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Abstract 
Isabella of France has become one of medieval England’s best known queens due to her involvement in the downfall of her husband, Edward II. She is suspected of his murder and believed to have had an affair with her co-conspirator, Roger Mortimer, but was she really the ‘She-Wolf’ of France? 
Following her invasion Isabella of France was the key to ensuring that her son, Edward III, was able to keep hold of his crown. Due to his minor status it was essential that there was someone who could steer the country in the right direction, and although Edward III had an official regency council, it was Isabella who took on this role. However, history has made Isabella into a tyrant, set on murdering her husband and incapable of supporting her son due to her fixation on the infamous Roger Mortimer. On the other hand, the evidence for Edward III’s minority suggests that, while she did have her faults, Isabella was in fact an astute leader, capable of handling the challenges of ruling a country. 
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Introduction 
Isabella of France is one of the most well-known queens of England, due to her life as wife to one of the most disastrous kings in medieval England.[footnoteRef:1] While Edward II may have made ‘a better country squire than king’, in failing to be a successful ruler he became one of the best known kings due to his downfall and probable murder in Berkeley Castle.[footnoteRef:2] As his wife, Isabella became known for her ability to keep the peace between Edward and his nobles as well as for staging an invasion of England and possibly being responsible for the murder of the King.[footnoteRef:3] During her time as Queen of England, Isabella was also able to act in the best interests of England, saving the state from civil war on a number of occasions.[footnoteRef:4] Although Isabella was directly responsible for deposing Edward II and taking power as effective regent for her son, she in fact had no real control of England, as it was in the hands of the regency council.[footnoteRef:5] Regardless, during this period she was able to take on a successful role in the running of the county. [1:  See appendix one for timeline of Isabella’s life. ]  [2:  P., Doherty, Isabella and the strange death of Edward II (London: Robinson, 2003) p.24. ]  [3:  L., Hilton, Queens Consort: England’s Medieval Queens (London: Phoenix, 2009) p.281.]  [4:  H., Castor, She Wolves: The Women Who Ruled England Before Elizabeth (London: Faber and Faber Limited, 2010) p.256 and p.270.]  [5:  W. M. Ormrod, ‘Edward III’, Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018) available at http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/10.1093/ref:odnb/9780198614128.001.0001/odnb-9780198614128-e-8519 [accessed 23/04/2018].] 

Historiography has always made Isabella out to have been a tyrant in England, that is to say she acted in a way that endangered England, similarly to the later King Charles I.[footnoteRef:6] Populist writers, such as Paul Doherty, have focused primarily on the great mystery of Edward II’s death and Isabella’s supposed involvement with it.[footnoteRef:7] While this discussion has allowed Isabella to become one of the better known queens of medieval England, it has also created prejudice towards Isabella as a bad queen in both popular and academic fields. More modern feminist historians have created a more even playing field for discussion of Isabella by putting the case forward for her having been more successful in her rule.  While feminists, such as Lisa Hilton, have attempted to find some comparison between Isabella and other well-known medieval queens, such as Empress Matilda and Eleanor of Aquitaine, these comparisons give the reader an unfair idea of each woman, as they look at the whole medieval period in one glance and do not account for the changes in the role of the Queen of England across the period. [footnoteRef:8] While these works do give a clear idea of Isabella’s time as Queen of England, they do struggle to assess her successes as they set out to look at Isabella as a person and wife rather than at her role in the running of England. Further to this, more recent feminists who have looked to write solely about Isabella do make an effort to look into her life after she invaded England, however they fall short in discussing Isabella’s ability and rather choose to simply discuss how the contemporary chronicles describe her actions.[footnoteRef:9] In order to further the discussion on Isabella, it is now imperative that she is compared to those that were expected to comply with the same set of values as her in their role, regardless of their gender.  [6:  K., Warner, Isabella of France: The Rebel Queen (Stroud: Amberley Publishing, 2016) p.273. R. W. K., Hinton, ‘Was Charles I a Tyrant?’, The Review of Politics, Vol.18, No. 1 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1956) pp.69-87, pp.86-87. ]  [7:  Doherty, Isabella and the strange death of Edward II, p. 134. ]  [8:  Lisa Hilton indirectly compares Isabella to all Queen consorts of England between 1066 and 1503 in Queens Consort: England’s Medieval Queens (London: Phoenix, 2009). Helen Castor also indirectly compares Isabella to Empress Matilda, Eleanor of Aquitaine and Margaret of Anjou in She Wolves: The Women Who Ruled England Before Elizabeth (London: Faber and Faber Limited, 2010).]  [9:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.30. ] 

Although there are no chronicles by English writers for the exact period when Isabella was in power there are a number of sources that can give an insight into her life before this point. The anonymously written Vita Edwardi Secundi, which finishes on the eve of Isabella’s invasion of England in 1326, shows how Isabella went about using her power as queen to her best advantage, knowledge which she would later need.[footnoteRef:10] The Chronicle of Geoffrey le Baker of Swinebroke, which looks at the events of Edward III’s minority and is often used as reliable evidence for Edward III’s minority, was written approximately twenty-five years after the event, making it difficult to believe that le Baker had any direct knowledge of the events that took place.[footnoteRef:11] Further to this, le Baker’s account was written with an agenda; he believed that Edward II should have been canonised as a saint. Not only does this potentially explain his reasons for using a gratuitously violent account of Edward’s death over any other theory but also his hatred of, Isabella.[footnoteRef:12] Other chronicles and annuals, such as the Annales Paulini, the Brut Chronicles of England and Adam Murimuth’s chronicles, although not all directly contemporary, will be also be looked at to provide an insight as to how later writers viewed Isabella.[footnoteRef:13] By re-examining these and other near contemporary works, an assessment will be made as to whether or not Isabella’s actions were written differently to those of others carrying out similar actions, in order to discuss whether or not she was viewed any differently in her ability to rule. In addition to these sources, governmental records will be examined to provide evidence for Isabella’s role in her son’s regency. The Patent and Close Rolls as well as other official records, although they do not record reaction to the events of the time, allow an insight into the involvement Isabella had within the running of the state.[footnoteRef:14] [10:  Vita Edwardi Secundi, ed. W. Childs (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2005) p. xlvii. ]  [11:  R. Bartlett, ‘Introduction’, The Chronicle of Geoffrey le Baker, translated by D. Preest (Woodbridge: The Boydell Press, 2012) pp. xiii – xxviii, p. xxiv.]  [12:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.25. ]  [13:  Annales Paulini, in Chronicles of the Reigns of Edward I and Edward II, volume one, ed. W. Stubbs (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012). The Brut or The Chronicles of England, ed. F. W. D. Brie (London: Published for the Early English Text Society by Trübner and Co, 1906). A., Murimuth, Continuate Chronicarum. Robertus De Avesbury De Cestis Mirabilibus Regis Edward Tertii, ed. E.M. Thompson (London: Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1889).]  [14:  Dawes C.B., R.F Isaacson and Sir H.C.M. Lyte, Calendar of the patent Rolls preserved in the Public Record Office, Edward III 1327- 1330 (London: Printed for Her Majesties’ Stationery Office by Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1891) pp. vii-viii. ] 

Clearly any comparison will have to move away from other queens of England in order to look at those who were held to the same standards as Isabella, not just who held the same title. It may therefore seem obvious to compare Isabella to her French family who she may well have looked to in order to learn how to act as Queen of England, especially given that her mother was Queen of Navarre in her own right. [footnoteRef:15] However, the very fact that her family were the Royal Family of France means that their actions would have been viewed differently to Isabella’s own in England due to the differences in the two societies.[footnoteRef:16]  [15:  E. Woodacre, ‘The She-Wolves of Navarre’, History Today, June 2012, Volume 62, Issue 6 (London: History Today Limited, 2012) available at https://www.historytoday.com/elena-woodacre/she-wolves-navarre [accessed 25/04/2018]. ]  [16:  E. Woodacre, ‘The She-Wolves of Navarre’, available at https://www.historytoday.com/elena-woodacre/she-wolves-navarre [accessed 25/04/2018]. ] 

In order to compare Isabella to those who would have had a similar status in England, four case studies have been selected from persons who were able to control England, either through official status or as a royal favourite. Piers Gaveston and Hugh Despenser the Younger, were two men who Isabella would have regularly come into contact with in her husband’s court, due to their status as royal favourites. [footnoteRef:17] As such they provide meaningful comparisons to Isabella, especially given that she would have witnessed their actions. Two further case studies will come from William Marshal’s time as regent of England for the minor Henry III, between 1217 and 1219, and Simon de Montfort’s time acting as an effective regent for Henry III, whilst he was imprisoned by de Montfort between 1264 and 1265.[footnoteRef:18] In comparing Isabella’s time in power to these four men, this work will not only further the feminist discussion on Isabella by giving her a comparison to those who were in power around the same time, but also look to discover the level of success she had in ruling England between 1326 and 1330.  [17:  Hilton, Queens Consort, pp.259-263.]  [18:  D.A. Carpenter, The Minority of Henry III (London: Methuen London. 1990) pp. xiii-xv. J. R. Maddicott, Simon De Montfort (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994) p.308.] 




















Chapter One – Relationship with the Nobility 
The relationship any ruling monarch had with their nobility was key to their success as a ruler, given that it was the barons and knights who were responsible for ensuring the laws of state were followed across the county. Isabella’s relationship with the nobility began much earlier than her invasion and take-over of England. As Queen of England she had been responsible for interceding with Edward II on a number of occasions on behalf of the baronage, usually relating to the behaviour of his favourites, Gaveston and Despenser.[footnoteRef:19] The four regents and favourites discussed here were all part of the nobility themselves and should have therefore been more adept at being able to keep the barons on side. For all of the people discussed it was vital that they were able to keep the nobility’s support, as those who did not stood to lose their position and standing in society. [19:  Isabella interceded with Edward II eleven times in 1312, ten times in 1314 and nine times in 1315. Warner, Isabella of France, p.79. ] 

Isabella was most successful in being able to gain the support of those nobles already alienated by Edward II to support her cause for invasion. The invasion itself gained most of its support from Isabella’s public claim that her quarrel was with Despenser, who had according to the Vita Edwardi Secundi’s report of Isabella’s own words, ‘come between my husband and myself’ and was trying to break up their marriage.[footnoteRef:20] By claiming publicly that her quarrel was with Despenser, Isabella was able to attract the support of those nobles still in England, who had been pushed aside by Despenser, such as Henry of Lancaster.[footnoteRef:21] In order to gain continued support once in power, Isabella gave land and wardships to those who had supported her cause. The majority of this land was simply the returning of estates confiscated on the advice of Hugh Despenser in 1321-1322.[footnoteRef:22] However, allies who had taken a large role in the deposition, such as Thomas Wake and Henry of Lancaster, were also to receive land from what had been Despenser’s estate.[footnoteRef:23] As well as this, the Patent Rolls for the early period of Isabella’s control shows how, at her request, many nobles were granted land and favours. An example of this is the gift of the manor of Grafton in Northampton to Owen Corder in May 1328, which had previously been held by another magnate on behalf of the crown.[footnoteRef:24] Although Corder’s standing when it came to supporting Isabella is not known, the fact that he was given the manor is probably an example of Isabella’s use of patronage as she managed to rally together the majority of the English nobility to her cause regardless of their political standing. Furthermore, Isabella was known for her mercy in the early years of her control. For example, those who had been supporting Despenser, such as Sir Ingelram Berenger and Sir Ralph Camoys, were officially pardoned and allowed to keep all their land and goods.[footnoteRef:25] This mercy towards those who had been on the losing side shows how Isabella was determined to keep control and stop the factions that had developed in parliament during Edward II’s reign, continuing to cause issues in her son’s reign. [20:  Vita Edwardi Secundi, p.243. ]  [21:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.240.]  [22:  N. Fryde, The tyranny and fall of Edward II, 1321-1326 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979) p.210.]  [23:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.215. ]  [24:  Calendar of the patent Rolls, p.264. ]  [25:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.215.] 

Isabella was not the only political leader who managed successfully to gain the support of the majority of the nobility. As regent for Henry III, William Marshal managed to turn the tide of support for the French Dauphin, who had control of the majority of the east of England, including London, in order to defeat Louis at Lincoln in 1217.[footnoteRef:26] Painter has argued that a year earlier there were ninety-seven barons who were in revolt against King John and the English monarchy, against a mere thirty-six who were considered loyal.[footnoteRef:27] However, in November 1216, eighteen of these rebels were given safe-conduct to speak with Marshal and Henry III and were convinced to switch sides, on the promise of the return of land taken away from them by John.[footnoteRef:28] It was this that persuaded enough rebels, including Marshal’s own son, to switch sides in order to win the Battle of Lincoln and secure Henry III’s place as King of England.[footnoteRef:29] This promise and return of land is the exact offer Isabella made when seeking support for her invasion and for her son. Therefore, we cannot view Isabella’s actions in giving land to the nobility in return for support as being anything out of the ordinary for the nobility she was trying to control.  [26:  S. Painter, William Marshal: Knight-Errant, Baron and Regent of England (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1933) p.214. ]  [27:  Carpenter, The Minority of Henry III, p.19. ]  [28:  Ibid, p.22.]  [29:  Ibid, p.27. ] 

Furthermore, Simon de Montfort used similar tactics to Isabella’s claim that she was anti-Despenser, rather than attempting overthrow the king, in order to gain support for his own rebellion against Henry III in 1264.[footnoteRef:30] The Provisions of Oxford, dated 1258, had been put in place in order to control the decisions of government through a council of fifteen, taking away the sole authority of the king.[footnoteRef:31] By 1264, de Montfort used the Provisions, and the further limiting of the king’s power, in order to gain support from those nobles who were also in favour of the Provisions being implemented fully, not those hoping to gain materialistically from de Montfort’s rise to power, as he would still not be able to give lands of his own free will.[footnoteRef:32] Furthermore, in order to ensure he had support from the legal powers when it came to limiting the power of the king, de Montfort reconvened Oxford University in 1264 after it had previously been closed by the king.[footnoteRef:33] This intellectual patronage gave de Montfort the support he needed in order to push through his governmental reforms. De Montfort’s gaining of support due to a policy of limiting the king’s powers has direct connections with Isabella’s anti-Despenser claims; those supporting her wanted to get rid of Despenser, as Isabella claimed was her primary goal.[footnoteRef:34] [30:  J.R. Maddicott, Simon De Montfort (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994) p.279.]  [31:  Parliament UK, ‘The Provisions of Oxford’, Parliament.uk (London: Houses of Parliament, 2017). available at https://www.parliament.uk/about/living-heritage/evolutionofparliament/originsofparliament/birthofparliament/overview/simondemontfort/provisionsoxford/ [accessed 03/12/2017]. ]  [32:  Maddicott, Simon De Montfort, p.255.]  [33:  Ibid, p.280. ]  [34:  Doherty, Isabella and the strange death of Edward II, p.95-96.] 

To Isabella, however, it became clear that ‘no private disposal of patronage or power’ could be without public repercussions.[footnoteRef:35] Isabella not only alienated those nobles who had been on the losing side in 1326, but in less than two years in power she had lost the support of every noble who had helped her to depose her husband.[footnoteRef:36] The greed which Isabella had for gathering land and riches is often cited as being the main reason for the alienation that surrounded her. However, when we examine the evidence surrounding the donations of land and wealth by the regency council, it becomes clear that it was in fact the greed of Mortimer family rather than that of Isabella herself that turned the nobles against the minority regime. In the January following the deposition, Isabella returned to herself the county of Cornwall and the lands which Edward II, on the advice of Hugh Despenser and for no obvious reason other than to limit her power, had confiscated from her in 1324.[footnoteRef:37] While this may seem like greedy activity on the account of the queen, she was in fact simply claiming what was rightfully hers either as queen, or through following the protocol that traitors’ lands were returned to the royal family, rather than taking land which had belonged to others.[footnoteRef:38] On the other hand, however, Isabella was responsible for the elevation of her supposed lover, Roger Mortimer. In October 1328, Mortimer was made Earl of March, the person in charge of the area from South Wales up to Chester known as the Marches.[footnoteRef:39] Warner suggests that this appointment was against the will of both Edward III and that of the nobility.[footnoteRef:40] However, when looking at the Patent Rolls for the October parliament in Salisbury, which records the giving of the title, there is no evidence to suggest that the nobility were against Mortimer’s elevation. The Roll simply lists the land which Mortimer would receive alongside the title earl of March, which was a new creation and not actually referred to in the grant.[footnoteRef:41] Given that the land Mortimer received appears to be from the lands of Despenser and Edmund, Earl of Arundel, both of whom had been executed in 1326 on the grounds of treason, it is likely that the nobility hoped to gain themselves from the land of these two men and saw Mortimer as grabbing at lands which should have gone to the king following the rules about the land belonging to treasonous nobles.[footnoteRef:42] Although there was no public outcry at the appointing of Mortimer to the earldom, the Chronicle of Adam Murimuth does state that Lancaster and a number of unnamed other nobles refused to attend the Salisbury parliament, possibly in response to this appointment.[footnoteRef:43] While the nobles dealt with Mortimer’s new title with political politeness, they clearly felt that they were being pushed out as a result of this land-grabbing by Mortimer, which, given the link between him and Isabella, not only explains the reasons behind the later overthrow but also why history has portrayed her as being incapable of ruling.  [35:  M. Buck, Politics, Finance and the Church in the reign of Edward II (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983) p.7.]  [36:  Warner, Isabella of France, pp.215-216. ]  [37:  Ibid, p.215.]  [38:  B. Darlow, ‘History of Treason’, English Legal History (Leicester: English Legal History, 2013) available at https://englishlegalhistory.wordpress.com/2013/06/17/history-of-treason/ [accessed 25/04/2018].]  [39:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.240.]  [40:  Ibid, p.24. 	]  [41:  Calendar of the patent Rolls, pp.328-329.]  [42:  Ibid, pp.328-329. K. Warner, ‘Edmund FitzAlan, Earl of Arundel’, Edward II (Manchester: Kathryn Warner, 2007) available at http://edwardthesecond.blogspot.co.uk/2007/03/edmund-fitzalan-earl-of-arundel.html [accessed 03/12/2017].]  [43:  A., Murimuth, Continuate Chronicarum, p.58. ] 

Isabella was not, however, the only person in power to have a portion of the nobility turn against them. Both Gaveston and Despenser faced calls from their opposition in the ranks of the nobility to exile them in order to take away their bad influence on Edward II. Gaveston appears never to have been in the favour of the nobility, having been exiled three times from the country during his time as Edward II’s favourite.[footnoteRef:44] The nobility were against Gaveston for similar reasons to those of Isabella, namely land-grabbing and the ill-advising of the king. The Annales Paulini, or the Annals of St. Paul’s Cathedral believed to have been written by a Canon of St. Paul’s contemporary to the events it describes, states that any noble seeking ‘special grace with regard to any business’ with the king was sent to Gaveston.[footnoteRef:45] Gaveston’s controlling of the king led to the creation of the Ordainers, a group of nobles who were responsible for ensuring the correct running of the king’s household and estate.[footnoteRef:46] The Ordinances they produced not only attempted to control the king’s ruling of the country but also called for the exile of Gaveston, who was in their words, ‘lording it over the state of the king and of the crown to the ruin of the king and kingdom’.[footnoteRef:47] This clause would eventually end up causing civil war between the barons and Edward II and would lead to the murder of Gaveston himself. Clearly Isabella was more successful than Gaveston, as she was able to not only avoid civil war but also avoid many negative mentions in any of the contemporary chronicles and histories, suggesting that she was respected in power. [44:  Gaveston was exiled in February 1307, May 1308 and October 1309 respectively. K. Warner, Edward II (Manchester: Kathryn Warner, 2007) available at http://edwardthesecond.blogspot.co.uk/ [accessed 03/12/2017] for details.   ]  [45:  Annales Paulini, pp.258-259.]  [46:  J. S. Hamilton, Piers Gaveston, Earl of Cornwall 1307-1312 (London: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1988) p.79. ]  [47:  Vita Edwardi Secundi, p.35. ] 

Despenser is also famed for his alienation of the nobility. As the contemporary French chronicler Froissart points out, Edward ‘paid more attention to him than to anyone else’.[footnoteRef:48] Apart from apparently monopolising the king’s favour, Despenser was responsible for tricking a number of nobles out of their land in order to claim it for himself, predominantly that of his two sister-in-laws who were joint heirs, along with his wife, to the de Clare inheritance.[footnoteRef:49] Despenser’s plan was to get Elizabeth D’Amory to give up her lordship of Usk for that of Gower, only then to get her prosecuted for taking William de Braose’s inheritance, meaning she would lose everything to Despenser.[footnoteRef:50] This land-grabbing is clearly more underhanded than that of Isabella, who was just reclaiming the land she was entitled to rather than that which would make her the richest noble in the land, as Despenser had.[footnoteRef:51] [48:  Froissart, Chronicles, Edited and translated by J. Jolliffe (London: Harvill Press Limited, 1968) p.7.]  [49:  Fryde, The tyranny and fall of Edward II, 1321-1326, p.110.]  [50:  Ibid. ]  [51:  Ibid, p.107.] 

The rebellions that occurred during the reign of Edward II were the direct result of the actions taken not only by Edward II himself, but also by his favourites. Gaveston’s behaviour towards other nobles led not only to their alienation but also to the point of rebellion that could have ended in civil war, if it was not for Isabella’s intervention with the rebellious nobles as a peace-making force.[footnoteRef:52] As before mentioned Gaveston’s controlling of the king pushed the nobles to come up with a list of Ordinances and although the Vita Edwardi Secundi does not give specifics as to who the ‘advisers’ were that pushed Edward to accept Gaveston’s exile, due to her involvement earlier in his reign it is likely that Isabella was involved with convincing Edward to change his mind.[footnoteRef:53] Given that Isabella was involved in quashing the threat of civil war that occurred as a result of Gaveston’s actions, it is difficult to say that she did not understand what could happen if she pushed the nobles to the point of rebellion.  [52:  A., Weir, Isabella: She-Wolf of France, Queen of England, (London: Vintage Books, 2012) p.62.]  [53:  Vita Edwardi Secundi, p.33.  ] 

Despenser’s trickery in the Marches of Wales and the seizing of any neighbour’s lands he believed he should own, which Edward II would later confirm with royal grants to stop those dispossessed of their land from gaining it back through law, would lead to major distrust by the nobility of both him and the king.[footnoteRef:54] This mistrust of Despenser led not only to minor border skirmishing in the Marcher territories, but also civil war between the two factions that would eventually lead to Isabella’s own personal invasion.[footnoteRef:55] The civil war between Despenser and the lords of the Welsh Marches began in May 1321 in Newport, and would quickly spread, with Cardiff and Gower falling to the rebels. It would lead to the rebels marching on London in August calling for the exile of Despenser, and the replacement of his corrupt allies.[footnoteRef:56] Although the rebels were unsuccessful in their aim to overthrow Despenser, with the leaders, including Roger Mortimer, imprisoned in the Tower of London, their rebellion would give Isabella the support in terms of numbers come her invasion five years later as the exile of the nobles opposed to Despenser pushed them to support his deposition.[footnoteRef:57] Furthermore, this hatred of Despenser by the nobility would show Isabella that there would be support should she choose to rebel and is therefore likely to have pushed her into refusing to return from France until Despenser was out of power. The lack of civil war during Isabella’s period in power shows exactly how she was able to control the nobility in a way Despenser could not.  [54:  Fryde, The tranny and fall of Edward II, 1321-1326, p.37. ]  [55:  Ibid. ]  [56:  Ibid, pp.45-47. ]  [57:  Ibid, p.54. ] 

Isabella’s rule, however, was not without its unrest. Henry of Lancaster, the official head of Edward III’s regency council, led a rebellion against Isabella’s control of government in October 1328.[footnoteRef:58] The rebellion itself grew out of a popular dislike for the Treaty of Edinburgh-Northampton, along with Lancaster and Isabella’s growing apart politically after their success deposing Despenser.[footnoteRef:59] Lancaster and the faction of nobles following him removed all their support for Isabella because, as the Brut claims, she had ‘procured against her son the king’.[footnoteRef:60] Although the rebellion did not come to physical blows and ultimately failed as Isabella would stay in power, it shows that Isabella was not without her enemies who were prepared to use force in order to get rid of her in favour of the side-lined traditional regency council. Furthermore, it shows exactly how much support she had lost since her invasion in 1326, when Lancaster had joined her side.[footnoteRef:61] There is little doubt that, although Isabella knew the way she was meant to behave towards the nobility, she was guilty of failing them and thus pushed them into rebellion and eventually to overthrow her.  [58:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.240.]  [59:  Weir, Isabella, p.306.]  [60:  The Brut of the Chronicles of England, quoted in Warner Isabella of France: The Rebel Queen, p.39.]  [61:  Warner, Isabella of France, pp.215-216.] 

The overthrow of Isabella in 1330 can be considered to be the expected course of events given that Edward III’s majority rule was set to begin when he came of age, and influenced by those nobles who had a dislike for Isabella he was able to demand it from Isabella, who appears to have shown little sign of giving up power.[footnoteRef:62] Given that in 1330 Edward III would have been eighteen years old, and therefore considered to have come of age by both medieval and modern society, Isabella would have had to step down in her role as effective regent around this time anyway.[footnoteRef:63] Although Weir suggests that Edward III came up with the plan to take full control, it is more likely that he enlisted the help of, or was enlisted and agreed with the plans of those nobles who had already been alienated by Isabella and Mortimer.[footnoteRef:64] The nobles who were with Edward at Nottingham when he stormed Isabella’s private chamber and had Mortimer arrested were handpicked by Edward, such as his cousins, the Earl of Hereford and his two brothers, and the deputy constable of Nottingham castle, William d’Eland, all of whom were no friends of Isabella and Mortimer’s regime.[footnoteRef:65] Given that these nobles are generally considered to have been opposed to Isabella it is more than likely that they pushed Edward into claiming his majority rule in order to push their own ideal of getting rid of Isabella. The factional state of politics during Edward III’s minority and Isabella’s consequential overthrow cannot be considered to be a true representation of what the wider society thought of Isabella’s ability to run the country as it was in some ways the natural course of events. [62:  Doherty, Isabella and the strange death of Edward II, p.156]  [63:  BBC, ‘Edward III (1312-1377)’, BBC History (London: BBC, 2017) available at http://www.bbc.co.uk/history/historic_figures/edward_iii_king.shtml [accessed 03/12/2017].]  [64:  Weir, Isabella, p.341.  ]  [65:  Ibid, p.341.] 

Isabella fell into exactly the same pitfalls as Gaveston and Despenser when it came to keeping the nobles on side. She lost out on complete noble support in favour of unwavering support from a few close allies, such as Mortimer. However, Isabella was in fact better at handling the rebellions of her time in power than either Gaveston or Despenser, managing to control Lancaster’s rebellion from becoming full-blown civil war. If, therefore, Isabella was not the only effective ruler to not only attempt to control the nobility, but to fail at keeping the same support, we cannot say that she was a tyrant as her actions are strikingly similar to that of her counterparts.














Chapter two – Domestic Policy 
In order to keep the upper classes of the country on side and avoid widespread uproar and civil war, it was imperative that a monarch or government has successful domestic policy. Isabella appears to have had a reasonable amount of success in her issuing of domestic policy, given the lack of civil war or major domestic issues affecting the whole country, such as the issues with the relationship between populace, government, and monarchy as faced by Henry III during the period before the Second Barons’ War.[footnoteRef:66] Clearly it was important for any regent or favourite to keep the country on side in order to stay in power, but how they were to do that however, was up to them.  [66:  W. Stubbs, The Constitutional History of England in its origin and development, Volume 2 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011) p.270.] 

The issuing of charters was one of the ways a monarch or regent could hope to express some form of influence over the nobles. Isabella, for example, is known to have used her influence with both the chancellor and the keepers of the King’s seal, during Edward II’s reign to issue a number of charters and commissions of oyer and terminer, which translates from Anglo-French as ‘to hear and to determine’, referring to the judges and courts that would travel the country. [footnoteRef:67] Clearly, therefore, even before her time in power Isabella was exercising her right to issue official documents of government, as was her right as Queen of England. By the time she had come to power, Isabella’s influence over the regency council meant she was able to issue not only charters but also pardons and favours from the king at her request. The Patent Rolls for the late 1320s show a number of instances of Isabella’s involvement with the workings of government. Although these normally consisted of dealing with the management of her land, such as in August 1329 when John Mautravers the Younger and William de Bello Campo were commissioned to look in to a number of instances of people hunting on Isabella’s land in Kingswood, Gloucester without her permission, there are a number of instances of her intervention for the good of the country.[footnoteRef:68] The entry for 8 May 1330, is one example of this, in which Isabella, along with Edward III, requested the borrowing of £200 from the merchants of Bardi, Italy, in order to compensate the Earl of Kent for his lands which were now being held by the King.[footnoteRef:69] Clearly, given that the attempt at rebellion in July 1330 would be led by supports of the Earl of Kent, this compensation could well have been an attempt to appease the Earl of Kent of his concerns and stop the brewing rebellion.[footnoteRef:70] As such, Isabella in this case was clearly attempting to keep the peace in issuing this payment, which although it would not solve the issue did go some way towards it, as it would keep up the impression that she still respected the Earl of Kent even though he was leading the opposition who believed that Edward II was still alive.  [67:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.47. ]  [68:  Calendar of the patent Rolls, p.434. ]  [69:  Ibid, p.520. ]  [70:  Weir, Isabella, p.332-333.] 

William Marshal as regent of England for Henry III was also responsible for issuing a number of charters in order to secure the country. Although Magna Carta had been issued by the baronage, and agreed to by King John, in 1215, it was quickly pronounced ‘illegal, unjust, harmful to royal rights and shameful to the English people’ by the Papacy and subsequently annulled by the Pope, at John’s request.[footnoteRef:71] In 1216, when John’s son Henry III was on the throne, it was clear to his regent William Marshal that in order to keep control of the country and expel the aforementioned French Dauphin, the charter had to be reissued with the seals of the regent and Papal legate in order to guarantee the support of the nobility.[footnoteRef:72] This reissuing not only gave Magna Carta its name and its place in history as part of the foundations of the English government, but also allowed the lower classes more rights and assurances; for example, clause thirty-five demands that all weights and measures were of a standard amount for goods such as grain and cloth.[footnoteRef:73] Clearly this would help, alongside clause forty-one, which gave traders more travel rights, to ensure an equal market for all meaning that the country would overall become more stable and allow for the growth of the merchant class.[footnoteRef:74] Although none of Isabella’s domestic policy was as instrumental in developing England’s style of government as Magna Carta, her attempts to use the methods of government to keep the country stable shows how she must have been aware of the issues faced by previous English monarchs and regents and had a determination to avoid the same fate. It is also impossible to say Isabella’s role in government was necessarily any worse than that of Marshal, as they were both responsible for successful attempts to keep the peace.  [71:  C. Breay and J. Harrison, ‘Magna Carta, an introduction’, British Library (London: British Library, 2014). Available at https://www.bl.uk/magna-carta/articles/magna-carta-an-introduction [accessed 26/04/2018].]  [72:  Carpenter, The Minority of Henry III, p.23. ]  [73:  G.R.C. Davis, Magna Carta (London: The Trustees of the British Museum, 1971) p.21. ]  [74:  P. Linebaugh, The Magna Carta Manifesto: Liberties and Commons for All (California: University of California Press, 2008) p.30. ] 

Magna Carta was not the only attempt made in Henry III’s reign to keep the peace in England through charters of government. Simon de Montfort played a prominent role in the issuing of the Provisions of Oxford, 1258, which would limit the powers of the King by ensuring a council of fifteen was in place to hold the monarch to account for his actions.[footnoteRef:75] Although earlier than his period in power, de Montfort led the group of barons who created the Provisions which would lead to a wider investigation of local officials and the reform of local government during de Montfort’s later period as effective regent, following the first period of the Second Baron’s War between 1264 and 1265.[footnoteRef:76] The Provisions of Oxford, as with Magna Carta, were recalled by the Pope in 1261, but it does show again how the monarch was forced by the nobility to put in measures to keep the peace. The effects of the Provisions must have been felt by Isabella as de Montfort’s welcoming of representatives from towns and cities to parliament was still being implemented in parliament during her reign.[footnoteRef:77]Although they were not as drastic as the Provisions, Isabella’s use of charters to attempt to push through her own ideas as to how the country should be run during her son’s minority, shows her determination to have an influence over the state.  [75:  Parliament UK, ‘Provisions of Oxford’, available at https://www.parliament.uk/about/living-heritage/evolutionofparliament/originsofparliament/birthofparliament/overview/simondemontfort/provisionsoxford/ [accessed 26/04/12018].]  [76:  Ibid.]  [77:  Parliament UK, ‘Simon de Montfort’s Parliament’, Parliament UK (London: Parliament UK, 2018) available at https://www.parliament.uk/about/living-heritage/evolutionofparliament/originsofparliament/birthofparliament/overview/simondemontfort/demontfortparliament/ [accessed 26/04/2018].] 

Another clear example of Isabella’s domestic policy in England was her ability, in effect, to scare the population into following her. One of Isabella’s early actions in her reign was to imprison ‘eighteen young boys as hostages in Chester Castle, at the towns-peoples own expense, because the people of the town had been “disobedient and ill behaved” towards her son’.[footnoteRef:78] Although the taking of noble hostages had become common under King John, the use of children was a evidently shock tactic intended to force Chester’s local population to accept Isabella’s son as the new King of England rather than supporting the deposed Edward II.[footnoteRef:79] These scare tactics can be seen to come into use yet again in 1327 with the supposed murder of Edward II in Berkeley Castle. The circumstances surrounding Edward II’s death, or disappearance, may never be known, however, Isabella must have seen the surviving Edward II as a threat to her son’s rule as she either murdered him or covered up his escape with the public announcement of his death. In the months leading up to the fated date in September 1327, Isabella accused the Dunheved brothers, and supporters of Edward II, of trying to free Edward II from his prison at Berkeley Castle.[footnoteRef:80] It appears Isabella’s accusations were not without evidence; a letter dated July 1327, stated that the Dunheved’s had not only attempted to, but succeeded in getting in to Berkeley and releasing Edward, although he was quickly recaptured.[footnoteRef:81] If the Dunheved brothers had succeeded in releasing Edward II from imprisonment, it is likely that they would have then had the ability to overthrow Isabella. As such, regardless of Edward II’s ability to be a success as monarch, imprisoned he posed a great threat to Isabella’s rule.[footnoteRef:82] The murder, or at the very least the supposed murder, of Edward II therefore was intended by Isabella to ensure she was able to keep control of the country, as without the demise of the previous king there would always be a chance of a rebellion or uprising in the name of Edward II. Clearly, therefore Isabella was able to put whatever feelings she had left for her husband behind in order to ensure the success of her son’s reign.  [78:  The Deputy Keeper of the Records, Calendar of the Close Rolls preserved in the Public Record Office (London: Printed for Her Majesties’ Stationery Office by Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1896) p.187-188. ]  [79:  R. V. Turner, King John (Essex: Longman Group UK Limited, 1994) p.17. Warner, Isabella of France: The Rebel Queen, p.213. ]  [80:  Calendar of the patent Rolls, pp.73-99.]  [81:  Doherty, Isabella and the Strange Death of Edward II, p.122. ]  [82:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.230.] 

William Marshal, although acting potentially more honestly than Isabella, was also able to ensure he could keep control of the country and avoid any further serious rebellion in the early part of Henry III’s reign through the before mentioned re-issuing of Magna Carta. Magna Carta was not only a way for Marshal to ensure the support of the nobility for Henry III over the French Dauphin, but also a way for Marshal to keep the same support as well as guarantee the support of the church and the general populace. The Church gained in many ways, most prominently through making it free from Crown control, as stated at the end of the charter.[footnoteRef:83] Given that Archbishop Langton of Canterbury helped the barons to construct the original charter, it is perhaps no surprise that the church was set to benefit from the introduction of the charter’s demands.[footnoteRef:84] What is more unusual in Magna Carta is the provision of support for the peasantry. Clauses thirty nine and forty apply directly to the lower classes, as well as the baronage. The right to justice and for anyone accused to be judged by his peers or the ‘law of the land’ meant that anyone, accused of anything from petty theft to murder would no longer be subject to different judgement depending on their status; peasant and lord would both be executed for murder for example.[footnoteRef:85] The charter did not raise the level of equality across the classes generally, but where it ensured the general support for Henry III that would turn out to be vital in removing the French threat to the throne. While Isabella’s actions in keeping general support were not as influential, or as peaceful as Marshal’s, she was able to push the country into submission by using the above mentioned incident at Chester to set an example.  [83:  Davis, Magna Carta, p.25.]  [84:  Breay and Harrison, ‘Magna Carta, an introduction’, available at https://www.bl.uk/magna-carta/articles/magna-carta-an-introduction [accessed 26/04/2018].]  [85:  Davis, Magna Carta, p.20.] 

Simon de Montfort was also particularly effective at keeping control of the English state. However, instead of using coercive tactics as Isabella did, de Montfort made Henry III his puppet king. Following the recalling of the Provisions of Oxford by the papacy, de Montfort was successful in imprisoning both Henry III and his first born Prince Edward after the Battle of Lewes in 1264.[footnoteRef:86] Following this, de Montfort was able to set himself up as the effective head of what has be described as the ‘first English parliament’, which meant that there was greater representation for all, as representatives of all the towns and cities were in attendance.[footnoteRef:87] However, the chronicle of Matthew Paris makes no mention of this parliament and instead claims that de Montfort was ruling England in the guise of a king who ‘arranged the affairs of the whole kingdom at his own will’.[footnoteRef:88] Isabella was also guilty of this as she able to use her status as Queen Mother to use her son’s minority to make him into an effective puppet king, in a similar way to de Montfort had with Henry III.  [86:  A. H. Burne, The Battlefields of England (Barnsley: Pen and Sword Military Classics, 2005) pp.152-153.]  [87:   Parliament UK, ‘Simon de Montfort’s Parliament’, available at https://www.parliament.uk/about/living-heritage/evolutionofparliament/originsofparliament/birthofparliament/overview/simondemontfort/demontfortparliament/ [accessed 26/04/2018].]  [88:  M. Paris, Matthew Paris’ English History: From the year 1235 to 1273, volume three, translated by J.A. Giles (London: Henry G. Bohn, 1854) p.352. ] 

The role taken by a favourite or regent in government was also key in the power they could influence over domestic policy. If able to control the making of policy, Isabella would have been able to have complete control of the country in the name of her son. However, the role Isabella took in government during her period in power shows how, while she was able to take control of the country and overthrow Edward II, she was not able to have complete control of government. Although Isabella had control of the Privy Seal, , the personal seal of the monarch, due to her personal clerk holding the position on behalf of the minor Edward III, the role of Holder of the Privy Seal did not allow her any ability to make governmental policy decisions.[footnoteRef:89] The regency council was instead led by Henry, third Earl of Lancaster, and cousin to Edward III.[footnoteRef:90] The council was directly responsible for all decisions that would normally be made by the monarch with regards to the running of the state and passed under the Great Seal of State, rather than through the Privy Seal.[footnoteRef:91] Before the reign of Edward II the Privy Seal had been held by the Keeper of the King’s Wardrobe, who was also responsible for the running of the King’s household.[footnoteRef:92] While Edward II created a separate office for the Holder of the Privy Seal, in order to meet the demands of the Ordainers in 1311; it did not come with any more responsibility for the running of state.[footnoteRef:93] As therefore, Isabella effectively held the Privy Seal she was only able to be responsible for the household of Edward III and thus did not hold a prominent role in the running of the state. As such, Isabella cannot have been a tyrant in her rule if she was unable to hold any actual power with regards to running the country.  [89:  I. Mortimer, The Greatest Traitor: The Life of Sir Roger Mortimer, 1st Earl of March (London: Vintage Books, 2010) p.203.]  [90:  Ormrod, ‘Edward III’, available at http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/10.1093/ref:odnb/9780198614128.001.0001/odnb-9780198614128-e-8519 [accessed 23/04/2018].]  [91:  Ibid.]  [92:  T. F. Tout, The Place of the Reign of Edward II in English History (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1914) p.65.]  [93:  Tout, The Place of the Reign of Edward II in English History, p.162] 

William Marshal was the official head of Henry III’s regency council and was as such directly responsible for all decisions regarding the running of the state. The title given to Marshal was originally ‘justiciar’ however, upon the decision of the council the title was changed to receptor noster et regni nostri, ‘our ruler and the ruler of our kingdom’.[footnoteRef:94] This name change clearly suggests that Marshal had the same powers as the young Henry III would have upon reaching his maturity and that as regent that he was in effect a second king. Not only was Marshal’s regency council directly responsible for getting the general populace to support Henry III through the re-issuing of Magna Carta, but it was also able to restore the mechanisms of government. Within the first year of his rule, Marshal was able to reinstate the justice bench and restore the exchequer, after King John had closed both down in his reign.[footnoteRef:95] Added to this, Marshal was also able to get Llewelyn, Prince of Wales, who had been staging a rebellion against the king, to agree to swear homage to Henry III and acknowledge that Wales was not a principality.[footnoteRef:96] Although West Wales would be given back to Llewelyn, as the king’s bailiff, and therefore the monarchy in practice lost what little control it had of the area, the ability of Marshal to get a settlement from the Welsh, as well as get government up and running again, shows how effective a regent could be if given the right powers. In this case it is difficult to compare Marshal’s actions to those of Isabella as she did not have to contend with issues in Wales. What is clear however is that had Isabella been given an official role she would have had much more control over the running of the country.  [94:  Carpenter, The Minority of Henry III, pp. 21-22. ]  [95:  Ibid, pp. 64-65.]  [96:  Ibid, p 76. ] 

Simon de Montfort was another effective regent who, like Isabella, did not have any official governmental title. Regardless of the fact that he had lead the nobles’ rebellion and was the leader of the royal court, it appears that in his period in power de Montfort did not take any title, as he would have been entitled to, given that he held the king hostage and was therefore leading the country on his behalf; instead he chose to keep his title, sixth Earl of Leicester.[footnoteRef:97] De Montfort’s parliament may not have been very ambitious in terms of the domestic policy it issued; the parliament was, however, one of the first to discuss matters of national concern, such as the re-implementation of the Provisions of Oxford, rather than the granting of taxation as previous parliaments had.[footnoteRef:98] The December parliament of 1264 contained 23 lay magnates, 120 bishops, two knights from each county and two citizens from each town, all summoned to discuss the release of Prince Edward.[footnoteRef:99] This shows that de Montfort actually led parliament in a more democratic way, as he search for the opinions of the whole country before making a decision on the future of the monarchy. Clearly, while de Montfort had no official government title he was still able successfully to control government through parliament suggesting that Isabella should have been able to do the same, had she been able to get into a position to directly control parliament.  [97:  R. Pauli, Simon de Montfort, Earl of Leicester: Creator of the House of Commons, translated by U. M. Goodwin (London: Trübner and Co., 1876) p.156-157]  [98:  Parliament UK, ‘Simon de Montfort’s Parliament’, available at https://www.parliament.uk/about/living-heritage/evolutionofparliament/originsofparliament/birthofparliament/overview/simondemontfort/demontfortparliament/ [accessed 26/04/2018].]  [99:  Ibid.] 

Therefore, Isabella’s ability to issue domestic policy was hindered by her lack of actual control in government. However, she was able to exercise limited control over the issuing of charters through either her own name or the name of her son. On top of this, Isabella was, like both Marshal and de Montfort, able to ensure the peace of the state during her period of control. While this did involve the possible murder of her husband, rather than the issuing of influential charters, such as Magna Carta or the Provisions of Oxford, her ruthless ability to keep the control meant she was able to be successful in her rule. 

Chapter three – Foreign Policy 
In order to ensure the success of any monarch’s reign it was paramount that they were able to become a successful European diplomat and deal with the issues of trade, marriage and land ownership with the Christian world and, in the case of trade, beyond.[footnoteRef:100] As a Princess of France, Isabella was a pawn in France’s foreign policy from the moment of her birth, and as such was no doubt aware of the importance of her position when she became Queen of England.[footnoteRef:101] In the period before she gained power, Isabella had already proven her worth as a skilled negotiator when it came to dealing with her father and brothers, who were all Kings of France during her lifetime and determined to claim Gascony for France.[footnoteRef:102] When it came to her own period in power, Isabella was equally successful in foreign policy, ensuring that her son was able to inherit England as a powerful Christian country.  [100:  A.W. Ward, ‘Introduction’, The Cambridge History of British Foreign Policy, 1782-1919, volume one, ed. by A.W. Ward and G. P Gooch (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1922) pp.2-3. ]  [101:  Castor, She-Wolves, p.227.]  [102:  M. Prestwich, Plantagenet England, 1225-1360 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005) p.213] 

One of the first acts of foreign policy Isabella put into play during her reign was to act on the marriage treaty made between Isabella and the Count of Hainault.[footnoteRef:103] The treaty had allowed Isabella access to the fleet of ships, and a small number of mercenaries which she needed in order to invade England and overthrow Edward II.[footnoteRef:104] In return, Isabella had promised the hand of Edward III in marriage to the Count William’s daughter, Philippa of Hainault.[footnoteRef:105] The marriage treaty caused controversy in England as it was planned before Isabella had any real power, and in direct contradiction to Edward II’s plans for his son’s marriage and the security of the state, as Edward III was officially betrothed to the sister of Alfonso XI of Castile in order to ensure Spanish support for England’s rule in Gascony.[footnoteRef:106] However, Isabella’s treaty ensured that her son would sit on the throne of England and would safeguard trade connections with what would become one of the most powerful areas in the Low Countries.[footnoteRef:107] While all the planning for the marriage and the treaty was signed before Isabella took power, her implementation of the treaty, with the marriage of Edward III and Philippa in York Minster, July 1328, shows how she was fully prepared to follow through with her promises, when she could have turned her back on Hainault once she had what she wanted from them in favour of a marriage for her son that would provide greater advantage for England and her French lands.[footnoteRef:108]   [103:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.199. ]  [104:  Weir, Isabella, pp.220-221 ]  [105:  Hilton, Queens Consort, p.274 ]  [106:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.187. ]  [107:  Ibid, p.193.  ]  [108:  J. Vale, ‘Philippa of Hainault’, Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), available at http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/10.1093/ref:odnb/9780198614128.001.0001/odnb-9780198614128-e-22110 [accessed 27/04/2018].] 

During her time in power, Isabella was responsible for another important piece of foreign policy that occurred in the fourteenth century. Since Edward I had attempted to gain control of Scotland through a failed marriage treaty in 1287 between his son and the three year old heir to the throne, England had been regularly at war with Scotland.[footnoteRef:109] Robert the Bruce had taken the lead in the fight against English over-lordship and was crowned King of the Scots in 1306, and it was he who defeated Edward II at the Battle of Bannockburn in June 1314.[footnoteRef:110] Following this, Edward failed to make any attempts to take over Scotland as its king, while Robert continued to terrorise Northern England with his guerrilla-style warfare.[footnoteRef:111] As such, when it came to Isabella’s time in power, it was imperative that she was able to come to some form of arrangement with Scotland, in order to ensure she could focus on domestic matters. The Treaty of Edinburgh-Northampton was signed in 1328 between the two states was sealed with a marriage treaty between Isabella’s daughter Joan and Bruce’s son David.[footnoteRef:112] The treaty recognised Bruce’s claim to Scotland and gave up any English hopes of claiming it in return for the Scots giving up any claim on Northumberland.[footnoteRef:113] Isabella’s exact involvement in the treaty is unknown, however it is more than likely that, as the Queen Mother and the holder of the Privy Seal, she would have been involved in formulating the treaty in some form.[footnoteRef:114] Despite it being clear from a number of contemporary chronicles that the treaty was disliked by the English population, as the Brut Chronicle claims Edward III and many English nobles had been ‘falsely disinherited’, Isabella’s period in power stands out as being the only time in which there was an official peace with Scotland until the two states shared a monarch in 1603.[footnoteRef:115] [109:  M. Morris. Edward I: A Great and Terrible King (London: Windmill Book, 2008) pp.235-240.]  [110:  Weir, Isabella, pp.101-102]  [111:  M. Penman, Robert Bruce: King of the Scots (Yale: Yale University Press, 2014) p.123.]  [112:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.234. ]  [113:  Ibid, p.233.]  [114:  Ibid.]  [115:  W. B. Patterson, King James VI and the Reunion of Christendom (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997) p.31. The Brut, p.256.] 

During Edward II’s reign Despenser had done the opposite of Isabella, by standing in the way of the peace she was attempting to make with the French king over the ongoing issue of English rule in Gascony. Not only was Despenser unable to travel to France, even with the King, because of the threat from the nobles they had pushed into exile, but he was also unable to stay in England without Edward II due to the hatred of him in the realm.[footnoteRef:116] As a direct result of Despenser’s refusal to leave Edward II’s side, he endangered the English state through putting the whole peace process with France in jeopardy. As a result of Despenser’s refusal to allow the King to pay homage for his lands in France, the French King Charles IV invaded Gascony with troops in 1324.[footnoteRef:117] Although a major war did not occur, the army led against the Earl of Kent, who was Lieutenant of Gascony, did cause a major issue as the Earl proved to be an ineffective military leader, leading to the French taking effective possession of Gascony.[footnoteRef:118] As a result of the pillaging and havoc caused by French troops the situation had to be sorted out fast. However, Edward II had all French subjects in England arrested, including a number of Isabella’s court, rather than use diplomacy to deal with the situation.[footnoteRef:119] The situation was, only cleared up when Isabella was sent to France on behalf of Edward II to enter into peace talks with her brother.[footnoteRef:120] Clearly, therefore, Isabella’s ability when it came to foreign policy was in fact better than that of Despenser, as she was able to put the needs of the country above her own family. The Treaty of Edinburgh-Northampton may not have been popular but it ensured there would be no war between the two states unlike Despenser’s lack of desire for peace with Gascony.[footnoteRef:121] [116:  Fryde, The tyranny and fall of Edward II, p.146. Vita Edwardi Secundi, p.235]  [117:  R. M. Haines, King Edward II: His Life, His Reign, and Its Aftermath, 1284-1330 (Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2003) p.317.]  [118:  Weir, Isabella, pp.158-159.]  [119:  Haines, King Edward II, p317. Vita Edwardi Secundi, p.229]  [120:  Castor, She-Wolves, pp.283-284.]  [121:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.238. ] 

The way any ruler handled invasion was key to not only ensuring the safety of their country but also to the way they were viewed by the rest of the world. Isabella had invaded England herself, and was therefore likely seen by many of Edward II’s supporters as a usurper to the throne. For Isabella’s supporters however, the invasion was unable to fail, as in the words of Froissart, ‘God would not allow’ Edward II’s men to capture Isabella’s force when they landed.[footnoteRef:122] Isabella played on the idea that God was on her side by claiming that she was invading to remove Despenser, rather than her husband.[footnoteRef:123] The famous aforementioned letter from Isabella is the basis for the historical reasoning that Isabella’s intention was to reunite with her husband.[footnoteRef:124] Isabella’s invasion was successful, not only because she met with very little backlash due to Despenser’s focus on saving his own life than stopping the invasion force, but also because she was welcomed into the country by Despenser’s ever-growing enemies.[footnoteRef:125] Regardless of the reasons for Isabella’s success in her invasion, there is no doubt that she was in fact little different from those who usurped power by becoming the king’s favourite such as Despenser or Gaveston. [122:  Froissart, Chronicles, p.15.]  [123:  Hilton, Queens Consort, p.276.]  [124:  Vita Edwardi Secundi, p.243.]  [125:  Hilton, Queens Consort, p.276.] 

Isabella was also able successfully to handle the threat of invasion from external sources. The exiled adherents of the executed Earl of Kent were threatening to invade in July 1330.[footnoteRef:126] The Earl had been executed in early 1330 for a plot to remove Isabella and Mortimer from power, as well as for attempting to release Edward II from Corfe Castle, where he was reportedly being held alive, suggesting that his death in Berkeley Castle never happened.[footnoteRef:127] Following Kent’s execution, having run to the safety of Europe, a number of his supporters, with the aid of Duke John III of Brabant, nephew of both Kent and Edward II, began planning to invade near the Scottish border using the Earl of Mar for internal support.[footnoteRef:128] Isabella, however, reacted quickly to news of the invasion plans and ‘…ordered the sheriff in the country to array knights, squires and other men who bore arms’ so that the country would be ready for any invasion that was to come.[footnoteRef:129] This reaction to threat of invasion suggests that the risk to Isabella was high and that the country was concerned about the threat of invasion, implying that she had some popularity in her rule. Isabella’s readiness to ensure that the invasion failed, shows not only how insecure she was in her rule but also her ability to control the country when necessary in order to secure it and her son’s rule. Regardless of the fact that the exiled nobles’ invasion would come to nothing, it is a clear example of Isabella’s political ability to control relations with those outside England.  [126:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.248 ]  [127:  Doherty, Isabella and the Strange Death of Edward II, p.146-147. ]  [128:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.248]  [129:  Calendar of the Close Rolls, p.147.] 

Given that Isabella herself successfully held off an invasion, much like the one she had staged in 1326, she was clearly much more capable than her counterpart Despenser when it came to dealing with unruly nobles overseas. Despenser was fully aware of Isabella’s impending return to England following her self-imposed exile in France and Hainault, and as such should have had time to prepare England for invasion in the way that Isabella would do four years later.[footnoteRef:130] However, the few plans he did have fell through when Edward II’s half-brother Thomas of Brotherton, Earl of Norfolk, chose to turn to Isabella’s side when she landed in his estate in 1326, instead of defending Norfolk, Suffolk, Essex and Hertfordshire as he had been appointed.[footnoteRef:131] Following news of the invasion party having landed and moving easily through the East of the country, and the Earl of Norfolk’s abandonment of Edward II, other loyal men scattered or joined the rebels as well, weakening Edward and Despenser’s chances even further.[footnoteRef:132] Had Despenser had a better hold on the nobility, there is no doubt that he would have been able to put down Isabella’s invasion. Instead though, Despenser chose to flee London with Edward II in tow, eventually landing up in his lands in South Wales following a failed attempt to flee the country via the Bristol Channel, thus suggesting that he put his own safety ahead of that of the potential safety of England under Isabella.[footnoteRef:133] Clearly therefore, Isabella was more successful than Despenser at ensuring the safety of the monarch and his country as she put her son’s safety first, unlike Despenser who was attempting to save his own skin over the King’s. [130:  Hilton, Queens Consort, p.276.]  [131:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.202. ]  [132:  Ibid, pp.203-204.]  [133:  Fryde, The tyranny and fall of Edward II, p.188	] 

Any form of warfare that a monarch had to deal with that involved other states also had a major influence on their success. In order to avoid a war on foreign ground, Isabella handed Gascony, which had been held by England since Henry II’s marriage to Eleanor of Aquitaine in 1152, to the French king Charles IV in 1327 as part of a peace treaty.[footnoteRef:134] Following Isabella’s aforementioned diplomatic visit to France in 1325, the French had sent a force to take control of Gascony.[footnoteRef:135] Although, Prince Edward was made Duke of Gascony and travelled to France to pay homage for it, the tensions were never resolved and by the time Edward III was king, there had been direct warfare between the two forces in Gascony.[footnoteRef:136] As such, in order to ensure peace with France once she was in power, Isabella chose to give Gascony to France, and pay a hefty fine of 50,000 marks, rather than risk having to fight a war with them over ownership later.[footnoteRef:137] While this tactic was most likely not popular with the English nobility, due to its limited benefits to them and England, it was potentially the only way to ensure that there would be no war with France and therefore safeguard England as a whole.[footnoteRef:138] Whether Isabella was thinking of the long term interests of England at the time is unknown but her intention to safeguard England from French ambition was to turn into one of the longest wars between England and France; Edward III would start the Hundred Years’ War with France once he reached maturity in an attempt to not only claim back Gascony but also the French throne, once he knew his control of England was secure.[footnoteRef:139] [134:  J. Sumption, The Hundred Years War 1: Trail by Battle (London: Faber and Faber, 1999) p.102.]  [135:  Weir, Isabella, p.158]  [136:  Castor, She-Wolves, p.285]  [137:  Sumption, The Hundred Years War 1, p.102.]  [138:  T. F. Tout, A History of England: From the accession of Henry III to the death of Edward III,1216-1377 (New York: Haskell House Publishers Limited, 1969) p.324.]  [139:  Ibid, p.399. ] 

While Despenser’s reluctance to allow Edward II to travel to France in order to pay homage for Gascony resulted in warfare between the English troops in Gascony and the French, the focus on France would lead to further issues with other English neighbours. The issues with Gascony, led to even more difficulties when it came to foreign policy as tensions were yet again rising with Scotland. This time though, Bruce was looking for the opportunity to make a peace treaty with England rather than war and Edward II, ‘realizing that the Gascon affair limited his scope for action’, agreed that they should meet at York to discuss terms.[footnoteRef:140] Although the discussions did not lead to anything more than another truce between the two countries, the issues with Gascony had stood in the way of not only a successful peace treaty or even a renewed effort towards war with Scotland.[footnoteRef:141] As such, it is clear that Isabella was in fact better able to handle diplomatic relations than Despenser as she ensured peace with multiple nations while Despenser’s paranoia stood in the way of it. [140:  Vita Edwardi Secundi, p.223]  [141:  Ibid, p.227. ] 

William Marshal was one of the few rulers to have faced fighting a foreign force on English soil. By the time Marshal was made regent, Dauphine Louis of France controlled most of the East of England.[footnoteRef:142] Marshal not only had to get the country back into the hands of the English monarchy, but as before discussed, get the English nobility back onside. The culmination of this was the Battle of Lincoln in May 1217.[footnoteRef:143] Even though Louis was not present at the battle, the definitiveness of Marshal’s win, through the tactics of the Bishop of Lincoln, who knew about another entrance into the city, meant that the French were willing to sign a peace treaty and leave the country.[footnoteRef:144] The terms of the Treaty of Kingston/Lambeth in September 1217 shows how Marshal was able to get a ‘sentence of excommunication’ against Louis in England.[footnoteRef:145] Despite Isabella not having to contend with any major invasions from foreign powers, her dealing with the Earl of Kent’s threat shows how she was prepared, and would have probably been able to, expel any unwanted threat to the monarchy from England, as Marshal had done with a much larger force in the previous century. [142:  Painter, William Marshal, p.184-185.]  [143:  Carpenter, The Minority of Henry III, p.36.]  [144:  Ibid, p.37.]  [145:  Flores Historiaum, volume two, ed. H. R., Luard (London: Printed for Her Majesties’ Stationery Office by Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1890) p.165.] 

Through foreign policy Isabella was clearly able to use her knowledge, from her time acting as Edward II’s diplomat and time in growing up as a princess in the court of France, to her advantage in order to ensure the safety of England from foreign powers. Although her actions may not have been as noteworthy as Marshal’s win at Lincoln, and pushed the nobles even further away due to the unpopularity of her ideas, Isabella did successfully ensure that England would stay in the hands of her son.[footnoteRef:146] Compared to Despenser, Isabella was clearly more successful in handling both Scotland and France, thus suggesting that she able to handle the difficulties of being in power without putting her own needs and safety before that of the state. [146:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.273.] 














Conclusion 
Isabella’s gender is the one thing that does not seem to have been an issue to the contemporary chroniclers writing about her. While there were not many English chronicles written at the time of Isabella’s period in power, those that do mention her before her invasion, such as the Vita Edwardi Secundi, do not seem to be overly against Isabella in the run up to her invasion of England.[footnoteRef:147] The last issue the Vita deals with is Isabella’s refusal to return to England from France in 1326; the anonymous writer simply refers to Isabella as a ‘mother’ who ‘refused to return to England’.[footnoteRef:148] While not supporting Isabella’s actions, these words suggest that the author, who would have had access to the court of England, had a belief that her intentions were good and that she would return to Edward II as she claimed, alongside his obvious need to respect Isabella as Queen of England and therefore write favourably about her. One of the most obviously anti-Isabella chronicles was written by Geoffrey le Baker in an attempt to get Edward II canonised as a saint.[footnoteRef:149] Not only was le Baker responsible for the theory of the red hot poker being Edward II’s murder weapon, but he was also responsible for turning Isabella into a tyrant in the eyes of history.[footnoteRef:150] Even those non-English chronicles written in the time of Isabella’s unofficial regency, on the whole do not refer to Isabella in a negative way. Froissart, might have been expected to be on the French side and therefore writing against Isabella, due to her brother the King being against Isabella’s invasion plans. [footnoteRef:151]  However, Froissart refers to ‘everything’ having ‘been for so long against her’, clearly suggesting that he had sympathy for Isabella’s situation.[footnoteRef:152] Thus, to her contemporaries Isabella was not tyrannical in her actions as later historians would make out.  [147:  Vita Edwardi Secundi, pp. 243-247.]  [148:  Ibid, p.247.]  [149:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.25. ]  [150:  Cited in Warner, Isabella of France: The Rebel Queen, p.231. ]  [151:  Froissart, Chronicles, p.11. ]  [152:  Ibid. ] 

Baker’s reference to Isabella as ‘Jezebel’, not only turned Isabella into a devil-like character but started an interpretation that Isabella’s actions were only negative for England, rather than being the patchwork of successes and failures.[footnoteRef:153] The term ‘Jezebel’ refers to Isabella as having been immoral and deceiving in order to get her own way, with reference to Jezebel the wife of King Ahab in the Book of Kings.[footnoteRef:154] In addition to this the term ’she-wolf’ which is most commonly attributed to Isabella of France, was in fact first used by Shakespeare in reference to Margaret of Anjou in his play Henry VI Part Three.[footnoteRef:155] The term was later attributed to Isabella through Thomas Gray’s poem ‘The Bard’. [footnoteRef:156] Clearly therefore, the term ‘she-wolf’ can still be seen as being unfairly put onto Isabella as she was never the intended object of the term, suggesting that even two centuries after Isabella’s time in power she was still not viewed as having been tyrannical in power, or that by this point Isabella had almost been forgotten by history. Clearly, therefore, given that the negative connotations towards Isabella appear to have started with le Baker’s writing it is difficult to say that the contemporary writers on Isabella actually thought she was incapable of ruling England.  [153:  G. le Baker, The Chronicle of Geoffrey le Baker, translated by D. Preest (Woodbridge: The Boydell Press, 2012) p.21.]  [154:  Collins Staff, Holy Bible: King James Version (Glasgow: Harper Collins2011) 1 Kings 16:31; 18:4-19; 19:1-2; 21:2-25. ]  [155:  W. Shakespeare, Henry VI Part Three, ed. J. Cox and E. Rasmussen (London: Arden Shakespeare, 2001) p.217.  ]  [156:  T. Gray, Poems (London: J. Dodsley 1768) p.61.] 

Isabella’s actions to ensure the safety and success of England across all aspects of the running of the regency government show how she came across the same successes and failures as many of her counterparts. Not only was she able to control the nobility by handing out lands and gifts but she also lost their support through her own taking of land which was perceived as greed. On top this her ability to use her connections as daughter and sister to the Kings of France in order to ensure that England was safeguarded for the future, shows how Isabella, although foreign, always appears to have put England before her home country.[footnoteRef:157] While her decisions were more often than not unpopular with the general population of England, Isabella seemed to not be fazed by any suggestion of her being unsuitable to rule, mostly due to her closeness with Mortimer, and continued to act in what she believed would be best interests for the population when it came to foreign policy.[footnoteRef:158] In terms of domestic policy however, Isabella was far less successful as she was unable to take full control of the country due to the confines of having to go through the regency council, led by the Earl of Lancaster who became hostile towards Isabella.[footnoteRef:159] As such, it is clear that Isabella was not on the whole successful while she cannot be seen to have been a complete failure for England. [157:  Castor, She-Wolves, p.227.]  [158:  Weir, Isabella, p.376]  [159:  Ormrod, ‘Edward III’, available at http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/10.1093/ref:odnb/9780198614128.001.0001/odnb-9780198614128-e-8519 [accessed 23/04/2018].] 

By the end of her time of power, Isabella had not only dealt with issues that take a striking resemblance to that of her counterparts, especially those faced by both royal favourites Gaveston and Despenser, but she would succumb to the same downfall as them. 1330 not only saw Edward III come of an age in which he could take control of the county as its monarch, but also the first time Isabella would face an issue that she could not use her position as mother to the King to resolve.[footnoteRef:160] As such, Edward III’s ambush of Isabella and Mortimer in Nottingham Castle in October 1330 saw Isabella’s time in control come to an abrupt end.[footnoteRef:161] Given that the ambush was supported by a number of notable nobles, alongside the young knights who were on the ground with the king, including Henry, Earl of Lancaster who had previously made remarks about Isabella giving bad counsel to Edward III, it is likely that the noble population celebrated the downfall of Isabella.[footnoteRef:162] Although not killed like Gaveston or Despenser, Isabella would spend the rest of her life under house arrest; had she not have been the Queen Mother and sister to the King of France it is likely that she too would have been killed.[footnoteRef:163] Clearly therefore, Isabella cannot be considered to be that different from Edward II’s two royal favourites as she too faced and fell to noble rebellion. [160:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.20. ]  [161:  Hilton, Queens Consort, p.285.]  [162:  Warner, Isabella of France, p.242.]  [163:  Hilton, Queens Consort, p. 285.] 

While, Isabella’s actions during her time in power, in and of themselves do not make her a good or bad ruler on their own, the combination of them clearly paints Isabella as having had as many success in her rule as failures. Clearly therefore, with modern eyes on a medieval world, Isabella of France should be viewed as having been successful in terms of securing England for Edward III in a way that has parallels to those of others in her position. 









Appendices 
Appendix one 
Timeline of the life of Isabella of France [footnoteRef:164] [164:  For further information see Warner, Isabella of France, pp.17-20.] 

c. late 1295 – Birth of Isabella 
June 1299 – Treaty of Montreuil, sealed with the arrangement of the marriage of Isabella and Edward of Caernarfon 
May 1303 – Official betrothal of Edward and Isabella 
April 1303 – Death of Isabella’s mother Joan I of Navarre 
25 January 1308 – Wedding of Edward and Isabella 
25 February 1308 – Coronation of Edward II and Isabella as King and Queen consort of England 
25 June 1308 – Piers Gaveston’s second exile. (His first had been in 1307 under Edward I) 
19 June 1312 – Piers Gaveston’s execution 
13 November 1312 – Birth of Isabella’s son, Edward of Windsor, future Edward III 
23 May – 15 July 1313 – Edward II and Isabella visit France 
Late February – late April 1314 – Isabella visits France
23 and 24 June 1314 – Battle of Bannockburn 
29 November 1314 – Death of Isabella’s father Philip IV of France, accession of Louis X 
5 June 1316 – Death of Louis X
15 August 1316 – Birth of Isabella’s son, John of Eltham 
20 November 1316 – Accession of Philip V of France 
14 February 1318 – Death of Marguerite of France, dowager Queen of England 
18 June 1318 – Birth of Isabella’s daughter, Eleanor of Woodstock 
October 1318 – Hugh Despenser the Younger made Royal Chamberlin 
5 July 1321 – Birth of Isabella’s daughter, Joan of the Tower 
29 August 1321 – Exile of both Hugh Despenser the Elder and Hugh Despenser the Younger 
3 January 1322 – Death of Philip V of France, accession of Charles IV 
13 February 1322 – Imprisonment of Roger Mortimer in the Tower of London 
16 March 1322 – Battle of Boroughbridge 
22 March 1322 – Execution of Thomas, earl of Lancaster
1 August 1323 – Escape of Roger Mortimer from the Tower 
9 March 1325 – Isabella departs for France 
12 September 1325 – Edward of Windsor departs for France 
October/November 1325 – Isabella refuses to return to England 
c. late 1325 – Isabella beings relationship with Roger Mortimer 
27 August 1326 – Betrothal of Edward of Windsor and Philippa pf Hainault 
24 September 1326 – Arrival of Isabella’s invasion force in England 
27 October 1326 – Execution of Hugh Despenser the Elder, earl of Winchester 
16 November 1326 – Capture of Edward II 
17 November 1326 – Execution of Edmund Fitzalan, earl of Arundel 
24 November 1326 – Execution of Hugh Despenser the Younger 
20 January 1327 – Abdication of Edward II 
1 February 1327 – Coronation of Edward III 
21 September 1327 – Official date given for Edward II death 
20 December 1327 – Funeral of Edward II at St. Peter’s Abbey, Gloucester 
25 and 26 January 1328 – Wedding of Edward III and Philippa of Hainault 
17 July 1328 – Wedding of the future David II of Scotland and Joan of the Tower
7 June 1329 – Death of Robert Bruce, accession of David II of Scotland 
18 February 1330 – Coronation of Philippa of Hainault as Queen of England
19 March 1330 – Execution of Edmund of Woodstock, earl of Kent 
19 October 1330 – Arrest of Roger Mortimer, Edward III takes control of England 
13 November 1330 – Edward III turn eighteen 
29 November 1330 – Execution of Roger Mortimer at Tyburn 
Early 1340s – Potential death of Edward II in Italy 
26 August 1346 – Battle of Crécy 
22 August 1358 – Death of Isabella of France 
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