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DAVID AP LLYWELYN,
THE FIRST PRINCE OF WALES

WHILE scholars still await a new history of Wales in the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries, it is clear that J. E. Lloyd’s views need to be
substantially reconsidered. It is no longer acceptable to end a history
of medieval Wales with the Edwardian Conquest of 1282 and date

: g : a new beginning from that year. Welsh society had changed
Wel sin tato ~7 Qe vty fundamentally already, as is now generally recognized.! Feudal
arrangements were introduced by Welsh princes, not by the English

5 A Fo o monarchy. This feature is most evident in the creation of the prince

of Wales, a title which was adopted by the princes of Gwynedd.
This title and its governmental implications were alien to the earlier
non-feudal nature of Welsh society. The study of their introduction
into Wales itself throws some light on the transition of Welsh society
in the thirteenth century, if only at one specific point. It is well known
that in 1267 Llywelyn ap Gruffydd was granted the title ‘prince of
Wales’ by King Henry 1II. The treaty of Montgomery (September
1267), by which Llywelyn was able to secure the gains which he had
“made during the English civil war,? included the conferment of the
title:
. Ceterum dominus rex Anglic uolens prefati Lewelini magnificare
personam et in eo ceteros honorare qui sibi hereditario iure succedent,
. dat et concedit prefato Lewelino et heredibus suis Wallie
principatum, ut idem Lewelinus et heredes sui princeps Wallie uocentur
et sint: insuper fidelitatem et homagia omnium baronum Wallie
Wallensium, ut dicti barones a prefatis principe et heredibus in capite
tencant terras suas . . .?

Llywelyn had adopted this title as early as 1258, and it may be
legitimately asked whether his earlier title had the same connotation

as the later one. Some light on this question may be drawn from an

earlier period: from the reign of Llywelyn’s uncle, David ap ,
Llywelyn (1240-46), one original document has been preserved in ><
which David styles himself ‘prince of Wales’, princeps Wallie.* 1t

18ir J, E. Lloyd, A History of Wales (2 vols., 1911); the innovations of the century C_\-)
before the Edwardian Conquest have so far been discussed most thoroughly in the rather
conservative field of law, cf. T. Jones Pierce, ‘Social and Historical Aspects of the Welsh
Laws fm:;lfe, Special Number 1963; ‘The Welsh Laws’, pp. 33-50.

F. Tout, ‘Wales and the March during the Barons’ War’, Collected Papers,
1 (1934) 47-100. \
p—— G, Edwards (ed.), Littere Wallie (1940), p. 2; also ibid., p. xxxvi. \
MONUMENTA ‘.! G. Edwards (ed.), Calendar of Ancient Correspondence concerning Wales (1935), :?\.._}
) | pp. 49f. The instances in which David is called princeps Wallie in the chronicles (cf. infra, : .
GERMANIAE : n. 19) are of no relevance in this context. 4{\_J
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is the purpose of this article to analyse both the background and the
implication of this first occurrence of the title which has attracted
the curiosity of scholars without being sufficiently analysed.®

Whereas Liywelyn ab Torwerth (c. 1200-40) had taken the title
princeps Norwallie until in 1230 Tie began to style himself ‘Prince of
Aberfiraw and Lord of Snowdon’,® his son David, who succeeded
in 1240 in a manner which disregarded the Weish laws of succession,
is not known to have held this latter title. From the chancery of
David ten documents have been preserved which refer to him In
two different ways: as ‘David, princeps Norwallie',7 and as ‘David
filius Lewelini guondam principis Norwallie’ ® Strictly speaking only
the former is a proper title; the latter, in recalling the eminent
position of David’s father but not applying it to his heir, may be
regarded as no title at all—even a positive denial of the son’s Tight
{o the title of the father.

Ten documents do mnot offer a sound basis for satisfactory
conclusions and they are not even sufficiently representative, since
they stem, with one exception, solely from the year 1241. Yet their
respective significance may be grasped from their chronological
distribution, since the year 1241 was an important one in David’s
career. Between February and the latter half of August 1241, David
appears as ‘Prince of Nosth Wales', whereas in May 1240 (the only
document from that year) and from 29 August to 24 October 1241
(the latest document) David appears as ‘Son of Llywelyn, formerly
Prince of North Wales’. This distribution corresponds significantly
to political events at the {ime. On 15 May 1240 David did homage 1o
King Henry 111 for Gwynedd,” and he had to submit again to the
king on 29 August 1241 at Gwern Eigron;'® in the fifteen months
between David tried to establish some kind of independence from
his feudal overlord which was eventually checked by the English
king through large-scale military campaigns. The submission of
David to Henry on 29 August 1241, as it is preserved, did not include
verbatim a prohibition on the use of the title ‘Prince of North Wales’
in future, but such a demand may have been implied in the terms

s Ldwards, Litiere Wallie, p. «liis E. M, Powicke, King Henry Ii and the Lord FEdward
(2 vols., 1947), 11, 630 f,

s loyd, op. cit., I1, 682,

T Edwards, Littere Wailie, nos. 15, 19, 20, 274,

8 ibid.. nos. 2, 4, 3, &, 22, 23.

v Lloyd, on. ¢it., 13, 695, A

s Powicke, op. cit, 1L 632 1
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ander which David renounced all homage paid to him by minor
Welsh princes in favour of the English king." Thus, it appears that
David, while trying to assert himself as prince of North Wales along
the lines of his father, used the title princeps Norwallie until the
superior power of the English king forced him to abandon it.
Although the initial use of the title did not fully reflect the politica!l
reality which lay behind Liywelyn ab lorwerth’s title, it indicates
perhaps the direction in which David tried to modify the political
'suuation. 1t will be shown later that the title princeps Wallie which
is preserved in one document (dated probably about January 1245)
similarly indicates a tendency rather than a reality.

As far as royal documents are concerned, there is no consistency
in the way in which the English Chancery referred to David. The
Close Rolls of Henry I, which are the main source, speak of bim
in two different ways: ecither as ‘David filius Lewelini quondam
principis Norwallie’™? or simply as ‘David filius Lewelini’.’? No
general pattern can be derived from the respective forms employed,
but significantly the title princeps Norwallie does not occur at all.
There is thus a marked difference between the way in which the
English royal Chancery and the chancery of David refer to the
prince of Gwynedd. The son of Llewelyn ab Iorwerth used for some
time a title which was never acknowledged by the English king.

Llywelyn ab lorwerth had two sons, Gruflydd by a Welsh woman,
and the younger, David, by his wife Joan, the natural daughter of
King John. Their marriage had taken place ¢. 1205 and scaled the
truce between Llywelyn and John Whereas according to Welsh
law both sons should have inherited the possessions of their father
in common, Llywelyn had made sure at an carly stage, in 1220, of
obtaining Henry 11I's consent to the succession of his son David as

11 fpromitto similiter eidem domina regi quod reddam ¢i onnia homagia que dominus
Hohannes) rex pater suus habuit ¢l que dominus rex de iure habere debel, et specialiter dimitto
ei lzgmaglacamn;ltl;g( 1}?1})ll}L;gy\ﬁglcnsium’. idwards, Littere Wallie. p. 9.

e.g., ase olls}, 42, pp. 202, \ ' s ' , B . -
oo, 71558 2 36, 345, pp. 202, 240, 243, 280, 344, 357, 458, CR., 1242-47,

:3 ez, CR., 1237-42, pp. 348, 350, 426, 437, 457; CR., 1242-47, pp. 357, 359.

Lloyd, op. cit., i, 616 [, it is intevesting 1o note that Llywelyn had carlier attempted
to heighten his prestige by marrving into the roval family of the Isle of Man. CL. C. R, Cheney
and NE G. Cheney (eds.), The Letrers of Pope linocent 11 (1708-1216) Concerning England
and Wales, A Ca.{em!m‘l (1967), nos. 168, 469, 600, 1t has been shown recently with reference
to Roger 11, the first king of Sicily, that marriage to & member of a royal family can in itself
be an indication of u prince’s aspirations 10 Yet higher rank: cf, Reinhard Elze, ‘Zum
'Konu;tum Rogers 11, yon Sizilien’, Festschrift P Sehramm, 1 (Wicsbaden, 1964), 102-165
‘;14390 6\'_’\,1. Holtzmann, ‘Maximilla regina, soror Rogerii regis’, Dentsches Archiv, 19 (1963,
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his only heir.'s Shortly before his death, he attempted to secure
further the exclusive succession of David, and the Welsh Chronicle
of the Princes records that on 19 October 1238 “all the princes of
Wales swore aliegiance to Dafydd ap Liywelyn ab lorwesth at
Sirata Florida''¢ The succession of David was sccured in this way,
a way which was alien to the {raditions of Wales and gives evidence
of the reforming ideas of Llywelyn Fawr.

Liywelyn had attempted 1o cstablish his son as liege lord over the
Welsh princes. But his plans failed after his death, for at the
convention of Gloucester on 15 May 1240 the king ‘cepit homagium
prefati Dauid de predicto iure suo Norwallie’, under the condition,
however, *quod per hanc pacem remanent domino regi ¢t heredibus
suis omnia homagia baronum Wailie quieta’./7 Yet it has been shown
above that it took the Crown a further fifteen months to force the
prince of Gwynedd to accept this restriction. In the treaty of Gwern
Eigron, David lost more than his title: he had to hand over his
half-brother Gruffydd, whom he had held in captivity, to the king.
As a hostage in the hands of Henry Ti1, Gruffydd became a dangerous
potential rival to David’s leadership in north Wales as long as he
lived, for the king could legitimately argue that according to the
Welsh law of succession Gruffydd was entitled to share David’s
power. Gruflydd died on gt David’s day 1244 while trying to
escape from his prison ‘s the Tower of London.'® His death
removed Pavid’s only dangerous rival and gave him a freer hand
for other enterprises; (he English king lost a precious pledge.

Matthew Paris records in his Chronica Majora under the year
1244, *David, intending to free his neck from the yoke of fealty to
the lord king, took flight to the wings of papal protection, pretending
that he held a part of Wales from the pope directly. The pope was

v Welsh law did not make the distinction between legitimate and natural chitdren, This
together with the ‘deep-rooted principle of division of the inheritance’ (Littere Wallie,
. xxxvii), had made it virtuatly impassible for any Welsh prince 1o create tertitorial state
Tar himself, Llywelsn saw g way out of this dilemma by adopting current English law in his
principality: cf. also infra, n. 4l.

18 T, Jones (cd.), Briet y Twwysoxion (Red Book of Hergesty {1955), 1, 215 cf. the conmment
by Sir Goronwy Edwards: by striving to_gain for himsell the homage and fealty of the
other Welsh princes, he (Liywelyn ap Gruffydd) was striving 10 make himself chiel lerd, in
Ather words, to csiablish a suzerain within Wales itsell”, Littere Wallie, p. xivi.

1 pdwards, Lintere Wallie, pp. 5.6: also CR., 123742, p. 240, and T. Rymer (ed.o,
Foedera, 1, 1, 239 1.

% Lloyd, op. cit., 1. 700 &1, with further references. The difficultics which Llywelyn ap
Gruflydd had with his co-lieirs have been well described by Siv Goronwy Fdwards, Lifrere
Wallie, pp. xxxviii-xL , !
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favourable to him’.!* A little earlier, Matthew had stated the same,
ascribing, however, the initiative for the subjection of Wales to the
pope and giving the valuable information that David was obliged to
pay annually five hundred marks to him. 2

Thus, according to Matthew’s account David became a papal
vassal, in recognition of which he paid annually a fixed sum of
money. Matthew is the only informant about such a payment, but
he was usually well informed and there is no reason to doubt his
account.

Official documents would not allow such a precisc statement. Yet
when taken together with Matthew’s account it is possible to
reconstruct what happened in 1244, One letter from the pope has
been preserved, issued at Genoa on 26 July 12442 Tt tells how
David, prince of north Wales, had complained to the pope about
the war which the English king had waged against him; that,
although his parents had given him to the Roman Church as an
alumnus, the king had acted violently against David, forcing him
to give an oath of subjection to England. The pope commissioned
two persons, the abbots of Aberconway and Cymmer, to inquire
into ‘the case, and if the oath had been given under duress to absolve
David from it. The letter implies a recognition of David by the pope
as prince of north Wales.

On this, the only extant evidence of David’s initial success, one
has to reconstruct in outline what David did and how the pope
responded. On 26 July 1244 the pope sent his letter to Wales, where
he ordered an enquiry. It seems unlikely that this is the only document
jssued by him on this question even at such an early stage, for
already the pope had accepted implicitly the subjection of David
to him. There is no certain way to establish either by whom or on
what exact terms David approached the pope, but apparently he

. B HLR. Luard ted.). IV (Rolls Series, 1877), 323, Other references 1o this are ibid., p. 316,
and idem, Hrs_ru,rm Angiorum, 11 (Rolls Series, 1866), 482, 483, n. 3. Other chronicles which
mention David’s attempt are of ne independent value. Thomas de Wykes (H. R. Luard
ted.), Annales Monasiici (Rolls Serics, 1869), 1V, 92) himself uses Matthew Paris for the
n)crlod 1066-1256: cf. N, Denholm-Young, ‘Thomas de Wykes and his Chronicle’, Collected
Papers, 11 (1969}, pp. 245r06. Another reference to it js in the Annals of Dunstable (Ann.
Mon., 11, 168), for which see C. R. Cheney, ‘Notes on the Making of the Dunstable Annals’,
T. A.( Sandauist and M. R. Powicke (eds.), Essays . . . Beriie Wiikinson {Toronto, 1969},
?§453));)98i3§§ aiso T. Hog {ed.). Nicholai Triveti Annales (English Historical Society, no. 9,
z? Chron. Majera, 1V, 36

Printed in A, W. Haddan and W. Stubbs, Councils and Ecclesiastical Dacuments (1869},
I, 470 1. Innocent [V stayed at Genoa for about six weeks after 7 July on his way from Rome
to Lyons: cf. Elic Berger, Saint Lowis ¢t linocent IV (Paris, 1893), pp. 24 i, The letter is
not in lanccent’s register.
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‘aformed Innocent that he had been a papal vassal in the past and
that injustice had been done to him by Henry 1L It is, however,
unlikely that the Welsh prince approached the pope much carlier,
for barely four months elapsed between the death of Gruffydd and
the extant papal pronouncement, and David would hardly have
done anything in this direction so long as his half-brother was
alive.?? The prince of Gwynedd thereby appears as a shrewd and
able politician who grasped his chances as soon as they olfered
themselves: such is not the conventional view held by historians. It
is hard to believe that his move to subject his territory (0 the pope
was not premeditated, although there is no evidence to confirm
this. From the papal letter we can deduce that David subjected
himself to the popc as princeps North-Wallie; from the account
of Matthew Paris we know that he had to pay in return a fixed sum
annually. For about nine months (until § April 1245, when the
pope reversed his earlier decision) David stood under papal
protection as ‘Prince of North Wales'! Yet he styled himself during
this time ‘Prince of Wales’. One do&uient showing this has been
preserved, and there may have been others which are now lost. If
any new documents should come to light from the chancery of David
in which he is styled ‘Prince of Wales', it is very likely that they would
come from the second half of 1244 or the first quarter of 1245. That
during this period he called himself ‘Princc of Wales’, although
heing recognized only as ‘Prince of North Wales’, agrees with (he
observations which we have made for 1241: he aspired to a titie
higher than the one conceded to him, either by the English king or
by the pope, and he used a ssuperior’ title in his own documents.

Throughout the cleventh and twellth centuries, the papacy had
succeeded in subjecting a number of secular Jords to the Apostolic
See. This was done on lines similar to the exemption of religious
houses, bishoprics and Church provinces from subjection to any
authority other than the papacy. The best known cases of subjection
arc perhaps those of the kingdom of Hungary in the tenth century, the
Norman territories in southern ltaly and Sicily after 1059 (a kingdom
established by Roger 11 of Sicily and given legal recognition by the
anti-pope Anaclet IT in 1130, but finally also accepted by Pope
Innocent 117%), Aragon {1063), Poland, Denmark, Bohemia, Croatia

2 Matthew Paris supports (his assumption, Hist. Aasl, 11, 483, n. 2 (original version):
‘comperiens fratrem suum primogenitum Geiffinum . . . valedixisse seculo, Lutius solus

regnarel, significavil domino papac. ...
@ R, Elze, Joc. cit, (supra, 0. 133
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?Tld Dalmatia, and Portugal.?! In these cases, the initiative had come
101;:1 I{hc secgiar power, and the motives of the rulers concerned
were the desire to gain recognition for their conquests, to gain
protection, or to escape the cumbersome sovereignty of’powc%'{fu]
neighbours.®” These kings and princes accepted the pope as their
overlord and paid in recognition of this overlordship a c.ertaikn sum
of money. The payment of money was a sign of papal protection
and a welcome addition to the increasing financial nee%s of thlc
A?OStOilC See.”® It is true that at an early stage the popes would
attempt to give their overlordship a specific ideological basis, just
as Gregory VII claimed that ‘regnum Hispaniae ex antic;uis,cjon
stitutionibus beato Petro et Sanctae Romanae Ecclesiae in ius eE
p%'opnetatem csse traditum’,* or Pope Hadrian 1V, with re ard to
é]t ei}and, e).(pl"CSSCd m his fz}mous bull Lauwdabiliter Ehat ‘1--Iii§erniam
ecaél;:’lcis insulas, e ad Jus beati. Petri ?t sacrosanctae Romanae
ccles dc . .. non est dubium pertinere’.?* But such justification of
50]% :?o(;fere;gnty over‘lpartlcular arcas seems almost amateurish
Complaéﬁd Eo ;he doctrine developed by Pope Innocent I and
Wh(}? EChy' l‘ope Innocgnt IV of full papal sovereignty over the
eo ristendom which is expressed most neatly in a sentence
from Innocent 1V’s bull Aeger cui lenia (1245): . . . the Lord Jesus

A well-documented case of the subjection of a kingdom to the
pope is that of England under King John. John became a papal
}fassai after the Interdict of 1208-14, and he had to conced]e( Em
annual payment of a thousand marks sterling ‘as a token of this
Sp{; Perpetua! offering and concession’.?® The only, but significant
; C]) ! :é gniclrlet :elvgt*:'en John and the other sovereigns was that John was
oree su jection to Rome on these terms, and resentment of

annual tribute was expressed in the thirteenth century both

B P M. Cocheril, ‘Saint Ber
(195 R . --‘m_ ernard ¢t le Portugal’, Revwe d'Histoi seoldsiastique
Cm.s%}.:nt%g ?%gﬁg:ao};:}:”z';;;:;l :1(}])5;‘t1_1<1y 1%1‘9 Ehese cASCS is fou(n‘cli{(;n(l’{f;gg:g L{?;rjé'(éws(::a{r;ﬁ{i’.ihfj
Sensam de [Lglise aris, ), po. 116 1, and the i ani j ¢ Kar
fiir Ur?fc:zr[rz.i:snfl.:rﬂdflingel1 des Lehnswesens in das Rechtslgben clcn-l:-]('])'?a?irslc:}i:lr1 Slt(ud?'f Py }-(m'i
. 7 arschung, XKIT (19323, 13110, which ends with Innocent 11} wie. Archiy
P. Fabre, ap. cit., p. 127. " -

* 1bid., p. 125 ‘le cens suffit, 4 i
: L : 3 it, 4 ses (i, X ( - allir it
2: ‘?uggcd'by Cochortl ton cht o oo o n.il;.c Church} yeux, pour allirmer sen droit’.
. Q.ulc-).lelf;:?mck i(gcfi.). I?f"'m'” Cambrensis, Opera, V (Roils Serics, 1867), p. 317
' rom Brian ullan, Sources for th istory i E (1966, 1
cfl also P, Herder, *Feer cui lenia’ Dours('(iw.v ﬁr‘:{';f\r{)]\f‘(anIZ!"\st ]({S%g(;! ;E::uggg(i‘)}%ﬁ). P 18

C.R. Che ey ian / .5 < cre ceifery {1l - £ §
and W, H emple (eds. flde e fr ! !
Jamel (j' 58 1 9 ) ¥ ( 5)(, Sele (f::\ w3 f){),’)(’ Inocent 1 Cone PRI

» ‘ o b A L
/ o s e e o fy Tuew o . | V\j
ook d oo e H LM J . R
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by the king and his subjects.® By his submission John had gained
papal support against the threatened French invasion of England
and the establishment of a French monarchy there.

A closer parallel to the attempt made by David ap Llywelyn is
perhaps the way in which the king of the Isle of Man became 2 papal
vassal. A letter has been preserved, dated 21 September 1219, in
which Raynald demanded to be recognized as a papal vassal.??
Before the papal legate, Pandulf Maska (bishop-elect of Norwich),
Raynald proposed o hold the island as a papal fief, to do homage
for it to the pope or his reprcsentatives, and to pay ‘in recognitionem
dominii’ annually twelve marks sterling. The king mentioned that
the papal legate invested him with a golden ring. Although the legate
had already imvested him and the king paid the annual tribute, Pope
Honorius ¥ granted the protection only after three years.”

The relevant feature of this case is (hat the recognition of the
king of the Isle of Man as a papal vassal did not come immediately,
although payment was apparently accepted from the outset. The
payment of money would not necessarily indicate a step towards
establishing the existence of a feudal relationship between a kingdom
and the Apostolic See. But it may be relevant to the case of David
that King Raynald of Man’s letter to the pope is attested in the
first place by Cadwgan, ‘Bangornensi cpiscopo de Wallis” (1215~
1235). It is possible that the bishop of Bangor provided the link
between the subjection of the king of Man and the principality of
Gwynedd, although there is no proof.” In any case, it has to be
noted that David's subjection to the pope, whatever the precise
{erms were, was something not uncommon at that time and & move
which popes would cncourage since it corresponded to their
developing docirine of a papal monarchy in both spiritual and
temporal affairs.®
of the pope to Wales which may
If quite like the king of
duce, though

There is one passage in the letter
indicate that David did not subject himse
Man. The first few sentences in [nnocent’s letter repro

31 The tast payment of this swmn was made in July 1333: Cal, Pat. Rolls, 1330-34, p. 4071
Cal. Papal Reg., Papal Leirers. 1362 1404, IV, 16, 1 owe this information 1o Dr. E. B. Fryde.

2 printed in Mgr. Duchesne, D. Fabre, G, Mollat (eds.), Le Liber Censuum de I' Lglise
(Romaine Bibliorthéque des Feoles Francaises o Aihénes et de Rome, Paris, 1905-32), 1.

260b-61a.
# jbid., n. p. 2614 ‘Nota quod litlera isla codem modo seripta est in regesto domini
Honoril scprimi anni, in guo ctiam est protectio ipsius regis concessd sibi ab eodem domine

Honorice'.
38 Cadwegan, bishop of Bangor, was protégé of Llywetyn ab jorwerth; cf. Lioyd, op.
cil,, 13, 68%.

S3 AL Watt, The Theary of Papal Monarchy in the Thirieenth Century (1965},
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not necessari -batin i |
poty Ciml;lééy viibf?]nm’ Dzmgi’s demands to the pope; he appears t
e o RomrI: pal_protection because ‘parentes eius I[D(:IZU;]]S O
Saimman Rol anae Ecclesiac donaverunt’.’ It seems that D d
- .la\} - t l . & '1 7 -
occasionally the (;cglelcglsc; (\)’&;&Id Qf tllle Roman Church, a]{ho‘u\ld
occasic i curs in the sens ‘vassal’ 37 T
}nstanccs, however, the assumption 1} e e In b
an alumnus to the Roman Church w

submission and fealty to a '

pubmission fez . papal emissary superfluous

hax w;]?lt’lt“(}i(i aD;;;f;(Si to 11_1{@ status ofa papa)II vasza} by thge gggkf)\cfl?ngif

and fuly acccpied Siaené as to whether the pope in 1244 immediatel ’

Py Gocepts donevz 2119 his ygssa} or put him on the wailiny

oty and nter s t\}?l-i }](the kings’ of Portugal in the twelfti%

oF the ctatuy coy it € e ing of Man, hinges on the interpretation
an afwmnus, I have not been able to find in con-

temporary papal d
(118 QC ety -
torm. pap uments a satisfactory legal definition of this

gh
e ' oth
nat David had been given as
ould have made a new act of

Matthew Paris, ¢ i i

o David’\: ;;;} Z’i 0{;1()11}:11e111‘1ng i1 his usual sharp and critical wa
prince was mroudn ; ftl(_)wceiuc‘is the papacy, had pointed out that tfmz:
R othor s Torod of | is (?E;Ceni from the stirps regia through his
dalighter of the ]iziﬂglislin;li:}lg gf\:ﬁvl?i{c Llly'WCIyn th Yorwert fo the |
cenier of ¢ glish R ¢ being a conventional we
height%med ?}f;cieé):twecn_ England and Gwynedd, unélm\l\bﬁd?f '
oy Llywcly;? Wa;g]clzoof tyhe house of Gwynedd. Tt showed that ig ’:
become kg homest -’UAW ‘dn. equal of the king and perhaps might
5 potition o LlngI.f $ c::;u ly as 1222 Pope Honorius 111 confirmed
con Do e of),lll gualarnteemg the succession of his legitimate
The arrangement b %gn, dd.ugbter of the late king of England.#
arehbishos ot CantLe A cen dx awn up between the English king the
mrchis NG 1 _Lny, the pap:al legate Pandulf and the ri,n‘

$ approached to give his blessing to it. Thispa,ct C(;é

% Maddan and §
. Stubbs, 1, 470

on 8 April 1245 af 1. 5 1 4705 see also the s 1

. yons, . the pope’s reversal is carlier decision. i
}):ancnnbus.datus fucrat iﬂ”flil-. 9. 4711 ‘nobis falso suggerens q.?g(}“fi carlier decision, issued

. M. Powicke ¥ alumpnum’. The term w S omanae Ecclesize a suis
S0, Pring et af. (o), Wi, was singled out as being important by
# Cocheril, ) w. {eds.), Mittellateinisches Weor ;
- loc. cit., p. 426, rerbuck (Munich, 1967), 1, col. 528 f.

30 Hivt, Ax
o Angl, p.oo482: ¢ i ;
procrearetur , . ° nam in oculis propiis sibi, pro co quod de sti
Irpe regia

% W, Hollzma

LS Zmann, loc. ¢i

K&nigin® 1 loc, eit. Csupra, n. 14): “Vielle

Konigin’ an dem sizilis pra, 0. 14): Vielleicht hat die :

Familic den Eligels nag}l!]cT;g:g;{:i?\hort?Ch}m ihren ji]n:;ere[,d'grs;sé??](:l'\icll.rfe\s? diese junge
entfacht,’ aufwuchs, in dieser

* P. Pressutti

. sutti (ed.), Reges -

(of 26 Ma . Regesta Honor

Y 122200 Confirmmt st Papae 111 (2 vols., Ron

s contra abusum in ciu1sn1‘é‘;|t~~ftidl:u-mm avod ipse in terra su;;ciiili?fgimg-sg" U, 73, no, 3996

esitimi, ordinando w David ntreductum, ut illegitimi suecederent n:l}‘\;cciilﬁ s fecerat
ales sicut ct

uxare sua legitime vid filius suus ¢ Tohs :
¢ su legitima suscenit, haereditario e o ororanna filia clem. mem. regis Anglia
. E ac

arie Jure i omnibus bonis suis e¢i succedat”



214 DAV AP LLYWELYN, THE FIRST PRINCE OF WALIS

Llywelyn shows, if nothing else, a new spirit of self-assurance on the
part of the Welsh prince towards his secular overlord, King Henry 111
It is possible that the papal pronouncement of 1222, or others from
the same Lime which have not been pz'cscrvcd, could have been
interpreted, even il in an exaggerated way, as papal wardship over

David.

Four years fater the same pope was approached again by Liywelyn,
and as a consequence Joan, the natural daughter of King John, was
declared legitimate, ascertaining thereby that her son David would
also be legitimate and could succeed his father, but without prejudice
to the king or realm of England.* On this occasion Llywelyn once
again secured papal support for David as his heir and successor.
Although by the papal dispensation David would have no claim {0
the English throne, his mother became truly a king’s daughter.*”®
This ‘royal’ descent was adopted also by David, who occasionally
enriched his title of ‘Prince of North Wales” by the addition of
‘nepos domini regis Anglic’.
irtue ol his descent, as a valued
supporter of demands made by King Henry 111, is aptly shown in
A letter from the first half of 1241 which David wrote on the king's
pehalf to Pope Gregory 1X, asking for papak confirmation of Boniface,
archbishop-elect of Canterbury.™ Although no other letiers 10 the
papacy have been preserved, it becomes apparent that the status of
the prince of north Wales as a velative of the English king had
increased. When Henry 111 asked David to support the new
archbishop-elect of Canterbury in Rome, he may fimself have
indicated the means which DPavid would later use 10 his own
advantage. The prolonged vacancy in Romc after the death of
Gregory 1X {August 1241) and before the accession of Pope
Tamocent 1V would be one reasen why David had to postpone, even
on the level of preliminary contacts, his attempt to gain indepen-
dence, while the last obstacle at home was removed only when his

half-brother Gruffydd was dead.

That David was regarded, by v

Not quite nine months after Pope Innocent 1V had referred to
David as an independent lord, as Prince of North Wales’ and a vassal

32 Ihid., 11, pp. 417 [, nos. 5906, 5907 (of 29 Aprit 1226), Tor the political implications
of such & pronouncement as n the Tamous decretal Per Venerabilem by Innocent 141 in 1202,
Srie Srudies, Xl (1946),

cee Watl, ap. cit., v 37 1.

57, Jones, "Cronica de Wwallia', Buflerin of the Board of (s

2744, s, 1237 “Myomina Johanna, filia veais Anelie, uxor Lewelini principis Wallie, obiil’,
a idwards, Litrere HWoeallie, no. 20, pp. 20 f.
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of the Apostolic See, he r .
ina 2ct1c:]z" (ir:?} ljc ,S-LL’ be reversed his decision. This was announced
Hugh of El;f ;}:illvl\gﬁns oz; éA*im'il 1245 and addressed to Bisho]::
alter of Carlisle.*® The o
rounds . ) . e pope deciared the >
%) o ha?in \‘\1111%1 he had based his carlier decision cin l'avoiirlh?
e e gllv {;:c untenable. It was apparently not true that wa(')d

e en as an alwnnus (0t avt

addition it was we ' the Roman Church ile i
; “hé?:;}ll].\\’\;di ‘wdl known that David’s ancestors had be’crl\jge 1]:1
. 01; {%1 ish king from time immemorial. Matthew Paris comnsscl ;
a %;‘hristi.n]lmw;w\ti pronouncement, stated Sarcasﬁcaﬂyi" ‘I.S-lllfnk
el 4 o does not know that the prince of Wales‘ s cre
ssal (vassalulum) of the English kings 7' S 18 & MInor

gs

The decision 1s clear enough as it st
e b sion 15 i _ gh as it stands, and it does not nee
2 gapLarltl\,lzls 331{123;;{1311. {i was the end of David’s independ(;l(]:];il(i
 papal vassal from e \I“Tnghsh‘ king. But attention must be drawﬁ
L reasons thli per haps induced Innocent 1V to reverse his
captier verd p.mdec his Pf)pe had at least as high a conception of his
ranted. sovore Tmes..is?o; aljd namesake I'nnoc.cnt {11, He would have
B o o thiséri{ | o the Welsh prince, regardless of the legal
positiolt $ prince towards his secular overlord, if it had suj

bolicy, , suited

The present wriler

Homry Irj)lr’csszlillpp\g]l‘il(fg‘(}:c_)fnends' that in 1245 the pope needed
oy LIS ]ﬁme n-»l 1fs oyvn international ambitions and would
Anglo-pa'pal nore (1} lulpzn’ e§ to concede demands made by the king,
e demam;s (;fbt]“r-elc at this ‘tlmc over-shadowed by i]]L:
schcmcz, femands of ‘11'0 pope fc?r financial support for various
iehemes, o Wa{ the st(m%glg against thp Emperor Frederick ]I.";S
jmocent 1Y ¥ ]{c \ 's Zuitl?f in touch with England, as well as at
he Lme when be ’wl?lu, is first letter to Wales favouring David’s
mbiion .dr y HE, on the other hand, acted quickly to crusl

s independence. In November 1244 his proctor at t?le Rg;:;:

{1

Huddan and Su bbs, 1, 471 The date is II]CO!]CC”) given as 1244, The letter is dated
1 wwat il ¢ second pontifica 4]
1011 us nestri anno secunde’; t 0 fical year of Innocent IV ended in Ju e

W Chron, Maj
. - jora, 1V, 324, Ma .
< - Beruor, op, cit., p. 28, Matthew himself was not kindly disposed towards Tnnocent
“in support of the emphati i ¢ : cent;
the act of doin phatic word ‘sovereignty’

g homage @ p gnty’, 1 quote th . | .
neuen Kénigs (e, R1O§§r11?)d (ricig}gczl;?i'lh%"po"c: ‘Lindeutig 70izfC;)ig;:n(’i"mzlbéeii'\l\gll?c !(m
neuen Koniptums vor aller Avgen 4 imitdt nieht nur, sondern auch die YYIHE Ces
3I‘BHm(i‘ne), gtums vor iilt,irdAuscn 2u zeigen und alle Zweifel P ‘;‘i‘;ljugclgﬁsggvgl‘éllzulal des

SCFLE M. Powicke and C e egen’ (the italics
1964), pp. 388-98 icke and C. R. Cheney (eds.), Comneily
. . -08, Mg -4a L 'y and Sy i
pope: ‘Credens cnimddlgzﬁmfsdg:,;: <1q gogc}igulide te public l()nsi#i}g;‘rsi-nl[L,:Ix].g{%ggmt@ {Oxiford.
juxta Sudine ! a, quod flexibi i S cian | -NEi owards the
i fgeszt:{::;;j'f';;m 'S(Lliilxx jam subdidisset , . 1}23]3;:5;!}1‘42324 Suﬁ J%g}?dlcmc COnlr‘ibuuonﬁ
e mn: : ienow to Henry 115, dateg . v, 11, )
was certainly written at the v y 1L dated 29 July 1244 (Chr j
and Wales staved at E}c:]lzﬁl 12:}1]{:51 of the king. Apparemly Uge fféi'é',f‘{!a;o,-u: 1V, 364 1),
ANLed (he VWolal) feuest s the same time, and it is hard 1 b~!'£=d ions rom England
sh reguest without being aware of its wider 1'1111)‘]}1'c1(l"!ew that Innocent 1V
& ations.
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suria. Master Lawsence of St Martin, was appoin‘l:cd‘.a"' Mcistu
Lawn .'Vi:!sl“u. sent to the pepe with three main objectives, it su,ms;
I{;E\:i;& t\;ul,s ambitions of David ap Llywelyn, m, n;:é;_&ft::;t(: r:,l::i
ecounition ¢ { Boniface of Savoy as archbishop of Can <:1 Hury, '(]‘1
lCLQgHIIEOij} "Othe bishop-elect of Chichester, Robert Passelewe. .1c
'to SPL :T"tl'i:))lz of his successful mission can be gathe.redr fr‘om‘ 11.“’3'
dppnl;c;f of benefices which were showered on Master L{aw} 61T<{§!‘1:}
1111:21:1ext few years, until in 1‘251 l}c Was‘madﬁz1 b{lsﬁl?g (})i ein(-)\? 11(;? -
The pope had shown the first signs of g(?o rm Hemy 111 ane
‘reated, by sacrificing David ap Llywelyn, an dlnlo)s‘p ourable
tgul(nn’])rgﬂnisc over his great scheme, the successful outcome
<
he Council of Lyons. o »
i The first Council of Lyons inf‘1245 \iv'asu;;eﬁfa;;stilill, Ta:ﬂl;:;zt 0;;
he surface, a demonstration o papa‘ $ , Euro e
1i}«]icincssed the deposition of the empero bytlprope \:’l;:; tl‘s;ncmm
as only achieved by considerable mlu_uuu.f, conciia
N flhcc?ilmijzs by the pope. The support he received {rom the dt'c}an ; 1%
gislmps--—-—tlw attendance from England lwas fpn;)]cg {h\gfdguﬁt:\t -~
the most reluctant way. This had been cleas ro n the outset, ane
thus Innocent IV may have been pll‘cparcd lol mdﬂlc gones évidence
the attending emissaries. 1t is concea\iablc, lz(ll‘tm)tfsb Lodwﬂ] vidence
is tacking, that Innocent Im‘mul.lcd, as a‘ m{‘ ([J;]g\(fid g‘l uywelynﬁﬂ
Henry 11, his earfier decision n favour of Pawvid ap pen.
On the other hand, the pope was not EFC}I'a\I]C(i ‘;o, ~u;]]w] Euibu} ¢
over another point in the dc/llate ;\f]}liig gli lf,:lg’is 113 az;;; {g.\n‘aggai bute
i : z APOSLoiic See as &
\\ihlb‘i112;21\);(12\1;?11;\2(111:1:’ Ellgland is attested by Matthew Paris,™
1“: A 5. Emden, A Blographical Register of the University of Oxford i AD :’.50‘0, l:i
R st for s s n e N i Nt e 6
;‘-h}][;(:.]‘1]1ho{h%l:Ia\-ii1|?§.d{1l\gieilsil;?“i]_:'\\\.fcfg::clcb‘diéd in 1274, having lived to sce the (.:wauoa‘z o J
l:lr)n:-(.c‘\oi]\i?:’:;}g\ ullcl 2]’61-}2)!0“33 de !1';~(‘3.(jé|-ilc l‘[ Wi C;OSHZ%HC)(E? 4:7)—0511(l[%tg?c‘i%f];:;llg:’é ﬁzgﬁﬁéﬁ’ﬁ
o : 5‘er!c»r!c-_1'({nl v(ﬁ{hd_c(r‘z}‘;?l.m{é C;;n:bircnsis, who wanted to bc_.rcf;og:nucd
the 'dii}l}("o:iir::ictly subordinate to Rome. He ncgolm_lf,d ‘abozt::
or (c( o.f “1}‘113_%3, and caleulaled that the papacy wou‘dl)'lltfilgé\.lc‘De
this in Rome b “)é) glp(l’clcr's Pence lrom this exemption (W. S, D

annual sum of 200 warks Ol G205, 139, 1673, His failure was brought about less by

poaiil - . 13 . » . ; ection had not been
ln“"C%l0nlblus\’f'b")';ﬂ(gqg”‘,:!{{;:iis gusc fthe officta! \:MS]O;} \T{ﬁ :ul:';‘éch'll; ?:ilt::{lli{c’)llll canonical wis
A ienlly, though at that time the question of what m 96 3. 116-49), but
made c-&_nomcalll},.‘rli‘[‘szh iIBE:Illsoai. The B."sfir).'}-n"«'-’f’f-‘{(P"'.”Ccf:.’n‘r Iiéi):“(;?&)e Ig,‘f' the favourite
much d‘smuc%n{' {11 did not wanl te annoy the i;n]glx}l\oiigbi\:’ :
?fﬁi‘ﬁﬁﬁé"ﬂﬁ-‘"nm German i“merm]; ”&'Q?Z"‘fg?ivﬂ‘.{i‘ s,llijl:;ta his el praccipue_super exaclons
anel nplish clergy weni to Ly i g am  concilio  querimonia
# The English cleray w . it regni  universitas, coram T 177
Jolae amy consensit  regni v o -y 111, shid., p. :
tribuli, in “.‘:}O_d ﬂ;‘l‘]:mlrl;: §V, 419, Sce also Frederick 111‘5 lg,llju t.é’,ﬂ?ffﬂxlngiiue A tributo,
reposituri’; Chron. d s rex Anglize suis obtemperares consi .ll:‘?._ll [Lc liberaret . . . Per quod
*Addidit ?émlﬁz{ys?ﬁnoccntius tertius Hiud lgaverat, potenter ac jus
JQUO NS dlld

rda sibi congiliavit’,
dominus imperater multorum corda sibi congiig

Internazionale di Studi .;
in this respect very dgsc Iy
as archbishop and primat
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and it was one of the grievances which the En
to put on the agenda of the Council. In view of this, it is significant
that Henry 11 did not commit himself in the dispute about the tribute
which, at the best of times, was a considerable strain on the royal
Treasury. In 1244 Henry had not paid the tribute for the past three
years. This could be accounted for by the vacancy in Rome afier
the death of Gregory 1X, but the new pope repeatedly pressed the
English king to pay. Henry claimed financial difficulties; whether he
Was sincere or not, a year later the king exhibited remarkable haste
in paying the tribute, at a time when David had become a papal
vassal and the king was planning the first steps against him. In view
of the discontent over this tribute in general, it is significant that
‘on 25 January 1245 the king finally got abreast of his debt by the
payment . . . of 1500 marks, which rather more than covered both
the yemainder of arrears and the instalment due for 12447 1 It would
be difficult to deny a direct connection between this remarkable
willingness to pay the tribute, which was unpopular both at the
royal Exchequer and with the people of England, and the simui-
tancous attempt to make the pope withdraw his protection from
David. More money may have been involved in both cases, from
David and from Henry III, but the five hundred marks which
David had paid as tribute was also acknowledged as such by
contemporary writers when they commented that the pope did not
return David’s tribute when depriving him of his protection. 3’

glish prelates wanted

Thus, there was mutual give-and-take between Innocent IV and
Henry 11 at the expense of Welsh independence. The king paid the
money he owed as a vassal to the Apostolic See, at the same time
inducing his clergy to vote against the emperor at the Council. The
POpe gave way over the issue of Welsh independence, which was of
minor importance to him, while insisting on the tribute from England
and securing English support for the deposition of Frederick, How
far does such conjecture agree with the more general policy of
Innocent IV ? Before becoming pope he had been an eminent scholar
of canon law at Bologna, the school which discussed the fegacy of
Pope Innocent 111, It has been pointed out that Innocent 1V, while
being aware of the wide spectrum of opinions concerning the position
of the papacy in the world, later developed strictly the line held by
the ‘ultra-pontifical’ group of that school.* The ultimate sovereignty

W.E. Lunt, Financial relations of the Papacy with Engiand ro [327 (Cambridpe, Mass.,
1939), 1. 148,

% Haddan and Stubbs, 1, 471: *Quod cum cognovisset dominus Papa, conniventer hace
omnia dissimulabat, pracmio tamen quod acceperat ab inso David non restituto’,

arcel Pacaut, *I’autorité pontificale selon Innocent 1V', Le AMoven Age, 66 (1960),
83-119, esp. n. 115; also J. A. Walt, op. cit.
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of the papacy in his view amounted to the right to interfere in the
temporal sphere whenever he thought it desirable, much more so
than his predecessor Innocent 1L Yet whereas Innocent 1V
consolidated the theory of complete papal sovereignty, he mainly
directed his efforts towards the destruction of the Empire which had
no place in his system. He made concessions to the growing national
kingdoms 1o secure this higher aim, and naturally he would find
justification for such an attitude in the vast body of canonistic
literature which was then available.”

Our case shows in a Toreeful way that an evaluation of Innocent IV
as both politician and theoretical thinker must take into account
both his doctrines and the way in which he applied them. According
to his doctrine, the recognition of a Welsh prince as his vassal
would have been justifiable by virtue of his position as the Vicar
of Christ who binds and looses in secufar and spiritual matters. Yet
since the chief concern of his system was the destruction of the
Empire in order to establish the uncontested leadership of the
Church, he encouraged the stability of a plurality of kingdoms.*
Like every practical politician, he had to make concessions in
practice to save the superstructure and, if need be, to adapt the
ideological basis according 10 political needs.™

The increase in power of the north Wales princes in the thirteenth
century was made casier by a number of factors, not least by the
chronic weakness of (he English monarchy between the death of
Henry 1 and the accession of Edward |, Various attempts were made
by individual princes to maintain this growing independence beyond
their life-time. This shows best how the Welsh principality developed
away from a political structure which depended on the momentary
strength of the ruler and towards a ‘state’ along western European
lines, in which the institution would outlive its representative.

Liywelyn Fawr (ab Jorwerth) profited from the weakness of the
English monarchy during the years of the Interdict and made the first

a strong cmphasis on the [nnocentian ‘plenitudo potestatis’,
eapressed, ¢.g., by ‘Licet in multis distineta sunt officia ¢t regimina mundi, tamen gquando-
cunque necesse est, ad papam recurrendum est .. .2 Watt, op. <it., . 70 On the other hand,
Innocent showed at times a genuine respect for the refalionshin between a feudal overlord
and his vassal, which was Lo him a purely temporal bond, as gxpressed in his Apparatus super
quingue libros decretalipm:  *Hoc aulem dicimus, si principatus vel castellania_vel alia
niusmodi concedantur in feudo, guia si de eis agitur inter aliquos, coram domine feud:
agendum est, . .. nen papa’, queted by Pacaut, foc. cit, p. 93, n. 24, Cf. alse R. Génestal,
Histoire de ln légitimation des enfants nuturels en droit canonigue {Paris, 1905), pp. 212 ff,

% Preaut, toc. cit., p. 109, . . ) ]
6 Gee also the thoughtful articie by B. Tierncey, “The Continuity of Papal Political Theory
in the Thirteenth Century’, Medioval Studies, 27 (3965}, pp. 227-45,

2 On the one hand, there is
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31?731?10”5‘5139 in llhe‘imemalional arena by a treaty of friendship
;Z?q ][‘i}gvinznlclh kmf; n} 1212.% That this alliance was short-livéd i}s
ss relevant than the fact that it came into existence The
. ant than th : existence at all, The
Eﬁn.ced'wasé able to improve his strong position in the following
'.t;:c? c}c‘a‘ es. He failed to transform Gwynedd into a feudal state
'w‘1 hin 1}13 life-time;  perhaps three decades were too short to
accomplish the necessary changes, especially in view of the precarious
military position of the country. P o
theD?)\SSeaph Llywelyn z;ttzmpted something greater. In appealing to
» he approached the only institution i :
_pope, he : ¢ In western Europe
gln{(;h cuil?l; arily created and destroyed kingdoms. In spite of ii}:c
wf?] ;rllﬁsof ti1s peigsonﬁl recognition in Wales and England compared
ather, David gained for a short time re iti *Pri
o North Wales' as 8 on ‘ cognition as ‘Prince
. pal vassal, thereby severing his t 1
his feudal overlord, the Engli ' ) B o the pepe e
, iglish king. By appealing to the
. b U . ope he
iolg?;e\i Iihi ;)Slliybigeimbm way open to his ambition for indepgldpence
' er, s ability as a statesman is forcefully demonstrat ,
. his. _ trated
hls‘llfollowmg conventional methods which had b):acn established Ey
;:iiléecxenyt)ci]z;:s I:andt had] found a new and vigorous defender ig
. For two-thirds of his brief reign Davi ]
nnocent 1V, F 0-this id was serious
mstnc{:t‘ed‘m h1§ posstbti;{;es, but he made a courageous advance 513;
jfl?gi as his }l)OSIltlon was more secure. He calculated with the straineé
o-papal relations in mind, exhibiting ¢
nglo- Tela ‘ , @ g 4 masterly awareness of
reaht}?s. David styled himself *Prince of Wales® at a};imc when he
i\:laig In-fogmzed as an independent ‘Prince of North Wales’, thereby
. aft 3 ’
Hi(qme‘i; églguilgd&lfe had nodt yet reached the summit of his ambition
s eventuai failure was due not to any miscalculation i ‘
; _ a ( ation on his part
ibiget 1tCio tlhgj fact that the papal plenitude of power was, at the ti]‘[}:(i of
e i;st )p}mcd of Lyons, a claim upheld exclusively towards the
l pire, with the pope having to make considerable concessions to
the established kingdoms of Europe.
mghi? Ll.yweflyn_ap Gruflydd was recognized as ‘Prince of Wales’ in
Lo7 the Imcreasing power of the princes of Gwynedd since the
kh;};mnmg of the century was recognized in due form. The English
Yetg \E?; \jglceptm ga C';lﬂ% wéxéch Llywelyn himself had adopted earlier
yn ap Gruflydd’s concept of ‘Prince ’ ‘
- ‘ of Wales” was
gi?}fi?neni‘aux different from David’s. The earlier indicated David’s
fnor ;iznprﬁli :‘;cicgendengs and sovereignty, the latter established
e ] wynedd was a vassal ish ki :
o, brince o of the English king, a mere
Lo MICHAEL RICHTER

_ " R. F. Treharne, ‘The Franco- . . .
Studies, XVIII {195859), éoj%],w Welsh Treaty of Alliance in 1212°, Bull. Board of Celric




