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PREFACE

HE present volume of the Society’s Jowrnal is con-
cerned more with the mediaeval than with the
earlier history of Ireland. Mr. Westropp’s continuation
of his monumental work on the Prehistoric Remains
of Clare, Mr. Hamilton’s topographical study of one
of the Roads out of Tara, and Miss Dobbs’ note on
a Burial Custom of the Iron Age are the only papers
devoted to pre-Christian antiquities. Mr. Tuite reports
a cup- and circle-stone in Westmeath, and Mr. Westropp
an earthwork at Glencree (which, however, does not
appear to be very ancient), in the Miscellanea. We
should also note Mr. Forsayeth’s account of his
investigation of an ancient hearth.

Mr. Crawford continues and completes his most
valuable list of the Early Cross-slabs and Pillars, and
also contributes a note on the construction of the
Oran round tower. Mr. Stephens makes an ingenious
suggestion as to the explanation of a panel on one
of the Monasterboice crosses. Mr. Forsayeth describes
a souterrain in Co. Waterford. These are the only
contributions to the study of the period of Celtic
Christianity contained in this volume.

On the other hand, we have an unusually large
number of valuable historical studies on the Anglo-
Norman and subsequent periods. Mr. Orpen’s study
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of the documents relating to the earldom of Ulster
is marked by the scholarly treatment which we have
learned to look for im Mr. Orpen’s work. For a
later period we have an equally important paper,
that by Mr. Butler, on the Policy of Surrender and
Regrant. Mr. Hall and Lord Walter FitzGerald,
studying the Marshall Pedigree and the life of
Sir John MacCoghlan respectively, have given con-
tributions to the studies in personal history which
have been a marked feature of the Society’s work in
recent years. Dr. Flood traces the work of a Charitable
Musical Society of Dublin of the eighteenth century,
and Mr. Leask describes the now dilapidated house
of Oldbawn, near Tallaght. Mr. Armstrong, in a
short paper, disposes of the claims of the pre-Norman
chieftains to have used any form of heraldry, and
describes some mediaeval bronze horse-bells and a
plate of copper engraved with the Taylors’ arms.
‘I'he note by Mr. Strangways on the street-names of
Dublin should also be mentioned here, as well as
Mr. Buckley’s account of the gold-mining in Wicklow
at the end of the eighteenth century.

In the department of folk-lore, the chief contribu-
tion is Mr., Crawford’s illustrated note on certain stones

used for a cure near Dromahair.
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Papers

THE MARSHAL PEDIGREE
By HAMILTON HALL, F.S.A.

[Read 26 NoveMBER 1912]

"Pmover perhaps at first sight the best known of all the Anglo-Irish
genealogies, still the origin of the Marshals is not as yet fully
ascertained, and the coheirs of this great family, unquestioned re-
presentatives of the House of Dermot, are not easily followed through
the tangle of their matrimonial alliances; it is indeed by no means
improbable that some of these ladies may at times escape recognition
under their often changing names. Passing here the male descent of the
Clare earls of Pembroke, and the male line of the family of the Marshals
of England and of Ireland, the attempt to set out the issue of the coheirs,
to about the end of the thirteenth century more or less, raises many
side-issues, and demonstrates the obscurity surrounding the earlier periods
of sundry illustrious pedigrees; while abstaining as far as possible from
irrelevant digressions, one may strive after precision in the matter of the
main lines by assembling a sufficient corpus of pertinent dates. The
following summary is therefore offered as an outline, to which other
students can append more ample details in any required connexion.

! The references are principally to the Calendar of Documents relating to Ireland
and to Roberts’ Excerpla e Rotulis Finiuyr ; other authorities are individually specified.

< Vol. 1, Sixth Series.
Jour. R.S.AL % Vol. xLi11, Consec. Ser. ¢ &

[ALL R1GHTS RESERVED]
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At the death of William Marshal the elder in May 1219* his eldest
son and heir William 1T was nearing 30 years of age, and had married
first Alice de Betune daughter of Baldwin third husband of Avice,
called countess of Albemarle, and for the term of this union Baldwin is
called earl of Albemarle by Hoveden.? William de Fortibus I the second
husband of Avice, and similarly called carl, had died in 1195, having
been father of her heir William de Fortibus II, really earl; and as
Baldwin died only in 1212, whereas Alice is said to have been contracted
to William at the age of about 5 or 6 years, she was presumably daughter
of Avice, for the king assented to this contract 5 November 1203.3 This
marriage was celebrated about 1214 by some accounts, namely when
Baldwin was some two years dead, and William the husband of Alice
was about 23. Alice was dead by 12 April 1216, if not by 8 Oectober
1215, when her manors are granted to William Earl of Albemarle.*
William II was then a ‘‘rebel,” as an carly example of a wuseful
precaution ; while the father stood fast by the Crown, the heir was
active on the other side, by way of securing as much as possible,
whatever the upshot of the troubles; and in 1215 as one of the 25
¢ Magna Charta barons’ he appears under the interesting style ¢ Comes
Mareschal junior.””® Baldwin is usually said to have died s.p., possibly
because Alice apparently his heir died shortly after her marriage without
issue.

As Earl of Pembroke William IT married secondly in 1226 the king’s
sister Eleanor daughter of John and Isabel of Angouléme. But of
this marriage there was no issue; and the earl was dead 11 April 1231,
when the constable of his castle of Kilkenny is apprised of the fact by
letters patent;® though it is not till the following day that the king
notifies the fact to the justiciary of Ireland” as appears by the Fine Rolls.

L His burial in the New Temple was on Ascension-day 16 May (xvij Ael. Jun.)
1219 ([Historia Majora, iii, 43]. It has been impossibly dated xvij Z«l. Apr.
{16 March), and so appears in one text of the Myora, which was unfortunately
reproduced by Dugdale. IIe had tested at Caversham writs et:. entered on the Fine
Rolls during the months preceding, of which the latest is 8 April (Roberts, i, 30) ; and
at Caversham he died within but a few weeks later.

2 iv, 37; Rolls Series.

3 Rot. Chart. i, 112, 6. Hardy : whereby Baldwin granted to William Marshal the
elder in free marriage with Alice, who was to marry William the younger (with a long
string of contingent clauses), eight manors named, being “¢ all his lands in England.”’

¢ Hardy, Claus. 1, 230, b; 260, b.

5 So Courthope, sub Pembroke, presumably quoting M. Paris (Mwora, ii, 605).
But the statement is not to be defended, and was written doubtiess some years after
the event, and after the death of William Marshal . The same chvonicler properly
calls him ‘¢ W, juvenis Marescallus’’ when the barons met at Stamford (ibid. 5853).
Tuere is undoubtedly one example at least of ¢ Comes W. M.r. junior,” viz. in an
account of the sheriff of Wilts for the manor of Mere (Hardy, Clueus. [, 521a), but
here again it is ounly as distinction from his late father, the account running from
before to after the death of William Marshal I.

SIC DI R I R18T25,

7 Roberts, i, 212,
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‘The earl’s death came speedily after the festivities attendant upon the

re-marriage of his sister Isabel, and being utterly unexpected was

attributed to poison, any suspicions to that purport being nowise

hindered by his precipitate burial in the New Temple on 14 April. Tt
is usual to find these accusations of poisoning discredited, especially by
certain historians laudably determined to hope for the best of poor
humanity, who have at least learned so much physiology as to know that
a sudden death is at times a result of natural conditions, while not as
yet aware that the symptoms described in these cases too frequently
accord not with natural causes but with eriminal interference as
observable to-day, which any practitioner of medicine could tell them.

‘The sane belief that this earl was poisoned attained such sufficient

currency that next year it was one of the many charges brought against
Hubert de Burgh.!

Eleanor the widow of William IT was remarried 7 January 1237/8 to
Simon de Montfort earl of Leicester, slain at Evesham 4 August 1265,
Before or by Trinity term 1251* the dower of Eleanor was by some
process fixed at 600 marks per annum, paid by her brother the King,
who demanded 200 marks thereof from Margaret countess of Lincoln

the widow of earl Walter, as later; and the remaining 400 marks by

one-fifths from each of the five coheirs.® In 44 Hen. III the said
coheirs were mostly in arrears for a space of 12 years past, numely
from the date of the partition of the estates, 1247.

William Marshal the younger was succeeded by his next brother
Richard, and in the first days of August 1231 there is a memorandum on
the fine rolls* that his relief is more fully entered on the Close Rolls;

whereof the abstract® however gives no particulars, and repeats only that

the King has taken Richard’s fealty. On the evidence therefore seisin
was not positively denied to him out of hand, namely on his return to
England in August after his brother’s death; but the measure of
indefiniteness on the matter of his relief may persuade some that
Matthew Paris is not materially in error that seisin was denied him,
at least for a time.® Richard was already holding lands in Bucks late
his father’s by 8 December 1222, when the sheriff is directed that
Richard is to have respite for the debts of his father etc.” On account
of this earl’s steady opposition to the Poictevins and to the pretensions of
the infamous Peter des Roches bishop of Winchester, Richard was at
Peter’s instigation deprived of the marshalsy so far as mere words
could deprive, and to the same extent outlawed in 1232. Up to
Christmas of that year the marshal’s office was being exercised by his

1 Wendover, iii, 34. 4 Roberts, 1, 216.

2¢0. D. 1,1, 3157, 5¢C.D. I, 1,1905.

3 Ibid., ii, 637 seq. No. 640 is misdated 54 Hen. II1.

8 Majora iii, 204, 205; ‘‘salvo releyio consueto”—Minore ii, 334; ¢ salvo
relevio.”

7 Roberts, i, 97.
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knight William de Rodune, which deputy was then displaced at the
desire of the said Peter. The earl’s defence of his rights being in the
main successful, he was never effectually deprived of his lands in
England.+ In Ireland however under a peculiarly villainous scheme,
hatched doubtless by Peter, though the obloquy of its execution lies
mainly on Geoffrey de Marisco, the earl was at last assassinated, the
result of a kind of battle waged against himself almost ulone and lasting
through the greater part of Saturday 1 April 1234, as graphically
described by Wendover ;* but surviving the injuries then inflicted, he
was eventually murdered under guise of surgical treatment 16 April, in
his own castle of Kilkenny, and buried next day in the oratory of the
Friars Minors there. Since those of his own day were thus led by their
bitter hatred for this defender of right and justice to these means for
silencing his protests, we need not greatly marvel that on the destruction
of that oratory the tombs there of the mighty dead were appropriated for
conversion into swine-troughs by a community at least so far civilized as.
to feed their swire.

This ecarl died unmarried.

Gilbert Marshal the third brother succeeded and had livery, ete.
18 Hen. I1I, 1234. Some years previously he had married without the
King’s licence Maud de Lanvallei, accordingly their lands in Berks are:
to be taken into the king’s hand Sep. 1230.> Maud however died no
great while after, for in 1235 Gilbert married secondly Margaret, daughter
of William the Lion king of Scotland and Ermengarde de Beaumont,
sister of the reigning king Alexander II. Though eommonly otherwise
deseribed, this Margaret was the divorced wife of Hubert de Burgh earl
of Kent.* IHubert had married her as his fourth wife about midsummer
1221; but eleven years later, when he was under a cloud in August
1232, exception was taken to a ‘ consanguinity”’ between Iubert and
Margaret. If the fact of any consanguinity could be established, that
might go far towards elucidating the somewhut obscure origin of Hubert;
but it ceems the real point was a remote canonical affinity, arising from
the consanguinity between Margaret and Beatrix the second wife of
Hubert and mother of his heir, these two ladies being second cousins,
namely both great-grandchildren of William de Wurcenne IT the son of
Gundrada. The latest date when Margaret has been noticed as
“wife” of Hubert is in or about September 1232 when she was at

1 Majora iii, 240 ; Minora ii, 353 ; Wendover ili, 47.

2 iii, 80-87.

3 Roberts, 1, 202.

4 Annales Monastici (Dunstaplia), iii, 128. She is there called third wife, and the
cause alleged is—‘‘super eo quod erat consanguinea secundse uxoris suw, scilicet
comitiss® Glovernie,’” thus ignoring Hubert’s first wife. If this consanguinity were
established, it would seem to lie in a common descent from Elizabeth of Vermandois,
who was probably mother of Robert le Bossu, grandfather of Isabel Countess of
Gloucester, and certainly mother of Ada de Warenne, grandmother of Margaret of
Scotland : Isabel and Margaret were thus perbaps second cousins of the half-blood.
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Bury St. Edmunds ;! and it appears that she was soon after separated
from him. She certainly survived Hubert, for as ¢ Margaret countess
of Kent” on 5 May 1243 her rights are reserved at the granting to John
the heir of lands late Hubert his father’s.? Her interests are not in
terms called dower however, and the language of the fine accords better
perhaps with some arrangement in the nature of a settlement on
separation. It is plain that Margaret was separated from Hubert on
some grounds, for he afterwards married fifthly Joan daughter of
William de Vernon, (de Redvers) earl of Devon, if she was, as has been
supposed, the widow of William Briwere II, who was lately dead
22 February 1232/3.2 About October 1235 she [?] is ealled Joan Briwere
in a writ of novel disseisin against her ete. by Roger de Langford ete.
concerning tenements in Brawurth’.t This Joan held her dower of
Briwere’s lands till about 1237 ; and from that date apparently Hubert
remained a widower till his death in 1243.°

The earl Gilbert was killed by his horse in a tournament at Ware,
Herts, 27 June 1241, and buried next day in the Temple. On
29 June mandate issues to John de Monmouth to assume custody of the
castles of Strigoyll, Usk, and Xarelioun, since Gilbert ¢ viam est
universee carnis ingressus.”® He left no issue by either wife. Margaret
his widow died in London 17 November 1244, and was buried in the
chureh of the Friars Preachers.”

The next brother and heir was Walter, who obtained his livery on
Sunday (before All Saints) 27 October ; he had had respite 5 October 1241
for £100 debts of Gilbert his brother.® It appears that he married in the
following year Margaret daughter and heir of Robert de Quency earl
of Winchester by Avice (Hawise) sister of Randle (Blundevill) earl of
Chester and Lincoln. Margaret was widow of John de Lacy, earl of

1 WWendover, iii, 36. 3 1bid., 1, 238.

2 Roberts, i, 406. 1 Thid., i, 290.

5 In the Complete Peerage, G. E. C. noted that Hubert’s first wife was ¢“ Margaret,
daughter of Sir Robert de Arsick ”’; whoever she was, she left no issue to survive.
The second wife Beatrix de Wormegay was widow of Dodo Bardolf in or about 1209 ;
she was married to Hubert soon after, and died about 1216. But G. E. C. reckoned
as second wife Joan de Redvers, not as widow of Briwere but as married to Iubert
in or before 1199 : this date being derived from an entry on the fine roll of 1 John,
which however, as cited, does not appear to prove more than that Hubert had bought
the marriage of Joan, which he might sell at a profit, or give away, or enjoy in his
own person assuming him free to marry. Precise evidence that Iubert did sell this
Redvers marriage has not been found, nor evidence that Hubert did marry the
widow of Briwere; but @ Joan had Stoke in dower (Baker, Northants, ii, 239).
Further, G.E. C. discredited the assertion that Isabel countess of Gloucester,
repudiated by King John in 1199, and widow of Geoffrey de Mandeville in 1216, was
wife of Hubert, as quoted from the annals of Dunstable above ; he accordingly called
Beatrix third wife, and Margaret of Scotland fourth wife, making no mention of her
divorce. Record evidence in support of the chronicler’s statement that the countess
of Gloucester was wife of Jlubert has similarly not been observed as yet, nor on the
other hand: any reason (apart from this weighty opinion) for doubting the accuracy of
that statement. -

S Roberts, i, 347. 7 Historia Majora, iv, 396. 8 Roberts, i, 355.
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Lincoln by ¢ gift ” of the said Avice, his mother-in-law, such gift having
been duly confirmed by the Crown, one of the most incomprehensible of
all the eomital abnormalities in this period of evolution, assuming the
facts to have been more or less as described. John died 22 July 1240,
and by 27 November 1242 Walter and Margaret his wife had respite
concerning certain disputed seutages ete.! and they are to have seisin of
the lands of Avice countess of Lincoln (her mother) 15 March 1242/3.%
On 22 February 1245/6 Margaret again had respite in regard of the said
scutages,® Walter being then dead without issue. He died at Goodrich
castle 24 November 1245 and was buried at Tintern. By 27 January
next Lis executors have purchased freedom to administer, ete.t A Close
Roll entry of 26 March 1246 would indicate personalty in the county of
Notts,® the sheriff there being ecommanded to permit administration ; but
on 3 December 1245 all the lands which were Walter Marshal’s are to
be taken into the King’s hand, by mandates addressed to the sheriffs of
Sussex, Dorset, Worcester, Oxon, Gloucester, Berks, Bucks, and Here-
ford;® together with his lands in Ireland, and his eastles in Wales and
Monmouth ; till Ansclm his brother and heir shall render his homage.”

Margaret, as widow of Walter, had to recover her dower in Ireland ;
it had been assigned within the portion of Maud de Fortibus,® one of the
coheirs ; but by an arrangement of 7 May, detailed 24 October 1252,
she rcecived her dower payments from William de Valence and Joan
another of the coheirs.® Also as Margaret countess of Lincoln she had to
contribute annually 200 marks to the dower of Eleanor the widow of her
husband’s eldest brother William II, as before noted. She is called
Margaret de Lascy (i.e. of Lincoln) 25 February 1253/4,' when it appears
that some of Margaret’s dower lands were of the inheritance of Maud de
Lacy (i.c. of Meath) wife of Geoffrey de Gyenville, in regard that Maud's
ancestor had held of the earl of Pembroke, not that Maud was herself a
coheir of Marshal. Margaret was dead 8 March 1270/1' and manifestly
then for some years past.

At the death of Walter 24 November 1245 his youngest brother

Anselm was living, and he is usually reckoned among these earls of

Pembroke. But he never had seisin of his brother’s lands, and dicd at
Strigul (Chepstow) eastle on the nones (5) of December 1245, namely on
the eleventh day after his brother’s deatb, and was likewise buried at
Tintern. He had married Maud daughter of Humphrey de Bohun earl
of Essex (in right of his mother’s descent from the Mandevilles) by Maud
of Issoudun ; but Anselm also died without issue. Maud his widow re-
married Roger de Quency earl of Winchester (of whom further presently) ;

! Roberts, i, 390. 7¢.D.L,i, 2798.

3 Jhid., i, 396. 8 Ibid., ii, 26, 30.

3 Ibid., i, 448. 9 Ibid., ii, 29, 103, 185.
4¢.D. L1, 2807, 2508. 10 Thid., ii, 699.

5 Ibid., i, 2818. 1 7pid., ii, 336.

¢ Roberts, i, 444. 12 Ipid., ii, 896, 1096.
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she died at Groby co. Leicr. 20 October 1252, and on 29 October mandate
issues that her manér of Awre is to be taken into the King’s hand. In
Ireland she held the new and old vill of Kilkenny.!

Of the four ladies, all countess of Pembroke, only the countess of
Kent was lately dead; and at the death of Anselm there were three
dowagers surviving. His widow became countess of Winchester;
Walter’s widow was more generally known under her prior title as
countess of Lincoln ; andthe widow of the eldest brother William Marshal
junior, who had for scme eight years past been countess of Leicester, is
occasionally found on the records as countess of Pembroke and Leicester.
Noneof them having borne any issue to theirrespective earls of Pembroke,
the five sisters of Anselm became coheirs; but since Anselm had not
received seisin of his lands nor any formal recognition of his earldom,
these sisters were technically heirs of their brother Walter, and as such
they are usually if not invariably found.

The coheirs, daughters of William Marshal the elder by Isabel de Clare,
were named (in alphabetical order) Eve, Isabel, Joan, Maud and Sibyl.
The seniority of these daughters was certainly not thus; but what the
sequence of their nativity was cannot be called free from doubt. Modern
writers vary considerably, and it seems unnecessary to discuss such varia-
tions, where no rcasons are advanced in support of the sequence adopted.
There is a passage in L’histoire de Guillaume le Maréchal where if
the language is vague the sense has been thought indubitable, which
gives the sequence hereinafter marked by Arabic figures; this passage
reads :—

De[s] cinc filles direi apres
Si comme els vindrent prés a prés
Maheut ont nom la premereine—ete. 11. 14915 seq.

the cequence being by this version (1) Maud, (2) Isabel, (3) Sibyl,
(4) Eve, (6) Joan. That such was the sequence of their birth was
not doubted by Mons, Paul Meyer, who abridged the text—¢ cinq filles
dans Yordre de leur naissance”’—a comfortably definite statement, it
the text would really carry it. On the other hand Maud was the first
to be married, and only Joan was left unmarried at the death of their
father; therefore manifestly this order may be the sequence of their
marriages ; perhaps the text does not preclude that interpretation; in
the case of Sibyl the language positively supports it.? 'The fact that
the first and the last do agree with the marriage-sequence, while of
the middle onme it is all but declared, cannot be thought without
significance ; it is far from impossible that this matrimonial order is
what the composer actually intended to express; of language which
different students will almost certainly interpret differently, one can

! Roberts, ii, 143 ; €.D.[. ii, 109, 110.
% Puis dona Ii péres Sebire, ete.—I. 14937.



8 ROYAL SOCIETY OF ANTIQUARIES OF IRELAND

only be sure that the obscurity was either deliberate or inadvertent ;
that it was intentional is the more probable view; the motive being
undiscovered, it can only be said here that the composer does not in terms
say his sequence is the order of birth, though that is what he may have
intended his verses to assert or to imply ; equally he does not say this is
the order of their marriages, though plainly of the first and last at least
so much is positive. If the date of this work is accurately stated as circa
1225, when the eldest of these sisters was aged not more than about 35,
the order of their birth was easily ascertainable, we may suppose; it
might seem difficult to question such a first-hand statement of simple and
unimportant fact, but that it is not in terms stated for a fact. Moreover
we cannot be sure that the writer troubled to attain exact accuracy, even
under the constraint of poetic fetters; if he began correctly with Maud,
he might quite possibly lose the due sequence with the juniors, supposing
bim to know or care what it was. Manifestly here the poet may set
them down simply as they ‘‘ come to mind” ¢“one after another.”

That the poet did begin correctly with Maud seems to be very
generally agreed, and he has the support of a record cited by Dr. Round
from the close rolls,’ wherein it is asserted that the marshalsy has been
assigned to Maud gque habet esneciam hereditatis. Such a statement is
conclusive, unless contradicted by an inconsistent if equally conclusive
assertion of like weight. It is well to be cautious here, for another
contemporary record, equally to the point and much more comprehensive,
is as mere matter of fact constructively in flat contradiction next year.
This record is the Chancery Miscellancous Roll, Hen. 111, n° 320 (m. 3
dors.), as abstracted in the C. D. 1., ii, 933. Here the partition of the
Irish lands is set out with great precision; this was the partition of the
estates before the King,9 May 1247 ; and here we find Maud, although
she was then the only surviving daughter, is not named until fourth of the
coheirs; moreoverthe caput baronie, the castle of Kilkenny, is duly assigned
to the first named of the coheirs, which here is Isabel. Further, in this
record the shares of those coheirs who were then already represented
again by coheirs are in cach case duly assigned under the name of the
senior parcener ; it is exceedingly difficult to reject this sequence, with
the necessarily involved assumption that a system properly followed in
due legal form as to the lesser parts is ignored as to the principal parts;
when moreover we see the eisnecia share, Kilkenny, is not here assigned
to Maud, but to Isabel. If it must come to a choice between records
which are in conflict, the verbal statement of the one is not of greater
weight than the legal formality of the other, which has all the appearance
of being strictly consistent in its parts, though it make no assertion in
words upon a fact unnecessary to state, since it lies patent on the surface.
On the other hand the close roll entry does assert Maud’s eisnecia,

1248\'ew Complete Peeragé, 11,611, note b, quoting Claus., 30 Hen. 111, m. 7 (22 July,




THE MARSHAL PEDIGREE 9

though the statement is unnecessary ; the essence of the matter was
that Maud obtained the marshalsy ; there was no need to advance any
reason why she should be preferred to the representative of a sister, for
her sisters themselves were all dead; therefore the alleged reason was
possibly not the true reason, if the alleged seniority of Maud were also
the fact. Assuming that the marshalsy ought to descend to the senior
coheir, as this assertion would seem to recognize, then undoubtedly it is
a difficulty that Richard earl of Gloucester, son of Isabel, and now over
24 years of age, was presumably well able to support his elaim if his
late mother Isabel had in truth been the eldest daughter, as indicated in
the Chancery Roll; and on that it may be considered whether the main
purpose were not to exclude him, and next if the simple fact that Maud
was the sole survivor?® were not seized upon as a convenient pretext for
ignoring the seniority while affecting to observe it and while accom-
plishing the fact disregarding it. Lastly it must appear that those
making the partition, of whom a part had been chosen by the executive,
and a part by the heirs, can have had no common object in advancing
any misstatement, or for departing from the proper sequence, if they
did know facts it was their business to learn; and again that they could
have had no common end in relegating the sole survivor Maud to the
fourth place in the series, and to the least considerable of the Irish
honours® (co. Carlow) unless they knew full well that there was her
proper place, although for a year past the marshalsy had been in
Victorian phrase ¢ called out of abeyance” in her favour, irrespective
altogether of whether that act were of grace or of policy.

Under the assumption that the close roll entry declaring Maud’s
eisnecia is correct in its fact, we must then suppose that these shares in
Ireland were set out in their relative dignity, and that the coheirs
¢“tossed for choice” or by some device among themselves evaded the
sequence the mere ages of the sisters would dictate; if that seem rather
a bolus to swallow, then alternatively we must assume that Isabel was
really the eldest, and that Maud’s alleged seniority is a terminological
inexactitude,—and perhaps only the ultra-refined purists will boggle
over such an assumption,—for it has never been suggested that Maud
and Isabel were twins. Being at present in no position to advance any
third record® in support of either sequence, these coheirs are hereinafter
marked by Roman capitals in the sequence shown by this chancery roll ;
viz. :—[A] Isabel (2) : [B] Joan (5): [C] Sibyl (3) : [D] Maud (1) :

1This fact is deemed to be the explanation of the phrase ¢ Matilda countess of
Warenne and her parceners’’ on the Close Roll, as abstracted in €. D. 1., ii, 26.

% The lady placed last is Eve, to whose heirs is assigned an honour hardly recogniz-
able but appertaining to the castle of Dunamase, amplified out to monetary equality of
annual value by the scraps and trimmings from the other shares. The *‘elder’’
sisters’ vepresentalives obtained (a) Kilkenny, as above: (4) Wexford : (¢) Kildare :
and perhaps no one familinr with™ the state of Ireland in that period would for a
moment think of ranking these honours in any other order.

3 See however the reference cited C. D. 1., ii, 2186.
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[E] Eve (4) :—in order that the ladies may be indicated according to
both theories. It will at once be observed that by either notation
Tsabel was older than Sibyl, who was older than Eve; it is easy to find
conjectures why Joan should be last to marry, which are not con-
jectures as to her age. The presentment of Maud in the first position by
I Iistoire is some twenty years or more before the marshalsy came to
her, one must in candour admit ; and only by inveking the long arm of
coincidence therefore can we associate the later fact with an early
marriage ; both details being in strict accord are with infinitely greater
probability explained by priority of birth. Itis assuredly notimpossible
to imagine some compensatory adjustment as between English and Irish
lands, and guessing is one of the industries upon which the unemployed can
always fall back ; but short of such speculations, Sibyl and Eve married
better than Joan did, as well as sooner ; Joan does rather look like the
lame duek among these swans; it is perhaps not improbable that with
fuller knowledge the actual sequence of birth may be found eventually
as Maud, Isabel, Joan, Sibyl, Eve, if the sequence of the chancery
roll can Ve shewn erroneous. Without any expression of opinion upon a
point of fact only to be determined by more evidence, Maud’s shure is
convenicntly to be taken first here, simply because it returned to the
Crown within sixty years of the partition.

[D] (1) MATUD: Hoxour or Carrow.

According to I'Ilistoire! Maud’s marriage is to be fixed at a date
shortly before Easter 1207 ; namely just before her father William
was at last permitted to go to Ireland, which was early in 1207,
In the Complete Peerage it was dated ““about 1212.”  On the slight basis
of the earlier date Maud’s birth has been referred to about 1190 ; it is of
course cqually supposable that she was born in any other year before say
1200. nor by the dates of her issue is there any necessity to require a
date earlier than 1200 by anything considerable; equally there is as yet
nothing to indicate that she was not born as early as 1190 ; to her first
husband she had borne three sons at the time of his death in 1224/5, and
to her sccond husband she bore another son in 1235 ; it is far from sure
that she did not bear to a third husband a daughter in the spring of 1248.
In that case, of which later, it is certain that Maud was not born in
1190, if just possibly by 1200.

Maud’s first husband was Hugh Bigod third earl of Norfolk, who had
done homage for his father’s lands 2 August 1221, and was dead
18 February 1224/5, when Maud’s dower is to be assigned.® Of this
marriage no daughters are known ; the sons were :—

(i) Roger fourth earl of Norfolk, afterwards Marshal of England.
Alexander II king of Scots had bought the custody of this heir ete.;

111, 13335-13353. 2 Roberts, i, 69. 3 Ibid., 125.
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asrecited in a fine 29 October 1227 on the death of William Longespee ctc;!
and accordingly Roger was to be married to the king’s sister Isabel
1 June the octave of the Trinity 1225, as appears by a fine of 20 May
1225.° He was then mueh under age and he died s. p. not long before
25 July 1270, when he was probably under 60 years old.

(ii) Hugh Bigod, the justiciar of England, who died about 1266, being
dead by 7 November of that year, when his son and heir Roger (after-
wards fifth earl) did homage for his lands.®* It is not unusual to see
Hugh’s death referred to the battle of Lewes, though he is expressly
named among those who fled thence at the last moment, and further is
found assisting the efforts of the Queen in Flanders some months later.
But it is perhaps likely his heir Roger was of age only in November
1266, and if his birth could be fixed to November or October 1245 it
would then be possible to attain some measure of certainty as to his
mother, of which further presently.

Hugh had been one of the executors of his mother Maud.*

(11) Ralph Bigod third son of Maud was dead 28 July 1260, in the
lifetime of both his brothers; there is great reason to suppose that he
died without issue. This Ralph’s wife was Bertha de Furnival, who
was also his executrix.® Much of the wild confusion in the Bigod
pedigree has been caused by heroic efforts to drag in under this Ralph
issue of which he cannot have been the father, and other issue of which
he cannot be shewn the father. The gentleman calling himself
¢ Plantagenet” Harrison, who had his own views as to the representa-
tion of the blood of the Angevin kings of England, was firmly persuaded
that Edward T was in truth the son of Roger fourth earl above ; which
he held to be a reason why Roger fifth earl should surrender his ecarldom,
lands, and everything he had, to Edward I; not that the eccentric
Mr. Harrison always knew which Roger he meant. In the generation
of this Hugh the justiciar he is quite at variance with record facts, but
at least he did not invent either the scandal or the confusion. The
latter he seems to have taken from Milles’ Catalogue of HHonour;® that
work, like sundry other quasi-original sources, is mainly in accord with,
and doubtless based in some degree upon, a Tintern ehronicle of which
the chief genealogical portions are reproduced, errors and all, in the
Monasticon.” TInasmuch as the Bigods acquired their interest in Tintern
only by the marriage of this Maud, it might be thought that, as for
her issue at least, this chronicle ‘can be accepted, but in fact its state-
ments cannot be contemporary, nor approximately so even, for it isin

! Roberts, i, 163. 5 Lbid., ii, 333.
2 Thid., 128, 6 Fol. (1610), p. 504 ec.

3 Ibid., ii, 448. -7 Edit. 1817—380 vol. v, p. 265 seq.
£ Ibid., ii, 33. .
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.error on the descent of the earldom itself. It is necessary to emphasize
the fact that all these early genealogies of Bigod are more or less
.erroneous, since they are constantly being reproduced, and so
perpetuating misapprehensions, even as to these relatively clear parts
-of the Bigod pedigree, of which the twelfth century portion is chaotic.

When Roger the fourth earl died in 1270 his heir was Roger (fifth
carl) his nephew the son and heir of Hugh the justiciar, and the king
had taken the homage of Roger the heir for the lands late of Roger his
uncle 25 July 12701 1t appears that Hugh the justiciar was thrice
married. The first wife was Joan daughter of Robert Burnel; so
Milles, as aforesaid, who is very positive that ‘“his children were
by Burnel’'s daughter.”* If the heir possibly was so, which is
quite doubtful, this is manifestly not true of all. The date of
Hugh’s marriage with ¢ Burnel’s daughter” has not been found;
but by 1244 IHugh was married to another Joan, daughter and
sole surviving heir of Nicholas de Stuteville; she was widow of
Hugh Wake who was alrcady dead 2 January 1241/2 when Joan
his widow fines 10,000 marks for custody of the lands and marriage
of (her son) the heir;* which heir was in custody of Joan and
Hugh Bigod, 18 February 1247/8.¢ Dugdale cites the Pipe Roll of
29 Henry II1 (Yorks.) that Hugh was married to Joan (de Stuteville)
by 1244 ;° and no earlier date has been found. It was suggested above
that Roger the heir was possibly not born till the autumn of 1245, in
which case he would plainly be the son of this second wife; and
Dugdale cites Esc. 54 H iii, No. 25, that Roger was 25 at his succession
in 1270, ergo born in or about 1245. 1In the Complete Peerage his birth
is calculated to 1240, apparently on a statement that he was 66 at his
death in December 1306. If the figures are correct, that was the year
of his birth, obviously; but that he was in fact 66 may need some
proving. 1f he were indeed born in 1240, it is not elear why he must
wait till November 1266 for seisin of his father’s lands. Hugh the
Justiciary has not been found alive later than 10 April 1266, by an entry
of that date on the patent roll.® Joan's death is dated 1276 ; she was
living 12 July 1264 ;" and one must confess failure to recognize ¢ Hugo
le Bigod et Margeria ux’ cjus’” who take a writ of novel disseisin under
Somerset in January 1257/8.% She looks like a third ¢ wife.”

This Roger fifth earl married first Alina (often found Aliva in print)
daughter of Philip Basset of Wycombe, and widow of Hugh le Dispenser
who was slain at Evesham 4 August 1265. Roger had done homage for

1 Roberts, i1, 519. -

2 Up. cit. So many copyists read this name Burnet that it may be assumed they
find that misprint in some more accessible work. 3

3 Roberts, i, 364. i 6 Cal. Pat. Kolls, p. 580.

s Ibid. i, 28. 7 Ibid., p. 334.

S Baronage, i, 135 a. 8 Roberts, ii, 269.
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all the lands of Philip 3 December 1271,! but Alina dying without issue,
Roger married second Alice daughter of John de Aveynes, in the year
1290.2 By this wife likewise Roger had no issue, and dying 11 December
1306 his earldom, marshalsy, and estates, including the county of Carlow
with its castles mostly in ruinous disrepair, passed to the King, by means
of a surrender to that end which had been made in 1302.2 It is usually
stated that the heir was then John Bigod, brother of the earl, assumed
to be own brother. Theage of this John is given by Inquisition evidence
as 40 years in 1306 ; which if a precise statement would imply that he
was born in 1266, or near about. Since his father Hugh was certainly
dead in 1266, that age may mean only that John must be at least so
many years of age. If this 40 years was anywhere near the fact, then
it is certain John was not son of Burnel’s daughter. Though much has
been written on the ‘‘disinheriting’ of this John, and on the
unconstitutional and invalid ¢ surrender’’ of the earldom, and so forth,
very little has been advanced as to the reason why John was thus
excluded. But one should not overlook the possibility that the age
given for John might be his exact age; and in that case there is the
obvious indication that he was gravely suspected to be a bastard. Until
John’s legitimacy can be questioned on plainer grounds than a possibly
haphazard statement as to his age, however, he must be still deemed
legitimate as herctofore; and on that assumption it will follow that in
his issue was continued the representation of Maud le Marshal and her
first husband Hugh Bigod.

Maud’s supposed daughter by Hugh le Bigod is a most interesting
because elusive lady. Nothing definite has ever been found as yet upon
her parentage ; she is most obscurely called a sister of Ralph Bigod, which
is an extremely oblique way of indicating her relation, if she were in fact
sister to Hugh the justiciar and Roger fourth earl, Ralph’s more famous
brothers. But this oblique expression has the air of an attempt to escape
the impossible assertion, frequently found, that she was daughter of
Ralph, to which the answer is that she was certainly older than he or
his brothers. This Isabel married first Walter de Lacy’s son Gilbert,
who was living 12 August, and dead v. p. 25 December 1230; and
secondly John Fitz-Geoffrey the justiciar of Ireland, before 11 April
1234.4 That Isabel may have been daughter of some as yet unknown
Ralph Bigod caunot well be denied ; that she was daughter of this Ralph
and Berta de Furnival, as constantly asserted, is a chronological impos-
sibility. The indication that she was of the line of the Marshals in some
way arises from the fact that Connell was her ¢“ maritagium,”® and this was
a Marshal manor. Notwithstanding many assertions on her parentage, no
scrap of evidence, other than such as can be evolved by ‘‘emendation””

! Roberts, 554. + Watson, Genealogist N. S. xx1, 1904,
2 Flor. Wig., ed. Thorpe, ii, 243. 5¢. D. I 12121,
30 D. L., v, 54, ete., 617.
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from the erroneous Bigod pedigrees of the before-noted chronicles, has
‘ever been quoted; and the question who she was must remain open
pending the discovery of good evidence directly to the point.! By the
dates of her issue, she was born about if not actually in the year 1205.

Maud le Marshal was married to her second husband, before 13 October
12252 William carl Warenne, the son of Hamelin and Isabel de Warenne.
William died 27 May 1240, when his heir, by Maud, was John carl of
Surrey, then aged 5 years. Maud’s dower as widow of William included
inter alia Clayton, co. Sussex, which manor was to be taken into the king’s
hand 7 April 1248 ;® whereby it is clear that she was then lately dead.
Within the period 1240-1248 however it is said that Maud married third
Walter de Dunstanville, whom Milles calls ¢ baron of Castlecote.” By a
chancery inquisition, Wilts, 54 Ilen. 111, no. 10, made at Castlecombe
8§ February 1269/70 sir Walter de Dunstanville had died 14 January last
leaving a daughter and heir Parnell who would be 22 on 22 February
next, and was then wife of Robert de Montfort.,t This Parnell was by
this evidence born in February 1247/8, and without presuming to declare
her a daughter of Maud, dead within six weeks later, one would be glad
to know who was Parnell’s mother. If this be a daughter of Maud,
then it is quite impossible that Maud was the eldest daughter of
William, and born in or anywhere near 1190, The representation of
Maud and her second husband William passed by the said John earl of
Surrey to the Fitz-Alans, and so through the Mowbrays to the Howards ;
and in the Mowbrays the descendants of Maud by her second marriage
regained the marshalsy which her grandson by the first husband had
surrendered to the Crown.

[A] (2) ISABEL : Horour or KILKENNY.

Isabel is in sundry versions called third daughter of William Marshal
the elder and Isabel de Clare ; that she had her mother’s name is obvious,
but no indication of the year of her birth has been observed. She married
tirst about or by the year 1217 Gilbert de Clare earl of Hertford and
Gloucester, her third cousin. He died 25 October 1230, at a place called
Penros in Brittany by divers authorities: ¢“de partibus illis rediens,”

1Tt is much to be desired that the gift in free-marriage should be adequately
examined as associated with the case of the bastard daughter. In the Amicia tracts
Mainwaring, who devoutly if pardonably believed the charming dogma torn to rugs
by Mr. Round that ¢ the law was always the same,’’ made great play with the doctrine
that such gift proved legitimacy ; but he utterly failed to discredit the alleged bastardy
of Amicia, which was his main purpose. To the non-legal intelligence it might
appear from numerous specific cases a plain inference that the gift in free-marriage
was expressly invented, on the contrary, in order to make a secure provision for the
bastard daughter, albeit subsequently applied to the purpose of endowing the bride
legitimately born.

¢ Complete Peerage.

3 Roberts, ii, 31. Roger her son and heir has done homage, &c.—10 June 1248,
.C. D. 1., i, 2943. .

* Wilts Inqq. British Record Soc., p. 53.
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according to Matthew Paris! and Hubert de Burgh fined 7000 marks for
custody of his lands and marriage of his heir, 6 November 1230.2
Their son and heir Richard Earl of Gloucester® was born 4 August
1222, and married first Margaret de Burgh. This Margaret was daughter
of Hubert by his fourth wife Margaret of Scotland, as previously; we read
that she had a sister ¢ Magota of whom nothing further is known,”* If
Magota be no myth,® she was possibly spirited away ; she and Margaret
were apparently regarded with some jealousy by the Crown, and though
the facts are by no means clear it seems this marriage was ¢ clandestine ”’
(by which we are to understand perhaps only that it was without the
King’s licence) and that Margaret was immediately taken from the earl,
neither being ten years old, if the date of this marriage was perhaps
but little before the fall of Hubert in 1232. The fate of Margaret is
unknown ; the only point suggestive that there were two daughters of
Hubert with the same name may seem to lie in the detail that whereas
Margaret (or Margeria) was still living in the summer of 1241,° never-
theless the earl married secondly 2 February 1237/8 Maud daughter of
John de Lacy carl of Lincoln by Margaret daughter of Robert de Quency
earl of Winton, Maud being thus step-daughter of Walter Marshal,
Tsabel’s brother. The earl Richard dying in 1262 was buried 28 July
at Tewkesbury. By Maud heleft a son and heir Gilbert earl of Gloucester
and Hertford, of full age 1 September 1264,° who married first Alice,
otherwise Yolande, de Lusignan, from whom he was divorced 18 July
12717 The earl Gilbert married secondly Joan of Acre, born the year
after his divorce, daughter of Edward I and Eleanor of Castile. Joan’s
marriage was 2 May 1290°; she died 19 April 1307,° having remarried in
1296 Ralph de Monthermer, to whom she bore two sons, etec. The earl
Gilbert, called the Red Earl, had died in 1295, leaving by Joan a son and
heir Gilbert last earl of Gloucester and Hertford, whose age is called
18 years, 2 June and 29 May 1307, in inquisitions on the death of his
mother, from which it would appear that he was born in May 1289 ;! but
his age was 16 on 11 May 1307.1' This earl was slain at Bannockburn,

L Majora, iii, 200.

2 Roberts, 1, 205.

3¢, D. I,ii, 140, 428, 471.

4 Courthope, sub Kent.

5 It seems this Magota is but Margot, the French diminutive for Margaret, and
that there was but one daughter of this marriage to survive, the Margaret upon whom
Hubert her father had settled the manor of Portslade, Sussex, probably at the time of
his separation from her mother, and whereof she had been deprived upon the fall of
Hubert in 1232 ; it was restored to her however by the King in 1234, on his recon-
ciliation with Hubert 23 May that year, and she was still holding it in My and June
1241. Cf. Roberts, i, 342, 344, and Flor. Wig. (Thorpe), ii, 176.

$ ¢ D. I,ii, 750. The lands extended, ibid., 1618.

7 Flor. Wig. ii, 206 :—This divorce, *“apud Norwyciam celebratum.”’

8 The continuator of Florence says however ¢ ultimo die mensis Aprilis,”
ibid. ii, 242, °

9C.D. I, v, 653, seq. -

10 'Wilts Inqq. British Record Soc. pp. 337, 339.

11 Glouc. Inqq. ¢bid. pp. 73-89 ; in one of these the age is however 17.
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24 June 1314,! and leaving no issue his three sisters were his heirs.
These were :—

(i) Eleanor, wife (a) of Hugh Despenser the younger, by whom she
left issue. Walsingham?® says Hugh was hanged at Hereford on a gallows
50 fect high on a Monday (? 24 November) 1326, and with other details
quotes an epigram, so fully explained that he might have written it him-
self, whereby appears the detail that whereas the beheading was done
with a sword, the quartering was done with an axe. The representation
of Eleanor passed by her descendant Isabel Despenser to the Nevills and
Beauchamps, her issue of successive marriages with Richard earl of
Worcester and Richard earl of Warwick being fully treated in the New
Complete Peerage, under Abergavenny. Eleanor was wife (b) of William
Zouche ¢ of Mortimer,” ufter 5 February 1327/8, who was dead 7 March
1336/7 ; of this murriage it appears there was no issue surviving. Eleanor
died 30 June 1337.

(ii) Margaret, aged 22 in 1314, was wife (a) of Piers Gaveston, before
5 August 1309, when she is named with him in a charter settling on
them etc. the carldom of Cornwall, previously granted to him 6 August

1307 ;* of this marriage there was issue apparently only one daughter

)
surviving ; Plers was taken at Scarborough, but seized and beheaded

19 June or 1 July 1312 at Warwick, by Guy carl of Warwick, whom
Piers, in the day of his insolent prosperity, had unfortunately called the
Black Dog of Arden. He was buried at the Friars Preachers Oxford, but
3 January 1314/5 the King translated the corpse of his familiar to
Langley.t Margarct was wife (b) of Hugh de Audley, married at Windsor
28 April 1317 ; created earl of Gloucester 1337, who died 1347, Margaret
having died in 1342, and their daughter and heir Margaret carried their
representation to the issue by her husband Ralph earl of Stafford.

(iii) Elizabeth, married (a) John de Burgh son and heir of Richard
(the red) earl of Ulster, which John died v. p. 18 June 13183, leaving their
son William earl of Ulster, father of Elizabeth wife of Lionel duke of
Clarence. Elizabeth de Clare married (b) as second wife, Wednesday
4 February 1315/6 at Bristol Theobald de Verdun 1I, who dying at his
castle of Alton Staffs, Tuesday 27 July was buried S. Sequanus 19 Sep-
tember 1316 in the abbey of Croxden adjacent.® Of this marriage was an
only daughter Isabel, born at Amesbury on S. Benedict 10 Ed. 1I,
to whom queen Isabel was godmother; and thither Edward 1I likewise
went to treat with his niece the lady Elizabeth of another marriage with

one Roger Damory, thoughtfully taking that aspirant along with him.®

1 Walsingham, i, 140. 3 Courthope, p. 126.

2i, 185. 4 Walsingham, i, 133, 143.

5 Chron. Croxden, Cott. Faustina B vi, fo. 80r.

¢ Proof of age of Isabel, British Record Soc., Wilts Ing., vol. iii, p. 71 :—Thising.
twice calls the ?ather of Isabel Theobald de Fontibus, the reason for which name has

[ WL e
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This Isabel de Verdun married Henry Ferrers of Groby, and so her
representation passed to Henry Grey duke of Suffolk, and his daughters
the Lady Jane and her sisters. Elizabeth de Clare married (¢) the said
Roger d’Amory, by whom she had another daughter, Elizabeth, who
married in 1336 John Bardolf, grandson of Hugh first baron by writ, who
was great-grandson of Dodo and Beatrix aforesaid ; the grandson of John
and Elizabeth was Thomas lord Bardolf, attainted 1406. The lady
Elizabeth de Clare died 4 November, 1360, having perpetuated her name
by the foundation of Clare Hall Cambridge.

As widow of Gilbert earl of Hertford and Gloucester, TIsabel
le Marshal married secondly in the early days of April 1231* as first
wife Richard carl of Cornwall afterwards king of the Romans second son
of King John. To him she bore #nfer alios an only surviving son Henry,
born in November 1235, knighted 27 May 1257 at his father’s corona-
tion, murdered at Viterbo by Guy de Montfort 1271. Isabel had died
when this son was about 4 years old, and was buried 19 January 1239/40
at Berkhampstead S. Peter, Herts, before the birth of the said Guy,
called Henry’s ¢ first cousin,” viz. son of Eleanor the widow of Isabel’s
eldest brother William Marshal II. The issue of Isabel by her second
marriage thus became extinet.

[B] (5) JOAN : Hoxovr oF WEXFORD.

Joan isthe only one of the coheirs who was given in marriage by her
brother, not her father,? whence it arrives that she was not married
before 1219. Her husband was Warin de Munchensi, of uncertain origin,’*
to whom she was not a first wife. Warin survived till 1255, when
William was his son and heir; but Joan was dead 9 May 1247 at the
partition of the Marshal estates, and her heir was her son John
de Munchensi. This John was also dead s.p. by 20 June following,*

escaped one’s observation. Isabel was born 21 March 1316/7, the cowrt being at
Clarendon until after Easter, which was 8 April 1317. The inq. however was taken
20 March 1831/2; and from the language it might not unreasomably be supposed
that S. Benedict 4 Dec. 1316 was 11 e date indicated for Isabel’s birth.

1 Majora, iii, 201 ; Wendover, ini, 10.

2 1 Histoire, 11. 14947-54, where the poet goes out of his way to assure us Joan
was not disparaged, but was provided with a rich and noble marriage : details it was
manifestly needless to assert ot her sister Isabel’s marriage to the earl of Gloucester
amli Hertford, or in the case of Eve whose husband was not remarkably rich, nor an
earl.

3 In Mr. Round’s Calendar of Documents preserved in France a ¢“certain stranger ”’
Hubert de Monte Canesil is a witness to n°. 582, one of a curious set of charters by
Ferrers, this instrument professing to be dated 1141. It is hardly nccessary to
remark that the Ferrers pedigree is full of difficulties, some of which are caused less
by lack of information than by superfluity of imposture. In this instiument the
consideration is the weal of his soul, and his father’s and his mother’s, and most of all
the release of a mark of silver, rent etc., all not more dubious perhaps than the actual

site of Montcanesil; this surname leing usually Latinized de Monte Canisio, and
sometimes Monte Cavino, or Calvino. 2

4 Roberts ii, 14; €. D. L., ii, 1109, 1330.

§ Vol. 111, Sixth Series.
Jour. R.S.AL { Vol. xzur. Consec. Ser. 2
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leaving as sole heir his sister Joan de Monchensi, wife of William
de Valence, half-brother of Henry TII. This William was in 1264
created earl of Pembroke, but he was already married to Joan 24 March
1248/9.' He was dead by midsummer 1296,2and is perhaps best known
to-day by his magnificent tomb in Westminster abbey.

In respect of lands in Ireland, the inheritance of other her coheirs,
William and Joan his wife rendered to the said other heirs an annual
money payment in the nature of purchase for the said lands, and thus
arises a measure of confusion at times between the lands descending
directly to Joan and those descending originally to the said other coheirs,
but thus held by Joan and her husband. William and Joan had pardon
for their share of the dower of Eleanor the king’s sister, viz. as widow of
William Marshal 11, together with arrears due, 2 July 12513 At the death
of William de Valence in 1296 his heir, and Joan’s, was their son Aymer,
who had married a coheir of Raoul de Clermont (de Néelle) Constable
of France, but died s.p. in 1323; and by inquisition at Gloucester
27 August 1324 Aymer’s heirs were John de Hastings, his nephew, son
of his deceased sister Isabel and John de Hastings; and his nieces Joan
and Elizabeth, daughters of his deceased sister Joan and John Comyn of
Badenoch : which Joan was wife of David de Strabolgi earl of Atholl, and
her sister Elizabeth Comyn* was afterwards wife of Richard Talbot to
whom she carried Goodrich castle; from them descended the earls of
Shrewsbury. The representation of Joan countess of Atholl passed by
her great-granddaughter Elizabeth de Strabolgi to Zer two daughters
by Sir Henry Percy of Athol, both of whom were twice married and left
issue. Johnde Hastings, the coheir of his uncle Aymer in 1324, died in
the next year, and in 1339 his son and heir Lawrence Hastings was
created ecarl of Pembroke. While still a minor /%ss grandson John
Hastings was slainin a tournament at Woodstock, 1391, and this carldom
of Pembroke then became extinet; but the co-representation of Isabel
de Valence remained among some at least of the Hastings cluimants.

[C] (8) SIBYL: Hoxour oF Krrpark.

Sibyl, bearing the name of her ancestress Sibyl of Salisbury, was the
third daughter by both these enumerations. At the time of the partition,
1247, she was dead, leaving her interest among her seven daughters and
coheirs ; but her share was not perhapsdivided among them immediately
after that partition, though it had been divided, it may seem, in the life-
time of the countess of Lincoln, but after Eleanor had become wife of
Roger de Leyburne, as presently;® data which would fix the division to

1 0. D. L, i, 2983.

2 Ing. p.m. 21 June at Gloucester ; and at Wexford 27 November 1296. C.D. 1., iv,
306.
3 Roberts, ii, 109. )

4 She was then aged 24, and her sister Joan was 30.
5¢. D. 1., ii, 896, 1096.
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not before July 1264, Sibyl had married William de Ferrers, after-
wards earl Ferrers, or earl of Derby, best distinguished in that complicated
pedigree as the son of king John’s earl, who had obtained a ¢‘ charter of
restitution ”” 7 June 1199, and died at a great age 22 September 1247,
Sibyl was thus dead before her husband succeeded to the earldom so
established to his father, and her daughters were Agnes, Isabel, Maud,
Sibyl, Kleanor, Joan, Agatha ; thisis not only the sequence in which the
daughters constantly appear in legal proceedings among t<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>