May 1217 at L in c o ln .W a lte r  de Lacy 

is not explicitly named as one o f those present, but this does not necessarily mean that he was

appeared, because it had already been invested by Louis’s army on 4x6 December, without much hope of 
relief, Carpenter, Minority o f Henry III, p. 26.

Rot. litt. claus., \, p. 335.
This was agreed on 13 January, to last until 23 April, and included the royalists’ surrender of four more 

castles: Hedingham (Essex), Colchester (Essex), Orford (Suffolk) and Norwich (Norfolk). History o f William 
Marshal, 11. 15735-48; Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 25.

Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 22; Powicke, King Henry III and the lord Edward, p. 28
Royal and other historical letters, i, pp 527-9; Memoriale fratris Walteri de Coventria, pp 235-6;

Carpenter, Minority o f Henry III, p. 28.
The relief force was said to contain Peter des Roches, bishop of Winchester, the Marshal, the earls of 

Chester, Ferrers, and Aumale, Walter de Lacy, Hugh and Roger de Mortimer, Walter and Roger de Clifford, 
William de Beauchamp, John of Monmouth, William de Harcourt, Engelard de Cigogne, William de 
Cantelupe, Falkes de Breaute, Robert de Vipont, Richard fitz Roy, with a multitude of knights, men-at-arms, 
and crossbowmen, and a number of loyal Welshmen. Patent rolls, 1216-1225, pp 108-9; Norgate, Minority o f  
Henry the Third, pp 22-4; Turner, 'Minority, part 1', p. 262; Hillaby, 'Hereford Gold, part 2', p. 210.

For the battle of Lincoln see, Carpenter, Minority o f Henry III, pp 36-40 (which contains a helpful map); 
Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, pp 34-45; T. F. Tout, 'The Fair of Lincoln and the "Histoire de 
Guillaume le Mareschal'", English Historical Review, 18 (1903), pp 240-65.
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absent. The Marshal, as regent, had decided to risk all on one throw o f the dice, and assembled the 

entire royalist army to accomplish his task. W alter may have been left along the Welsh border, 

where negotiations with Reginald de Braose persisted,^^ but if  he could have been risked for the 

relief o f  Rye, then it is likely that he would have marched to Lincoln as well.

The royal arm y’s victory at Lincoln was followed by a steady flow o f  defections to the 

crown while the two sides negotiated unsuccessfully for a lasting p e a c e .R e g in a ld  de Braose was 

one who saw the writing on the wall, finally submitting at the end o f  June 1217. On 23 June, the de 

Braose inheritance in England was granted to Reginald.^* The following day, Reginald received his 

Irish inheritance.^’ As sheriff o f  Herefordshire, a powerful noble in the march, and his brother-in- 

law, W alter de Lacy played a leading role in Reginald’s restoration. De Braose’s defection angered 

his erstwhile ally, and father-in-law, Llywelyn ab lorwerth, who launched an offensive within 

Wales in re ta l ia t io n .T h is ,  coupled with his shrieval duties, might explain why W alter seems to 

have remained along the march for the rest o f  1217. W alter and his fellow marcher lords remained 

loyal instruments o f  royal authority in the region, helping to restore a number o f  former rebels and 

adjudicating disputes arising there from.'**

The civil war officially ended in mid September 1217 with the treaty o f 

Kingston/Lambeth,''^ but in Wales it raged on. Llywelyn had done quite well for him self while his 

allies in the east foundered, and he had no desire to participate in a peace which stipulated that he 

relinquish his conquests. It took a separate treaty, agreed at W orcester in March 1218, to bring the 

war in Wales to an end.''^ R.R. Davies emphasises that the concessions that Llywelyn was able to 

gain, specifically his confirmation in the possession o f his conquests, custody o f the royal castles o f 

Cardigan and Carmarthen, and custody o f the lands o f  his rival Gwenwynwyn while the heir 

remained in wardship, were mitigated by the fact that he and his fellow Welsh princes were 

compelled to do homage to Henry III and thereby acknowledge their dependence on the English

Another letter offering restoration in return for fealty had been sent to Reginald de Braose on 10 March. 
Patent rolls, I216-I225, pp 109-10.

Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, pp 41-2; Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, p. 47.
Rot. lift, pat., pp 72-5, 112-3; Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 312. This full restoration was hampered by Henry fitz 

Count’s refusal to part with Totnes and Henry de Tracy’s refusal to part with Barnstable, both granted to 
them by King John after William de Braose’s forfeiture. The regency government was unwilling to simply 
disseise these royalist barons, so the issue went unresolved for some time. Curia Regis rolls o f  the reign o f  
Henry III preserved in the Public Record Office, vol. viii: 3-4 Henry III (1219-20), (London, 1938), p. 365 
(1220 -  Barnstable never recovered); Curia Regis rolls o f  the reign o f  Henry III preserved in the Public 
Record Office, vol. ix: 4-5 Henry III (1220-21), (London, 1952), pp \ W-\2-, Patent rolls, 1216-1225, pp 
206-7 (1221 - Totnes recovered); Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, pp 35, 179, 216.

Patent rolls, 1216-1225, pp 72-3; CDl, 1171-1251, nos 785-6. Reginald acknowledged the restoration of 
his Irish lands soon thereafter: Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 112; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 789.

Lloyd, History o f  Wales, ii, pp 652-3.
See, for instance Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 113 et seq; Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 312 et seq.
Foedera, 1, i, p. 148; Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 44; Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, p. 59; 

Charles ?Qi\i-D\i.ia.\\\\%, Etude sur la vie et le regne de Louis VIII, (1187-1226) 1894), pp 169-71;J.
Beverley Smith, 'The treaty of Lambeth, 1217', English Historical Review, 94/372 (1979), pp 562-79.

Walter de Lacy was one the witnesses to the agreement. The acts o f  Welsh rulers, 1120-1283, ed. Huw 
Pryce (Cardiff, 2005), pp 397-400; Foedera, I, i, pp 150-1; Rot. litt. claus., i, 378b-379; Lloyd, History o f  
Wales, ii, 652-3; Davies, Age o f  conquest, pp 242-3.
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crow n/" The symbolic importance o f the submission of the Welsh princes would have been a most 

welcome boon to the regency government, but the extension o f its authority was bought at the 

rather high price of a loss o f power in Wales. The government’s willingness to strike such a bargain 

is all the more surprising given the strong marcher contingent within the royalist army. The war 

was over, however, and peace was the primary objective. If Walter and his fellow marcher lords 

had complaints over the method by which the regency government sought to obtain that objective, 

then they were not alone. What remained, however, was to make the best of the situation. For 

Walter de Lacy, that meant exploiting his position as sheriff o f Herefordshire and increasing his 

influence in the middle march.

Walter was undeniably successful in this aim, though his success may have had more to do 

with the fragility o f the government’s hold on the kingdom than his own actions. For the next few 

years, it almost seems as though Walter’s every step forward was at the expense of the crown. 

Walter was not, however, the only one o f the king’s supporters to have acted thus. All over 

England, men who had been installed in the shires as military governors when it looked as though 

the king’s grip on the kingdom might slip away remained in their posts long after the security of the 

realm no longer required their presence. Supported by the belief that the minority government 

could not overturn King John’s appointments, Walter and his fellow royalist sheriffs also continued 

the wartime practice o f spending the fixed dues, proceeds of the county and hundred courts, and 

issues o f the royal demesne manors within their shires as they saw fit, without first accounting for 

them at the exchequer.'*^ This was a crippling practice for the royal government, v '̂hich was thereby 

denied the regular revenue from the localities upon which it largely depended. The situation was 

such that by 1220, Pope Honorius III wrote that the great men of England were ‘revelling on the 

royal goods while the king begs.’"*̂ From the end of the civil war in 1217 to the pope’s letter in 

1220, very little change is discemable in the relationship between Walter de Lacy and the royal 

government. A weak royal government was a double edged sword, however, for while it allowed 

Walter greater freedom o f movement in Herefordshire and the middle march, it also denied him 

protection from over-mighty administrators in Ireland. This made his ascendency a very local 

phenomenon, and frustrated Walter’s attempts to secure unmolested seisin of his Irish interests.

The hazard o f  a weak royal government: Ireland, 1215-1220

De Lacy’s positions in England and Ireland were markedly different, and stand in stark 

contrast to one another when presented as they occurred, contemporaneously. There are several 

obstacles to this aim, however. As we have already seen with the year 1206, great regional power 

often goes unrecorded until it is challenged. Very little is therefore preserved o f Walter’s progress 

in Herefordshire and the middle march for this period. There are occasional indications, however,

Foedera, I, i, p. 150; Patent rolls, I216-I225, p. 143; Rot. litt. claus., i, 378-9; Lloyd, History o f  Wales, ii, 
653-4; Davies, Age o f  conquest, p. 242.

Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry ///, pp 51, 118.
Royal and other historical letters, i, p. 535 (Appendix v, no. 9).
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and his accounts at tiie exchequer each year serve as continued testam ent to the degree to which the 

government was able to rein him in. Events in Ireland are even less clear. Here, lack o f  notable 

events is not to blame for our relative ignorance, but a dearth o f interested commentators. The 

degree o f  speculation which is consequently necessary in order to fill in the gaps between the Irish 

annals and records o f  the English chancery results in a rather large m argin o f  error. That said, the 

scenario which follows seems the most likely.

The issue in Ireland began in 1215, when a question arose as to the tim ing o f  W alter’s 

lawful entry into Meath. As we have seen. King John had done his justiciar no favours by issuing 

contradictory mandates to W alter’s knights and free tenants in M eath, only days apart, first 

notifying them o f the full restoration o f their lord and commanding them to be attentive to him, and 

then saying that they should only be attentive to him once the justiciar had secured sureties for 

W alter’s fine and then ‘saving their allegiance to the king and the rights which the king had in the 

lands before W alter was disseised [in 1210].’"'’ The Irish justiciar, Geoffrey de M arisco, only 

received orders along the lines o f  the second mandate, and this may have led to conflict. The Irish 

annals o f Clonmacnoise report under 1215 a war between William de Lacy, W alter de Lacy’s half- 

brother, and the justiciar.

‘William sonne o f Hugh Delacye came from England and tooke upon him the kingdome 

o f Meath and government thereo f Whereupon there arose great contention and warrs 

betvv een the English o f the south o f Ireland in generall and him, whereby many Damages 

and losses o f preys and spoyles were sustained by either party.

Although this stands as a solitary entry, without corroboration, it should not be immediately 

discounted.''^ Being especially concerned with events within the Irish midlands,^” the 

Clonmacnoise annalist was perhaps more likely to notice the feud than his fellow Irish annalists. 

The testimony o f  the annals o f Clonmacnoise should not be dismissed simply because other 

annalists did not record the same event. The silence o f  the latter does make it unlikely (though not 

impossible) that the conflict amounted to ‘great w arrs’ between de Lacy and the Anglo-Norman 

community o f southern Ireland in general. Perhaps William de Lacy’s struggle with the justiciar 

blended in with the conflicts surrounding the continued aggression o f Cormac Ua Mael Sechlainn 

(Mac Airt), mentioned a b o v e , b o t h  masking de Lacy’s war to those annalists not particularly 

concerned with the politics o f  Anglo-Norman Meath and artificially increasing the disturbance 

caused by de Lacy in the eyes o f  the Clonmacnoise annalist.

Rot. litt. pat., pp 151-15lb; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 628, 631. See chapter 5.
Ann. Cion., p. 228, s.a. 1215.
Otway-Ruthven thought it plausible enough that William would have at least been sent to Ireland as 

Walter’s representative, Otway-Ruthven, M edieval Ireland, p. 89.
Simms, M edieval Gaelic sources, pp 26-7. See also, Gearoid Mac Niocaill, The m edieval Irish annals 

(Dublin, 1975), pp 21-3.
ALC, i, p. 251, s.a. 1215; See chapter 5.
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The timing o f this possible dispute is difficult to determine. The annals of Clonmacnoise 

have a notoriously loose chronology, and their account o f the quarrel is preceded by a brief 

mention o f the beginning o f the civil war and death o f King John in England. The period could 

therefore be any time from William de Lacy’s release in February 1215^^ to the end of 1216. 

Walter may have been tempted to send his brother to Ireland as early as 15 March, when the terms 

for the restoration o f Meath were a g r e e d , b u t  is seems unlikely that dissention had arisen before 

the king’s orders to W alter’s knights and men that summer. Walter had paid in the initial 1,000 

marks o f his fme by 12 April 1216, when he was given relaxed terms for the repayment o f the 

balance,^'' which would have entitled him to seisin o f Meath. The first sign that the justiciar may 

have failed to grant Walter seisin came on 24 June 1216, when King John sent a mandate to 

Geoffrey ordering him ‘to cause the agreements made between the king and Walter de Lacy, 

touching the lands o f the latter in that country, to be o b s e r v e d . W a l t e r  de Lacy was to join the 

company of the king only shortly thereafter, where he remained until John’s death that October. If 

William de Lacy had already taken up arms against the justiciar, John gave no indication o f his 

knowledge of it in the several dispatches to de Marisco concerning Meath on 18 August 1216.^^

The first indication that the English sources give of William de Lacy’s activities in Ireland 

comes in the form of a mandate circa January 1217 wherein the king commanded William to 

restore to the justiciar, Geoffrey de Marisco the castles o f Dundrum (co Down) and Carlingford (co 

Louth) which he had taken, and o f which Richard de Burgh and Roger Pipard had lawfiil custody. 

He was also ordered to ‘satisfy the justiciar for the damage done to the king and country by the 

taking of those castles.’ ’̂ This could perhaps be related to the disturbances reported in the annals of 

Clonmacnoise, though there is no way to be sure. The above undated mandate appears on the roll 

between two other directives to de Marisco concerning Walter de Lacy’s interests. The first, on 20 

January 1217, was for the restoration o f the castle of Drogheda and the cantred of Ardmayle (Co. 

Tipperary),^* and the second, on 23 January, dictated that the lands and castles o f Richard de Tuit 

be delivered to Walter once a debt o f 200 marks had been paid.^^ Clearly William de Lacy’s 

dispute with the Irish justiciar did not reflect negatively on Walter de Lacy’s position at court.

Rot. litt. pat., p. 128; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 536; See chapter 5.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 131; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 541. The following day, an order was issued for the release of 

William de Lacy’s servant Charles, who had been taken at Carrickfergus in 1210; Rot. litt. pat., p. 131; CDI, 
1171-1251, no. 540.

Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 260; C D I 1171-1251, no. 682.
Rot. litt. pat., p. 188b; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 701.
They were mandates for peace touching Walter’s debt for Meath while fighting for the king in England 

{Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 282; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 718) and seisin of the castles of Nobber, Ratoath, and 
Typermesan {Rot. litt. pat., p. 194; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 719). These were dispatched on the same day that 
Walter was made sheriff o f Herefordshire and custodian of Hereford castle. See chapter 5.

Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 26; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 755. This Richard de Burgh was the son of William de 
Burgh (d. 1205), and nephew o f the English justiciar, Hubert.

Patent rolls, 1216-1225, pp 25-6; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 743. The grant o f Ardmayle during pleasure had 
been one o f the acts o f  reconciliation between King John and Walter in December 1207. See chapter 5.

Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 26; C D I 1171-1251, no. 748.

210



Less than a month after William de Lacy was ordered to relinquish the northern castles, 

W alter de Lacy was, on 14 February 1217, given peace touching the arrears which were owed o f 

the farm o f Herefordshire from the previous Easter (10 April 1216), effectively granting W alter the 

proceeds o f the shire. The farm o f Herefordshire would have gone to sustain W alter in his 

operations on behalf o f the king, for the civil war was yet ongoing in February 1217. That July, as 

the royalist magnates gathered in council at Gloucester, the issue o f  Ireland was once again brought 

up. Two former rebels, Reginald de Braose and Nicholas de Verdun, had ju st had their lands in 

Ireland restored,^® but the Irish justiciar, Geoffrey de Marisco, still refused to give W alter de Lacy 

seisin o f  the lands and castles which were supposed to have been restored to him in January. The 

justiciar blamed William de Lacy’s offensive in Ireland for his failure to carry out the January 

mandates, but the council plainly thought that de M arisco’s motives ran deeper. On 2 July 1217, 

they sent a letter in the king’s name, firmly warning the Irish justiciar that he ought to effect 

without delay or other pretext the restoration o f  the lands and castles in question. They also 

‘m arvelled’ at the great number o f  commands which de M arisco hindered, making it clear that 

W illiam de Lacy’s aggression was no reason to withhold W alter’s lands along with his castles. The 

letter continued to state that W alter had given security that he would make amends for W illiam’s 

excesses towards the king, and ordered that he, and his men, lands and possessions, be protected 

and left in peace. It finished by denying the justiciar the right to implead W alter or his men, except 

by special order o f the king, while W alter was on the king’s service in England, and granted de 

Lacy respite o f his debt to the crown.*’

The fact that de Marisco claimed to be delaying the implementation o f  the January 

restorations on the basis o f  William de Lacy’s aggression, coupled with the council’s seeming 

acceptance that this might have been cause to withhold W alter’s castles, if  not his lands, suggests 

that there may have been more at issue than W illiam ’s occupation o f  Carlingford and Dundrum 

castles that January. What is more, de M arisco’s conduct in this and future matters (to be discussed 

below) makes it all the more likely that he would have sought to delay or deny William de Lacy 

seisin o f  Meath if  and when he came as W alter’s seneschal in 1215. I f  this were the case, it would 

explain the record o f  war between the two over Meath in the annals o f  Clonmacnoise, the 

governm ent’s demand (in 1217) that W alter and his men be left in peace, and its denial o f  de 

M arisco’s jurisdiction over Meath. It is not too difficult to picture a scenario in which Geoffrey de 

M arisco was using his office o f  justiciar as a means o f  retaining W alter de L acy’s lands and castles 

for his own use. The council obviously thought as much, because four days after its stem letter to 

de Marisco, it sent another to Henry, archbishop o f Dublin and the barons o f  Ireland ordering them 

to aid de M arisco in carrying out W alter’s restoration.*^ As Norgate observed, the archbishop o f

“  Reginald de Braose: Patent rolls, 1216-1225,  p. 72; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 787; and see above. Nicholas de 
Verdun: Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 74; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 790.

Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 74. CDI, 1171-1251, no. 791 is a much abridged entry, which leaves out several 
important details so that the severity o f  the rebuke is not conveyed.
“  Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 78; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 792.
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Dublin was sent to keep de M arisco in check and keep an eye on proceedings, rather than to assist 

him as the order would s u g g e s t .T h is  was only one in a number o f  such transgressions which de 

M arisco was able to attempt during this period due to his position at the head o f the Dublin 

administration and the weakness o f the minority government.

The character o f  Geoffrey de M arisco’sjusticiarship, or at least the minority government’s 

view o f  it, was summed up in 1221 on the occasion o f his supersession. In a letter to the Irish kings 

and Anglo-Norman barons o f  Ireland, the council declared on 17 July 1221 that ‘since the death o f 

King John the king has received nothing whatever from the demesne lands, rents o f  assize, or 

escheats o f Ireland’, and stated that, contrary to the council’s explicit mandates, de M arisco had 

caused the revenues o f  Ireland to be paid into his own chamber. As early as April 1217, the 

m inority government already suspected that the justiciar might have been using crown revenue as 

his own, when it ordered that the rents and fmes o f  Ireland ought to be received only at the 

exchequer, and kept by the treasurer until the king otherwise directed.®^ The government also 

decided to send the archbishop o f Dublin on that occasion to oversee the justiciar’s activities and 

‘expedite the king’s business’. In notifying de M arisco o f  this, the government informed de 

M arisco that nothing was to be done in Ireland without the archbishop’s assent.^®

Given the minority council’s statement in 1221, Archbishop Henry was plainly unable or 

unwilling to curtail de M arisco’s em bezzlem ent during his several commissions to do so. Indeed, 

there is evidence that he might have been complicit in the justiciar’s abuse o f office, or was at least 

as guilty as he. For instance, on 20 June 1220 the justiciar was ordered to restore Blathach castle, 

near Limerick, to W alter de Lacy.*’ The problem was, however, that at some point while it was in 

the custody o f the Dublin administration, Blathach had been granted to the archbishop o f Dublin. 

Archbishop Heniy, ‘one o f the greatest pluralists in medieval England’,** served as justiciar of 

Ireland from 1213 to 1215, which m ay indicate that he had alienated the castle h im self He was 

certainly not above such actions. For example, in 1217 Archbishop Henry, as papal legate for 

Ireland, was granted custody o f  the vacant archiepiscopal see o f Armagh, including its 

temporalities and those o f  all vacant sees within its province. However, from 1219, he failed to 

comply with several orders to give seisin o f  the see to the new archbishop, Luke de Netterville, so 

that by 1227 King Henry III was still complaining that full seisin had not yet been given.*^ The

“  Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, p. 95. Norgate has a rather imperfect grasp of Irish affairs during the 
minority, but nevertheless provides telling analysis in this and other matters there.

Rot. litt. claus., i, pp 476-7b; CDI, 1171-1251, no. lOOL 
“  Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 306. CDI, 1171-1251, no. 111.
“  Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 57; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 780.

Patent rolls, 1216-1225,'p. 157; CD/, 1171-1251, no. 835. This was also one o f a number of orders for the 
restoration of Drogheda and Ardmayle to de Lacy.
** Ralph Turner, Men raised from  the dust: administrative service and upward mobility in Angevin England 
(Philadelphia, 1988), p. 95.

Aubrey Gwynn, 'Henry o f London, archbishop of Dublin: a study in Anglo-Norman statecraft', Studies: an 
Irish quarterly review, 38 (1949), pp 295-306, 89-402, at p. 390. For more on Henry o f London, Archbishop 
o f Dublin, see St. John Brooks, 'Archbishop Henry of London'; Gwynn, 'Henry o f London'; Turner, Men 
raisedfrom the dusf, Margaret Murphy, 'Balancing the concerns o f church and state: the Archbishops of
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case o f Blathach castle, however, seems to point to cooperation between the archbishop and de 

Marisco, and consequently a later date for its alienation. Once Archbishop Henry had possession of 

Blathach, he conferred it upon his niece Matilda before her marriage to William de Marisco, 

Geoffrey’s son and heir.’° With the illegally alienated castle serving as the marriage portion in an 

alliance between the justiciar and the man sent to Ireland to oversee his administration, it is little 

wonder that Walter had a difficult time in recovering full seisin of his Irish territories.

Little effective supervision meant that de Marisco was able to retain Walter’s possessions 

for several years, all the while turning them to his own profit. The order for the restoration of 

Drogheda castle was repeated three more times in 1217, on 31 October, circa 3 November and 10 

November, with the archbishop of Dublin also being addressed in the third.’’ Another mandate 

followed that summer, on 20 June 1218, for the return of Drogheda castle and Ardmayle to Walter 

de Lacy, with the castle of Blathach now included.’  ̂ A rather opaque mandate followed two 

months later, on 27 August, in which the minority government wrote that it had heard that Henry, 

archbishop of Dublin wanted to be rid of the burden of Drogheda castle, but ordered that it remain 

in his custody and that he be compensated for its upkeep by the Irish justiciar.’  ̂ If this meant that 

the government had decided to retain Drogheda castle, then De Marisco’s recalcitrance had cost de 

Lacy perhaps his most strategic Irish castle.

Walter was not the only magnate to be so treated, however. On 18 December 1217, de 

Marisco was reprimanded for not having yet restored the honour o f Limerick, with the castle and 

cit>', to Reginald de Braose as had been ordered six months earlier.’  ̂ Orpen concludes that, because 

the grant of Limerick to Reginald’s father William had been met with the hostility of the original 

Munster feofees (of whom de Marisco was one), de Marisco was opposed to Reginald’s restoration 

on similar grounds.’  ̂ While it is true that Geoffrey likely would have resisted the re-introduction o f 

a lord of Limerick between himself and the king, one must not forget that Geoffrey had fought for 

William de Braose against the king a decade earlier,’’ which certainly belies the enduring antipathy 

implied by Orpen. It is just as likely that the justiciar was using his office in Limerick as he was in 

Meath, to draw off the revenues of escheated lands for as long as possible. He was also prepared to 

do so in Ulster, where King John’s imports from western Scotland, Thomas o f Galloway, Duncan

Dublin, 1181-1228', in Terry B. Barry, Robin Frame, and Katharine Simms (eds.). Colony and frontier in 
medieval Ireland. Essays presented to J. F. Lydon, (London and Rio Grande, 1995), pp 41 -56, at pp 48-56. 
™ Orpen, Normans, p. 291 (vol. iii, p. 20).

Patent rolls, 1 2 1 6 - 1 2 2 5 , 117, 119, 125; CD/, 1171-1251, nos 808,811.
Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 157; CDl, 1171-1251, no. 835.
Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 369; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 849.
The castle was perched upon a steep hill, now called Millmount, at a curve in the River Boyne. From this 

point the castle commanded not only the town and bridge over the Boyne, which were placed at the foot of 
the hill, but also the approaches from both directions on the river. This would have allowed the control of 
trade over land and water with the borough of Drogheda and the lordship o f Meath.

Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 132; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 814.
Orpen, Normans, p. 292, (vol iii, p. 21). For the original grant o f the honour of Limerick, see chapter 4.

”  See chapter 5.
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o f Carrick and John fitz A lexander also complained o f maltreatment by the justiciar.’* One could 

also add the problems that Llywelyn ab lorwerth had in getting hold o f  his fam ily’s possessions in 

Dublin at this tim e.’  ̂ There can be no question o f the justiciar having been targeting one particular 

faction in Ireland with his abuse o f  office, for the men involved had all recently been enemies. 

W alter’s commission during the civil war as a warden o f  the march had largely been due to the 

abiding hostility o f  Llywelyn and Reginald de Braose in the region, while the men from Scotland’s 

western seaboard had all played a part in the de Lacys’ downfall in 1210.*° The only thing that the 

magnates o f  M eath, Limerick and Ulster, as well as Llywelyn, had in common was that they were 

all absentee lords whose rights could therefore be trod on without fear o f  any immediate reprisals. 

There must therefore have been a very good reason for W alter to have remained in England until 

1220, by which point a decade would have passed without a resident lord o f Meath.

The benefits o f  a  w eak roya l governm ent: Herefordshire, 1216-20

The reason that W alter de Lacy remained in England, while his rights were being abused 

by the justiciar in Ireland, almost certainly lay in his own exploitation o f the office o f sheriff o f  

Herefordshire. W ithout delving too deeply into the complex workings o f  shire administration and 

the royal exchequer, like Geoffrey de Marisco in Ireland, W alter de Lacy was in charge o f the 

disposal o f  justice within his bailiwick, which, when combined with his status as the most powerful 

baron in the vicinity, made him virtually unassailable locally. He was also, like de Marisco, 

responsible for crown revenues, including royal demesne and escheats.*' W alter de L acy’s 

accounts show that, just as the m inority governm ent’s aid to him in Ireland seems to have been 

limited to toothless orders and ineffective oversight, he provided no more than a token render for 

Herefordshire at the exchequer each year. The traditional farm due for Herefordshire was £ 164 16s 

5d, which was far below the actual revenue the sheriff was likely to receive. In 1218, Walter, or 

rather his deputy Thomas de Anesy, paid in only 18s. 8d,*^ one half o f  one percent o f  the farm.. The 

following year’s returns increased to £16 13s. 9d.*^ But a downward trend began thereafter and 

continued for the remainder o f  W alter’s term as sheriff o f  Herefordshire, with the account for 1222 

being the only one to show an increased render compared with the previous year.*'' Every piece of

Rot. litt. claus., i, pp 392b, 402b; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 879, 907; CDS 1108-1272, nos 722, 739; Duffy, 
'Lords o f Galloway', pp 43-4.

Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 362b; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 830.
See chapter 5.
For more on exchequer procedure, see David Carpenter, 'The decline of the curial sheriff in England, 1194- 

1258', English Historical Review, 91/358 (1976), pp 1-32; Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, pp 109-12; 
Dialogus de scaccario, and constitutio domus regis: The dialogue o f  the exchequer, and the disposition o f  the 
royal household, eds Amt Emilie and S.D. Church (Oxford, 2007).

Pipe Roll 2 Henry III, p. 90.
The great roll o f  the pipe fo r the third year o f  the reign o f  King Henry III, Michaelmas 1219, eds. P. M. 

Barnes et al. (London, 1976), p. 165.
The totals were: 1220: £15 17s. 8d. {The great roll o f  the pipe for the fourth year o f  the reign o f King 

Henry III, Michaelmas 1220, ed. B. E. Harris (London, 1987), p. 194); 1221: £14 8s. 6d. {The great roll o f  
the pipe fo r the fifthyear o f  the reign o f  King Henry III, Michaelmas 1221, ed. David Crook (London, 1990), 
p. 13); 1222: £16 15s. 5d. {The great roll o f  the pipe fo r the sixth year o f  the reign o f King Henry 111,
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expenditure had to be accounted for, yet in the absence o f a strong central figure where the king 

ought to have been, de Lacy and his fellow sheriffs were left with a considerable amount o f 

discretion in the distribution o f that revenue. Because it was widely held that King John’s 

appointees could not be deposed until the new king came o f age, there was little that the minority 

government could do to rein in their power.

Along the march, much o f  the royal revenue was diverted to local defence. With relative 

independence came vulnerability as the weakness o f the royal government m eant that W alter and 

his fellow marchers could no longer rely upon the king to protect them from Llywelyn, whose 

‘superiority within native Wales from 1218 to 1240 was more fully articulated than that enjoyed by 

any other Welsh prince since the coming o f the N orm ans.’*̂  Even if  it had been stronger, the 

lengths to which the minority government had gone to secure peace with Wales, including the 

generous terms o f the treaty o f W orcester, would have been a clear enough signal that any 

incursions into Wales would not receive royal backing. Lacking sufficient strength for offensive 

action, the marcher barons decided to buttress the march. W hat therefore followed was a period o f 

rigorous fortification, to which the introduction o f a great number o f masonry castles probably 

belongs.*^ Hereford castle was itself fortified under W alter’s supervision,*’ and it is not unlikely 

that some royal revenue wound up subsidising the fortification o f de Lacy’s own castles.

The encastellation o f  an entire region required vast amounts o f  money, which must have 

figured in the minority government’s decision to authorise the foundation o f a Jewish community at 

Hereford at this time.** Jewish money-lenders were a ready source o f income for knights and 

barons, but their welfare was the special preserve o f the crown. It should be remembered that King 

John was reportedly able to extract 66,000 marks from them in the build up to his Irish expedition, 

and the cash-strapped minority government would have been eager to see this source o f revenue 

back in business after the disturbances o f the civil war. With the cessation o f  hostilities, the 

minority government sought to mollify those Jews who had remained in England and to entice 

others to return.*^ The issue o f the Jews was addressed at the great council held at W estminster in 

May 1218, where care was taken to safeguard their interests as a lucrative part o f the royal

Michaelmas 1222, eds. G. A. Knight and David Crook (London, 1999), p. 64) 1223: £8 14s. 9d. {The great 
roll o f the pipe for the seventh year o f the reign o f King Henry III, Michaelmas 1223, eds. Adrian Jobson and 
C. F. Slade (London, 2008), p. 185).

Davies, Age o f conquest, p. 244.
Holden, Lords o f the central marches, pp 199-200; Holden, 'Aristocracy of western Herefordshire and the 

Middle March', p. 318;
Pipe Roll 2 Henry III, p. 90; Pipe roll S Henry HI, p. 165.
The expenditure in the region was such that the client base of Hamo of Hereford, one of the wealthiest 

Jews in England, was limited almost exclusively to the de Lacys, de Cliffords and John of Monmouth, 
though John and Gilbert Marshal also borrowed some money. Hillaby, 'Hereford Gold, part 2', pp 193 (for 
his relative wealth), 194-5 (for his clients).

They were so successfiil that there was an influx of Jews from abroad and the wardens of the Cinque ports 
had to be ordered on 13 November 1218 not to impede the immigrants, except by taking sureties that they 
would in due course register with the justices of the Jews. Patent rolls, 1216-1225, pp 180-1. Hillaby, 
'Hereford Gold, part 2', pp 211-12. Joe Hillaby is an excellent source for the Jews of England at this 
juncture.
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dem esne.’® On 29 June 1218, W alter de Lacy, as sheriff o f  Herefordshire, was ordered to allow the 

Jews o f Hereford to establish their own community in the town, and to protect them from any 

‘gravamen or m olestation’. He was also to ensure that the bishop o f Hereford was unable to 

implead them for debt in his ecclesiastical courts, this jurisdiction belonging to the c r o w n . J o e  

Hillaby points out that W alter would have seen thriving Jewish communities at La Rochelle and 

Narbonne (a huge and influential community) while on the king’s service in France in 1214,’  ̂

which may have aided him in this endeavour. W alter’s extensive patronage o f the Jewish 

community o f  Hereford was to have a profoundly negative impact on W alter’s later career and 

retirem ent.’  ̂ But for the time being, he and his fellow marchers formed a symbiotic relationship 

with the Hereford community.

Buoyed by his irrevocable commission as sheriff o f  Herefordshire, and his consolidation o f 

power within the region, W alter de Lacy was able to negotiate with the minority government from 

a position o f  strength. The latter was still in the unenviable position o f having to bestow patronage 

on its loyal followers, while dealing with virtually untouchable administrators and inalienable royal 

demesne. W hat consequently ensued was a period o f extensive negotiation and compromise. David 

Carpenter has noticed an instance involving W alter de Lacy, in which Hubert de Burgh may have 

sought to exploit his own position as justiciar o f  England to secure for him self a grant o f  the Three 

Castles: Grosmont, Skenfrith and Llantilio.’'* It will be remembered that King John had granted 

Hubert custody o f  the Three Castles in 1200, when they served as a wedge between the lands o f  

W alter de Lacy and William de Braose. He later reversed his decision, taking them from Hubert 

and granting them in fee to William de Braose in 1205 as part o f  the latter’s aggrandisem ent.’  ̂

They had been restored to Reginald de Braose, with the rest o f  his father’s inheritance, in 1217, but 

Hubert decided to press his tenuous claim. He brought a plaint before the justices in Herefordshire 

that same year, claim ing that King John had disseised him o f  his own volition, without 

judgem ent.’  ̂ Reginald seems to have ignored the court action, and, at a special session o f  the 

king’s council, was adjudged to have lost the suit by default. Consequently, on 8 December 1218, 

W alter de Lacy was notified o f  the court’s decision and ordered to deliver Hubert seisin o f  the 

Three Castles.’’ This was apparently easier said than done, for a month and a half later, on 26 

January 1219, armed intervention was deemed necessary. W alter was reinforced by Hugh and 

Robert de M ortimer, W alter III and Roger Clifford, John o f  M onmouth, and others o f the county.

Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, pp 82-3.
”  Patent rolls, 1216-1225,'p. 157.

Hillaby, 'Hereford Gold, part 2', p. 213.
See below.
Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 149. Brock Holden follows his reasoning, Holden, Lords o f  the central 

marches, p. 204n; Holden, 'Aristocracy o f western Herefordshire and the Middle March', p. 327n.
See chapter 4.
Br acton's note book, a collection o f  cases decided in the king's courts during the reign o f  Henry the Third, 

ed. F.W. Maitland, 3 vols (London, 1887), iii, pp 319-20, no. 1330. Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 139, 
states that Hubert’s demand for seisin came in 1218, but the original case is found under 1217 \n Bracton’s 
note book.

R o t litt. claus., i, p. 404.
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and once again ordered to  deliver H ubert seisin.^* It seem s, how ever, that de Lacy w as either 

re luctan t to  proceed m ilitarily  against his b rother-in-law , unw illing  to  facilitate  H ubert’s re-entry  

into the region, or determ ined to  profit from  the transaction , fo r he once again  failed to  deliver 

seisin.

T hat the latter w as the case is suggested by tw o concessions w hich de B urgh procured for 

W alter th a t sum m er. The first o f  the tw o, the g ift o f  100 oaks to  W alter’s w ife, M argery, fo r her 

foundation  at A conbury, w as granted on 4 July 1219, im m ediately  after a m eeting o f  the k in g ’s 

council at Hereford.®^ D avid C arpenter characterises th is as an act o f  conciliation , w hich it m ay 

w ell have b e e n .’®'’ I f  th is specific favour to  M argery  de Lacy can also be seen as an inducem ent to 

assist H ubert in realising his claim  to the Three C astles, it m ight indicate that she had played a part 

in W alter’s failure to  w rest them  from  her bro ther R eginald de B raose earlier that year. The m atter 

did no t end there how ever. O n the sam e day as the grant to  M argeiy , H ubert and Peter des R oches, 

bishop o f  W inchester appointed  local knights and barons as com m issioners in each county in order 

to  inquire into unauthorised assarts m ade since H enry I l l ’s coronation  in all w oods, royal or 

o therw ise. A ll such assarts (and their p roceeds) w ere to  be taken into the k in g ’s hand, and those 

responsib le w ere to appear before ju s tic ia r and council on 16 A ugust to  show  by w hat right they 

had m ade th e m .'”' De Burgh then received a letter from  one M ichael o f  W ales;

M ichael W allensis to  H ubert de B urgh, ju s tic ia r o f  England.

Inform s H ubert that he has carried  out h is instructions concern ing  the assarts o f  Lady 

M argery de Lacy and concerning the w oods o f  the m onks o f  D ore.'°^ But they say that 

they  w ish to carry aw ay the crops o f  the aforesaid  assart, and the m onks on their part 

w ish to  m ake the ir p rofit from their w ood. W alter de Lacy has set footm en and horsem en 

in the bailiw ick to  oppose the ju s tic ia r and M ichael so far as they can. Inform s H ubert 

that Lady M argery de Lacy has sold the hundred oaks w hich H ubert had given to h e r ....

A lso reports that the aforesaid Lady M argery claim s 33 oaks in Acombir.'®^ sold by 

John M arshal, and no one w ill buy them  in the face o f  her prohibition. ... M ichael asks 

fo r instructions by letter concerning all these m atters.

Ibid., i, p. 386b.
Ibid., i, p. 394b. The council met at Hereford from 28 June to 3 July.
Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, pp 149-50.
Patent rolls, 1216-1225, pp 211-20; Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 150.
The Cistercian Abbey o f Dore (Herefordshire) was founded in 1147 by Robert fitz Harold, o f Ewias. For 

its history see, Bannister, History o f Ewias Harold, pp 44-7
Aconbury, Herefordshire, see above.
Calendar o f ancient correspondence concerning Wales, p. 8; The National Archives (TNA) SC 1/1, no. 

213. The editor of the Calendar dates this letter to shortly after Hubert’s initiation o f the inquiry on 4 July 
1219, but it was more likely sent shortly before Hubert replied in two letters (one concerning the monks o f 
Dore, the other Margery de Lacy) on 14 August 1219, Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 398. John de Acton and Ralph 
Musard, sheriff of Gloucester complained in a similar vein about the actions o f the bailiffs o f Savary de 
Mauleon and Hugh de Vivon while they attempted to enquire into assarts in Harewood and Alveston forests. 
The National Archives (TNA) SC 1/1, no. 160.
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Hubert responded on 14 August saying that Margery ought to have peace touching the assarts of 

three carucates o f land which had previously been agreed upon by royal order, but that anything 

outside those three carucates ought to be seized and held until further orders.'”  ̂ Nothing more is 

heard o f the matter o f Walter’s armed intervention or o f Margery’s misconduct over the oaks, but 

the fact that the de Lacys were willing to proceed thus in Walter’s bailiwick shows the degree of 

independence Walter must have felt.

The second concession which Walter was able to secure from de Burgh concerned his 

shrieval account, and was borne out while the events just described were unfolding. Walter wrote 

to the justiciar at some point in July, stating that, as he had explained to him at Hereford (where the 

two were at the beginning of July), he was unable to render his account at the exchequer before 

Michaelmas, due to great difficulty in its computation (magna difficultate de compoto)}'^^ This 

may have had something to do with the edict of the great council at Gloucester that June, which 

sought to circumvent the ‘malice of the sheriffs (malitiam vicecomitumy in retaining royal revenue 

for themselves by appointing coadjutors to assist them in collecting the amercements from recent 

eyres. The amercements were to be brought in by the sheriffs and knights in two stages, on 1 

August and 29 September,’®’ which would conespond well with the timing of Walter’s letter and 

his request that he be excused until Michaelmas (29 September). Walter would not have been alone 

in this, for the sheriff of Devon did likewise.'®* On 21 July 1219, Hubert issued the desired order to 

respite Walter’s a c c o u n t , w h i c h  he followed up on 20 September with another letter to the same 

e f f e c t . W a l t e r  duly thanked the justiciar for his kindness, notified him that he was sending a 

clerk to account at the exchequer, and asked for respite on several other royal debts that he 

owed.” '

Despite the justiciar’s actions on his behalf, Walter still seems to have been unable (or 

unwilling) to prise the Three Castles from Reginald de Braose. In the same letter in which he had 

complained o f Walter and Margery de Lacy, Michael o f Wales wrote that ‘Reginald de Braose is 

selling and destroying the Wood of Scenfirid and Grosmund.’ The fact that de Braose was 

intensively exploiting two of the Three Castles despite a standing order for their transference to de 

Burgh, while Walter de Lacy, the man charged with that transference, set an armed force against 

the justiciar’s officials rather than de Braose shows just how little authority the minority 

government had in Herefordshire, and how much de Burgh needed de Lacy on-side. The order for

Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 398. The failure o f Hubert’s mandate will be seen below.
Royal and other historical letters, i, pp 42-3.
Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 146. The ‘malice o f the sheriffs’ was the description the papal legate 

Pandulf used in a letter to de Burgh regarding the edict. Royal and other historical letters, i, p. 36.
He claimed that he had only received the list of amercements from the justices on 23 July, though the eyre 

seems to have finished there a month previous. Royal and other historical letters, i, pp 40-1; Carpenter, 
Minority o f  Henry III, p. 146.

Calendar o f  the fin e  rolls o f  the reign o f  Henry III [henceforth CFRJ 1218-19 (available both on the 
Henry III Fine Rolls Project's website (http://www.finerollshenry3.org.uk) and within Calendar o f  the fine  
rolls o f  the reign o f  Henry III 1216-1224, eds Paul Dryburgh and Beth Hartland (Woodbridge, 2007), no.
344.

Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 400b.
The National Archives (TNA) SC 1/1, no. 110; Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 163.
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seisin o f the Three Castles was repeated four months later on 8 December, and once again 

ignored."^ This presumably prompted de Burgh to negotiate directly with Reginald, and a 

compromise was eventually reached by which Hubert was to hold the castles of Reginald."^ 

Notwithstanding his apparent failure to deliver on their summer arrangement, two situations had 

developed which brought de Lacy even closer to the justiciar. The first had to do with the forest 

inquiries that Walter and others had violently resisted that summer. On 28 October, the date 

assigned for those having made illegal assarts to come before the king’s council, ready to pay the 

price for the com sown and to answer for their crimes, a large group of angry men instead laid 

complaints before Hubert and the council about the whole forest administration. In Carpenter’s 

words, ‘the initiative over assarts thus collapsed and was replaced by an impressive measure of 

appeasement.’""* On 8 Nov 1219 Hubert wrote to the forest officials ordering them to behave 

amicably towards those within the forest so that ‘they no longer, through the oppressions of you 

and yours, have grounds for complaint.’”  ̂ When faced with concerted resistance, Hubert thus went 

from chastising the barons as those in breach o f forest law, to championing their cause against the 

very men whom he had sent after them in the first place. As a result, Walter de Lacy went from a 

supposed disturber of the peace, to a victim of the unjust forest administration. Hubert accordingly 

set things right by appointing Walter de Lacy on the forest administration of Gloucestershire. The 

order came on 13 December, five days after the final unsuccessful order for the delivery o f the 

Three Castles to de Burgh.

The second situation bringing Walter and Hubert together concerned Ireland. On 22 

September 1219, the minority government wrote to the justiciar o f Ireland, Geoffrey de Marisco, 

informing him that Hubert’s nephew, Richard de Burgh, had offered terms for the activation of the 

grant o f Connacht which he had received in 1215."’ Both Richard and Geoffrey were to have 

arrived in England by February 1220, when the matter was set to be discussed further.” * The king 

of Connacht, Cathal Crobderg Ua Conchobair, also sent a delegation to argue his cause, and, 

interestingly, a letter to Hubert de Burgh as ‘the king’s governor and justiciar {domini regis Angliae 

rectori acjusticiario)’ asking for Hubert’s intervention with the king on his beha lf”  ̂ The exact 

relationship between Hubert and his nephew Richard de Burgh is difficult to determine, though the 

former seems to have steadfastly supported Cathal Crobderg’s chartered seisin o f Connacht until 

the Irish king’s death in 1224. Given de Marisco’s recent track record in the Irish administration, 

Hubert de Burgh might have looked to the lord of Meath for possible support in the matter. On 7

Rot. lift, claus., i, p. 404.
Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 168; R. F. Walker, 'Hubert de Burgh and Wales, 1218-32', English 

H istorical Review, 87 (1972), pp 465-94, at p. 471.
'''' Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, pp 163-4.

Rot. litt. claus., i, pp 433b-4.
Ibid., i, p. 435.
Ibid., i, p. 401; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 900. The 1215 grant had been issued alongside a grant o f  Connacht to 

Cathal Crobderg Ua Conchobair, so it was most likely intended to be dormant unless activated by Ua 
Conchobair’s default. For the 1215 grants, see Rot. chart., pp 218-19; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 653-4.

Rot. lit t  claus., i, pp 400b, 4 0 \;  CDI, 1171-1251, nos 897, 899, 900.
Royal and other historical letters, i, p. 165; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 980.
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February 1220, an order o f  protection was issued by ‘the justiciar [i.e. Hubert de Burgh] and king’s 

council’ for Cathal Crobderg, his chattels, lands, men and possessions for 4 y e a r s . T h e  

activation o f the grant to Richard de Burgh was therefore postponed for at least four years, and all 

that Richard received was an eventual order for seisin o f the Irish lands o f  his father W illiam .’ '̂ 

This order, placed among several other mandates regarding Ireland (including the mandate for 

W alter’s seisin o f  Blathach castle discussed above), was the result o f  deliberations on Irish matters 

which took place at Oxford in August 1220, on the eve o f  W alter de Lacy’s departure for Ireland.

W alter’s return to Ireland -  1220-1221

The Oxford council must also have been the scene for an airing o f  grievances against the 

predatory administration o f  Geoffrey de Marisco, because the Irish justiciar received a firm rebuke 

and had strict limitations imposed on his a u th o r i ty .G e o f f r e y ’s continuing role as justiciar o f  

Ireland was ensured by the fact that he had been appointed by King John, and although King Henry 

III had ju st undergone a second coronation on 17 May 1220, he was, at twelve, still seventeen 

months from his fourteenth birthday and any hope o f  securing widespread recognition o f his 

m a j o r i t y . T h e  weakness o f the minority government in this regard, or the unwillingness o f its 

members to cede such control to the young Henry as o f yet, is clear from its decision not to publish 

two contemporaneous mandates from the pope aimed at the resumption o f  royal authority in the 

localities despite his m i n o r i t y . T h i s  decision may have both finally prompted W alter to secure 

his Irish interests in person, and given him the security to leave England with Herefordshire firmly 

under his control. W alter may even have sought to cross to Ireland immediately after the council, 

but was delayed by rumblings within native Wales. On 21 August 1220, Hubert de Burgh wrote to 

the sheriffs o f  Herefordshire, Gloucestershire and W orcestershire, telling them that he had received 

intelligence that Llywelyn was mustering an army. W alter and his fellow sheriffs were ordered to 

ascertain whether the force was being gathered against Reginald de Braose, or others o f  the k ing’s 

barons, and to aid Reginald in defending his l a n d s . I n  the event, Llywelyn launched his offensive 

against the M arshal in Pembrokeshire, which, though successful, was not enough to keep W alter in 

England.

W alter’s eldest son and heir, Gilbert, had come into his own as early as 23 N ovem ber 

1219, when he fined in 100s and was granted a weekly market and yearly fair at the lucrative de 

Lacy demesne m anor o f  Britford (W iltshire). He therefore may have been able to take som e

Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 227. CDl, 1171-1251, no. 928.
Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 427; CDl, 1171-1251, no. 954. This suggests that Connacht had not been adjudged to 

belong to William de Burgh in 1205, see chapter 4.
Patent rolls, 1216-1225, pp 263-5; CDl, 1171-1251, no. 949. His two sons were taken as hostages, and 

William Marshal junior stood surety for his future good behaviour.
Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, pp 129-30, 146-7.
Royal and other historical letters, i, pp 121, 535-6; Cal.Pap.Let., p. 72; Norgate, Minority o f Henry the 

Third, pp 146-7, 154
Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 428.
Brut (Peniarth), p. 97, s.a. 1220; Brut (RBH), p. 221, s.a. 1220; Lloyd, History o f  Wales, ii, pp 658-60; 

Norgate, Minority o f Henry the Third, p. 161.
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responsibility over the de Lacy lands in England and the march while his father was away (if he did 

not accompany him to Ireland).'^’ That said, there seems no reason to follow Brock Holden’s line 

o f reasoning, relating to a grant o f oaks to Gilbert for the construction of a chapel at his curia o f 

Britford {Bretward} in 1222,'^* that such an expression o f lordship necessarily implies the bestowal 

of the English and marcher components o f the de Lacy inheritance upon Gilbert, which Holden 

suggests may have occurred along the lines of the elder William de Braose’s apparent demise o f his 

English and marcher lands to his son William circa 1203.'^’ In 1219, Walter was still too heavily 

involved in the politics of the region to have handed over the inheritance to his teenage son 

G i l b e r t . W h a t  is more, there is no evidence o f Gilbert having been associated with the lordship 

o f the core de Lacy lands at this point. It is possible that Walter may have introduced Gilbert to the 

complexities o f the honorial administration while he was away, but only as his deputy.

By the autumn o f 1220, Meath had suffered a decade of absentee rule, half of which had 

been in the custody of King John. An important aspect of Walter’s return would therefore have 

been the re-ordering of his administration and the settlement o f disputes which had arisen from his 

protracted absence. Walter’s bailiff for the shrievalty o f Hereford, Thomas de Anesy, was replaced 

by Warin de Grendon for the duration of his stay in Ireland, which may indicate that de Lacy 

brought this experienced administrator to Ireland to aid him in this task. Once Walter returned to 

England, de Anesy once again served as his bailiff for Herefordshire.'^’ The so-called ‘Dublin’ 

annals of Inisfallen ascribe the construction o f the castle o f Trim to this year, 1220, which 

historians have traditionally taken to signal some new building phase on the site.'^^ However, 

because the annals seem to have gotten their information from a misdated and mistranslated entry 

in the book of Howth (which actually referred to the siege o f Trim in 1224), there is little reason to 

ascribe any great new phase of building at Trim.'^^ However, Walter was determined to re

establish and consolidate his position within Ireland, which may well have included at least minor

Calendar o f  the fine rolls o f  the reign o f  Henry III [henceforth CFRJ 1219-20 (available both on the 
Henry III Fine Rolls Project's website (http://www.finerollshenry3.org.uk)  and within Calendar o f  the fine  
rolls o f  the reign o f  Henry III 1216-1224, eds. Paul Dryburgh and Beth Hartland (Woodbridge, 2007), no.
18. According to Wightman’s calculations, the income from Britford was as great as that from Weobley and 
Yarkhill put together, Wightman, Lacy, pp 202-3.
™ Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 495. The entry on the close roll is 'Bretword", which Holden identifies as 
Bredwardine (Herefordshire). This is almost certainly incorrect. The order was sent to Earl William 
Longespee o f  Salisbury, who was sheriff o f  Wiltshire (not Herefordshire), and included further orders 
pertaining to a grant to Gilbert in the forest o f  Clarendon (Wiltshire). Britford was de Lacy demesne, and, as 
the 1219 order shows, was held by Gilbert de Lacy. Conversely, Bredwardine is nowhere listed as a de Lacy 
manor, demesne or subinfeudated. In 1242, it was listed as being held by Roger d’Evreux o f  the honour o f  
Brecon, Liber feodorum, ii, pp 811, 813.

Holden, Lords o f  the central marches, p. 205. Holden seems to have been unaware o f the earlier grant to 
Gilbert. For de Braose, see chapter 4.

Walter only married Margery de Braose in the autumn o f 1200, which (given Gilbert’s apparently 
legitimate birth) would have made him nineteen at most (and probably younger).

Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 430b (writ informing the exchequer o f  the change); Pipe roll 3 Henry III, p. 165; Pipe 
roll 4 Henry III, p. 194; Pipe roll 5 Henry III, p. 19. Walter was back in England by 1222, when de Anesy 
once again accounted for him at the exchequer, Pipe roll 6 Henry III, p. 64.

TCD MS 1281, s.a. 1220; Orpen, Normans, pp 250, 296-7 (vol ii, p. 249; vol iii, p. 31); Brian Graham, 
'Medieval Settlements in County Meath', Riocht na Midhe, 5/4 (1974), pp 40-59, at p. 44.

Michael Potterton, M edieval Trim: history and archaeology (Dublin, 2005), pp 213-14 (where he seems to 
be following the unpublished Sean Duffy, 'The key o f  the pale': a history o f  Trim castle (Forthcoming)).
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works at Trim. The following year, from October to November 1221, Geoffrey de Marisco slowly 

relinquished control o f the Irish a d m in is tra tio n .O n  10 November the order for Walter de Lacy to 

receive seisin o f his lands was repeated for the new justiciar, Henry, archbishop of D u b l i n . T h e  

following summer, the situation regarding Walter’s lands becomes a bit clearer. Two mandates 

were sent to Archbishop Henry. The first, on 26 June 1222, ordered him to ‘give aid and council to 

Walter de Lacy in recovering seisin o f his lands of Ardmayle, Ardnurcher, and Minaluwy (?), 

whereof King John disseised him, and which are not in the king’s hand’. The second, on 8 July, 

instructed him to remove any force he might find defending Ardmayle or Ar d n u r ch e r . T h e s e  two 

mandates may have been in order to procure Walter’s compliance with an order of 24 June to take 

the demesne manors o f Marden and Lugwardine (Herefordshire), the mill o f Marden and a part of 

the wood of Marden into the king’s hand in Herefordshire.'^’ Walter was custodian o f the two 

manors listed, and may have baulked at handing them over while his own lands remained alienated 

in Ireland. Here, perhaps, was another instance o f compromise necessitated by the weakened state 

of the royal government.

That same year (1222) Walter took the first step in what was to be a new departure in his 

career, an attempt to expand his direct lordship beyond Meath in Ireland. Bringing a new vibrancy 

to Walter’s career, this also unleashed his half-brother William de Lacy upon the Irish o f Breifhe. 

Walter’s first step was to build a castle on the west bank of the Shannon at Athleague (now 

Ballyleague, co. Roscommon). Athleague, as well as being the site o f a crossing over the 

Shannon and the northern entry point to Lough Ree, was also extremely fertile due to the silt 

deposits left by the annual flooding o f the r i v e r . T h e  later manor of Athleague sat astride the 

Shannon,'''° which allowed it to take full advantage of the rich soil and command maritime traffic

On 4 Oct 1221 de Marisco surrendered the justiciarship to the king, but the formal surrender o f  the castles 
in his charge did not occur until 1 Nov 1221. Those castles surrendered were: Dublin, Limerick, Roscrea (Co. 
Tipperary), Clonmacnoise, Athlone, Drogheda, Dundrum, Carlingford, Dundonald (Co. Down), Balimichgan 
(?), Carrickfergus and Antrim, Patent rolls, 1216-1225, pp 315-17; CD/, 1171-1251, no. 1015. Orpen 
speculates that Balimichgan  might be Ballymaghan, now within Belfast, Orpen, Normans, p. 294n (vol iii, p. 
26n). De Marisco apparently retained several important government records, for he was ordered to return 
them in July 1222, Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 505b.

Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 479b; CDl, 1171-1251, no. 1022.
Rot. litt. claus., i, pp 501b, 504; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 1038-9. Orpen identifies Atmirthur as Ardnurcher. 

Orpen, 'Motes and Norman castles in Ireland’, p. 238. The castle o f  Ardnurcher was held by Walter de 
Ridelesford in 1220, Rot. litt. claus., i, pp 427-b; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 952-3. It had also been held by Meiler 
fitz Henry in 1207, when Walter and Hugh besieged it, see chapter 5. Minaluwy is not immediately 
identifiable. It could signify Muinter Angaile (co Longford), or perhaps Moin Aluine, the bog o f  Allen, which 
stretched into the lordship o f  Meath.

Calendar o f  the fin e rolls o f  the reign o f  Henry III [henceforth CFRJ 1221-22 (available both on the 
Henry III Fine Rolls Project's website (http://www.finerollshenry3.org.uk) and within Calendar o f  the fin e  
rolls o f  the reign o f  Henry III 1216-1224, eds. Paul Dryburgh and Beth Hartland (Woodbridge, 2007), nos 
213, 217. Marden had at one point been a de Lacy tenant manor, and had escheated to the crown in 1193/4, 
Wightman, Lacy, p. 122 and see chapter 3.

AFM, iii, pp 199- s.a. 1220 [recte 12 2 1]; ALC, i, p. 263, s.a. \22 \;A n n . Cion., p. 229, s.a. 1220 [recte 
1221]. This may have also been an attempt to offset somewhat his loss o f  his lucrative port o f  Drogheda.

Linda Doran, 'Medieval communication routes through Longford and Roscommon and their associated 
settlements'. Proceedings o f  the Royal Irish Academy, section C, 104 (2004), pp 57-80, at pp 63, 68.

A. J. Otway-Ruthven, 'The partition o f  the de Verdon lands in Ireland in 1332', PRIA, 66 (1968), pp 401- 
55 at p. 411.
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in the vicinity. The successful fortification  o f  that site w ould have been a boon to W alte r’s 

influence on the w estern  extrem ity  o f  his lordship, and a possib le ou tlet for expansion into 

C onnacht. H ow ever, the Irish annals report that the g reater part o f  the castle had been com pleted  

w hen the king o f  C onnacht, Cathal C robderg  U a C onchobair approached at the head o f  his arm y. 

W alte r’s m en fled allow ing  the C onnachtm en to  pull dow n the castle.''* ' T he castle  w as later 

reconstructed  by W illiam  de Lacy in 1227,'''^ w hich indicates its im portance fo r his ow n ventures 

beyond M eath.

Breijhe: an appanage for William de Lacy -  1220-33

It is no t im m ediately  clear w hat sparked W alter’s sudden desire to  stab w estw ard, though 

the argum ent that the  restricted  conditions along the W elsh m arch forced W 'alter to  look to Ireland 

is doubtful.'''^  The territorial im peratives facing the E nglish and m archer de L acy inheritance had 

been in place for quite  som e tim e, and w hile they m ay have prom pted  W alte r’s fa ther H ugh to  look 

to  Ireland in 1171, by 1220 they w ere a given. Instead, it w as perhaps the m inority  governm en t’s 

decision  to  retain the castle  and vill o f  D rogheda for a yearly  ren t o f  £20, prom ulgated  at the 

O xford  council on 13 A ugust 1220, that forced W alter to  look w estw ard  for hegem onic 

e x p a n s io n .D r o g h e d a  w as M eath ’s link to the outside w orld, and by contro lling  its port the 

governm ent could both regulate com m erce along the rivers Boyne and B lackw ater, the lifelines o f  

W alter’s lordship, and disrupt W alter’s participation in the politics o f  the Irish Sea. W ith the 

earldom  o f  U lster (and its ow n m aritim e netsvork) still in the hands o f  the crow n, the disputed  

territory  o f  B reifne perhaps provided the best opportunity  for expansion. W alter’s activ ities in 

B reifne also appear to  have been in order to provide for h is fam ily. D uring the reign o f  K ing John, 

W alter had helped to  secure U lster for his bro ther H ugh and sought to  consolidate the position  o f  

his father-in-law , W illiam  de B raose, in M unster. In 1220, he set out to  establish  his half-bro ther 

W illiam  de Lacy in C onm aicne and the territory  o f  the Uf R agallaig  in east Breifne.'"'^ The laconic

AFM, iii, pp 199, s.a. 1220 [recte 1221];^Z,C, i, p. 263, s.a. 1221; Ann. Cion., p. 229, s.a. 1220 [recte 
1221], Helen Walton [Perros] suggests that the minority government’s failure to construe Cathal’s several 
attacks on the de Lacys as grounds for a revocation of his charter for Connacht may have been down to 
Hubert de Bureh’s anxiety over the growing power o f the de Lacys in Ireland. Walton, The English in 
Connacht 1171-1333', p. 48.

Ann. Cion., p. 233, s.a. 1227; Orpen, Normans, p. 299n (vol iii, p. 36n).
See, for instance, Holden, Lords o f  the central marches, p. 205.
Rot. litt. claus., i, pp 427, 427b; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 952-3. Brock Holden sees this order, which also 

ordered the restoration o f ‘all the lands and castles he had in Ireland when King John last came thither, and 
whereof the latter disseised Walter’, as evidence that the lordship o f Meath had still not been restored, 
Holden, Lords o f the central marches, p. 205. In this Holden is almost certainly mistaken, as the numerous 
mandates to this point mentioned above make it clear that only certain lands and castles had been an issue. 
The general terms o f this mandate were likely used to pave the way for Walter’s personal return to the 
lordship the following month.

In 1224, Cathal Crobderg Ua Conchobair claimed that William held Uf Briiiin Breifne, Conmaicne and 
Caladh na hAnghaile (bar. Rathcline, co. Longford - on the eastern shore of Lough Ree), Royal and other 
historical letters, i, p. 223; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1184. Conmaicne is roughly co-extensive with the modem 
diocese of Ardagh, which comprises twenty-two parishes in Co. Longford, seven in Co. Leitrim, three in Co. 
Cavan, three in Co. Westmeath, one in Co. Roscommon, one in Co. Sligo and at least one (Wheery) in Co. 
Offaly. The territory is 61 miles long, and from 5 to 18 miles broad. ‘Conmaicne’ in Edmund Hogan,
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annals o f  B reifne, fragm entary  for th is  period, state under 1200, ‘W alter de Lacy cam e to  Ireland 

and great strength  w ith  him  on b eh a lf o f  the king o f  England, and the hostages o f  the Ui R agallaig  

w ere taken by h im .’’'*̂  The annals o f  Loch Ce fu rther situate the conflict, stating that W alter 

‘perform ed a great hosting  to the  crannog o f  O 'R aigh illigh’, w here he received both hostages and 

‘great power . ’ A  crannog  w as essentially  a fortified artificial island, and O rpen locates U a 

R agalla ig ’s crannog in L ough O ughter, Co. C avan.'''*

The de L acy s’ stake in B reifne w ent back at least as far as 1197, w hen C ount John granted  

W alter all o f  the  lands o f  G ilbert de A ngulo  beyond the lake o f  Tir Briuin (Lough O ughter, Co. 

C avan), though it m ay have orig inated  in the tim e o f  W alter’s father Hugh.''*^ The annals o f  Loch 

Ce attribute a hegem onic claim  over Breiftie to  the elder H ugh de Lacy, calling  him  in an ob it ‘king 

o f  M idhe, and Breiftie, and A irgh ia ll’ '̂ ® W hat is m ore, there exists a B reifne poem  "Eriu o il oilen  

aingeaP  (N oble  Ireland, isle o f  angels) w hich depicts the A nglo-N orm an invasion o f  Ireland as an 

attack on U a R uairc, and suggests a fam iliarity  in B reifne w ith the depredations o f  the A nglo- 

N orm ans from  an early  stage. The poem  (w hich takes the form  o f  a p rophesy) asserts that the 

invaders w ould  not gain pow er over Ireland until they killed  the reigning k ing o f  Breifne, T igem an  

Ua R uairc, and after recounting his death, it continues:

The invaders thenceforth , truly,

W ho w ill have Irishm en in the ir pow er—

M any w ill be the ir fierce plunders.

And their p iratical exactions.

M any w ill be the ir evil deeds in every form  ;

M any their deceits and treacheries ;

N um erous w ill be their pow erful w iles.

Their fetters, and the ir m anacles.

N um erous the ir lies, and executions.

A nd their secure stone houses ;

M any their fa lsehoods and judgm en ts ;

Onomasticon Goedelicum: locorum et tribuum Hiberniae et Scotiae. An index, with identifications, to the 
Gaelic names o f  places and tribes (Dublin, 1910). For more on the Ui Ragallaig in this period see, Katharine 
Simms, 'The O ’Reillys and the kingdom o f East Breifne', Breifne, 5 (1979), pp 305-19; Ciaran Parker, 'The 
O'Reillys o f East Breifne, c. 1250 - c. 1450', Breifne, 8 (1991), pp 155-80 at pp 155-7.

‘ Uailter de L a d  do thoigheacht i nEirinn, agas neart mor lais a hucht righ Saxan, agas braighde ui 
Raghallaigh do ghabhdil do', Eamonn de hOir, 'Annala as Breifne', Breifne, 4 (1970), pp 59-86, s.a. 1220. 
My thanks to Dr Freya Verstraten Veach for her translation o f this source. 

i,p p 2 6 1 -3 ,s .a . 1220.
Conleth Manning, 'Clogh Oughter castle', Breifne, 8/1 (1989-90), pp 20-61; Orpen, Normans, pp 297-8 

(vol iii, pp 33-4).
See chapter 3.
ALC, i, p. 173, s.a. 1186. See also chapter 2.
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Frequent w ill be the ir lacerations.

Though great you deem  the success o f  the Foreigners, 

Y ou noble m en o f  Ireland ;

The glorious A ngel tells me 

T hat the B refnians w ill avenge T ighem an .'^ '

It m ay no t be going too  far to  suggest that the ‘Irishm en in their pow er’ and ‘piratical exactions’ 

from  the first stanza quoted m ight be a reference to som e form  o f  tribu te w hich H ugh de Lacy w as 

able to  exact from  B reifne during his suprem acy in Ireland, and likew ise som e o f  the o ther charges 

m ight easily  be laid at h is feet. I f  H ugh de Lacy had been in triguing in the politics o f  B reifne, ‘the  

R ough Third o f  C onnacht (Gairbhthrian C o m a c h ty  then this could have been one o f  the issues 

leading up to , or indeed resulting  from , his m arriage to  the daughter o f  R uaidrf U a C onchobair 

circa  1180, w hich produced W illiam  de Lacy. W hat m ore likely place to  form  W illiam ’s 

appanage? R eturning to  the thirteenth  century, G ilbert de A ngulo  and W alter de Lacy w ere 

reconciled  in 1207,'^^ but the term s o f  the ir settlem ent apparently  allow ed de Lacy to retain an 

in terest in B reifne, for the castles o f  K ilm ore (Co. C avan) and T erbert (B elturbet, Co. C avan) w ere 

tw o o f  those restored to W alter in 1215.'^'' Furtherm ore, the Irish pipe roll 14 John includes a rent 

o f  forty  cow s from ‘O ro rich ’ paid to  the seneschal o f  M e a t h . T h a t  de Lacy w ould have had tw o 

castles near Lough O ughter and have exacted tribute from  U a R uairc before 1210 suggests tha t the 

w ork o f  1220-1 w as the realisation o f  a long-held am bition.

O rpen speculates that the im m ediate cause o f  W alter’s expedition to  B reifne in 1220 w as 

a raid by D om naiil M or U a D om naill, k ing o f  Ti'r C onaill, in w hich he took  hostages from  both the 

ru ling fam ilies o f  the region, the U i R uairc and U i Ragallaig.'^^ This certain ly  w ould have played a 

m ajor role in W alter’s decision m aking, and m ay have proved the im m ediate catalyst, but it is 

unlikely that U a D om naill’s hegem onic encroachm ents w ere w hat roused W alter to  action in 

Ireland five years after his restoration. T he determ ined creation o f  an appanage for W illiam  de

The Book o f Fenagh in Irish and English, originally compiled by St Caillin, archbishop, abbot, and 
founder o f  Fenagh, alias Dunbally o f Moy-Rein, tempore St Patricii, eds W.M. Hennessy and D.H. Kelly 
(Dublin, 1875), p. 67. For more on the poem see, Simms, 'The O ’Reillys and the kingdom o f East Breiftie'. 
For the use of Irish poetry as a source see, Katharine Simms, 'Bardic poetry as a historical source', in Tom 
Dunne (ed.), The writer as witness: literature as historical evidence, (Cork, 1987), 58-61; Simms, Medieval 
Gaelic sources, pp 57-72.

See for instance Misc. Irish Annals, p. 57 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1172); Simms, 'The O ’Reillys and 
the kingdom of East Breifne', p. 309.

Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 98. GDI, II7I-I25I,  no. 363. Their reconciliation is mentioned alongside, and may 
have prompted, King John’s grant of Ardmayle, Co. Tipperary to Walter on 5 December 1207. See chapter 5.

Rot. litt. pat., p. 148b; GDI, 1171-1251, no. 612, and see above. They are also documented in the Irish 
pipe roll o f 14 John, where Gilbert de Angulo was royal custodian o f Belturbet castle. Davies and Quinn,
'The Irish pipe roll of 14 John', pp 23,25, 33, 35, 37, 39,41.

Davies and Quinn, 'The Irish pipe roll o f 14 John', pp 36-8.
AFM, iii, pp 197-9, s.a. 1219 [recte 1220]. The annals of the Four Masters places this in 1219, a date 

which Orpen followed, but the annals seem to be a year off at this point. For instance, their account of Ua 
Domnaill’s hosting is immediately followed by the statement that Walter de Lacy returned from England.
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Lacy suggests a concerted and premeditated strategy for the displacement or further subjugation of 

the Ui Ruairc and Ui Ragallaig, which would have had little to do with their recent submission to 

Ua Domnaill. It is unclear whether de Lacy had exacted tribute from Ua Ragallaig before 1220 as 

he had from Ua Ruairc, but the following year Walter decided to step up his presence in the region 

by granting both o f their territories to his own Anglo-Norman vassals. Walter’s first action was to 

grant all the land which Ualgharg Ua Ruairc held in Breifne to Philip, son of Gilbert de Angulo. 

William de Lacy was to build three castles for Philip to help secure his territory, and once his lands 

had been farmed, Philip was to render Walter the service of three knights. Orpen characterises 

the grant as a speculative one, while Otway-Ruthven states that it must have been confirmatory.'^* 

In effect they are both probably correct. Philip was in possession of at least some of the territory in 

1214, but it is doubtftil that he had even loose control over it all given the stipulation that Walter 

(through William) had to provide three castles for its defence, and only demanded the service of 

three knights in return. What is more, the Breifine poem "Eriu oil oilen aingeaP characterises 

Philip’s early rule as that of an absentee:

Cathal [Ruadh Ua Ruairc d. 1236] will subsequently obtain 

The kingship, for a while, after Ualgarg [Ua Ruairc].

Until the stout Philip [de Angulo] dethrones him.

The province of Connacht will be under his sway.

He will leave Breifne, without guile 

This Philip— with his force o f Foreigners.

I tell you, in every way.

He will leave the land to Cathal.

The role played by William in securing Philip’s lands is also an indication o f his vested interest in 

the success o f the grant. It would serve to protect William’s flank as he set about establishing 

himself in the lands of Ua Ragallaig.

William de Lacy embraced this task, earning himself the enmity o f the Irish of the region. 

The king of Connacht, Cathal Crobderg Ua Conchobair, was especially displeased with the 

encroachment o f the de Lacys into a region which he had earmarked as an appanage for his son

Calendar o f  the patent and close rolls o f  chancery in Ireland, o f  the reigns o f  Henry VIII, Edward VI, 
Mary, and Elizabeth, ed. James Morrin, 2 vols. (Dublin, 1861-2), p. 197. The grant stretched from Lough 
Oughter to the Shannon and from a place on Lough Erne to Slieve Carbury in north Co. Longford. The 
territories included: Muinter Eolais (bar. Mohill, Co. Leitrim), Magh Nissi (in bar. Leitrim, Co Leitrim), 
Muintir Cinaith (in Drumahaire, Co. Leitrim), Cenel Luachain (in Carrigallen, Co. Leitrim), and Tellach 
Dunchadha (Tullyhunco, Co. Cavan). Orpen, Normans, p. 298n (vol iii, p. 34n).

Orpen, Normans, p. 298 (vol iii, 34-5); Otway-Ruthven, 'Partition o f the de Verdon lands', p. 412.
Otway-Ruthven, 'Partition of the de Verdon lands', p. 412.
Book o f  Fenagh, p. 71.
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Aed.'^' In 1223, when William attempted to build a castle at Ballyloughloe (bar. Clonlonan, co. 

Westmeath), it was destroyed by a force from C o n n a c h t . T h e  following year, Cathal Crobderg 

used the occasion of William’s support of Hugh de Lacy’s invasion of Ulster (to be discussed 

below) to petition for the transference o f Ui Briiiin, Conmaicne and Caladh na hAnghaile (i.e. 

Breifhe) from William to Cathal’s son, Aed Ua Conchobair.'^^ William was a key aggressor in his 

brother’s war, holding Meath while Hugh campaigned in the north. When William was forced to 

flee the justiciar’s forces, it was to his fortress crannog Ua Ragallaig in eastern Breifne that he 

retired with his mother, wife and his le Blund half-brothers.'^'* It was then the Ui Ragallaig’s turn 

to exploit the situation. Cathal Ua Ragallaig invested the crannog and begged the justiciar to send 

him assistance. It was therefore with a significant contingent o f Anglo-Norman knights and men 

that Ua Ragallaig finally wrested the crannog from de Lacy control and ousted William from the 

region.'®^ The transference o f William’s lands to Aed Ua Conchobair was subsequently ordered 

that June,’^̂  but this seems to have done little to curb William’s ambition. The Ui Ruairc poem 

cited above contains two verses on William which suggest that he was once again active in Breifne 

about 1226. After recording the destruction of the ecclesiastical site o f Fenagh by the Anglo- 

Normans, and the slaying of Aed Ua Ruairc, it declares:

Stoutly will I avenge 

My church upon the Foreigners ;

For 'tis a burning to me this day 

That William Gorm [de Lacy] should profane me.

I will grant, without deceit,

And the noble saints o f Ireland also.

That William Gorm shall not obtain, thereafter.

Power over the Gaedhil, until doom.’ ’̂

Aed son of Domnall, son of Fergal Ua Ruairc is recorded to have died in 1226,'®* which places 

William’s raid about that year. The following year, 1227, William successfully rebuilt the castle o f

Athleague, which was to stand until 1271, and received a yearly stipend at the Dublin exchequer

As much is brought out in his letter to Henry 111 to be discussed shortly, 
i, p. 267, s.a. 1223.

Royal and  other historical letters, i, p. 223; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1184. Caladh na hA nghaile is roughly 
bar. Rathcline, co. Longford.

Royal and other historical letters, i, pp 500-3; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1203.
Royal and other historical letters, i, pp 500-3; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 1203-4. The castle o f  Kilmore was 

also taken about that time.
' “ CD/, 1171-1251,no. 1195.

Book o f  Fenagh, p. 73.
iii, p. 241 ,s.a . 1226.
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fo r h is sustenance in the icing’s s e r v i c e . T h i s  service took him  to  ‘parts beyond the sea’ w hen he 

jo in ed  his brothers W alter and H ugh on K ing H enry I l l ’s expedition  to  B rittany and Poitou in 

1 2 3 0  1™ B reifne rem ained his prim ary am bition. This am bition  eventually  killed him. U nder 

the year 1233, the  annals o f  Loch Ce report:

A hosting  by W illiam  de Laci, (i.e. the son o f  H ugo and the daughter o f  Ruaidhri, son o f  

T oirdhelbhach M or O 'C onchobhair), and by the F oreigners o f  M idhe along w ith him; 

w hen they  w ent in great force into the B reifne, to  C athal O 'R aighilligh , and to his 

b ro ther C uconnacht, and com m itted  great depredations. A  party  o f  the people o f  

O 'R aighilligh , how ever, encountered  W illiam  de Laci and the chieftains o f  the host, w ho 

w ere behind the preys; and they  gave each other b a ttle ... and W illiam  de Laci was 

w ounded there, ... and m any m ore along w ith [him ]; and they (the Foreigners) 

afterw ards returned from  the d istrict, w ithout p ledges or hostages ; and W illiam  de Laci 

... [and others w ho w ere injured] died in their ow n houses im m ediately  after from  the 

w ounds inflicted  on them  at M ona-crand-chain .'^ '

T he C lonm acnoise annalist, w ho obviously  had a d ifferent v iew  o f  W illiam  than the B reifne poet 

c ited  above, p rovides this eulogy: ‘W illiam  D elacy, chiefest cham pion in these parts o f  Europe, and 

the hardiest and strongest hand o f  any Englishm an from  the N icene  seas to  th is place, or Irishm an, 

w as hurt in a sk irm ish  in the B renie [B reifne], cam e to  his house, and there  died o f  the w ounde.’ '^  ̂

W illiam  de L acy ’s cam paigns in B reifne w ere a d irect extension o f  his fa th e r’s (and latterly his 

b ro th er’s) hegem onic claim s, and therefore take the ir p lace in th is study o f  the political fortunes o f  

the m ain line o f  the de Lacy fam ily. C onversely , it has a lready  been argued that the progress o f  the 

younger H ugh de L acy ’s political career in U lster lies largely  outside the present study, except 

w here it d irectly  im pacted the career o f  his b ro ther W alter. From  the y ear 1222, the actions o f  all 

th ree brothers becam e intertw ined to  the ex ten t that it is im possible to  understand the actions o f  one 

w ithou t reference to  the others. W alter’s fortunes, w hich included his rem oval from  the shrievalty  

o f  H erefordshire (including  the custody  o f  H ereford castle), the confiscation  o f  Trim  and L udlow  

castles and the m assive fine dem anded o f  him  fo r his ten an ts’ actions during his b ro thers’ w ar, w ere 

d irectly  linked to  his b ro thers’ decision  to  rebel in W ales and Ireland. It w ill therefore be necessary  

to  provide an accoun t o f  the latter in o rder to  understand the form er.

Ann. Cion., p. 233, s.a. 1227;/IIC , i, p. 471, s.a. 1271; Rot. litt. claus., ii, p. 186b CDI, 1I71-I25I, no. 
1520. An order to maintain this payment was sent to the Irish justiciar in 1229. Close rolls o f  the reign o f  
Henry III, preserved in the Public Record Office, A.D. 1227-I23I, (London, 1902), p. 193; CDI, I I7I - I25I ,  
no. 1713.

Close rolls, 1227-1231, pp 255-6, 412; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1230. For this expedition see, Stacey, Henry 
III, pp 160-74, and below.

ALC, i, 315-17, s.a. 1233.
Ann. Cion., p. 234. s.a. 1233.
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Chapter 7

Trans-Regional Disputes and the End of the de Lacy Line: 1222-1241

It has been over two decades since Robin Frame expertly highlighted the interconnectivity 

o f  the crises which gripped Wales, Ireland and England from 1223 to 1224.' More recently, Peter 

Crooks has updated Fram e’s work, highlighting the factional breakdown o f  the Irish dispute, and 

situating it within the more general history o f factionalism in medieval Ireland.^ Unfortunately, 

while Fram e’s ‘plea for a history o f  high politics, to do with the jostlings and marryings o f  a 

charmed circle o f  families whose interests spanned the various parts o f  the British Isles’  ̂ has been 

answered by a few intrepid souls, the topic which he used to illustrate the importance o f that field 

o f  study has escaped in-depth analysis, despite its prominence in the history o f  Britain and Ireland. 

That said, no study which has omitted a comprehensive analysis o f  the complex political nexus o f 

the North Channel region can hope to explain fully the tumult which gripped it from Hugh de 

Lacy’s return in 1223. The final word must wait upon the production o f such a study. As with the 

fall o f de Braose treated above,'' what follows is therefore as full an account possible o f the high 

politics o f  the period as they pertained to W alter de Lacy. After the wars o f  1223 and 1224, Walter 

took a step back from high politics, increasingly associating his son and heir, Gilbert, with the 

governance o f his English and m archer holdings. He was briefly thrust to the fore once more due to 

G ilbert’s premature death in 1230, and the rebellion o f Richard M arshal from 1233 to 1234, but his 

public profile subsequently plummeted. Burdened with his great debts to the crown and Jewish 

moneylenders, W alter was an invalid by 1237, blind shortly thereafter, and dead by 1241. The great 

de Lacy inheritance, which once touched four realms o f the Plantagenet Empire, and had found its 

strength in the compactness o f  its honours, was then carved up between his tw'o granddaughters.

The return o f Hugh de Lacy -  1222

Under the year 1222, the annals o f  Dunstable record that Hugh de Lacy, having been 

expelled by the Albigensians, returned to England and petitioned for the return o f his Irish lands. 

The king, it continues, denied this request, and instead offered a pension o f 300 marks.^ Writing

’ Frame, 'Aristocracies’, pp 157-62.
 ̂Crooks, "Divide and rule", pp 286-9.
 ̂Frame, 'Aristocracies', p. 160.
See chapter 5.

 ̂ 'Annales prioratus de Dunstapilia', p. 75, s.a. 1222.
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without the benefit o f  hindsight, which might have otherwise instilled H ugh’s return with a greater 

importance, it is significant that this contemporary Bedfordshire set o f  annals should notice H ugh’s 

return to England.® The safe conduct for Hugh and his retinue to enter England was actually issued 

on 17 September 1221 to last until that Christm as,’ though little progress seems to have been made 

in negotiations for his reinstatement. It will be remembered that W alter had negotiated the 

restoration o f U lster as early as 1215, and that the minority government had offered Hugh complete 

reconciliation one month after King John’s death in 1216, if  he would only jo in  the royal cause.* 

Hugh seems to have ignored these overtures (perhaps due to his rewards in Languedoc),^ but the 

door to restoration was left open while the elder William Marshal sat at the head o f the m inority 

government. In his article on factionalism in Ireland, Peter Crooks points out that barely a month 

passed following the M arshal’s death on 14 May 1219 before King John’s grants in Ulster to his 

supporters from western Scotland began to be confirmed. This, Crooks blames on the rise o f 

Hubert de Burgh in the English administration, whose brother, William de Burgh, had seen his 

attempts to intrigue in Connacht continually frustrated by the de Lacy brothers. ‘In cutting off 

Hugh de Lacy, the English justiciar was promoting the fortunes [of] his brother’s son, the young 

and ambitious Richard de Burgh (d .l243), a policy laced with the residue o f a family discord that 

can be traced back as far as the 1190s.’ C rooks’s theory that the change in the head o f the English 

government had a direct bearing on its stance regarding Ulster is not revolutionary in itself,”  and is 

almost certainly correct. However, the supposed targeting o f the de Lacys by Hubert de Burgh after 

October 1219 calls for further examination.

The evidence for this which Crooks presents, the confirmation o f land grants in Ulster to 

Thomas o f  Galloway, earl o f  Atholl, Alan o f Galloway and Duncan o f Carrick, has already been 

used above to illustrate the corrupt administration o f the Irish justiciar, Geoffrey de Marisco. 

Instead o f  being confirmations in the traditional sense, however, these orders seem to have been 

calls for seisin and were among many others aimed at the restoration o f lands which had been 

withheld from their rightful owners by the j u s t i c i a r . I t  will also be remembered that Hubert issued 

one such order regarding W alter’s lands on 23 Novem ber 1219, within the time frame o f the Ulster 

confirmations.'^ On the balance o f  evidence, William M arshal’s support for Hugh de Lacy in 

Ulster seems to have amounted to little more than turning a blind eye to de M arisco’s 

encroachments upon King John’s grants there, thereby preventing the breakup o f  H ugh’s forfeited

* The annals seem to be contemporary from 1210 to 1241, Gransden, Historical writing in England, pp 335- 
6; Annales Monastici, ed. H.R. Luard, 5 vols. (London, 1864-9), iii, pp ix-xi. This was the same annalist who, 
in 1210, wrote of the alleged plot to drive King John from the throne and set up Simon de Montfort in his 
stead, see chapter 5. He is also rather knowledgeable about Irish affairs in general.

Patent rolls, 1216-1225,p .3 0 \;C D I, 1171-1251,no. 1012.
* See chapters 5 and 6.
® See chapter 5.

Crooks, "Divide and rule", pp 286-7. For de Lacy versus de Burgh in Ireland, see chapters 3 and 4.
"  See, Lydon, 'The expansion and consolidation of the colony, 1215-54', p. 158.

See above. As the younger William Marshal would later write, de Marisco ‘by no means [favoured] Hugh 
de Lacy’, Royal and other historical letters, i, p. 500; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1203. This makes it highly 
improbable that de Marisco was consciously aiding Hugh by withholding lands in Ulster prior to 1219.

Rot. litt. claus., \, p. 408b; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 914.
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earldom from gathering pace. If Hubert de Burgh was guilty o f anything regarding those grants, it 

was of no longer turning that blind eye. What is more, at the same time that Hubert was supposedly 

’cutting o f f  the de Lacys from the summer of 1219, he seems rather to have been doing his best to 

gain Walter’s assistance in securing custody of the Three Castles, and perhaps even aid in the 

Connacht affair.''' Hugh de Lacy’s position therefore had nothing to do with the enmity o f Hubert 

de Burgh. It simply seems that while Hugh may have been a valuable asset worth courting during 

the civil war, and a member o f the protected aristocratic elite for the duration of the elder Marshal’s 

regency, those days had passed. By the time that he finally decided to return to England in 1221 

Hugh had missed his window for swift re-entry into the earldom of Ulster.

The failure o f  diplomacy -  Wales 1222-3

This, it seems, drove Hugh to prepare for war. His first step was to secure an alliance with 

two discontented figures of the British scene, Llywelyn ab lorwerth and Ranulf, earl of Chester and 

Lincoln. In 1222, using his forfeited title ‘earl of Ulster’, a direct affront to the king’s authority, 

Hugh witnessed the marriage of Llywelyn’s daughter Helen, to Earl R anulf s nephew and heir, 

John of Scotland.'^ Earl Ranulf had been one of those through whose council an offer of full 

restoration had been made to Hugh de Lacy in 1216,'® which may indicate that the two were closer 

than the extant sources demonstrate. Robin Frame has unearthed evidence of such a connection in 

the patronage shown by Hugh to Ranulf s familiar Henry de Audley and his brother Adam.'^ 

Perhaps a modified version of the Ulster-Man-Cumbria axis which Sean Duffy illustrated in the 

career of John de Courcy had still been alive and well under de Courcy’s successor.'* Walter de 

Lacy was connected to Ranulf, holding one knight’s fee o f the earl in Wiltshire.'^ He also fostered 

trade links with Chester. In an undated charter (now lost), Walter de Lacy remitted to the citizens 

of Chester the customary duty o f twopence paid to him on every cargo o f white com exported from 

his land of Ireland, and granted them the liberty o f entering and leaving his port of Drogheda, and 

all o f his other ports, without paying the customary duty. The charter is witnessed by Ranulf, earl 

of Chester, consanguineo meo, which refers to an otherwise unattested blood relationship, and

See above. That said, the fact that Richard de Burgh was married to Walter’s daughter Egidia some time 
before 21 April 1225 might indicate that Richard’s position in Ireland had been an issue and that their 
marriage was intended to seal the peace negotiated between the king and Hugh de Lacy, Calendar o f  the fine  
rolls o f  the reign o f  Henry III [henceforth CFR] 1224-25 (available both on the Henry III Fine Rolls 
Project's website (http://wwwfinerollshenry3. org. uk) and within Calendar o f  the fine  rolls o f  the reign o f  
Henry III 1224-1234, eds. Paul Dryburgh and Beth Hartland (Woodbridge, 2008), no. 171; Rot. litt. claus., 
ii, p. 35b, and see below.

Acts o f  Welsh rulers, pp 413-14; A catalogue o f  the manuscripts relating to Wales in the British Museum, 
ed. Edward Owen (London, 1900-22), p. 357; The charters o f  the Anglo-Norman earls o f  Chester, c. 1071- 
1237 ed. Geoffrey Barraclough (Chester, 1988), no. 411; Frame, 'Aristocracies', pp 159-60; Carpenter, 
Minority o f Henry III, p. 355.

See chapter 6.
”  Robin Frame, 'King Henry III and Ireland: the shaping o f a peripheral lordship', in idem (ed.), Ireland and 
Britain 1170-1450, (London and Rio Grande, 1998), pp 31-57, at pp 44-5.
'* Duffy, 'The first Ulster plantation'; Duffy, 'Ireland and the Irish Sea region', pp 241-6.

Calendar o f  the fine  rolls o f  the reign o f  Henry III [henceforth CFR] 1233-34 (available both on the Henry 
111 Fine Rolls Project's website (http://wwwfinerollshenry3.org.uk) and within Calendar o f  the fine  rolls o f  
the reign o f  Henry III 1224-1234, eds. Paul Dryburgh and Beth Hartland (Woodbridge, 2008), no. 25.
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bespeaks a close affinity.^® The crow n’s official retention o f Drogheda from 1220 would have 

threatened this trade link, and might, given the elder William M arshal’s death the previous year, be 

an indication that his successors sought to break up the strategic alliance.

It was also probably at about the time o f the Gwynedd-Chester marriage alliance that the 

de Lacys sealed their own alliance with Llywelyn, through the marriage o f William de Lacy to 

Llyw elyn’s daughter Gwenllian.^' There is no mention o f William de Lacy in Wales at this time, 

but in 1223 the annals o f  Loch Ce report that William ‘came to Erinn’,̂  ̂ making the possibility o f 

his marriage to Gwenllian in W ales in 1222 all the more likely. The annals o f  Dunstable claim 

under 1224 that Hugh de Lacy dismissed ‘his lawful wife, taking to h im self an adulteress, and 

heading for Ireland’. I t  may not be going too far to suspect that this was a misinterpretation o f 

William de Lacy’s m arriage to Gwenllian.^'* It may have been the formation o f  this triple alliance 

which drove the minority government back to the negotiating table, but also saw it fortify Ireland 

against invasion. Instructions concerning the restoration o f H ugh’s lands within his brother’s fee 

were sent to W alter on 23 June 1222,^^ while, on 18 July 1222, several mandates concerning the 

defence o f  Ireland were issued. The ports o f  Ireland were ordered to ‘cause galleys to be made in 

each o f their ports for the defence o f  the king's realm o f  Ireland’,̂ * and Thomas o f  Galloway and 

Richard Tyrell were ordered to surrender their castles o f  Antrim (Co. Antrim) and Cnoc 

(Castleknock, Co. Dublin) to the justiciar, Archbishop H e n r y . I n  addition, the fidelity o f  the king 

o f  Thomond was ensured through a revised charter for his kingdom,^* and Theobald W alter was 

granted seisin o f his inheritance,^^ both o f which would have further secured the crow n’s position 

in Ireland, On 27 December 1222, the minority government notified the Irish justiciar. Archbishop 

Henry, that it granted Hugh seisin o f  the lands which he held o f his brother W alter and through his 

marriage to Lescelina de Verdun, and also ordered W alter to deliver Hugh seisin o f  those lands in 

his custody.^® There was no mention o f  Ulster. A t the same time, it dispatched another de Lacy 

brother, Gilbert, to act as a m essenger to Hugh ‘in whom Hugh shall place faith regarding the 

king's Irish affair, as agreed upon by the majority o f  the king's Council, and as the king has

Eighth report o f  the royal commission on historical manuscripts. Appendix - part 1 (section II), (London, 
1881), no 370a. Because it refers to Walter de Lacy’s port o f Drogheda, this must almost certainly date to 
before King John’s confiscation o f Meath in 1210. As we have seen, Drogheda was retained by the king (and 
consequently permanently alienated from the lordship o f Meath) from this point.

John Lloyd, 'Who was Gwenllian de Lacy?', Archaeologia Cambrensis, 19 (1919), pp 292-98, at p. 293. 
For her lands see. Acts o f  Welsh rulers, pp 412, 454-5., 651-3. For Llywelyn’s several marriage alliances see, 
A.J. Roderick, 'Marriage and politics in Wales, 1066-1282', Welsh History Review, 4/1 (1968), pp 3-20, at 
ppl6-18.
^-ALC, i, p. 267, s.a. 1223.

'Annales prioratus de Dunstapilia', pp 91-2, s.a. 1224.
My thanks to Dr S e ^  Duffy for drawing my attention to this point.
Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 501.

“  Patent rolls. 1216-1225, p. 337; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1049.
Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 337; Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 505b; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 1044, 1046-7.
Patent rolls, 1216-1225, pp 336-7; Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 505b; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 1046, 1050.
Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 505b.
Ibid., i, p. 527b; CD/, 1171-1251, no. 1073.
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signified to Ranulf, earl o f  Chester and Lincoln.’^’ From this it seems almost certain that, as in 

1216, Earl R anulf was backing H ugh’s restoration at court.

Hugh declined to take up these terms, perhaps unsurprisingly given his recent use o f  the 

comital title, and decided to vent on William Marshal the younger his anger at the governm ent’s 

parsimony. In early 1223, H ugh’s ally Llywelyn had attacked and taken the Shropshire fortresses o f 

Kinnerley and Whittington.^^ Hubert de Burgh had then hastened to the Welsh border, and, with 

Earl R anulf speaking for Llywelyn, had agreed to a p e a c e . T h e  M arshal then seized the 

opportunity to strike while Llyw elyn’s back was turned. Having heard the tidings from Wales 

while in Ireland (where he had been gathering an army against Llywelyn), the M arshal landed at St 

D avid’s (Pembrokeshire) on 15 April prepared for war.^'' Ignoring a letter from de Burgh which 

requested that he keep the peace which had been agreed with Llywelyn, the M arshal marched on 

the royal castles o f  Cardigan and Carmarthen, which were both being held for the king by 

Llywelyn, and took them without a fight. The contemporary commentators agree that Hugh de 

Lacy played a large role in the ensuing war between Llywelyn and the Marshal. M atthew Paris, in 

his gloss o f  Roger o f  Wendover, writes

About the same time too, Llewellyn prince o f North W ales and some English, namely, 

Hugh de Lacy and his followers, uniting together out o f  hatred to the king... made 

frequent expeditions against some o f the barons o f the king, and amongst the first against 

W illiam Marshal the elder, and afterwards against the younger M arshal, and some 

o thers....

For H ugh’s aggression towards the young Marshal there is no clear motive, unless one believes that 

H ugh’s actions were wholly dictated by his alliance with Llywelyn. If that were the case, then the 

faith that he put in his alliance proved ill founded. When Hugh took his war to Ireland, his ally, 

reconciled with the English government, remained in Wales. Perhaps, however, Hugh’s alliance 

with Llywelyn was a result of, rather than the reason for, his dispute with William Marshal. I f  the 

Marshal, as one able to control the southern Irish sea as earl o f  Pembroke and lord o f Leinster, had

CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1074.
Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, p. 19L The castles belonged to Baldwin o f Hodnet and Fulk fitz 

Warin respectively, Rot. litt. claus., i, pp 554, 569.
Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 536b; 'Annales prioratus de Dunstapilia', iii, p. 83; Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the 

Third, p. 192; Lloyd, History o f  Wales, ii, p. 661. The king and justiciar arrived at Shrewsbury on 7 March.
Llywelyn and William Marshal had been at odds since the latter’s succession to his inheritance. Upon the 

death of the elder William Marshal, Llywelyn led an invasion of Pembroke, where he caused much 
destruction, Lloyd, History o f  Wales, ii, pp 655-61; Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, p. 192.

Annales Cambriae, pp 75-6, s.a. 1221; Brut (Peniarth), p. 99, s.a. 1223; Brut (RBH), pp 223-4, s.a. 1223; 
Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry 111, pp 307-9; Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, pp 192-3; Walker, 'Hubert 
de Burgh and Wales', p. 474. He also regained his territory of Emiyn and fortified its castle o f Cilgerran, 
Annales Cambriae, pp 75-6, s.a. 1221; Lloyd, History o f  Wales, ii, p. 661.

Roger ofW endover's Flowers o f  history, ii, p. 448-9n; Mathaei Parisiensis chronica majora, iii, p. 82. 
'Annales prioratus de Dunstapilia', p. 85, s.a. 1223 states that Hugh de Lacy went to Ireland only after the war 
in Wales was over.
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used his influence at court^^ to block the reinstatement o f  the equally strategic Ulster -  Chester 

alliance (discussed above) through the restoration o f Hugh in the north, then Hugh’s choice o f 

allies in 1222 and hostility in early 1223 makes more sense.^* Indeed, while explaining the conflict, 

Robert Stacey comments that ‘Hugh de Lacy was the principal rival to the Marshal interests in 

Ireland’. ’̂ W hether or not this was strictly true, H ugh’s resumption would certainly have 

encroached upon the M arshal’s hegemonic ambitions. The minority government had only recently 

claimed that the decision to give King Henry I l l ’s sister in marriage to William Marshal in 1221 

had been prompted because o f  the threat posed by a possible marriage alliance between the 

Marshal and the king o f  Scots, ‘where no small peril would have threatened King Henry, the 

closeness o f Scotland to Ireland, and the land o f  the Marshal, making the alliance the more 

d a n g e ro u s .U ls te r  lay within that axis, and although the M arshal alliance with Scotland had been 

prevented, the point remained. I f  the issue in the wars o f  1223 to 1224 was really control o f  the 

Irish Sea province, then it should come as no surprise that the struggle spanned that region.'" The 

role that the M arshal was later to assume in the prosecution o f the war against Hugh in Ireland 

suggests that the seemingly separate Welsh and Irish conflicts were essentially the playing out o f  a 

personal grievance between the two men across the Irish Sea."*^

W hatever his motive, H ugh’s aggression once again drove the minority government to the 

negotiating table. That summer, the government explained that after a conference o f the king’s 

council held in London it had

offered to commit [Hugh’s] land with its castles to the earls o f  Chester, Salisbury, 

Gloucester, and to W alter de Lacy for 5 years from the past Easter [23 April 1223], to be 

restored at the king’s pleasure into the king’s hands at the end o f  that term; provided they 

submitted to be compelled by their lands and ecclesiastical jurisdiction to make this 

restoration; but as they were unwilling to undertake such an obligation, nothing was 

done.''^

In light o f  Hugh de Lacy’s open hostility and the escalating w ar in Wales, it is tempting to view 

this rejected offer as the governm ent’s attempt to pass the buck to the four proposed custodians

Besides being a significant member of court in his own right, William had also been allied to Hubert de 
Burgh since at least 122L See, Carpenter, Minority ofHenty III, p. 315.

Here, again, it is a pity that no one has taken up Frame’s call for a study of the zone embracing Leinster 
and Dyfed during the age of the Marshals. Frame, 'Aristocracies', p. 162.

Stacey, Henry III, p. 28.
Royal and other historical letters, i, pp 244-6; Sean Duffy, 'The Bruce brothers and the Irish Sea world, 

1306-29', Cambridge Medieval Celtic Studies, 21 (1991), pp 55-86, at p. 78; Carpenter, Minority o f Henry 
III, pp 244-9.

Peter Crooks has noted that the family rivalry between de Lacy and Marshal reached its climax in 1234 
with the killing of William’s brother Richard Marshal at Kildare. Crooks, "Divide and rule", p. 289.

As we shall see, Walter de Lacy’s position in the conflict is difficult to determine. While ostensibly 
fighting for the crown (and therefore William Marshal), his support seems to have been lukewarm at best, see 
below.

Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 549b; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1110.
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until the king reached his full majority. Even i f  the four barons had considered such an offer, a 

letter sent by the pope on 13 April, ten days before the custodial period was to begin, would have 

given them pause. Pope Honorius III wrote to the council and barons o f  England commanding them  

to give King Henry III ‘free and unfettered disposal o f  his kingdom ’, including the resignation to 

him o f  all crown lands and castles held in wardship. In a separate letter sent to the vice-chancellor, 

the pope ordered him, as custodian o f  the great seal, to use it only at the king’s d e s ir e .T h u s ,  at 

about the time o f  the council’s proposed compromise regarding Ulster, the pope attempted to give  

the king the full powers o f  legal age with respect to the government o f  his realm in general, 

including the custody o f  royal castles and dem esne, and the issue o f  royal letters under the great 

seal.'*  ̂ Unsurprisingly, the four chose not to step between Hugh de Lacy, a veteran soldier with a 

history o f  recalcitrance, and a royal government on the brink o f  a systematic resumption o f  

authority.

With neither side w illing to back down over the issue o f  Hugh’s resumption o f  Ulster, war 

seem ed inevitable. Therefore, on 4 June 1223, after informing the Irish justiciar o f  the failed 

diplom acy, the royal government wrote:

Hugh, as the king hears, is now plotting forcibly to invade the king's land o f  Ireland; for 

which reason the king commands the justiciar to provide against Hugh's attack by 

fortifying with victuals and men the king's Irish castles. The king sends the pope's letters 

o f  excom m unication against Hugh and his accom plices if  they invade the king's land.

The justiciar shall use those letters at the proper time, and prepare all things for the 

king's security and for Hugh's injury. The king sends W illiam de Serland with his 

companions for the custody o f  the castle o f  Carrickfergus and its wards. The justiciar 

w ill provide W illiam and his companions with men and victuals for the fortification o f  

the castle as he may deem expedient."*^

A new system o f  provincial government was also established in Ireland, with a number o f  local 

seneschals placed under the authority o f  the justiciar.''^ This was done because ‘the threatened raids 

o f  foes renders it expedient to constitute as bailiffs in Ireland persons w ho can and will see to the

safety o f  the land, and i f  need be vigorously attack the king's enem ies.’'** John Marshal (cousin o f

William Marshal) was given custody o f  Cork, D ecies (Co. Waterford) and Desmond, with their 

castles,**® Richard de Burgh was made seneschal o f  Munster (i.e. Thomond) and constable o f

Foedera, I ,  i, p. 190 (mistakenly dated 1228); Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, p. 202-3 and note vii; 
Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry HI, pp 301-6; Powicke, King Henry III and the lord Edward, pp 57-8. These 
measures were the culmination o f the papal directives of 1219, 1220 and 1221, Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry 
///,p . 301.

Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, p. 202-3.
Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 549b; CDl, 1171-1251, no. 1110.

Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 375; Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, p. 218.
Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 375; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1114;
Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 374; CDl, 1171-1251, no. 1107.
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Limerick castle/® and William de Serland, just made custodian o f Carrickfergus, was promoted to 

seneschal of Ulster.^'

Walter de Lacy’s refusal to act as a custodian of Hugh’s lands, which had led to the 

escalation of hostilities, did not sit well with de Burgh and his fellow royal councillors. They were 

seemingly determined that Walter should play a leading role in settling the dispute, and would 

eventually hold him responsible for his failure to do so. Their first step was to choose Walter’s 

castle and manor o f Ludlow as the site o f a meeting between Llywelyn, William Marshal and the 

council between 8 and 10 July to discuss a settlement to the ongoing war in W a l e s . T h e  

conference was a failure, with the result that the government hardened its stance against Llywelyn 

and his allies, and threw its support more fully behind the Marshal.”

From this point, it was determined that Walter should take a more active role in the 

suppression o f his brother’s revolt. On 11 July, Walter, as sheriff of Herefordshire, was ordered to 

prevent supplies from Herefordshire reaching Llywelyn or his adherents,^'' and was three days later 

ordered to fortify Hereford c a s t l e . H e  was then in the army, led by William Marshal and the earl 

o f Salisbury, which marched south to Pembroke .According to the Welsh Brut y  tywysogyon, the 

Marshal planned to make his way back to his land through the territory of Ewyas Harold.^’ The trip 

from Ludlow through Ewyas bisected the heart o f de Lacy’s English territories, through his 

shrievalty of Herefordshire, perhaps even touching his marcher lordship o f Ewyas Lacy. Although 

this was likely the easiest route to take, it would also have been a clear demonstration to Walter’s 

tenants of his adherence to the crown. On its way to Pembroke, however, the Marshal’s force was 

caught by LJywelyn’s son, Gruffudd in a pass in the Welsh hills, and only narrowly escaped 

destruction. The remaining force was nevertheless able to get through to the Marshal’s lands and 

began to fortify the districts about Caermarthen and Gower.^* Walter continued to fight for the 

Marshal against his brother and Llywelyn in Wales that summer,^^ while Ulster was braced for

Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 375; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1114.
Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 378; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1124.
Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 376; Brut (Peniarth), p. 100, s.a. 1223; Brut (RBH), pp 225-6, s.a. 1223;

Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry 111, p. 308; Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, p. 193. Walter was not forced
to surrender Ludlow until March \224, Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. A^3\ CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1180.

Lloyd, History o f  Wales, ii, 66 In.
Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 569b.
Ibid., i, p. 554b. See also. Rot. litt. claus., p. 555b. Eyton seems mistaken in his thinking that this is an 

indication o f Walter superintending works on Hereford castle under his eventual successor in the shrievalty, 
Eyton, Antiquities o f  Shropshire, v, p. 266.

As much can be deduced from the orders to the sheriffs Herefordshire, Staffordshire, Gloucestershire, 
Oxfordshire, Shropshire, Worcestershire and Wiltshire on 24 August giving him quittance of the Welsh 
scutage, and further empowering him to levy an aid on his tenants to sustain him on the king’s service. Rot. 
litt. claus., i, p. 571-571b.

Brut (Peniarth), p. 100, s.a. 1223; Brut (RBH), p. 227, s.a. 1223.
Norgate, Minority ofHenry> the Third, p. 195.
On 19 August Walter was granted £40 per year at the Dublin exchequer to sustain him in the king’s 

service. Rot. litt. claus., i, p. CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1134. On 24 August he was given quittance o f the Welsh 
scutage as mentioned above.
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in v a s io n .T h e  full details o f  the W elsh w ar need not be rehearsed here, suffice to say that, after 

his attention returned to the conflict, Hubert de Burgh hitched his wagon to the M arshal’s and 

played a leading role in the crow n’s victory.®’ A settlement with Llywelyn was finally reached on 8 

October at Montgomery,*^ and, as one authority puts it, ‘Hubert could bask in Pem broke’s glory.

The failure o f  diplomacy: Ireland and England  -  1223-1224

In the wake o f  the cessation o f  hostilities in W ales, events gathered pace. Hugh de Lacy 

took no part in the peace at Montgomery, and, having lost an ally in his struggle against William 

Marshal, he turned to the recapture o f his earldom. The M arshal’s absence from Ireland with a 

large Irish army provided Hugh with his opportunity. According to the Dunstable annalist, after the 

w ar in Wales had concluded. Hugh de Lacy sailed for Ireland.*'* The date o f H ugh’s journey is 

nowhere recorded, but on 16 October 1223 John Marshal was granted the bailiwick o f Ulster, 

placing W illiam ’s cousin between Hugh and his earldom. This measure was no doubt aimed at 

placing the territory in the custody o f one who would not surrender it to Hugh, but the choice o f 

John Marshal must have been galling to Hugh given the circumstances. That said, when Hugh de 

Lacy arrived in Ireland, he did not immediately march north to wrest his old earldom from royal

control. Instead, he took the time to secure the lordship o f Meath for himself.*^ It is not

immediately clear who Hugh was proceeding against in M eath, and whether he actually ‘w rested’ it 

from his brother’s grip. As in 1210, though ostensibly divided by conflict, what evidence exists 

suggests that there was no real rift between the de Lacy brothers. In the aftermaths o f both 1210

and 1223 to 1224, W alter worked to reconcile Hugh to the crown. Also as in 1210, the m ajor

tenants in Meath seem to have remained loyal to the king during the conflict. Perhaps, then, Hugh 

de Lacy’s actions in Meath were directed against its resident tenants, rather than his brother’s 

demesne. In conjunction with William de Lacy, who seems to have journeyed from Wales with, or 

slightly before, him,** Hugh ravaged the countiy, even threatening Dublin itself. H ugh’s swift

“ On 18 July the justiciar was ordered to deliver the castle of Rath (Dundrum, co, Down) to John de Tiwe 
during pleasure, Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 378; CDl, 1171-1251, no. 1128. That same day, Thomas of 
Galloway, one of King John’s grantees in Ulster, was ordered to fortify his castle o f Antrim against Hugh's 
invasion, or to forfeit his custody to the justiciar, Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 378; CDl, 1171-1251, nos 1126- 
7; CDS 1108-1272, no. 857. This was also the date of William de Serland’s appointment as seneschal of 
Ulster, Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 378; CDl, 1171-1251, no. 1124.

See, Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, pp 311-14; Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, pp 195-6; Lloyd, 
History o f  Wales, ii, pp 662-3; Walker, 'Hubert de Burgh and Wales', pp 474-5; Holden, 'Aristocracy of 
western Herefordshire and the Middle March', pp 324-9.

Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 411; Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, pp 313-4; Norgate, Minority o f  Henry 
the Third, p. 196-7; Lloyd, History o f  Wales, ii, p. 663.

Carpenter, Minority’ o f  Henry 111, p. 315.
^  'Annales prioratus de Dunstapilia', p. 85, s.a. 1223.

Orpen, Normans, p. 300 (vol. iii, p. 38); Otway-Ruthven, Medieval Ireland, p. 91.
^  In addition to the annals o f Loch Ce, which place William’s return to Ireland in 1223 (see above), the 
annals o f Connacht seem to indicate that the brothers travelled together, ‘the sons o f Hugh de Lacy came to 
Ireland in spite of the king of England, and their coming produced assaults o f war and dispersion among the 
Galls o f Ireland’, Anndla Connacht. The annals o f  Connacht (A.D. 1224-1544), ed. A. Martin Freeman 
(Dublin, 1944), p. 7, s.a. 1224 {recte 1223],
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advance forced the Irish justiciar. Archbishop Henry o f Dublin, to negotiate a truce to last until 

summer 1224.^’

With Meath in revolt under his two brothers, it is little wonder that Walter de Lacy found 

his power curtailed in England. W alter’s removal as sheriff of Herefordshire and custodian of 

Hereford castle, while perhaps owing more to the crown’s (i.e. Hubert de Burgh’s) general desire to 

resume royal lands and castles than is usually admitted, was a direct result o f his brothers’ war. So 

too, it seems, was the growing bond between Hubert de Burgh and William Marshal. After their 

victory in Wales, the annals o f Dunstable report that a great council was held in London where ‘it 

was provided by order o f the Pope and assent o f the barons, and the provision was published, that 

the King should have legal age so far as concerns the free disposition of his castles, lands and 

wardships, but not so that any one could maintain his right through it in a court of law.’ *̂ This 

effectively put the pope’s letters o f April 1223 into force. On 7 November, the benefits for Hubert 

and his party were made plain. Hubert rewarded the Marshal for his services by granting him 

custody of Cardigan and Carmarthen castles, those royal castles that William had wrested from 

Llywelyn, their lawful custodian, that spring.®^ At about the same time, he made his move against 

Walter de Lacy. According to the querimonia o f Falkes de Breaute, in which Falkes justified his 

rebellion the following year (mentioned below), ‘the justiciar and his accomplices’ called Walter de 

Lacy and Ralph Musard (the sheriff of Gloucester) to court, ‘and when they arrived they were not 

allowed to withdraw till they had assigned to the justiciar the castles which they held in custody.’

Falkes pointed to the removal of these two sheriffs as an instance of Hubert’s tyranny, and 

others have been quick to highlight the injustice done. Kate Norgate states that both men were of 

‘high standing and approved fidelity to the King’, while Maurice Powicke calls the pair ‘two 

English barons o f unimpeachable respectability.’”  This is going too far. Walter de Lacy had a 

rather ignoble history of sequestration and exile, and had even been implicated in a plot to 

overthrow King John. Walter may have remained nominally loyal since his return from exile in 

1213, but he had still abused his power as sheriff o f Herefordshire, ignored royal mandates 

(including those ordering the delivery o f seisin o f the Three Castles to Hubert de Burgh), and, if 

Michael of Wales is to be believed, sent an armed force against a royal official to prevent him from 

canying out de Burgh’s orders.’  ̂ Hubert de Burgh presided at the exchequer, ‘the operations room

'Annales prioratus de Dunstapilia', p. 85. Orpen points out that this claim is perhaps supported by the 
appearance of two entries in the close rolls which state that the justiciar was forced to borrow £366 from the 
citizens of Dublin to sustain the war effort, Orpen, Normans, p. 300n (vol iii, p. 38n); Rot. litl. claus., ii, pp 
32, 162b; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 1265, 1463. See also, Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 483; CDl, 1171-1251, no. 
1180. The rather dismal state of Dublin’s defences was shown in a 1223 inquiry into the inventories of royal 
castles in Ireland, James Lydon, 'The defence o f Dublin in the middle ages', in Sean Duffy (ed.). Medieval 
Dublin, iv, (Dublin, 2003), pp 63-78, at pp 69-70.

'Annales prioratus de Dunstapilia', p. 83, s.a. 1223. The final clause was to ensure that Henry was sdll 
precluded from making permanent grants. Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, p. 203.

Patent rolls, 1216-1225, pp 413-14; Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 574.
Memoriale fratris Walteri de Coventria, p. 261.
Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, p. 203; Powicke, King Henry 111 and the lord Edward, p. 58.
See above.
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where the battle for control o f  the king’s manors and sheriffdoms was fought ou t’,’  ̂ and would 

have been well aware o f  the meagre amounts that W alter’s undersheriffs routinely returned there. 

More recently, historians have come to view W alter’s removal in the context o f his brother’s 

rebellion, which is almost certainly where it b e l o n g s . O n e  o f  the clearest indications that this was 

a factionalist act lies in the identity o f the other man deprived o f office, Ralph M usard. M usard was 

a fam iliaris  o f  William M arshal, having been his father’s retainer and advisor, whose removal was 

perhaps designed to give the appearance o f  even-handedness in the affair. That de Burgh would 

choose a m ember o f  the earl o f Pem broke’s circle for this purpose underscores the root o f  the 

conflict as one between Marshal and de Lacy. In the event, M usard’s resignation was only nominal, 

and he retained possession o f Gloucester castle until N ovem ber 1225.^^

W hen Earls R anulf o f  Chester, Gilbert o f  Gloucester and William o f Aum ale resolved to 

appeal to the king in person against W alter’s forced resignation, Hubert took the king to M usard’s 

castle o f  Gloucester and forbade the earls to approach.’  ̂ On his way to Gloucester, on 16 

November, Hubert retained W aiter on the king’s service in England.’’ David Carpenter has shown 

that the M arshal’s hand was clearly visible in the justiciar’s actions during the latter’s flight from 

London, noting the presence o f the M arshal’s comrade William, earl o f  Salisbury in de B urgh’s 

company. He even ascribes the choice o f Gloucester to its proximity to the M arshal’s lordship o f 

Nether-W ent, including its castle o f Chepstow.’* If Norgate is correct that W alter was in actual 

attendance on the king, and therefore under the justic iar’s surveillance, when he was retained, ”  

then W alter would have been bundled along to Gloucester as v^ell. Enroute, on 15 November, 

W alter was handed a letter ordering him to deliver the castle o f  Hereford and shrievalty o f 

Herefordshire to his replacement, the king’s senior steward, Ralph fitz Nicholas.*® The 

appointment o f  fitz Nicholas, whose 100 mark allowance largely consumed the profits o f  the shire 

until his removal in 1229,*' signalled that W alter’s removal was not aimed at clawing back the 

royal revenue for the king. In this light, his retention in the king’s service the following day appears 

all the more tactical.

W alter’s retention appears sinister when one takes Irish matters into consideration. During 

the course o f two later thirteenth century inquests into the liberties o f the lordship o f M eath, it

Carpenter, Minority o f Henry III, p. 144.
See, for instance, Ibid., p. 316; Stacey, Henry III, p. 28.
Patent rolls o f the reign o f Henry III preserved in the Public Record Office, A.D. 1225-1232, (London,

1903), p. 7 1; Carpenter, Minority o f Henry III, p. 316; Stacey, Henry III, p. 28; Norgate, Minority o f Henry 
the Third, p. 211.

Memoriale fratris Walteri de Coventria, ii, p. 261. Hubert and the king left London on 8 or 9 November, 
and went by Oxford, Woodstock, and Cirencester to Gloucester, where they were from 16 to 22 November. 
Rot. litt. claus., i, pp 575-6; Norgate, Minority o f Henry the Third, p. 204n.
”  Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 575; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1146.

Carpenter, Minority o f Henry III, p. 319.
Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, p. 204n.

“  Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 414.
Carpenter, 'Decline of the curial sheriff, p. 161.
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em erged that W alter de Lacy had inherited from  his fa ther all o f  the liberties w hich the k ing ought 

to  have en joyed  in M eath, excepting  ecclesiastical investiture. These he held*^ until:

R ichard  F itz  R anulph appealed in W alter's court o f  Trim  R obert O m alroni [Ua M ael 

R uanaid] o f  the  death  o f  his brother. A  day w as nam ed for the duel, bu t W alter's w ife, in 

the absence o f  her lord at R obert's procurem ent, com m anded her seneschal to  respite the 

duel. R ichard the appellor, hav ing  collected evidence, cam e to  D ublin on the sam e day, 

and  com plained  to  H enry  A rchbishop o f  D ublin, then ju stic ia r, o f  the  injustice done to 

h im  in tha t court. The ju stic ia r, by counsel o f  R obert H uscarl, then ju stice  o f  the 

C om m on Pleas, D ublin, and o f  others, took into the k ing 's hand all W alter's liberty, 

sa v e ... p leas belonging to  the baronial court, neither W alter h im se lf nor any person on 

his b eh a lf hav ing  been sum m oned to  hear judgm en t; and they m ade W alter sheriff and 

k eeper o f  pleas o f  the  C row n in his ow n lands, to  answ er therefore to the  king in his 

court a t Dublin.*^

This action  is no t dated, but R obert H uscarl, a ju d g e  o f  the English bench, had only been sent to  

Ireland to  aid the ju s tic ia r in D ecem ber 1222.*'^ Since A rchbishop  H enry w as replaced as ju s tic ia r 

in M ay 1224,*^ th is action m ust have been taken during the conflic t betw een the governm ent and 

H ugh de Lacy. I f  A rchbishop H enry acted against W alter in this w ay during the W elsh w ar in the 

first h a lf  o f  1223, then  th is m ight have provided enough justifica tion  for H ugh de L acy ’s w ar 

against him , from  M eath, that w inter. H ow ever, i f  the rem oval o f  W alter’s right to  try  pleas o f  the 

crow n in M eath occurred in the peace fo llow ing Hugh de L acy ’s w ar against the ju stic ia r, then it 

m ay have been in order to  rem ove any question o f  ju risd ic tion  w hen discip lin ing  H ugh de Lacy, 

w ho w as, a fter all, W alte r’s tenant. E ither w ay, it w ould appear that W alter w as m ore com plicit in 

H ugh de L acy ’s Irish w ar than historians have been prepared to  adm it.

R eturn ing  to  England, W alter’s retention m eant that he w as not am ong the m alcontents, 

w ho, seem ingly  as his allies, led a dem onstration  against the T ow er o f  London.*^ It is im portant to 

note tha t the degree to  w hich W alter w as involved in the factionalist feud w hich then gripped

As we have seen, the royal liberties were taken from Meath by King John in 1207, and restored by the 
minority govemment in 1216, see chapters 5 and 6.

Calendar o f the close rolls, preserved in the Public Record Office, Edward I, A.D. 1279-1288, (London, 
1902), p. 55 (quoted inquest); CDl, 1252-1284, nos 810, 1645 (quoted inquest). These were conducted at the 
request o f Theobald de Verdun, The National Archives (TNA) SC 8/145, no. 7236. See also Otway-Ruthven, 
Medieval Ireland, p. 159; Gerard McGrath, 'The shiring of Ireland and the 1297 parliament', in James Lydon 
(ed.). Law and disorder in thirteenth-century Ireland. The Dublin parliament o f  1297, (Dublin, 1997), pp 
107-24, at p. 114n (where he fmds it odd that ‘Walter should have been made sheriff in compensation’, 
perhaps missing the point of that statement). The implication that Margery de Lacy was in Meath while her 
husband Walter was not is quite interesting and indicates that Walter sent her to look after his affairs while he 
was kept away.

Otway-Ruthven, Medieval Ireland, p. 159.
See below.
Those present included Earl Ranulf o f Chester, Earl Gilbert o f Gloucester, Earl William o f Aumale, Falkes 

de Breaute, Brian de Lisle, Robert de Vipont, John de Lacy, Peter de Maulay, Philip Marc, Engelard de 
Cigogne, William de Cantelupe and son and ‘many others’, Norgate, Minority o f  Henry the Third, pp 204-5.
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England is unclear. Besides the earl o f Chester, few o f the barons who lined up against Hubert de 

Burgh and William M arshal can be shown to have been W alter’s allies, except by implication. The 

party under the earl o f  Chester may have used W alter’s cause as an excuse, but this was mere 

pretence. They each had much better reasons for opposing de Burgh’s faction.*’ The progress o f  

their famous dispute, in which no contemporary authority claims W alter played an active part, need 

not occupy much space here.** The true source o f  W alter’s predicam ent was now in Ireland, where 

Hugh de Lacy’s truce with the justiciar did not stay his hand in Ulster.

The war in Ulster - 1224

Having secured W alter’s lordship o f  Meath and humbled the Irish justiciar, Hugh de Lacy 

advanced against King John’s Ulster grantees. Allied with the king o f Ti'r Eogain, Aed M eith Ua 

Neill (d. 1230), he captured and destroyed Thomas o f Galloway’s castle o f Coleraine.*’ This act 

shows the danger o f viewing this conflict from any one particular perspective. Hugh de Lacy was at 

war with the M arshals, but he also was at war with those who had profited from his d o w n f a l l . I t  is 

here that we enter the murky waters o f  the North Channel province. Richard Oram speculates that 

Thom as’s inability to protect his Irish interests at this stage was down to his preoccupation with the 

support given by his brother Alan to the de Lacys’ old enemy King R^gnvaldr o f  M an.’ ’ W hether 

or not this is correct (the first mention o f the alliance between Rpgnvaldr and Alan o f  Galloway is 

in 1225),’  ̂ Hugh’s was not the only war to erupt in the region at this time. The M anx chronicle and 

Icelandic sagas record under 1223 that Olafr GuSrodarson (Amlaib Dub), brother of King 

Rpgnvaldr o f M an,’  ̂ caught Rggnvaldr’s son and heir, GuSroSr after a skirmish between their two 

forces on the Isle o f  Skye, and then blinded and castrated him (thereby disqualifying him from the 

k i n g s h i p ) . O l a f r  then used the occasion o f H ugh’s w ar in Ulster to invade Man the following 

year, 1224, forcing a partition o f the kingdom .’  ̂ King RQgnvaldr was a tenant-in-chief o f  the 

English crown, whose defence had routinely been entrusted to the justiciar o f  Ireland. Just four

Carpenter, Minority o f Henry III, p. 320.
** The best account remains Ibid., pp 314-75.

AU, ii, p. 271, s.a. 1222 {recte 1223); Duffy, 'Lords of Galloway', p. 44; Simms, 'O'Hanlons', p. 76. Here is 
another illustration of Simms’s argument that Aed Meith Ua Neill was a vassal of the Anglo-Norman lord of 
Ulster, Simms, 'O'Hanlons', p. 77.

He also seized Duncan of Garrick’s land in Ulster, and granted it to another. The National Archives (TNA) 
SG 1/3, no. 28; Rot. litt. claus., i, pp 587, 615; GDI, 1171-1251, nos 1161, 1200; GDS 1108-1272, nos 874, 
878-9. This shows that Hugh’s operations against the men from western Scotland were well underway by 2 
March.

Richard Oram, 'Thomas, earl of Atholl (d. 1231)', in H.G.G. Matthew and Brian Harrison (eds.), Oxford 
dictionary o f national biography, (Oxford, 2004).

Gronica regum Mannie & Insularum, fo. 43v; McDonald, Manx kingship, pp 81, 153. Indeed, Keith 
Stringer speculates that Hugh and Alan could have contracted a marriage alliance of their own as early as 
1219 (rather than 1229 as is commonly held), Keith Stringer, 'Periphery and core in thirteenth-century 
Scotland ; Alan, son of Roland, lord of Galloway and constable of Scotland', in Alexander Grant and Keith 
Stringer (eds.), Medieval Scotland: crown, lordship and community - essays presented to G. fV.S. Barrow, 
(Edinburgh, 1993), pp 82-113, at p. 93. While this date is unlikely due to Hugh’s absence on the Albigensian 
crusade, the point remains.

See chapter 4.
McDonald, Manx kingship, pp 80, 153.
Ibid., pp 80, 153.
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years earlier, in 1220, Rpgnvaldr had appealed to the minority government for protection against 

the king o f Norway, who, he claimed, was threatening an invasion o f  Man due to Rggnvaldr’s 

homage to Henry III. The Irish justiciar was then ordered to protect Rpgnvaldr from the king o f 

N o r w a y . I t  is unlikely to be a coincidence that Olafr attacked Rpgnvaldr at the precise time that 

the Galloways were under attack in Ulster, and the Irish justiciar was preoccupied with the war in 

Ireland.

It is perhaps against this backdrop that a letter sent to King Henry III by his sister Joan, 

wife o f King Alexander II o f  Scotland, should be set. In it, she informed her brother o f  a rumoured 

invasion o f Ireland in support o f  Hugh de Lacy by King Hakon IV o f Norway.^’ This rumour, if  at 

all credible, makes little sense in the context o f  Anglo-Norwegian relations o f the period if, as 

reported, it applied to an invasion o f  the English king’s lordship o f Ireland. England and Norway 

had been on good terms since the accession o f King Hakon Hakonsson in 1217, the protection 

order o f  1220 notwithstanding, with a free trade agreement between both kingdoms proving 

mutually beneficial.^* Amidst the gathering clouds o f war in Ireland, the minority government had, 

in August 1223, taken into protection the men and merchants o f its ‘beloved and special friend’, the 

king o f Norway.’"’ Then, in the winter o f  1223/4, while Hugh de Lacy pursued his w ar in Ireland, 

King Hakon sent a letter to the English king informing him o f  his desire that the alliance between 

their two kingdoms should continue.'”® Joan’s letter o f  warning was sent shortly thereafter, circa  

March 1224, but ju st three months later at least seventeen Norwegian ships were exempted from a 

general royal arrest order aimed at securing England against its e n e m i e s . H a k o n  had very little to 

gain, and much to lose, by actively supporting the rebellious Hugh de Lacy against the English 

crown. Norwegian intervention in the region m akes much more sense viewed in the context o f the 

dynastic dispute over Man and the Isles mentioned above, where the Norwegian king still held a 

hegemonic claim. Indeed, H a ko n ’s Saga  claims that at about the same time Jon, jarl [earl] o f 

Orkney and Caithness and many other men from the isles were at King Hakon’s court in Norway, 

seeking his aid.'°^ Rumour could have easily turned, or been made to tum,'°^ the object o f  King 

Hakon IV ’s expedition into Hugh de Lacy’s w ar in Ulster. As much would have probably been

Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 439; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 976 
”  Royal and other historical letters, i, pp 219-20; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1179. It is also important that she 
stated that her husband did not wish forces from Scotland to aid Hugh de Lacy, Duffy, 'Lords of Galloway', 
p. 41. Here, again, a more detailed study of the earldom of Ulster would be of great use in understanding the 
exact nature of this suspected support.

There was a great demand for English wheat and flour in Norway, though they also imported cloth, 
pottery, malt, honey, wine, leatherworks and ‘other products of art and handicraft.’ Knut Helle, 'Anglo- 
Norwegian relations in the reign of HSkon HSkonsson (1217-63)', Mediaeval Scandinavia, 1 (1968), pp 101- 
14, at pp 101, 104-5.
^  Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 384.

Royal and other historical letters, i, pp 216-17. A messenger of the Norwegian king was in England in 
February 1224, Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 584.

Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 607; Helle, 'Anglo-Norwegian relations', p. 103.
Early sources, pp 455, 461.
It must be remembered that this rumour would have been heard in the Scottish court, where relations with 

Norway were at a low ebb.
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apparent to King Hakon, which might explain his letter to Henry III and would have ensured his 

absence from the region for the duration o f  Hugh de Lacy’s war.

Returning to the Irish mainland, in about February 1224, Cathal Crobderg wrote to the 

king, informing him o f Hugh de Lacy’s depredations in Ireland, and complaining o f certain Anglo- 

Norman lords ‘who pretend fealty to the king, and ... shamefully fail against his enemy; so that 

between Hugh de Lacy on the one hand, and those who pretend to be faithful on the other, he 

[Cathal Crobderg] is placed in great difficulty.’ This may have been a reference to the seneschal 

o f  Munster, Richard de Burgh, who had seen thwarted in 1220 his bid to have his grant o f 

Connacht activated, and whose name Cathal may have been reluctant to invoke in a letter to the 

king.'°^ Hubert de Burgh seems to have thought better o f  placing his nephew in Connacht ju s t yet, 

however, for he wrote glowingly o f  Cathal to the king about this time, asking that the king receive 

C athal’s m e s s e n g e r s . O n  9 February 1224, King Henry III proposed to induce Richard to stay 

out o f  Connacht by granting him 250 marks a year, if  Cathal would augment his service by 200 

marks. Whether or not this was taken up, on 5 March, the king granted Cathal protection for as 

long as he remained fa ith fu l.'”’ This proviso may indicate the real reason for the English king’s 

w illingness to protect Cathal’s interests. With Meath and Ulster in open rebellion, Connacht had to 

be kept in line. The conquest o f  Connacht was soon to dominate the politics o f Ireland in the 

aftermath o f the de Lacys’ war,'°* but had Richard de Burgh been allowed to press his claim before 

the de Lacys were brought to heel, the entire island could have descended into warfare. Henry III 

(with Hubert de Burgh advising him) therefore sought to do no more than what was immediately 

necessary to achieve stability in Connacht. It is in this context that the government’s grant o f 

William de Lacy’s territory in Breifne to Cathal’s son Aed must be viewed.'®’ When Cathal (who 

was at this point seventy-tw o"°) went one step further by asking that his son be granted his own 

charter for the kingdom o f  Connacht to secure his succession, Henry declined to a c t. '"  Henty III 

and Hubert de Burgh may have been keen to secure an ally in the war against Hugh de Lacy, but 

they plainly had other plans for Connacht.

With the fidelity o f Cathal Crobderg secured, the king and his councillors turned their 

attention to defeating Hugh de Lacy. The government’s view o f  W alter de Lacy’s role in the 

disturbances in Ireland is evident in an agreement touching W alter’s service ‘and the transgressions 

o f his men o f  Meath in harbouring Hugh de Lacy in Ireland, pillaging and burning the king’s land.

R oyal and other historical letters, i, pp 183-4; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1174. The editors assign the 
approxim ate date o f  M arch 1224, but February seems m ore appropriate given the circumstances (to be 
discussed presently).

W alton [Perros] suspects as much, W alton, 'The English in Connacht 1 171-1333', p. 50.
R oyal and other historical letters, i, pp 177-8; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1183.
Patent rolls. 1216-1225, p. 433; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1164. This rent was eventually granted to Richard 

after C athal’s death the following year, 1225, see below.
Brendan Smith, 'Irish politics, 1220-1245', in M ichael Prestwich, Richard Britnell, and Robin Frame 

(eds.), Thirteenth century England, VIII, (W oodbridge, 2001), pp 13-32, at p. 13.
See above.
AC, p. 5; Walton, 'The English in Connacht 1 171-1333', p. 50.
Royal and other historical letters, i, p. 233; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1184.
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killing and holding his men to ransom ’ which was drawn up in March 1224. In it, W alter 

surrendered his castles o f  Ludlow and Trim for two years, and undertook to go to Ireland and 

com bat his rebellious vassals, whose funds the king would then hold for a year and a day when 

seized. The rather menacing clause was added that, once the w ar was concluded, ‘it shall be done to 

W alter as the king’s court shall decide’. There is no question o f who dictated these terms, for the 

only secular witnesses to the agreement were Hubert de Burgh, William Marshal and the earl o f 

Salisbury (whose name is written tw ice in the roll). Joe Hillaby contends that what they 

produced was ‘hardly a fair description’ o f what was happening in Ireland at the tim e."^ However, 

given the extremely limited view o f events which the available evidence affords us, the most that 

can be said is that de Burgh and his associates seem to have acted with a heavy hand; it is perhaps 

going too far to imply that this was undeserved. As seen before, acting through proxy was a well 

known means o f achieving one’s aims while retaining an air o f  respectability, and there is no 

evidence to suggest that this was not the case from 1223 to 1224. In the present context, one need 

only think o f the case o f  Falkes de Breaute, who disavowed any foreknowledge o f  the actions o f  his 

brother William when the latter seized the royal justice Henry o f Braybrook that June. As with 

W alter de Lacy, while Falkes professed his innocence, he also seemed unable to aid the 

government in its attempts to bring his brother to justice. David Carpenter asserts that the eight- 

week-long siege o f  Bedford castle is ‘inexplicable’ if  Falkes had not told his brother William to 

surrender neither castle nor Braybrook.''"* As we shall see, W alter de Lacy’s castle o f  Trim, 

besieged at the exact same time, held out for five weeks with W alter in the army before it."^ 

W alter m ay have steered a safer course than Falkes (he had his experience from 1210 from which 

to  draw), but it would perhaps be naive to think him a purely innocent victim o f circumstance.'*^

The comparison between Falkes de Breaute and W alter de Lacy is obviously not perfect, 

however, for while Falkes resisted royal justice, W alter ostensibly allowed him self to be used 

against his family. He had campaigned under William M arshal and the earl o f  Salisbury in Wales 

in 1223 and, after agreeing to the terms described above, W alter left for Ire land ."’ It is perhaps a 

m easure o f  the trust which the government had in W alter due to his careful handling o f  the 

situation that before he left, on 29 March, he was granted custody during pleasure o f  the castles o f 

Rathwire (co. W estmeath) and N obber (co. Meath), formerly held by his brothers Robert and Hugh

Royal and other historical letters, i, p. 507 (Appendix I); Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 483; CDI, 1171- 
1251,no. 1180.

Hillaby, 'Colonisation, Crisis-Management and Debt’, p. 21.
' Carpenter, Minority o f  Henry III, p. 361.

Royal and other historical letters, i, pp 500-3; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1203.
At least one Irish source tied Walter to his brother’s rebellion, stating ‘Aogh 6 g  [Hugh] and Baitear 

[Walter] rebelled against their own king along with the Scots and they were declared traitors; Aogh 6 g  went 
to France in disguise and received a pardon and the restoration o f his earldom o f Ulster afterwards...', 
Leabhar mor na ngenealach, iii, no. 798E.3. This may o f course be a confiision with the events o f 1210, after 
which Hugh and Walter de Lacy fled to France. See chapter 5.

On 30 March, protection and respite o f plaints were granted for Walter’s English lands while he was on 
the king’s service in Ireland, Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 590b; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 1175, 1177.
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respectively.''* His tenant and familiar, Richard de Tuit, was also granted custody of the strategic 

royal castle at Clonmacnoise (co. Offaly), with a further £20 yearly to sustain him."^ Although 

Walter had just agreed to surrender his castle of Trim, he was granted the ‘hall, houses and 

chambers’ o f the castle as a lodging place for him and his retinue while they were fighting for the 

king."°

On the face o f it, Walter proved his loyalty to the crown by performing the task assigned 

him. In the approximately two-and-a-half months between Walter’s landing and the arrival of 

William Marshal in mid June, the castles of Rathune {Rath Aed, Rahugh, co. Westmeath?), 

Rathfeigh (co. Meath) and Ratoath (co. Meath), the castle o f Walter Sancmille, and the castle of 

William Fitz John were all taken for the king.'^' That said, Walter’s commission should not have 

been that difficult to manage. He was only entrusted with the task of punishing those disturbers of 

the peace who held lands in his lordship o f Meath, and, as in 1210, Walter’s greatest tenants had 

remained loyal to the king. Only a few of his brother’s adherents required to be disciplined. This 

makes the situation o f Walter’s castle of Trim all the more suspicious. William Marshal later 

reported to the king that when he arrived in Ireland, he found Trim castle being held against the 

king by a group of lesser knights, whom he shut up inside and besieged with Walter de Lacy.'^^ 

Trim was the caput o f the lordship of Meath, and its masonry castle a showpiece of de Lacy power 

in the region.’"̂  That Walter would have suffered it to be held against him for two-and-a-half 

months before the Marshal’s arrival is incredible. As the actual course of events was to show, Trim 

could have been captured without a harmful assault (which, as its lord, Walter was likely eager to 

avoid). Trim was to be the staging post for his pecuniary expedition, his first stop once in Ireland. 

Even if his surrender of the castle to the crown precluded him from garrisoning it once taken, 

surely his commission included bringing those knights within to justice. How did a small band of

Patent rolls, ]216-1225, p. 432; CDl, 1171-1251, no. 1172. Robert had died before 1215, though it is 
unclear whether his son Hugh had yet succeeded him. In 1215, Amfrey de Dene offered 500m to have 
custody o f  the lands and heirs o f  Richard de Tuit and Robert de Lascy, with the marriage o f  the heirs. Rot. 
litt. claus., i, p.185b; CDl, 1171-1251, no. 525.

Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 433; R ot litt. claus., i, p. 591; CD/, 1171-1251, nos 1 173, 1 178.
™ R ot litt. claus., i, p. 591; CD/, 1171-1251, no. 1176.

Royal and other historical letters, i, pp 500-3; CDl, 1171-1251, no. 1204. The castle o f  Walter Sancmille 
may be the castle o f  Killallon (Kym el’en, Killene, Kinnelen, co. Meath), in a plaint over which Walter ended 
his life, before being declared legally insane. Walter was among those taken at Carrickfergus in 1210. He was 
also later outlawed in 1236 for the murder o f  the Irish justiciar’s messenger, Henry Clement, CDl, 1252- 
1284, nos 495, 553, 672, 2321, 2894, 2964; Powicke, King Henry III and the lord  Edward, pp 740-59. 
William fitz John o f  Harpetre (Somerset) was granted the manor o f  Crumlin (co Dublin) by King John, and 
later fined for possession o f  the lands o f  William de Carrew (d. 1213) in England and Ireland, CDl, 1171- 
1251, nos 484, 703, 782, 795, 864. De Carew had inherited the manor o f  Odrone in Carlow from his uncle 
Raymond le Gros, which makes it possible that the castle intended here was that built by le Gros at 
Castlemore (Co. Carlow), which William fitz John likely held, Goddard H. Orpen, 'The castle o f Raymond le 
Gros at Fodredunolan', Journal o f  the Royal Society o f  Antiquaries o f  Ireland, 4th ser., 36 (1906), pp 368-82. 
That said, Castlemore is well south o f  Meath, and it is perhaps more likely that William fitz John held a 
castle within Walter’s lordship, which was taken at this point. My thanks to Aine Foley for her help with 
William fitz John.

He wrote that ‘The lands o f  those within [the castle] are worth little except that o f  William [Sancmille], 
which he has by his w ife’. Royal and other historical letters, i, pp 500-3; CDl, 1171-1251, no. 1203.

For the purpose o f  the tower’s design, see T. E. McNeill, T he great towers o f  early Irish castles', in 
Christopher Harper-Bill (ed.), Anglo-Norman Studies XII, (Woodbridge, 1989), pp 99-117, at pp 104-9.
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knights hold Trim unopposed while the lord o f  Meath rode the length and breadth o f his lordship 

capturing m inor m otte-and-bailey castles? Where were W alter’s tenants? Where were all o f  the 

barons and citizens o f  Ireland about whose fidelity to, and willingness to fight for, the crown 

William M arshal was to write so glowingly in the coming m onths?’ '̂* The fact is that W alter could 

have done a great deal more to further the king’s cause in Ireland had he chosen so to do. This once 

again raises the suspicion that W alter was to a certain degree complicit in the disturbances which 

he had gone to Ireland to combat, a suspicion which the government may have shared.

On 2 May, W illiam M arshal was appointed justiciar o f  I r e l a n d . W h e n  he landed in 

Ireland on 19 June, the Irish barons held a conference with Aed Ua Conchobair, who, after the 

death o f  his father Cathal Crobderg on 25 May 1224, now called h im self king o f  Connacht. The 

barons then travelled to Trim, where the Marshal was attending to the siege, and rendered their 

s e r v i c e . T h e  conference with Aed is said to have been held in Meath {in partibus Mauthie), and 

may have been a result o f  his burning o f the castle o f Lisardowlan (Co. Longford) about this time. 

The annals report that he and his forces ‘killed every one whom they found in it, both Foreigners 

and G aeidhel.’ '^  ̂ Because Lisardowlan is situated along the borders o f  Breifne, A ed’s attack may 

have been prompted by the king’s grant to him o f William de Lacy’s lands in Breifne on 14 

June.'^* Unfortunately for Aed, Lisardowlan did not belong to the outlawed W illiam de Lacy, but 

rather his brother Walter,'^® who was under the king’s protection. Aed was consequently 

considered in breach o f  the king’s peace, and remained so until reconciled through the efforts o f  his 

first cousin, who, ironically, was William de Lacy’s mother.

While William Marshal conducted the siege at Trim, he sent two forces after either 

rebellious de Lacy brother, William and Hugh. One, a detachment o f  horse, overtook William de 

Lacy and forced him to flee into a moor, where he ‘was obliged to throw him self on the mercy o f 

the Irish.’ The other, under the M arshal’s cousin William le Gras, found Hugh de Lacy besieging 

the castle o f  Carrickfergus, which still held out for the king. William was able to gain entry to the 

castle, forcing Hugh to w ithdraw .'^' Abandoning the siege at Carrickfergus, Hugh de Lacy and

He wrote that ‘the king would do well to commend ... [the] Irish barons in his letters. The king's citizens 
of Ireland are prompt in the king's Irish service, and they also deserve commendation. Royal and other 
historical letters, i, pp 500-3; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1203.

He was granted the power to take sureties for faithful service from all those of the king’s adherents in the 
war against Hugh de Lacy in whom he chose not to confide, and to receive into the king’s peace all except 
Hugh de Lacy and others who had broken their charters through rebellion. Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 437-8; 
CDI, 7777-;257,nos 1185-7.

Royal and other historical letters, i, pp 500-3; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1203.
ALC, i, p. 273, s.a. 1224; AC, p. 7, s.a. 1224.
The annals of Loch Ce state that Lisardowlan (Ard-abhla) is situated within Breifrie, ALC, i, p. 273, s.a. 

1224. Perros [Walton]’s claim that Aed may have acted before the grant reached him may be right, but the 
agreement was likely to have been made well before the official documentation was dispatched. Walton, 'The 
English in Connacht 1171-1333', p. 53.

Otway-Ruthven, 'Partition of the de Verdon lands’, pp 414-15.
This was the daughter of Ruairdri Ua Conchobair who had married the elder Hugh de Lacy 1179x1181. 

She had been among those captured by Ua Ragallaig and his Anglo-Norman reinforcements at Crannog Ua 
Ragallaig, see above. See appendix 11 for family tree.

Royal and other historical letters, i, pp 500-3; CDI, 1171-1251, no.1203. See Duffy, 'Prehistory of the 
galloglass', pp 13-14 for the intriguing possibility that Hugh de Lacy utilised help from the isles in his siege.
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Aed Ua Neill fortified the Fews o f Armagh, one o f  the main passages into Ulster, challenging the 

justic iar to attack. William Marshal and his allies, who included Donnchad Cairbrech Ua Brien, 

Diarmait Mac Carthaig, and the now reconciled Aed Ua Conchobair went as far as Nicholas de 

Verdun’s town o f Dundalk,’^̂  but refused to proceed against Hugh. The passes would never be 

forced without much difficulty, and while the army that he led might have been impressive, coming 

from four o f the five provinces o f  Ireland, the M arshal may well have doubted its mettle in a 

pitched battle. What is more, Alan o f  Galloway and his kin, who the crown may have expected to 

open up a second front against Hugh in the north-east, never cam e.’^̂  W illiam M arshal must have 

recognised the impasse for what it was. The door was therefore left open for a peaceful resolution 

negotiated by, and (as it turned out) at the expense o f  W alter de Lacy.'^"'

N egotiating Peace -1 2 2 5 -1 2 2 6

The Irish war o f  1223 to 1224 should not therefore be seen as a victory for the crown, for 

although Hugh de Lacy officially surrendered and was sent to the king,'"^ hardly a blow had been 

struck in the conflict, and he had certainly not lost anything. Orpen is almost certainly correct that 

before his surrender Hugh was assured that severe terms would not be imposed.'^* Negotiations 

took some time to be concluded, and on 10 May 1225 it was ordered, at the instance o f William 

Marshal, that Hugh de Lacy be given the sum o f  200 marks per year to sustain him until their 

discussions were concluded and Hugh was better provided for.'^’ William Marshal was still 

justiciar o f Ireland, and, as one charged with the security' o f  that land, he would have recognised the 

danger o f leaving Hugh de Lacy destitute while negotiations dragged on. Connacht had lately 

boiled over, with H ugh’s ally Aed Ua Neill leading a successful coup installing his preferred 

candidate, Toirdelbach, son o f the former high-king Ruaidri Ua Conchobair, in place o f Aed Ua 

Conchobair. At least two distinct Anglo-Norman forces had involved themselves in the dynastic 

struggle, and, to make matters worse, Richard de Burgh was eyeing Connacht once more.'^* At 

some point before 21 April 1225, Richard had married W alter de Lacy’s daughter, Egidia.'^^ If, as 

seems likely, this marriage was contracted to give the de Lacys a stronger voice at court while also

Nicholas was later to demand compensation for his lands laid waste in the war. Rot. litt. claus., i, p. 618; 
CDl, 1171-1251,no. 1210.

Alan was later to write to the king, stating that he had gone from island to island collecting a force to cross 
to defend the king’s honour in Ireland, but that on the very day that he was at last prepared to embark, he 
learned that peace had been agreed between Hugh and the Marshal. He then asked that, if this were true, that 
the lands that King John gave to himself and his brother, Thomas, earl of Athol be under the crown’s 
protection. CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1218; CDS 1108-1272, no. 890. Although it may seem a bit too convenient 
an excuse, if Alan’s testimony is true, then his failure to mobilise his forces in time may be down to the 
disturbances within the North Channel province mentioned above.

ALC, i, pp 265, 271-3, s.aa 1221, 1224; AC, p. 7, s.a. 1224; AU, ii, p. 271, s.a. 1222 (recte 1224); Orpen, 
Normans, p. 300-4, (vol. iii, pp 38-48); Simms, 'O'Hanlons', pp 75-8; Lydon, Lordship o f Ireland, pp 77-9.

ALC, i, pp 271-3, s.a. 1224; 'Annales prioratus de Dunstapilia', pp 91-2, s.a. 1225; Orpen, Normans, p. 303 
(vol. iii, p. 45).

Orpen, Normans, p. 303 (vol. iii, p. 45).
Rot. litt. claus., ii, p. 37b.
Otway-Ruthven, Medieval Ireland, pp 92-3; Walton, The English in Connacht 1 171-1333', pp 54-6.
CFR 1224-25, no. 171; Rot. litt claus., ii, p. 35b; CDl, 1171-1251, no. 1268.
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providing Richard de Burgh support for his position in Ireland, then William Marshal would have 

been keen to keep Hugh de Lacy out o f  the picture. William Marshal had been one o f  Aed Ua 

Conchobair’s strongest supporters at court, and was to be one o f  those most determined to ensure 

that Richard de B urgh’s grant went unrealised.’'’® Consequently, seven days after Hugh received 

his m aintenance grant, Richard was likewise allowed 250 marks per year to sustain him .''" These 

grants were less expensive than the territorial gold rush that the conquest o f Connacht promised to 

become.

Three days after Hugh was granted his allowance, the king’s court finally decided what 

should be done to W alter de Lacy. He was fined 3,000 marks for having the lands o f his knights 

and free tenants in Ireland who had gone against the crown in his brother’s war.'''^ This was a 

m assive sum considering the limited extent o f  the rebellion in Meath. Only a decade earlier W alter 

had agreed to a 4,000 mark fine for seisin o f  the entire lordship.'''^ The fact that W alter was 

allowed to keep the fines for seisin that his rebellious tenants would individually make led Orpen to 

conclude that ‘W alter’s fine may be in part regarded as a convenient way o f  collecting these fines 

for the king.’’'*'' It is difficuh to agree with Orpen, however, because, even had the crown not 

retained three o f  the more lucrative fines for itself, the amount that W alter was able to extract for 

h im self was never going to be veiy much.'''^ Instead, the 3,000 mark fine may have been purely 

punitive and reflected the governm ent’s suspicions regarding W alter’s role in his brother’s 

rebellion.''*^

M eanwhile, negotiations with Hugh de Lacy continued to drag, and so an interim measure 

was agreed. On 12 May 1226, the king notified the Irish justiciar, William Marshal, that W alter de 

Lacy had been granted custody o f the lands and castles o f  the earldom o f  Ulster, in addition to 

those which Hugh held within W alter’s fee and through his marriage to Lescelina de Verdun. These 

lands, which amounted to all o f  H ugh’s Irish lands, were to be returned to the king after three 

years, unless Hugh had negotiated their restoration in the m e a n t i m e . T h i s  was in essence a 

modified form o f  that settlement mooted by the government in the spring o f 1223, which failed due 

to lack o f support from the proposed custodians. Now that clearer heads had prevailed, W alter was 

willing (or forced) to take the risk. H ugh’s ultimate restoration did not arrive until after Henry III

Smith, 'Irish politics', p. 18; Crooks, "Divide and rule", pp 289-90; Walton, 'The English in Connacht 
1171-1333', pp 54-62.

Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 528; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1292. This had been proposed the previous year, 
1223. See above.

For an additional fine, Walter was allowed seisin o f his castles o f Trim, Kilmore and Ludlow, but, as 
before, Ratoath, Nobber and Drogheda were retained for the crown, Rot. litt. claus., ii, p. 39b; CDI, 1171- 
1251, no. 1289. Kilmore had been taken as part o f the crown’s operations in Breiftie, Royal and other 
historical letters, i, pp 500-3; CDI, 1171-1251, no .1203. Its restoration shows that the government’s support 
for Aed Ua Conchobair’s grant of Breifhe was already beginning to waver.

See chapter 5.
''''' Orpen, Normans, p. 304 (vol. iii, pp 46-7).

Rot. litt. claus., ii, p. 39b; CDI, 1I7I-125I, no. 1289. The three crown fines only came to 330 marks, CFR 
1224-25, nos 174-6; Rot. litt. claus., ii, p. 35b; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1273.
’‘‘'’The marriage between Walter’s daughter and Richard de Burgh almost gives W alter’s settlement the 
appearance of a peace agreement between Walter and the English justiciar, Hubert de Burgh.

Patent rolls, 1225-1232, pp 31-2, 75-6; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 1373-4.
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assum ed his full majority in 1227. On 20 April 1227, the king ordered the justic iar o f  Ireland to 

restore to Hugh seisin o f all his lands and castles in W alter’s custody, while also ordering H ugh’s 

knights to be attentive to him and W alter to deliver seisin.''** Thus, almost four years after Hugh de 

Lacy began his w ar to recover his forfeited earldom, Ulster was restored. This seems not to have 

been a grant in perpetuity, for upon H ugh’s death Ulster reverted to the crown despite the survival 

o f  at least one heiress.'"'^ However, it was much more than might have been expected. W alter had 

weathered the storm relatively well, though his large fine suggests that the governm ent suspected a 

degree o f duplicity. It is one o f history’s ironies that W alter de Lacy was fined 3,000 marks for the 

revolt o f  several o f his minor tenants, while Hugh de Lacy, the man who actually led their revolt, 

walked away with a maintenance grant and was ultimately gifted the earldom o f  Ulster for no 

recorded fine.

Gilbert de Lacy -  1226-30

Had all gone according to plan, then the final peace negotiations following Hugh de Lacy’s 

w ar might have signalled the twilight o f  W alter de Lacy’s political career and the rise o f his son 

and heir, Gilbert. In 1225 W alter would have been at least 57 years old, and, as we shall see, he 

began associating Gilbert with the governance o f the de Lacy inheritance in at least England and 

the march from about this point. This allowed W alter to focus more heavily on his interests in 

Ireland, where the restoration o f  his brother Hugh de Lacy in Ulster and the grant o f  Connacht to 

his son-in-law Richard de Burgh signalled greater freedom for W alter and his fellow magnates. 

However, Gilbert de Lacy’s untimely death in 1230 forced W alter to once again shoulder the 

burden o f the administration o f  his transmarine estates on his own. The remainder o f  this chapter is 

therefore largely concerned with the political manoeuvrings o f  an aging magnate who, though still 

territorially significant, became increasingly irrelevant in the arena o f  high politics.

One o f the key factors in W alter’s willingness to take on the responsibility for the custody 

o f  his brother’s Irish lands in 1226 may have been the fact that Gilbert was able to assume some o f 

the responsibilities o f  lordship. Within W alter de Lacy’s charter for the custody o f  Hugh de Lacy’s 

lands, it states that ‘W alter and his son G ilbert’ bound them selves by oath to the observance o f the 

conditions, and that the sureties listed were to ensure that ‘W alter and Gilbert, his son’ should 

surrender the castles and l a n d s . G i l b e r t  even went so far as to issue his own charter to the same 

effect.'^ ' Later that year, Gilbert’s influence on his father’s policies became apparent in the latter’s 

handling o f  the activation o f Richard de B urgh’s grant o f  Connacht. Throughout 1225, events had 

aligned themselves against the recognised king o f  Connacht, Aed Ua Conchobair. Aed had only 

ju st been able to hold onto his kingship thanks to the diplomatic and military aid provided him by

Patent rolls, ]225-1232, p. 118; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1498. The king sent a separate letter to Walter on 
the same day, empowering him to retain Hugh’s castles if  he saw fit. Rot. litt. claus., ii, p. 182b; CDI, 1171- 
1251,no. 1499.

See, Orpen, Normans, p. 414 (vol. iii, pp 264-5).
Patent rolls, 1225-1232, pp 15-6, CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1372.
Patent rolls, 1225-1232, pp 77-8; CD I 1171-1251, no. 1374.
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W illiam M arshal. It had become abundantly clear, however, that his position was untenable without 

Anglo-Norm an s u p p o r t . H u b e r t  de Burgh had restrained his nephew’s ambitions for quite some 

time, but through Richard’s installation as seneschal o f  M unster and marriage alliance with W alter 

de Lacy, Hubert had also provided him with what appeared a firm foundation from which to launch 

his long-awaited conquest o f Connacht.

The first step was taken on 22 June 1226, when Aed Ua Conchobair’s firmest supporter, 

W illiam M arshal, was removed from the justiciarship, being replaced by his deputy justiciar, 

Geoffrey de Marisco.'^^ One week later, de Marisco was ordered to summon Aed to appear before 

him at the k ing’s court in Ireland and to surrender to him the entire land o f Connacht. The official 

justification for his forfeiture was that Connacht had only been granted to his father Cathal 

Crobderg during pleasure. The king’s court was to decide whether that forfeiture was warranted.’ '̂' 

A ed’s attacks on de Lacy’s castles in Breifne in 1221, 1223 and 1224, though pardoned by then 

justiciars Archbishop Henry and William Marshal, would have provided all o f  the justification that 

the king’s court needed to find Aed in breach o f the terms o f his father’s c h a r t e r . I n  any event, 

the outcome was a foregone conclusion, because the royal government issued several mandates 

shortly thereafter concerning the transference o f Connacht to Richard de Burgh. One ordered de 

M arisco to deliver seisin o f Connacht to Richard de Burgh as soon as the court had declared 

Connacht forfeit, and detailed the crow n’s retention o f five cantreds near Athlone.'^^ Another 

halted de B urgh’s 250 mark compensatory rent, while yet another ordered that royal service be 

used to help Richard fortify C onnacht.'”

W illiam Marshal, however, was determined to see Aed retain his kingship. He seems to 

have warned Aed o f  the governm ent’s plans and directed his bailiffs to withhold delivery o f the 

royal castles in their charge.'^* He had even determined to go to Ireland himself, and was on his 

way, when, on 10 July 1226, the government expressed its displeasure at his going. He was ordered 

to first surrender custody o f the castles o f  Caermarthen and Cardigan in W ales, which dissuaded 

him from making the v o y a g e . T h e  m otive for his journey is revealed through the actions o f  his 

tenants in Leinster. That August, the justiciar o f Ireland, Geoffrey de Marisco, wrote to the king 

from Waterford.'^'* He stated that while preparing to travel to Dublin to communicate several o f the 

king’s mandates to the barons o f  Ireland, he learned that ‘William Earl M arshal, by assent o f

The best account of the succession dispute in Connacht is to be found in, Walton, The English in 
Connacht 1 171-1333', pp 54-7.

Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 47.; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1380. This would seem to have been a clear step 
against Aed, Goddard H. Orpen, 'Richard de Burgh and the conquest o f Connaught', Journal o f  the Galway 
Archaeological and Historical Society, 7/3 (1911-12), pp 129-47, at p. 135; Smith, 'Irish politics', p. 15.

Patent rolls, 1216-1225, p. 48.; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1402. Thus the stipulation in Cathal Crobderg’s 1215 
charter that he should not be disseised without judgement of the king’s court was to be honoured. Rot. chart., 
p. 219; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 654; Walton, 'The English in Connacht 1171-1333', p. 58.

See above.
Patent rolls, 1216-1225, pp 48-9; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1403.
Rot. litt. claus., ii, pp 124, 127; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 1395, 1426.
Orpen, Normans, p. 366 (vol. iii, p. 168); Orpen, 'Richard de Burgh', p. 136.
Patent rolls, 1225-1232, pp 80-1; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1431.
What follows may be found in, Royal and other historical letters, i, pp 290-3; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1443.
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Theobald Walter, was about to oppose his passage with all the force o f  Leinster.’ De M arisco was 

nevertheless able to get through to Dublin, where he held a council and received the oaths o f  fealty 

from all present, save several o f  William M arshal’s tenants.'^ ' Theobald Walter even went so far as 

to fortify Dublin castle, the centre o f  the royal administration in Ireland, against the king. That 

Connacht was at the heart o f  the dispute is suggested both by de M arisco’s special praise in the 

letter for ‘Richard de Burgh, who always assists the justiciar in the king’s affairs’, and by de 

M arisco’s claim that William M arshal’s seneschal, William le Gras, had instructed Aed Ua 

Conchobair to ignore the king’s mandates and was banding the Irish together, so that they could not 

be recalled from their conspiracy. W alter de Lacy had been appointed the task o f  conducting Aed 

from Athlone to the council at Dublin, but the Irish king did not come.'^^ With Richard de Burgh 

on one side and William M arshal on the other, one might suspect to find W alter de Lacy supporting 

his son-in-law over the man against whom his brother had fought two years before. De M arisco 

reported, however, that W alter sided with the M arshal ‘because o f  the confederacy between the 

Earl and Gilbert de Lacy, W alter’s son.’’^̂  The severity o f  the situation, which quickly took on the 

appearance o f  treason, should not be underestimated,'^'* and neither should W alter’s decision to 

allow his allegiance to be dictated by his son’s ‘confederacy’. However, on 27 August, the M arshal 

met with the king and submitted to his will.'®^ The opposition o f his Leinster tenants immediately 

collapsed leaving Aed no worthwhile support among the Anglo-Normans.'*^ The M arshal was then 

sent to Ireland under the king’s protection, in all probability to deliver custody o f  the royal castles 

in his charge.'*’

After Aed Ua Conchobair’s refusal to accompany W alter de Lacy to Dublin, a second 

meeting was set up between him and the justiciar’s son, William de Marisco, at a place ju st west o f

Those who refused to render their fealty were William, baron o f  Naas, Walter de Ridelesford, Matthew 
fitz Griffin and John de Clahull.

Against this should be set the testimony o f  the Irish annals, which claim that Aed went to Dublin, but, 
facing deceit and treachery at the court, was whisked away in the nick o f time by ‘his personal friend’ 
William Marshal and his followers, AC, p. 25, s.a. 1226; ALC, i, p. 293, s.a. 1226; AFM, iii, p. 243, s.a, 1226; 
Ann. Cion., p. 231, s.a. 1226. As Walton rightly points out, the fact that the Marshal was still in England at 
this point makes de Marisco’s account more acceptable, Walton, T he English in Connacht 1171-1333', pp 
61-2.

Royal and other historical letters, i, pp 290-3; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1443. The connection between 
William Marshal and Gilbert de Lacy may be explained by any number o f  reasons, though their mutual 
courting o f  the prominent knight Stephen d ’Evreux deserves notice. Stephen came from a family who held 
lands o f  the de Lacys in Herefordshire, but had been an influential member o f  the elder William Marshal’s 
familia. His service carried with it a measure o f  prestige (Painter, William Marshal, pp 155-8, 283; Crouch, 
William Marshal, pp 107-13, 148, 151, 173-6, 225). At some point before 1228, Gilbert made a permanent 
grant o f  de Lacy demesne at Staunton-on-Wye, Herefordshire to Stephen, ‘for which he therefore should be 
in my familia’ (Holden, Lords o f  the central marches, pp 59, 100, 132). Stephen also received a grant o f  
Wilby, Norfolk from the younger William Marshal 1219x1227 (Crouch, William Marshal, p. 225; Holden, 
Lords o f  the central marches, p. 132n). Gilbert would appear to have won their contest, for upon Stephen’s 
death in 1229, Gilbert seems to have received custody o f  his heir, William (Curia regis rolls o f  the reign o f  
Henry III, vol. xiii, 11-14 Henry III, (London, 1959), p. 343, no. 1622; Holden, Lords o f  the central marches,
p. 101).

Peter Crooks has done well to highlight this fact. Crooks, "Divide and rule", p. 290.
Patent rolls, 1225-1232, p. 82.
Walton, T he English in Connacht 1171-1333', p. 62.
Patent rolls, 1225-1232, p. 59; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1440; Orpen, Normans, p. 366 (vol. iii, p. 168).
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Athlone. When William arrived, however, Aed seized him and two of his men, slew the constable 

of Athlone, plundered the market at Athlone and burned the town.'^* In the words of Otway- 

Ruthven, ‘the inevitable reaction followed’. O n  21 May 1227, one month after Hugh de Lacy 

had been restored to the earldom of Ulster, Richard de Burgh was finally granted the whole land of 

Connacht.'™ The grant was a permanent one, to Richard and his heirs, made possible by king 

Henry Ill’s coming of age that January. The fact that William Marshal appeared among its 

witnesses may suggest that he had resigned himself to de Burgh’s promotion. The de Lacys 

certainly seem to have switched their support to Richard de Burgh, with the colonists of Meath 

comprising one o f the armies that invaded Connacht that year. The full measure of their 

involvement was alleged the following year. In 1228, Aed Ua Conchobair came to realize that he 

had no option but to treat for peace. While he was in the justiciar’s house, however, ‘he was 

treacherously killed by an Englishman, for which cause the [justiciar] hanged the Englishman.’ 

The annals of Connacht contend that ‘this deed of treachery was done on this righteous, excellent 

prince at the instigation of Hugo de Lacy’s sons and o f William son of the Justiciar.’ ’’  ̂ The de 

Lacys were thus implicated in the assassination of the king o f Connacht, Richard de Burgh’s main 

barrier to the province. Richard de Burgh superseded Geoffrey de Marisco as justiciar on 13 

February 1228,'^^ at which point his triumph seemed complete. As Brendan Smith writes, ‘the 

restoration o f de Lacy to his lands and title in 1227 set the seal on a new chapter in Anglo-Irish 

relations, and for the next fifteen to twenty years the fortunes of the English in Ireland rested with a 

small group of magnates o f whom the most important were Maurice FitzGerald, Walter de 

Ridelsford, Hugh de Lacy, Walter de Lacy and Richard de Burgh.’ Ireland was once again to be 

controlled by a handful o f powerful magnates.

The de Lacys were riding high on royal favour during this period, and they showed 

themselves willing to serve in Henry I ll’s royal armies. In September 1228, Gilbert de Lacy 

answered the king’s call to arms and served in Hubert de Burgh’s disastrous Kerry (Ceri) campaign 

in W a l e s . T h e  following year, on 26 October 1229, Walter, Hugh and William de Lacy were 

among those prepared to embark on Henry Ill’s continental expedition.’’  ̂ Although the army’s

Otway-Ruthven, Medieval Ireland, p. 94; Orpen, 'Richard de Burgh', pp 136-7; Walton, 'The English in 
Connacht 1171-1333', p. 62.

Otway-Ruthven, Medieval Ireland, p. 94.
Calendar o f  the charter rolls, 1226-1257, p. 42; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 1518.
Ann. Cion., pp 232-3, s.a. 1227.
AC, p. 29, s.a. 1228. William de Marisco was married to the niece of Archbishop Henry o f Dublin, see 

above.
Orpen, Normans, p. 368 (vol. iii, pp 172-3). Orpen speculates that de Marisco’s removal may have 

resulted from a quarrel with Richard de Burgh.
Smith, 'Irish politics', p. 14.
Close rolls, 1227-I23I, p. 115. For the campaign, see Walker, 'Hubert de Burgh and Wales', pp 478-82; 

Lloyd, History o f  Wales, ii, pp 667-8. It was while on this expedition that he was informed o f Stephen 
d’Evreux’s death, and was ordered to release the lands which Stephen held o f Gilbert’s fee. Close rolls, 
1227-1231, p. 32

Close rolls. 1227-1231, p. 256.
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departure was delayed,'’  ̂ when it finally sailed the following year, Gilbert de Lacy had joined its 

ranks.'’* Gilbert de Lacy quickly gained the favour of the king, being granted remission o f all of 

the interest on his Jewish debt on 21 May 1 2 3 0 , and further monetary reward at Bordeaux on 12 

August 1230.'*° Meanwhile, Walter had returned to England, where, in mid-June 1230, he was 

among those appointed to hold the assize of arms in Herefordshire.'*' Prestigious though this 

commission may have been, the real prize was in Ireland, where he and his fellow magnates were 

in the ascendency. Consequently, Walter was given leave to travel to Ireland on 26 August, where 

he fought alongside his son-in-law Richard de Burgh in Connacht.'*^ Gilbert de Lacy’s control of 

much of the de Lacy inheritance east of the Irish Sea must have aided the ageing Walter in his Irish 

endeavours. That was all to change, however, for by that winter Gilbert was dead. His death, and 

the complex legal proceedings which surrounded it, were eventually to embroil Walter de Lacy in 

the last great conflict of his life, the rebellion of Richard Marshal.

Resumption o f  lordship in England -  1230-33

Gilbert de Lacy’s death (leaving an infant son and two daughters) was a potentially 

disastrous situation for Walter, for, in addition to losing his son and heir, he faced the prospect of 

losing a substantial chunk of the de Lacy inheritance to the crown. Gilbert had been increasingly 

associated with the lordship o f the de Lacy lands in at least England, and may have actually been in 

possession o f the entire honour o f Weobley. That this was the case is suggested by Gilbert’s 

involvement in two plaints o f mort d ’ancestor on 24 April and 6 September 1229, concerning 

territories in the honorial caput o f Weobley.'*^ What is more, the de Lacy s’ Welsh marcher 

lordship of Ewyas Lacy, which was also held by Gilbert, was later to be provided as dower for his 

wife Isabella, daughter o f Earl Hugh II Bigod of Norfolk (d. 1225).'*'* A wife’s dower usually 

amounted to a third of her husband’s possessions,'*^ so Gilbert must have held a substantial fee. 

The vital question w'as whether Walter had actually demised these lands upon his son. If so, then 

they would have been taken into the king’s hand during the wardship o f Gilbert’s son and heir, 

Walter, as lands o f a tenant-in-chief. When the younger Walter came of age, the lands then would 

have gone to him, not his grandfather. It was therefore quite possible that the elder Walter de Lacy

Powicke, King Henry III and the lord Edward, p 72.
Patent rolls, 1225-1232, pp 357-62 (Gilbert and Walter at p. 360). For the disappointing campaign, see 

Stacey, Henry III, pp 160-73.
™ Close rolls, 1227-1231, p. 410.

Patent rolls, 1225-1232, p. 391.
Royal and other historical letters, i, p. 374.
Close rolls, 1227-1231, p. 432; CDl, 1252-1284, no. 1850; Roger ofW endover's Flowers o f  history, ii, p. 

536; Mathaei Parisiensis chronica majora, iii, p. 197.
Patent rolls, 1225-1232, pp 289, 305. Gilbert also confirmed his father’s rant o f Aylburton 

(Gloucestershire) in the forest o f Dean to Philip de Coleville, The National Archives (TNA) C 115/77, f  77 
(both grants).

Calendar o f  the patent rolls preserved in the Public Record Office, Henry 111, A.D. 1232-1247, (London, 
1906), p. 42. Vincent, Peter des Roches, pp 390-1; Morris, Bigod earls o f  Norfolk, pp 10-11.

S.S. Walker, 'Introduction [Wife and widow in medieval England]', in S.S. Walker (ed.), Wife and widow 
in medieval England, (Ann Arbour, 1993), pp 1-16, at pp 7-8.
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could have been left with little more than his lordship o f Meath (if Gilbert had not received part of 

it as well), and been more or less confined to the political arena of Ireland.'*® For one who had 

once boasted territories in England, Wales, Ireland and Normandy, this must have been a daunting 

possibility. Fortunately for Walter, his recent fidelity to the crown, and perhaps more importantly 

his alliance with de Burgh, were not forgotten when the matter came to court. On Christmas day 

1230 the king declared that Walter de Lacy had not demised upon his son Gilbert the lands which 

the latter held in Herefordshire and Shropshire, but rather that Gilbert had held them o f Walter ad  

se sustentandum  (for his maintenance). Walter retained his territories. He could not have 

received a better present.

Although Walter was thrust back into the lordship of the entire de Lacy inheritance, he did 

not revert to his old ways. De Lacy was an ageing magnate, and apparently wearying of the cut and 

thrust o f high politics. After the king’s decision that December, Walter would have likely remained 

in England in order to re-impose his own direct lordship over his lands. For the next two years, 

while his brothers fought to extend their influence in Ireland and the political storm surrounding the 

return to court of Peter des Roches and the fall o f Hubert de Burgh engulfed England,'** Walter 

remained quietly to the side. Even the Welsh war o f 1231 saw him play only a late, though 

seemingly important, role. He and several o f his fellow marcher lords brokered a truce with 

Llywelyn to last until 30 November 1231.'*^ After the trouble in Wales, the only glimpses that the 

sources give of him (apart from religious benefactions) are displays o f royal favour, presumably for 

his fidelity during the Welsh disturbances. In October 1231 Waiter was pardoned 100 marks at the 

e x c h e q u e r . T h e  following month, he was granted deer and wood from the king’s f o r e s t s . H e  

thereafter remained in England until 1233, apparently on the king’s service, but there is little to
192mark his actions.

The rebellion o f  Richard Marshal -  1233-1234

While Walter sat idly by, changes in royal policy gathered pace. The failure of the royal 

military operations o f 1228 (Wales), 1230 (Brittany and Poitou) and 1231 (Wales) had reflected 

poorly on the English justiciar, Hubert de Burgh. The death o f Hubert’s long-time supporter,

This of course is following the rather large assumptions that the entire honour o f Weobley had in fact been 
demised to Gilbert, and that Weobley remained the de Lacys’ only English honour. It was also quite possible 
that Ludlow had by this point emerged as the caput o f a second de Lacy honour in Shropshire, Wightman, 
Lacy, pp 136, 198; Liberfeodorum, ii, pp 846, 859.

Close rolls, 1227-1231, pp 464-5. For the various forms o f grants, including ad se sustentandum, see S. P. 
C. Milsom, The legal framework o f  English feudalism  (Maitland Lectures) (Cambridge, 1976), pp 134-8.

Vincent, Peter des Roches, pp 273-320; David Carpenter, 'The fall o f Hubert de Burgh', Journal o f  British 
Studies, 9/2 (1980), pp 1-17.

Interestingly, when King Henry III renewed this truce for another year, William de Lacy was one o f the 
two men (the other being the archdeacon of Shropshire) who swore to its observance on his behalf. Acts o f  
Welsh rulers, , pp 434-5; Close rolls, 1227-1231, pp 585-6, 601. For the 1231 expedition see, Walker, 
'Hubert de Burgh and Wales', pp 484-94.

Close rolls, 1227-1231, p. 565.
Close rolls o f  the reign o f  Henry 111, preserved in the Public Record Office, A.D. 1231-1234, (London, 

1905), p. 4.
’’2 Close rolls, 1227-1231, p. 535; Close rolls. 1231-1234, pp 7, 73, 182, 254.
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William Marshal, in July 1231 was a fiirther blow, and his decision to oppose the succession of 

William’s brother Richard to the Marshal inheritance ensured that Hubert remained exposed when 

Richard finally gained s e i s i n . T h e  story o f Hubert’s fall from power need not be repeated here, 

but by the end of July 1232, he had been dismissed from c o u r t . H i s  dismissal was to have a 

profound effect on de Lacy interests either side of the Irish Sea with the meteoric rise to 

prominence of Peter des Roches’s close relation, Peter de Rivallis. King Henry III set out to re

establish royal authority wherever it had been in abeyance due to his minority or the actions o f his 

former justiciar, and Peter des Rivallis was to be the instrument of royal control in several areas, 

including the Welsh march and Ireland. As his father. King John, had done with his own familiaris, 

William de Braose, Henry III entrusted de Rivallis with the custody o f a good number o f strategic 

territories in those regions, the difference being that while de Braose had held them in fee, de 

Rivallis was only their custodian. Nicholas Vincent and Brock Holden have illustrated Peter’s 

introduction into the Welsh March, where he was granted custody of the lands of John de Braose in 

Gower, St. Briavel’s castle, the Forest of Dean, the Three Castles, and all o f Hubert de Burgh’s 

marcher lands and castles, including the honours o f Carmarthen, Ceredigion, and custody of 

Glamorgan with the castles of Cardiff and Newport. He was also granted the heir o f John Marshal, 

whom he intended to marry to his niece. While Holden is probably correct that patronage to this 

extent in any one region was always likely to offend those o f the region who might have otherwise 

sought to profit from these custodies, it was not a foregone conclusion that rebellion should foment 

along the Welsh march due to de Rivallis’s rise.

The advancement of Peter de Rivallis in the march was remenicent o f the generous 

patronage of King John to William de B r a o s e . J u s t  like de Braose, de Rivallis was also promoted 

within the de Burgh ambit in Ireland. As we have seen, one o f the greatest beneficiaries of Hubert 

de Burgh’s rise to power in the preceding decade had been his nephew, Richard. According to King 

Henry Ill’s later testimony, after Hubert was dismissed, ‘the king caused [Richard de Burgh] to be 

disseised on account of...the contention moved between the king and H[ubert] de Burgo, earl of 

Kent, his uncle.’ Richard was removed from the Irish justiciarship and ordered to surrender the 

castles he held for the crown. When he resisted, his lands were forfeited and the conquest of 

Connacht halted.’ *̂ On 28 July, Peter de Rivallis was granted several offices which gave him 

complete control o f the finances o f Ireland. He was also made custodian of the cities and castles of 

Limerick and Cork, the strategic castles of Athlone, Drogheda, Dungarvan (Co. Waterford) and 

Rinndown (Co. Roscommon), o f Decies and Desmond and o f the five Cantreds of Connacht which

Carpenter, 'The fall o f Hubert de Burgh', p. 5.
For two excellent accounts, see Vincent, Peter des Roches, pp 259-309; Carpenter, 'The fall of Hubert de 

Burgh', pp 1-17.
Vincent, Peter des Roches, pp 372-5; Holden, Lords o f  the central marches, p. 209.
See chapter 4.
Cal. pat. rolls, 1232-1247, p. 73; GDI. 1171-1251, no. 2217.
Vincent, Peter des Roches, pp 371-5; Crooks, "Divide and rule", p. 292; Walton, 'The English in Connacht 

1 171-1333', pp 70-2.
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had been reserved to the c r o w n . T h e  removal o f de Burgh, and the introduction o f an absentee 

lord in his place, touched o ff yet more fighting in Connacht. The situation became such that by the 

middle o f  July 1233, Henry III was planning a royal expedition to Ireland for the early autumn in 

order to pacify the r e g i o n . B e f o r e  that expedition could be mounted, however, Richard M arshal’s 

rebellion had flared up along the Welsh march.

The M arshal rebellion was, at its core, a rebellion against the seemingly arbitrary rule 

which had become more commonplace since the return to court o f Peter des Roches.^”' The most 

galling instance to the Marshal, and the catalyst for his removal from court, was the removal p er  

voluntatem regis o f  the M arshal’s associate Gilbert Basset from his manor o f  Upavon, W iltshire in 

February 1233. Richard retired from court by 9 February, whence he travelled to Wales (where he 

launched an un-sanctioned offensive against Llywelyn) and then on to Ireland, where he landed by 

1 April 1233.^°^ The storm clouds gathered, and the king took no chances. On 13 June, W alter de 

Lacy was one o f  the Welsh m archer lords from whom Henry III took hostages to ensure their 

fidelity ^quod firm apax s i f

Far from joining the rebellion, W alter was one o f its initial targets. In August 1233, forces 

under the direction o f Richard M arshal’s ch ief supporter in the march, W alter Clifford, attacked 

and took the castles o f Hay and Ewyas. Ewyas Lacy, it will be remembered, had belonged to 

Gilbert de Lacy before his death in 1230, and had been assigned as dower in his m arriage to 

Isabella Bigod. Once the king had declared that W alter should recover all o f his son’s lands as 

those held ad se sustentandum, Ewy'as Lacy and G ilbert’s other lands had reverted to Walter, who 

apparently failed to provide Isabella with her dower. Isabella’s brother, Roger III Bigod, was 

Richard M arshal’s nephew, and it was likely he who suggested W alter’s castle o f Ewyas as one o f 

their primary targets.^®'' Both Hay and Ewyas were quickly recovered by royal f o r c e s , a n d  the 

rebellion was soon extinguished in the middle march. The legitimacy o f  Isabella Bigod’s claim to 

Ewyas Lacy was confirmed by the crown, however, which granted custody o f  the castle and 

lordship to Peter de Rivallis, rather than returning them to W alter de Lacy.^°® W alter de Lacy 

therefore lost his Welsh m archer lordship due, in part, to the M arshal’s rebellion, a fact which 

could not have sat well with him. Thus, despite the king’s obvious role in removing Ewyas Lacy

Calendar o f the charter rolls, 1226-1257, pp 166-7; Patent rolls, 1225-1232, pp 493-5; Close rolls, 1231- 
1234, pp 102, 104; CDI, 1171-1251, nos 1969-72, 1976; Otway-Ruthven, Medieval Ireland, pp 95-6.

Otway-Ruthven, Medieval Ireland, pp 96-7; Vincent, Peter des Roches, p. 385.
For a detailed narrative of the rebellion see, Vincent, Peter des Roches, pp 399-428. For the rebellion in 

the march see Holden, Lords o f the central marches, pp 207-14. An important study of those who rebelled is, 
R. P. Walker, 'The supporters of Richard Marshall, earl of Pembroke, in the rebellion of 1233-1234', Welsh 
History Review, 17 (1994-5), pp 41-65.

Vincent, Peter des Roches, pp 334-9, 372.
Close rolls, 1231-1234, p. 312. This has traditionally been interpreted as a means of preventing the 

marchers from joining Richard Marshal’s rebellion, Powicke, King Henry III and the lord Edward, i, p. 127. 
However, Walker thinks it more likely that this was in order to ensure that the marchers did not break a truce 
with Llywelyn, Walker, 'Supporters of Richard Marshall', p. 54.

Morris, Bigod earls o f  Norfolk, pp 10-11. See also Walker, 'Supporters of Richard Marshall', p. 44.
Cal. pat. rolls, 1232-1247, p. 25; Close rolls, 1231-1234, p. 257; Vincent, Peter des Roches, p. 399.
He was also granted custody of fiirther lands in the honour of Grosmont, which were to be Isabella’s, 

Close rolls, 1231-1234, p. 265.
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from de Lacy, W alter was prepared to go on the offensive and be used by Henry III to spread the 

conflict to the M arshal’s estates in Ireland.

W alter was dispatched to Ireland by December 1233.^°^ Roger o f  W endover claims that 

Peter des Roches and Peter de Rivallis then sent a letter in the king’s name to W alter and Hugh de 

Lacy, Richard de Burgh, Geoffrey de M arisco and the Irish justiciar, Maurice fitz Gerald, in which 

they declared that Richard M arshal had been disinherited and banished from England. The letter 

continued:

We therefore order you on your oath, as faithful subjects o f our lord the king, to seize 

him [Richard Marshal] if  he should happen to come to Ireland, and bring him, dead or 

alive, before the king; and if  you do this, all his inheritance and possessions in the 

kingdom o f  Ireland, which are now at the disposal o f our lord the king, will be granted to 

you to be divided am ongst you, and to be held by you by hereditary right. And for the 

faithful fulfilment o f  this promise to you by our lord the king, all o f us, by whose advice 

the business o f the king and kingdom is managed, will become securities if  you bring the 

above design to effect. Farewell.

Such an order, if  sent, has not survived in any other form. However, although W endover’s account 

o f the dispute is d u b i o u s , P e t e r  Crooks has made a convincing case that Henry III may have at 

least suspected the bloody outcome o f  the transference o f  the war to Ireland.^'® It should perhaps be 

noted that, while the parcelling out o f  Leinster among those responsible for the M arshal’s 

destruction may seem far fetched, it was precisely what had happened when Hugh de Lacy drove 

John de Courcy from Ulster in 1204.^" In that instance there were similarly no direct statements 

enrolled by the chancery o f the k ing’s intent to reward Hugh de Lacy for his attacks, only oblique 

instructions regarding what was to be carried out should de Courcy default in court. W endover’s 

overactive imagination aside, there is no compelling reason to believe that instructions along those 

lines might not have been passed along to the Irish barons, or that des Roches and de Rivallis 

would not have sought to im plement these conditions if  they had survived the r e b e l l i o n . I n  the 

event, the mood in the aftermath o f  the w ar in Ireland was such that no steps could have been taken 

against the Marshals.

For the time being, however, the Irish government prepared for war against Leinster. 

Troops were sent from England, and a naval patrol was ordered to guard the Irish Sea, presumably

Ibid., p. 352.
Roger o f  Wendover's Flowers o f  history, ii, p. 582.
See, for instance, Orpen’s dissection of it, Ovptn, Normans, pp 310-17 (vol. iii, pp 60-74). C.f. Smith,

'Irish politics', p. 17 where he shows that Wendover is corroborated by the annals of Connacht on several 
points.

Crooks, "Divide and rule", pp 293-7.
Ibid. p. 295, and see chapter 4.
Bertie Wilkinson, 'The Council and the crisis of 1233-4', Bulletin o f the John Rylands Library,

Manchester, 27/2 (1943), pp 384-93.
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to prevent reinforcements from reaching Richard M arshal’s forces in Leinster. Preparations for 

that conflict may be seen in the Irish pipe roll 19 Henry III, where there are several references to 

horses being bought for use against the M a r s h a l . R i c h a r d  Marshal had another natural enemy in 

the form o f  Richard de Burgh, erstwhile lord o f Connacht. The de Burghs and Marshals had been at 

loggerheads ever since the conquest o f Connacht was finally initiated, and Hubert de Burgh had 

done his best to frustrate the succession o f  Richard Marshal to his inheritance upon the death o f  his 

brother, W illiam Marshal, in 1231.^'^ Richard Marshal had sat on the committee which tried and 

condemned Hubert de Burgh, an event which led directly to Richard de Burgh’s dispossession in 

I r e l a n d . T h e  form er’s late support for Hubert de Burgh has been dismissed by historians as mere 

propaganda,^”  so there is no reason to believe that de Burgh did not harbour ill will towards the 

Marshal. As Brendan Smith observes, ‘Richard M arshal’s appearance in Ireland as a rebel, 

therefore, provided de Burgh with the perfect opportunity at one stroke both to show his loyalty to 

the king and to remove the likely leader o f opposition to his schemes in Connacht.’^'* Walter de 

Lacy therefore joined with his brother Hugh, his son-in-law Richard de Burgh and the king’s 

representative, the Irish justiciar, M aurice fitz Gerald, in making war upon the M arshal’s lordship 

o f  Le i n s t e r . ^ R i c h a r d  M arshal had used his trip to Ireland earlier that year to gather his forces, 

who were now employed in his rebellion in England. Consequently, when Walter and his allies 

attacked, Leinster was unprepared.

Having been caught unawares, Richard Marshal sailed to Ireland in late February 1234. By 

this point, pressure was m ounting on Henry III in England to accept the M arshal’s demands and 

dismiss his current advisors. The new Archbishop-elect o f  Canterbury, Edmund Rich, joined with 

his suffragan bishops in warning Henry, under threat o f  ecclesiastical censure, to dismiss the 

foreign advisors who had led him to estrange his faithful subjects such as Richard M a r s h a l . A  

parley was subsequently arranged between the two factions in Ireland to be held on the Curragh o f 

Kildare. Perhaps understanding the emerging political situation in England, and unaware o f the 

Irish barons’ resolve, once at the parley Richard Marshal refused to accept the terms demanded o f 

him, despite his numeric disadvantage. The meeting descended into violence, during which Richard 

was mortally w o u n d e d . A l m o s t  all contemporary commentators write o f  treachery, whereby it

Cal. pat. rolls, 1232-1247, p. 35; Close rolls, 1231-1234, pp 351-2, 368, 376; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 2080; 
Otway-Ruthven, Medieval Ireland, p. 97.

Thirty-fifth report o f  the Deputy Keeper o f  the Public Records and Keeper o f  the State Papers in Ireland, 
(Dublin, 1903) pp 29-50, at pp 35-6.

Crooks, "Divide and rule", p. 294.
Carpenter, The fall of Hubert de Burgh', pp 57-8.
Vincent, Peter des Roches, pp 415-16; Walker, 'Supporters of Richard Marshall', p. 64.
Smith, 'Irish politics', p. 18.
'Annales prioratus de Dunstapilia', pp 136-7, s.a. 1234; Roger ofW endover's Flowers o f  history, ii, p. 

588; Orpen, Normans, pp 311-12 (vol. iii, pp 62-4); Vincent, Peter des Roches, pp 427-8.
Hugh de Lacy had similarly used William Marshal’s presence in Wales with a large army from Ireland to 

launch his Irish offensive in 1223, see above.
For a full account of the proceedings, see Vincent, Peter des Roches, pp 429-65.
Orpen, Normans, pp 312-17 (vol. iii, pp 64-74); Otway-Ruthven, Medieval Ireland, pp 95-8; Vincent, 

Peter des Roches, pp 371-419; Smith, 'Irish politics', p. 15; Crooks, "Divide and rule", p. 292.
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appears that the M arshal w as abandoned by his ow n guarding at the  crucial m om ent, dying som e 

days later in c a p t i v i t y . T h e  ‘m urder’ sent shockw aves th rough Ireland and England. This verse  is 

inscribed in the fourteenth-century  annals o f  Ireland by Friar John Clyn:

Post incarnatum lapsis de Virgine natum 

A m is nongentis tribus triginta trecentis:

In primo mensis Aprilis, Kildariensis 

Pugna die Sabbati fuit, in tristicia fati 

Acciderant stallo pugne comiti Mariscallo?^*

Richard M arshal w as turned into a m artyr. The ultim ate rem oval o f  Peter des Roches and his 

associates from  pow er w as largely accom plished on the back o f  the m oral ou trage at R ichard ’s 

estrangem ent and d e a t h . I n  these circum stances, K ing H enry III had no choice but to  grant 

R ichard’s brother, G ilbert, im m ediate seisin o f  his inheritance, and to  try  to  sm ooth over the w hole 

conflict. He w rote:

The king's w ill also by this grant and grace w hich the k ing is m ak ing  to  him  [Gilbert 

M arshal] by reason o f  the death o f  earl R ichard his brother, is that there shall not be 

henceforth  hatred betw een the earl and the king 's m agnates o f  Ireland and England, and 

tha t the said G ilbert and his brothers shall release to  them  also  the ir ind ignation  on that 

account.

This public desire for reconciliation did not, how ever, p revent the king from  rew arding at 

least one o f  those w ho had done the bloody deed. The m ain beneficiary  w as R ichard de Burgh, w ho 

was restored to  Connacht.^^’ A lthough the king explicitly  states that the rem ission o f  the k ing ’s ire

AC, p. 234, s.a. 1234; ALC, i, p. 319, s.a. 1234; AFM, iii, pp 271-3, s.a. \23A-,AU, ii, pp 292-3, s.a. 1234; 
Misc. Irish Annals,p. 99 (Mac Carthaigh’s book, s.a. 1234);/!/, p. 351, s.a. 1234; The annals o f  Ireland by 
Friar John Clyn, ed. Bernadette Williams (Dublin, 2007), p. 140, s.a. 1233 [recte 1234]; 'Clyn's annals', p. 7, 
s.E. 1233 [recte 1234]; Grace's Annals, p. 31; s.a. 1234; Chartularies o f  St Mary's, ii, p. 315, s.a. 1234; 
'Dowling's annals', p. 14, s.a. 1234; 'Annales de Monte Femandi', p. 12, s.a. 1234; Roger ofWendover's 
Flowers o f  history, ii, pp 588- 92; Mathaei Parisiensis chronica majora, iii, pp 246-79; Brut (Peniarth), p. 
1(4, s.a. 1234; Brut (RBH), p. 233, s.a. 1234. Brendan Smith has pointed out the parallels with 1207, when 
the elder William Marshal’s men abandoned him in his own quarrel with the king. Smith, 'Irish politics', p. 16 
and see chapter 5.

‘WTien 1233 [900, 3, 30, and 300] years had elapsed/ After the Incarnation o f the one who was bom of the 
Vrgin/ The battle o f Kildare took place on Saturday, the first of April,/ A sorrow imposed by Fate -  the earl 
Marshal was killed by blows of a stake’. The annals o f  Ireland by Friar John Clyn, p. 140, s.a. 1233.
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against him was bought ‘in consideration o f  his service in Ireland in the war o f  Richard M arshal’^̂ * 

it m ust be remembered that Richard de Burgh had lost Connacht when Peter des Roches came to 

pow er in 1232. It cannot have been a coincidence that his restoration immediately followed Peter’s 

fall. W hat is more, the reigning king o f  Connacht, Feidlim Ua Conchobair, had used the occasion 

o f  the M arshal’s rebellion to invade M eath, ravaging Ballyloughloe (bar. Clonlonan, Co. 

W estm eath), Ardnurcher and other p l a c e s . T h e  time was therefore ripe for de Burgh to take 

pow er over Connacht once more. ‘W hat 1234 m eant for Ireland was that the final conquest o f 

Connacht, which began the following year, would be conducted the de Burgh w ay.’^̂ “ As for 

W alter de Lacy, he was in England on the king’s service by 2 May 1234, where his council was 

valued.

The underlying enmity between the governm ent’s co-conspirators and the M arshals seems 

not to have gone away, however, for the following year retribution was taken. O f the murder o f 

Henry Clement in 1235, M atthew Paris writes:

A certain clerk, Henry Clement, a messenger o f  the ruling men in Ireland foolishly 

boasting that he had been the cause o f  the death o f  Earl Richard the Marshal, and calling 

him a traitor and cruel enemy o f the king and kingdom, was killed in London, while the 

king was there. G ilbert M arshal, taxed by the king him self and by others with the crime, 

cleared him self after a long process.

Powicke has an excellent piece on the affair, which caused a scandal in England and Ireland at the 

time.^^^ He concludes that the m urderers were connected to Gilbert Marshal in some way, and 

although the king was unable to tie Gilbert to the crime, the implication remains. In 1236, Gilbert 

was forced to swear on the gospels before the king, archbishop o f Canterbury and assembled 

magnates o f the realm, that he would observe his promises, the first o f which was not to harbour 

W illiam de M arisco (son o f  the former justic iar o f  Ireland Geoffrey de M arisco) and his 

companions, who had been outlawed for the crime.^^'* William, it should be remembered, had 

already been implicated o f  the m urder o f  Aed Ua Conchobair in 1228, when he was supposed to

Cal. pat. rolls, 1232-1247, p. 73; CDl, 1171-1251, no. 2217.
Ann. Cion., p. 234, s.a. 1234.
Smith, 'Irish politics’, p. 19.
See, for instance, Close rolls, 1231-1234, p. 562; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 2114. He was not however one of 

those the king called to England to confer over a suitable reward for Richard de Burgh, Close rolls, 1231- 
1234, p. 561; CDI, 1171-1251, no. 2112.

Mathaei Parisiensis chronica majora, iii, p. 327; Powicke, King Henry III and the lord Edward, p. 742. 
The translation here is Powicke’s.

Powicke, King Henry III and the lord Edward, pp 740-59 (originally published as Maurice Powicke, ‘The 
murder o f Henry Clement and its consequences’. History, xxv (March 1942), pp 285-310. The ensuing legal 
case was fortunately preserved, and first published in F.W. Maitland, 'The murder o f Henry Clement', 
English Historical Review, x/38 (1895), pp 294-7 (reprinted as F.W. Maitland, 'The murder o f Henry 
Clement', in F.W. Maitland (ed.), The collected papers o f  Frederic William Maitland, 3 vols. (Cambridge, 
1911), iii,pp  11-16).

Powicke, King Henry III and the lord Edward, p. 742.
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have been acting in concert with the de Lacys.^^^ His family had also been singled out for unique 

calumny in the wake of Richard Marshal’s death, his father Geoffrey being unjustly accused o f 

treacherously leading the Marshal to the s l a u g h t e r . I n  1234, Geoffrey and William de Marisco 

had each been imprisoned and fined 3,000 marks for ‘being against the king in the war with 

Richard M a r s h a l . T h e y  had even been especially constrained after their release, lest they revert 

to r e b e l l i o n . G i v e n  the circumstances, it does not seem much o f a stretch to suppose that the 

murder, if  not expressly linked to Gilbert Marshal, may have at least been carried out on his behalf. 

After the murder, William took flight, and became a notorious pirate from his base on Lundy Island 

in the Bristol Channel.

The end o f  the de Lacy line -  1237-1241

Meanwhile, the Marshal dispute seems to have raged on. The following year, 1237, the pope 

implicated the elderly Walter de Lacy in a conflict between the royalist forces o f 1234 and Gilbert 

Marshal. On 25 August 1237 he wrote a letter to the archbishop of Dublin, ordering him

to cause by ecclesiastical censure, to be faithfully observed the peace made between 

Maurice son of Gerold, Walter de Lasci, Richard de Burgo, Walter de Riddelford, and 

other barons o f Ireland of the one part, and Gilbert the Marshal, earl of Pembroke, and 

his brothers Walter and Anselm, of the diocese o f Derry [recte Kildare?], of the other, by 

the mediation of the king and prelates and nobles of Ireland.^"®

If fighting between the factions had occurred in Ireland once more, then no record of it survives. 

By this point Walter would have been at least sixty-nine years old, and in frail health. On 9 

December 1237, the king wrote to the Irish justiciar stating that Walter de Lacy was unable to 

undertake his proposed voyage to Ireland because of his infirmity.^''’ Little more is heard of 

Walter, except with regard to his two great legacies: his inheritance and his debt. On 15 May 1238, 

Walter went before the king at Westminster and signified that his grandson Walter, eldest son of 

Gilbert de Lacy, was his sole heir for the de Lacy inheritance in England and I r e l a n d . T h a t  same 

year, the de Lacy caput manors of Weobley and Ludlow, along with Stanton Lacy, were distrained 

by his creditors. Walter sent his representatives to petition for their restoration, but nothing fiirther

See above.
Roger ofW endover's Flowers o f  history, ii, pp 588- 92; Powicke, King Henry III and the lord  Edward, p. 

745; Smith, 'Irish politics', p. 16.
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is heard o f  the m a t t e r . T w o  years later, disaster struck on both fronts. Walter, who was probably 

by now blind,^'*'' was impleaded by a num ber o f  his Jewish creditors, and after a brief respite, King 

Henry III ordered his possessions to be distrained on 10 December 1240.^''^ W hat is more, his 

grandson and heir, W alter died that same year. This probably explains the entry in the annals o f 

Clonmacnoise under 1240: ‘William Delacie lord o f Meath, the onely son o f  W alter Delacie, and 

his wife died in own week, some say they were poysoned.’ '̂’̂  These twin tragedies would bring 

W alter de Lacy’s career to an inauspicious end, for he died shortly thereafter. W alter de Lacy died 

before 24 Februaiy 1241, when the sheriffs o f  Hereford and Shropshire were ordered to take his 

lands and possessions into the hands o f  the king.^'*’ The de Lacy inheritance was thereafter divided 

between W alter’s two granddaughters.^''*

W alter’s death was not heralded nearly as much as his father’s had been over half a century 

earlier. The most flattering obit was written in the annals o f  Clonmacnoise:

W alter Delacie, the bountifullest Englishman for horses, cloaths, mony & goold, that 

ever came before his tyme into this kingdome. Died in England o f  a wound.

The other Irish annals that notice his death all call him (in varying forms) ‘Lord o f Meath and chief 

counsellor o f  the Galls o f  Ireland’^̂ ® Perhaps M atthew Paris comes closest to the mark when he 

writes:

Eodem que anno Walterus de Lascey, vir inter omnes nobiles Hyherniae eminentissimus, 

post visus sui privationem  et multas alias corporis sui afflictiones, ex hujus saeculi 

transiit incolatu}^^

Like his father before him, W alter was clearly identified with Ireland. Although he held 

approximately equal fees either side o f  the Irish Sea, he was first and foremost an Irish magnate in

Close rolls, 1237-1242, pp 122-3. These were not the first of Walter’s problems with debt. Joe Hillaby 
provides a discussion of Walter’s expenditure and debt, Hillaby, 'Colonisation, Crisis-Management and 
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suffering from other bodily afflictions, passed from this life’ Mathaei Parisiensis chronica majora, iv, p. 93.
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the eyes o f the contemporaries who remarked on his passing. Unlilce his father, however, who was 

lauded by the Irish annals and feared by the Anglo-Norman commentators, Walter de Lacy seems 

to have outlived his notoriety. Had he died at the height o f his power in 1201, 1206 or 1221, then 

the obits may well have been full o f the overblown statements heaped upon his father. By 1241, 

however, Walter de Lacy was an old and enfeebled man. His death brought an ignoble end to one 

of the more notable aristocratic families in the Plantagenet Empire.
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Conclusion

The study o f the interplay between magnate and crown in the political careers o f  Hugh and 

W alter de Lacy has involved a fresh look at the high politics o f the Plantagenet Empire from 1172 

to 1241. It is hoped, however, that this investigation has had a significance reaching beyond the de 

Lacy family, as several events o f great magnitude and familiarity for the general history o f  the 

period have been reconsidered. It has only been by approaching each individual event with minimal 

preconception, and from the perspective o f the nobility, that such revelations have been facilitated. 

In this thesis, the broader context has been used to test these individual findings, but, hopefully, it 

has not been used to presuppose an outcome.

One o f  the m ajor trends in the political history o f  the de Lacy family which has thus 

emerged is that the roots o f their power were often found in the inability o f  the English king to 

effectively exercise his own in their absence. A number o f the de Lacys’ greatest triumphs came 

while they were ostensibly instruments o f the royal will. This is precisely the way in which Hugh 

de Lacy built his relationship with King Henr>’ II, through, for instance, his position as custos of 

Dublin in 1172 and defender o f Vemeuil in 1173, and extended his profile in Ireland in the years 

following his royal commission in 1177. Because his fidelity to Henry II was the fundamental basis 

for his advancement, it was also the link which his rivals sought to sever. W e are told that Hugh de 

Lacy was recalled from Ireland several times due to King H enry’s anxiety at his growing stature. 

However, none o f  the recalls seem to have lasted longer than a few (winter) months, and he always 

resurfaced with a royal commission the following year. W hispers at court were one thing, but Hugh 

de Lacy’s strong hand was needed in Ireland.

Similarly, when King Richard needed to assert his authority in the lordship o f Ireland 

following his return from crusade in 1194, W alter de Lacy was empowered to extend his influence 

on the island. So too in 1234, when the rebellion o f  Richard M arshal allowed W alter and his allies 

to settle their grievances against the lord o f Leinster in the name o f  the king. W hether or not one 

accepts the veracity o f  the supposed royal mandate which promised the division o f  Leinster among 

its conquerors, the king and his advisors certainly empowered the Irish magnates to make war on 

the Marshal. Such devolution o f  authority was not unique to Ireland. During the civil w ar o f  1215 

to 1217, W alter de Lacy was elevated by King John to a position o f  great power in Herefordshire 

and the middle march in order to secure the region for the crown. The minority o f  Henry III saw 

W alter’s commission extended, and forced the royal government to negotiate with him for actions 

within his bailiwick.
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The de Lacys were therefore able to profit from the English king’s weakness in more than 

one region, but another concern o f this thesis has been to determine the extent to which Hugh and 

W alter de Lacy were able to adapt to the variations between these regions. This often determined 

their relationship with their immediate lord, be he king o f England, duke o f  Normandy or lord o f 

Ireland. Hugh de Lacy appears to have been able to balance his concerns. A regular in royal armies, 

and seemingly trusted by Henry II, every complaint against his growing power in Ireland resulted 

in only minor sanctions. On the balance sheet o f  royal favour, Hugh remained in the black. 

However, his premature death, at the height o f  his power, deprived historians o f a real test o f  his 

relationship with both King Henry II and the new lord o f  Ireland, John.

Hugh’s death, which perhaps denied Henry and John the chance to reassert their authority 

over him, also had far-reaching consequences for his son and heir, Walter. Although it appears that 

W alter may have been denied seisin o f  his inheritance by Henry II, it is unclear whether Walter was 

a staunch partisan o f  the man who eventually granted it in 1189, King Richard. He certainly felt the 

force o f  John’s lordship in Ireland in 1192. W alter’s apparent disseisin at the hands o f John may 

have been bom o f  a persisting acrimony towards the de Lacys for H ugh’s intractability in 1185, but 

it also may have been a result o f  W alter’s divided allegiance. W alter de Lacy was John’s man for 

his Irish holdings, and might therefore have been expected to support John in 1192.' No evidence 

o f  W alter’s political positioning exists for this period, but he was certainly a Ricardian by the 

k ing’s return in 1194.

From the reign o f King John, when Ireland was brought under the direct lordship o f the 

head o f the Plantagenet Empire, the m atter o f  allegiance became much simpler. This is not to say 

that W alter did not have to be adaptable. Ireland remained a rugged frontier colony, and W alter was 

determined to use this fact to further his fam ily’s interests there. He seems to have come to an 

arrangement with his younger brother Hugh, whereby W alter would pursue their advancement 

through official channels, while Hugh would use the blunt ( if  effective) method o f martial 

conquest. This saw the de Lacys attack, unseat and replace John de Courcy in Ulster from 1203 to 

1205, help to preserve magnate power in Ireland in 1207, harbour fugitives and negotiate rebellion 

with the king o f  France in 1209, save them selves from permanent disinheritance as a result in 1210, 

and secure the ultimate restoration o f U lster through the activities o f  1223 to 1227. In each 

instance, W alter professed his loyalty and Hugh took on the part o f  (quasi)independent aggressor, 

before H ugh’s efforts were rewarded (or excused) through W alter’s diplomacy. In Ireland, then, 

W alter de Lacy could contemplate extending his authority through whatever means necessary, as 

long as his brother Hugh was able to do the dirty work. In England and the Welsh march, W alter

' See, for instance, the case of William Marshal, who supported John over Chancellor Longchamp in late 
1191 and accepted John as heir apparent in early 1192, before declaring in 1194 that because he had sworn 
homage to John for Ireland, ‘there is no man in this world who, if he sought to take Ireland, would not see me 
going with my forces to the side of him whose liegeman I am.’ This, the Marshal said in response to 
Chancellor Longchamp’s suggestion that in refusing to swear homage to Richard for his Irish lands, the 
Marshal was ‘planting vines’ with the lord of Ireland and heir to the English throne. History o f William 
Marshal, 11. 10325-33.
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remained steadfastly loyal (at least on the surface), acting as royal warden o f the march and sheriff 

o f  Herefordshire. He even joined the royal army against the rebellion o f  his brother and Llywelyn 

in 1222.

An instance in which W alter did not prove adaptable saw him incur the wrath o f King 

Richard in 1196. This episode also illustrates another theme o f  this thesis, the movability o f 

conflicts arising from the complexities o f  trans-regional landholding. From 1195 to 1196, W alter 

went from being an instrument o f  King Richard’s rule in Ireland to the object o f his ire for his 

apparent failure to answer the king’s call to arms in Normandy. Preoccupied with his Irish interests, 

W alter forgot his duty as a Norman magnate. This, it seems, provoked Richard to confiscate 

W alter’s Norman fees and demand a 1,000 mark fine. The transferability o f  the largely Norman 

dispute was proved by the confiscation o f W alter’s English lands in 1197 and the increased fine for 

W alter’s restoration in Normandy and England. W alter learned from his mistake and, at the outset 

o f John’s reign, took measures to ensure that his English and Norman interests were kept up while 

he concentrated on Ireland.

It also seems that King John’s destruction o f William de Braose resulted from the disputes 

between crown and baronage in Ireland from 1207 to 1208, only to be played out in the W elsh 

march. On the interbaronial scale, the factionalist rebellions o f  Hugh de Lacy (1223-4) and Richard 

Marshal (1233-4) both first involved actions in Wales, before seamlessly moving to their ultimate 

conclusions in Ireland. In 1223, Hugh de Lacy attacked William Marshal in Wales, before taking 

advantage o f the large Irish contingent in the M arshal’s Welsh army to attack in Ireland. Likewise, 

while the rebellion o f Richard Marshal first involved W alter de Lacy in Wales, where his castle o f  

Ewyas was taken by the rebels, W alter then took advantage o f Richard M arshal’s recruitment in 

Ireland to attack Leinster while it was relatively undefended. These incidents all display the fluid 

nature o f  political activity among the supranational aristocracy.

The ways in which the kings o f  England related to their itinerant nobility have also been an 

important component o f this study. At the heart o f the m atter lies the very nature o f English 

kingship across four reigns. The ways in which each successive king (or those ruling in his name) 

exerted their influence and allowed themselves to be guided by their greatest magnates provide 

welcome insight into their individual reigns. Although the nature o f  the sources available for each 

reign changed over time, it has been possible to develop a general impression o f  each reign, which 

transcends the particular characteristics o f  the sources at hand. In the reign o f Henry II, Hugh de 

Lacy was utilised as a soldier and military governor in Ireland, W ales and Normandy. The 

willingness o f  Heniy II to use the occasion o f  the council o f  Oxford, in which his son John was 

designated king o f  Ireland, to empower Hugh de Lacy with extensive authority in Ireland shows his 

policy regarding the security o f  his westernmost province. Indeed, it is significant that the greatest 

measures that Henry II ever used against the growing power o f  Hugh de Lacy were several b rief 

recalls. Although the sources are not complete for such matters, there is nowhere any mention o f  a 

fine for H ugh’s misdeeds. There is a suggestion that Henry may have briefly withheld seisin o f  the
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de Lacy inheritance to Hugh’s son Walter, but there seems to have been no threat of actual 

confiscation during Hugh’s lifetime. This is congruent with what is known o f Henry II’s restrained 

use o f reliefs and other fines, and stands in stark contrast to his sons’ practices.

The reign of King Richard has been especially fascinating, due to our relative ignorance of 

the political configuration o f Ireland throughout it. The interplay between the king o f England and 

the lord o f Ireland regarding Ireland is invaluable to our understanding o f the history of the lordship 

before John’s accession to the crown of England. Richard was able to exert his influence over John 

regarding purely Irish matters, but he also recognised John’s position as lord o f Ireland. Already 

having a confirmation charter for Meath from King Richard, Walter was still forced to secure 

another from John in 1195, for which he paid the enormous sum of 2,500 marks. This was a 

reminder (if one was needed) that adherence to one lord did not guarantee immunity from another. 

Indeed, the inverse happened the following year, when Walter ignored Richard while expanding 

upon his reconciliation with John in Ireland. Richard may have been willing to admit John’s rights 

over Walter vis-a-vis Ireland, but he issued a firm reminder through a heavy fine and sequestration 

that he was Walter’s lord in England and Normandy.

It is worth noting that John’s resumption o f direct lordship over Ireland marked the end of 

the powerful magnate-justiciars. Having been overshadowed by Hugh de Lacy in 1185 and seen his 

interests attacked by Walter de Lacy and John de Courcy from 1194 to 1195, John instead chose to 

promote his loyal advisors, or barons of the second rank to the head of the Irish administration. 

These appointments required more investment in the colony’s defences, but the recipients were that 

much more reliant upon John for their positions. Indeed, this was a trend which was to last well 

into the reign o f Henry III, until William Marshal the younger was eventually granted the position 

and took aim at Hugh de Lacy in Ulster.

John’s reign consequently appears to have involved a much more guarded approach to the 

baronage. While his promotion o f William de Burgh in Wales and Ireland might seem to belie this 

point, the reasons behind that promotion seem to have involved a balancing act, to ensure that no 

one man or faction could grow too powerful. Likewise Hugh de Lacy was established in Ulster 

while the fate o f William de Burgh’s claim to Connacht hung in the balance. When Walter de lacy 

was elevated to veritable military governor of Herefordshire and the middle march in 1216, at the 

height o f the civil war, it was to counteract the activities of LIywelyn and the de Braoses in the 

region.

John was quick to strike when he thought that his position could be improved, as when he 

authorised the taking of Limerick city, Uf Failge and possibly Fircal in Ireland, but he was also 

prepared to admit defeat, for a while. The aborted Irish expedition o f early 1208 is a case in point. 

John was prepared to intervene personally in Ireland to assert his authority over its barons, yet 

reversed course once his justiciar had been bested. Once he finally mounted his expedition in 1210, 

it was only after the de Lacys had accepted the fugitive de Braose family and began negotiating 

treason with the king of France. What is more, the possibility that the destruction o f William de
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Braose may have turned on the magnate’s acceptance o f John’s authority over him after their 

disputes in 1207 and early 1208 speaks volumes of the centrality of the issue to John’s reign. 

John’s concomitant removal o f the liberties o f Meath and Leinster should not be overlooked in this 

regard, though neither should John’s renunciation o f prerogative wardship. The restoration o f these 

liberties was one of the first acts o f the minority government, showing how important they must 

have been to Walter de Lacy and William Marshal.

The minority of King Henry III ushered in a complicated period in which the English 

crown was controlled by successive regimes with differing priorities. The first, that of the regent 

William Marshal, placed the promotion o f noble interests alongside the security of the Plantagenet 

dominions. While it could be argued that this was an inevitable consequence of the weakened state 

of the English crown in the period immediately following the civil war, it is still worth noting that 

several of the baronial concessions, such as the restoration of the royal liberties to Meath and 

Leinster mentioned above, were decidedly self-interested. O f course, the nature o f English kingship 

may have been inherently self-interested, and any expectation that the regency government might 

display an unprecedented altruism in its rule may be an unfortunate by-product o f the romantic 

testimony of the History o f  William Marshal. The men in charge of the king had won the war for 

him, and if they were generous to the barons against whom they had just fought, they still sought 

rewards for their own good service.

After the death of the regent in 1219, the situation was further complicated. A handful of 

non-baronial ministers, including the papal legate Pandulf, Justiciar Hubert de Burgh and Bishop 

Peter des Roches, exerted greater or lesser control o f the royal administration for the remainder of 

the minority. A general theme for this period (though by no means universally constant) was the 

gradual clawing back of royal power from the nobility. This study has, one hopes, displayed the 

degree to which the edicts of the government could be ignored, or even openly opposed, by its 

powerful local officials. Whereas royally imposed factionalism had been a characteristic o f earlier 

reigns, a situation soon developed in which factionalism imposed itself upon royal policy. It is 

tantalising to speculate that partisan politics regarding opposition to the de Lacy-Chester alliance 

lay behind the failure of negotiations with Hugh de Lacy from 1221 to 1222, and led ultimately to 

his war with William Marshal the younger. Once begun, the government (controlled by Hubert de 

Burgh) threw its support behind William Marshal, turning Hugh de Lacy’s war into a rebellion, 

despite the fact that the Marshal’s attack on the royal castles o f Cardigan and Carmarthen had been 

the immediate catalyst. The interconnectivity o f the crises o f 1223 and 1224 is an ideal illustration 

of the politics behind the crown in this period.

The majority of Henry III opened with the restoration of magnate power in Ireland in what 

may be seen as a return to the early days of the colony under Henry II. Connacht was thrown open 

to conquest by Richard de Burgh, who was given royal backing for that purpose. The displacement 

o f the Ui Conchobair kings of Connacht seems to have given support to William de Lacy’s 

conquest of Breifrie, which province had been granted to the now beleaguered Aed Ua Conchobair
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by the minority government in 1224. Hugh de Lacy was also restored to Ulster, where he could 

once again extend his influence in the North Channel region. The marriage alliance between the de 

Lacys and de Burghs only reinforced the feeling that Ireland was ruled by its powerful magnate 

families.

However, Hubert de B urgh’s dismissal saw all o f  that change, with the return to court o f 

Peter des Roches ushering in a period akin to the reign o f  King John. Checks and balances were 

once again deemed necessary, with Peter de Rivallis installed as a counterbalance to the de Lacy/ 

de Burgh alliance in Ireland and the march (where he replaced Hubert de Burgh). As in John’s 

reign, this policy was to have explosive consequences. When, at the king’s behest, the Irish 

magnates proceeded against Richard M arshal in Leinster, one cannot help but think o f  King John’s 

use o f the de Lacys against John de Courcy in Ulster. The widespread public horror at the death o f 

Richard M arshal may have prevented the retention or redistribution o f  Leinster, but one wonders 

how differently events may have transpired had Henry III not used the death to rid him self o f his 

Poitevin advisors.

By the personal reign o f  Henry III, W alter was an ageing, and in some ways irrelevant, 

magnate. The fact that Henry III oversaw the period in which W alter was eventually crushed under 

the weight o f  his massive debts to the crown and Jewish moneylenders might lead some to think o f 

Matthew Paris’s depiction o f Henry III as a new Crassus, in constant pursuit o f money. This would 

be unfair. W alter’s debts were not the product o f  Henry I l l ’s personal rule, but the residue o f  a long 

and eventful career under England’s Angevin kings and their administrators. Indeed, W alter was 

the recipient o f  numerous pardons until the king was ultimately forced to allow de Lacy’s creditors 

to foreclose.

This study has attempted to chart the interplay o f  magnate-crown and interbaronial politics 

across the supranational arena o f the Plantagenet Empire. It is hoped that in addition to highlighting 

the nature o f  trans-regional landholding, and the crow n’s approach to it, it has also shown the 

centrality o f  such investigations to the overarching history o f the period.
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Appendix I

Gilbert de Lacy in the civil war of King Stephen’s reign

As the commonly applied term ‘anarchy’ would imply, the precise political and military 

milieu o f Stephen’s reign is difficult to codify. The situation began upon the death o f King Henry I, 

1 December 1135. Despite the fact that his daughter Matilda (mother o f the future Henry II) had 

been formally recognized by the barons of England as heir to the throne in 1127, Stephen o f Blois, 

Henry I’s nephew and grandson o f William the Conqueror, immediately seized the treasury at 

Winchester, ingratiated himself with the citizens of London, and was anointed king on 22 

December 1135.' The ensuing civil war enveloped the Anglo-Norman realm for the next two 

decades. Though ostensibly a partisan conflict between two claimants to the throne, the civil war 

rapidly descended into a confusion of private warfare as rivals found licence to settle old scores or 

increase their landed interests under the banners o f Blois or Anjou. As H. A. Cronne states:

This complicated histor)' o f family and feudal relationships and territorial claims 

suggests that hostilities in Gloucestershire, Herefordshire and Worcestershire in 

Stephen's reign were as much an outcome of conflicting claims to the inheritance o f the 

late Hugh de Lacy and of the far-reaching ambitions o f Miles of Gloucester and his son 

and o f the earl of Leicester as they were the outcome of the dynastic struggle between 

the daughter and the nephew' o f Henry I.^

Accordingly, it seems clear that although Gilbert de Lacy was initially an adherent to the Angevin 

cause, after 1141 a distinct change occurred whereby Gilbert ceased operating in a manner 

distinctly Angevin, and instead embarked upon a self-interested campaign.

The first one hears of Gilbert de Lacy in the conflict is in 1138. In that year he was 

involved in a raid on behalf of the Empress Matilda from the rebel stronghold of Bristol to gain the 

town of Bath (Somerset) for the Angevin cause. The author of the Gesta Stephani (perhaps the 

bishop of Bath himself)^ reports that ‘Geoffrey Talbot and his relative (cognatus),* Gilbert de Lacy,

’ Stephen himself had been among those to swear the oath of 1127 to recognize Matilda as heir. David 
Crouch, The reign o f  King Stephen, 1135-1154 (Harlow, 2000), pp. 24-5, 30-7.; Edmund King, The anarchy 
o f  King Stephen's reign (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1994), pp. 7-10.; Warren, Henry II, pp 11-14. Further 
information on the civil war may also be found in these works.
 ̂H. A. Cronne, The reign o f  Stephen 1135-54 (London, 1970), p. 160.
 ̂Gesta Stephani, eds. K. R. Potter and R.H.C. Davis (2nd edn., Oxford, 1976), pp 58-9n.
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a man o f  judgem ent and shrewd and painstaking in every operation o f  war, were chosen as scouts’ 

for the A ngevin assault on Bath. Ambushed by the bishop o f  Bath’s soldiers, ‘Gilbert got away 

from the midst o f  them, being more crafty, and sharper than the others,’ but they captured Geoffrey 

Talbot.^ Gilbert returned to the A ngevin camp, and, informing his comrades o f  what had befallen 

G eoffrey, resolved to rescue him. Gilbert and the regrouped Angevin forces marched back to Bath, 

and, deceiving the bishop, laid hands on him. Putting the bishop in chains, they threatened to 

execute him and his retinue i f  G eoffrey were not immediately released. Faced with such an 

ultimatum, the bishop relented.^

The follow ing year, in April 1139, Geoffrey Talbot seized the royal town o f  Hereford. King 

Stephen called out the feudal host and besieged the castle from 13 May to 15 June, when the castle 

w as finally surrendered. Geoffrey escaped the siege and fled to Gilbert de L acy’s nearby castle o f  

W eobley. W eobley was besieged by the royalists, and was delivered to Stephen after a briefer 

siege, but G eoffrey and Gilbert escaped. They then fled in the direction o f  Bristol, where the west 

country supporters o f  Earl Robert o f  Gloucester, the ringleader o f  the Angevin cause in the west, 

were rallying for a last stand under his son W illiam .’ Gilbert and Geoffrey thus seem to have 

worked together in the early days o f  the civil war, but Geoffrey was killed the follow ing year, 1140, 

in a skirmish near Bath.*

Gilbert can be shown to be firmly in the Empress’s fold as late as 25 July 1141 when, as 

King Stephen lay in captivity, he attested the charter at Oxford by which the Empress Matilda 

granted M iles o f  Gloucester the earldom o f  Hereford.’ In contrast, the period 1143 to 1148 saw de 

Lacy seem ingly proceeding in a manner aimed at pleasing a supporter o f  Stephen, Hugh de 

Mortimer o f  W igmore. The latter’s former steward, Oliver de Merlimond, was disgraced by the 

king and took refuge with the aforementioned M iles, earl o f  Hereford. This, and O liver’s refusal to 

com e to his court, prompted de Mortimer to seize all o f  his possessions, as w ell as those o f  his 

religious foundation at Shobdon (Herefordshire). ‘Sir Gilbert de Lacy saw this, and he wished to 

please Sir Hugh de Mortimer, so he cam e to Letton [5 /c], and took away all the canons’ effects by 

virtue o f  overlordship’.’® Hugh de Mortimer was later to repay the favour by join ing Gilbert in his

Geoffrey Talbot was the son o f  Gilbert de Lacy’s aunt Agnes de Lacy, wife o f  Gilbert Talbot senior. 
Geoffrey Talbot, who inherited none o f  the de Lacy lands, was therefore the brother o f  Sibyl de Lacy, 
through whom Payn fitz John (and later through their daughter Roger, son o f  Miles o f  Gloucester) inherited a 
share o f  the de Lacy inheritance, Crouch, K ing Stephen, p. 79.
 ̂G esta Stephani, pp 58-9.
 ̂ Ibid., pp 60-1.

’ Crouch, King Stephen, pp 79-80.
* Eyton, Antiquities o f  Shropshire, v, p. 250.
’ Ibid., V , pp. 250-2; Baddeley, A C ottesw old manor, pp. 51-55.

Dickinson and Ricketts, 'Chronicle o f  Wigmore abbey', pp 425-7 (quote at p. 427). Brock Holden has 
followed Dickinson and Ricketts in identifying 'Lanton' in the chronicle at Letton (Herefordshire), Holden, 
Lords o f  the central marches, p. 22. Eyton and Wightman both identify Lanton as Llanthony in Ewyas Lacy, 
Eyton, Antiquities o f  Shropshire, p. 251; Wightman, Lacy, p. 187. It is difficult to determine which is the 
better identification, for although Lanton would seem to indicate Llanthony, the presence o f  the powerful cell 
o f  Augustinians there may have made further endowment to the monks o f  Shobdon unlikely. Hugh de Lacy 
was later to advise against these same canons’ establishment at Aymestery (Herefordshire) in 1155, see 
chapter 1.
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war against the royalist, Joce de Dinan.” The existence o f this war can be deduced from the 

Romance o f Fulk fitz Warin, though its author updates the de Lacy involved to Gilbert’s grandson, 

Walter de Lacy.’^

The so called confederatio amoris o f 1147x9 between William, son of Earl Robert of 

Gloucester and Earl Roger of Hereford, son of Miles o f Gloucester aimed at Gilbert’s destruction is 

a clear manifestation o f the private warfare which characterised the civil war in the west. Through 

it, it becomes clear that de Lacy’s contemporaries were not treating him as a staunch partisan. 

Roger, before succeeding to the earldom of Hereford, had been granted the entire de Lacy honour 

by King Stephen around May 1138, and therefore held his claim through a grant o f the king. His 

father Miles, however, had been made earl o f Hereford by Matilda on 25 July 1141, an act which 

Gilbert de Lacy had witnessed. The situation must have been very difficult for Gilbert after 1141, 

with the son and heir of one o f the Angevins’ more important recruits holding a claim to his 

ancestral lands. It is no wonder that he took a more self-interested stance. With no one fighting for 

him, who was he to fight for?’''

This was not the only such pact against Gilbert. At some point between 1148 and 1154 

William II de Braose defected to the Angevins and a conventio was drawn up between him and his 

brother-in-law the abovementioned Roger, earl o f Hereford. William de Braose had married Bertha, 

Roger’s sister. The agreement stated that Roger should not have peace or truce with Gilbert de Lacy 

without William de Braose’s assent and the quitclaim of the manor o f Mansel Lacy to William de 

Braose.'^ Holden speculates that Mansel Lacy must have been in the possession of Miles or Roger 

and was possibly granted as maritagium with Bertha when she married William II de Braose.'* In 

the 1160’s William still held 5 hides in the m anor.'’ Many other barons o f the region were 

adherents o f Miles, and later his son Roger, o f Gloucester, leading Holden to declare, ‘thus, by the 

closing stages o f the war, most o f aristocratic society of Herefordshire and the south-eastern March

" Wightman, Lacy, pp. 187-8.
'Gesta Fulconis filii Warini'. The situation is so confused that ‘Walter’ de Lacy even receives 

reinforcements from his Irish lordship to combat Joce. Joce de Dinan died in 1162 or 1163. See also 
Wightman, Lacy, pp 187-8.

Baddeley, A C ottesw old manor, p. 53.
Further muddying the waters is the imprisonment o f  one o f  de Lacy’s knights by the earl o f Hereford, an 

obvious manifestation o f  the confederatio amoris. Gilbert de Lacy complained to Gilbert Foliot, bishop o f  
Hereford, and relative o f  the earl, who was then ordered to do justice by King Stephen. (CDF, pp. 171-2, 181- 
3; Colvin, 'Holme Lacy', pp. 18-19; Wightman, Lacy, p. 186.). King Stephen had essentially ordered the 
bishop o f  Hereford to discipline a royalist for attacking the man whose honour Stephen had granted to the 
offender.

Z.N. Brooke and C.N.L. Brooke, 'Hereford Cathedral dignitaries in the twelfth century - supplement', 
Cam bridge H istorical Journal, 8/3 (1946), pp 179-85 at p. 185; Holden, Lords o f  the central marches, pp 22- 
3. Such agreements were common and are discussed in the chapter ‘the Magnates Peace’ in R.H.C. Davis, 
King Stephen, 1135-1154 {London, 1990), pp 108-24.

Mansel Lacy later passed back to the de Lacys, probably with the marriage o f  Walter de Lacy to Margaret 
de Braose. It was once again passed as maritagium to Walter 111 de Clifford when he married Katherine de 
Lacy. The marriage contract (c. 1219-21) states that the service owed to the heirs o f  William de Braose was 
to be made to Walter de Lacy, Holden, Lords o f  the central marches, p. 23n.

H erefordshire domesday, c .l  160-1170, eds. V.H. Galbraith and James Tait (London, 1950), pp 72, 78.
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was in the Angevin camp and opposed to Stephen, Hugh de Mortimer, and Gilbert de Lacy.’ '* As 

we have seen, however, the situation was far more complicated than a strict factionalist breakdown.

Gilbert de Lacy had gained control o f  most o f  his fam ily’s former lands by 1146, but was 

still quick to attach him self to the Angevin cause once the w ar had been decided in their favour. All 

o f  his work could nevertheless have been undone by term s o f  the treaty o f  W inchester, which 

concluded peace between the warring factions. It stipulated that inheritances ought to be returned to 

those dispossessed during the war. G ilbert was aided in his attempt to retain his conquered lands by 

the slowness o f  one o f his main victims to adhere to the new King Heniy IL Roger, earl o f Hereford 

(heir o f  Miles o f  Gloucester) balked at King H enry’s attempts to resume royal demesne lands which 

the earl held. Although Earl Roger eventually acquiesced, Henry did not forget his reluctance. 

G ilbert de Lacy was therefore left in possession o f his reconstructed honour and the earldom o f 

Hereford was allowed to lapse with R oger’s death in 1155.'^ In the end, and despite the alliances 

against him, Gilbert proved to be one o f  the survivors o f  the anarchy. He was able to retain the 

majority o f his lands, and had the important de Lacy castle o f Ludlow, which had formerly been 

granted to Joce de Dinan, restored to him by King Henry II shortly after the latter’s accession.^” 

While it certainly belies any ill-will between the pair, this single act o f  favour does not suggest 

anything other than that Henry II recognized Gilbert de Lacy’s right to the lands and respected his 

tenacity in pressing his claims.

Holden, Lords o f  the central marches, p. 23. The extent of the so-called ‘Hereford affinity’ can be seen in 
the witness lists of the charters of the earls of Hereford (Miles and Roger). Many of those mentioned were 
future de Lacy tenants, or allies. David Walker, 'Charters of the earldom of Hereford, 1095-1201', Camden 
miscellany, 22, (London, 1964), pp 1-75. The term ‘Hereford Affmity’ was coined in David Crouch, 'The 
March and the Welsh kings ', in Edmund King (ed.), The anarchy o f King Stephen’s reign, (Oxford, 1994), 
pp 255-89, at p. 280n.

Holden, Lords o f the central marches, p. 24; Davis, 'Treaty between William Earl of Gloucester and Roger 
Earl of Hereford', p. 140.

Wightman, Lacy, p. 188.
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Appendix II: Family Trees 

De Lacy

Isabella
Bigod

Gilbert 
de L acy

Hugh 
de L acy  
d: 1242

M atilda  
de Lacy

Robert 
de L acy

W a l te r  
de Lacy  
d; 1241

E gid ia  
de Lacy

P e te r o f
G eneva

Hugh 
de L acy

Robert 
de L acy

W il l i a m  
de L acy  
d: 1233

W a l t e r  
de L acy  
d: 1240

Gilbert 
de L acy  
d; 1230

Margaret 
de L acy

Richard 
de Burgh

Ralph 
de Tosny 
d: 1239

Katherine 
de Lacy

Petron il la  
de L acy

Margery 
de Braose

John 
de Verdun

W a l t e r  III 
de Clifford

Rose o f  
Monmouth

Gilbert 
de l .acy

Geoffrey 
de G eneville

Robert 
de L acy  

d: B e f  11

dau. o f  T h eo ba ld  
B u tle r

Gwenllian  dau. o f  
L lyw elyn

dau .o fR u a id r i  Ua 
Conchobair
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Hugh de Lacy and Richard fitz Gilbert de Clare (Strongbow)

Basilia

Walter 
de Lacy

Hugh 
de Lacy

Hugh 
de Lacy

Rose 
de Clare

Walter fitz 
Gilbert

Rose o f 
Monmouth

Baderonof
Monmouth

Elizabeth 
de Beaumont

Richard fitz Gilbert 
(Strongbow)

Richard fitz Gilbert 
d .ll3 6

Adelizadau. count of 
Clermount

Gilbert fitz Gilbert Earl o f 
Pembroke

Gilbert fitz Richard de Clare



De Braose

G raecia
Brewer

W alte r  
de L acy 
d: 1241

Eva
Marshal

M atilda
d e c la r e

W illiam  
de Braose 
d: 1211

Annora 
de Braose

M argery 
de Braose

John 
de Braose

W alte r  
de Braose

John 
de Braose

G iles 
de Braose

W illiam  
de Braose 
d: 1230

R eginald 
de Braose 
d: 1228

Philip 
de Braose

W illiam  
de Braose 
d: 1210

M atilda de 
St ValiSry 
d: 1210

Mabel 
de L im esey

G w iadysdau. o f 
LIywelyn

G iles de Braose b p o f 
Hereford 
d: 1215

Hugh 
de M ortim er
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De Beaumont

Robert 
de Beaumont
-  1118

Robert 
de Beaumont
-  1168

Robert 
de Breteuil
-  1190

William Matilda de
de Braose St Valery

M argery Walter
de Braose de Lacy

Loretta 
de Braose

Robert 
de Breteuil
-  1204

W aleran 
de Beaumont
-  1166

Amice

~ n
Simon 
de Montfort
-  1218
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Appendix III 

Maps

The Lordship of Meath'

CO. LEITRIM,
CO CAVAN

CO. LOUTH
N obbei

CO. ROSCOM M ON

KeUsCO. LONGFORD

Foi e •
CO, WESTMEATH CO. MEATH

# A tliboyD elvui ••  K ilbixy

S k reenT m n
Rithcoiu^tli •

Arliloiie CO
DUBLIN- \id iu u c h e i ♦

CO. GALW AY

CO, KILDARE
Dublin

D iu iow ‘

CO. OFFALY

‘ Based on the map found in, Otway-Ruthven, 'Partition o f  the de Verdon lands'.
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English W est M idlands and  Middle M arch  of W ales '

VVeobley ♦

Cliffoid

Giosmont

Skeiifiith
•  Gloucester

Lbiuthoiiy SetiuulT

Moiunouth

Based on the map in, Wightman, Lacy, pp 118-19.
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Normandy'

Roiieii

Pont-Audemei

Caen
Lisieiix

Everenx

♦ LnssvCnmpenux
•  •  Mout-Onnel 
. •  Le Pin •

V# Boiseville Venieiul

Ln Roque

Moitnin
S'ees

Chnities

km  10 50

' Based on map in. Ibid, p. 216.
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