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ERNALD RUFUS

Sub-tenant in Suffolk of the honours
of Eye and Lancaster

The charter below survives in an inspeximus dated 6 July 1227, where it
is presented within a sequence of three documents. The first is a charter
in the name of Stephen, count of Mortain, also printed below; this gives
to Ernald Rufus, son of Roger, the manor of Stradbroke (Suff), belonging
to the honour of Eye, with ‘the gifts of the churches of Stradbroke and
Wingfield’. The second is King Henry’s charter, confirming the gift in
much the same terms. Third is a charter of King John, dated at Shoreham
on 17 May 1200 (l. 17 June 1199) (CalCh, i. 46–47 from the inspeximus;
not in the surviving fragment of the charter roll of 1 John).1 Only the
charter of King John is authentic: its making can be traced through the
fine and pipe rolls of 1199–1200. There it is noted that Ernald Rufus,
called ‘son of Ernald Rufus’ in the fine roll and ‘son of Ernald son of
Ernald’ in the pipe roll, agreed a modest relief of ten marks to have the
manor of Stradbroke in fee at a farm of £28 ‘just as his grandfather
Ernaldus Rufus well and freely and wholly had it in the time of King
Henry, the king’s great-grandfather, and just as lawful charters (carte
rationabiles), which he has, bear witness’ (FineR, 13; PR 1 John, 289).

1 ‘xvij die maii anno regni &c. primo’. King John was in Normandy in May 1200, so
the date is probably recte 17 June 1199, during the king’s only known visit to
Shoreham.
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These, no doubt, are the two forgeries that precede this in the
inspeximus, which were most probably fabricated in order to obtain
John’s confirmation.

The twelfth- and thirteenth-century references to this family have
been collected by Blomefield, Norfolk, viii. 266–7; Farrer, Honors and
Knights’ Fees, iii. 438–40; and Brown, Ctl. Eye, ii. 78–81. Inquisitions
held in 1253 and 1260 following the death of William Rufus, or le Rus
(probably a grandson of the Ernald Rufus who had King John’s
confirmation in 1199), show that he held, with other lands, the manors of
Akenham, Hasketon, and Clopton, in Suffolk, as two and a half knights’
fees, of Roger le Bigod, as of the honour of Lancaster; the manor of
Whittingham, Suffolk, similarly, as one knight’s fee; and the manor of
Stradbroke, of Richard earl of Cornwall, later king of Almain, as of the
honour of Eye, for 40 marks fee farm (CalIPM, i. 73, 128, nos. 282,
462).

These tenancies show that the beneficiary of the forged charter in
the name of Henry I, named there as Ernald Rufus, son of Roger, was
almost certainly the son of Roger fitz Ernald, who in 1086 had held land
in Clopton, Hasketon (where he is called Roger fitz Ernulf), and Melton
of Roger the Poitevin (DB, ii. 346v, 347v; Suffolk § 8. 7–8, 17). No
undertenant is named in the latter’s estates in Whittingham, Stradbroke,
and Akenham (DB, ii. 349r, 352v; § 8. 36, 39, 68), so it was probably
after 1086 that Roger, or perhaps his son Ernald, acquired land in those
places. The date of Ernald’s succession is not known: Roger fitz Ernald
last occurs c. 1094 when he witnessed one of the versions of Roger the
Poitevin’s charter for the founding of Lancaster priory (Cal. France,
236–7, no. 664; K. Thompson, ‘Monasteries and settlement in Norman
Lancashire: unpublished charters of Roger the Poitevin’, Transactions of
the Historic Society of Lancashire and Cheshire 140 (1990), 201–225
discusses the three versions).

Ernald fitz Roger is noted in the 1130 account for Norfolk and
Suffolk as receiving 60s ‘de feodo suo’ (PR 31 Henry I, 90); he does not
appear subsequently. We are reliant on the forged charters of Henry I
and Count Stephen, and King John’s confirmation of them, to show that
the tenant of 1199 was grandson of Ernald fitz Roger, but there seems no
reason to doubt the veracity of this descent. In 1159 the sheriff rendered
account for 60s ‘quos Ernardus Ruffus debuit habere’. Later in the
account Ernald was amerced the same amount ‘pro recreantisa’ (PR 5
Henry II, 9, 11), and the allowance is not subsequently mentioned.
Ernald here presumably represents the intervening generation.
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We also depend on the confections of the late twelfth century to
show that Ernald Rufus was given Stradbroke by Count Stephen. It is
improbable that forgeries would have been concocted to assign the gift to
Stephen if he were not in fact the donor; a grant by one of his
predecessors in the honour is likely to have been safer. But it is not
inconceivable that the gift was made by Stephen after he became king.
He retained the honour of Eye until his death, when it passed to his
younger son William of Blois, earl of Surrey (CP, xii, pt 1, 497–8).
Reassigning such a gift to a date when it could have been confirmed by
Henry I would make for better title.

In 1086 Stradbroke was one of the more valuable demesne
manors of Robert Malet’s honour of Eye, assessed, together with its
berewick of Wingfield, as 5½ carucates. There were then two churches
in Stradbroke, presumably the churches of Stradbroke and Wingfield
mentioned in the charter for Ernald Rufus (DB, ii. 328v–329r; § 6. 308).
Roger the Poitevin’s small interest in Stradbroke in 1086, mentioned
above, may have been merged into the manor when the honour passed to
him on Robert Malet’s forfeiture during the reign of William II. Roger
and his wife Almodis dated their deed for the abbey of Saint-Saveur,
Charroux (see 000, not in Regesta), ‘at the manor called Stradbroke’
(Lewis, ‘The king and Eye’, 588; see also 000, Regesta 000 for
Charroux, where the deed is set out in full).

Eye priory had a claim of some kind to the churches of
Stradbroke and Wingfield, but because so much of the priory’s early
archive is fabricated, and because the churches appear in some general
confirmations but not others, it is difficult to ascertain exactly what the
claim was and when the monks obtained it. The two churches, with their
lands and tithes, were included in Robert Malet’s ‘foundation charter’
(‘Do eis . . . ecclesiam de Stradebroc et ecclesiam de Wyngefeud . . .’),
as were all the tithes of his demesne in Stradbroke. The charter also
confirms Ernald fitz Roger’s gift of two parts of his tithe of Whittingham
and Hasketon (Ctl. Eye, i. 12–16, no. 1 §§ xxiv, xxvi, xxxiv). But
Robert’s charter is a compilation made at an uncertain date, perhaps
years after the foundation. The tithes of Stradbroke are confirmed in the
spurious charter in the name of Henry I, but there is no mention of the
two churches, nor of the tithes given by Ernald fitz Roger (000, Regesta
1436=1991; Ctl. Eye, i. 16–19, no. 3). According to what is surely an
equally spurious diploma in the name of King Stephen, assigned to c.
December 1137 × March 1138 by the editors of Regesta, the king
granted (concedo) several churches, including Stradbroke and Wingfield,
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to Eye priory and confirmed that the priory should have the tithes of
certain manors, including Stradbroke, ‘sicut habuit in tempore Rotberti
Malet’. He also confirmed the tithes of Ernald fitz Roger in Whittingham
and Hasketon (Ste/288; Ctl. Eye, i. 25–8, no. 15, §§ i, viii, xxviii).
William Turbe, bishop of Norwich 1146–1174, confirmed to the monks
of Eye all their possessions, which included the tithes of Stradbroke, the
tithe of the demesne of Ernald in Whittingham and eight acres which
Ernald gave in Whittingham on the death of his son, and the tithe of the
demesne of Hasketon, but made no mention of the churches (Ctl. Eye,
43–6, no. 40, §§ xii, xxxi; EEA 6 Norwich 1070–1214, 76–8, no. 89).

When and why were the charters of Count Stephen and King
Henry fabricated? It seems most likely that they were confected shortly
before their confirmation by King John in 1199. The honours of Eye and
Lancaster were granted to Count John of Mortain by Richard I, but came
back into the king’s hands after John’s rebellion in 1193–4. The honour
of Eye was administered on the king’s behalf by William Longchamp,
bishop of Ely, who accounted in the year to Michaelmas 1194 for £14
farm of Stradbroke for half a year (PR 6 Richard I, 66), and for the £28
yearly rent in subsequent years. There is nothing in the pipe rolls to show
that Ernald Rufus took part in John’s rebellion. If he did not, this lack of
support may have prompted him to improve the security of his tenancy in
Stradbroke by royal confirmation after John’s succession. Alternatively,
the reason for his seeking the confirmation may lie in a dispute with Eye
priory regarding the churches of Stradbroke and Wingfield. This is
unlikely however, as no other evidence of a dispute between Ernald
Rufus and Eye priory concerning the churches has been found. The loss
of the thirteenth-century bishops’ registers for Norwich makes it difficult
to trace the ownership of the advowsons of churches in that diocese. No
mention was made of Ernald Rufus when late in March 1208 the
chancellor Walter de Gray had letters patent for presentation to the
church of Stradbroke, which was in the king’s gift ‘by reason of the
honour of Eye being in his (the king’s) hand’ (RPat, 81a).

1† Purported charter confirming to Ernald Rufus the grant
and gift which Stephen count of Mortain made to him,
namely the manor of Stradbroke with the churches of
Stradbroke and Wingfield.
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CHANCERY ENROLMENT: Charter Roll 11 Henry III pt 2, C53/19, mem. 9, inspeximus
dated 6 July 1227 (‘pro Hugone Ruffo’) (CalCh, i. 47) [B].
PRINTED: CalCh, i. 47 [from B].
CALENDAR: Regesta 783.

Henr(icus) dei gratia rex Angl(orum) archiepiscopis episcopis
abbatibus com(itibus) uic(ecomitibus) bar(onibus) et omnibus
fidelibus suis francis et anglis totius Anglie salutem. Sciatis
me concessisse et hac carta mea confirmasse per petitionem
Stephani com(itis) Moreton(ie) Ernaldo Ruffo filio Rog(eri)
illam concessionem et illud donum quod idem Stephanus ei
fecit et carta sua confirmauit de manerio de Stradebrok quod
est de honore Eye cum donatione ecclesiarum de Stradebroc et
de Wingefeld’ et cum omnibus rebus que ad illud manerium
pertinent in feodo et hereditate illi et heredibus suis tenend’ de
predicto Stephano et heredibus suis et de me et heredibus meis
cum soka et saka et thol et theam et infongenethef et cum
omnibus libertatibus et liberis consuetudinibus sine ullo
retenemento reddendo inde annuatim predicto Stephano et
heredibus suis XXVIII libras argenti de feodo firmo pro
omnibus seruiciis et pro omnibus interrogationibus. Quare
uolo et concedo et firmiter precipio quod idem Ernaldus
Ruffus et heredes sui habeant et teneant predictum manerium
libere et quiete bene et in pace per predictum seruicium. Hiis
t(estibus) Rogero episcopo Sarr’, Waudr(ico) cancellario,
Stephano comite Moreton’, Willelmo comite Warrenn’,
Ham(one) dapifero, Iohanne filio Stephani. Apud Wudestok.

Henry by God’s grace king of the English [grandfather of King Henry the grandfather
of the present king,] to archbishops, bishops, abbots, earls, sheriffs, barons and all his
sworn men French and English of all England greeting. Know that I have granted and
by this my charter have confirmed, at the petition of Stephen count of Mortain, to
Ernald Rufus son of Roger that grant and that gift that the same Stephen made to him
and by his charter confirmed of the manor of Stradbroke, which is of the honour of Eye,
together with the gift of the churches of Stradbroke and of Wingfield and with all things
that belong to that manor in fee and inheritance to him and his heirs to hold of the
foresaid Stephen and his heirs and of me and my heirs with soke and sake and toll and
team and infangthief and with all liberties and free customs without any retention,
rendering annually therefor to the foresaid Stephen and his heirs £28 of silver in fee
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farm for all services and for all demands. Wherefore I will and grant and firmly
command that the same Ernald Rufus and his heirs shall have and shall hold the
foresaid manor freely and quietly, well, and in peace, by the foresaid service. These
witnesses, Roger bishop of Salisbury, Waldric the chancellor, Stephen count of
Mortain, William earl Warenne, Haimo Dapifer, John fitz Stephen. At Woodstock.

SOURCE: Charter of Stephen, count of Mortain, copied in the same inspeximus, Charter
Roll 11 Henry III pt 2, C53/19, mem. 9, dated 6 July 1227 (CalCh, i. 46–7).
PRINTED: CalCh, i. 46–7.

Stephanus comes Moreton(ie) iusticie sue et omnibus baronibus suis
francis et anglis presentibus et futuris totius Anglie salutem. Sciatis me
dedisse et concessisse et hac carta mea confirmasse Ernaldo Ruffo filio
Rogeri totum manerium meum de Stradebroc, quod est de honore Eye,
cum soka et saka et thol et theam et infangenethef et cum omnibus
libertatibus et liberis consuetudinibus et cum omnibus pertinentiis que ad
predictum manerium pertinent, scilicet in homagiis et seruiciis, in
donationibus ecclesiarum de Stradebroc et de Wingefeld’, in bosco et
plano, in pratis et pasturis, in uiis et semitis, in aquis et molendinis, in
redditibus, in herbagiis et pannagiis, in warrennis et essartis boscorum, in
subbosco et mortuo bosco et in omnibus aliis rebus que ad predictum
manerium pertinent sine ullo retenemento. Hoc dedi et concessi predicto
Ernaldo et heredibus suis in feodo et hereditate libere quiete honorifice et
in pace reddendo inde annuatim xxviij. libras argenti in feodo firmo pro
omnibus seruiciis et pro omnibus interrogationibus. Hoc donum et hanc
concessionem feci predicto Ernaldo et heredibus suis per consilium et
grantum Henrici regis auunculi mei et pro homagio et seruicio suo et pro
xx. marcis argenti et pro uno aucipitre mutato quem predictus Ernaldus
mihi dedit. Hiis t(estibus) Roberto filio Walteri, Henrico nepote meo,
Herueo de Glanuill’, Ricardo camerario, Roberto de Cruce, Malg(ero)
capellano.

Stephen count of Mortain to his justice and to all his barons French and English,
present and future, of all England greeting. Know that I have given and granted and by
this my charter have confirmed to Ernald Rufus son of Roger all my manor of
Stradbroke, which is of the honour of Eye, with soke and sake and toll and team and
infangthief and all liberties and free customs and with all appurtenances that belong to
the foresaid manor, namely in homages and services, in gifts of the churches of
Stradbroke and Wingfield, in wood and field, in meadows and pastures, in ways and
paths, in waters and mills, in rents, in grazings and pannage, in warrens and assarts of
woods, in underwood and dead wood and in all other things that belong to the foresaid
manor without any retention. This I have given and granted to the foresaid Ernald and
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his heirs in fee and inheritance, freely, quietly, honourably, and in peace, rendering
annually for this £28 of silver in fee farm for all services and for all demands. This gift
and grant I have made to the foresaid Ernald and his heirs by the counsel and approval
of King Henry my uncle and for his (Ernald’s) homage and service and for 20 marks of
silver and for one mewed hawk that the foresaid Ernald has given me. These witnesses,
Robert fitz Walter, Henry my nephew, Hervey de Glanvill, Richard the chamberlain,
Robert de Cruce, Mauger the chaplain.

DATE: The witnesses are chronologically incompatible.
ADDRESS: General address.
WITNESS: Roger bishop of Salisbury, Waldric the chancellor, Stephen count of Mortain,
William earl of Warrenne, Haimo Dapifer, John fitz Stephen. The last named witness
has not been identified: he appears only here among extant acts in the name of Henry I.
The joint presence of Waldric as chancellor and Stephen as count of Mortain is
impossible: Waldric was nominated to the see of Laon in 1106 and did not return to
England thereafter; Stephen did not become count of Mortain or tenant of the honour of
Eye until c. 1113. Waldric would not have witnessed at Woodstock, for it was only
after his departure from court that the king began to stay there. The witness list and
place date can have been copied from an authentic act only if we suppose ‘Waudr(ico)’
to be a misrendering of ‘Gaufr(ido)’, but it is surely more likely that the list has been
confected.
PLACE: Woodstock.
CONTEXT: See Headnote. This pair of documents concerns Stradbroke, in Bishop’s
hundred (Suffolk), which belonged to the honour of Eye. The Domesday survey records
Wingfield as an outlier of Stradbroke and the existence of two churches in Stradbroke
(DB, ii. 328v; Suffolk § 6. 308), presumably the churches of Stradbroke and Wingfield
granted here. The fee farm specified is a large sum. The figure remains the same in
King John’s confirmation in May 1199; it is included in the Fine Roll 1 John, in Rotuli
de oblatis, 13; in PR 1 John, 289; and in the charter itself (CalCh, i. 47). The figure of
£28 appears again in two inquisitions post mortem in 1253 and 1260 (CalIPM, i. 282,
464).

As is set out in detail under ‘Authenticity’, there are several aspects of King
Henry’s charter that show it to be a forgery. It is more difficult to identify specific
characteristics of Stephen’s deed that prove its fabrication. Comital and other lay deeds
of the early twelfth century are more varied in form than royal acts, and our ability to
identify forgeries is correspondingly reduced. But the cumulative weight of many
unusual features argues strongly against authenticity. Among the phrases that indicate it
was produced later than the apparent date are ‘dedisse et concessisse et hac carta mea
confirmasse’, ‘omnibus libertatibus et liberis consuetudinibus’, ‘in feodo et hereditate’,
as well as the unusual word ‘interrogationibus’. There are other suspicious features: the
note that the manor was of the honour of Eye; the unusual phrasing ‘in subbosco et
mortuo bosco’, ‘in donationibus ecclesiarum’, ‘per consilium et grantum’; the
specification of the annual fee and the premium, in particular the mewed hawk, a render
mentioned frequently in later records. (It is perhaps no more than coincidence that the
only known use of the phrase ‘donationibus ecclesiarum’ in a royal charter prior to
1189, an act of Henry II for Ranulf de Glanvill, H2/1120, accepted as authentic by
Vincent, also concerns property in Suffolk.) Nevertheless, it appears that an authentic
act of Stephen, pertaining to the honour of Eye, lay behind the forgery. The address,
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excepting ‘presentibus et futuris’, is unobjectionable, as are the witnesses, all of whom
can be associated with the honour of Eye, and most with Stephen himself (Ctl. Eye,
passim). Robert fitz Walter held an official role in the honour, and was addressed in a
writ of Stephen ‘count of Boulogne and Mortain’, ordering him to allow the prior and
monks of Eye to hold their lands and property ‘as they held them on the day when he
(Stephen) last crossed the sea’ (ibid. i, 31–2, no. 22); Mauger the chaplain and another
were addressed by Stephen ‘count of Mortain and Boulogne’, who ordered them to
reseise the prior of Eye with the church of Barrowby (ibid. i, 30–31, no. 20); Richard
the chamberlain and Mauger the chaplain attested a writ of Stephen ‘count of Mortain’,
for the prior of Eye, given in France (ibid. i, 31, no. 21). But it should not be assumed
that the lost authentic act which lies behind the fabrication concerned Stradbroke, or
that Ernald Rufus was its beneficiary.
AUTHENTICITY: An obvious forgery. Among the many implausible phrases are ‘dei
gratia’, ‘hac carta mea confirmasse’, ‘tenendum de predicto Stephano’, ‘de me et
heredibus meis’, ‘habeant et teneant’, and ‘hiis testibus’. The word ‘concedo’ is
misplaced in the Quare uolo clause. It is also highly unlikely that the king would have
countenanced a royal confirmation to a subtenant. It is probable that the charter was
fabricated at the same time as the deed of Count Stephen, at the end of the twelfth
century, in order to gain the confirmation of King John. Comparison of the two
documents shows that although much of the unsatisfactory phrasing is common to both,
there are also significant differences. It does not seem that either document has formed
a precedent for the other. This suggests they are the work of the same forger, who has
produced two acts to the same overall purpose, while doing his best to avoid merely
copying.


