The English Navy in the Twelfth Century[footnoteRef:2]* [2: * I would like to thank David Bates, John Maddicott, Liesbeth van Houts and the anonymous readers for their comments on earlier drafts of this article.] 


The Norman Conquest of England in 1066 succeeded in part because of the outcomes of two naval events. First, the defensive navy that King Harold II had assembled in anticipation of attack from Normandy disbanded after four months of waiting. On 8 September 1066, ‘the men were allowed to go home, and the king rode inland, and the ships were sent to London, and many perished before they came there’.[footnoteRef:3] The Anglo-Saxon navy, although well established for decades and renowned across the North Sea, seemingly disappeared at this critical moment before the Norman (and, in the north, Norse) invasions.[footnoteRef:4] Secondly, Anglo-Saxon misfortune was matched by Norman triumph when Duke William’s assembled fleet successfully landed at Pevensey on 28 September after facing only minor setbacks at sea.[footnoteRef:5] Navies were, without a doubt, tools of war on both sides of the Channel in 1066; this article explores their role in subsequent centuries. It will investigate the naval resources employed by Harold and William’s successors, taking a broad view of the term ‘navy’ to mean ships and fleets carrying out military operations at sea (including tidal rivers) as directed by a lord or ruler. In this sense a navy was, quite simply, a group of ships assembled for any military purpose; the history of such navies is about warfare at sea rather than fixed institutions.[footnoteRef:6] I will demonstrate that navies of this sort not only played decisive roles before and during the Norman Conquest of England, but that they continued to do so thereafter. Adopting this broad definition of the term ‘navy’ and investigating the role of ships and fleets in a range of conflicts allows the sea to emerge as a crucial theatre of medieval English warfare. [3:  ‘ða lyfde man mannum ham, & se cyng rad up, & man draf þa scypu to Lundene, & manega forwurdon ær hi þide comon’: Anglo-Saxon Chronicle [hereafter ASC] (C), s.a. 1066. All quotations from the Anglo-Saxon Chronicles come from The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle: A Collaborative Edition, ed. D. Dumville and S. Keynes (17 vols. to date, Cambridge, 1983–). Translations are from The Anglo-Saxon Chronicles, ed. and tr. M. Swanton (London, 2000). ]  [4:  Edward the Confessor had been approached for naval assistance by King Swein of Denmark in 1047 and by Emperor Henry III in 1049: C.W. Hollister, Anglo-Saxon Military Institutions on the Eve of the Norman Conquest (Oxford, 1962), pp. 125–6. For Harold Godwineson’s ability to command fleets, see, for example, ASC (E), s.a. 1046 (for 1049). The best analysis of the late Anglo-Saxon navy is N.A. Hooper, ‘Some Observations on the Navy in Late Anglo-Saxon England’, in C. Harper-Bill, C.J. Holdsworth and J.L. Nelson, eds., Studies in Medieval History Presented to R. Allen Brown (Woodbridge, 1989), pp. 203–13.]  [5:  Some ships suffered shipwreck before departing Normandy, while others met with local resistance in England. On the logistics of the Norman fleet’s invasion, see D. Bates, William the Conqueror (New Haven, CT, 2016), pp. 228–34; E.M.C. van Houts, ‘The Ship List of William the Conqueror’, Anglo-Norman Studies, x (1987), pp. 159–83. For the English resistance, see also E.A. Freeman, The History of the Norman Conquest, its Causes and its Results (2nd edn, 6 vols, Oxford, 1867–79), iii. 412, 533, 728–9. ]  [6:  This matches the Oxford English Dictionary’s second definition of the word: ‘A number of ships collected together, esp. for purposes of war; a fleet’: Oxford English Dictionary (Oxford University Press, 2000–), available at https://www.oed.com/, s.v. ‘Navy’.] 

Given the longevity of naval activity in England and Normandy before the Norman Conquest, William the Conqueror’s naval achievement in 1066, and the maintenance of a cross-Channel (and ultimately wider Angevin) realm after that date, post-Conquest rulers of England have surprisingly poor reputations as naval commanders.[footnoteRef:7] Few scholars have asked what became of the English navy or the Norman invading fleet after the Norman takeover. Most assume that neither reassembled.[footnoteRef:8] Some have even concluded that, in spite of the success of Duke William’s seaborne invasion in 1066, naval combat ‘went against the traditions and strategies of Norman military experience’ and did not matter after the Norman Conquest.[footnoteRef:9] A small number of scholars have shown that kings William I and William II did continue to deploy naval forces for local defence and invasions of Scotland and Wales up to c.1100.[footnoteRef:10] Given this evidence, there can be no doubt that the ‘English navy’ survived its dispersal in 1066, or at least that the systems behind naval levy and warship maintenance did so. Nevertheless, the naval history of England between c.1100 and the reign of Richard I receives only rare and limited coverage in current scholarship.[footnoteRef:11] The dominant scholarly portrayal of the Norman conquerors and their successors is one of landlubbers who cared little for naval strategy and let the mighty navy of their Anglo-Saxon predecessors wither.  [7:  On Normandy’s Viking nautical heritage and naval capabilities, see É. Ridel, ‘Viking Maritime Heritage in Normandy from a British Isles Perspective’, Northern Studies, xxxv (2000), pp. 79–93; É. Ridel, Les Vikings et les mots: L’Apport de l’ancien scandinave à la langue française (Paris, 2009). For the maritime nature of the Anglo-Norman and Angevin realms, see below.]  [8:  See, for example, N.A.M. Rodger, The Safeguard of the Sea: A Naval History of Britain, 660–1649 (London, 1997), pp. 35–6.  ]  [9:  S. Morillo, Warfare under the Anglo-Norman Kings (Woodbridge, 1994), p. 177. For expansion of these views, see Rodger, Safeguard of the Sea, pp. 35–43; Morillo, Warfare, pp. 174–7. ]  [10:  M. Strickland, ‘Military Technology and Conquest: The Anomaly of Anglo-Saxon England’, Anglo-Norman Studies, xix (1996), pp. 353–82, at 373–81; J. Pullen-Appleby, English Sea Power, c.871 to 1100 (Frithgarth, 2005); J. Gillingham, William II: The Red King (London, 2015), pp. 85–6. ]  [11:  R. Bartlett, England under the Norman and Angevin Kings, 1075–1225 (Oxford, 2000), pp. 258–61; J.D. Hosler, Henry II: A Medieval Soldier at War, 1147–1189 (Leiden, 2007), pp. 157–66; S. Rose, England’s Medieval Navy, 1066–1509: Ships, Men and Warfare (Barnsley, 2013), pp. 25–7, 35, 43–4. ] 

The story of the Anglo-Saxon fleet’s misfortunes in 1066 has provided a neat explanation for why this narrative has dominated scholarly discussion, but underlying historiographical assumptions are to blame as well. In both anglophone and French historiography, ‘the navy’—sometimes with a capital N—has usually been interpreted to mean a standing, maintained, purpose-built fleet serving the sovereign. This framework has been criticised as anachronistic and inaccurate for the medieval period.[footnoteRef:12] Applying it to the Anglo-Norman and Angevin realms masks a much wider range of ongoing naval activities and, paradoxically, has even led scholars to miss important evidence of royal warships during this time. Additionally, navies have conventionally been studied from a nationalist perspective: the British Navy, or the French.[footnoteRef:13] The Anglo-Norman and Angevin periods do not fit neatly within these national navy traditions—especially when rulers of England also controlled substantial parts of modern-day France, including the Norman coast of the Channel, and their realm embraced an extensive littoral zone.[footnoteRef:14] Furthermore, there is little in the scholarship of the Anglo-Norman realm to complement the historiography of the Mediterranean world in the same period, which has stressed the naval prowess of the Normans of southern Europe.[footnoteRef:15] Because of the land-based bias in the historiography of the Anglo-Norman sphere, no one has looked for fleets in the primary sources of the twelfth century before the reign of Richard I.  [12:  For an overview of this framework, see J.B. Hattendorf, ‘Theories of Naval Power: A.T. Mahan and the Naval History of Medieval and Renaissance Europe’, in id, and R.W. Unger, eds., War at Sea in the Middle Ages and the Renaissance (Woodbridge, 2003), pp. 1–22, and see the rest of the volume for other ways to understand sea power.]  [13:  Note the starting date of a prominent volume of collected sources for British naval history: British Naval Documents, 1204–1960, ed. J.B. Hattendorf, R.J.B. Knight, A.W.H. Pearsall et al. (Aldershot, 1993). This follows an earlier historian of the English Navy: F.W. Brooks, The English Naval Forces, 1199–1272 (London, 1933). Meyer and Acerra trace only briefly some naval activities in France before the reign of Philip IV (r. 1285–1314): J. Meyer and M. Acerra, Histoire de la marine française des origines à nos jours (Rennes, 1994), pp. 20–25.]  [14:  On the maritime nature of the Anglo-Norman realm and the Angevin empire, see J. Le Patourel, The Norman Empire (Oxford, 1976); L. Musset, ‘Barfleur, plaque tournant de l’état anglo-normand’, Annuaire des Cinq Départements de Normandie, cxli (1983), pp. 51–7; J. Gillingham, The Angevin Empire (2nd edn, London, 2001), pp. 61–6; J. Le Patourel, ‘Le Gouvernement de Henri II Plantagenêt et la mer de la Manche’, Receuil d’études offert en hommage au Doyen Michel de Boüard, special issue of Annales de Normandie (2 pts, 1982), pt. ii, pp. 323–33; S. Raich, ‘The Sea in the Anglo-Norman Realm’ (Univ. of Cambridge Ph.D. thesis, 2014), on which I am preparing a monograph.]  [15:  See, for example, D. Abulafia, ‘The Norman Kingdom of Africa and the Norman Expeditions to Majorca and the Muslim Mediterranean’, Anglo-Norman Studies, vii (1984), pp. 26–49; M. Bennett, ‘Norman Naval Activity in the Mediterranean, c.1060–c.1108’, Anglo-Norman Studies, xv (1993), pp. 41–58; C.D. Stanton, Norman Naval Operations in the Mediterranean (Woodbridge, 2011).] 

A final reason for the neglect of twelfth-century English naval history is the nature of the available source material. Archaeological ship-finds from the eleventh century provide incontrovertible evidence for the presence of warships at that time.[footnoteRef:16] There is at present no such archaeological evidence from England or Normandy for the twelfth century. Before 1066, several narrative and documentary sources record the movement of fleets or describe the physical attributes of warships.[footnoteRef:17] After about 1100, it is only in surviving governmental records from Richard I’s reign (r. 1189–1199), and even more so John’s (r. 1199–1216), that equally explicit evidence of naval activities (and more specifically of warships) reappears. However, it is not safe to assume that, because sources seemingly disappear between c.1100 and c.1189, so did navies themselves. Those exceptional writings of the twelfth century that do discuss maritime affairs must be studied carefully. These include certain miracle accounts, the De Expugnatione Lyxbonensi (the narrative which relates the fall of Lisbon during the Second Crusade), the chronicles of Roger of Howden, and the Pipe Rolls. In fact, given the geography of the Anglo-Norman and Angevin realms, the authors of many texts from our period must have had direct experience of sailing and living by the sea, belying any notion that all medieval writers were nautically uninformed; the poet Wace, for example, was from the island of Jersey, while Roger of Howden travelled widely.[footnoteRef:18] Although much of my more detailed analysis will focus on the Pipe Rolls and therefore on Henry II’s reign, I will also draw attention to sources that discuss or mention naval engagements around England throughout the earlier decades of the twelfth century.[footnoteRef:19]  [16:  For some examples of the archaeology, see O. Crumlin-Pedersen, The Skuldelev Ships, I: Topography, Archaeology, History, Conservation and Display (Roskilde, 2002), pp. 141–94; O. Crumlin-Pedersen, Viking-Age Ships and Shipbuilding in Hedeby/Haithabu and Schleswig (Roskilde, 1997).]  [17:  S. Keynes and R. Love, ‘Earl Godwine’s Ship’, Anglo-Saxon England, xxxviii (2009), pp. 185–223, discusses the various literary and documentary sources.]  [18:  P. Gautier Dalché, Du Yorkshire à l’Inde: Une ‘géographie’ urbaine et maritime de la fin du XIIe siècle (Roger de Howden?) (Geneva, 2005); J. Gillingham, ‘The Travels of Roger of Howden and his Views of the Irish, Scots and Welsh’, Anglo-Norman Studies, xx (1997), pp. 151–69; see also W. Sayers, ‘Ships and Sailors in Geiffrei Gaimar’s “Estoire des Engleis”’, Modern Language Review, xcviii (2003), pp. 299–310.]  [19:  The subject of naval recruitment in the English kings’ territories on the continent in the twelfth century deserves a separate study with further attention than space allows here.] 

As has recently been shown for other periods of European history, naval history can inform our understanding of larger social and cultural trends.[footnoteRef:20] Here, I aim to shed light both on the nature of royal power in England and the wider question of the use and operation of sea power in medieval northern Europe. Above all, I argue that, while rulers of England owned and maintained warships throughout the century, these formed a very small part of royal fleets and defining the royal navy by these ships alone gives a false impression of medieval maritime warfare. Navies comprising impressed merchant and fishing vessels, along with other types of warship, were a crucial means of defence for an island kingdom and were indispensable for wars abroad, especially for transporting supplies and troops. The great fleets of the twelfth century were raised on the basis of Anglo-Saxon systems with the aid of local knowledge reinforced over decades. At the institutional level, the long-standing existence of a navy under successive kings is thus evident not only in the continual maintenance of warships, but in the ability repeatedly to command resources and expertise across coastal localities. Finally, these navies operated amid a more general seafaring and maritime culture that England shared with the rest of the European north. While discussions of knights, horses and pitched battles have dominated discussions of Anglo-Norman and Angevin warfare up to now, the role of ships and sailors deserves the same attention.  [20:  J. Davey, ‘Navigating State and Society: New Naval Histories of the Long Eighteenth Century’, English Historical Review, cxxxiii (2019), pp. 1546–62.] 


I
The most obvious way in which a medieval ruler could exercise military power at sea was through the maintenance and employment of warships to wage battle, attack enemy ships and ports, and protect home vessels and harbours. Warships formed a very small number of ships in pre-modern fleets but have attracted disproportionate scholarly attention because of their perceived strategic value. Naval scholars tend to define warships by their size (large), means of propulsion (oars), ownership by the king, and dependability for royal service. An apparent absence of references to warships in source material between the eleventh century and the early thirteenth has led many scholars to assume that England’s Norman rulers had abandoned them altogether as a means of projecting military might. Indeed, King John was usually considered the founder of the late medieval navy until John Gillingham showed that Richard I maintained ‘galley’ fleets in the 1190s at Portsmouth and Château-Gaillard. These ships helped to safeguard English and Norman interests against a Capetian France that was gaining territory under Philip II.[footnoteRef:21]  [21:  J. Gillingham, ‘Richard I, Galley-Warfare and Portsmouth: The Beginnings of a Royal Navy’, in Thirteenth-Century England VI: Proceedings of the Durham Conference 1995, ed. R.H. Britnell, R. Frame and M. Prestwich (Woodbridge, 1997), pp. 1–16.] 

This narrative of the decline and rebirth of royal warships, whether under Richard I or John, does not withstand close scrutiny. It is true that Richard would have found an alarming and even unprecedented situation when he was released from captivity in 1194: ‘he found Philip either already in control of, or seeking control of, the ports of Flanders, Boulogne and eastern Normandy, including Dieppe’. In 1196, Philip came to control a strategic stretch of Channel coast and possibly ports in Brittany as well.[footnoteRef:22] Ultimately, diplomacy solved the English king’s crisis. Even if galleys helped bring about this diplomatic shift, however, Richard I did not initiate a new strategy—namely warships and therefore a navy—to answer the extraordinary threats he faced; rather, he used a system that was already in place. [22:  Gillingham, ‘Richard I, Galley-Warfare and Portsmouth’, pp. 8–11, quotation at 9.] 

First of all, it is not certain that the term ‘galley’, or galea, referred to a new type of ship. By the late twelfth century, writers in England began to refer to warships by this Latin word, the use of which had previously been restricted to southern Europe. In the Mediterranean, galleys were ships with a low freeboard that could move quickly under oar power alone, often with multiple banks of oars. They were usually equipped with a battering ram or spur or, later, a beak for boarding enemy ships.[footnoteRef:23] The change in terminology in contemporary descriptions of North Sea ships has led most naval historians to suppose that the ‘galleys’ of the late twelfth-century English Channel were fundamentally different from their earlier counterparts and were constructed following southern European traditions.[footnoteRef:24] However, no direct influence from Mediterranean prototypes on the twelfth-century form of North Sea warships, or any other ships, can be proven. Moreover, such assumptions contradict all other evidence—archaeological and iconographic—of ship construction in northern seas at this time. Galleys of the Mediterranean type were impractical and unstable in the tidal and stormy waters of the eastern Atlantic and North Sea.[footnoteRef:25] Furthermore, while the galleys of Richard I and John were used for reconnaissance, customs patrols, armed escort, and attacks on other ships in harbour, all of these were important functions of ships under Henry II and his predecessors, as we shall see, and there was thus no need for novelty.[footnoteRef:26] It seems far more likely that the ‘galleys’ of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries shared features local to northern seas, suggesting continuity of tradition from Viking longships rather than sudden innovation.  [23:  For technical studies, see J.H. Pryor, Commerce, Shipping and Naval Warfare in the Medieval Mediterranean (London, 1987); J.H. Pryor, ‘Types of Ships and their Performance Capabilities’, in R. Macrides, ed., Travel in the Byzantine World (Aldershot, 2002), pp. 33–58. For some observations on the obsolescence of the term esnecca by the end of the twelfth century and its replacement with the word ‘galley’ (although Lindemann observes a real change in the type of ship in use, which I dispute), see R.H.F. Lindemann, ‘The English Esnecca in Northern European Sources’, Mariner’s Mirror, lxxiv (1988), pp. 75–82, at 79–80.]  [24:  The major exception is Rodger, with whom I agree on this point: Rodger, Safeguard of the Sea, pp. 64–7. ]  [25:  On the technical limitations of medieval warships in the Mediterranean, see J.H. Pryor, Geography Technology, and War: Studies in the Maritime History of the Mediterranean, 649–1571 (Cambridge, 1988), pp. 35–6, 69–75.]  [26:  Gillingham, ‘Richard I, Galley-Warfare and Portsmouth’, pp. 4–6, 14.] 

Secondly, royal naval ships did exist before Richard’s reign: we just have to know where to look for them in the more limited sources for his predecessors. Previously ignored evidence for royal ownership of ships during our period includes the brief notice of a payment for timber for the ‘king’s ships’ (naves regis) at Quillebeuf-sur-Seine (Eure), a port on the Seine within 40 kilometres of Le Havre, in 1184.[footnoteRef:27] Henry II bought ships from other riverine ports around the realm as well, notably in 1164–5, when the considerable sum of £100 was expended on a ship from Norwich.[footnoteRef:28] Because they are simply called naves in the Pipe Rolls, a term commonly used for all types of ship, we cannot know their precise form or function. However, it is likely that these were warships in the sense that they performed duties in the king’s warfare, defence and policing at sea. The ships at Quillebeuf were in a position to patrol the Seine estuary which, in 1184, was a more important frontier than the inland Seine route between Rouen and Paris that Château-Gaillard guarded a decade later. The ships’ repair was paid for out of the king’s coffers, showing that they were maintained by his officials for his use; their very ownership by the king signals an elite function. Furthermore, Quillebeuf would have been an unlikely base for other types of ship, such as passenger transports, which regularly embarked from only a handful of ports on the Channel coast itself.[footnoteRef:29] The ship from Norwich mentioned in 1164/5 featured among other payments made for naval assistance for Henry II’s foray into Wales, including for ships carrying the army’s supplies from England. The king had also called upon mercenary fleets from Dublin and other parts of Ireland for this ultimately unsuccessful campaign.[footnoteRef:30] The Norwich ship could have been used to transport supplies and troops to Wales, and a vessel with either of these functions, and of this considerable expense, would have had specific outfittings to protect it in case of attack.[footnoteRef:31] It was clearly part of the king’s amphibious forces for the campaign. Given this evidence, Henry II had a ‘navy’ in the sense of ships belonging to him, for his military use, during at least two discrete periods of his reign. [27:  Magni rotuli scaccarii normanniae sub regibus angliae, ed. Thomas Stapleton (2 vols, London, 1840), i. 114; Pipe Rolls of the Exchequer of Normandy for the Reign of Henry II: 1180 and 1184, ed. V. Moss, Pipe Roll Society, new ser., liii (London, 2004), p. 81. The record reads: ‘In mairremio ad naves Regis de Kilebuef et pro eisdem reparandis £8 12d’.  The moneys were paid through William de Mara, castellan of Alençon and Roche-Mabile, incidentally showing whence timber for some ship-repair projects may have come: Magni rotuli, ed. Stapleton, vol. i, p. cxxxviii. ]  [28:  The Great Roll of the Pipe for the Eleventh Year of the Reign of King Henry the Second, AD 1164–1165, Pipe Roll Society, viii (London, 1887), p. 9. The Pipe Rolls are hereafter cited in the form PR with the regnal year. At the time, Norwich offered harbourage to seagoing ships. For the previous acquisition of a royal ship in East Anglia, see Domesday Book, fo. 336r. Domesday Book [hereafter DB] and Little Domesday Book [hereafter LDB] are cited by folio, with translations from Domesday Book: A Complete Translation, ed. A. Williams and G.H. Martin (Alecto Historical Editions; London, 2003) and Latin from the facsimile edition Domesday-book, ed. Abraham Farley and Henry Ellis (4 vols, London, 1783–1816).]  [29:  L. Musset, ‘Les Ports en Normandie du XIe au XIIIe siècle: Esquisse d’histoire institutionelle’, in L. Musset et al., eds., Autour du Pouvoir ducal normand Xe–XIIe siècles (Caen, 1985), pp. 113–28, at 126–7.]  [30:  In that accounting year, the Pipe Roll lists a payment of 60s 8d ‘pro locandum Nauibus ad hoc omnia deferenda’, referring to the army’s supplies: PR 11 Henry II, p. 12. For the Irish fleets, see P. Latimer, ‘Henry II’s Campaign against the Welsh in 1165’, Welsh History Review, xiv (1989), pp. 523–52, at 537.]  [31:  By comparison, the vessels purchased in England for Richard I’s crusade cost around £50–60 each, and this at a time of considerable inflation: PR 2 Richard I, ed. D.M. Stenton, Pipe Roll Society, new ser., i (1925), pp. 8–9. ] 

Given that Henry II owned these ships, there is no reason to believe that the two cases identified here were the only such instances when royal warships were constructed, purchased, used and maintained. It is reasonable to expect that records of the existence of other royal ships have now been lost, as Gillingham has argued for the later evidence.[footnoteRef:32] However, documentation does survive for a certain type of warship that played an important function in the day-to-day operation of post-1066 royal and ducal government, namely the esnecca service that operated from William the Conqueror’s reign onwards.[footnoteRef:33] An esnecca was a swift ship with many rowers and the term itself was derived from an Old Norse word for a type of warship. One function of the esnecca in the Anglo-Norman context was to serve as a ferry between England and the continent for the king, his family and entourage, and esteemed visitors and cargo. Esnecca ships sailed between the Solent, Hastings and Dover in England and the Norman ports of Barfleur, Ouistreham, and Dieppe, as well as the Flemish port of Wissant and various other ports as the need arose. The offices of the skippers of the esnecca were institutionalised as royal serjeanties and supported with landed estates from the Conqueror’s time.[footnoteRef:34]   [32:  Gillingham, ‘Richard I, Galley-Warfare and Portsmouth’, p. 12.]  [33:  On the royal esnecca, see C.H. Haskins, ‘The Administration of Normandy under Henry I’, English Historical Review, xxiv (1909), pp. 209–31, at 230–31; C.H. Haskins, Norman Institutions (Cambridge, MA, 1918), pp. 121–2; Le Patourel, Norman Empire, pp. 163–72, 175–6.  ]  [34:  The use (or not) of esnecca ships by King Stephen is one aspect of the reign that has not been studied in detail, but the institution clearly survived the upheavals of his rule. Padworth (Berkshire) was held by the king’s steersman in 1086 and was associated with the serjeanty of the queen’s esnecca under Henry I and Henry II: DB, fo. 63v; The Letters and Charters of Henry II King of England, ed. N. Vincent (8 vols, Oxford, forthcoming in 2020–21) [hereafter Letters of Henry II], vol. ii, no. 1020. I am grateful to Nicholas Vincent for sharing this work with me prior to its publication.] 

While previous studies of the esncecca service have focused on their peaceful role as passenger transports, these ships sailed regularly with complements of armed guards and as part of larger convoys. Armour on board was necessary because a further function of esnecca ships, certainly by Henry II’s reign, was to transport treasure from Portchester Castle on the banks of Portsmouth Harbour to the port of Ouistreham (close to the Norman exchequer at Caen).[footnoteRef:35] For example, in 1166/7 William Mauduit (III), a royal chamberlain, accompanied a shipment of royal treasure across the Channel from Southampton to Normandy.[footnoteRef:36] Three ships sailed with him, each one carrying one hundred armed men to escort the treasure into the duchy.[footnoteRef:37] On a smaller scale, in 1172 exchequer accounts record payment for fifteen armed men for fifteen days who sailed in the ship of the royal chamberlains from Southampton to Ouistreham for the purpose of guarding the esnecca.[footnoteRef:38] Armed guards accompanied treasure shipments to Ouistreham on three more journeys that year, accounted at each fiscal quarter.[footnoteRef:39] Similarly, sixteen additional sailors in the ship of Ralph Vitulus accompanied treasure the following year.[footnoteRef:40] This Ralph was a member of a seafaring family based in Southampton and Caen who took part in other administrative, mercantile and military tasks, part of a cadre of trusted shipmasters for these sensitive shipments.[footnoteRef:41] The fact that two more ships were sent with armed men to accompany the esnecca’s passage with treasure in 1177/8, a time of political stability in the realm, suggests that this may have been a routine, if not routinely recorded, practice.[footnoteRef:42] In other words, esnecca ships were warships with rowers, armed sailors, and appointed commanders. They sailed in the company of other guarded vessels and were equipped to protect the king, his officials and his precious cargo should any menace approach. Given all of this evidence, there can be no doubt that the Anglo-Norman and Angevin kings were familiar with warships and their use and even maintained their own in strategic Channel ports. [35:  For example, see PR 20 Henry II, Pipe Roll Society, xxi (1896), p. 133; E. Mason, ‘The King, the Chamberlain and Southwick Priory’, Bulletin of the Institute of Historical Research, liii (1980), pp. 1–10, at 3.]  [36:  On this role, see E. Mason, ‘The Mauduits and their Chamberlainship of the Exchequer’, Bulletin of the Institute of Historical Research, xlix (1976), pp. 1–23; Mason, ‘King, the Chamberlain and Southwick Priory’.]  [37:  PR 13 Henry II, Pipe Roll Society, xi (London, 1889), p. 194.]  [38:  PR 19 Henry II, Pipe Roll Society, xix (1895), p. 54. ]  [39:  PR 19 Henry II, pp. 54–5. Later Pipe Rolls call similar escorts ‘vigorous’ or ‘armed’ sailors: PR 31 Henry II, Pipe Roll Society, xxxiv (1913), p. 216 (‘strenui nautae’); PR 32 Henry II, Pipe Roll Society, xxxvi (1914), p. 179.]  [40:  PR 20 Henry II, pp. 134–5.]  [41:  De Expugnatione Lyxbonensi: The Conquest of Lisbon, ed. and tr. C.W. David with a foreward and bibliography by J. Phillips (2nd edn, New York, 2001), pp. 100–103; William of Malmesbury, Historia Novella, ed. and tr. E. King (Oxford, 1998), pp. 128–9; L. Jean-Marie, ‘Une Aristocratie de la mer? L’Exemple de la famille anglo-normande des Vituli (xiie–xiiie siècles)’, in D. Bates and P. Bauduin, eds., 911–2011: Penser les Mondes normands médiévaux (Caen, 2016), pp. 475–91. For a probable grant by Henry II to Ralph Vitulus of quittance of tolls throughout the realm, see Letters of Henry II, vol. v, no. 2751. ]  [42:  PR 24 Henry II, Pipe Roll Society, xxvii (1906), p. 112.] 

Sceptics will ask, were these really warships? We can infer from their cost, their function, and the sizes of crews involved that the ships we have been discussing so far were better suited to swift movement than ships designed for fishing or cargo carriage, having a greater number of oars and size of crew and lesser carrying capacities as a result. The evidence therefore suggests that they were outfitted and positioned for potential combat. It is also necessary to reframe our conception of what made a warship in the pre-modern era. First, contrary to a common misconception, esnecca ships and other warships were not powered by oars alone. Especially in northern Europe, warships depended upon sail power for long-haul journeys and for stability in tidal seas that were often stormy. As the iconographic and archaeological records suggest, warships from the Anglo-Norman realm resembled the clinker-built, single-square-rigged, Viking-style longships that had been used to navigate northern seas for centuries. They were constructed in heavy oak to handle tidal, stormy waters as well as shallower rivers.[footnoteRef:43] The British Isles and Normandy both shared this tradition.[footnoteRef:44] Secondly, we should not allow terminology to confuse this issue too much. For example, the term esnecca could simply denote a certain type of warship like those used by the Vikings, but in the administrative context of the itinerant Anglo-Norman court it acquired the additional meaning of a group of elite, fast and guarded sailing vessels.[footnoteRef:45] By Richard I’s reign, the king’s esnecca was called his galley (galea) in narrative sources.[footnoteRef:46] Were the Norman kings’ esnecca ships ferries, transport ships, flagships, or warships? They performed all of these functions, which were not mutually exclusive, and the combination of oar and sail power provided a strategic advantage in each case.  [43:  On ship iconography, see I. Friel, ‘“Ignorant of Nautical Matters”? The Mariner’s Mirror and the Iconography of Medieval and Sixteenth-Century Ships’, Mariner's Mirror, xcvii (2011), pp. 77–96; J. Flatman, Ships and Shipping in Medieval Manuscripts (London, 2009). For overviews of northern and southern shipbuilding traditions, and their lack of interaction until much later in the Middle Ages, see G. Hutchinson, Medieval Ships and Shipping, ed. H. Clarke (London, 1994), pp. 1–20, 35–46. ]  [44:  This point has recently been articulated by É. Ridel, ‘Les Préparatifs nautiques de la Conquête: Un héritage viking? Les Mots ont la parole’, Anglo-Norman Studies, xxxix (2017), pp. 183–201. ]  [45:  See the discussion of the use of the term across the Scandinavian world in Ridel, Les Vikings et les mots, pp. 76–9. ]  [46:  Gillingham, ‘Richard I, Galley-Warfare and Portsmouth’, p. 9, citing Roger of Howden, Chronica Magistri Rogeri de Hovedene, ed. William Stubbs, Rolls Series, li (4 vols, London, 1868–71), iii. 235. The ship continued to be called an esnecca in the Pipe Rolls: PR 1 Richard I, ed. Joseph Hunter (London, 1844), p. 206.] 


II
While the Anglo-Norman kings did possess warships, limiting our survey to longships or galleys alone unnecessarily constrains our understanding of medieval naval warfare. Warships were not simply vessels that fought at sea, for this was not the sole function of even the most famous Viking and medieval longships and galleys. Viking longships carried warriors swiftly and efficiently, as often as not to fight on land.[footnoteRef:47] Furthermore, any type of ship could take part in skirmishes at sea in the Middle Ages. The galleys or longships of the thirteenth century, for example, had advantages of speed and manoeuvrability for making quick raids, but also several limitations when it came to naval combat. For example, they did not have a long range and were susceptible to attack from taller counterparts. From the more explicit evidence of naval warfare under King John, it is clear that many different vessels—large, high-sided cogs, galleys, smaller boats, barges, and unspecified sailing ships—all participated in naval engagements, and this was true in the twelfth century as well.[footnoteRef:48] One could argue that a more meaningful development in ship construction in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries than the rather chimerical notion of the introduction of galleys was that northern ships were being built to carry more cargo, with higher sides and castles at the prow and stern for hurling projectiles, aiming cross-bows and boarding other vessels.[footnoteRef:49] Merchant ships on regular business would have had these modifications to protect them from pirate attacks and could be altered further for military service. These high-sided sailing ships were very different from the longship-style oared galleys traditionally considered to be warships, but in practice were well suited to seaborne warfare.  [47:  J. Jesch, Ships and Men in the Late Viking Age: The Vocabulary of Runic Instriptions and Skaldic Verse (Woodbridge, 2001), pp. 203–15.]  [48:  H.L. Cannon, ‘The Battle of Sandwich and Eustace the Monk’, English Historical Review, xxvii (1912), pp. 649–70, at 656–66.]  [49:  Hutchinson, Medieval Ships and Shipping, p. 153.] 

All ships in our period had to be prepared for hostile encounters, especially merchant vessels with valuable cargo on board.[footnoteRef:50] Sailors had basic defences to hand in case of pirate attack and shipboard combat was usually carried out with these relatively simple weapons.[footnoteRef:51] For example, a rare account survives of a naval battle (prelium navalis) that took place near Youghal in Ireland in 1173. Gerald of Wales describes how thirteen ships filled with soldiers of Richard fitz Gilbert de Clare (‘Strongbow’) encountered an ambush of thirty-two ships filled with warriors from Cork, probably from the hiberno-Norse ‘ostmen’ population. Gerald of Wales’s account gives no evidence of the type of ships involved, but they were suitable for carrying booty that Strongbow’s men had captured in Lismore. The battle was fought on the offensive side with stones and axes and defended on the other with arrows and metal bolts (laminae ferrae).[footnoteRef:52] The ostmen’s leader was killed and Strongbow’s soldiers prevailed, returning to Waterford with the captured ships and their cargo. Descriptions of naval battles of this kind are both very rare and frustratingly vague, but such close combat with whatever weapons were available would have characterised the majority of violent encounters.[footnoteRef:53] Moreover, fighting at sea depended on a close knowledge of tides, currents, ships, and their rigging. Shipwreck caused by sudden gusts of wind or unexpected sandbanks or sea conditions could cause as much harm to ships and their sailors as direct combat.[footnoteRef:54] While all these modes of naval warfare may seem primitive today, they were effective enough in the twelfth century to result in the capture of other vessels.[footnoteRef:55]  [50:  For one description of an armed pirate ship trying to apprehend a merchant vessel, see Hériman de Tournai, Les Miracles de Sainte Marie de Laon, ed. and trans. A. Saint-Denis (CNRS Éditions; Paris, 2008), pp. 164–5. For a naval battle between merchants and pirates, see Gaufridus Grossus, Bernardus, in Acta Sanctorum Bollandiana Apr. II (XIV Aprilis), cols. 22C–255A, at 229B–C, Acta Sanctorum: The Full Text Database (ProQuest, 1999–), available at http://acta.chadwyck.co.uk; The Life of Blessed Bernard of Tiron, ed. and tr. R.H. Cline (Washington, DC, 2009), p. 35.]  [51:  Alexander Neckham, ‘The Treatise De utensilibus’, in A Volume of Vocabularies, ed. Thomas Wright (London, 1857), pp. 96–119, at 114 (recommending axes). ]  [52:  Giraldus Cambrensis, Expugnatio Hibernica: The Conquest of Ireland, ed. and tr. A.B. Scott and F.X. Martin (Irish Medieval Texts; Dublin, 1978), pp. 136–7, 321. For a discussion of the context of the battle, see G.H. Orpen, Ireland under the Normans, 1169–1216 (2 vols, Oxford, 1911), i. 329–31.]  [53:  Although Stephen Morillo and others have argued that Mediterranean-style battering rams were the weapons of choice for warships in the Anglo-Norman realm, no evidence survives of such rams for our period: Morillo, Warfare, pp. 175–6. We do learn of beaks used for piercing enemy ships from narratives of the Battle of Sandwich (1217): Cannon, ‘Battle of Sandwich’, p. 662.]  [54:  This seems to have befallen Duke Robert’s invading forces in 1088, at least in William of Malmesbury’s retelling: William of Malmesbury, Gesta Regum Anglorum: The History of the English Kings, ed. and tr. R.A.B. Mynors, R.M. Thomson and M. Winterbottom (2 vols, Oxford, 1998–9), i. 548–9.  ]  [55:  PR 21 Henry II, Pipe Roll Society, xxii (1929), p. 211: ‘Et cuidam homini de Rua [Rye] .lx. s. pro faciendo proficuo Regis de Nauibus inimicorum Regis’. For a small Flemish ship (navicula) captured and then sold at Grimsby, see PR 20 Henry II, p. 103. Note also the capture of two vessels by Robert of Gloucester’s forces in the Channel: see below, at n. 134.] 

[bookmark: _Ref511390591]This history of warships under England’s Anglo-Norman and Angevin kings must also be seen in the wider context of shipping in the realm’s surrounding seas. Anglo-Norman sailing culture was shaped by traditions and personnel from ports across the north Atlantic and North Sea, both before and after Henry II’s accession to the throne expanded the realm’s littoral area to include significant parts of the French Atlantic seaboard. Matilda, Duke William’s wife and daughter of the count of Flanders, famously gave her husband a magnificent flagship, the Mora, for his conquest of England in 1066.[footnoteRef:56] In the Atlantic sphere, while Gillingham argues that skilled shipwrights from Bayonne were instrumental in building up Richard I and John’s ‘galley’ fleets, shipping and personnel links with Bayonne can be traced further back, to Henry II’s reign at least.[footnoteRef:57] One man from whom the king’s officials hired ships in Southampton was Robert of Bayonne, whose vessel was used to transport treasure to Normandy in 1173/4 along with sixteen armed men.[footnoteRef:58] A certain William of Bayonne appears in shipping accounts in the following years.[footnoteRef:59] Such men had opportunities to interact with the other shipmasters in the king’s service, for on one occasion in 1174, Ralph Vitulus’s ship carried the new archbishop of Canterbury, Richard of Dover, across the Channel to England while Robert of Bayonne brought his baggage (harnesium) in a separate ship.[footnoteRef:60]  [56:  Van Houts, ‘Ship List’.  ]  [57:  Gillingham, ‘Richard I, Galley-Warfare and Portsmouth’, p. 3.]  [58:  PR 20 Henry II, p. 135. ]  [59:  PR 21 Henry II, p. 200; PR 22 Henry II, Pipe Roll Society, xxv (1904), p. 200.]  [60:  PR 20 Henry II, p. 132. ] 

Atlantic connections were commonplace even earlier in the twelfth century. For example, sailors from the Anglo-Norman realm, Flanders and the Rhineland, including members of the Vitulus family, famously participated in the expedition that besieged Lisbon in 1147 during the Second Crusade.[footnoteRef:61] Similar missions had crossed the Bay of Biscay before (for example c.1142) and followed sea routes used by crusaders, pilgrims and plunderers since at least the late eleventh century. These routes led onwards to the Mediterranean[footnoteRef:62] and were the same ones travelled by merchants, with archaeological evidence revealing regular trade between Aquitaine, Normandy, Ireland and England.[footnoteRef:63] The deployment of warships by rulers across northern Europe, including the king of England, was just one manifestation of the North Atlantic and North Sea connections that facilitated communication, trade and travel between these regions. [61:  De Expugnatione Lyxbonensi, ed. and tr. David.]  [62:  Ibid., pp. 12–26, 96–7, 102–3. For English ships sailing on crusade, see C. Tyerman, England and the Crusades, 1095–1588 (Chicago, IL, 1988), p. 25. ]  [63:  A.F. O'Brien, ‘Commercial Relations between Aquitaine and Ireland, c.1000 to c.1500’, in J.-M. Picard, ed., Aquitaine and Ireland in the Middle Ages (Dublin, 1995), pp. 31–80; M.F. Hurley, ‘Gateways to South Ireland: Cork and Waterford in the Twelfth Century’, in D. Bracken and D. Ó Riain-Raedel, eds., Ireland and Europe in the Twelfth Century: Reform and Renewal (Dublin, 2006), pp. 36–55, at 36–7.] 


III
Twelfth-century England was therefore positioned in the midst of extensive northern European sailing networks. It was not so much the possession of warships that made a polity such as this a naval power, but its ability to defend itself from attack. The most important use of naval resources for medieval rulers of England and the inhabitants of the kingdom’s littoral zones was, therefore, coastal defence. But using navies for defence was a last resort. Securing safe seaways, often through diplomatic means, helped achieve two primary objectives: preventing seaborne attacks in the first place, and protecting communications and trade.[footnoteRef:64] Although the Norman Conquest of England in 1066 created a cross-Channel realm, the Channel itself was never secure, nor did the Conquest put an end to naval endeavours. When Channel ports outside the realm fell into recalcitrant or hostile hands, England could more easily be invaded, hence the alarm during Richard’s reign whenever Phillip II of France secured stretches of the Channel coast. William II, Henry I and Stephen famously did not control Normandy during parts of their reigns as well. This affected the security of England’s ports, notably in 1088 and 1101 during Robert Curthose’s invasions.[footnoteRef:65] With the loss of cross-Channel ports, the king was no longer in a position to safeguard either his subjects or visiting merchants. During the civil war of Stephen’s reign, for example, when Baldwin de Redvers retreated to the seat of his lordship on the Isle of Wight, ‘assembling a huge pirate fleet’, he tried to weaken the king by waylaying merchants between England and Normandy.[footnoteRef:66]  [64:  On the royal duty to protect merchants, see P.H. Sawyer, ‘Kings and Merchants’, in P.H. Sawyer and I.N. Wood, eds., Early Medieval Kingship (Leeds, 1977), pp. 139–58; E. Oksanen, Flanders and the Anglo-Norman World, 1066–1216 (Cambridge, 2012), pp. 171–2.]  [65:  Robert Curthose reportedly employed pirates to capture English ships so he could use them for a planned invasion in 1088: L’Abbé Sauvage, ‘Des miracles advenus en l’église de Fécamp’, Mélanges de la Société de l’histoire de Normandie, 2nd ser. (1893), pp. 9–49, at 29. For a discussion of this incident, see F. Barlow, William Rufus (3rd edn, New Haven, CT, 2000), pp. 74–5, 80. In 1101, the duke bribed butsecarls from England to guide his ships to safe harbour: John of Worcester, The Chronicle of John of Worcester, tr. J. Bray and P. McGurk, ed. R.R. Darlington and P. McGurk (2 vols to date, Oxford, 1995–), iii. 98–9. On butsecarls, see below, n. 95.]  [66:  ‘collectis in immensum nauigium piratis’: Gesta Stephani, ed. and tr. K.R. Potter and R.H.C. Davis (Oxford, 1976), pp. 44–5. ] 

Another strategic portion of England’s coast, along the Strait of Dover, faced the territories of the counts of Flanders and Boulogne. Political changes there could spell disaster for trade and travel connections and could leave England exposed to hostile fleets. As a result, maritime security was one consideration among many that shaped diplomatic relations between the rulers of each region. Eljas Oksanen has shown how complex webs of diplomacy and commerce between England and Flanders affected the safety of seaways for both parties along England’s vulnerable eastern seaboard.[footnoteRef:67] Periods of dispute between the two regions led to bans on trade and were a hindrance to the economic exchange that was vital to both.[footnoteRef:68] Boulogne and the south-east of England were also closely linked and it was in the king’s interest to have the county’s rulers on his side, as Count Eustace II’s ultimately unsuccessful bid to rule Dover in 1067 proved.[footnoteRef:69] Boulogne’s counts were invested with further lands in the east of England from Henry I’s reign, personally involving them in the maintenance of cross-Channel links.[footnoteRef:70] Henry had arranged for Matilda, countess of Boulogne from 1125, to marry Stephen of Blois, his nephew and supporter. The couple’s lands in Essex, East Anglia (especially the honour of Eye), and Boulogne created a power bloc spanning a strategic seaway for the next three decades.[footnoteRef:71] The significance of the Strait of Dover was amplified during Stephen’s reign as king, when he and Queen Matilda could maintain a presence on both coasts even as he lost control of Normandy, parts of England, and the greater Channel itself. In 1138, for example, Queen Matilda was able to summon the people of Boulogne to blockade the Empress Matilda’s stronghold at Dover with their ships.[footnoteRef:72] Maintaining friendly shores and ports for shipping access remained a priority in the Low Countries and elsewhere, even as the Anglo-Norman realm expanded under Henry II into the North Atlantic.[footnoteRef:73]  [67:  Oksanen, Flanders and the Anglo-Norman World. For provisions towards the maintenance of safe seaways in the Anglo-Flemish treaties, see E.M.C. van Houts, ‘The Anglo-Flemish Treaty of 1101’, Anglo-Norman Studies, xxi (1998), pp. 169–74, at 171 nn. 7, 9.]  [68:  Oksanen, Flanders and the Anglo-Norman World, pp. 172–4; E. Oksanen, ‘Economic Relations between East Anglia and Flanders in the Anglo-Norman Period’, in D. Bates and R. Liddiard, eds., East Anglia and its North Sea World in the Middle Ages (Woodbridge, 2013), pp. 174–87.]  [69:  Bates, William the Conqueror, pp. 283–4.]  [70:  On Boulogne more generally, see H.J. Tanner, ‘The Expansion of the Power and Influence of the Counts of Boulogne under Eustace II’, Anglo-Norman Studies, xiv (1991), pp. 251–86; H.J. Tanner, Families, Friends, and Allies: Boulogne and Politics in Northern France and England, c.879–1160 (Leiden, 2004). For the significance of diplomacy with Boulogne with specific regard to naval security under kings Richard and John, see Gillingham, ‘Richard I, Galley-Warfare and Portsmouth’, pp. 10–11.]  [71:  On this period, see E. King, ‘Stephen of Blois, Count of Mortain and Boulogne’, English Historical Review, cxv (2000), pp. 271–96; R. Eales, ‘Local Loyalties in Norman England: Kent in Stephen’s Reign’, Anglo-Norman Studies, viii (1985), pp. 88–108; J.-F. Nieus, ‘The Early Career of William of Ypres in England: A New Charter of King Stephen’, English Historical Review, cxxx (2015), pp. 527–45. On the significance of Boulogne and the port of Wissant, the Flemish wool towns, and London commerce, see R.H.C. Davis, King Stephen, 1135–1154 (3rd edn, London, 1990), pp. 9–11. ]  [72:  Orderic Vitalis, The Ecclesiastical History of Orderic Vitalis, ed. M. Chibnall (6 vols, Oxford, 1969–81), vi. 520–21.]  [73:  For elsewhere, see J.A. Everard, ‘Le Duché de Bretagne et la politique Plantagenêt aux XIIe et XIIIe siècles: Perspective maritime’, in M. Aurell and N.-Y. Tonnerre, eds., Plantagenêts et Capétiens: Confrontations et héritages (Turnhout, 2006), pp. 193–210. John Gillingham has also noted that the existence of the wider Angevin realm created a safe zone for shipping and trade and that the interests of merchants helped to continue to unite the realm’s disparate territories: Gillingham, Angevin Empire, pp. 61–6.] 

Diplomatic measures to protect surrounding shipping routes did not always succeed, so kings and coastal residents in England frequently relied upon defensive navies. Anglo-Saxon (and even earlier) systems of coastal defence formed the basis of later tactics. Defending the coast counted among the common military burdens of landholders in later Anglo-Saxon England.[footnoteRef:74] Local lords and their tenants carried out civil defence through networks of lookout points, beacons and fortifications along coastal and riverine routes.[footnoteRef:75] While these networks extended out to sea, as we shall see, guard from the shore provided the final means of protection against invaders. It consisted of monitoring beacons and also watching out for, and repelling, incoming raids. This was called ‘guarding the coast’ in one eleventh-century memorandum and is famously portrayed by the lookout in a seaside tower on the Bayeux Tapestry.[footnoteRef:76]  [74:  On the origins of the common burdens more generally, see W.H. Stevenson, ‘Trinoda Necessitas’, English Historical Review, xxix (1914), pp. 689–703; N. Brooks, ‘The Development of Military Obligations in Eighth- and Ninth-Century England’, in P. Clemoes and K. Hughes, eds., England Before the Conquest: Studies in Primary Sources Presented to Dorothy Whitelock (Cambridge, 1971), pp. 69–84. Military service included expeditions at sea certainly by the late tenth century, and this principle was enshrined in the laws of the eleventh: see, for example, the law code II Canute, chs. 10, 77, and 79, in The Laws of the Kings of England from Edmund to Henry I, ed. and tr. A.J. Robertson (2 vols, 1925; repr. Lampeter, 2000), i. 178–9, 214–15. Hollister discusses the many cases from charters and Domesday Book that take service by land and sea as the usual military obligation: Hollister, Anglo-Saxon Military Institutions, pp. 103–26. Coastguard service is also evident in continental practice under the Carolingian kings but was only effective up until the 840s: S. Coupland, ‘The Carolingian Army and the Struggle against the Vikings’, Viator, xxxv (2004), pp. 47–79, at 52–4.]  [75:  J. Baker and S. Brookes, Beyond the Burghal Hidage: Anglo-Saxon Civil Defence in the Viking Age (Leiden, 2013).]  [76:  English Historical Documents,  II: 1042–1189, ed. D.C. Douglas and G.W. Greenaway (2nd edn, London, 1981) [hereafter EHD], p. 875; Die Gesetze der Angelsachsen, ed. F. Liebermann (3 vols, Halle, 1903–16), i. 444 (sæweard), although it is unclear whether this was from the sea or from the land; D.M. Wilson, The Bayeux Tapestry: The Complete Tapestry in Colour (London, 1985), plate 27. For beacons and beacon systems, see D. Hill, An Atlas of Anglo-Saxon England (Oxford, 1981), p. 92; Baker and Brookes, Beyond the Burghal Hidage, ch. 3.  ] 

Although the Norman Conquest of 1066 was the most notable breach of English defences up to 1216, fleets threatened the kingdom several times—in 1069, 1075, 1085, 1088, 1095, 1100–01, during the civil war of Stephen’s reign, and in 1173–74, to name only the most prominent examples from political narratives of the time. Many raids came from France and Flanders across the Strait of Dover and from Normandy when the duchy was not under the English king’s control. The risk of attack from Scandinavia continued after 1066, first in 1069, then in 1075, with Cnut IV of Denmark’s planned invasion of England in 1085, and again with Magnus II of Norway’s raids on coastal Wales.[footnoteRef:77] This threat diminished, but did not disappear, over the course of the twelfth century. One monk of Durham, for example, wrote c.1165–74 that Eystein II of Norway (r. 1142–57) had ravaged the Northumbrian coast during Stephen’s reign.[footnoteRef:78] Scandinavian attacks could come from Scandinavia itself but also from the western isles such as Man and from fleets based in Ireland, Scotland and Wales.[footnoteRef:79] Political developments at home and abroad meant that risks of invasion were constantly evolving. [77:  For a discussion of the political and cultural contexts behind the Danish invasions, see P. Gazzoli, ‘Anglo-Danish Relations in the Later Eleventh Century’ (Univ. of Cambridge Ph.D. thesis, 2010), pp. 78–103. For Magnus of Norway’s raids, see Orderic, Ecclesiastical History, ed. Chibnall, v. 220–25. ]  [78:  Reginald of Durham, Libellus de vita et miraculis S. Godrici, heremitae de Finchale, ed. Joseph Stevenson, Surtees Society, xx (1847), p. 65. For a naval invasion from Denmark in 1138, see ‘Continuatio Gemblacensis a. 1136–48’, ed. D.L.C. Bethmann, Monumenta Germaniae Historica, Scriptores, VI (Hanover, 1844), pp. 385–90, at 386. This evidence contradicts the commonly held opinion that ‘The last threat of a major Viking expedition came in 1085, and that expedition, a Danish one, never landed. It is obvious that the English had ceased to fear the Vikings by the beginning of the twelfth century’: E. John, ‘The End of Anglo-Saxon England’, in J. Campbell, ed., The Anglo-Saxons (London, 1982), pp. 214–39, at 236.  ]  [79:  B. Hudson, Viking Pirates and Christian Princes: Dynasty, Religion, and Empire in the North Atlantic (Oxford, 2005), pp. 156–210. The Isle of Man was a frequent source and target of fleets in the twelfth century: Chronicle of the Kings of Mann and the Isles, transcribed and tr. G. Broderick (Edinburgh, 1973), pp. 6–24. ] 

Post-Conquest coastal defence is notable for the degree to which the systems behind it continued to function after 1066. Although England was at risk of attack from all shores, the burden of coastal watch fell most heavily on Kent. Archiepiscopal records at Canterbury, and in particular a letter from Archbishop Anselm (1093–1109) dated to 1095, show how coastal patrols and land forces worked together across the county. In this letter, Anselm explained to the papal legate Walter, cardinal-bishop of Albano, that he was unable to deal with Church affairs because rebellion had broken out against the English king. As archbishop, he was in charge of summoning the local knights and foot soldiers whenever the coastal scouts warned of attack.[footnoteRef:80] In Kent, land and sea forces were thus integrated under the archbishop’s watch. These arrangements probably pre-dated the Norman Conquest; they have been detected under Archbishop Stigand (1052–70) before 1066 and, given Carolingian precedents,[footnoteRef:81] could be much older.[footnoteRef:82] While the Normans maintained the strategies of the conquered English, some post-Conquest innovations enhanced the archbishop’s defensive role in Kent. For example, in 1125 Henry I granted the constableship of Rochester Castle, which guarded the Medway, to Archbishop William de Corbeil (1123–36), along with lodgings in the bailey.[footnoteRef:83] A generation later, when the archbishopric was in the hands of Henry II after the exile of Thomas Becket, the Pipe Rolls record large sums of money paid to knights guarding the coast.[footnoteRef:84]   [80:  St Anselm, archbishop of Canterbury, Opera omnia, ed. F.S. Schmitt (6 vols, Edinburgh, 1946–61), iv. 77; The Letters of Saint Anselm of Canterbury, tr. W. Frölich (3 vols, Kalamazoo, MI, 1993), ii. 115 (no. 191). ]  [81:  Coupland, ‘Carolingian Army’, at p. 51. ]  [82:  See F. Barlow, Edward the Confessor (London, 1970), pp. 198–9. Note as well the Encomiast’s mention of coastal residents and those of Sandwich gathering in defence against Swein’s invasion in 1013 and subsequently Cnut’s in 1015: Encomium Emmae Reginae, ed. and tr. A. Campbell (2nd edn, Cambridge, 1998), pp. 12–13, 20–21.]  [83:  Regesta regum anglo-normannorum, II: Regesta Henrici Primi, 1100–1135, ed. C. Johnson and H.A. Cronne (Oxford, 1956), nos. 1475, 1606. On the strategic positioning of Rochester with respect to London, Canterbury, and the sea, see Orderic, Ecclesiastical History, ed. Chibnall, iv. 126–7.]  [84:  This amounted to the considerable sum of £100 in 1166–7, suggesting this was then a farmed duty: PR 13 Henry II, p. 201. For residents of Thanet running along the seashore in anticipation of invasion in 1173 and receiving St Thomas Becket’s protection, see William of Canterbury, ‘Miraculorum gloriosi martyris Thomae, Cantuariensis Archiepiscopi’, ed. James Craigie Robertson, Materials for the History of Thomas Becket (7 vols, London, 1875–85), i. 489.] 

Coastal guards were implemented along other shores according to local arrangements that varied considerably in detail. Coastal and estuarial castles, such as Rochester, were one major resource with which to hinder attack. However, their precise role in this regard, strategies of royal investment in them, and royal assertion of control over their personnel are all subjects that deserve scrutiny in future research.[footnoteRef:85] Heads of religious houses that held extensive coastal estates were also expected to assist in coast-guard organisation. The chronicle attributed to John of Oxnead (c.1293), preserving local lore, describes how King Harold II entrusted Ælfwold, abbot of St Benet’s, Holme (1064–89), to guard the sea. Also in the east of England, as John Maddicott has suggested, William the Conqueror dismissed two abbots, Wulfketel of Crowland (1061/2–85/6) and Fulcard of Thorney (c.1068–85), because of their failure to respond adequately to the threatened Danish attack of 1085.[footnoteRef:86] Domesday Book records that certain coastal towns and inland manors owed unique naval obligations.[footnoteRef:87] These scattered references in the surviving sources give the impression that coastal defence was a widespread obligation among coastal dwellers and landholders, even if the specific mechanisms by which this was carried out are now unknown.  [85:  Coastal castles and their defensive role have been studied in greater detail for the thirteenth century, for example A. Jobson, ‘The Maritime Theatre, 1258–1267’, in id., ed., Baronial Reform and Revolution in England, 1258–1267 (Woodbridge, 2016), pp. 218–36.]  [86:  Freeman, History of the Norman Conquest, iii. 728. See also F.M. Stenton, ‘St Benet of Holme and the Norman Conquest’, English Historical Review, xxxvii (1922), pp. 225–35, at 233. For the suggestion that the abbot of St Benet’s, Holme, played a prominent role in the coastal defence of Norfolk, see T.A. Heslop, Norwich Castle Keep: Romanesque Architecture and Social Context (Norwich, 1994), p. 6; J.R. Maddicott, ‘Responses to the Threat of Invasion, 1085’, English Historical Review, cxxii (2007), pp. 986–97, at 991–5.  ]  [87:  Hollister, Anglo-Saxon Military Institutions, pp. 115–23; Hooper, ‘Observations’. For the later medieval records of serjeanties involving ship service in war or for the king’s crossing in Kent and Essex, see E.G. Kimball, Serjeanty Tenure in Medieval England (New Haven, CT, 1936), p. 79. ] 

The most significant regional arrangement to survive the Norman Conquest, and one of the most recent naval innovations at the time, was that of the Cinque Ports along the vulnerable south-east coast of England. Dispute over the origins of the confederation between the original five ports (Dover, Sandwich, and Hythe in Kent, and Romney and Hastings in Sussex) has occupied scholars since at least the fourteenth century, but K.M.E. Murray’s investigation of the ports’ early constitutional history remains the most authoritative account to date.[footnoteRef:88] She argued that privileges to each individual port were first granted by Edward the Confessor, probably in the early 1050s. This arrangement replaced the unreliable and expensive mercenary mariners whom Edward had recently dismissed.[footnoteRef:89] Domesday Book specifies the attached naval duties in its entry for Dover:  [88:  K.M.E. Murray, The Constitutional History of the Cinque Ports (Manchester, 1935); N.A.M. Rodger, ‘The Naval Service of the Cinque Ports’, English Historical Review, cxi (1996), pp. 636–51. I am further indebted to the following unpublished paper: N. Vincent, ‘In the Shadow of the Castle Wall: King Henry II and Dover, 1154–79’, conference paper presented at ‘Great Tower: The Building and Evolution of Henry II’s Keep at Dover Castle’, Dover, Sept. 2009.]  [89:  ASC (E), s.a. 1047 [1050]; ASC (C), s.a. 1049, 1050. On the employment of mercenary fleets by earlier Anglo-Saxon and Anglo-Danish kings, see A. Williams, Kingship and Government in Pre-Conquest England, c.500–1066 (London, 1999), p. 118; Hooper, ‘Observations’, pp. 204–5. ] 

The burgesses gave to the king once in the year 20 ships for 15 days, and in each ship were 21 men [for guarding at sea].[footnoteRef:90] They did this for him because he had remitted to them sake and soke.[footnoteRef:91] [90:  ‘ad custodiendum mare’, as stated in An Eleventh-Century Inquisition of St. Augustine’s, Canterbury, ed. A. Ballard (London, 1920), pp. 23–4. ]  [91:  ‘Burgenses dederunt xx naues regi una uice in anno ad xv dies et in una quaque naui erant homines xx et unus. Hoc faciebant pro eo quod eis perdonauerat saccam et socam’: DB, fo. 1r.] 

Domesday Book states that Sandwich and Romney owed similar services ‘at sea’ in 1066, as did Hythe and Hastings, according to other documentary sources.[footnoteRef:92] The five ports owed a total of fifty-seven ships, each crewed by twenty-one sailors, for fifteen days in exchange for judicial liberty (‘sake and soke’). This arrangement continued throughout the Middle Ages, even as the main ports attracted subsidiary ‘members’ to help absorb their burdens.[footnoteRef:93] Testimony from St Augustine’s Abbey in Canterbury suggests that an early primary function of Dover’s service was defensive, although we cannot be certain that the extant text is exactly the same as the eleventh-century original.[footnoteRef:94] The ports’ services were certainly put to active defence in 1066, for residents of Romney faced William the Conqueror’s retaliation after halting some of his invading ships that had strayed from the main fleet.[footnoteRef:95] By the twelfth century, the ports’ services could be rendered in a variety of ways, including providing ships for defensive and offensive navies and transporting the king and his guests to and from the kingdom.[footnoteRef:96] Even if the Cinque Ports as a confederation had not yet been formed under Edward the Confessor—their collective title first appears in the documentary record of Henry II’s reign—arrangements made during the Confessor’s lifetime laid the groundwork for the system of royal service that bound these ports together. This service remained one component of the English navy throughout the Middle Ages. [92:  DB, fos. 3r, 10v.  ]  [93:  For discussion of the Cinque Ports’ role in later military operations at sea, see, for example, C. Lambert, ‘The Contribution of the Cinque Ports to the Wars of Edward II and Edward III: New Methodologies and Estimates’, in R. Gorski, ed., Roles of the Sea in Medieval England (Woodbridge, 2012), pp. 59–78; S. Rose, ‘The Value of the Cinque Ports to the Crown, 1200–1500’, in Gorski, ed., Roles of the Sea in Medieval England, pp. 41–58. ]  [94:  On the document’s dating and descent, see An Eleventh-Century Inquisition of St. Augustine’s, ed. Ballard, p. xii.]  [95:  William of Poitiers, The Gesta Guillelmi of William of Poitiers, ed. and tr. R.H.C. Davis and M. Chibnall (Oxford, 1998), pp. 142–3. ]  [96:  For the transport obligation, see Walter Map, De Nugis Curialium: Courtiers’ Trifles, ed. and tr. M.R. James, rev. C.N.L. Brooke and R.A.B. Mynors (Oxford, 1983), pp. 486–7. For the Ports’ contributions to invasion and defensive fleets, see below.] 

Just as the organisation of coastal defence varied by locality, so too did coastal and port dwellers halt invading armadas by using a range of tactics. Some defenders would have been better trained in naval combat than others. For example, when Henry I ‘ordered his buscarls to guard the sea, and see that no one approached England from Normandy’ in 1101, anticipating invasion by his brother, Duke Robert Curthose, his ‘buscarls’ were most likely trained warrior-mariners.[footnoteRef:97] But even untrained local inhabitants could hinder naval advances. Once they spotted unfriendly ships, they could blockade their harbours or intimidate incoming fleets from the shore, depending on the local coastline, the seascape, and the circumstances. A twelfth-century description (from Durham) reports that coastal Frisians waved sticks and javelins, shouted, and launched their own skiff against a ship from England that had become stranded.[footnoteRef:98] Other testimony, this time from Æthelred II’s invasion of the Cotentin peninsula of Normandy in 1002, describes scouts warning of attack and ‘common people’ (vulgi), including women wielding poles, attacking and slaughtering the invaders.[footnoteRef:99] Local tactics in England would have been similar to those of their North Sea neighbours, and presumably those maritime residents who were accustomed to watching the sea anyway—including port officials who collected dues from incoming ships and local men and women spotting runs of fish—could be called on for extra vigilance in times of expected invasion.[footnoteRef:100] Such scouts and defensive actions were routinely deployed in times of crisis or anticipated invasion, such as in September 1069, when Swein II of Denmark (r. 1047–76) sent a reported fleet of 240 ships to England.[footnoteRef:101] The ships were repulsed wherever they attempted to land, at Dover and then Sandwich, and when they did make landfall at Ipswich and Norwich they were quickly forced to retreat. The fleet did not gain entry until the ships reached the Humber. Anonymous coastal dwellers, about whom we learn little from the available sources, were thus the main agents and the final line of the kingdom’s defence.  [97:  ‘buzecarlis precepit mare custodire, et obseruare ne quis de partibus Nortmannie fines adiret Anglie’: John of Worcester, Chronicle, ed. Darlington and McGurk, iii. 96–7. For one good guess about what butsecarls were, see Hooper, ‘Observations’, pp. 206–7 (suggesting mariners of the Cinque Ports). ]  [98:  Reginald of Durham, Libellus de admirandis Beati Cuthberti virtutibus quae novellis patratae sunt temporibus, ed. James Raine, Surtees Society, i (1835), p. 67.]  [99:  The Gesta Normannorum Ducum of William of Jumièges, Orderic Vitalis, and Robert of Torigni, ed. and tr. E.M.C. van Houts (2 vols, Oxford, 1992–5), ii. 10–15.]  [100:  For example, Orderic Vitalis describes this episode in 1098 when the fleet of King Magnus III of Norway passed: ‘The coastal dwellers  ... on seeing strange people and unknown ships descending on them, broke into loud cries of terror; and certain men, all fully armed, from the province of Mercia, rushed to the spot. At that time there were general hostilities between the English and Welsh, and so the raising of any sudden outcry quickly summoned all to arms’: Orderic, Ecclesiastical History, ed. Chibnall, v. 222–3. ]  [101:  For a summary of the sources for this event, see Bates, William the Conqueror, pp. 309–10. Bates stresses that the loyalty of coastal defenders, newly won over by the Conqueror, was key to the fleet’s initial rebuff.] 

[bookmark: GeraldofDover]One specific method of coastal defence involved sending out scouting ships.[footnoteRef:102] An account of a miracle attributed to Thomas Becket details their use in the waters off of Dover in July 1173. In the account, these were small skiffs sent out to patrol from a larger vessel for a greater range of view: ‘When they were keeping guard with ships put to sea on account of the invasion of the foreign enemies’, the miracle states, a great storm arose. A youth from Dover named Gerald was in a skiff patrolling near the main ship but refused to abandon his watch as the storm approached. He was caught in the tempest and his boat capsized.[footnoteRef:103] Another ship’s crew eventually rescued him from the sea thanks, claims the miracle story, to Gerald’s prayers to the martyr Thomas Becket. In addition to providing testimony to these locally based naval arrangements, this miracle also reveals the challenges of coastal patrol and the dedication with which locals had to rise to each occasion—and depend on their sailing abilities, luck, gumption and prayer—to keep an active lookout for invaders in times of crisis. It adds a human dimension to the occasional Pipe Roll references that reveal payments for the same purpose, such as the £33 13s paid to skippers and sailors who were ‘keeping the coast’ (‘qui custodiebant marinam’) in Kent in 1160/61.[footnoteRef:104]  [102:  For earlier uses of such ships in the British Isles, see Vegetius, Epitoma rei militaris, ed. M.D. Reeve (Oxford, 2004), p. 149; Vegetius. Epitome of Military Science, tr. N.P. Milner (Translated Texts for Historians, 16; Liverpool, 1993), p. 144. The Rectitudines Singularum Personarum also lists ‘equipping a guard ship’ (scorp to friðscipe) as one duty of a thegn in certain estates: EHD, p. 875; Die Gesetze der Angelsachsen, ed. Liebermann, i. 444. We do not know whether or not eleventh- and twelfth-century guard ships had blue-painted sides and sails for camouflage like the scaphae exploratoriae of Roman times. ]  [103:  ‘Cum enim navibus expositis mare propter irruptionem hostium alienigenarum custodirent, orta est tempestas quarto nonas Julii quanta multis retro temporibus aestivis visa non est’: William of Canterbury, ‘Miraculorum gloriosi martyris Thomae’, ed. Robertson, pp. 316–17. It is unclear from the text whether the skiffs were attached with a rope to the larger ship, as were those described by Vegetius, or whether they were only figuratively linked to them.]  [104:  PR 7 Henry II, Pipe Roll Society, iv (1885), p. 62. ] 

Together, all these arrangements suggest that defensive measures were routinely put into place along the coast of England throughout the long twelfth century, whenever crisis arose. The chain of command is often difficult to discern, with the leadership of defensive efforts variously in the hands of ecclesiastics, local lords, castle guards, royal officials, or civic bodies. All followed a general obligation to provide defence for the kingdom that had already been well established under England’s Anglo-Saxon kings. Royal command could put coastal and port residents on high alert to watch out for invasion, but constant vigilance would have been part of daily life anyway along the kingdom’s sea and tidal river coasts. It is clear that this form of defence relied heavily upon the loyalty of port and coastal denizens. Indeed, on various of the rare occasions when hostile individuals gained entry to the kingdom, they did so with the collusion of local lords and residents.[footnoteRef:105] The loyalty of ports was crucial for maintaining power in contested territories as well, as John Gillingham has demonstrated for other parts of the Angevin empire.[footnoteRef:106] [105:  For example, Robert Curthose’s landing at Portsmouth in 1101: Orderic, Ecclesiastical History, ed. Chibnall, v. 314–15 and see above, n. 63.]  [106:  J. Gillingham, ‘Problems of Integration within the Lands Ruled by the Norman and Angevin Kings of England’, in W. Maleczek, ed., Fragen der politischen Integration im mittelalterlichen Europa (Ostfildern, 2005), pp. 85–135, at 123–7.] 

	In times of exceptional crisis and when attack could be anticipated, the king summoned an entire defensive fleet to deter invading armadas. Although England’s navy was most famously convened for this purpose under Harold II in 1066 (the scipfyrd), documentary evidence from Henry II’s reign provides the earliest insight into the make-up of such flotillas. In the summer of 1173, Henry the Young King (1155–83) rebelled against his father, while forces from Flanders and Scotland also threatened to attack.[footnoteRef:107] In response, Henry II summoned the ships of the Cinque Ports to perform their customary service for him, together with ships from along the eastern seaboard of England, which joined the Cinque Ports’ fleet at Sandwich.[footnoteRef:108] The resulting naval muster included two ships each from Yorkshire (with forty sailors), Essex (sixty sailors) and Hampshire (forty-five sailors), and three from Lincolnshire (with sixty sailors). Aside from the unknown quantity of Cinque Ports ships (probably the customary fifty-seven, or a part of them), the greatest number came from Norfolk and Suffolk (eight ships and 160 sailors, plus two ships with forty sailors from Orford) and more specifically the honour of Eye, whence came twenty ships from Dunwich with nearly twenty sailors each.[footnoteRef:109] In sum, thirty-nine of these additional ships came to Kent’s defence, crewed by the same number of skippers and 600 or so sailors.  [107:  Narrative sources for the invasion navy include Chronicon monasterii de Bello: the Chronicle of Battle Abbey, ed. E. Searle (Oxford, 1980), pp.  276–7; William of Canterbury, ‘Miraculorum gloriosi martyris Thomae’, ed. Robertson, pp. 485–7.  ]  [108:  PR 19 Henry II, p. 43: ‘contra naves v. portuum’.  ]  [109:  Ibid., pp. 2, 31, 43, 117, 132–3, 134.] 

Beyond the straightforward service of the Cinque Ports ships, the Pipe Rolls give no indication of the process of requisition, arrest and impressment that led to the participation of the other ships and sailors in the fleet.[footnoteRef:110] Nor do we know whether these ships participated in naval combat, but William of Canterbury’s anecdotal account of Gerald of Dover’s sense of duty towards his ship suggests that scouting was one of their primary tasks.[footnoteRef:111] Defensive fleets of this nature could also enact the sort of economic blockade that hampered trade by sea, especially by merchants of territories whose rulers were supporting the rebels, such as Flanders. The evidence shows that the king was able to amass a respectable fleet of at least fifty, and possibly a hundred, ships in response to threatened invasions, and these are only the ships known about because their expense was recorded in the Pipe Rolls. No doubt the sight or even report of such a large fleet lying in wait could deter would-be invaders. Rulers of England could therefore call upon substantial naval forces to protect the kingdom from invasion. They summoned these navies regularly according to systems of defence that were of long standing along the English coastline.  [110:  For a detailed analysis of the requisition process from a later period, see C.L. Lambert, Shipping the Medieval Military: English Maritime Logistics in the Fourteenth Century (Woodbridge, 2011), pp. 11–51.]  [111:  See above, p. 24.] 


IV
[bookmark: PaymentstoSkippers]Royal invasion fleets differed in primary purpose from the navies discussed so far, but the available evidence suggests that their formation and methods of recruitment were similar and relied upon the same resources and expertise. The most immediately striking feature of invasion fleets from this period is their sheer scale. The Bayeux Tapestry illustrates the logistics involved in a naval invasion, depicting Duke William’s fleet sailing across the Channel in 1066 after being fully loaded with foot soldiers, knights, destriers, packhorses, tuns of wine and foodstuffs.[footnoteRef:112] While the Norman Conquest of England was an exceptional event, the use of a navy to transport supplies was not. Post-Conquest rulers could, of course, wage land campaigns in England, Scotland and Wales without the use of a navy. But moving troops and provisions could be much easier by sea and was obviously necessary for wars beyond mainland Britain. Moreover, invasion fleets proved valuable in blockading port towns and castles and responding to rebellions. For example, William I deployed butsecarls as part of the campaign against the revolt involving Hereward the Wake in 1071, along with the navy and in co-ordination with the land army.[footnoteRef:113] He likewise used a fleet as part of his campaign against Scotland in 1072.[footnoteRef:114] Naval forces were prominent in Earl Harold’s expedition in Wales just three years before the Battle of Hastings, and Henry II imposed naval blockades and raised fleets as part of his campaigns there in the 1150s and 1160s.[footnoteRef:115] While there is no explicit evidence for the use of ships in particular royal engagements, common sense dictates that they were a regular arm of military might, crucial for amphibious operations across a sea-straddling realm.  [112:  Wilson, Bayeux Tapestry, plates 35–44.  ]  [113:  For butsecarls, see n. 95 above.]  [114:  ASC (D), s.a. 1072, 1073.]  [115:  ASC (D), s.a. 1063; Latimer, ‘Henry II’s Campaign against the Welsh’, pp. 528–9, 537.] 

The ultimate maritime expansion of Angevin power after 1154 occurred with Henry II’s invasion of Ireland in 1171. The invasion resulted in English royal control of the major eastern Irish ports, and hence over shipping and trade with them, and took place amid a dramatically shifting balance of power in the Irish and Celtic Seas over the course of the eleventh and twelfth centuries.[footnoteRef:116] The career of Muirchertach ua Briain (d. 1119), king of Munster, whose base in Dublin provided the logistical leverage for interventions in Wales, Scotland and the Kingdom of the Isles, had already demonstrated the maritime power that could be wielded from the Irish Viking ports.[footnoteRef:117] By the mid-twelfth century, this theatre was very much open to contest. Henry II, Strongbow, and their allies would have met with considerable obstacles in their initial invasions. Moreover, their naval activities were subject to challenge thereafter, as we have seen with the naval battle off Youghal. Ultimately, conquest brought into the Angevin orbit ports that had provided fleets for hire and refuge to English kings’ enemies for centuries,. For the king of England, success in Ireland also meant control of the Irish Sea trading networks that already enjoyed commercial links with other ports in the Angevin realm, in particular Bristol. The rewards of establishing rule over this part of Ireland were therefore great, both militarily and economically, for the English Crown. [116:  For Irish Sea maritime politics before our period, see Hudson, Viking Pirates and Christian Princes; C. Downing, ‘England and the Irish-Sea Zone in the Eleventh Century’, Anglo-Norman Studies, xxvi (2004), pp. 55–73.]  [117:  A. Candon, ‘Muirchertach Ua Briain, Politics and Naval Activity in the Irish Sea, 1075 to 1119’, in G. MacNiocaill and P.F. Wallace, eds., Keimelia: Studies in Medieval Archaeology and History in Memory of Tom Delaney (Galway, 1988), pp. 416–34.] 

The records of Henry II’s invasion of Ireland in 1171 furnish the earliest surviving account of the logistics behind large-scale invasion fleets in the Anglo-Norman realm. Naval expeditions under Henry II such as this one continued to set a precedent for John’s Irish expedition in 1185 and Richard’s raising of a crusading fleet in 1189.[footnoteRef:118] The Pipe Rolls for the seventeenth and eighteenth years of Henry II’s reign record payments for the purveyance of grain, salted pig meat, beans and cheese in many English counties for shipment to Ireland; skippers’ and sailors’ wages for operating the ships that transported these supplies; and the outfitting of the ships.[footnoteRef:119] Differences in the manner of recording expenses between the two rolls—the 1171 roll specifies the number of sailors and skippers involved while that for 1172 does not—make a simple tabulation of the number of ships in the king’s service impossible. Estimates can nevertheless be made. The roll for 17 Henry II, with its more explicit account statements, shows that the king managed to muster at least 104 ships, each with a skipper (assuming one skipper per ship), and a total of 1,210 sailors. For this the exchequer allowed £87 1s 11d. This may represent only a portion of the fleet, which Roger of Howden reckoned to have comprised 400 ships by the time it landed in Ireland; it is likely that many participants hired their own ships and that others joined of their own accord or were accounted for in records now lost.[footnoteRef:120] The next year’s roll records £100 1s 1d expended on sailors’ wages, suggesting around 115 ships with 1,300 sailors; this may have covered the king’s return with his army and spoils, or, more probably, an additional wave of supplies and perhaps forces.[footnoteRef:121] While we have no evidence of what Henry II’s fleets did aside from transporting supplies, troops and horses—whether they encountered resistance or had to conduct a siege—the sailors involved would have had to be prepared for most eventualities.  [118:  On Richard I’s crusading fleet see, for example, Tyerman, England and the Crusades, 1095–1588, pp. 66, 73–4, 80–83.]  [119:  Many of the relevant passages are compiled in Calendar of Documents Relating to Ireland, Preserved in Her Majesty’s Public Record Office, London, I: 1171–1251, ed. Henry Savage Sweetman (London, 1875), pp. 1–6. For helpful discussion and analysis, see H.B. Clarke, ‘The Early English Pipe Rolls as a Source for Irish History’, in  MacNiocaill and Wallace, eds., Keimelia, pp. 416–34, at 424–8. For one account of how purveyance was collected and transported by utilising existing mercantile networks during the later Middle Ages, which may give an indication of earlier practice, see J. Masschaele, Peasants, Merchants, and Markets: Inland Trade in Medieval England, 1150–1350 (London, 1997), pp. 220–24.]  [120:  Roger of Howden, Gesta Regis Henrici Secundi Benedicti Abbatis, ed. William Stubbs, Rolls Series, xlix (2 vols, 1867), i. 25. For a group of knights fleeing Ireland by sea after the invasion, probably in a ship they had procured themselves, see William of Canterbury, ‘Miraculorum gloriosi martyris Thomae’, ed. Robertson, pp. 301–2. ]  [121:  Payments for return journeys were not typically enrolled even in the fourteenth century: Lambert, Shippimg the Medieval Military, pp. 46–51.] 

	The Pipe Roll accounts do not state from where the ships themselves came, or who owned them, but instead where it was that the sailors and skippers were paid. As for the defensive fleet examined above, the accounts suggest that the majority of ships used for royal expeditions most probably belonged to mercantile and fishing fleets that were arrested for royal service in ports across England. While the process of requisition at the local level cannot be known from the surviving records, it is clear that sheriffs played a role and that the majority of English counties were required to contribute ships and sailors in times of invasion or planned campaign. For the Irish invasion, twenty-nine ships came from Gloucestershire in the first accounting year for the war, and the next year more than double the sum was spent in the county on ships  for sending treasure and various supplies to the king.[footnoteRef:122] In Bristol, which was actively engaged with Irish trade and had been an Anglo-Saxon naval centre, sailors were hired to carry the victualia of many counties across the Irish sea.[footnoteRef:123] Similarly, at Carlisle more than £27 was spent on the ships that carried the king’s supplies from Yorkshire, Northumberland and Cumberland.[footnoteRef:124] Norfolk and Suffolk together provided thirty-six vessels. A further eight ships came from Sussex, an unspecified number from Kent, seven additional ships from Dorset and Somerset, six from Devonshire, six from Essex and Hertfordshire, two from Hampshire, two from London and Middlesex, and one from Cambridgeshire and Huntingdonshire together. Berkshire, Herefordshire, and Oxfordshire all contributed a single ship. In Worcestershire, Staffordshire, Warwickshire, and Leicestershire, sums were spent on shipping, suggesting that the officials in charge of the provisions from these landlocked counties hired ships at the nearest convenient port.[footnoteRef:125] They presumably carted or rafted their grain to Gloucester (or to one or more sites on the River Severn) for shipment to Bristol and beyond. The Pipe Rolls portray a much more complex picture of a fleet’s muster than the narrative sources of the period suggest. While Roger of Howden—whose testimony is no doubt well informed—states that the king sailed with the army and its ships from Pembroke in Wales, landing at Crooke near Waterford, the Pipe Rolls show that Gloucester, Bristol and Cumberland were also important locations for the fleet’s muster and provisioning.[footnoteRef:126] The difference in ship hires from the various counties surely indicates divergent coastal resources in addition to differing ease of access to the Irish Sea.  [122:  PR 17 Henry II, Pipe Roll Society, xvi (1893), p. 84; PR 18 Henry II, Pipe Roll Society, xviii (1894), p. 119. Gloucester continued to act as a base from which to ship supplies to Ireland after the conquest: PR 23 Henry II, Pipe Roll Society, xxvi (1905), p. 42. ]  [123:  PR 18 Henry II, p. 71. For continuing shipments from Dorset and Somerset generally, and Bristol specifically, sent to the king’s agents in Ireland, see PR 25 Henry II, Pipe Roll Society, xxviii (1907), pp. 67, 88–9. On Bristol’s longstanding trade with Ireland, see the scholarship cited at William of Malmesbury, Saints’ Lives: Lives of SS. Wulfstan, Dunstan, Patrick, Benignus and Indract, ed. and tr. M. Winterbottom and R.M. Thomson (Oxford, 2002), pp. 98–9. See also William’s briefer notice in William of Malmesbury, Gesta Pontificum Anglorum: The History of the English Bishops, ed. and tr. M. Winterbottom and R.M. Thomson (2 vols, Oxford, 2007), ii. 446–7. For the suggestion that Bristol was a base of the ‘Mercian fleet’ in the eleventh century, see Williams, Kingship and Government, p. 143.]  [124:  PR 18 Henry II, p. 69. The ships financed in Carlisle must have sailed from Solway Firth, but we do not know which ports were used. On the growth of ports in the vicinity of Carlisle over the twelfth century, see H. Summerson, Medieval Carlisle: The City and the Borders from the Late Eleventh to the Mid-Sixteenth Century (2 vols, Kendal, 1993), i. 21–2. ]  [125:  PR 18 Henry II, pp. 21, 104, 106–7 (£4 6s 10d in Worcestershire; £8 6s 8d in Staffordshire; £13 5s 6d in Warwickshire and Leicestershire).]  [126:  Roger of Howden, Gesta, ed. Stubbs, i. 25; Clarke, ‘Early English Pipe Rolls’, pp. 427, 433.] 


V
This analysis of invasion fleets, set in the context of the royal use of warships and defensive measures at sea, leaves no doubt that England’s rulers wielded naval power throughout the long twelfth century. This was a power that drew on long-standing administrative practices, some of them dating back into the pre-Conquest period. Between the Norman Conquest of England and Henry II’s invasion of Ireland, repeated fleet levies, whether documented or not, must have maintained the knowledge of how to requisition, launch, provision and operate navies. These navies exploited the resources, activities and people of the maritime regions of England. The logistical bases of royal navies, and the delicate balance between kings’ and subjects’ interests in their levy, show that we cannot simply look at naval history of this period outside of the wider maritime context. 
The make-up of the defensive and invasion fleets examined here demonstrates clearly that those ports from which the king’s officials levied naval resources were the same ones that supplied other shipping resources to the king. These ports would have been home to thriving maritime communities. Orford, for example, which paid the king an annual tax on shipping, also directly contributed naval resources to defend other parts of the kingdom in 1173. Even before the construction of its castle under Henry II, Orford lay on strategic maritime routes for both warfare and trade, especially during Stephen’s reign.[footnoteRef:127] Similarly, Dunwich, a herring fishery base, contributed a score of ships for defence against the rebellion fleets in 1171.[footnoteRef:128] Along the Wantsum Channel, Sandwich (today several miles inland) continued to act as a haven for fleets as it had for two centuries and more.[footnoteRef:129] For Henry II’s invasion of Ireland, it comes as no surprise that the Severn and Bristol, which immediately faced Ireland and were engaged in regular trade there already, were poised to provide by far the greatest number of ships to the expedition.[footnoteRef:130] The large contingent of thirty-six ships from East Anglia for the Irish invasion is no more remarkable. Although Waterford is some 620 nautical miles from Great Yarmouth,[footnoteRef:131] East Anglian mariners were accustomed to long journeys to the west and south.[footnoteRef:132] The ability of kings to levy great fleets from a wide geographical area testifies to the widespread duty of obligation across England, as well as to the large pool of ships and sailors available to serve in royal navies across the vast seas of the Angevin realm. [127:  Nieus, ‘William of Ypres in England’, pp. 538–41; V. Potter, M. Poulter and J. Allen, The Building of Orford Castle (Orford, 2002). ]  [128:  In 1086, the whole manor of Dunwich was worth £50 and 60,000 herrings: LDB, fo. 311v. Tenements at Dunwich continued to render herring by the thousands through the twelfth century: Feudal Documents from the Abbey of Bury St. Edmunds, ed. D.C. Douglas (London, 1932), pp. 141–2 (no. 154). ]  [129:  On Sandwich’s role as a haven where military fleets gathered, see Hollister, Anglo-Saxon Military Institutions, p. 125; Hooper, ‘Observations’, p. 209; Barlow, Edward the Confessor, p. 174; H. Clarke, S. Pearson, M. Mate et al., Sandwich, the ‘Completest Medieval Town in England’: A Study of the Town and Port from its Origins to 1600 (Oxford, 2010), p. 25.]  [130:  Meanwhile, the availability of ships in Carlisle’s vicinity suggests that overseas and coastal trade from Solway Firth was better established than the sparse documentary record suggests. ]  [131:  In comparison, the distance from Southampton to Bordeaux is not much longer, at 660 nautical miles.]  [132:  For example, see D. Bates and R. Liddiard, eds., East Anglia and its North Sea World in the Middle Ages (Woodbridge, 2013).] 

Royal fleets reached a considerable size. The expedition of 1171 was one of the larger naval endeavours launched from post-Conquest England or Normandy, although its scale did not match that of William the Conqueror’s fleet of several hundred ships for his invasion in 1066.[footnoteRef:133] Most excursions in our period probably involved fifty to a hundred vessels and sometimes more than that.[footnoteRef:134] According to one account, William Rufus impressed fifty grain-laden merchant ships and their sailors into naval service for his expedition to Scotland in 1090.[footnoteRef:135] Robert Curthose’s fleet for invading England in 1101, meanwhile, comprised 200 vessels according to one annalist, while Robert of Gloucester sailed to England in 1142 with a fleet of fifty-four ships, two of which had been captured at sea.[footnoteRef:136] Clearly, elites other than the king could likewise summon and command fleets. Prior to the royal invasion of Ireland, for example, Strongbow embarked on his own campaign from Milford Haven to Waterford on 23 August 1170. He brought with him 200 knights and about a thousand other men.[footnoteRef:137] Given the numbers of knights and foot-soldiers who sailed in the ships of other magnates invading Ireland, such a force would have required perhaps twenty vessels.[footnoteRef:138] While medieval chroniclers are notoriously unreliable in their reports of numbers, and our own modern estimates are far from secure, there is no reason to doubt that fleets of hundreds of ships could be, and were, gathered on behalf of the king and other lords.[footnoteRef:139] Fleets of up to fifty ships would have been even more common. While it is impossible to know the size of ships involved in most campaigns of the period, once again the Pipe Rolls give some answers. The ships for the two royal fleets investigated above were crewed by around twenty sailors each, the same number as the crews of those ships furnished by the Cinque Ports. This was probably a typical size for an east coast vessel, although royal orders may also have requested vessels of a certain size (as would be the case in later times).  [133:  For a comparison of the different reports of the size of the Conqueror’s fleet, see van Houts, ‘Ship List’, pp. 169–70.]  [134:  John of Worcester’s statement that King Edgar had policed England’s coastal waters with a fleet of 3,600 vessels would have seemed like an exaggeration even at the time when John was writing: John of Worcester, Chronicle, ed. Darlington and McGurk, ii. 424–7. For contemporary fleets raised elsewhere in northern Europe of comparable size, see Oksanen, Flanders, pp. 159–60.]  [135:  ‘Vita Oswini’,  ed. James Raine, Miscellanea Biographica, Surtees Society, viii (London, 1838), pp. 23–4.]  [136:  ‘Annales Monasterii de Wintonia’,  ed. Henry Richards Luard, Annales monastici, II (London, 1865), pp. 3–125, at 41; C.W. Hollister, ‘The Anglo-Norman Civil War: 1101’, English Historical Review, lxxxviii (1973), pp. 315–34, at 326; William of Malmesbury, Historia Novella, ed. King, pp. 128–9.]  [137:  Gerald of Wales, Expugnatio Hibernica, ed. Scott and Martin, pp. 64–5.]  [138:  This can only be a rough estimate. Robert fitzStephen landed at Bannow on 1 May in three ships with thirty knights, sixty mail-clad men, and 300 foot-archers. Maurice fitzGerald landed at Wexford in two ships with ‘ten knights, thirty mounted archers, and about a hundred foot archers’: Gerald of Wales, Expugnatio Hibernica, ed. Scott and Martin, pp. 30–31, 50–51.]  [139:  The common tendency to associate fleets of such a size only with later kings is therefore misguided: ‘Many hundreds of such [merchant] ships were levied to lift the larger overseas expeditions of the thirteenth, fourteenth and fifteenth centuries’: Rodger, ‘Naval Service’, p. 638.] 

All this evidence suggests that some of the institutional arrangements behind a fleet levy in the 1170s relied upon long-standing military obligations dating back to Anglo-Saxon times. For example, the contributions of single ships from landlocked counties for the 1171 invasion of Ireland only make sense in the context of pre-existing military obligations to the king, in particular the shipsokes by which estates in the former kingdoms of Wessex and Mercia contributed to royal navies.[footnoteRef:140] Richard Abels and Nicholas Hooper have questioned whether shipsokes ever applied across the entirety of England, and whether they were uniform in area and in the size of ship each shipsoke had to provide; in Anglo-Saxon England, the scypfyrd or naval levy comprised ships from designated shipsokes as well as from other manors that owed military service.[footnoteRef:141] During Henry II’s reign, the shipsoke system was even patchier, and token ships, provided singly by landlocked counties, would not have been critical contributions to war efforts. The ship raised in the Berkshire accounts for the Irish expedition, for example, had a crew of just seven sailors and so was presumably not very large. This transition away from the shipsoke system, while almost complete by 1171, nevertheless occurred much later than previously thought. Ships provided by inland counties show the continued operation of pre-Conquest naval obligations into the 1170s.[footnoteRef:142] The Anglo-Saxon navy and the systems underpinning it had not been completely forgotten more than a century after the Norman Conquest. The very concept of naval obligation to the king that shipsokes represented continued to enable royal military campaigns abroad into the twelfth century and throughout the Middle Ages.  [140:  E. John, Land Tenure in Early England: A Discussion of Some Problems (Leicester, 1960), pp. 113–26; Hooper, ‘Observations’, pp. 208–11; R. Abels, Lordship and Military Obligation in Anglo-Saxon England (Berkeley, CA, 1988), p. 93.]  [141:  Abels, Lordship and Military Obligation, pp. 97–115; Hooper, ‘Observations’, p. 210.]  [142:  This is a separate discussion from that concerning the continuation of shipsokes as administrative units: Leges Henrici Primi, ed. and tr. L.J. Downer (Oxford, 1972), pp. 96–7; H.M. Cam, Liberties and Communities in Medieval England (Cambridge, 1944), pp. 93–4. ] 

Another inheritance from late Anglo-Saxon naval service was the length of time required for sailors’ military service. The fifteen days for which the sailors and skippers for the Irish expedition were paid was an identical length of service to that of the Cinque Ports (the obligations of which we have seen to date to Edward the Confessor’s reign), and to the probable length of service for the sailors of the royal esnecca.[footnoteRef:143] Whether the fifteen days specified as the Cinque Ports’ obligation to the king could have been of any military use to him has been a matter of debate. To summarise an extreme but widely held view, Nicholas Rodger has claimed that ‘It can safely be asserted that there never was any period in English medieval history when a useful naval operation could be accomplished in a fortnight.’[footnoteRef:144] Yet the Pipe Roll for the year 1171 provides just such a case, for the sailors and skippers served for exactly fifteen days. Since the paid time began from the point of muster (if we are to assume continuity with later practice), this was evidently enough time for the ships to travel between the western English, Scottish or Welsh ports and Ireland with their burdens. This matches the standard journey times between these locales, which could take as little as one day, and allowed some time for loading, unloading and potential delays due to weather, piracy, or a hostile encounter at their destination.[footnoteRef:145] If the sailors’ services were required beyond the initial fifteen days, they would be within reach of royal agents who could pay them for extra time, although we have no evidence as to whether this happened for either campaign detailed here.  [143:  J.H. Round, ‘The Dating of the Early Pipe Rolls’, English Historical Review, xxxvi (1921), pp. 321–33, at 327 n. 4. Sailors of the esnecca were paid for this long even though a Channel crossing takes just one day.]  [144:  Rodger, ‘Naval Service’, p. 638.]  [145:  On the short distance to Ireland from Wales and Scotland, see Gerald of Wales, The History and Topography of Ireland, tr. J.J. O'Meara (Harmondsworth, 1982), p. 33; Giraldus Cambrensis, Opera, ed. James F. Dimock (7 vols, London, 1867), v. 22. The only exception to the fifteen-day service was the ship noted in the accounts of Cambridgeshire, whose crew was paid for a full month: PR 17 Henry II, p. 113.  ] 

The existence of a navy under England’s twelfth-century kings has often been questioned because of their evident reliance on requisitioned merchant shipping. As we have seen, requisitioned ships and their sailors did constitute the backbone of royal fleets at this time, but they should firmly be considered navies. Neither Anglo-Saxon nor later medieval navies looked much different from this. Although mercenary forces in the first half of the eleventh century and the shipsoke-levied warships of the late tenth dominate scholarly discussions of the Anglo-Saxon navy, the majority of the ships in royal fleets at the time, if they were to reach any great number at all, must have been impressed civilian vessels that were not designed exclusively for war.[footnoteRef:146] Indeed, the considerable herring renders listed in Domesday Book along the east coast of England hint at the major occupation of the region’s ships and their sailors at the time.[footnoteRef:147] It has even been suggested that the beginning of the herring run was the real reason why King Harold’s defensive fleet disbanded in September of 1066.[footnoteRef:148] In the Anglo-Saxon period, no doubt the king’s fleets required warships, which were furnished from among the king’s own vessels and those contributed by some boroughs, the shipsokes and, in some years, mercenary forces. But they also included other merchant and fishing vessels. The ‘standing fleet’ of England’s medieval navies was the kingdom’s merchant and fishing marine. Later medieval kings drew on similar resources for their own navies. [146:  For some examples of local ships employed in royal navies and other military fleets, see ASC (E), s.a. 1046 [for 1049]; ASC (E), s.a. 1052.]  [147:  J. Campbell, ‘Domesday Herrings’, in C. Harper-Bill, C. Rawcliffe, and R.G. Wilson, eds., East Anglia’s History: Studies in Honour of Norman Scarfe (Woodbridge, 2002), pp. 5–17; H. Tsurushima, ‘The Eleventh Century in England through Fish-Eyes: Salmon, Herring, Oysters, and 1066’, Anglo-Norman Studies, xxix (2006), pp. 193–213.]  [148:  For example, R. Fleming, ‘The New Wealth, the New Rich and the New Political Style in Late Anglo-Saxon England’, Anglo-Norman Studies, xxiii (2000), pp. 1–22, at 20; Tsurushima, ‘Eleventh Century in England Through Fish-Eyes’, p. 213. On herring fishery seasons, see M. Kowaleski, ‘The Seasonality of Fishing in Medieval Britain’, in S.G. Bruce, ed., Ecologies and Economies in Medieval and Early Modern Europe: Studies in Environmental History for Richard C. Hoffman (Leiden, 2010), pp. 117–47.] 

Royal fleet levies in the twelfth century clearly depended on the occupational know-how of sailors and port authorities around England. For example, ships employed for naval expeditions had to be modified for troop, horse and provision transport. For the Irish expedition, small sums were spent on tilts (teldi; awnings or tents) for covering the grain and for other unspecified outfittings upon which merchants would have regularly depended to protect their cargo from wind, rain and seaspray. Meanwhile, ships had to be altered for horse carriage, probably through the use of ropes, stays, hammocks or berths to keep the horses from harm.[footnoteRef:149] The transfer of movables between England and Ireland for Henry II’s invasion (and indeed earlier invasions under Strongbow) required large numbers of ships both ways, far more than were accounted for directly in the rolls. Port authorities around the Anglo-Norman realm were accustomed to making such transfers. For example, the terms of the Anglo-Flemish treaties seemed to take for granted the ability to transport thousands of soldiers and horses across the Channel.[footnoteRef:150] King Henry’s army was able to use a fleet for the Irish Sea crossing in 1171 in part because kings of England had been raising war fleets for centuries and had the authority and precedent to do so, and in part because the logistics that enabled the fleet’s levy were part of the everyday business of living on an island. [149:  For the evidence from the Mediterranean, see J.H. Pryor, ‘The Transportation of Horses by Sea during the Era of the Crusades, part I: To 1225’, Mariner’s Mirror, lxviii (1982), pp. 9–30. For 370 horses transported into Bristol after the invasion of Ireland, see PR 18 Henry II, p. 72.]  [150:  These terms included the transfer of 1,000 men and 3,000 horses from Flanders to England: Oksanen, Flanders, p. 159.] 

While kings sought to deploy maritime communities’ assets in the realisation of their own wider objectives, the relationship between Crown and community was necessarily one of both exploitation and co-operation in shared interests. In Henry II’s reign, as under his predecessors, local maritime communities bore the greatest burden of royal naval activity. How did the king manage to impress such resources? After all, the payment that ship personnel received for royal service in war—a penny per day for sailors and twice that for skippers, essentially that of a regular labourer—cannot have been a large enticement.[footnoteRef:151] Owners of arrested ships would have lost income while those ships were detained from their usual business, and skippers and sailors risked their lives participating in military fleets. It is possible that some obligation to serve in the king’s navies could have grown out of the common duty to contribute to the king’s expeditions by land and sea over the Anglo-Saxon period, extending beyond landholders and their tenants to include ship-owners and sailors as well. The issue became more complicated, however, if the purpose of the fleet was invasion rather than defence and if the fleet might expect to meet resistance at its destination. Our records for Henry II’s fleets indicate which ships served, but do not reveal what the king and his officials requested. It is possible, indeed probable, that localities failed to provide the quotas set for campaigns abroad. Although we do not have access to sailors’ perspectives in the surviving sources, there can be no doubt that being impressed into royal service was an unwelcome occurrence and one that the king and his servants had to justify. [151:  For a larger investigation of wages, specifically those of sailors, see Latimer, ‘Wages’, pp. 197–8.] 

Shipmasters often joined royal navies in order to find favour with the king and his officials. One proven enticement the king could offer merchant fleets was the prospect of trading privileges in conquered territories. As one example we may examine a charter, datable between 1177 and 1179, from Henry II to the king’s merchant Ailward the Young of Bristol and a certain Matthew fitz William.[footnoteRef:152] It gave them land in Waterford, adjacent to the king’s landing place, in return for contributing to the defence of the town and ‘serving me [Henry] from their ships, if they have ships, at my cost’.[footnoteRef:153] Here Ailward and William acted as defenders of the port and city of Waterford on behalf of the English king in return for gaining access to a tenement in the town, specified by its bounds as being by the water, and presumably very convenient for any commercial dealings they might have. Towns and communities also received grants; the king’s men of Bristol, whose port had provided a base for the invasion fleet, were awarded rights to inhabit and hold Dublin with the same liberties as in their own town.[footnoteRef:154] By virtue of his grant to Bristol, other Dubliners gained the same liberties, helping the king to win over the loyalty of an important civic group while further stimulating trade.[footnoteRef:155] Nevertheless, such grants show that from its beginning the colonisation of Ireland under Henry II was an economic as well as a military conquest. Conceding mercantile privileges in return for naval aid was a common strategy of medieval rulers.  [152:  Letters of Henry II, vol. i, no. 310.  ]  [153:  ‘per seruiciu(m) inueniendo iiii. loricas pro predictis et pro iiii. masagiis qui tenent apud Wat(er)ford ad defendend(um) ciuitatem meam de Wat(er)ford et seruiend(um) michi de nauibus suis, si naues habuerint, ad costamentu(m) meum’: ibid.]  [154:  Letters of Henry II, vol. i, no. 313 (Nov. 1171 x Mar. 1172).]  [155:  S. Duffy, ‘Town and Crown: The Kings of England and their City of Dublin’, in Thirteenth Century England X: Proceedings of the Durham Conference 2003, ed. M. Prestwich, et al. (Woodbridge, 2005), pp. 95–117, at 100–02.] 

Moreover, fishing and trading privileges received by mariners in a ruler’s service went hand in hand with other fringe benefits of war, especially the capture of booty from enemy ships and undefended coasts. We learn from the Vita Oswini (c.1111), for example, that when William Rufus failed to pay the sailors of the fifty ships he had impressed into war against the king of Scots, they instead pillaged the nearby coast.[footnoteRef:156] Similarly, various English participants in the Second Crusade expedition to Lisbon in 1147 preferred to prey as pirates on other ships in the Atlantic, rather than take up trading privileges from the Portuguese King Afonso.[footnoteRef:157] These benefits of war, some officially sanctioned, others not, justified to some shipmasters the risk of joining navies. [156:  ‘Vita Oswini’, ed. Raine, pp. 23–4.]  [157:  ‘It would be much more profitable if they should sail quickly past the coast of Spain and then extort much easy money from the merchant vessels of Africa and Spain’ (‘Insuper maximo questui fore si costam Hyspanie sub festinatione transcurrerent, ac perinde multas peccunias ab Affrice navibus et Hyspanie mercatoriis leviter extorquerent’): De Expugnatione Lyxbonensi, ed. David, pp. 102–3.] 

[bookmark: _Ref509834214]The sailors who participated in naval campaigns, whether they were from England, Normandy, or elsewhere, probably had much in common with each other as sailors and were primarily attached to their home ports rather than following any political programme of the English king or Norman duke. For example, the sailors in Robert of Gloucester’s campaign of Normandy in 1142 and the fleet that besieged Lisbon in 1147 included members of the Vitulus family. As we have seen, they were renowned as mariners, frequently performed shipping services for Henry II, maintained trading connections between England and Normandy, and were familiar with the wider north Atlantic. While aiding the earl’s invasion of England in 1142, they convinced him to avoid landing in Southampton, for such an action risked provoking royal retaliation against their relations (parentes) who lived there.[footnoteRef:158] As this case shows, sailors and ship-owners maintained transmarine connections even more complex than those of the Anglo-Norman and Angevin ruling elite. Sailors could participate in trading, fishing, plundering and raiding as necessary, whether in the king or duke’s service or not, and sometimes without regard to the lord to whom they were formally engaged. Those military musters organised by the ruling elite that have formed the focus of this article were in many ways indistinct from other fishing, trading and crusading ventures. Comparison may be drawn, for example, between the 1171 expedition to Ireland and the crusading fleet that participated in the siege of Lisbon in 1147. The latter group’s members were ‘men of divers nations, customs, and speech’, among them mariners from the east and south of England, Normandy, Flanders and the Rhineland. Many were intent on conquest—of the Holy Land or, as it turned out, in Portugal.[footnoteRef:159] Their forces were well trained, equipped and organised for siege and naval warfare.[footnoteRef:160] These same sailors would have been familiar with such operations to aid the king or duke when called upon for military engagements and may have had strong motivation to participate in royal navies if they could benefit. They were not, however, led by any ruler in 1147, but rather acted on the initiative of the various members of the fleet.[footnoteRef:161] The active presence of such fleets in northern seas in the twelfth century meant that kings of England had a force to call upon in times of military need, but this was only possible thanks to centuries of established precedent and regular reward. [158:  William of Malmesbury, Historia Novella, ed. King, pp. 128–9.]  [159:  ‘diversarum nationum et morum et linguarum gentes’: De Expugnatione Lyxbonensi, ed. and tr. David, pp. 52–3. For commentary on the fleet as an international expedition intrinsically linked to trading and cultural links across the North Sea, see J.P. Huffman, Family, Commerce and Religion in London and Cologne (Cambridge, 1998), pp. 232–6; C. West, ‘All in the Same Boat? East Anglia, the North Sea World and the 1147 Expedition to Lisbon’, in D. Bates and R. Liddiard, eds., East Anglia and its North Sea World in the Middle Ages (Woodbridge, 2013), pp. 287–300.]  [160:  De Expugnatione Lyxbonensi, ed. and tr. David, pp. 128–31.]  [161:  Henry of Huntingdon, Historia Anglorum, ed. and tr. D.E. Greenway (Oxford, 1996), pp. 752–3.] 



England’s rulers in the twelfth century actively countered naval threats, launched their own naval offensives, and appreciated the opportunities of wielding maritime power. They and their officials employed ships and coastal patrols and summoned entire fleets in times of crisis or planned campaign. These naval traditions had a firm basis in Anglo-Saxon precedent and also drew on resources from across the expanded territories of the Anglo-Norman and Angevin kings. Mariners from around the realm and beyond—fishermen, merchants and pirates, as well as those who supported them on land—made possible these recurring royal naval efforts, partly due to coercion and partly through enticement. The boast that Henry II ruled ‘England and all the coastal land between Spain and Scotland, from shore to shore’ would not have been possible without his mastery of navies in England and the efforts of the maritime communities who operated them.[footnoteRef:162] English naval history of this period is Atlantic history, not the story of an isolated island kingdom. The Anglo-Norman and Angevin realms straddled the central zone of the maritime north, between the North Atlantic coasts of continental Europe and the Viking sea routes of the North Sea and the Baltic. The naval strategies of England’s rulers drew on a maritime heritage current throughout these seaways.  [162:  ‘cil qui tint Engleterre et la terre marage/ entre Espaingne et Escosce, de rivage en rivage’: Wace, The Roman de Rou, ed. and tr. G.S. Burgess with the text of A.J. Holden and notes by E.M.C. van Houts (St Helier, 2002), pp. 2–3, ll. 35–6.] 
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